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ABSTRACT

Leadership courses are emerging across higher education institutions taking 

various shapes and forms.  Some are coordinated and run by faculty sometimes leading to 

a minor, major, or certificate.  Others are coordinated by student affairs professionals.  

The focus of this study is to understand the experiences that student affairs professionals 

have in implementing and coordinating leadership courses in academic units.  Because on 

many campuses leadership courses are being implemented by student affairs 

professionals, there are distinctive intricacies involved.  Plagued by the complexity of the 

inter-profession relationship between student affairs and faculty, implementing and 

coordinating courses is not a simple matter.  In addition to learning about student affairs 

professionals’ experiences, this study also shares strategies that these professionals use in 

trying to implement and coordinate leadership courses in academic units.  Drawing from 

literature on the professions as well as leadership development helps shed light on the 

complex dynamics underlying the course implementation and coordination process.  

Implications for both research and practice are included.    
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

As the teaching role of student affairs professionals continues to grow, one must 

ask the question, who controls the academic credit? For many years, student affairs 

professionals have taken care of non-credit learning and development, and faculty have 

focused on for-credit learning.  Many student affairs professionals, however, also 

participate in teaching courses such as leadership development or student success as a 

part of their appointed personnel job description (Schuh, 1996).  Although teaching has 

been a part of the student affairs profession for many years, its prevalence is greater today 

than ever.  A study of Chief Student Affairs officers at 563 institutions found that student 

affairs professionals hold faculty rank at 53 percent of institutions (Ender, Newton, & 

Caple, 1996 from Schuh, 1996).  Additionally, 62 percent of the institutions offer courses 

that student affairs professionals teach (Ender et al. from Schuh, 1996).  

There are four main reasons that teaching has been integrated into many student 

affairs job descriptions (Schuh, 1996).  First, many student affairs professionals often 

have the educational background and experience in understanding student development to 

teach the content of the classes.  Second, institutional budget reductions lead to creative 

ways to save money and student affairs professionals often teach without additional pay.  

Some teach due to state mandates that require more developmental courses for students 

(Schuh, 1996).  Finally, allowing students to develop their leadership skills and 

knowledge in the classroom ensures their attention and participation. Extra-curricular 

experiences often lose out to academic requirements in competing for students’ interests.   
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College faculty, however, have dominated the control of classroom credit since 

the beginning of higher education.  Thus, the teaching role of student affairs professionals 

has not necessarily been received with open arms by faculty.  The student affairs 

profession has entered into what has previously been faculty’s sole domain-offering a 

curricular experience and the distribution of the academic credit.  This phenomenon can 

bring up various issues in terms of the relationship between the student affairs and faculty 

professions.  

The Research Problem

This study will focus on the experiences of and strategies used by student affairs 

professionals in the implementation and coordination of leadership courses in academic 

units.  Implementation is defined as starting a course from scratch, attempting to have 

curriculum approved, and securing a course number to list the course.  Coordination is 

defined as the everyday maintenance of leadership courses already established in an 

academic unit.  This problem will be analyzed from the perspective of understanding the 

inter-profession relationship between faculty members and student affairs professionals.  

Background of the Problem: The Student Affairs Profession

The role of the student affairs profession has been shaped throughout history by 

various factors thus leading to the role of student affairs in the institution today.  This 

section will include an overview of student affairs including the professionalization of the 
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field as well as a description of the masculinization of the faculty profession and 

feminization of the student affairs profession.

A great deal of literature regarding the profession or the professionalization of 

student affairs has been written from student affairs professionals themselves advocating, 

debating, and laying out structures and processes to constitute student affairs as a 

profession.  The discussion, for the most part, has involved the internal audience.  

Drawing on literature of the professions, there are a number of aspects of 

professionalization appropriate in the discussion of student affairs as a profession.  These 

include an analysis of occupational emergence, student affairs philosophies and 

functions, associations and conferences, historical documents, formal training, ties to the 

market, clientele and subordinates, and relationship with faculty.

Occupational Emergence

In an effort to understand the experiences of student affairs professionals in 

implementing and coordinating leadership courses, it is important to understand the 

emergence of student affairs.  Student services such as advising, orientation, counseling, 

judicial, and housing have been around since colleges and universities were established in 

the U.S.  Faculty, in addition to their teaching duties then, filled these particular roles.  In 

addition to faculty, “colony overseers” were hired at Harvard University to monitor the 

students in their housing to report any violations to the board of trustees and other 

institutions hired “special personnel” to “handle student problems and supervise activities 

outside the classroom” (Steffes, 2001, p. 32).  The focus of higher education until nearly 
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1900 had been based on the English higher education system in which the focus was on a 

well-rounded education for students (Marconi-Hickman, 2001).   

The early 1900s was marked by several influences resulting in the emergence of 

student affairs.  The first was the post-war placement of veterans.  In order to not create 

an economic drain on society, the War Department set up structures within higher 

education to educate, train, monitor, and place war veterans in civilian occupations.  A 

vast number of specialists were hired in higher education to coordinate personnel data, 

help students reflect on skills and abilities through testing, and guide students to 

understand the necessary requirements for particular professions (Yoakum, 1919 from 

Rentz, 1994).  Today’s embrace of counseling and guidance was influenced by the early 

roots of the personnel specialists hired during this time.  

Most historical references to the emergence of student affairs leaves out the 

guidance and personnel influence but focuses on the shift from the English system of 

education in which faculty focused on all aspects of the student to the German University 

system in which the focus of faculty turned to research and disciplinary specialization 

and away from the development of the whole student (Cowley, 1940; Davis, 1995; Nuss, 

1996 from Marconi-Hickman, 2001).  Specialists were hired to deal with the void left by 

faculty and filled roles in admissions, housing, and overseeing extra-curricular activities.

Finally, another influence into the emergence of the profession has been 

associated not only with the influx of students in general during the post-war era, but with 

the greater numbers of female students attending co- educational institutions.  Because 

women were deemed to have very different needs than men, colleges hired Deans of 
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Women to socialize and cater to the needs of the female students (Steffes, 2001).  Alice 

Freeman Palmer was the first appointed Dean of Women in 1892 at the University of 

Chicago (Steffes, 2001).  But, in the 1950s when the Dean of Men and Dean of Women 

positions were condensed into the Dean of Students, many women were demoted while 

the men assumed the new positions (Steffes, 2001).  Deans of Men were historically the 

backbone of the National Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA), a 

cornerstone professional association still today for student affairs professionals.  So, the 

role of the Dean of Men was classified as members of the student affairs profession.  

What remains to be seen from the literature is how these three groups of 

individuals, personnel and guidance specialists hired for vocational preparation and 

placement of veterans, specialists hired to fill service roles previously filled by faculty, 

and Deans of Women and Deans of Men all ended up in the same professional circle.  

Philosophies and Functions

The philosophy of the student affairs profession has not been one consistent ideal 

since the emergence of the profession.  At times, one philosophy would emerge and be 

published in policy statements only to be countered years later by another philosophy.  

Some philosophies even came and went and came again.  In some instances, the 

philosophies that the student affairs profession overtly put forth were not the philosophies 

that were being practiced.  Early documents of the profession asserted that developing the 

whole student was the purpose of the profession.  This mentality continued throughout 

various decades as being the overt value of student affairs.  The reality, however, was that 
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even early on, much attention of the profession was focused on the functional aspects of 

student affairs.  How can the profession be both focused on the whole student and then 

focused on the functions of the profession that each contribute only to the individual part 

of the student-financial, career, residence?  

In addition, the focus on the whole student was more of a professed value rather 

than a practiced one as the student affairs profession has operated within the confinement 

of societal structures and needs (Hirt, 1992).  If the student is truly encouraged by the 

profession to explore values and express ideas to develop him or herself, the confines of 

policies and boundaries that the student affairs profession enforces presents a paradox.  

At one level, student affairs professionals are supposed to help students learn and grow, 

but the caveat is that it must be within the democratic structures of society as the student 

affairs profession serves as the watchdog of this in higher education (Hirt, 1992).

Also, the philosophies of the student affairs profession have been shaped by 

societal influences during certain time periods-a call to democracy (which has emerged 

over and over again), dealing with AIDS, and educating minorities.  Certain issues of the 

day have permeated the philosophical structure of the profession.

It is, however, a misnomer to put forth that students were the focal point of the 

profession.  Although some of the philosophical influences involved students, students 

had not been central to the profession since the earlier part of the development of the 

profession (Hirt, 1992).  As the documents were written and conferences presented, 

students and their development took more and more of a backseat to the profession’s 

pursuit for legitimacy.  
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Penney (1969), a faculty member not associated with student affairs, was 

influential in the shaping of the philosophy of student affairs.  Until this point, the 

literature being circulated in the student affairs arena about its professional status was 

written by members of the student affairs profession themselves.  Penney’s article that 

challenged student affairs as a profession drew attention to his claims that student affairs 

is not one profession, but many occupations that fall into functional areas.  He asserted 

that to be a profession, student affairs should have held on more tightly to its counseling 

and psychology roots, and that there is a lack of research in the field which by not having 

a body of knowledge would not then constitute student affairs as a profession.  Shortly 

after the article, a number of theories emerged on issues of student development (Hirt, 

1992) and the American College Personnel Association called upon student affairs to 

“assume responsibility for the human development of students” (Evans, 1998, p. 9).  

Student development blends psycho-social, cognitive-structural, and typology to focus on 

late-adolescent and adult development (Rodgers, 1990b from Evans, 1998) and is used to 

understand and assist students in their personal development while in college.  It is not 

clear as to if this was a new philosophy for student affairs or simply a call to get back to 

the professed value of developing the student as a whole person that had been professed 

in documents and conference proceedings throughout the mid-20th century (Hirt, 1992).  

In addition to the changing philosophies of the student affairs profession, many 

within the profession also have different conceptualizations of the philosophy of the 

profession.  In Hirt’s (1992) analysis of various student affairs documents and conference 

proceedings, she notes that professionals are not consistent with the language they use to 
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refer to student affairs.  Some use student personnel, whereas others use student affairs, 

and even others use student development.  Different time periods garner different 

distributions of responses, however, the lack of consensus on a name for the profession 

appears as a lack of professional identity (Hirt, 1992).  Student personnel has historical 

roots that tie the profession more to counseling, guidance, and placement.  Student affairs 

provides a mirror image name to academic, administrative, and business affairs on 

campuses thus legitimizing student affairs as the fourth leg of the institutional stool.  

Finally, student development connects more with the theoretical and research 

contributions or at least functions of the profession.  These words are laden with meaning 

that overtly and covertly express the various philosophies of the profession.

Associations and Conferences

The student affairs profession has been shaped by various professional 

associations including the American Council on Education and the umbrella group of 

ACGPA, the American Council of Guidance and Personnel Associations among others.  

The two main generalist associations are the American College Personnel Association 

(ACPA) and the National Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA).

ACPA emerged from a counseling-focused professional association as a branch 

for those working in student affairs, whereas NASPA was an association focusing on 

Deans of Men.  Professionals in ACPA were instrumental in the writing of the 1937 

Student Personnel Point of View, a seminal work for student affairs.  NASPA members 

did not have much involvement in writing this document (Hirt, 1992).  Members of 
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NASPA, on the other hand, were more isolated in the profession representing more of an 

elite group of men within the profession.  

Program proceedings from the 1938 ACPA indicate professionals who saw their 

role as dichotomous to the faculty, whereas in 1938, program proceedings of NASPA 

indicated that they saw themselves as equally vital to higher education as faculty.  Hirt’s 

(1992) research on an analysis of program proceedings from ACPA and NASPA 

throughout the 20th century indicate that ACPA members perceived themselves more 

often at odds with faculty members, asserting their worth in comparison to faculty.  

NASPA members, however, rarely brought up this faculty and student affairs tenuous 

relationship but more often identified themselves as educators who were equally 

important in higher education as the faculty and believed themselves to be in a 

partnership with faculty as their equal colleagues.  NASPA more often than ACPA put 

forth in its literature an assumption of the equality of student affairs with faculty rather 

than portraying a dichotomous or collaborative relationship with them (Hirt, 1992).  

Women’s participation in ACPA was earlier and in greater numbers for members, 

presenters, and participants than NASPA (Hirt, 1992).  The perspective by NASPA 

members to see themselves as equal colleagues to faculty may be reflective of the gender 

make-up of the association being male-dominated and focused toward chief student 

affairs officers, two groups within student affairs that wield more power than others.  In 

addition to these differences, over time, ACPA has aligned with underrepresented groups, 

whereas NASPA still has a flavor of catering to the needs of chief student affairs officers 

in the good ol’ boys network (Hirt, 1992).
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In addition, NASPA has historically used corporate language, corporate sponsors, 

and has aimed whether overtly or covertly to align more with business and industry than 

its higher education counterparts (Hirt, 1992).

Associations as a Form of Professionalization.  Associations themselves serve as 

a form of professionalization, both because of the message it sends by even having an 

association as well as the steps toward professionalization that occur within associations.  

First, establishing a professional association is a mark of an emerging profession 

(Wilensky, 1964).  It sends a message that the profession is organized, has a body of 

literature, and develops its members.  

In addition, having an association with meetings and conferences allows members 

to come together for purposes of advancing the profession right at these gatherings.  By 

the 1980s, both ACPA and NASPA spent more time on association-related matters than 

professional sessions at their annual conferences.  In 1986, ACPA spent a great deal of 

energy on professional standards, certifications, standardization of programs, whereas 

graduate and professional preparation was a huge focus at the 1986 NASPA.  

Standardization, credentialing, and training are aspects of professionalization (Larson, 

1990).  These associations did not just spend time on routine business, but the topics of 

discussion involved the professionalization of student affairs.  Hirt adds

In the last two decades, issues like the training of graduate students, 
generating professional standards, creating codes of ethics, and 
enhancing interaction with faculty have dominated the student affairs 
professional agenda.  This transition from client concerns to occupational 
concerns is typical of emerging professions, and similar evolutions have 
been identified in even the most traditional professions” (1992, p. 528).



20

In addition to focusing on standards and certifications, some of the strategies used by 

both ACPA and NASPA are reflective of professionalizing.  First, both ACPA and 

NASPA have included specialty groups/functions as a means to extend the power base.  

For example, during the community college expansion, both groups incorporated 

community college student affairs units in their associations (Hirt, 1992).  ACPA has 

extended its base aligning with underrepresented groups while NASPA has extended its 

base to industry even more than ACPA.

NASPA addresses institutional issues to link itself with powerful campus and 
national educational entities.  ACPA focuses its attention on two areas: promoting 
the faculty model of professionalization by emphasizing areas such as research 
and professional training and promoting the interests of historically 
disenfranchised groups like minorities, women, gays, and handicapped” (Hirt, 
1992, p. 319).

Conference formats.  Both ACPA and NASPA early on mimicked conference 

formats similar to academic conferences-refereed papers and panels.  This mimicking is a 

form of professionalization in that

by affirming a dichotomy between faculty and student affairs administrators 
while simultaneously modeling their professional conferences after academic 
gathering, the two groups typify an emerging profession that is striving to 
achieve recognition, legitimize its area of service, and consolidate its power 
base through structural reorganization (Hirt, 1992, p. 256). 

By the 1980s, however, both ACPA and NASPA abandoned this conference format and 

moved to a show and tell campus-specific format aimed more at the practitioner (Hirt, 

1992).  This particular shift may have been influenced by the deterministic philosophy 

underlying the profession in which conference programs were focused on solutions to 

problems in student affairs without taking into account that solutions may be dependent 

on campus culture.  This solution-oriented show and tell can contribute to 
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professionalization in the sense that “credibility is enhanced when research infers that 

there are ‘correct’ ways to provide services to students, and student affairs professionals 

are the people who know and understand how to accomplish that via their research 

endeavors” (Hirt, 1992, p. 323).  Thus, these conferences serve as a forum for 

professional exchange rather than a “forum for theoretical advancement” (Hirt, 1992, p. 

470). 

Overall, whether mimicking the structure or format of academic conferences or 

copying what these academic conferences aim to do, student affairs professional 

organizations have found ways to use their association meetings and conferences as a 

way to develop the profession.  “Invocations of science, along with themes like an 

emphasis on research, determinism, and graduate/professional training, form the basis for 

the ACPA strategy of achieving professional status by modeling the profession of 

academic science” (Hirt, 1992, p. 474).

Historical Documents

The student affairs profession has been marked by thoughts and philosophies 

shaped by certain groups of people in certain time periods of the profession.  The four 

documents reviewed in the literature here are four that emerge in student affairs courses 

across the country as having profound influence on the profession, both when they were 

written and today.  These include the 1937 Student Personnel Point of View, the 1949 

Student Personnel Point of View, the Tomorrow’s Higher Education document, and the 

Student Learning Imperative.
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The 1937 Student Personnel Point of View was written at a conference convened 

by the American Council on Education with 19 members to discuss the student personnel 

role.  Much of the 1937 Student Personnel Point of View focused on laying out the 

functional areas of student affairs and claiming holistic development of students as the 

primary purpose of student affairs.  Hirt (1992) points out that a paradox occurs at the 

onset since separating functional areas and then claiming to develop the whole student 

are contradictory.  

The document also sends the message for higher education to get back to the 

philosophies of the colonial college-the moral and character development of students, 

although colonial colleges were elitist and patriarchal.  Another theme from this 

document involves the chiding of faculty for basically abandoning the student to take on 

research.  Written is a clear distinction between faculty and student affairs, however, the 

reality at the time is that many student affairs professionals were pulled from the faculty 

and there were still a number of faculty involved in outside of the classroom matters 

(Hirt, 1992).

In 1949, this document was revisited and another document, the updated version, 

was drafted.  The group who drafted this document involved some who had been 

involved in the 1937 draft and others who were closely tied to professional associations. 

Unlike the 1937 document, faculty members are not chastised for leaving the student to 

the wayside to pursue research.  The focus was on the collaborative nature of faculty and 

student affairs and the importance of that relationship.  This is a very different approach 

to professionalizing.  In 1937, the approach was to draw attention to the fact that there 
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was a void left by faculty and that the student affairs profession was so needed to fill that 

void.  In the 1949 document, the approach shifted to claiming that both groups are 

important and because they do different things, they should work together collaboratively 

(Hirt, 1992).  Essentially both approaches allow student affairs to attempt to define a 

jurisdiction and stake claim to it.  

Perhaps the authors of the 1949 document shifted their philosophy of relations 

with faculty because the very thing that they chastised them for in 1937-leaving students 

to pursue research-was exactly what the 1949 document subtly was promoting.  There 

may not have been language in the document that insinuates leaving the development of 

students to others since that is the supposed lifeblood of the profession, but a major call 

to research to participate in what is valued in higher education begs the question of who 

is developing students when the student affairs professionals are conducting research?

Another major document put forth by student affairs is the Tomorrow’s Higher 

Education document.  This was a “’new operational model for student affairs 

professionals’” (Saddlemire & Rentz, 1986, p. 416 from Hirt, 1992, p. 258) written by a 

group of student affairs professionals and students out of the University of Georgia.  The 

covert, and possibly overt, message put forth in this document was that student 

development was essential in higher education and that because of its great importance, 

everyone in higher education including students should embrace it and be responsible for 

it (Hirt, 1992).  As professions attempt to gain legitimacy, one means of doing so is 

establishing an expertise.  This particular strategy attempted to do just that.  Student 

affairs professionals being experts in a student’s development can enlighten other 
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members of the campus community on this expertise and rely on them to also share 

responsibility for ensuring it occurs.  Additionally, the focus on the necessary 

collaboration with faculty put forth the true message of this document-the need to 

legitimize the profession internally in higher education.

This document also advocated for more formalized professional training as well 

as more of a focus on corporate relations (Hirt, 1992).  The first is tied to 

professionalization since establishing training is a way to overtly share that there is 

enough expertise that warrants specialized training.  In addition, the focus on corporate 

relations indicates a desire for the profession to align with those who have power-

business and industry.

The last document reviewed is the Student Learning Imperative.  This document 

was written in 1994 by a group out of ACPA.  Its intent was to serve as a call to the 

profession to focus more on student learning in general student affairs practice with this 

being able to be achieved through assessment and theoretical use (Rentz, 1996).  This is 

yet another document that puts student affairs away from its professed intent of holistic 

development of students.  Like other student affairs documents regarding the profession, 

“the tone is that student affairs has failed in some way(s) and needs to get on the 

academic productivity bandwagon and help institutions and students become more 

efficient learners (Rentz, 1996, p. 23).  This move to again gain legitimacy as a 

profession purports that student affairs should move away from the niche that it had been 

trying to carve out-functional areas, student development, the whole student, and help 

students be better learners.  This demonstrates a professional move to align more with 
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faculty by speaking their language and finding a helpful way to support the academic 

success of students, thus putting forth the idea that student affairs is important because 

they help students be better learners for faculty members.   

Formal Training

The first formal training for student affairs was offered through Columbia 

University Teachers College and was available as a master’s degree in personnel services 

starting in 1914 (Rentz, 1996).  This was initially set up as a training for Deans of 

Women because they were more compelled to have credentials than the Dean of Men 

were.  This is a form of internal demarcation in which lines of demarcation are drawn 

within a profession between the dominant and subordinate groups.  In this case, the men 

in student affairs attempted to close out the women thus subtly forcing them to prove 

themselves through their use of the inclusionary credentialist tactic in which the 

subordinate group attempts to gain access and power by gaining credentials needed 

(Witz, 1992).  The doctorate for the Deans of Men did not come about until 1932.

In regard to the entire professional movement, there are three key areas to note.  

First, the establishment and focus on professional training, let alone graduate level 

training, that emerged as a focus in ACPA and NASPA is a form of professionalization.  

Emerging professions will often attempt to legitimize their expertise by creating a 

training program around it (Wilensky, 1964), thus indicating that not just anyone can do 

the work of the profession (Brint, 1994).  Especially from the 1980s onward, the focus of 
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graduate training and further professional training on subjects such as research skills, 

emerged as a huge focus of ACPA and NASPA (Hirt, 1992). 

Second, determinism has played and continues to play a role in the student affairs 

profession.  This influence of determinism lays claim to needing to train professionals to 

solve student problems.  If the focus of student affairs is professed to be the development 

of the whole student in which he or she is empowered to make choices for him or herself 

about life, then training those professionals who foster this philosophy on the solutions to 

student problems insinuates that there is one correct solution to student problems that 

must be passed down, taught, or even enforced (in the case with discipline) on the student 

is the antithesis of the profession.  Aside from its contradictory nature with the profession 

of student affairs, determinism plays a key role in the emergence of the profession.  

Being able to profess an expertise about students (a right and wrong way) implies that 

there is something to learn and that without learning it, the profession can gatekeep the 

jurisdiction and legitimacy of its work with students.

Finally, formal training has been shaped by those elite institutions whose 

graduates and faculty members continue to come to the table to represent the profession 

in the drafting of philosophical and policy documents for the profession.  These 

documents, the 1937 Student Personnel Point of View and the Student Learning 

Imperative among others, are foundational to many student affairs graduate programs.  

What these documents include are the philosophies and ideas of the elite of the 

profession.  These ideas are passed down in a socialization mechanism of graduate 

education thus proposing perspectives limited to the elite in the field.  “Linking 
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association leadership with elite professional training programs is a critical gatekeeping 

function of emerging professions, ensuring the highest levels of professional standards 

and preparation programs and protecting the status of the elite through the covert 

professional endorsement of the Association” (Hirt, 1992, p. 233).

Ties to the Market

Even as early as the vocational placement of post-war veterans for World War I 

has the future student affairs profession been interested and influenced by industry and 

employment.  This segment of the profession who served as placement officers for 

students demonstrates the tie that student affairs had and has on the market.  The 

government needed personnel whose focus is was to get students prepared for the 

workforce.  Thus, the workforce had an influence on the shaping of the placement tests 

and skills defined for success in the workplace.

The ties to the market did not only include the work done by placement officers.  

The 1937 Student Personnel Point of View was influenced by corporate culture on what 

is necessary from the college graduate.  Preparing students for the workforce with life 

skills has been a part of all aspects of student affairs, whether that is counseling students 

to handle problems or enforcing a code of conduct to prepare students to deal with laws 

and rules after college.

In addition to ascribing to the preparation and placement of students in the 

workforce, student affairs professionals from the early conferences until today also utilize 

language that mirrors corporate language.  The program proceedings from the 1938 



28

NASPA include corporate language in session titles and speaking transcriptions (Hirt, 

1992).  Being able to frame the language of student affairs to be contextual to industry 

serves the purpose of both aligning with industry as an ally or equal partner as well as 

attempts to legitimize the work that student affairs professionals do by playing the same 

game as businesses do.  If student affairs work is described as managing and using terms 

as cost-effectiveness and efficiency, it attempts to justify that student affairs work is 

similar to business in that there is work to be done and a solution to be found.

Throughout multiple other documents and conference proceedings, corporate 

language is used, presenters are brought in from industry, and parts of the conferences are 

sponsored by businesses (Hirt, 1992).  By 1988, however, NASPA had involved more 

partnerships with powerful corporations, whereas ACPA’s focus was on involving non-

profits relating to social issues that face the underrepresented constituencies that ACPA 

was aligning with (Hirt, 1992).

One other aspect of corporate influence on student affairs involves academic 

capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997).  Not only is it legitimizing to align with powerful 

groups like corporations and mimic their language to demonstrate importance of the 

student affairs profession, higher education with its continued fiscal pressures has forced 

a number of entities within the institution to come up with creative revenue-generating 

strategies.  Helm (2004) points out that academic capitalism is not only a function of 

faculty, but also an essential function of student affairs.  He coins the term, Market 

Effect, to demonstrate the influence the market has on the requirements and behaviors of 
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many student affairs units in an effort to mimic behaviors of businesses to create revenue 

streams for student affairs.  

Clientele and Subordinates

The student affairs profession has claimed to serve students as their clientele since 

the beginning of the profession.  Three issues arise with students as clientele.  First, not 

all students have been the clientele of the profession.  The rich, white, male, 

heterosexual-dominated profession especially during the early 1900s left out many 

students needing assistance.  The female students were relegated to the Deans of Women 

who by 1950 were demoted into subordinate roles under men.  Early NASPA conference 

proceedings contained numerous examples of formal and informal language that was 

racist and sexist (Hirt, 1992).  Even the prohibition of women from NASPA for its first 

several decades of existence implies women as having a particular role subordinate to 

men.  References by men at NASPA to chide feminine principles (Hirt, 1992) connotes a 

somewhat sexist and heterosexist viewpoint put forth by members representing the 

profession.

Second, although members of the student affairs profession have claimed students 

as their clientele, language in key student affairs documents and program proceedings at 

national conferences have demonstrated inconsistency either through time or within 

particular groups of people.  Clientele have ranged from faculty in which student affairs 

professionals have put forth the philosophy of serving as support to faculty for the 

learning environment (the Student Learning Imperative) to serving industry as its 
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clientele by purporting to develop students to meet the needs of employers (1937 Student 

Personnel Point of View).  Furthermore, the clientele reference that continues to emerge 

is that of student affairs professionals as their own clientele.  During the 1980s, the focus 

of both ACPA and NASPA moved toward association-related matters over professional 

development (Hirt, 1992) and even earlier with documents and conference proceedings 

putting forth a call to the profession for developing graduate studies and training, honing 

research skills, and debating over student affairs philosophy.  Despite the student affairs 

overt message of serving the students, student affairs for the majority of its existence has 

been serving itself as a means to establish itself as a profession. 

Finally, one behavior of a subordinate profession is to stratify within the 

profession incorporating both dual closure and the inclusionary strategy (Witz, 1992).  

This idea of dual closure, in which a subordinate profession carves out a niche for itself 

and then creates exclusionary practices within, may relate to the idea of the use of 

paraprofessionals within student affairs.  Paraprofessionals in student affairs have been 

utilized in residence halls as Resident Assistants, as peer educators or counselors, and for 

other administrative duties.  Hirt shares that     

They [paraprofessionals] provided professionals an opportunity to delegate 
the more menial and mundane of their duties to underlings, enabling 
professionals to become managers and distancing professionals from their 
clientele, students.  No such objective was articulated by the profession, 
of course (1992, p. 231).

There are many advantages for student affairs to incorporate paraprofessionals into the 

profession.  First, the monotonous everyday tasks can be relegated to an internal 

administrative support structure.  Like Hirt (1992) proposes, this allows student affairs 
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professionals to distance themselves from the students and create an additional layer 

within the structure of the profession; a hierarchy of established power.  This hierarchy 

sends the message that not just anyone can do student affairs work.  In addition, utilizing 

paraprofessionals allows student affairs professionals to be free to do more important 

‘expert’ work in the field, thus establishing legitimacy of the profession.

Another advantage is that having paraprofessionals allows student affairs 

professionals to work hands-on with future student affairs professionals.  Since the 

paraprofessional route is the main pipeline for student affairs professional entry (Hirt, 

1992), student affairs professionals can socialize future professionals during the 

undergraduate years.  

Finally, paraprofessionals are considerably less expensive to hire than 

professionals allowing the scope, but perhaps not the depth, of student affairs programs to 

increase.  A student affairs department may not have enough professional counselors to 

meet one on one with every student on academic probation, but hiring paraprofessionals 

to do this may get the job done.  The depth, however, is questionable since the student 

affairs quest for legitimacy of their expertise is a factor, hiring students to do these types 

of aspects of their jobs and then professing research that ensures their effectiveness 

actually undermines the professional expertise student affairs professionals have been 

attempting to own.  

Relationship with Faculty
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The perceived relationship with faculty over the years of the profession can be 

attributed to the self-perception of those in student affairs.  Through an analysis of 

ACPA, NASPA, and other student affairs policy documents, Hirt (1992) asserts that

student affairs professionals during different eras put forth a variety of self-identities.  In 

her review of the 1938 ACPA, student affairs professionals viewed their relationship with 

faculty to be a “dichotomy,” one in which in an effort to carve out a jurisdiction for the 

need for student affairs, they chastised faculty members for their lack of work and 

understanding in the area of holistic development of the student (Hirt, 1992, p. 91).  That 

same year, however, participants at the 1938 NASPA conference made reference to 

faculty members in a way that insinuated equality of position (Hirt, 1992).  Despite the 

lack of crossover of the individuals in these two groups, the profession itself was in an 

identity crisis, which it has arguably remained in since.

Student affairs professionals have and do see themselves in a variety of ways.  

Some assert that they fill a void left by faculty and somehow fill a niche not otherwise 

being filled.  Others believe that they are equal to faculty and that they are the educators 

of the whole student.  Even others think that they are serving the higher purpose, helping 

students develop life skills and attributes that are much more helpful in the employment 

arena than what faculty offer.  Certain policy documents and literature reflect this identity 

crisis through time periods, through specific associations, and perhaps through particular 

socialization structures in graduate education.  

All three of these perceptions reflect an attempt on behalf of the student affairs 

profession to establish legitimacy.  By filling a void left by faculty, student affairs is 



33

claiming right to a jurisdiction that would otherwise be vacant.  By equating themselves 

to faculty members, student affairs aligns with those they see as having power in the 

institutional setting.  Finally, by claiming to offer more applicable skills and knowledge 

for students than faculty, student affairs harbor an expertise that even faculty members do 

not have demonstrating a monopoly of knowledge over the human services sphere in 

“maintaining (and, where possible, improving) the social and economic situation of 

individuals so that they can meet accepted minimal standards as functioning members of 

society” (Brint, 1994, p. 46).

In addition to self identity, a call for collaboration between student affairs and 

faculty has emerged in and out of policy documents.  In some cases, the language is for 

student affairs to do their own thing, bypassing the uninformed faculty, whereas in other 

cases there is a call to the profession for a need for collaboration with faculty, and in 

others as a matter-of-fact declaration of the similarities between faculty and student 

affairs, both serving as educators.  This relates to professionalization in that the attempts 

by student affairs reflect the quest for a monopoly of jurisdiction (Abbott, 1988) in which 

student affairs has attempted to claim a territory, students’ holistic development, that is 

not supposedly being done by anyone else.  On the other hand, by aligning so closely 

with faculty and claiming to serve the same overall purpose, education, the jurisdictional 

niche becomes null.

Masculinization of Faculty and Feminization of Student Affairs
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In examining roles of student affairs professionals, one cannot leave out the 

underlying professional stratification issues that may affect the entire student affairs 

profession and its position related to faculty within higher education.  From the 

emergence of the faculty profession, it has been dominated by males.  Not only were 

there no female professors, women’s access to attaining a higher education in general 

occurred well after colleges had been in operation in the U.S. (Rudolph, 1990).  Thus, the 

faculty profession has been defined and shaped over time by mostly men and continues to 

be dominated by a male perspective and by males themselves (Hughes, 1989).  In 

addition, the masculine sense of the profession has led to an academic community that 

promotes and rewards cognitive learning, a facet of masculine development (Hughes, 

1989).  

At the emergence of the field of student affairs, it was controlled and shaped by 

men.  NASPA was limited to men, and leadership positions in ACPA until the past 20 

years were predominantly held by men (Hirt, 1992).  On the other hand, some argue that 

despite the early gender make-up of the profession and association leadership positions, 

student affairs could be considered a feminine profession, both due to the high numbers 

of women in the field currently as well as the commitment to the caring and nurturing of 

students or the feminine ethic (Hughes, 1989).  Women did not necessarily dominate the 

student affairs profession in the beginning, but the subordinate nature of the profession 

lent itself over time to attract women to fill the roles (Jones & Komives; McEwen, 

McHugh Engstrom, & Williams, 1990; McEwen, Williams, & McHugh Engstrom, 1991; 

Schwartz, 1990 from Steffes, 2001).  This demonstrates the queuing perspective which 
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postulates that “as jobs become less desirable to men, employers must hire increasing

proportions of women” (Reskin & Roos, 1990; Roos & Jones, 1993; Thurow, 1975 from 

Bellas, 1997, p. 303).  During the latter half of the 20th century, there has been a large 

shift in gender makeup of the student affairs profession with greater proportions of 

women than ever before (Helm, 2004).  Even the number of women entering the student 

affairs field through graduate programs is slanted towards women (Helm, 2004).  In 

1993-94, Komives (1996) indicated that “among those reporting enrollment data to the 

directory of graduate preparation programs, 66% of master’s students and 47% of 

doctoral students were women” (Steffes, 2001, p. 49 from Helm, 2004, p. 52).  

This shift in the gender make-up of this profession as well as the profession’s 

embracing of the nurturing feminine ethic has contributed to the feminized professional 

status.  Feminization is “a process in which some aspect of social life changes toward an 

increasing focus on women” (Johnson, 2000, p. 122).  Feminized occupations “are 

usually regarded as having less cultural value in male-dominated patriarchal societies” 

(Johnson, 2000, p. 123), are regarded as inferior (Hughes, 1989) and climb much more 

slowly to professional status (Brint, 1994).  

This feminization can also play a role in the work distribution and jurisdiction of 

faculty and student affairs in teaching.  Faculty oversees the cognitive learning 

(masculine) through for-credit activities and student affairs oversees the development 

(feminine) through non-credit activities (Marconi-Hickman, 2001).  Historically, for-

credit programs have been the sole jurisdiction of faculty, thus leading faculty to create a 

turf barrier for non-academics who want to participate in the offering of credit-based 



36

courses (Marconi-Hickman, 2001).  Faculty members perceive themselves as experts 

within their jurisdiction (the academic arena) and do not welcome others into the 

jurisdiction (Marconi-Hickman, 2001).  This masculinized faculty role is “manifested in 

the micropolitical structure that gives faculty the freedom to control the academic arena” 

(Marconi-Hickman, 2001, p. 31) over the student affairs profession.  This lower level of 

cultural value in student affairs being a feminized profession can be demonstrated 

through the faculty view of student affairs as not being true educators (Blimling as cited 

in Holton & Phillips, 1995 from Marconi-Hickman, 2001).

Theoretical Framework

Over the past century, scholars have attempted to make sense of various aspects 

of professions which may shed light on the student affairs and faculty relationship.  Some 

scholars have focused on how a field becomes a profession (Wilensky, 1964), others have 

focused on understanding a profession in relation to its clients or those served by the 

profession (Abbot, 1988), whereas others have focused on issues of power and inter-

profession jurisdiction (MacDonald, 1995).  

In an effort to understand the inter-profession relationship between the faculty and 

student affairs professions regarding the implementation and coordination of leadership 

courses for credit, two theoretical frameworks were used.  The first, Social Closure 

Theory, is defined as the strategies that dominant and subordinate professions engage in 

while struggling with power, jurisdiction, and legitimacy issues regarding the 

professional domain (Witz, 1992).  This theory was used to identify and understand any 
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faculty members’ or student affairs professionals’ behaviors that demonstrate issues of 

power, jurisdiction, or legitimacy between the two professions regarding implementation 

or on-going coordination of leadership courses in an academic unit.  Witz (1992) asserts 

that subordinate professions often engage in various behaviors to either fight to enter an 

oppressive system or create a parallel system which they control.  Witz (1992) looks at a 

number of fields in which there is a dominant and subordinate profession that may have 

overlapping knowledge and jurisdiction, such as doctors and nurses.  By following the 

historical progression of the two professions within the one field, Witz is able to 

understand a series of strategies used by both groups to struggle for power, jurisdiction, 

and legitimacy.  The strategies she uncovers and describes in her framework are similar 

to strategies used by student affairs and faculty in the tension over the power, jurisdiction, 

and legitimacy regarding implementing and coordinating leadership courses.  For the 

purpose of this study, both the strategies that members of each profession use as well as 

how those strategies are experienced in the eyes of the subordinate profession, student 

affairs, were assessed.  

The other theoretical framework used in this study is that of the Relational 

Leadership Model.  This model is based on Reciprocal Leadership Theory which 

postulates that leadership is a process between different entities regardless of their power 

and status that aims to elevate both groups to higher ground (Komives, Lucas, & 

McMahon, 1998).  Through this type of leadership, power and authority is intended to be 

shared and not manipulated (Komives et al., 1998).  
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I specifically used the Relational Leadership Model due to the emphasis on shared 

power and “mutual goals and motivations” (Komives et al., 1998, p. 42).  The Relational 

Leadership Model asserts that leadership is “a relational process of people together 

attempting to accomplish change or make a difference to benefit the common good” 

(Komives et al., 1998, p. 68).  This model exhibits five components of leadership 

including inclusiveness, purpose, process-orientation, ethics, and empowerment.  

The purpose in using the Relational Leadership Model in collaboration with the 

Social Closure Theory allowed me to discern the behaviors and strategies that student 

affairs professionals and faculty members utilized in their inter-profession relationship as 

well as how those strategies were experienced by the subordinate profession, student 

affairs.  Looking through the lens of Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992) allowed me to 

uncover findings around a power struggle between these two professions when it comes 

to leadership courses, however, analyzing from the perspective of the Relational 

Leadership Model (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998) allowed me to uncover dynamic 

and synergistic inter-profession relationships around the leadership courses.    

Overview and Deficiencies in the Studies

There is a small amount of literature from the student affairs perspective that 

addresses the feminization and subordination of the student affairs profession.  What is 

missing in its entirety, however, is research on the power, jurisdiction, and legitimacy 

issues of the inter-profession relationship between student affairs and faculty offered 

from the student affairs perspective.  Student affairs literature often discusses strategies to 
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work effectively with faculty with little to no focus on the relationship of power.  The 

message often embedded in student affairs literature is that because faculty members do 

not see student affairs professionals as educators (Blimling as cited in Holton & Phillips, 

1995 from Marconi-Hickman, 2001), student affairs professionals should try to 

demonstrate their importance by working with faculty through joint programs and 

collaboration efforts (Kellogg, 1999).  

In addition to understanding the student affairs profession, one must also consider 

what student affairs professionals are teaching to understand the full picture of the inter-

profession relationship between student affairs and faculty.  Faculty may regard co-

curricular (outside the classroom) student affairs work highly, but are critical of the 

content of the courses they teach.  

Besides the lack of literature on many facets of this topic, much of what is 

missing from other studies are the practical implications for studying this topic.  What is 

the inter-profession relationship between student affairs and faculty regarding leadership 

courses?  What behaviors and strategies do student affairs professionals exhibit in their 

inter-profession relationship?  This study aims to provide some answers to these 

questions.

The Importance of the Study

This study is important for various reasons.  First, many student affairs 

professionals may believe that the experiences they have had in implementing and 

coordinating leadership courses in an academic unit are isolated to their own campuses.  
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By exposing and discussing experiences that a variety of student affairs professionals 

have had may expose a broader professional issue that could be brought to the forefront 

of professional dialogue within student affairs.  Knowing that others may have had 

similar experiences may prove to be a uniting force for discussions between colleagues, 

at conferences or in published works so as to understand the issues in a more coordinated 

or more informed fashion.

Second, studying this topic itself serves as a legitimizing force for leadership 

courses for credit.  There is a prevalence of leadership courses taught by student affairs 

professionals on college campuses today (Schuh, 1996) and as they continue to evolve 

(Burns, 1995), the need to study them and their structures are vital.  

The final reason for the importance of this study is to understand the experiences 

and strategies of student affairs professionals in trying to implement and coordinate 

leadership courses.  This could shed light on practical strategies student affairs 

professionals use and could use in implementing and coordinating leadership courses for 

credit in an academic unit.

Limitations of the Study

Data collection for this study included an on-line survey of 34 student affairs 

professionals from various Doctoral/Research Extensive and Doctoral/Research Intensive 

institutions.  Surveying one participant from each institution rather than multiple 

participants from a small number of institutions may provide a challenge in attributing 

the experiences noted in the survey responses specifically to the inter-profession 
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relationship with faculty.  One must be able to account for other factors including 

institutional culture, funding, and isomorphic behaviors, among other things, to be able to 

fully understand these experiences.  Also, depending on the context in which the one 

student affairs professional was answering the question, the interpretation may have been 

different.  Although sometimes the intentions of the questions in the survey overlapped, 

often the interpretation of an answer was based solely on one answer to one question by 

one person from each institution.  

Another limitation of this study is that the individuals involved in this study have 

been targeted to participate based on the fact that they come from institutions that have 

leadership courses for credit in academic units that are taught by student affairs 

professionals.  These institutions could be deemed successful in the sense that they do 

have courses implemented on those campuses.  Student affairs professionals on other 

campuses that do not appear to have leadership courses may have also experienced social 

closure or relational leadership through an inter-profession relationship with faculty while 

trying to implement or coordinate leadership courses.  These courses may never have 

ended up getting implemented or ended prior to the time in which I assessed campuses 

that have leadership courses.  Institutions not having leadership courses during the time I 

conducted this study does not indicate that no inter-profession relationship existed around 

the attempt to implement courses at some point or in their past existence.  This study 

focuses only on those institutions with leadership courses in existence today.

Another limitation involves only surveying student affairs professionals and not 

including faculty members or academic administrators to understand their perceptions in 
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addition to the perceptions of student affairs professionals.  Although this study focuses 

on understanding student affairs professionals’ perceptions, understanding more about the 

faculty culture may have shed light on the nature of the experiences and strategies being 

social closure and relational leadership or merely a difference in professional cultures.

Purpose

The purpose of this qualitative study is to understand the experiences of student 

affairs professionals in trying to implement and/or coordinate leadership courses in 

academic units especially as these experiences relate to the inter-profession relationship 

these professionals have with faculty.  In addition, this study will also shed light on the 

strategies student affairs professionals use (especially with faculty) in implementing and 

coordinating leadership courses for credit in academic units at various institutions of 

higher education.  For the purposes of this research, experiences refers to the perceptions 

of student affairs professionals in their feelings and accounts of the implementation and 

coordination process.  Strategies refers to the behaviors that student affairs professionals 

engage in regardless if they were intentional or not in order to work with faculty to 

implement or coordinate leadership courses.  
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

This study aims to address the experiences student affairs professionals have had 

and strategies they have used with faculty in implementing and coordinating leadership 

courses for credit in academic units on college campuses.  This literature review lays the 

foundation for understanding the historical dimensions of the student affairs-faculty inter-

profession relationship.  In doing so, this first section describes an overview of major 

theories of the professions and theories of leadership.  The second section addresses the 

history, purpose, and structure of leadership courses to lay the basis for the advent of 

these courses from student affairs units.  The third section includes an overview of the 

emergent teaching role for student affairs professionals.  Finally, the literature concludes 

with a discussion of student affairs professionals’ experiences related to implementing 

and coordinating leadership courses. 

Theories of the Professions

Throughout the past century, there have been many theories that have been 

developed by scholars in an attempt to explain the development, structure, and elements 

of professions.  Many scholars have put forth theories of what constitutes a profession 

(Brint, 1994), functions of professions (Abbot, 1988), and how an occupation becomes a 

profession (Wilensky, 1964).  

The purpose of this section is to analyze various theories of the professions 

including functional, trait, process/structural, monopoly, and social closure in addition to 

integrating elements of prestige, market value, expert knowledge, and jurisdiction to 
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provide a well-rounded look at the professions.  This will lay the groundwork for 

understanding the inter-profession relationship between the student affairs and faculty 

professions.

History of the Theories of Professions

In looking at professions, many scholars attempt to explain everything from what 

constitutes a profession to how a profession is formed to professional jurisdiction.  It is, 

however, important to have a framework or timeline that may suggest what types of 

activities were actually occurring with the professions during certain time periods.  Brint 

identifies four historical phases of professions beginning with the “Origins” phase that 

reflects pre-18th century.  During this phase, only dignified occupations such as theology, 

law, and medicine were seen as professions.  There was an element of being connected to 

the church in some manner that legitimized these particular occupations as professions 

(1994, pp. 26-27).  

The next phase takes place in the 18th and part of the 19th centuries and is marked 

by the label, “Transition.”  During this phase, new prestigious occupations involving 

service or science were taken under the wing of professions.  The idea is that occupations 

that demonstrated a high level of expert competence could be considered a profession.  

Some of these occupations included architecture, military, and art (Brint, 1994, pp. 28-

29).  
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The latter half of the 19th century through the latter half of the 20th century was 

known as the “Collective Mobility” phase in which “intellectual skills [were] tied to a 

socially important service” (Brint, 1994, p. 30).  This phase began when 

a great many white-collar occupations-from engineers to social workers-
sought ‘collective mobility’ through efforts to emulate the ‘established 
professions’ of medicine, law, theology, and the professoriat.  The main 
actors in this movement were the leaders of the professional associations, 
who sought to raise the status and standards of their occupations’ activities.  
New markets for specialized labor provided the essential grounds out of 
which emerging professions developed (Brint, 1994, p. 5). 

Individuals in these new professions acquired specialized knowledge, participated in 

high-level training, and were regulated or licensed through the state or professional 

association.  Even the universities participated in their own form of collective mobility by 

defining the legitimacy of particular professions by offering university training programs 

for some occupations and not for others.  “For all intents and purposes, it is the 

universities that define the professions” (Slaughter, 1997, p. 35).  Slaughter (1997), 

however, proposes that the universities created and supported training programs for 

particular professions in reflection to the collective action that was taking place outside 

the universities related to these emergent professions.  

The final phase Brint discusses is that of the current time period which he calls 

“Beginnings of Consolidation.”  The present is an era of the “rise of expert professionals” 

in which the professionals have “not just the ability to make authoritative judgments and 

to solve problems based on disciplinary training, but also that the training and skills 

received [are] highly valued in the market for services” (1994, p. 40).  Leadership 

development is highly connected to the market both in terms of businesses valuing 
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leadership development (Wellins & Weaver, 2003; Fister Gale, 2002) as well as offering 

opportunities for employees to develop their leadership skills (Drew & Wah, 1999 from 

Curtin, 2002).  Expertise is vital to this era of professionals, however, many businesses in 

the marketplace value the implementation of the expertise through leadership skills and 

development, enough so to create partnerships with higher education institutions such as 

business schools, centers for leadership development, and other entities.  This partnership 

provides a pipeline for students from higher education to the marketplace bringing in 

trained leaders who also possess expertise in their fields. 

Functional Theories

Many scholars have put forth theories that attempt to explain certain aspects of 

the professions.  The functionalist perspective describes professions as a result of the 

emergence of knowledge toward the betterment of society (Rossides, 1998).  In this view, 

society is seen as an evolving and developing entity in which new knowledge leads to 

progress, moving from simpler to more complex.  Because new knowledge is generated 

and society becomes more complex, there are increasing levels of specialization in the 

labor force.  In essence, the professions both respond to the increased complexity as well 

as control it by producing more knowledge (Brante, 1988).  Functionalists see professions 

as contributing to the “modernization process” (Rossides, 1998, p. 48) and their existence 

is to handle and produce more knowledge for the modernizing society.  They serve “as a 

response to social need and the imperatives of science.  From this perspective, the 
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professions result from objective, transhistorical, meritocratic processes” (Rossides, 

1998, p. 47).

In addition to the modernization argument, functionalists view professions in a 

neutral and objective way.  For instance, Millerson’s (1964) definition of a professional 

includes using skills based on knowledge, having been trained on the skills, 

demonstrating competence through examinations, ascribing to a code of conduct, serving 

in an altruistic fashion, and engaging in a method of professional organization or 

association (Brante, 1988).  Furthermore, functionalists contend that a professional 

demonstrates neutrality by not emotionally engaging in work, acts in a universal form in 

that all clients are valued the same, works for an altruistic purpose, focuses on the 

specialization of the function which involves dealing with a problem, and has earned his 

position as a professional through demonstration of ability and not status (Brante, 1988, 

p. 121).  This objective and neutral definition of a profession attempts to offer 

standardization for what constitutes a profession and a professional.  The key in this is 

not simply the standard criteria, but the objective nature of the definition which assumes 

that professions can be measured against this standard.

Criticisms of the functionalist perspective of professions include problems with 

neutrality and objectivity, applicability, regulation of the profession, and the unrealistic 

call to professions to solve society’s problems.  The functionalist perspective suggests 

that professions be viewed in terms of the function that they serve for the entire society 

(Brante, 1988).  First, functionalism assumes that there is a linear and objective process 

for the emergence of professions; there is a societal need, and thus professions emerge.  
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This objective story is supposed to tell the tale of truth and reality.  Professions, however, 

are dynamic and have emerged for many reasons and in many ways.  There is variation 

among scholars as to what constitutes a profession, what affects a profession, the inter-

relatedness of professions, and even which occupations are considered professions.  Just 

as functionalism is supposed to decipher the story of solving society’s complex problems, 

the theory itself does not account for complexity within the professions.

Functionalism, with its neutrality and objectivity in defining a profession, is also 

difficult to apply to various occupations with different structures and processes specific to 

those fields as well as to account for the changing nature of society (Brante, 1988).  “A 

natural process of professionalization which is possible to extract from historical 

evidence simply does not seem to exist” (Brante, 1988, p. 126).  Questions arise 

concerning the attributes equated with professions in regard to the order, weight, 

interrelation, and equality of these attributes (Brante, 1988, p. 126).    

In addition, there are issues with the regulation of the profession.  Functionalism 

assumes that professions serve a “self-regulating and self-perpetuating institution [in

which] the altruistic members . . . are filled with a desire to work for the common good in 

the most effective way” (Brante, 1988, p. 122).  First, functionalism asserts that the 

monitoring of the profession occurs internally as the professionals are the only ones to 

have the expertise to regulate their profession.  This does not take into account the 

influence or mandates from the state, especially in regard to licensing, or other influences 

that call for external monitoring.  There is no system for checks and balances, and 

expertise is supposed to be rationale enough to be internally monitored for each 
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profession.  In addition, there is not only a neutral approach to functionalism, but the idea 

that members of a profession are altruistic and do their work to serve the common good is 

broad-reaching.  Occupational motivation can vary from person to person with some 

looking for personal reward or gain, whereas others may be more altruistic.    

Through the lens of functionalism, professions have the ability and purpose to 

solve society’s problems.  But, this is not as realistic as the picture is painted (Rossides, 

1998, p. 47).  To assert that professions emerge for the sheer purpose of dealing with new 

knowledge and dealing with problems of society does not account for power influences 

and issues of jurisdiction and legitimacy.  There is a sense that professions emerge in 

isolation to deal with very clear-cut problems of society.  The boundaries between 

professions are not necessarily clear, nor are the problems of society.  In many instances, 

multiple professions create and deal with similar knowledge providing different lenses 

with which to view it.  

Overall, functionalism has some explanatory concepts, however, the linear and 

objective nature of the theory in regard to professions also leaves gaps in understanding 

the complex nature of professions.

Trait Theories

Functional theories have extended their presence in the dialogue of professions 

over a lengthy course of time.  One of the drawbacks of the functional theory of 

professions, being that of occupations distinguishing themselves as professions, was 

answered by the advent of Trait theory.  This theory attempts to identify what traits 
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actually constitute a profession (Greenwood from Witz, 1992, p. 40).  There are five main 

traits indicated from Greenwood’s work that indicate an occupation is a profession.  They 

include “skill based on theoretical knowledge, provision of training and education, testing 

the competence of members, organization, and adherence to a professional code of 

conduct and altruistic service” (Witz, 1992, p. 40).  According to this theory, an 

occupation with these five traits was thus considered a profession.

Process/Structural Theories

Furthering the idea of common traits in professions, Wilensky (1964) studied a 

variety of professions with certain traits and looked for a common process in which each 

of these professions developed.  The focus was “on structure and its evolution” 

(Wilensky from Abbott, 1988, p. 15).  Wilensky (1964) identified the process of 

professionalization to include six occupational behaviors that actually occur in more of a 

stage fashion with the first behavior being to identify what needs to be done and start 

doing it as an occupation.  Then, those in the occupation create a training school and form 

a professional association.  The next behavior includes the creation of legal licensing and 

certification.  Finally, those in the occupation create a code of ethics.  It is at this point 

that the occupation becomes a profession (Wilensky, 1964, pp. 142-146).  Wilensky was 

able to track the behaviors of a variety of professions to establish this typical sequence of 

events.  The idea was that this framework could be applied to other occupations desiring 

professional status as a checklist or stage process (Wilensky, 1964).  
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Although it is interesting to see a pattern of events that in theory could be applied 

to future behavior of occupations, there are many holes in this theory with the first 

involving the idea of how an occupation is started-by doing work that no one else is 

doing as a job.  This may occur, but there are several missing elements to this picture that 

must be incorporated including perceptions and market influence from closely related 

occupations or professions as well as public legitimacy.  

Another critique of this theory is that particular occupational behaviors seem to be 

selected to serve as criteria for a profession.  Could there have been other behaviors that 

established professions engaged in that are not in this list of six stages?  

A final critique is that achievement of these six particular occupational behaviors 

should in Wilensky’s mind equate to professional status for an occupation.  Slaughter 

brings in dialogue regarding the curricula behind these new professions in their effort to 

create legitimacy when she shares that,  

Members of new fields, aspiring to find a secure niche in the university, 
piece together the obvious acoutrements of academic organization . . . 
learned associations with annual meetings; heavily footnoted, peer-refereed 
journals; programmes or perhaps departments; and finally graduate 
programmes, the better to reproduce themselves (1997, p. 17).  

By mirroring the actions of established professions to create legitimacy, “scholars in new 

fields trying to create curricula very often defeat their initial ends by reproducing the 

signs, symbols, and structures that perforce put distance between themselves and their 

communities, social justice and its realization” (Slaughter, 1997, p. 17).  

Monopoly Theories
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After the establishment of the Process/Structural theory concept, scholars took the 

research to a whole new level with the idea of Monopoly theory.  “The monopoly school 

saw the same structural developments, but attributed them not to a ‘natural growth,’ but 

to a desire for dominance or authority” (Larson from Abbott, 1988, p. 15).  So, instead of 

looking at the medical profession in relation to its patients through the Functional theory 

or looking at how the medical profession became a profession or even at the skeletal 

structure of the medical profession like the Process/Structural theorists would, Monopoly 

theorists looked at the medical profession in regard to status and power (Larson from 

Abbott, 1988, p. 6).  MacDonald notes that there is an “endless effort on the part of an 

occupation to defend, maintain and improve its position” (1995, p. 16).

Larson identifies four types of professional monopoly.  This first is Corporate 

Monopoly in which the state gives exclusive rights to particular chartered bodies 

(Burrage & Torsendahl, 1990, p. 28).  The second type of monopoly is that of the Model 

of Bureaucratic Regulation in which “a state agency identifies qualified individuals, gives 

them alone the right to practise and punishes their unauthorized rivals” (Burrage & 

Torsendahl, 1990, p. 28).  Radical Free Field Monopoly, however, is marked by having 

anybody “attempt to heal or prescribe” (Burrage & Torsendahl, 1990, p. 28).  The final 

type of monopoly is that of the Modified Free Field “where practitioners are certified by 

a designated official agency, given certain exclusive privileges (such as that of testifying 

in court or being forensic doctors) and where the use of the title, but not the practice 

itself, is a monopoly enforceable at law” (Burrage & Torsendahl, 1990, p. 28).  Larson 

notes that the Modified Free Field is the standard used in the United States when it comes 
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to professional monopoly (1990, p. 28).  A study by Matthew Ramsey indicates that the 

state can grant social power to a profession even prior to having the profession 

demonstrate “technological superiority” (Burrage & Torsendahl, 1990, p. 28).

The Monopoly school of thought was really the first to introduce status and 

prestige, the market, expert knowledge, and jurisdiction as being power issues that affect 

the structure of professions.  These theorists saw one profession as being influenced or 

affected by other professions, the state, and the public rather than a profession as an 

independent entity forming its own identity with no outside influences.

Monopoly of status and prestige.  An important dynamic that influences the 

development of a profession is that of status.  Some professions carry a certain level of 

status with them whereas others are questioned by other professions, the public, and the 

state for their importance and legitimacy.  Brint notes that professions are “both a type of 

organization and a type of status category” (1994, p. 23).  One is not just entering an 

occupational field but entering a level of status tied to a variety of factors including 

gender, socioeconomic status, or even expert knowledge.  “Professions have to strive to 

gain autonomy and, having once done so they can begin to establish a position of social 

prestige independent of their original sponsoring elite and with its own distinctive niche 

in the system of social stratification” (Friedson from MacDonald, 1995, p. 8).  

It is not just the issue of prestige, but the idea that with this prestige or status 

comes power to change the occupational system to the advantage of certain professions.  

This may be through economic means by cornering a particular market or by limiting 

membership to the profession so as to keep the wealth and power the profession provides 
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in the hands of those involved in the profession.  “Members of society, often working in 

pressure groups and occupational associations, are actively striving to change the system 

of stratification to their own advantage” (MacDonald, 1995, p. 13).

Monopoly of the market.  Another area that professions could gain a monopoly is 

with the market.  In order to control a segment of the market, the profession must find its 

niche and fill a gap of an occupational need.  Unlike Wilensky’s (1964) idea that any 

group of people can come together and do this, this involves a profession cornering areas 

in the market that either fill new needs based on technological advances or needs not 

being met or met well by other professions.  Brint (1994) discusses five sources of market 

advantage among professions which outlines which types of professions are more likely 

to secure the market.  First, professions of self-employment or group practice rather than 

labor workers fare better in securing a market advantage.  Second, he notes that it is best 

to work in the private sector versus public sector.  Next, if the profession is closely 

related to profit potentials, it may have more of a corner on the market.  Then, 

professions that can create legal standards for professionals (certification, licensing) are 

better off than professions who create educational standards for professionals.  Finally, 

feminized professions fare worse both because they are often subordinate professions to a 

dominant profession that may already hold the market niche as well as that most 

feminized professions are located in public and non-profit sectors thus lending 

themselves to not fall into the most advantageous market position as indicated from 

above (Brint, 1994).  
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Those professions with the most market advantage participate in a hegemonic 

system in which the profession continues to reinforce its market position.  At a public 

research university in the Midwest, “the major programs slated for cuts or elimination 

included social work, human nutrition, and library science.  The available accounts 

suggest that cutbacks on the ‘professional periphery’-the fields of lower market value and 

less secure specialized knowledge-were most common” (Brint, 1994, p. 44).  In addition, 

Slaughter points out that “those fields able to position themselves close to the market 

during the twentieth century are those with the curricula most highly valued by the 

institution” (1997, p. 17).  

 In relation to the monopoly of status, members of professions can be very 

particular as to the membership of their professions.  “Exclusivity is not solely that of the 

knowledge base itself: it is also the need to prevent other occupations-especially other 

established professions-from poaching parts of the market that they believe can be 

supplied with services based on their knowledge, and it is also required to prevent the 

entry of ineligibles to membership” (MacDonald, 1995, p. 184).  A form of Monopoly 

theory is that of Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992) which will be discussed in depth 

further in this paper.  This theory, however, points to how members of professions 

actually attempt to control their professions’ membership through a variety of means such 

as legal and educational credentialing.  

Monopoly over knowledge.  Another facet of Monopoly theory is the 

monopolization of knowledge.  In the past, professions simply declared their importance 

to society by “promising to serve important functions for the broader community and to 
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meet high standards in the performance of intellectually demanding work” (Brint, 1994, 

p. 16).  This particular approach provided enough legitimacy to the public in the past that 

it was inappropriate to question the authority of particular professions such as medicine 

and clergy.  Their sheer status was enough to serve as legitimacy.  In the 1960s, however, 

the public began to become more informed and knowledgeable about a variety of topics 

and called professionals to task by holding them to a standard of having expert 

knowledge about a subject, at least more than the lay public.  This expert knowledge “has 

created the basis for significantly decreased status among the lower ranks of the 

professional stratum whose members lack the bona fide ‘formal knowledge’” (Brint, 

1994, p. 11).

There is much debate as to what constitutes expert knowledge especially when it 

comes to legitimizing a profession.  “The optimal base of knowledge or doctrine for a 

profession is a combination of intellectual and practical knowing, some of which is 

explicit (classifications and generalizations learned from books, lectures, and 

demonstrations), some implicit (‘understanding’ acquired from supervised practice and 

observation)” (Wilensky, 1964, p. 150).  This view attempts to describe the best type of 

knowledge as being somewhere in between highly advanced and technical so the lay 

public could not comprehend it and being so simple that anyone could know the 

information or perform the task.  In contrast, however, is that the knowledge should be 

very advanced so as to appear legitimate and perhaps dissuade the lay public from 

attempting to gain knowledge or perform the professional tasks on their own (such as 

rebuild a carburetor).
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Brint  (1994) discusses the various types of expert knowledge and which 

professions may be more tied to each type.  The business services sphere comprised of 

auditors, accountants, corporate attorneys, computer scientists, and public relations 

specialists is “driven by the developing production needs and capacities of the advanced 

sectors of the economy” and are classified as producer services (Brint, 1994, p. 46). The 

applied science sphere is ”driven by the application of scientific knowledge to 

technological development and the needs of production” and is also a form of producer 

services (Brint, 1994, p. 46).  This sphere includes engineers, physicists, chemists, and 

mathematicians.  The culture and communications sphere in which professors at research 

universities could be classified is “driven, principally, by the interests consumers have in 

information, recreational entertainment, and the social status that comes from information 

and arts participation” and is both a form of consumer and political interests services 

(Brint, 1994, p. 46).  The civic regulation sphere is “driven by the need to maintain and 

regulate political society through administrative and political decision making” (Brint, 

1994, p. 46). This sphere is a form of producer and political interest services and includes 

professionals in government, public safety, and policy research.  The human services 

sphere is “united by a common focus on maintaining (and, where possible, improving) 

the social and economic situation of individuals so that they can meet accepted minimal 

standards as functioning members of society” (Brint, 1994, p. 46). This is a form of 

consumer and political interest services and is comprised of doctors, attorneys for 

individuals, teachers, counselors, and social workers.  The question here, however, is not 

just what type of knowledge particular professions espouse, but is there a societal, state, 
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and/or economic value placed on a particular type of knowledge and are professions who 

control that knowledge gaining any benefits from it?  

Larson (1990) discusses the notion of discourse or knowledge as being an element 

of prestige and status.  “Whether their expertise is, strictly speaking, scientific or not, 

credentialed experts always tend to occupy the core regions of discursive fields in our 

societies” (Burrage & Torsendahl, 1990, p. 37).  So beyond the potential societal, state, or 

economic value of particular knowledge, is there also particular knowledge that can be 

considered more prestigious?  And, is the value that certain knowledge plays in a societal, 

state, or economic sense related to prestige?  Some may say that the knowledge having 

the highest market value is considered having more of a social contribution (Brint, 1994, 

p. 8).  

Another view is that the value of certain knowledge is created in the higher 

education setting and then socially constructed to continue to have a value in society.  

Although faculty are not obviously in the text [as having created 
the knowledge of the discipline], our unnamed presence is taken 
for granted, because when all is said and done, we are the 
hero/expert/scholar/scientists, the authors of curricula.  The stories 
obliquely but powerfully confirm our control of knowledge and our 
authority over the curriculum (Slaughter, 1997, p. 12). 

This authority over the curriculum may be in line with knowledge that is market related, 

but it also may not.  How valuable knowledge is for society is judged by the criteria set 

up by faculty and perpetuated by different structural factors that can often send a message 

that some knowledge is more important than others.  “More often claims to knowledge 

and curricula are informally but forcefully upheld through processes such as 

accreditation, ratings, rankings, promotion, and tenure” (Slaughter, 1997, p. 14).
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It is important to keep in mind, however, that despite any curricular or market 

legitimation of knowledge (although that can be very influential), just having knowledge 

does not make a profession superior or legitimate (Burrage & Torsendahl, 1990).  

Because the lay public is becoming more and more informed through education and mass 

media, they can challenge the expertise that certain professions attempt to monopolize.  

Not only is there the issue of having knowledge challenged by the lay public or even 

from other professions, there is an issue of how particular knowledge is rewarded.  “The 

claim to ‘formal knowledge’ or ‘expertise’ is one thing; being rewarded in relating to 

those claims is quite another” (Brint, 1994, p. 66).  It is no surprise that in society, some 

knowledge is more valued than other knowledge.  It is unclear as to exactly what or who 

defines the criteria for value of knowledge and the influences the market has on the value 

of this knowledge.  

Monopoly over jurisdiction.  Another area in which professions attempt to gain a 

monopoly over is jurisdiction. Abbott postulates that “the professions, that is, make up an 

interdependent system.  In this system, each profession has its activities under various 

kinds of jurisdiction.  Sometimes it has full control, sometimes control subordinate to 

another group.  Jurisdictional boundaries are perpetually in dispute, both in local practice 

and in national claims” (1988, p. 2).  This theory again advances the idea that professions 

develop in an attempt to gain power.  In this case, the power is over professional 

jurisdiction whether that is the “monopoly of certain activities,” “monopoly of certain 

kinds of payments by third parties,” or “control of certain settings of work” (Abbott, 

1988, p. 62).  Abbott goes on to further support the idea of jurisdiction by discussing that 
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“a fundamental fact of professional life [is] interprofessional competition . . . It is the 

history of jurisdictional disputes that is the real, the determining history of professions” 

(1988. p. 2).

There are two types of jurisdiction that Abbott discusses.  The first is Intellectual 

jurisdiction that addresses the jurisdiction between division of labor and subordination. 

“Sometimes a profession retains control of the cognitive knowledge of an area but allows 

(or is forced to allow) practice on a more-or-less unrestricted basis by several 

competitors” (Abbott, 1988, p. 75).  This may be similar to the knowledge controlled by 

certain fields within the contracting profession in which contractors learn the many 

aspects of carpentry, electrical work, plumbing, etc. but allow others (perhaps unlicensed 

or uncontracted workers) to perform work in this realm.  Secondly, there is Advisory 

jurisdiction in which “one profession seeks a legitimate right to interpret, buffer, or 

partially modify actions another takes within its own full jurisdiction” (Abbott, 1988, p. 

75).  An example of this is how clergy can and sometimes do serve as an advisory to the 

medical profession (Abbott, 1988, p. 75).  

Abbott (1988) does suggest in his discussions on jurisdiction that professions are 

constantly expanding and changing when it comes to jurisdictions.  He asserts that 

professions in the sense of monopoly are always trying to gain more jurisdictions.  When 

a jurisdictional dispute arises between a profession and its competitors, Abbott offers four 

solutions to settle the dispute.  The first is to allow one profession to retain cognitive 

control over another (1988, p. 69).  This, however, can create a sense of marginalization 

whereas the subordinate profession is marginalized by the dominant one.  An example of 
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this occurs in higher education with full-time faculty being cognitively in control over 

part-time faculty in relation to the curricula as well as the faculty role.  Rhoades and 

Slaughter point out that “many full-time faculty are content to contain them [part-time 

faculty] at the margins” (1997, p. 20).

The second way a jurisdictional dispute can be handled is by having the two 

professions “form a final division of labor that splits the jurisdiction into two 

interdependent parts, and occasionally they share an area without a division of labor” 

(Abbott, 1988, p. 69).  Similarly to the first option of intellectual jurisdiction, another 

approach is to “allow one profession an advisory control over certain aspects of the 

work” (Abbott, 1988, p. 69).  Finally, “professions can divide their jurisdictions not 

according to content of work, but according to nature of client” (Abbott, 1988, p. 69).  

This has been more commonly used in the medical professions where for instance, there 

is one type of physician who works with adults and another type of physician who works 

with children.  Often, the content is very similar.  But, the professions have developed 

separately to deal with specific issues with the clientele.

Some jurisdictional disputes are resolved simply in an individual workplace 

where tasks and roles are divided specific to that workplace.  Other disputes are resolved 

in the public opinion arena in which particular professions attempt to gain a social and 

cultural authority to the jurisdiction in question.  If enough of the populous believes one 

profession is better to handle a particular task and seeks out those professionals to 

perform that task, then the other profession vying for the jurisdiction simply may be 

eliminated for lack of need of that profession.  Finally, the legal arena is where many 
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jurisdictional disputes occur.  One such example is the medical profession’s legal claim 

to practice medicine.  The state has created particular laws that confront and close down 

unlicensed medical practitioners from practicing medicine (Abbott, 1988, pp. 59-60).

In an effort to curb jurisdictional disputes, many dominant professions create 

subordinate professions as “divisions of labor below dominant professions” (Abbott, 

1988, p. 72).  This approach creates other advantages for the dominant profession besides 

reducing the potential threat to their jurisdiction.  First, it allows the dominating 

profession to take over control of a larger jurisdiction with this subordinate profession 

without having to extend or divide the perquisites for being affiliated with the dominant 

profession.  Next, it “permits delegation of dangerously routine work” (Abbott, 1988, p. 

72).  Dominant professions can pass down the mundane tasks that were once in their 

auspice to their subordinate professions so as to engage in more challenging, high-profile, 

or even interesting tasks.  One example is the task of drawing blood from a medical 

patient.  This particular task has moved from the doctor’s role to the nurse’s role to the 

now, phlebotomist’s role.  “This internal subordination of routine work is a characteristic 

strategy of professions claiming more jurisdiction than they can effectively serve” 

(Abbott, 1988, p. 25).

At one point in time, it could be argued that only doctors had the knowledge, skill, 

and training to draw blood.  But, as that function became more routine in the medical 

field, others were passed the task to incorporate into their professions.  The irony is that 

the dominant professions control what task is performed by which subordinate profession 

often claiming that the tasks of the dominant profession are too difficult or challenging 
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for the subordinate professions to perform.  For example, “the public fiction survives that 

only doctors can do certain kinds of things, when nurses and others are in fact doing them 

all over the professional world” (Abbott, 1988, p. 68).  Eventually, tasks are handed 

down through professions beginning with the dominant profession down to the most 

subordinate profession.  “Professional staff are often replaced by paraprofessional or 

untrained staff without corresponding change of function” (p. 65).  So, what was once a 

very elite and specialized task that only the dominant profession could do is now (with 

the dominant profession’s blessing) because of its mundane nature, passed down to 

subordinate professionals even if they are not properly trained to perform the task.  

This is a great example of the domination particular professions have over other 

professions and the ability of the dominant profession to maintain its professional 

hegemony.  Larson (from MacDonald, 1995) discusses the maintenance of this 

professional hegemony by pointing out that in order to enter a dominant profession, one 

must comply to the standards, education, and expectations set forth by those currently in 

the dominant profession.  The dominant profession then often chooses those with similar 

backgrounds to enter the profession and perpetuate the dominance and subordination 

(Burrage & Torsendahl, 1990, p. 31). 

Although Abbott’s (1988) theory proves to contribute to the dialogue on 

professions and Monopoly theory specifically, it does not account for professions simply 

wanting to maintain their jurisdictions.  Is he claiming that professions are constantly 

fending off competitors?  Or is he claiming that all professions want to continue to 

expand their jurisdictions?  In addition, there is no discussion regarding how legitimacy 
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fits into jurisdiction in which one profession may not want to take over a jurisdiction of 

another but may publicly or unconsciously snub another profession as not filling a 

necessary need or not being as significant or elite.  

Social Closure Theory

The concept of Monopoly theory has spurred the questions of how particular 

professions guard their monopolies.  One approach discussed above is that some 

dominant professions create subordinate professions to protect their jurisdictions.  

Another is the idea of dominant groups closing off particular professions to certain 

individuals or groups.  Social closure occurs when social groups attempt to guard their 

monopolies or further their interests and thus attempt to exclude others from their 

particular group as well as take away the privileges of the subordinate group.  Dominant 

groups do this so the subordinate group becomes less of a threat and the dominant group 

can reap economic, social, and power rewards (MacDonald, 1995).  

In an effort to understand social closure in professions, Witz (1992) developed 

Social Closure Theory to analyze strategies that dominant and subordinate professions 

engage in while struggling with power, jurisdiction, and knowledge issues over the 

professional domain.  Witz (1992) applied her framework to several professional cases 

and intertwined the factors of gendered professions and patriarchy to understand 

behaviors and strategies of dominant and subordinate groups through professional 

projects.  The professional project is defined as the action undertaken by a particular 

group to secure or enhance their market and status position in the system of professional 
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stratification (Larson from MacDonald, 1995) to try to understand what types of actions 

both dominant/masculinized and subordinate/feminized professions undertake to either 

participate in or confront social closure of professions.  By following the historical 

progression of the two professions within one field, Witz (1992) was able to understand a 

series of strategies used by both groups to struggle for power.  This particular theory was 

selected as a framework to understand power dynamics that affect the faculty and student 

affairs professions in higher education because there may be some similarities in 

strategies used between these groups that parallel those of the groups Witz assessed.

In looking at particular professions that are male dominated, Witz addresses the 

issue of employers utilizing “female wage labor without undermining the patriarchal 

privileges of male workers in both the workplace and the family” (1992, p. 22) and 

women workers not just being “excluded from certain jobs or grades of jobs, but also 

included in other adjacent or related jobs, usually graded lower or less skilled jobs” in a 

subordinate profession (1992, p. 27).  A subordinate profession is often considered a 

semi-profession which is “an occupation located within a bureaucratic organization and 

one in which women predominate” (Witz, 1992, p. 60).  “Consequently, the subordinate 

position of the (female) semi-profession in relation to the (male) profession is due to the 

fact that women are willingly compliant and tractable subordinates, ideally suited to the 

role of ‘handmaidens’ of a male occupation that has authority over them” (Simpson and 

Simpson from Witz, 1992, p. 60).

Exclusionary strategy.  Witz (1992) describes two strategies which dominant 

professions use to close their professions to subordinate professions.  First, there is the 
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exclusionary strategy in which the dominant profession controls the knowledge and skills 

required to be a part of that profession either through the credentialist tactic, requiring all 

members to obtain degrees/licenses or the legalistic tactic, where women were/are legally 

prevented from joining a profession.  

Demarcationary strategy.  Another strategy used by the dominant profession to 

close their profession is the demarcationary strategy in which the concern becomes the 

control of boundaries between occupations.  If the dominant profession can maintain its 

jurisdiction through occupational control, the profession could remain closed to women 

(or other ineligibles).  This first tactic is that of de-skilling where the idea is not to 

exclude women but divide labor to gather women in subordinate occupations where men 

have power over them.  The second tactic is incorporation where the dominant profession 

would end a subordinate professional role and take it over as part of the dominant 

profession.  Finally, there is the tactic of internal demarcation in which the focus is on 

intra-occupational control in which men attempt to set boundaries between male and 

females within a particular occupation (Witz, 1992).

Inclusionary strategy.  One of the strategies used by subordinate groups to gain 

access into the group or the profession that is closed to them by the dominant group is 

called the inclusionary strategy.  This is done through the credentialist (equal rights) 

tactic in which women would fight to study at the same schools as men to receive the 

same credentialing and be able to enter a profession or through the credentialist 

(separatist) tactic in which women would devise their own gender-oriented route to 

gaining the education needed to qualify for the membership in the profession.  Another 
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way that subordinate groups attempt inclusion in a profession is through the legalistic 

(equal rights) tactic in which women fight government to pass a bill to eliminate policies 

that prevent women from accessing certain training or professions.  Finally, subordinate 

groups can use the legalistic (separatist) tactic where women lobby for a gender-specific 

route to enter a profession (Witz, 1992).  

Dual closure strategy.  Another strategy used by subordinate groups is that of  

dual closure in which those groups “which having been successfully excluded by an 

occupation, strive to carve out their own occupational field, distinguishing it from that of 

other, probably dominant groups but establishing at the same time their own exclusionary 

practices” (MacDonald, 1995, p. 133).  The significance of this strategy is that at the 

same time women attempt to ward off demarcationary strategies by male professions, 

they are also creating criteria to close others out of their own professions.  One way in 

which subordinate professions use the dual closure strategy is through inclusionary 

usurpation which “involves the struggle for equality of opportunity and for the shift from 

collectivist to individualist criteria of exclusion” (Witz, 1992, p. 49).  Furthering this 

concept of dual closure, some subordinate professions even partake in revolutionary 

usurpation which, like inclusionary usurpation, results in collective action to direct power 

in an upward direction.  This revolutionary usurpation is a tactic to change the structure 

of professions rather than seeking to be included in the structure in its current state.  The 

final tactic of dual closure strategy used by the subordinate profession in response to 

demarcation is re-skilling.  By creating higher-level expectations for knowledge and 

skills for a profession, it may be easier to fend off demarcationary strategies used by the 
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dominant profession while at the same time creating criteria for admission to the 

subordinate profession itself.

Accommodative strategy.  The final strategy, the accommodative strategy, is 

simply a concession by the subordinate profession to the dominant profession.  This may 

not be the initial strategy used, but over time professional projects have failed and the 

feminized profession continues to be or becomes dominated by the masculinized 

profession. 

Midwifery.  One social closure situation Witz (1992) studied was that of 

midwifery.  She describes the struggle for legitimacy that midwifery went through during 

a time when the male-dominated medical profession attempted to create some closure of 

the midwifery occupation.  As medicine became more modernized and different types of 

medical personnel emerged, male physicians needed to handle and control the situation of 

women practicing medicine informally as midwives.  There were two main tactics used to 

control the midwifery occupation-demarcationary through de-skilling and exclusionary 

through the credentialist tactic.  One school of thought of physicians was that the 

Medical profession could supervise, contain and control midwifery practice.  
Medical advocates of the de-skilling strategy advocated the education and 
registration of midwives as a means of controlling both the knowledge base 
and the sphere of competence of midwifery, as well as its occupational 
infrastructure (Witz, 1992, p. 105). 

Many medical men supported a registration for midwives because they controlled the de-

skilling of it and by 1886, there was a credentialist process for qualifying as a midwife.  

Midwives believed in the importance of a midwife credential but they participated 

in a revolutionary strategy in which they advocated for “re-skilling the midwife and 
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securing for midwifery a position parallel to that of medical men” (Witz, 1992, p. 105) 

rather than subordinate to medical men.  A college to educate midwives even opened to 

ensure their credentialing.  The idea of a parallel position between medical men and 

midwives did not go over well with the medical men as they were most concerned with 

“how to ensure that midwives did not transgress into the ‘medicalised’ portions of 

parturition” (Witz, 1992, p. 110).  The college to train midwives that opened in an effort 

to credential the midwives did not last long and closed shortly after it opened.

The other school of thought from medical men was to just take over the tasks of 

midwives and incorporate these tasks into their existing profession as doctors.  The idea 

was to “abolish female midwifery as a distinct occupational role and to destroy the 

independent midwifery practitioner with her own clients” (Witz, 1992, p. 109).  Medical 

men went on to create obstetrics which would be a specialization within medicine 

focusing on similar responsibilities of midwives.  Overall, midwives utilized an 

accommodative strategy and agreed to a de-skilled role subordinate to medical men.  This 

benefited the midwives because they could hold on to some aspects of their profession 

rather than losing it all to the medical men.  The medical men also benefited from this de-

skilled role by not taking over the entire midwife role because they could not meet the 

demand of midwifery needs (Witz, 1992, p. 117).  Midwifery “served to relieve reluctant 

medical men of what they regarded as ‘tiresome and unremunerative work’” (HMSO 

from Witz, 1992, p. 115).  In the end, midwives became the practitioner for the poor, 

doctors for the rich (Witz, 1992).  “’There is, and will continue to be a demand for the 
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services of midwives, for this, if for no other reason, that they can be obtained more 

cheaply’” (Cullingworth, 1878, p. 394 from Witz, 1992, p. 114).  

Student Affairs as a Profession

There is much debate over whether or not student affairs is even a profession at 

all.  Some call it an emerging profession (Winston, Creamer, & Miller, 2001, from Helm, 

2004) whereas others say it is a grouping of professions (Rickard, 1988 from Helm, 

2004).  Woodard and DeArmond, however, discuss that due to the “diverse nature of the 

[student affairs] field and the varied backgrounds (professional preparation) of those who 

work in student affairs, the application of traditional professional criteria to evaluate the 

status of student affairs does not suffice” (1998, p. 7 from Helm, 2004, p. 74).  Despite 

the formality of whether or not student affairs is considered a profession by some 

scholars and not by others, this study will focus on student affairs as a profession and 

assume that the inter-profession relationship between student affairs and faculty would 

parallel the relationship between these groups if one only considered them occupations 

and not professions.   

Overall, the study of professions provides an interesting and insightful backdrop 

in studying the student affairs profession for its role in the area of implementing and 

coordinating leadership courses as well as its relation to the faculty profession.

Theories of Leadership
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To offset the Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992) and its presumptions that 

dominant and subordinate professions struggle for power, jurisdiction, and legitimacy, I 

have chosen the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998).  

This is to account for behaviors that student affairs professionals or faculty engage in that 

are positive to the inter-profession relationship and do not demonstrate a power struggle 

between these two professions.  Before understanding relational leadership, it is 

important to understand the scope of perspectives on leadership theories.

History of Leadership

The concept of leadership dates back in history at least 5000 years as the words 

“leader,” “leadership,” and “follower” emerged in Egyptian hieroglyphics (Bass, 1990 

from Wren, 1995).  Since then, leadership has been interwoven into the ideas and 

practices of philosophers such as Plato, Socrates, Aristotle, and Lao-tzu and other 

historical figures such as Machiavelli and Gandhi (Wren, 1995).  Leadership is a 

multidisciplinary and transcontinental concept having connections with philosophy, 

business, politics, education, military, theology, and other disciplines, professions and 

cultures.  Works such as “The Prince” by Machiavelli or “The Republic” by Plato are still 

influential in the way leadership is viewed today.  In addition, Weber’s work in the early 

1920s shaped perceptions on “types of legitimate authority-the bureaucratic leader, 

patrimonial form of leadership, and the charismatic leader (Stogdill, 1974, p. 26).

In order to understand theories and definitions of leadership throughout recent 

history (early 1900s to 1970), Stogdill (1974) undertook a project to review over 5000 
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studies related to leadership from a variety of sources from across multiple disciplines in 

an effort to analyze methodologies as well as findings of these studies.  Stogdill (1974) 

clusters the studies into themes that reflect the underlying definition of leadership in each 

particular study whether the researcher knowingly indicates this definition.  These 

definitions include:

1. “Leadership as a form of persuasion” in which leaders use persuasion to reach 

either the leader’s goal or a common goal.

2. “Leadership as an instrument of goal achievement” postulates that leaders 

structure the group and its processes to achieve the highest task efficiency.

3. “Leadership as an effect of interaction” in which Anderson (1940) notes, “A 

true leader in the psychological sense is one who can make the most of individual 

differences, who can bring out the most differences in the group and therefore reveal to 

the group a sounder base for defining common purposes” (Stogdill, 1974, p. 13).  

4. “Leadership as a differentiated role” that indicates leadership as a position.

5. “Leadership as a focus of group processes” deems the leader to be the voice for 

the group and the group’s needs.

6. “Leadership as personality and its effects” is the underlying foundation of trait 

theory in that certain personal characteristics are more equated to leadership than others. 

7. “Leadership as the art of inducing compliance” indicates the leader’s role to be 

to move the group in the direction the leader wants to go with as little difficulty from the 

group as possible.
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8. “Leadership as the exercise of influence” involves influencing change in people 

and not just compliance.

9. “Leadership as act or behavior” is the culmination of a variety of behaviors that 

predispose someone to be a leader.

10. “Leadership as the initiation of structure” posits that the leader is the stimulus 

that structures “a group’s behavior because of a group-endowed belief that he has a 

legitimate source of stimuli” (Stogdill, 1974, p. 15).

11. “Leadership as a power relation” involves the leader’s ability to overtly or 

covertly influence power over group members more so than power can be influenced 

over the leader.

The variety of definitions indicates that “there is little agreement as to the 

meaning of the concept and that little exists in the way of unifying theory” (Stogdill, 

1974, pp. 15-16).  In addition, many of these definitions emerged from studies conducted 

in the same time periods indicating that “various trends of thought were taking place 

simultaneously” (Stogdill, 1974, p. 16).  In addition to the variety of definitions posited, 

there are also a number of theories of leadership that have been put forth by scholars to 

attempt to explain leadership.  Although there are a great number of theories that have 

emerged in U.S. literature, the following theories have been most discussed in the 

literature since the early 1900s and primarily reflect ideas from psychology and 

management.  These theories include Great Man, Trait, Interaction, Behavioral, 

Situational, Exchange/Transactional, and Process/Relational theories.
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Great Man Theory

The Great Man theory asserts that leaders are either “born” into leadership 

positions through family lineage or they are leaders due to the innate characteristics that 

they possess.  These great men are deemed as heroes to look up to and powerful leaders 

to be emulated.  This theory was very popular in the mid-1800s through the early 1900s 

with a multitude of studies being conducted regarding family lineage and leadership 

success and the biological influence on successful leaders.  This particular theory became 

highly contested by scholars in the mid-1900s, specifically by behaviorists due to the 

theory’s lack of emphasis on controlled actions over innate qualities (Rost, 1991).  

Although not the predominant area of leadership research for several decades, the Great 

Man Theory still exists and was perpetuated in the literature existing before this time and 

some studies throughout this time period.  

Higher education has used the Great Man Theory as a way to make sense of the 

historical leadership of the community colleges.  Prominent university leaders of the time 

were seen as “great men” through their roles in the junior college movement (Amey & 

Twombly, 1992, p. 134).  The ideals and visions of these men have been regarded as 

what constituted and still constitutes leadership.  These men were depicted as frontier, 

pioneer, and military figures (Amey & Twombly, 1992, p. 134).  This image portrays 

these men as fighters in the war to organize and envision the junior college.

In the 1980s, the Great Man theory again gained great popularity in the United 

States as a reflection of the political influence of striving for excellence (Rost, 1991).  

Countless books about successful CEOs and politicians filled the bookshelves and figures 
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such as Reagan, Thatcher, and Gorbachev “modeled this notion of leadership 

magnificently” (Rost, 1991, pp. 70-71).

Trait Theory

Another set of researchers have attempted to understand traits as a correlation of 

successful leaders.  These traits include characteristics such as age, intelligence, weight, 

physique, height, fluency of speech, and scholastic records (Stogdill, 1974).  “The trait 

theory was developed by both management scientists and social psychologists, with the 

latter having the dominant role in the trait research” (Rost, 1991, p. 24).  Research done 

using Trait theory has involved both male and female participants in a variety of settings 

and contexts (Stogdill, 1974).    

Stogdill (1974) analyzed 124 trait leadership studies across disciplines that were 

conducted between 1904 and 1947 and 163 studies conducted between 1948 and 1970 to 

attempt to understand any emergent traits that identified a leader.  Researchers used 

observation, voting, ranking, nomination, comparison to those in leadership positions, 

and biographical background information to identify particular traits deemed essential for 

a leader to possess.  Although methodologies and contexts of the studies varied, some 

traits deemed as characteristics of a leader cut across a multitude of studies, but not 

enough for Stogdill (1974) to assert that there is a pre-defined set of leadership traits for 

all situations.

With the excellence movement in the 1980s, trait theory again took a front seat in 

leadership research.  Despite the fact that few trait theorists have been popular throughout 
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the 1900s, the “the leadership-as-excellence movement of the 1980s caused numerous 

researchers and writers to take a different and more exhaustive look at the issue of leader 

traits” (Rost, 1991, p. 82).

Interaction Theory

Of the 124 studies on traits in leadership between 1904 and 1947 that Stogdill 

analyzed, there were some leadership traits that emerged as statistically significant in 

some studies.  Overall, however, traits identified for leaders in one study often were not 

significant in another (Stogdill, 1974).  Stogdill (1974) put forth that it was not just traits 

that determined a leader, but the interaction the leader had with the followers.  It is the 

ability for the leader to initiate and encourage a “working relationship among members of 

a group, in which the leader acquires status through active participation and 

demonstration of his capacity for carrying cooperative tasks to completion” (Stogdill, 

1974, p. 65).  

Lewin and Lippitt (1938) were the first researchers to conduct a major study 

involving the interaction of the leader and followers (Stogdill, 1974). Stogdill and Shartle 

(1955) also viewed leadership in regard to a relationship between group members rather 

than specific individual leader behaviors (Stogdill, 1974).  Interaction theory shares 

similar philosophies to relational and transformational theories of leadership as it focuses 

on the actions, essence, and relationship among group members as well as between group 

members and the leader.   
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Behavioral Theory

Behavioral theory is believed to have had two main influences in its emergence.  

First, research using trait theory often relied upon questionnaires, scales, and tests to 

identify leadership traits.  In the 1940s and 1950s, some researchers attempted to 

understand these traits and their prevalence in leaders in small groups (Stogdill, 1974).  In 

order to do this, these researchers used observers to note the leadership traits which 

resulted in particular behaviors emerging that trait theorists did not take into account 

(Stogdill, 1974).  Using this methodology, researchers were able to understand more of 

the group interaction behaviors such as encouraging participation of group members and 

accepting of other members’ opinions (Stogdill, 1974).  In addition, social psychologists 

and management theorists in the 1950s who operated under the “overarching scientific 

perspective” of behaviorism sought to understand leadership through this particular lens 

“in order to be respected in the academic community” (Rost, 1991, p. 24).  

In 1945, the Ohio State Leadership Studies was developed and a focus for the 

group was on understanding leadership behavior.  The group put together the Leader 

Behavior Description Questionnaire (Hemphill, 1950; Hemphill and Coons, 1957 from 

Stogdill, 1974).  This questionnaire initially incorporated 1800 items to evaluate 

leadership behavior but was reduced to 40 items after much analysis (Halpin, 1957 from 

Stogdill, 1974).  The questionnaire was aimed to measure two items, consideration and 

structure in interaction on two separate continuums to uncover whether a person was high 

relationship, high task, or some combination thereof.  During its initial emergence, the 
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LBDQ was used in military, school, and business settings (Northouse, 1997).  Today, a 

variety of versions of the LBDQ and questionnaires that spawned from it are used in a 

multitude of settings.

Situational Theory

Around the same time that behavioral theorists were advancing their theory, 

situational theorists, often psychologists and management scientists, were also attempting 

to grasp both the concept of ideal leadership behavior and the idea that situations are 

contingent upon particular circumstances which may call for one type of behavior in one 

setting and a different behavior in another setting (Rost, 1991).  The myriad of time, 

place, circumstance, task, and other individuals may create different contexts in which 

different types of leadership qualities are needed.  Both traits and behaviors that indicate 

successful leadership change with each situation (Stogdill, 1974).  In Stogdill’s analysis 

of studies that used trait theory he concluded that “the total weight of evidence presented 

in this group of studies suggest that if there are general traits which characterize leaders, 

the patterns of such traits are likely to vary with the leadership requirements of different 

situations” (Stogdill, 1974, p. 61).

The military, a constituency heavily involved in leadership studies, uses 

situational leadership today as the foundation for the leadership philosophy of the Air 

Force.  The Air Force definition of leadership is that it “’is the art of influencing and 

directing people (followers) to accomplish the mission’” (Air Force Pamphlet 35049 

from Waddell, 1994, p. 29).  Waddell suggests that military leaders encompass situational 
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leadership in their military roles.  He states, “Your leadership style should probably 

change as you move from company grade to field grade and above” (Waddell, 1994, p. 

29). 

During the early 1900s, great man theorists were postulating that personal 

characteristics defined leaders whereas situational theorists argued that different leaders 

emerged depending on the situation (Stogdill, 1974).  “The interactive effects of 

individual and situational factors were overlooked” (Stogdill, 1974, p. 18).  In 1931, 

Westburgh “suggested that the study of leadership must include (1) the affective, 

intellectual, and action traits of the individual as well as (2) the specific conditions under 

which the individual operates” (Stogdill, 1974, p. 18).  Therefore, some scholars 

proposed using a combination of theories to truly understand leadership.

Influence Theory

Influence theory is defined as “a form of influence based not on traditional power 

or formal authority but rather on follower perceptions that the leader is endowed with 

exceptional qualities” (Komives, et al., 1998, p. 41).  The idea behind this theory is that it 

involves charisma and other leader attributes that motivate and influence a constituency 

of followers.  Some argue that influence is not a stand alone theory, yet a philosophy that 

transcends multiple leadership theories (Rost, 1991).  

Exchange/Transactional Theory
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Some scholars advocated the concept of exchange or transactional theories of 

leadership. This theory of leadership postulates that the group members do what the 

leader wants in exchange for some type of reward (Northouse, 1997).  Both group 

members and leaders continue the exchange interaction because it is mutually rewarding 

(Stogdill, 1974, pp 22-23).  Hollander (1970) studied the idea of exchange in using the 

“idiosyncrasy credit” to allow group members freedom to stray from the group norms in 

exchange for rewards such as income, honor, and status (Chemers, 1984 from Kellerman, 

1984, p. 100).  Graen and associates (1975) found that in using exchange with employees 

in an organization that those employees who experienced more positive exchanges 

regarding freedom and autonomy in the organization were more satisfied, had more 

connection to the organization, and were less likely to leave the organization.  Many 

mainstream scholars of leadership studies dismiss the concept of exchange because it 

makes followers central to the process of leadership rather than the leader who was often 

the main focus of study (Rost, 1991).  Despite the fact that this particular theory involves 

the group members or followers, the control and direction is still in the hands of the 

leader (Manz & Sims, 1991 from Wren, 1995, p. 216).  

Process/Relational Theory

Process/relational theory focuses on the process and relationship of leaders and 

followers in an attempt to achieve a shared goal (Rost, 1991, p. 4).  The foundation of 

this theory is that leadership is a relational and shared process among a group of people.  

There is no one leader who has certain traits, behaves in a particular way, or influences 
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people; leadership is the synergy of a group of people coming together to create 

leadership.  Other theories that put forth ideas such as “power over” or control are 

replaced with a different way of thinking about leadership; “’power with,’ ‘shared 

power,’ and ‘power used to engage people’ (Allen & Cherrey, 1995, p. 4)” (Steffes, 

2001).  Komives, co-author of the Relational Leadership Model founded on principles of 

process/relational theory, criticizes this way of thinking because aspects of the theory, 

collaboration and empowerment for example, are difficult to measure (Steffes, 2001), 

thus highlighting a limitation of her model.   

Many scholars since the 1950s have focused on understanding the group 

relationship in an attempt to understand leadership (Rost, 1991).  In the 1970s, James 

MacGregor Burns coined the term, transformational leadership, which was dismissed by 

a number of scholars (Rost, 1991).  His attempt to intertwine morality into leadership 

spawned a number of new definitions of leadership involving morality.  Socrates, 

however, also tied leadership and morality but much before Burns’ time.  Socrates 

believed that those who occupy positions of leadership must be open to the question and 

challenge of their morality and “bring to the leader-follower relationship . . . their very 

openness to the conduct of an examined life in the particular arena . . . in which the 

relationship is realized” (Grob from Kellerman, 1984, p. 269).  Burns, on the other hand, 

postulated that transformational leadership occurs “’when one or more persons engage 

with others in such a way that leaders and followers raise one another to higher levels of 

motivation and morality’ (1978, p. 20)” (Rost, 1991, p. 83).  
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Transformational leadership has many elements that account for how morality 

among leaders and followers is raised.  Burns describes transformational leadership as 

being in tune with the feelings of the group, acting in a meaningful manner, and helping 

others define their values (Couto, 1993 from Wren, 1995).  Upon interviewing women 

who identified themselves as transformational leaders on the “IWF Survey of Men and 

Women Leaders,” Rosener (1990) found that many of the women made reference to their 

view of leadership which includes encouraging participation, sharing power and 

information, enhancing the self-worth of others, and energizing others (Wren, 1995).

Bennis and Nanus (1985) studied CEOs and found that while transforming their 

companies, their leadership also influenced transformation of the members of the 

organization (Northouse, 1997).  The CEOs did this through creating a realistic and 

empowering vision for the organization, helped shape the values and norms for the 

organization, established trust with members, and demonstrated positive self regard 

which in turn had an impact on members of the organization (Northouse, 1997).

Considerations of Leadership Theories

The preceding section outlines philosophies and overarching definitions for some 

of the more predominantly researched leadership theories.  It is vital to understand, 

however, that in discussing these theories, there are several caveats that one must take 

into account to truly grasp the nature of leadership studies in the U.S. over the past 

century.  
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First, many definitions, theories, and schools of thought regarding leadership over 

the past 100 years have emerged simultaneously (Stogdill, 1974).  Much of the 

knowledge of leadership was put forth and studied in addition to, not because of, other 

leadership theories.  Leadership theories did not mark separate eras in history, yet the 

narratives in many leadership texts portray that story (Rost, 1991).  Rost notes,

The telling of the leadership story (done in less fanciful form than above) is 
misleading because it gives the impression that our understanding of leadership is 
more sophisticated and advanced in the 1980s than it was in the 1950s and that we 
have certainly come a long way from our naivete of the 1930s.  Such progress is 
simply not the case. . . Using traits as an explanation of leadership in the 1980s is 
as popular as it was in the 1950s.  And the great man/woman theory of leadership 
is as strong in 1990 as it was in 1890.  Lee Iacocca is our Henry Ford, Malcolm 
Forbes is our J. Pierpont Morgan, Sam Walton is our John D. Rockefeller, and 
George Bush is our Theodore Roosevelt (1991, p. 19).

Because the narrative of leadership theory is told in a way that insinuates eras of 

leadership understanding, it appears as though old leadership theories die and new ones 

are born.  That is not the case.  They are still alive in books and articles and with 

practitioners and scholars (Rost, 1991).  Some time periods gave way to more research 

using a particular theory, however, many theories have been continuously researched and 

supported since their inception despite the historical era (Rost, 1991).  “The facts are that 

any one theory did not unduly dominate any decade to the exclusion of other theories.  

The theories did not run riot in any one separate time period, nor did they disappear from 

the picture when the next so-called dominant theory appeared on the scene” (Rost, 1991, 

p. 28).

In addition, leadership theories not only do not die, they sometimes become 

recycled.  “Contrary to popular belief, none of the theories have become completely 
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extinct.  They reappear decade after decade, sometimes disguised, sometimes in another 

form, but basically intact and flourishing” (Rost, 1991, p. 28).

Most leadership theories are structural-functionalist in nature attempting to 

rationally explain how leadership happens.  They are “hierarchical, linear, pragmatic, 

[and] Newtonian” (Smyth, 1989b from Rost, 1991, p. 27).  Much of the research 

conducted in terms of leadership, even throughout various disciplines, has been 

quantitative in nature.  In order to legitimize the research as well as leadership, studies 

have been conducted using the scientific method and attempting to measure what may be 

immeasurable using numbers (Rost, 1991).  In addition, a popular “ritual” in leadership 

studies has been to use self-report questionnaires and tests developed by researchers to 

use “quantification” and “numerical symbols” to learn about how one is as a leader (Rost, 

1991, pp. 34-35).  

Another issue is what is being studied and who controls what is being 

mainstreamed.  Rost (1991) points out that most leadership theories completely 

concentrate on the leader with very little interest in the followers.  Even those scholars 

who have attempted to enter the mainstream leadership clique with their ideas that 

followers or others not including the leader are essential to understanding leadership have 

been shunned from membership to this elite group (Rost, 1991).  Those scholars left out 

of the “inner sanctum” include those from history, anthropology, political science, and 

sociology (Rost, 1991).  They were excluded from this group because “anthropologists 

thought in terms of culture, the historians thought in terms of politics, and the sociologists 

though in terms of institutions and societies” (Rost, 1991, p. 29).  The management 
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scientists and psychologists who were the inner sanctum thought of leadership in terms of 

the leader or the leader’s relationship to the followers (Rost, 1991).  

This gatekeeping group of scholars has exerted control over much of the 

mainstream leadership research throughout the 20th century.  This in turn has left out 

many alternative views of leadership either that are too radical for their support or 

counter their views of leadership (Rost, 1991).  These include theories that look at 

differences related to gender, race, religion, age, and other demographic variables.  

Although both male and female participants were part of early trait research, Stogdill 

(1974) in his meta-analysis leaves out any comparison or disaggregation by demographic 

variables.  It appears as though all of the thousands of studies he compared used one set 

of leadership traits as the comparison group.  This is a critique brought up by situational 

theorists who postulate that every situation may require a different set of behaviors.  The 

idea that there may not only be a situation that is contextual but that there might be 

different ways of leading based on age, gender, race, and other variables has been left out 

of the mainstream literature.

Theories that focus on women and leadership postulate that there is a difference 

between the way women lead and the way men lead.  The National Institute for 

Leadership Development in collaboration with the American Association of Women in 

Community and Junior Colleges, the Maricopa Community College District, and the 

League for Innovation in the Community College advocates “leadership based on 

connectedness and collaboration rather than hierarchy, authority, and power” (Amey & 

Twombly, 1992, p. 144).  Based on Gilligan’s work (1982), the National Institute 
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advocates that women’s styles of leadership are different than men’s, however, this image 

of leadership is not yet embraced by the aspiring or current leaders in the mainstream of 

community college leadership (Amey & Twombly, 1992).  Studies done by Helgesen in 

1990, Eagly and Johnson in 1990, and Rosener in 1990 all found that women and men 

have different leadership styles (Rosenbusch & Townsend, 2004).  The “stereotypical 

feminine characteristics may be detrimental to a leader’s emergence and the more a 

behavior violates the stereotyped expectations, or role congruency, the more negative the 

evaluation of the individual (Klenke, 1996)” (Steffes, 2001, p. 70).

Finally, leadership studies is multidisciplinary but not transdisciplinary with 

particular disciplines controlling the scholastic arena.  The two main groups include 

psychologists and management scientists.  In addition, the military with their ROTC 

leadership studies programs, Educational Leadership and its focus on leadership theory 

and its application to schools, as well as a number of other disciplines, have been 

influential in contributing to leadership literature.  It is as though scholars in these other 

disciplines can speak the leadership language written by others but remain in their 

disciplinary silos to apply these preset theories.  For instance, Amey & Twombly (1992) 

discuss scholars’ debates over the appropriate type of leader for the community college 

setting.  Some argue that transformational leadership is necessary (Roueche et.al, 1989 

from Amey & Twombly, 1992), whereas others argue that viewing leaders in a heroic 

sense or as great men is prevalent and important to foster the image of military leaders 

with a mission to accomplish (Jacob, 1989 from Amey & Twombly, 1992).  Regardless 

of how community college leaders are deemed, leadership theories from other disciplines, 
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mostly management and psychology, that have dominated publications in the 20th century 

are being applied and “fit” to issues and situations in a variety of contexts.

Relational Leadership

There are several leadership models that fall under Reciprocal Theory, but the 

model used in this study is that of the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, et al., 

1998). In 1998, Komives, Lucas, and McMahon developed Exploring Leadership, the 

first widely publicized textbook for student leadership development.  The foundation of 

this book is grounded in Reciprocal Theory and introduces the Relational Leadership 

Model.  The authors define leadership as “a relational process of people together 

attempting to accomplish change or make a difference to benefit the common good” 

(Komives, et al., 1998, p. 68).  The model identifies five components of leadership that 

make it relational-inclusivity, empowerment, purpose, ethics, and process-orientation 

(Komives, et al., 1998).  Inclusivity involves an openness to new ideas, welcoming 

behavior to others, diversity, and shared meaning.  Empowerment includes the ability to 

share power and responsibility, encourage others to take on new initiatives, and support 

others in new behaviors or skills.  Purpose involves creating and defining a mission and 

vision, setting goals, and establishing strategies to move toward the set purpose.  Ethics is 

acting in a manner in which standards are set and people behave in a morally responsible 

way so as not to hurt others.  Finally, process-orientation focuses on the group 

development while participating in these other four components.  It includes an attention 

to group needs, understanding how the group is developing, and paying attention to the 
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interactions of group members.  The idea is that these five components could be 

individual behaviors, but what makes this model fall under Process/Relational Theory is 

that it is believed that leadership cannot happen unless everyone in the group and the 

group itself embraces these five components (Komives, et al., 1998).  

Further, the authors break down these five components into application elements 

of knowing, being, and doing with knowing meaning that both the individuals in the 

group and the group must know itself, individuals and the group must embrace attitudes 

which support the five components, and the individuals and group must act in a way the 

demonstrates the five components (Komives, et al., 1998).  The concept of relational 

leadership can be applied to the inter-profession relationship between student affairs 

professionals and faculty in an effort to understand the relational leadership behaviors 

that members of each profession engage in with the other profession.  This model 

postulates that “’there is no clear distinction between leaders and followers’” (Yukl, 

1998, p. 3 from Endress, 2000), and both professions come together and engage in 

relational leadership behaviors collaboratively. 

Since the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998) is a 

more recent development, there are few studies utilizing the model to understand 

leadership behavior.  First, in a national survey of more than 700 young Americans from 

18-30 years old, the Hart Research Associates representing Public Allies and the Surdna 

Foundation found that many Americans, especially those who are younger, understand 

leadership as relational (Endress, 2000).  These young people value working together to 

create change and believe in collective responsibility (Endress, 2000).
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In addition, results of one study indicated that enrollment in a leadership class 

“was positively related to self-efficacy for relational leadership” when comparing pre-test 

and post-test results for students who had taken a leadership class, were involved in co-

curricular experiences, and/or were involved in on-campus employment (Endress, 2000, 

p. 193).  Students involved in a co-curricular experience and who worked on-campus had 

higher levels of self-efficacy for relational leadership.  If these students completed a 

leadership course, they were likely to increase their level of self-efficacy of relational 

leadership.

Another study conducted using a variation of the Relational Leadership Model 

(Komives, et al., 1998) measured the perceived behaviors of elementary, middle, and 

high school principals by teachers in their schools (Carifio & Eyemaro, 2002).  In this 

study, the researchers attempted to develop an assessment to measure relational 

leadership behavior since no such instrument existed (Carifio & Evemaro, 2002).  The 

researchers blended the 5 components of the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, et 

al., 1998), inclusiveness, empowerment, purpose, ethics, and process-orientation with 

five components of another similar model by Regan and Brooks (1995) that demonstrated 

their idea of relational leadership.  The five attributes selected for this study and 

developed into a questionnaire were a hybrid of the two models and included 

inclusiveness, empowerment, caring, ethicality, and vision.  After testing their Relational 

Leadership Questionnaire, they determined that

These high, medium and low relational leadership ratings were correlated 
to and influenced by gender, school level and teaching experience.  Therefore, 
relational leadership, like all other models of leadership in our opinion, does not 
describe “objective properties and characteristics” of leaders but “interactional 
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(and subjective) properties and characteristics” because of the variables (e.g. 
gender, teaching level and teaching experience) that intervene between the leader 
and the ratings of her characteristics and attributes.  One, therefore, cannot make 
absolute statements about leaders or their characteristics or attributes if they are 
measures through human ratings and evaluations (Carifio & Evemaro, 2002, p. 
30).

Overall, these studies help to shed light on the various uses of the Relational 

Leadership Model (Komives et al., 1998) as well as through the last study how the 

concept of relational leadership addresses more of the interactional relationship between 

two or more people or two or more groups.

Leadership Courses

In addition to understanding the inter-profession relationship between faculty and 

student affairs, it is vital to understand the context in which these two professions are 

coming together, through the implementation and coordination of leadership courses.  

Leadership courses on college campuses have a rich and complex history as well as have 

morphed into curricular programs that are of various configurations.  The following 

description of leadership courses will highlight the historical foundations, the 

development and structure, learning outcomes, and effectiveness of the courses.

Historical Foundations of Leadership Courses

Leadership courses share much of the same content as early personal development 

courses.  This section will lay out the history of personal development courses, 

classification of the types of personal development courses today, and the purpose these 

courses serve. 
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Personal Development Courses.  The concept of student development being a 

crucial component of collegiate life for students has not just existed outside the 

classroom.  The idea that students have psycho-social, cognitive, and identity needs that 

are not being met in the traditional classroom setting led to the creation of courses for 

undergraduates to enhance their personal development for success in and out of the 

college setting.  The courses, although relatively prevalent on campuses today, got their 

start in 1888 at Boston University with a freshman orientation course covering topics 

such as study skills, career counseling, citizenship, problems facing students, introduction 

to the institution, and college life (Tucker, 2001, p. 3 from Fitts and Swift as cited in The 

Freshman Year Experience, Barefoot & Fidler, 1994).  It was apparent even toward the 

beginning of higher education that there was a need to assist students in their personal 

development and college success.  Today, these types of courses focus on the underlying 

component of affective or personal development which is blended with cognitive 

development to give students in these courses both an increased knowledge of a 

particular subject matter and an opportunity to apply it to their own development 

(Blackhurst, 1996).  The course content is blended with a myriad of student development 

theories including personal adjustment, human development, human learning (Cuseo, 

1999). 

Types of courses.  Personal development courses can be classified into three 

distinct categories: paraprofessional training, adjustment courses, and skill development 

courses (Schuh, 1996).  Paraprofessional training includes a combination of skill 

development, personal development and specific job training for student leadership roles 
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on campus such as a Resident Assistant, Peer Mentor or Peer Educator.  Adjustment 

courses, on the other hand, are geared toward any and all college students, not just those 

in formal leadership roles and include courses such as Freshman Seminar, Senior Year 

Experience, and The Master Student.  Finally, skill development courses include Career 

Exploration, Leadership Development, Health and Wellness, and Learning Strategies and 

focus on the honing of a particular skill set (Schuh, 1996).

Purpose of courses.  The general overarching purpose of these types of courses, 

however, is to help students understand themselves and others and learn to be successful 

leaders and citizens in both the college setting and the world beyond campus borders.  

The courses are designed to “help students feel comfortable with the academic process, 

learn more about campus resources, and begin to connect with the institution” (Schuh, 

1996, p. 6).  It can be noted that personal development courses blend a great deal of 

intellectual goals to address affective concepts.  “Recent research and theory on human 

cognition refers to these very same concepts as forms of human intelligence: 

‘intrapersonal intelligence,’ ‘interpersonal intelligence,’ (Gardner, 1983, 1993) and 

‘emotional intelligence’ (Goleman, 1995)” (Cuseo, 1999, p. 2).  Personal development 

courses are becoming widespread on America’s college campuses.  They are in the form 

of the RA training class, Student Success, and Introduction to Leadership, with the 

Student Success course in existence at nearly 70% of American colleges and universities 

(National Resource Center, 1998 from Cuseo, 1999). 

The Development and Structure of Leadership Courses 
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In addition to the great number of student success courses on campuses, 

leadership courses that incorporate the first category of paraprofessional training and the 

third category, skill development, are also prevalent on many college campuses today 

(Schuh, 1996).  The greatest growth of these courses occurred in the mid-1980s as a 

result of the encouragement of the Council for Liberal Learning of the Association of 

American Colleges, the Alliance for Leadership Development, and the Luce Foundation 

to implement leadership education on college campuses (Endress, 2000).  This spurred 

the first national conference on leadership (Miller, 1997; Spitzberg, 1986 from Endress, 

2000).  By the late 1980s, there was some type of leadership program at over 500 

colleges and universities (Miller, 1997; Spitzberg, 1987 from Endress, 2000). These 

programs have evolved from “haphazard ‘on the job’ training programs” for student 

leaders into “comprehensive leadership studies courses often taught by student affairs 

professionals for academic credit” (Burns, 1995, p. 244).  Student affairs subunits are 

often the main initiators of leadership courses because of the connection between 

leadership and student development (Burns, 1995).  

These courses can range from a 1-unit course to a 3-unit course depending on the 

institution and the subject matter and may be listed under the heading of student support, 

student success, university college, or more often under an academic department that is 

housing them.  In addition, many institutions have created leadership minors or majors 

taught by student affairs, faculty, or a combination of both.  

Despite the recent growth of leadership courses, there are questions as to the need 

for an independent leadership course.  Some argue that there is not enough material for a 
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leadership course, others argue that leadership is already infused in courses that faculty 

teach, and others question whether leadership can be learned in a classroom setting 

(Reisberg, 1998 from Endress, 2000).

Student Affairs Involvement in Teaching Leadership Courses

There are many possible explanations as to why the student affairs profession has 

taken on leadership development, especially in the form of courses.  This offering of 

leadership courses reflects various aspects of professionalization, both in the subject 

matter offered, leadership, and the delivery of information through credit-based courses.  

Using theories of the professions, one could look to jurisdiction, knowledge, 

socialization, legitimacy, credentialing, market influence, and dual closure in an attempt 

to understand this phenomenon.  In addition, understanding the influence of the shift 

from elite to mass to universal education may help explain why student affairs 

professionals offer leadership courses.

Jurisdiction.  Jurisdiction plays an important role in professionalization and an 

important lens with which to view the student affairs profession offering leadership 

courses.  Abbott (1988) suggests that professions develop over the attempt to gain power 

over a professional jurisdiction.  In the case of student affairs, both the jurisdictions of 

teaching credit-based courses as well as the topic of leadership development are not sole 

jurisdictions.  Faculty are the primary people involved in teaching credit-based courses, 

and leadership courses are often scattered throughout various academic departments 

including business, education, social sciences, and agriculture.  So, it does not appear that 
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the student affairs profession is striving for a monopoly of either.  Instead of attempting 

to monopolize either of these jurisdictions, perhaps they simply want to be included in 

the jurisdiction because of who the profession would align with, faculty who offer credit-

based courses in which the academic credit is the currency of higher education, and 

academic departments that offer leadership which are often scattered about the institution 

ensuring that leadership as subject matter is not relegated to the periphery of the 

institution; thus contributing to the justification of the existence of student affairs.

Knowledge.  There are two issues related to knowledge to consider in 

professionalization.  First, one of the reasons that occupations lack professional status is 

the “absence of a systematic body of theory (Etzioni 1969; Ritzer 1977; Simpson and 

Simpson 1969)” (Halpern, 1992, p. 1002).  This absence of theory gives the profession 

little in terms of a foundation in which to operate.  In addition, “the growth of new 

knowledge [is] likely [the] source of new occupational roles” (Moore, 1970, p. 56).  In 

the case of student affairs offering leadership courses, one could ask, did the knowledge 

of leadership come first or did the profession need a theoretical base to legitimize itself 

later on?  Penney (1969) wrote in an article about the absent professional status of student 

affairs that the field lacked any theoretical foundation (Hirt, 1992).  Shortly after this 

article came out, a number of student development theories were published that student 

affairs incorporated as their own.  Student affairs had lacked a theoretical body for much 

of the first 50 years of its organized existence.  So, in understanding the importance 

having a body of knowledge is to professionalization, it could be argued that student 

affairs is broadening its theoretical base in an effort to legitimize itself.  Tapping into 
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knowledge and aligning with academics more core to the institution such as business 

(management) and agriculture (agriculture leadership) that extend outside much of the 

psychological, human development, and education foundation that makes up student 

development may help the profession legitimize itself.  This is because if leadership 

development is important enough to be incorporated into various academic departments, 

especially those core to the institution, it may be deemed important enough to legitimize 

student affairs. 

Another issue that arises in regard to knowledge is the idea of expert knowledge.  

Brint (1994) asserts that the best type of knowledge for a profession to espouse is that 

which falls between overly technical and complicated and that which can be done by the 

layperson.  It could be argued, however, that leadership development falls more into the 

layperson knowledge.  Aside from the idea that leadership development is 

interdisciplinary and is offered in a variety of academic departments as well as student 

affairs units, it is not limited to being offered in the college setting.  There are youth 

leadership programs, professional leadership coaches, leadership development 

departments in business, and a multitude of leadership development companies on the 

internet.  This only scratches the surface.  So, to suggest that student affairs professionals 

want to corner the expertise of leadership education is not probable.  The idea that they 

may want to get in on the popularity and the perceived legitimacy of its existence may be 

more explanatory.

Socialization.  Another aspect to consider as to why student affairs professionals 

offer leadership courses may relate to socialization of future professionals.  Since there is 
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no undergraduate gateway to the student affairs profession (Hirt, 1992), offering some 

type of courses for future professionals to take helps start the socialization process early 

on.  Undergraduate students can take a leadership course from a student affairs 

professional and not only learn the content of leadership development (which is 

foundational to many functional areas within student affairs), but they can understand 

leadership development from the perspective of student affairs, thus beginning the 

socialization process.  This may be especially true in paraprofessional training courses in 

which student affairs professionals train undergraduate students to take on student affairs 

functions.  Having paraprofessional positions (and having them trained by student affairs 

professionals), sends the message early on to undergraduates that student affairs is harder 

than it looks and that there is a hierarchy within the profession.  This is a move to 

legitimize the profession to future members as they see the multiple layers in which they 

can go to graduate school and work their way up through these layers to eventually do 

“expert work” (Hirt, 1992).

Legitimacy.  It is important to also consider the clientele of leadership courses, 

students, in attempting to understand the student affairs profession’s strive for legitimacy.  

This could be viewed as the internal market that student affairs serves.  Like markets 

external to higher education, a lack of demand or need can result in elimination.  A 

business with no customers or a profession with no need can only justify their existence 

for so long.  Especially in higher education where demand by students plays a role in the 

persistence of some areas of the institution, the market is important in legitimacy.  Since 

student affairs is periphery to the institution in the sense that students can get a degree 
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without having to interact with any student affairs unit, demonstrating a need for 

existence from students is vital.  Many students believe that studying leadership will give 

them an advantage in their employment opportunities (Ghodsi, 2000).  Others, however, 

may be skeptical and respond better by the allure of the academic credit.  So, when it 

comes to establishing legitimacy with students, enticing them to join a club because there 

are benefits to their leadership development may not be as clear-cut as inviting them to 

take a course in which the sell to the student is not necessarily the development that he or 

she will receive but the academic credit he or she will gain.  Offering leadership 

development opportunities for academic credit legitimizes the opportunities themselves 

because they are worth the same credits as English Literature or College Algebra.  In 

addition, students understand the academic currency of the credit hour.  Offering 

leadership courses for credit may be a way to attract students into the student affairs 

realm in exchange for the academic credit.

Credentialing.  Brint’s (1994) idea of professions establishing some sense of 

expertise to set themselves apart from the layperson supports the notion that gaining 

expertise through credentialing is a vital part of professionalization.  Other scholars such 

as Wilensky (1964) and Witz (1992) put forth the importance of credentialing as a 

function of professionalization.  Since there is no standard credentialing or accreditation 

process for leadership development (International Leadership Association, personal 

communication), the focus on credentialing for student affairs might lie in the delivery 

rather than the content.  The requirements to teach in the college setting can vary by 

institution.  In many, but not all institutions, instructors need a master’s degree in order to 
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teach.  Simply teaching in the college setting sends a message that the instructor has the 

credentials needed to teach and is trusted to uphold the integrity of the academic process 

as faculty do.  This could serve as a legitimizing force for those who teach and are not 

faculty members; perhaps not to faculty members who may hold higher credentials, but to 

the audience external to higher education and the students who serve as the clientele.  

In the case of student affairs professionals, since there is no undergraduate degree 

for entry into the profession, attaining a master’s degree is the most prevalent means of 

entering the profession.  This move by the profession to ensure that the professionals 

have some level of graduate degree allows professionals in many cases to be eligible to 

teach courses for credit.  MacDonald (1995) suggests that a profession may be 

downgraded if it appears that anyone can do the job of the professional (Johansen, 2001).  

In the case of leadership development, many people across disciplines and fields offer 

leadership development.  It is a widespread content area making the expertise needed 

nearly null.  What is different about student affairs professionals is that they are not just 

another group who offers leadership development opportunities in their realm.  They can 

offer leadership development in exchange for the academic credit which many of these 

other entities cannot do-either because they do not have access to the academic credit or 

because they do not have the credentialing to do so.     

Market influence.  Another explanation as to why student affairs professionals 

offer leadership development courses may relate to the influence of the market.  Many 

businesses have traditionally offered some type of leadership or management training to 

their executives or emergent leaders within the company while the front-line workers and 
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the lower-level managers were left to learn on the job (Fister Gale, 2002).  Since the 

corporate culture is ever-changing in an era of economic uncertainty, “this strategic 

model is no longer viable” (Fister Gale, 2002, p. 82).  More and more businesses are 

calling for leadership at all levels in the organization.  In a study by Buss, “’82 percent of 

organizations have difficulty finding qualified leaders’” (2001, p. 45 from Nirenberg, 

2003, p. 7), and in a study in 2003 by Development Dimensions International that 

included 1000+ organizations from across the globe, “leadership development was 

identified as the single biggest challenge” (Wellins & Weaver, 2003, p. 60).  

Additionally, Chief Executive magazine found in 2003 that “leadership development [is] 

one of the top five business priorities” (Wellins & Weaver, 2003, p. 60).  Not only is 

business calling for it, but many are providing it right in their own organizations.  Drew 

and Wah (1999) found that most companies offer leadership development to employees 

in their organizations (Curtin, 2002).  This is done through non-credit courses, 

teleconferences, speakers, case studies, mentoring, physical activity, sensory exercises, 

and experiential learning (Curtin, 2002).  Of all the training opportunities, “demand is 

greatest for leadership development and strategy courses” (Merritt, 2004, p. 1).

Leadership development of employees is not just a feel good enterprise.  

Development Dimensions International found in the 2004 Leadership Forecast study that 

[There is] a strong relationship between the perceived quality of an 
organization’s leadership development efforts and its financial outcomes 
(revenue growth, profitability, market share).  Thirty-four percent of those 
organizations that had superior financial performance also had high-quality 
leadership development programs.  In contrast, only six percent of those 
organizations that had below-average financial performance had high-
quality leadership development programs” (Wellins & Weaver, 2003, p. 65). 
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Businesses are calling for leaders at all levels.  Leadership is essential to their 

profitability and success.  

Yet, with a move to decrease costs in response to competition in the global 

economy, in many cases “classroom teaching programs in leadership cost more money 

than organizations are willing to spend” (Curtin, 2002, p. 64).  With leadership 

development being vital to businesses but also being expensive to offer, businesses may 

be looking for other ways to pay for leadership development.  One creative means of 

offsetting costs involves businesses partnering with higher education for leadership 

development opportunities for their future employees.  Instead of a business paying 

hundreds of thousands of dollars for leadership development experts, materials, release 

time for employees, and other expenses related to leadership development to run it in-

house, they can partner with higher education to ensure that their professional pipeline is 

trained before they arrive in the business setting.  For instance, a business could give a 

student affairs unit in higher education less money than it would take for the business to 

do leadership development.  This unit could implement a leadership development 

program for students in which the business could heavily recruit from.  Offering courses 

is an inexpensive, yet legitimate, way to offer leadership development to students.  The 

student affairs unit could use the money from the business to expand other programs.  

This is not just an economically lucrative deal for a student affairs unit that may be 

plagued by the Market Effect in which revenue generation is necessary to sustain 

programs (Helm, 2004), but there is also a sense of legitimacy that goes with offering 

leadership development if a big corporation is paying for it.  
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Dual closure.  Utilizing dual closure may also be explanatory as to why student 

affairs offers leadership courses.  Dual closure occurs when a subordinate occupation 

tries to carve out its own niche and creates exclusionary practices of its own (Witz, 

1992).  Throughout major student affairs documents and ACPA and NASPA conference 

proceedings since the 1930s, student affairs has gone back and forth in the description of 

its relationship with faculty (Hirt, 1992).  Sometimes, there is an antagonistic description 

of the relationship with faculty in which student affairs professionals chide them for their 

irresponsible behavior when it comes to understanding the whole student.  In other 

instances, student affairs professionals call on each other to form better relationships with 

faculty.  In most accounts analyzed by Hirt (1992), there is a dichotomous, us versus 

them, mentality put forth by student affairs professionals.  What is interesting is that what 

student affairs professionals chastised faculty about was abandoning the whole student to 

focus on research.  Student affairs, however, has proposed a greater commitment to 

research in the last 50 years (Hirt, 1992).  With student affairs professionals also teaching 

credit-based courses, they appear to look more and more like faculty, the very profession 

they disapproved of in regard to embracing the whole student concept.  

In addition, student affairs has created its own exclusionary practices mostly in 

the form of credentialism.  By having to have a master’s degree even for most entry-level 

student affairs positions creates both a gatekeeping mechanism as well as the image that 

not just anyone can be in student affairs.  This re-skilling occurs when a profession 

creates higher-level expectations for knowledge and skills to fend off demarcationary 
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strategies by faculty (Witz, 1992).  Student affairs professionals can legitimize their 

teaching role to faculty by demonstrating minimum credentials needed to teach.    

Shift from elite to mass to universal education.  One factor outside of the theories 

of professions that may be influential in why student affairs professionals offer leadership 

courses involves the shift in higher education from elite to mass to universal.  Elite higher 

education aims to serve those from privileged backgrounds in an effort to promote the 

autonomous function of higher education which includes the “transmission of high 

culture . . . the shaping of mind and character: the cultivation of aesthetic sensibilities, 

broad human sympathies, and the capacity for critical and independent judgment” (Trow, 

1970, p. 2).  This focus on transmitting high culture from elites to elites and limited to 

this stratum is found in highly selective private institutions, but did dominate most 

colleges and universities for much of the earlier eras of higher education.  Massification, 

however, describes a shift from the education of the elite only to the education of the 

masses, a voluntary privilege granted to nearly all people regardless of their elite status.  

Massification also involves the growth of functions of higher education to focus more on 

vocational and professional preparation (Trow, 1970).  Trow (1970) suggests that 

American higher education has become one of universal education.  This means that 

society “will bear responsibility for nearly all of the college-age population” and that 

higher education moves from a privilege to an obligation for members of society (Trow, 

1970, p. p. 24).  Instead of bearing the shame and experiencing the occupational 

disadvantage that comes with not going to college, many college-age students enroll who 

do not really want to be there (Trow, 1970).
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These shifts may help explain why student affairs professionals engage in 

teaching leadership courses for academic credit.  First, with the shift from focusing only 

on educating the elite to educating anyone and everyone especially in vocational 

preparation, the transmission of high culture by the academy becomes diluted.  By 

offering leadership development courses in higher education, student affairs can preserve 

the distinction of the elite from other strata.  Whether they are catering to the elite or 

transmitting high culture to those who are not elite, the message may be the same-high 

culture is important in our society and to be successful, you will need to learn this high 

culture.  For example, at the University of Arizona, one leadership course on preparing 

for the world after college open to any university student organizes and requires students 

to attend an etiquette dinner to learn how to eat with good manners (J. Kiyama, personal 

communication).  By demonstrating this passing on of high culture through leadership 

courses, student affairs may perpetuate an elite perspective.  This may ultimately serve to 

legitimize student affairs because those who are elite may support opportunities for 

students to learn high culture in the college setting and serve as advocates for leadership 

courses with their power of voice and monetary support.

On the other hand, student affairs professionals may not be catering to the elite 

but to the underrepresented populations of the institution.  Since many colleges and 

universities (especially many of the public Doctoral/Research Extensive and 

Doctoral/Research Intensive used in this study) do not solely cater to the elite and student 

affairs in its ACPA tradition of aligning with underrepresented groups (Hirt, 1992), offers 

these leadership courses to even the playing field for students who do not come from 
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privileged or elite backgrounds.  By helping students develop skills and knowledge 

representative of high culture, they may help elevate the status of these students.      

In addition, in a culture of universal education in which some students feel 

obligated to go to college, there is a pressure of keeping students’ interests.  Experiential 

learning with its hands-on nature and affective development with the focus on the 

student, often incorporated into leadership courses, can both be entertaining and fun for 

students.  Students can take courses that are active and about them and receive credit over 

taking a lecture course about facts and figures.  This relates to the idea of the currency of 

the academic credit.  In a culture of universal education in which students need to be 

enticed into many aspects of their college education and experience, the academic credit 

serves as a proven lure.

Overall, there are various possible explanations as to why student affairs 

professionals teach leadership courses.  In some cases, it may be related to the content 

area of leadership, whereas in others, it may be related to offering academic credit or 

aligning with those entities in power.  Offering leadership courses proves to be a complex 

endeavor by student affairs professionals which may be able to be explained by a 

multitude of factors.

Learning Outcomes of Leadership Courses

One way in which leadership scholars have attempted to legitimize the field of 

leadership studies is by publishing a well-grounded researched collection of leadership 

competencies.  The Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education 
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published a list of leadership competencies for students involved in leadership education 

in the college setting.  These competencies are classified in four areas:

1.  Assist the student in gaining self awareness
2.  Understanding the relationship of self to others (differences and commonalities)
3.  Understanding the uniqueness of the institutional environment within which 
leadership is practiced
4.  Understanding the relationship to local and global communities (2003, p. 215)

According to the Council for the Advancement of Standards (2003), students should learn 

these four competencies through a blend of foundations of leadership such as 

understanding leadership theory and models, personal development including leadership 

styles, problem solving, and risk taking, and organizational development including team 

building, group dynamics, collaboration, and conflict management. 

Importance and Effectiveness of Leadership Courses

In attempting to understand the legitimacy issues that student affairs professionals 

face in trying to implement and coordinate leadership courses, it is important to 

understand the impact these courses make on students.  In a study by Ghodsi (2000), a 

student survey at Seattle University found that ninety percent of all respondents believed 

that courses in leadership studies could assist students in making meaningful 

contributions to the world.  The students also indicated that they believed that they would 

have an increase in employment opportunities if they studied leadership (2000).  In 

addition to the currency students earned by taking a course in leadership and getting 

academic credit, they also gained the currency of competing in the market.  What is 

important to note about this assessment is that it was given to a variety of students at the 
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institution, not just those in leadership roles.  Students are seeing the importance of 

understanding leadership and having leadership skills, and the influence of leadership in 

today’s world of work.  

Ghodsi (2000) also surveyed 66 prospective future employers of students of 

Seattle University and found that eighty-two percent believe that leadership education 

helps students be more prepared to enter and be effective participants in the work force.  

All 66 respondents also indicated that they view graduates who have participated in 

leadership education very positively.  Not only do students believe that leadership 

education would benefit them in their future employment endeavors, but employers 

themselves strongly indicate that leadership skills are essential to future career success. 

These and other studies may indicate that leadership education is important for 

success in future careers, but how a student becomes educated in leadership and attains 

leadership skills varies.  Some may learn this knowledge and these skills by attending 

workshops, retreats, conferences, or other non-curricular activities or through leadership 

classes for credit.  Some may learn while in a leadership position in a club or 

organization or through a job.  Even others may learn through volunteer work and family 

experiences.  Colleges and universities, however, have created and expanded leadership 

programs to give more opportunities for students to learn about leadership.  These 

leadership programs often consist of experiences such as workshops, conferences, 

community service, retreats, and sometimes courses for credit.  

Although there are approximately 800 curricular and co-curricular leadership 

development programs on college campuses, there are very few studies that document the 
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outcomes of these programs (Brungardt & Crawford, 1996 from Zimmerman-Oster & 

Burkhardt, 1999) or that focus on college student leadership development (Cress, Astin, 

Zimmerman-Oster, & Burkhardt, 2001).  There is even more limited research on 

leadership courses as either a component of a larger leadership program or as a stand 

alone entity.  

Some studies of leadership courses that have been conducted focus on the 

development of students after having taken one or more leadership courses.  One study 

conducted by the Higher Education Research Institute, however, found that those who 

had completed “academic leadership courses reported a significantly increased grasp of 

theoretical knowledge about leadership, as well as an interest and willingness to develop 

leadership in others” (Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999, p. 9).  Another study found 

that students who took a post-test after having taken three leadership courses indicated 

higher levels of self-esteem, civic responsibility, self awareness, group dynamics, 

visioning, and problem solving than those who were starting the first leadership course in 

a series of three (Brungardt & Crawford, 1996, p. 42).  

Although importance and effectiveness of leadership courses are understudied, 

these studies indicate that students believe in the importance of taking leadership courses 

to advance their career opportunities and their ability to contribute to the world as well as 

employers look upon leadership courses as favorable for employment preparation.  

Student Affairs and the Teaching Role
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In an effort to understand the inter-profession dynamic between student affairs 

professionals and faculty when it comes to leadership courses, it is essential to understand 

factors that may affect the teaching role student affairs professionals.  Some institutions 

have had student affairs professionals teaching leadership development and other student 

success classes for decades because student affairs professionals often have the 

educational background and experience of student development which often is the 

foundation for both the subject matter and the affective manner in which the classes are 

taught (Schuh, 1996).  Other institutions, however, have not even entered the realm of 

offering these types of courses taught by student affairs professionals or have had these 

courses taught by faculty.  Because the teaching role is dominated by faculty and the 

content of leadership is so widespread across a multitude of fields, it appears as though 

student affairs is not attempting to dominate or have as its sole jurisdiction either the 

content or the delivery method in offering leadership courses.  The niche student affairs 

appears to be trying to fill may be related to the affective nature in which many of these 

courses are offered, which is based on the primarily affective nature of the co-curricular 

leadership programs.  But, even affective development is not the sole domain of student 

affairs.  Many fields can and do incorporate affective development into the curriculum.  

The niche, then, may be very specific-academic credit-based college student leadership 

development incorporating affective development to some extent.

Thus, it does not appear that the student affairs profession is attempting to 

monopolize instructional delivery on college campuses.  The involvement of student 

affairs professionals in instructional delivery is widespread and does not appear to be 
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organized beyond campus boundaries.  Philosophical factors, institutional culture, 

organizational theory, change, institutional theory, and economic influences may help 

explain the variation of student affairs professionals in instructional delivery.  

Philosophical Influences

One of the factors that may affect the involvement of student affairs professionals 

at different institutions in instructional delivery may be related to how each institution 

interprets and practices the professional philosophies and guiding principles of the 

professional associations related to student affairs.  Even as early as 1949 during a 

revision of the 1937 Student Personnel Point of View, a key document early in the 

profession outlining the purpose of student affairs, named teaching as one of the areas in 

which student affairs professionals would become involved (Rentz, 1996, p. 44).  Later, 

in 1968, a task force formed from the American College Personnel Association called 

“Tomorrow’s Higher Education Project,” was charged with reconceptualizing student 

development.  This task force put forth three strategies for professionals to use to 

facilitate student development and included teaching as one of them (Rentz, 1996, p. 49).  

In 1993, another American College Personnel Association task force drafted the “Student 

Learning Imperative” which described a movement to add student learning to student 

development as outcomes for the profession of student affairs (Rentz, 1996, p. 52).  

“While many professionals view this new emphasis on student learning which sometimes 

also includes the concept of teaching, as a major paradigmatic shift from previous goals 
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and values, others see it as simply another evolutionary stage in the dynamic 

development of student affairs” (Rentz, 1996, p. 52).

There are two main issues with these documents regarding the student affairs 

profession.  The first issue is that the word, “teaching,” is used very vaguely to the point 

that some may argue that teaching means in the classroom for academic credit whereas 

others believe that teaching can be more informal like one-on-one teachable moments or 

training/workshop sessions that are co-curricular or extra-curricular in nature.  This 

leaves the interpretation of teaching to either the student affairs department at each 

institution or the individual professionals themselves as to what the true nature of the 

profession calls for.

The second issue with these documents pertains mainly to the Student Learning 

Imperative in which Rentz refers to the idea that the “new emphasis on student learning . 

. . sometimes also includes the concept of teaching” (1996, p. 52).  Now, things are even 

vaguer because it is not just the definition of teaching that is vague, but the document 

indicates that sometimes teaching is included in learning and sometimes it is not.  This 

document may support some in saying that teaching in any form is not the responsibility 

of student affairs although supporting student learning is, and others may believe that 

teaching in some form is the responsibility of student affairs to ensure learning.

In addition to the direct interpretation of the documents and call to teaching by the 

student affairs profession, there is an indirect interpretation.  Teaching has been seen as a 

legitimate practice within higher education.  Those who teach are serving the mission of 

higher education directly.  Those who do not teach serve to support those who teach.  
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Student affairs professionals may believe that if academic credit is tied to a 

traditionally co-curricular experience that more students may become involved or 

students would look to student affairs programs and involvement opportunities as 

legitimate parts of their education.  It could be argued that formal teaching in which there 

is an exchange of academic credit is more valuable to students since this is the currency 

they need to accumulate to receive their diplomas (Scheider & Shoenberg, 1999), and 

students perceive courses with grades as legitimate because other courses have grades 

(Cuseo, 1999).  Throughout history, “’the course and grade survived with so little 

challenge for reasons that were no doubt as much psychological as they were historical.  

Both were primarily instruments of control’” (Veysey, 1973, p. 62 from Toombs & 

Tierney, 1991, pp. 27-29).  Not only is it a common currency, but by placing leadership 

and other personal development courses at the level to garner currency, these courses 

gain a whole new sense of legitimacy in the eyes of students.  If it is worth credit, then it 

must be valuable.  

By being able to offer credit, student affairs professionals can control what 

knowledge and experiences students participate in as a means of their development.  Hirt 

(1992) suggests that student affairs has professed a need for students to learn and 

experience their own development, yet policy documents and conference proceedings 

indicate that there is one right way to develop or solve students’ problems and that 

student affairs professionals should be in tune with these solutions so as to guide or 

enforce these upon students.  By being able to have even more control over students 
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because they are taking a class for a grade rather than participating voluntarily, student 

affairs professionals can influence and control ideas related their development even more.    

In addition, Hirt’s study (1992) sheds light on how both professional policy 

documents and program proceedings for ACPA and NASPA covertly reflect the priorities 

and values of student affairs.  She found that within each of the documents and program 

proceedings she analyzed, there was an underlying call to the profession to gain 

legitimacy.  In some instances, this was by conducting more research, and in others it was 

collaborating with faculty members.  By engaging in teaching, student affairs 

professionals can strive to gain legitimacy with faculty as well students because their 

transactions can be in the form of credit as currency. 

Student affairs professionals have been quick to chide faculty about leaving the 

development of students to pursue research.  Simultaneously as student affairs 

professionals criticize faculty for pursuing research, they engage in research themselves 

(Hirt, 1992).  It appears that the student affairs profession is mimicking faculty again 

when it comes to teaching.  At some point, the niche student affairs has been trying to 

carve out in regard to non-credit development of students may be put to the side as 

student affairs professionals start to look more and more like faculty members in terms of 

their duties.  

Institutional Culture

Another element to consider is the organizational or institutional culture and its 

influence on student affairs professionals teaching.  Tierney proposes that one must know 
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and understand an institution through its culture (Kezar & Eckel, 2002, p. 441).  He 

identifies mission, environment, socialization, information, strategy, and leadership as 

vital components shaping and reflecting culture (Kezar & Eckel, 2002, p. 441).  In effect, 

the institutional culture can shape the behaviors of those in the organization perhaps 

leading to some actions that may support student affairs professionals teaching and others 

that may not.  One could argue that the culture of the institution is reflected in its mission 

statement, and the institution will likely prioritize units and operate in conjunction with 

the values and ideology put forth in the mission statement (Kezar & Eckel, 2002, p. 441).  

If one institution’s mission statement focuses primarily on supporting research endeavors 

at the institution while another institution’s mission focuses on creating a holistic student 

development experience, it is arguable that the two institutions would operate quite 

differently if their behavior aligned with their mission statements.  

Another example involves understanding the socialization that occurs in the 

institution.  The socialization may occur through formalized orientations to the 

institution, documented and undocumented practices, and in understanding the outcomes 

that occur through repeated experience.  For instance, a new professional in student 

affairs may take a job at a particular institution that regards teaching as only the role of 

faculty.  This cultural value may have led to a university policy which limits teaching to 

faculty or the policy may have led to faculty and student affairs professionals embracing 

a value put forth and reinforced in an institutional policy.  Either way, the socialization of 

this value as to who is really qualified to teach is manifested and passed down to 

institutional employees including the new professional.
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There may also be a less formal mechanism of socialization in which institutional 

values are formed in relation to the behaviors of faculty and administrators toward 

student affairs professionals who propose to engage in teaching.  The leadership 

development courses that student affairs professional teach often do not fit “neatly into 

traditional conceptions or perceptions [of what] a college course ‘should look like’” 

(Cuseo, 2003, p. 1).  These types of courses are often thought of by faculty to be non-

academic and the socialization emerges at the institution of what is considered academic 

and who gets to define it, often with curriculum committees being the final voice of 

definition.

It is also likely that this socialization may come from the “locals” (Gouldner, 

1957) of the student affairs departments who have worked at the institution for a great 

length of time.  These “locals” often have limited mobility and have not experienced the 

vast differences in student affairs roles from institution to institution.  These locals may 

claim that student affairs professionals do not teach, they have never taught, and it would 

never work if they wanted to teach.  This socialization of new professionals may be the 

passing down of an experience from many years before involving a completely different 

set of individuals than are currently at the institution.  This past experience is now a part 

of the culture and is manifested in the socialization of new employees to create an 

environment in which those who may have questioned student affairs professionals’ lack 

of involvement in teaching are quickly put in their place and told how things are at this 

institution.
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Kezar and Eckel add to this discourse on institutional culture by offering 

Bergquist’s four cultural archetypes in part to understanding institutional culture (2002, 

p. 439).  The first archetype is that of the Collegial Culture which “values scholarly 

engagement, shared governance and decision making, and rationality” (Kezar & Eckel, 

2002, p. 439).  This type of culture encompasses greater trust between personnel and 

there is a sense of collaboration when making decisions.  The second archetype is the 

Managerial Culture which “focuses on the goals and purposes of the institution and 

values efficiency, effective supervisory skills; and fiscal responsibility” (Kezar & Eckel, 

2002, p. 439).  This type of culture can be very top-down with management making 

decisions at a particular level often based on economics and efficiency.  Developmental 

Culture is the third archetype and is “based on the personal and professional growth of all 

members of the collegiate environment” (Kezar & Eckel, 2002, p. 439).  This culture may 

reflect an element of a learning organization in which the organization itself learns and 

grows and potentially moves into uncharted territories depending on the learning.  This is 

different from a culture in which the growth is directed by a certain segment of people or 

through a certain process.  The final archetype is the Negotiating Culture which “values 

the establishment of equitable and egalitarian policies and procedures, valuing 

confrontation, interest groups, mediation, and power” (Kezar & Eckel, 2002, p. 439).

These four archetypes vastly differ in regard to what an institution’s culture could 

look like and how behavior might be shaped differently depending on the institution’s 

archetype.  In a Collegial Culture, there is a value of collaboration and shared decision-

making with less likelihood of the decision-making process being dominated by a 
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particular interest group.  With a variety of decision-makers involved, it may be that a 

more diverse selection of issues gets attention, and since representation in the decision-

making is widespread, some issues may be considered more willingly than they would 

have been had there not been a collaborative environment.  Even the opportunity to have 

one ally for student affairs in teaching roles at the decision-making table may increase the 

likelihood that the group’s decision leads to student affairs professionals teaching on that 

campus if that is their desire.  In addition, there is a possibility in this culture that student 

affairs may be represented in institutional decision-making through institutional 

governance, curriculum committees, and other entities.  This also could ensure that the 

student affairs professionals’ teaching issue garnered the necessary representation at the 

decision-making level. 

Looking through the lens of the Managerial Culture, in which decisions might be 

made using economics as a baseline, can result in a very different outcome for student 

affairs professionals and teaching.  Administrators would need to ask themselves in this 

culture, is it an economically positive or negative move to offer the types of classes that 

student affairs teach as well as have student affairs professionals teach them?  Some 

institutions may find having student affairs teach these classes as quite economically 

lucrative or at least worth the expenses necessary.  Some may find that there is money to 

be lost on this endeavor (either through actual expenses related to the classes or on lost 

work time of student affairs professionals) and keep the institution from moving in a 

direction that would have student affairs professionals teach.
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One could argue that an institution that is Developmental may demonstrate an 

environment in which faculty, staff, and students regard teaching by student affairs 

professionals good for the growth of the students as well as good for the growth of the 

professionals who teach the classes, especially since a component of the classes is 

affective development.  This type of culture could provide a supportive environment for 

these classes to exist and for student affairs professionals to teach them.

Finally, one could argue that power dynamics may come into play through the 

Negotiating Culture.  The power set forth on the campus either overtly or underlying, like 

the 3rd dimension of power which addresses the socialized power dynamics that take 

place under the recognizable surface (Lukes, 1978), may create dynamics that support or 

discourage particular actions.  Although on the surface the culture may appear to be 

egalitarian, interest groups such as faculty from particular departments may arise and 

influence institutional decisions.  Cuseo (2003) describes how faculty serve as the 

gatekeepers to curriculum and their power can influence what is determined as legitimate 

curriculum.  Knowing this power dynamic, one could argue that in the Negotiating 

Culture, the decision of defining the parameters of student affairs professionals in 

instructional delivery is left in the hands of particular faculty to assert the resulting 

decision.

Organizational Theory

Another factor in regard to the prevalence of student affairs professionals teaching 

on college campuses involves organizational theory.  Organizational theory is defined as 
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a “set of empirical observations about: 1) the factors affecting organizational structure 

and 2) the social behavior of people in enterprises” (Ball & Fairchilds, 1997, p. 2).  In 

order to understand the organization and its influences, it is vital that one considers the 

structural aspects of the organization and their effect on if and to what extent student 

affairs professionals engage in instructional delivery.  The first of these structural issues 

includes institutional type.  For the purposes of this study, only 4-year institutions are 

considered, especially since the nature and purpose of community colleges may lend 

themselves more to developmental or remedial education in which leadership 

development courses may be a part.  This may lead to a situation in which the types of 

courses that student affairs professionals teach are readily offered and embraced in the 

community college setting thus increasing the likelihood that the delivery may include 

student affairs professionals.  

If one were to look at the variations between types of 4-year institutions, not only 

would there likely be a difference in culture, but some of the structural aspects of the 

institutions could have an effect on student affairs and teaching courses for credit.  The

first issue that arises involves the level of focus on research and teaching in the 

institution.  Milem, Berger, and Day (2000) report that faculty at different types of 

institutions spend various amounts of time teaching and preparing for teaching.  Those in 

the liberal arts colleges spend more time teaching and preparing to teach followed by 

comprehensive, doctoral, and then research universities (Milem, Berger, and Day, 2000).  

The commitment to teaching in the institution may have two opposite effects in regard to 

student affairs professionals teaching.  First, one could argue that the less time faculty 
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focus on teaching, the more teaching may get farmed out to adjunct faculty, part-time 

instructors, or even student affairs professionals.  On the other hand, the more an 

institution focuses on research and competes in this network of selective or aspiring 

selective institutions, there may be a philosophy of teaching where the faculty serve as 

gatekeepers to the academic credit and in an effort to maintain prestige, do not support 

anyone other than faculty in teaching roles.   

Another factor partially related to institutional type is that of educational 

requirements the institution sets in order to teach.  Some institutions allow those with 

master’s degrees to teach courses, whereas others require a doctorate.  Very few student 

affairs positions require doctorates and thus the educational levels of these professionals 

usually include bachelor’s degrees or master’s degrees.  Therefore, if an institution 

requires that all instructors have a doctorate, most student affairs professionals are 

eliminated from the possibility of teaching.  Institutions that allow instructors to teach 

without a doctorate open up the possibility for most student affairs professionals to 

engage in instructional delivery.

Another factor to consider is the institution’s fee and course load structures and 

how they may affect what types of classes are offered on the campus.  The first issue is 

the economic implications for students in taking leadership development courses that 

very often do not count for any institutional requirements other than elective credit.  “As 

institutions develop their fee structure so that they charge by the credit hour, having 

students enroll in the kinds of courses [student affairs professionals teach] . . . increases 

their costs” (Schuh, 1996, p. 7).  Some institutions who have a per-credit fee structure 
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may decide to not offer or eliminate these types of elective courses altogether to keep 

costs lower for students in an effort to compete for students who may attend a less-

expensive institution.    

In addition, “Many curricula require that students take more than four years to 

complete a baccalaureate degree . . . [and by taking these courses] run the risk of 

prolonging their enrollment or having to take an overload” (Schuh, 1996, p. 7).  Those 

institutions that require an extremely full load for students to graduate either in a timely 

manner or even in an extended time period, may want to focus on offering mostly courses 

that students need to graduate in an effort to have them stay on their academic track.  Not 

offering leadership development courses eliminates the opportunity for student affairs 

professionals to teach them.  On the other hand, institutions that have more flexibility in 

their course requirements to allow and even encourage students to take a variety of 

elective courses may embrace student affairs-taught courses as a welcome break for their 

students in their academic pursuits for a degree.  

Student affairs professionals are growing at incredible rates now making up 35.4 

percent of professional employees in higher education (Rhoades & Sporn, 2002, p. 18).  

It is inconceivable, however, to believe that every higher education institution has 

experienced the same growth in student affairs professionals.  It is more likely that some 

institutions have grown drastically and others have grown at much smaller proportions.  

As institutions create new offices and programs as well as increase personnel, the 

opportunity arises to develop new professional roles which may include instructional 

delivery of credit-bearing courses. So, institutions that have expanded their student affairs 
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personnel numbers may be more likely to engage in the teaching role because they can 

develop these new professional roles with teaching in mind and have the human 

resources to expand job duties.

It is also likely that with the widespread variation of student affairs jobs, some 

institutions may have experienced growth of positions that are more conducive to 

including a teaching role such as a program coordinator position, whereas other 

institutions may have expanded with professionals less fitting to take on a teaching role  

such as admissions recruiter or grant writer.  Additionally, if the student affairs positions 

at the institution are more conducive to including a teaching role, one could argue that 

there may be a greater likelihood that more student affairs professionals at that institution 

may be engaged in teaching.   

Change Theory

Another factor to consider is how the organization (institution) responds to 

change.  One cannot assume that those institutions that have student affairs professionals 

teach have always had them teach or that those who have not had them teach, will never 

have them teach.  Organizations are more fluid than that and actually ebb and flow as part 

of a living system (Wheatley, 1999).  Therefore, change theory may shed light on what 

elements related to organizational change may have taken place in an institution that has 

led to having some student affairs professionals teach and others not teach and what may 

be predictors of the future role of student affairs in teaching. 
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The first element of change theory to consider includes variables related to 

organizational innovativeness (Rogers, 1995).  The question is, how open and adept to 

organizational change is the institution?  If it is very open, there may be a likelihood that 

student affairs professionals do engage in teaching or work in an environment where their 

involvement in teaching may be welcomed.  If student affairs professionals do not 

currently teach and the institution is not open to change, it may be a more constrictive 

environment for student affairs professionals to lobby for teaching roles in the future.

According to Rogers (1995), there are variables that one can assess that lend an 

institution to be more likely than others without these variables to be innovative and open 

to change.  First, Rogers argues that organizations that are larger and less centrally 

controlled or “loosely coupled” (Weick, 1976), and operate in a less rigidly formalized 

role structure are more likely to be innovative and have a conducive environment for 

change (Rogers, 1995).  In addition, if the “organization’s members possess a relatively 

high level of knowledge and expertise,” and are connected in both internal and external 

networks, innovation may be valued more highly (Rogers, 1995, pp. 380-381).  Finally, 

the organization must have a high degree of “organizational slack” or uncommitted 

resources available to fund an innovation (Rogers, 1995, p. 381).  In regard to student 

affairs professionals in teaching roles, however, there may be a low level of 

organizational slack thus opening the doors for student affairs professionals to teach as 

they are less expensive instructors who can carry the load of previously paid faculty.  

Based on Rogers’ (1995) assessment of the organizational environment most 

conducive to welcoming change, one could argue that institutions that align with this 
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particular framework are more likely to be open to change and potentially more open to 

the idea of student affairs professionals teaching courses for academic credit.  This model 

may also explain the relationship between those institutions that align with these 

variables for innovativeness and those institutions that already have student affairs 

professionals teaching.

The second aspect of Rogers’ (1995) change model is that in addition to the 

organization being receptive and encouraging of change, one must consider the 

individuals within the organizational structure.  Rogers (1995) identifies five adopter 

categories in which organizational members can be separated demonstrating how open to 

the innovation the individuals are and the rates at which they adopt the innovation.  These 

categories are innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority, and laggards and 

fall on a continuum of most likely to be open to and adopt an innovation to the other end 

of those who are resistant to change.  The first category, the innovators, are more likely to 

be at the forefront of adopting an innovation and provide support and persuasion to others 

to adopt whereas the laggards take nearly ten times the amount of time to adopt an 

innovation and are often resistant to change (Rogers, 1995, p. 201).  

These adopter categories can shed light on the extent to which some student 

affairs professionals teach, because those who are the innovators can really push the issue 

or continue the support for having student affairs professionals teach.  Surely, the 

innovators could also argue that the change involved is that student affairs professionals 

should not teach.  It is more realistic, however, to think that the innovation would more 

than likely involve extending instructional responsibilities to student affairs professionals 
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versus taking them away.  In addition to the general group of innovators, there is often an 

“innovation champion” who is a “charismatic individual who throws his/her weight 

behind the innovation, thus overcoming the indifference or resistance that a new idea 

often provokes in an organization” (Rogers, 1995, p. 398).  The important issue to 

consider with these individuals is who they are and what power they wield in the 

institution.  Are these innovators mostly prominent faculty whose opinions are highly 

respected on campus or are they new entry-level student affairs professionals who have 

not yet connected wholly with the institution and may be perceived as bringing in ideas 

that ‘would never work here?’  

Depending on who serves as the innovators and the innovation champion may 

influence if an idea (regardless of its potential benefits to the institution) is given a 

chance for implementation at the institution.  Therefore, one could argue that the more 

power an innovation champion exerts in the institution on the issue of student affairs 

professionals teaching, the more likely the institution may be convinced in having student 

affairs professionals involved in instructional delivery.

Institutional Theory

DiMaggio and Powell (1983) offer another explanation into the question of why 

some student affairs professionals are more engaged in instructional delivery than others.  

They offer the idea of isomorphism or “a constraining process that forces one unit in a 

population to resemble other units that face the same set of environmental conditions” 

(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, p. 149).  It is postulated that isomorphism occurs so 
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organizations or units can compete with other like units as well as create external 

legitimacy for their organizational behavior.  “It has been suggested that higher education 

as an organizational field is highly institutionalized, such that there are numerous external 

forces that create conforming pressures that result in isomorphic tendencies across all 

types of colleges and universities” (Jacobson, 1992; Meyer, 1970; Meyer & Rowan, 1977 

from Milem, Berger, & Day, 2000, pp. 455-456).  There are three mechanisms of 

isomorphism that may each help in explaining the extent of teaching that student affairs 

professionals engage in from campus to campus.

The first mechanism is coercive isomorphism which “results from both formal 

and informal pressures exerted on organizations by other organizations upon which they 

are dependent and by cultural expectations in the society within which the organizations 

function” (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, p. 150).  One example of coercive isomorphism at 

play may relate to mandated policies regarding offering the types of classes that student 

affairs professionals teach at an institution.  It could be argued that some state governing 

boards may be requiring or highly recommending that the institutions in their jurisdiction 

offer classes such as a mandatory freshman success class for all students or at least all 

students testing into remedial education courses.  This means that not only is there a 

commitment to this type of course on the campus, but that in order to meet the 

expectation that all or most students take the class, a whole range of instructors must be 

called upon.  Since paying faculty to teach these courses can be very costly to an 

institution, some may require that all student affairs professionals teach at least one 

freshman success class a year.  This particular scenario is evident at Sonoma State 
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University where the 28 sections of freshman seminar that is highly recommended for all 

first-year students, and especially for remedial students, are co-taught by university 

faculty and student affairs professionals (Morales, 2002, p. 1).  Once the doors are open 

for student affairs professionals to teach one class, others like leadership development, 

may follow.  Some institutions may be able to use teaching assistants for this purpose, 

however, not all institutions have graduate students for teaching assistants.  

“Coercive isomorphism is most likely to occur when there are significant levels of 

dependency in an interorganizational relationship (Pfeffer & Salancik 1978)” 

(McFarland, Bloodgood, & Payan, 2004, p. 8) and can involve any organization in which 

there is a dependency, including, but not limited to the state.  With this in mind, another 

example of coercive isomorphism that may explain the variation of involvement in 

teaching involves formal and informal pressures from the private sector.  More employers 

“are demanding that students come out of college with more than just book knowledge 

but actual applied and affective skills to use in the workplace.  Some of these skills 

include ‘knowing how to learn, communication skills, self-management skills, 

adaptability, and group interactional skills’ (Suggested Courses to Develop Skills that 

Prospective Employers Want, 2003), which are often included in the curriculum for a 

number of leadership development courses taught by student affairs professionals.

The first and more formalized pressure for coercive isomorphism led by the 

private sector may come in the form of a mandate from a particular organization that 

provides the institution resources as a stipulation for receiving those resources.  An 

organization or a donor to the institution may either fund a program that involves student 



128

affairs professionals teaching or may require that this is occurring at the institution in 

order to receive their funding.  One could even go so far as to say that this could be a 

form of resource dependency (Tolbert, 1985) if the mandates that the funding 

organization puts forth assist in shaping the receiving institution to look like that of the 

funding organization.   

Aside from the resource dependency reasons for adhering to the wishes and needs 

of the business world, one could argue that institutions strive to comply with requests 

from the private sector so they can compete for students who may be interested in the 

connections the institution has with particular businesses (i.e. internship opportunities and 

networking) and will offer the best preparation for post-graduation careers.  In addition, 

there is an element of external legitimacy in which institutions may aim to ensure that 

students are coming out of the institution extremely well-prepared to participate in the 

labor market.  

One could argue that those institutions that are most connected to the market 

(economically or through networks) may be more willing and likely to strive to comply 

with private market needs.  Perhaps, these institutions would embrace the types of 

courses that student affairs professionals teach and ensure their widespread availability 

on the campus so that all students could be exposed to the type of leadership development 

that the private sector deems essential.  Although, there can be a vast divide between an 

institution supporting leadership development classes and allowing/encouraging student 

affairs professionals to teach them.  One could argue, however, that institutions that offer 
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these types of classes at least open the door for student affairs professionals to teach them 

versus institutions that do not even offer these types of classes.

The second mechanism of isomorphism is mimetic which postulates that “when 

goals are ambiguous, or when the environment creates symbolic uncertainty, 

organizations may model themselves on other organizations” (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, 

p. 151).  Although the circumstances between institutions of higher education and the 

corporate world are not exactly the same, there are some similarities when it comes to 

higher education mimicking the corporate world.  Some large corporations of all types 

spend a great deal of money and put a lot of legitimacy in the concept of organizational 

development and organizational leadership.  Professionals are sometimes hired to do 

nothing but teach citizenship, leadership, career development, and success skills to 

employees in the company.  For instance, Raytheon has employees who specialize in 

organizational development.  They teach leadership classes and workshops, offer career 

development assistance, and do diversity training (L. Taylor, personal communication, 

2004).  In essence, the business sector is taking leadership development more seriously 

and is committing personnel and economic resources to making sure it is a part of the 

business.  

Could one argue that higher education is mimicking the private sector’s 

framework of having professionals who specialize in leadership development teach these 

ideas and skills to others in the organization?  Although chronologically it may be 

difficult to determine which came first-leadership development being taught in higher 

education or leadership development being taught in the corporate world.  What is 
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important here is that there may be an element of dual-legitimizing in which both 

environments continue to legitimize each others’ behavior by offering similar types of 

structures for teaching.  Therefore, one could argue that an institution may want to mimic 

businesses in offering leadership development because if the business world deems it is 

legitimate and necessary, perhaps higher education should as well.

The third mechanism of isomorphism is normative which can be defined as 

professionalization or “the collective struggle of members of an occupation to define the 

conditions and methods of their work” (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, p. 152).  This 

mechanism of isomorphism may realistically be the most useful in explaining the 

variation of involvement of student affairs professionals in teaching because the focus 

here is about institutions modeling their behavior after other institutions rather than after 

the private market or other organizations.  This may be more realistic because one could 

argue that higher education employees may be more networked to other professionals in 

their own higher education community and specifically their discipline or profession 

through conferences, journals, and past working environments than they are in the 

aggregate to the inner-workings of the business sector.

Student affairs professionals are engaging in teaching in high numbers.  Freshman 

Seminars are offered at over 70% of institutions (Barefoot & Fidler, 1996 from Cuseo, 

2003, p. 1), 53% of student affairs professionals at 563 institutions hold faculty rank, and 

62% of these institutions offer student affairs-taught courses (Ender, Newton, & Caple, 

1996 from Schuh, 1996).  These accounts demonstrate the widespread offering of both 

the courses student affairs professionals teach as well as the large numbers of student 
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affairs professionals involved in teaching.  In using a normative explanation for assessing 

this widespread practice, one could argue that staff and faculty at some institutions may 

be learning from journal articles and conferences about the benefits of student affairs in 

teaching roles and further, how to implement these roles on their respective campuses.  

Not only could this lead to an institution implementing this practice because it appears to 

have benefits for the institution or students, but it may also lead to creating a sense of 

external legitimacy with other institutions to appear cutting edge in practice.

Second, student affairs can be a profession with high mobility where an employee 

may work at one institution for a few years and move on to another position at another 

institution.  This “cosmopolitan” lifestyle where professionals are more tied to their 

profession or discipline than their residing institution (Gouldner, 1957) may lead to a 

situation where a student affairs professional brings with him or her ideas about the 

teaching role of student affairs professionals to the new institution where he or she is now 

employed.  Perhaps, he or she had taught at every institution he or she had worked at 

prior to the present institution.  This professional may have an interest or even 

expectation that teaching is part of the professional role.  This may lead to this 

professional questioning the status quo and pushing the issue until teaching for student 

affairs professionals is an option at that campus.  If this idea held true, then one could 

argue that those institutions in which student affairs professionals were less 

“cosmopolitan,” less connected to their profession, and potentially experienced less 

occupational mobility may not have an environment where professionals know of and 
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understand the issue of student affairs professionals in teaching roles and may not 

challenge the status quo when it comes to their roles. 

Economic Influences

Another factor that may affect the extent that student affairs professionals engage 

in instructional delivery from institution to institution lies in the economic structure and 

obstacles facing each institution.  As state appropriations continue to be stagnant or even 

decrease (Selingo, 2003, p. 2), public institutions face the obstacle of finding new ways to 

generate revenue or cut costs.  Slaughter and Leslie (1997) put forth the idea of 

“academic capitalism” in which faculty and even student affairs staff are engaging in 

market-like behaviors to bring in alternate sources of revenue in addition to their 

traditional, yet decreasing or at least not increasing, allocations.

Another way that institutions are dealing with budgetary constraints involves 

increasing the number of part-time faculty to take on previously held instructional 

responsibilities of full-time faculty.  During the 1970s, part-time faculty made up 22 

percent of instructional employees whereas in the 1990s, they made up 43 percent 

(Rhoades & Sporn, 2002).  Some campuses are moving more rapidly to replacing full-

time faculty with part-time instructors.  Thus, these institutions may also be considering 

the use of appointed personnel such as student affairs professionals to take over the more 

affective and leadership development courses that may have previously been taught by a 

full-time faculty member.  For instance, full-time faculty members are often involved in 

teaching Freshman Seminar courses.  Since this material can be covered just as 
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effectively and arguably more effectively by student affairs professionals than faculty 

(Blackhurst, 1996), there may be an excellent cost-savings opportunity for institutions to 

hand over this responsibility to student affairs professionals.  On campuses where student 

affairs professionals teach these courses, it has been found that “these courses generally 

have a low cost associated with them.  Student affairs staff often teach these courses 

without receiving a fee for doing so, or if they receive a stipend, it is quite modest.  

Hence, the instruction is very economical” (Schuh, 1996, p. 7).  This proposition is more 

likely applied to institutions who either offer these types of classes currently and need 

cost-savings regarding their instruction or value the concept of these classes so much that 

the economically preferred way to institute them is to do so with low-cost employees.  

“With fewer faculty available on many campuses due to budget reductions, state 

mandates, or other reasons, student affairs staff offering these courses is a method by 

which instruction can be offered to students without hiring additional faculty or diverting 

scarce resources from other programs” (Schuh, 1996, p. 7).

Another economic explanation regarding the extent to which student affairs 

professionals may engage in teaching is whether or not those in the academic department 

housing the courses that student affairs professionals teach believe that it is economically 

in their advantage or at least not at their disadvantage to house the courses.  “Academic 

units, at least in some instances, welcome the credit hours produced by these courses.  

Departments with declining enrollment are pleased to have the credits produced by these 

courses aggregated in their credit-hour production” (Schuh, 1996, p. 7).  Since resource 

allocation is done differently at different institutions (McKeon, 2003), those institutions 
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who participate in a formula-type budgeting in which departments directly receive a per 

credit hour allocation may be more open to housing classes taught by student affairs 

professionals.  This can be a lucrative situation in which the academic department 

housing the courses has little, if any, involvement in teaching the courses or providing 

resources, but brings in the revenue generated by the student enrollment.  Institutions that 

do not use a formula-type budget may have academic departments less convinced of the 

value of housing these courses especially since there may not be any resources or funding 

to gain.  If there is no department willing to house the courses for economic or other 

reasons, student affairs professionals will often not be able to engage in teaching them.

On the other hand, it is conceivable that a tight university budget may prevent 

student affairs professionals from teaching as well.  The institution or student affairs 

department may deem that giving up the time for student affairs professionals to engage 

in instruction may be too much to give during tight fiscal times.  Schuh (1996) notes that 

some departments or institutions may define much more tightly the role of student affairs 

and have the focus be upon extra- or co-curricular activities and not teaching.  

Since “the literature that describes academic courses offered by student affairs 

staff is not particularly robust” (Schuh, 1996, p. 1), it is difficult to draw on existing 

material to confirm or deny any of the above factors in explaining what may cause the 

variation of involvement of student affairs professionals in instructional delivery.  There 

is a subtext in some areas of this section that makes the assumption that student affairs 

professionals have an interest in teaching and that their involvement in teaching is 

controlled by faculty, their institutional cultures, structures, economics, etc.  These 
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factors may be defined by the subordinate/feminized role student affairs has in the 

institutional setting such as the idea of hiring student affairs professionals to teach 

because they are less expensive to pay or the idea that faculty governance controls 

policies on who participates in instructional delivery.  It should be noted, however, that 

some student affairs professionals do not have an interest in teaching for-credit courses 

nor do some even believe it is the role of student affairs to teach.  

Behaviors and Strategies of Faculty and Student Affairs Professionals

Despite the variation of student affairs professionals in instructional delivery, 

Schuh believes that student affairs professionals will be more involved in teaching in the 

future rather than less involved and notes that “it is likely that more courses of an even 

greater variety will be taught by student affairs staff in the future” (1996, p. 7).  This 

involvement may be the result of a professional struggle for the teaching role, especially 

with the dominant profession in the institution, faculty.

Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992) postulates that there are jurisdiction and 

power struggles between a dominant profession and a subordinate profession within the 

same general field (eg. doctors and nurses).  Each subordinate profession undertakes a 

professional project in which members of the profession engage in behavior and actions 

to promote the status of the profession in a system of stratification (MacDonald, 1995).  

Since its existence, student affairs has struggled to find legitimacy (Helm, 2004, p. 11) 

and maintains a sense of marginality and “subordination . . . in the academic enterprise’” 

(Bloland, 1992 from Helm, 2004, p. 11).  With student affairs being a subordinate 
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profession to the faculty profession, are student affairs professionals engaging in 

strategies to promote the status of the profession, specifically related to implementing and 

coordinating leadership courses?  Or, are student affairs professionals engaging in 

strategies in conjunction with faculty demonstrating relational leadership? 

First, one must understand the perspective of the dominant profession, the faculty, 

and their view of both student affairs professionals teaching and the leadership courses.  

Second, one must analyze strategies that student affairs professionals have already used 

in regard to implementing and coordinating leadership courses.

Faculty Perceptions and Behaviors

In attempting to implement or coordinate leadership courses, student affairs 

professionals can be up against a difficult challenge in gaining support from faculty.  This 

support is often necessary since the leadership courses need a sponsoring academic 

department to be housed in (Schuh, 1996).  The difficulty is which academic department 

will take on these courses?  Slaughter describes one barrier that this type of content is up 

against being that is does not fit into a discipline.  

What faculty consider appropriate for their curricula are shaped by their 
discipline and department; specialization is paramount.  Course offerings 
are determined not by what meets broad student needs, but by blocks, units 
or sequences of information that faculty see as inducting students into 
particular fields (Slaughter, 1997, p. 8).  

Developing leadership courses “challenges the culture of academic specialization and the 

disconnection between faculty and student affairs professionals.  Thus, fostering 

collaboration between specialized-based faculty and student affairs professionals is 
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problematic” (Marconi-Hickman, 2001, p. 3).  This lack of specialization can cause 

leadership courses to not fit into any academic department and cause great difficulty for 

student affairs professionals in finding a permanent home for the courses. 

Second, faculty often view these courses as dissimilar to other college courses

with too much focus on the personal development of the self.  The personal development 

components of the courses, self-awareness, emotional and social adjustment, career and 

lifestyle goals; values clarification and exploration; relationships with peers and faculty; 

and introduction to college life (Blackhurst, 1996), are “often perceived as . . .  non-

intellectual (‘touchy-feely’)” (Blackhurst, 1996, p. 2).  Student affairs professionals 

should expect to encounter institutional resistance because its content is 
unorthodox and unfamiliar, not fitting neatly into traditional conceptions 
or perceptions [of what a] college course ‘should look like’ . . . These hostile 
attacks are likely to be spearheaded by college faculty because they dominate 
the curriculum review process and have a long history of functioning as the 
tradition-guarding, ‘intellectual veto group’ for curricular change in higher 
education (Cuseo, 1999, p. 1). 

These perceptions by faculty can create barriers for student affairs professionals in 

getting courses approved because there is often great resistance to the content.

Faculty’s perceptions of these courses and student affairs professionals teaching 

them is vital to the existence of the courses since they often need an academic department 

that agrees to sponsor them.  “Although student affairs administrators have been working 

in the area of leadership development for decades, comprehensive leadership studies 

programs have been slow to get off the ground.  Historically, faculty have been reluctant 

to recognize the value of leadership education” (Burns, 1995, p. 8) and in turn can make 
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the process of implementing and coordinating leadership courses as smooth or difficult as 

their power on curriculum committees warrant.

Some faculty members, however, may engage in relational leadership behaviors 

with student affairs professionals.  Since there is a lack of literature about the extent to 

which faculty engage in inclusivity, process-orientation, empowerment, ethics, and 

purpose with student affairs professionals in the implementation and coordination of 

leadership courses, this study hopes to uncover these positive attributes that faculty may 

engage in to support the inter-profession relationship with student affairs professionals in 

the implementation and coordination of leadership courses. 

Student Affairs Strategies

Student affairs professionals can utilize a number of strategies to implement and 

coordinate leadership courses or in response to faculty strategies in course 

implementation and coordination.  First, student affairs professionals can use initial 

strategies to either implement courses or continue the ongoing maintenance of courses.  If 

student affairs professionals use relational leadership, then they would engage in 

behaviors that were inclusive, empowering, purposeful, ethical, and process-oriented.  

This study aims to uncover these behaviors that emerge that may demonstrate to what 

extent student affairs professionals utilize relational leadership.

  In regard to strategies used in response to the strategies utilized by faculty, 

student affairs professionals can respond in a number of ways.  First, if faculty 

demonstrate relational leadership behaviors, student affairs professionals may respond 
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using relational leadership or social closure behaviors themselves.  If faculty use 

strategies based on social closure, student affairs professionals may respond using 

counter social closure strategies or relational leadership strategies.  Since the inter-

profession dynamic is complex, each profession may use a combination of relational 

leadership and social closure strategies. 

If student affairs professionals utilize counter social closure strategies, the 

strategy highlighted most in the literature used by subordinate professions is the

inclusionary strategy of the Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992).  The inclusionary 

strategy postulates that the subordinate profession will attempt to enter the same system 

that stratifies them.  Since most courses in higher education have an emphasis on 

cognitive and intellectual development (Blackhurst, 1996) including “academic, 

intellectual, and scholarly characteristics; being evaluative, critical, and analytical; 

written and oral communication skills; and study skills” (Smith, 1982 from Blackhurst & 

Pearson, 1996, p.2), Schuh (1996) offers strategies to student affairs professionals to 

emphasize to the faculty the cognitive aspects of these courses.  This type of inclusionary 

behavior indicates that the student affairs professionals behave in ways in which there is 

an attempt to enter the same system that is excluding them even if it means emphasizing 

what faculty members and curriculum committees want to hear or even in some sense, 

changing the syllabus to fit with this system.

Schuh (1996) points out that when presenting information to faculty, one should 

highlight that although it is partially an applied course, there is an academic element.  He 

further describes how to highlight the academic content in a way that will get faculty on 
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board but not compromise what the course may truly be about.  Schuh (1996) describes 

how student affairs professionals should focus on the theoretical aspects of the course for 

faculty and de-emphasize the personal development component during course 

negotiations.  He further explains that this discussion of the theoretical focus of the 

courses is geared toward faculty, the “external audience,” because that is what they want 

to hear about (Schuh, 1996, p. 5).  He claims that the student affairs professional does not 

need to abandon the personal development components of the course; he simply advises 

to not focus on these with faculty during course negotiations so the theoretical pieces are 

more highlighted (Schuh, 1996).   

Schuh (1996) also suggests including critical thinking as a learning outcome to 

increase the perceived academic credibility with faculty since 97% of 40,000 faculty 

surveyed in a study by the American Council on Education believe that critical thinking 

is the most important element of an undergraduate education (Schuh, 1996).  He notes 

that one should reflect critical thinking and other overt academic learning outcomes in the 

syllabus.  Papish (1999), however, confirmed in his study that 68% of faculty and student 

affairs professionals believe that faculty should solely be responsible for enhancing 

critical thinking skills with students.  Although student affairs professionals may not 

believe that enhancing critical thinking is their responsibility, they should still consider 

incorporating it into the syllabus because of the great importance this learning outcome 

has with faculty.  In addition, “since faculty tend to be content-focused and content-

driven (Erickson & Strommer, 1991), Schuh recommends that the title and description of 

course topics listed in the syllabus should be phrased in a way that highlights their 
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academic (i.e., abstract, theoretical, historical, global) aspects or implications” (1996, p. 

6) thus “promot[ing] positive perceptions of the course and enhance[ing] its 

endorsement” (Schuh, 1996, p. 8).  

Experiences of Student Affairs Professionals in Implementing and Coordinating 

Leadership Courses

Some student affairs professionals who have attempted to implement and 

coordinate leadership courses in academic units have varied in their experiences.  There 

is very little literature on this subject and the information presented in this section is only 

reflective of small parts of larger studies.  At Rowan University, those involved in the 

transition to a leadership studies program defined the relationship between student affairs 

and faculty as “problematic” (Marconi-Hickman, 2001, p. 3), whereas at Washington 

State University, the process was smooth and “compared with the usual pace of change 

on most university campuses, this curricular change occurred very quickly” (Burns, 1995, 

p. 6).

Summary

The role and philosophies underlying the student affairs profession have been 

wavering and contradictory at times in addition to being shaped by elites of the 

profession.  Student affairs professionals have used policy documents and conferences to 

overtly and covertly professionalize.  The profession has called upon its members to 

engage in more research to create a body of knowledge and to legitimize its efforts as 
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well as focus on graduate and professional training as a form of credentialing.  Some 

believe that student affairs is its own profession or an emerging profession, whereas 

others view student affairs as an umbrella to various fields based on functional areas.  

Some student affairs professionals are involved in teaching courses related to 

students’ development including first-year seminars, leadership development, and 

paraprofessional training classes.  Implementing and coordinating these courses, 

specifically leadership development, is not necessarily an easy task.  Issues of 

jurisdiction, knowledge, status, and power need to be taken into consideration in 

attempting to understand the past, current, and future phenomena of the student affairs 

professional project.  The examination of the relationship between dominant and 

subordinate professions in the same field utilizing both Social Closure Theory (Witz, 

1992) and the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998), 

provides a framework for understanding the inter-profession relationship of student 

affairs professionals and faculty members regarding the experiences and strategies used 

to interact with each other in implementing and coordinating leadership courses for 

credit.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

The methodology of this study involves on-line surveys of student affairs 

professionals.  The purpose is to uncover the experiences these professionals have and the 

strategies they use in the implementation and coordination of leadership courses for credit 

within academic units.  In order to uncover these experiences and strategies, the 

following research questions have been identified. 

Research Questions

1. What are the experiences of student affairs professionals in implementing and/or 

coordinating leadership courses within academic units?

a. In what context, from what parties, and to what extent do student affairs 

professionals experience social closure by faculty in the implementation 

and/or coordination of leadership courses?

b. In what context, from what parties, and to what extent do student affairs 

professionals experience relational leadership by faculty in the 

implementation and/or coordination of leadership courses?

2. What strategies do student affairs professionals use in the implementation and/or 

coordination of leadership courses?

a. In what context, from what parties, and to what extent do student affairs 

professionals participate in social closure in implementation and/or 

coordination of leadership courses?
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b. In what context, from what parties, and to what extent do student affairs 

professionals participate in relational leadership in implementation and/or 

coordination of leadership courses?

Strategy of Inquiry

This study uses qualitative inquiry in an effort to understand the experiences and 

strategies of student affairs professionals in the implementation and coordination of 

leadership courses.  The selection of the qualitative method seemed appropriate for the 

nature of this study to truly capture the experiences and strategies of student affairs 

professionals as they recount these experiences and philosophies in a story-like manner.  

The appropriateness of qualitative research for this study is to allow for the emergence of 

information and themes (Creswell, 2003) from the perspectives of the student affairs 

professionals themselves.  The interpretive nature of qualitative research allows for the 

researcher to draw conclusions from individuals’ descriptions of their experiences into a 

categorical way with the ability to discuss lessons learned and further research to be 

conducted (Wolcott, 1994 from Creswell, 2003).  

The strategy of inquiry used in this study is grounded theory in which “the 

researcher attempts to derive a general abstract theory of a process, action, or interaction 

grounded in the views of participants in a study” (Creswell, 2003, p. 14).  This strategy is 

appropriate as it allows for the emergence of experiences from the participants to be able 

to be analyzed and seen as a collection of themes.  Once the themes emerge, the 

researcher can draw theoretical conclusions.  In this case, these theoretical conclusions 
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were compared to and augmented the existing Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992) and 

Relational Leadership Model (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998).

Data collection for this study involved an on-line survey to gather qualitative 

information.  This information was analyzed both through coding for themes as well as 

empirically for numbers of responses in certain categories.  The types of questions that 

were asked of participants were in semi-structured non-standardized surveys in which 

participants answered questions using their own language and terms (May, 1993: 92-94 

from Mann & Stewart, 2000).  

The Researcher’s Role

Because much of the analysis of the survey findings involves qualitative research 

which is interpretive, the ethical dimensions of the researcher’s biases, experience, 

interests, and values must be identified (Locke et. al., 2000 from Creswell, 2003).  

Although being an insider through having a particular role can bias a study (Creswell, 

2003), it can also be an important part of the research process because it is in the 

“interaction between the researcher and the researched that the knowledge is created” 

(Mehra, 2002, p. 6).

This study attempts to understand experiences student affairs professionals have

had in implementing and coordinating leadership courses within academic units and the 

relationship between student affairs and faculty in this process.  As a student affairs 

professional myself, I bring particular biases with me into this research.  
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Currently, I serve in the role of Senior Coordinator of Student Leadership 

Programs in the Center for Student Involvement & Leadership at the University of 

Arizona.  One of my main job roles is to serve as the coordinator for leadership courses 

for credit.  My role is to design curriculum, recruit, select and train instructors, serve as 

liaison to three academic departments where the courses are housed, as well as coordinate 

a variety of administrative support functions for the instructors.  In the event that the 

Center for Student Involvement & Leadership wants to offer a new course, I work with 

the instructor of the proposed course to design the syllabus and work with the curriculum 

committees in various academic departments to advocate on behalf of the course.  

Currently, I work with three academic departments that house these courses-Higher 

Education, Family and Consumer Sciences, and Educational Leadership.  Through this 

experience, I understand first-hand both the inter-profession relationship between student 

affairs professionals and faculty as well as the content and instructional design of the 

leadership courses. 

This role puts me in the position of an insider because I am familiar with the 

issues, barriers, and strategies that student affairs professionals have in implementing 

and/or coordinating leadership courses.  I have experienced many barriers as well as 

found many strategies that seem to assist in the implementation through my professional 

experience.  Being embedded in these issues allows me, however, to understand the 

multiple layers of the experiences others face.  An outsider may be able to deduce the 

surface experiences and make objective sense of what the student affairs professionals are 

experiencing; however, the outsider may miss the power dimensions that underlay these 
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experiences.  Lukes (1978) describes the third dimension of power in which those who 

are oppressed are so embedded in the system that the oppression seems unrecognizable.  

My understanding as an insider to student affairs and leadership course coordination 

along with my role as an outsider to the particular institution at hand helped me in 

identifying third dimensions of power that participants did not overtly describe regarding 

their particular experiences.

On the other hand, as an insider, I may have fallen into the trap of the third 

dimension of power in which I cannot distinguish power roles that I take part in related to 

students, faculty, and other student affairs professionals, thus shaping my perceptions of 

my analysis.  In addition, being an insider may have biased the questions I asked, or the 

framework from which I approached this could be based on the experiences I have faced 

as a professional.  This may skew the data gathering by perhaps overanalyzing some 

experiences and not bringing forth others because they were not a focus of my personal 

experience.

Participant Selection

The participants selected for this study were sought out based on their role in 

implementing and/or coordinating leadership courses on their campuses.  The on-line 

survey was targeted at a fairly broad population of student affairs professionals who work 

with leadership courses in academic units on college campuses.  

I began sample selection by using the Carnegie Classification listing and 

conducting an on-line search of a variety of Master’s Extensive and Intensive institutions 
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as well as Doctoral/Research Extensive and Intensive institutions.  This particular set of 

boundaries allowed me to limit the search to institutions in which there was a focus on 

research to some extent and where particular credentials such as a doctorate may be 

required to teach.  These factors serve as variables that may affect student affairs 

professionals teaching without terminal degrees as well as the interest faculty may have 

in working with these courses in a research-focused reward system.  Using this list of 

institutions, I was able to search on various institutional websites for information on 

leadership courses (looking on student leadership web pages, course catalogs, schedule of 

classes, and doing a search for “leadership course”).  In some cases, I contacted student 

affairs professionals on particular campuses asking about how the leadership courses for 

credit were structured on their campuses.  

Overall, I found very few Master’s Extensive or Intensive institutions that had 

more than one leadership course in an academic unit if they had courses at all.  Many 

Master’s Extensive or Intensive institutions that did have a number of leadership courses 

offered them under a heading such as “university” or “student success” which are not part 

of an academic unit and usually housed either in a student affairs unit such as academic 

advising or as a freestanding student affairs unit itself.  I did not intend to include

institutions that do not house courses in academic units because the foundation of my 

study is the interaction between student affairs and faculty in implementation and 

coordination of leadership courses in an academic unit.  What is indicative of this finding 

even in the participant selection process is that it is difficult to know whether student 

affairs professionals experienced closure at these institutions, resulting in a very small 
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sample of those who would be eligible for this study.  Having fewer campuses that have 

student affairs professionals implementing and coordinating courses in an academic 

department may be reflective of higher levels of closure.  Perhaps in these less research-

focused institutions, faculty members are already teaching leadership courses.  Or 

perhaps because many of the courses offered by institutions in this study are housed in 

graduate departments, institutions with fewer graduate departments may not be able to 

handle the additional courses.  In addition, institutions that are smaller may have a more 

intact campus culture in which students become engaged in leadership activities despite 

their ability to earn credit.  

On the other hand, it may be counterintuitive to think that those faculty members 

at Master’s Extensive and Intensive who have less of a focus on rankings and prestige 

based on research would engage in closure more frequently than those at larger research-

oriented institutions.  Aligning with leadership development courses from student affairs 

may not have as negative of an impact on prestige as it might at a large research 

institution. 

After narrowing the potential sample institutions to Doctoral/Research Extensive 

and Intensive, I was able to eliminate private institutions because the prevalence of 

leadership courses at public institutions appeared to be much greater giving me a larger 

pool to draw from.  This may be because faculty at some Doctoral/Research Extensive 

private institutions may be more conscious of prestige, and aligning with student affairs 

to offer courses that appear non-rigorous does not garner prestige for the institution.  In 

addition, students at private institutions may be from a higher socio-economic class in 
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which they do not have to work and go to school at the same time.  This may allow them 

to engage in leadership opportunities without being compensated with the academic 

credit unlike those students who work in college and need to get paid or receive academic 

credit in order to participate in leadership opportunities.  

Finally, I narrowed the institutions selected to public Doctoral/Research 

Extensive institutions and public Doctoral/Research Intensives institution that meet the 

following criteria to control for particular variables:

1. The institution offered one or more course on leadership foundations, 

paraprofessional training, or leadership skill development for academic credit

2. Course or courses were taught by student affairs professionals

3. Course or courses were housed in an academic unit and not housed in “university 

school” or other unit in which most or all of the courses were taught by student 

affairs professionals with the oversight of the unit by a student affairs professional 

or administrator 

4. Courses were not part of an academic minor or major program taught by faculty

These criteria made it possible to narrow the sample to those institutions that would be 

likely to have a student affairs professional coordinate the leadership course(s) and be 

involved with faculty to some extent because the course would exist in an academic unit.  

In addition, the purpose in selecting two different institutional types was to 

consider institutional type as a variable that may influence the experiences and strategies 

of student affairs professionals in leadership course implementation and coordination.  

The Doctoral/Research Extensive institutions can be categorized as those institutions that 
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offer baccalaureate through doctoral degrees, with “50 or more Doctoral degrees per year 

across at least 15 disciplines” (www.carnegiefoundation.org, 2005).  The 

Doctoral/Research Intensive institutions are defined as institutions offering baccalaureate 

through doctoral degrees with “10 Doctoral degrees per year across 3 or more 

disciplines” (www.carnegiefoundation.org, 2005).  For the purposes of this study, public 

Doctoral/Research Extensive and Doctoral/Research Intensive will be referred to as 

Extensive and Intensive, respectively. 

In previous versions of the Carnegie Classification, the variation between these 

two types of institutions used to include other factors such as funding and even held to a 

particular number that could be included in each category (www.carnegiefoundation.org, 

2005).  Thus, institutional type may have played more of a role differentiating between 

institutions in the past than it did in this situation.  

On the other hand, depending on the emphasis of the institution, those that focus 

more on teaching than research tend to be less complex (Brinkman, 1990).  One could 

argue that the Intensive institutions would be less complex since they offer less doctoral 

degrees.  But, since these are both research institutions, it may be difficult to truly 

determine research emphasis other than by numbers of degrees offered.  For the purposes 

of this study, however, I have considered institutional type among the discussion.  

Of the 169 institutions (104 Extensive and 65 Intensive) listed in the Carnegie 

Classification (retrieved January 2005), 59 total initially met the criteria described above.  

Of the Extensive institutions, 41 initially met the criteria above, 37 institutions did not 

offer leadership courses, 3 offered a major taught by faculty, 1 offered an associate’s 
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degree taught by faculty, 11 offered a minor taught by faculty, 7 offered leadership 

courses not associated with a major or minor but that were taught by faculty, 3 offered 

leadership courses in a non-academic unit, and 1 did not have enough information to 

include that institution in the study.  

Of the Intensive institutions (65), 18 initially met the criteria described above, 30 

did not offer leadership courses, 1 offered a major taught by faculty, 6 offered a minor 

taught by faculty, 5 offered leadership courses with no major or minor taught by faculty, 

3 were housed in a non-academic unit, and 2 did not have enough information to include 

them in the study.  

Data Collection Procedures

Miles and Huberman (1994) identify four aspects described in data collection 

procedures.  These are the setting, the actors, the events, and the processes (Miles and 

Huberman, 1994 from Creswell, 2003).  The first aspect, the setting, is where the 

research takes place (Miles and Huberman, 1994 from Creswell, 2003).  The setting for 

this study was in cyberspace through on-line surveys.  

The actors can be defined as those who will be interviewed or surveyed (Miles 

and Huberman, 1994 from Creswell, 2003).  The actors included student affairs 

professionals involved in implementing and/or coordinating one or more leadership 

courses on their campuses.  Upon completing a descriptive list of the structure of 

leadership course offerings at all Extensive and Intensive institutions, I was able to use 

the websites of these institutions to find out about each leadership course or what 
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appeared to be a leadership course by looking up each course by course name and 

number in the on-line catalog and schedule of classes and reading the descriptions. If the 

courses appeared to be housed in an academic unit, I then looked up each instructor of the 

courses in the “find people” search engine on the website to indicate if these people were 

student affairs professionals or faculty.  If the instructors were student affairs 

professionals and it did not appear that these courses were part of a major that was 

coordinated and taught primarily by faculty, I included the institution in my study.   

The next step was to find out which student affairs professional is the coordinator 

of the leadership courses.  To find this information out, I used each institutional website 

to look the courses up on the on-line schedule of classes.  I made a list of every instructor 

of each course or section and then looked up these individuals’ job descriptions on the 

website or did a site search to see if there was information about this person coordinating 

leadership courses.  In some cases, I also made telephone calls to the campus (mostly to 

the student leadership office) and inquired as to who in student affairs works primarily 

with the leadership course coordination and/implementation.  

If I could not find out who coordinated leadership courses through job listings or 

phone calls, I looked to see if a course had many sections with the same student affairs 

professional’s name listed or there were a number of courses with the same student 

affairs professional’s name.  I considered that this person might be the default 

instructor/coordinator.  From this, I created a draft list of potential participants.  This type 

of sampling is considered purposive in that “specific settings, events, and people are 
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chosen intentionally ‘to provide important information that can’t be gotten as well from 

other sources’” (Maxwell, 1996, p. 70 from Helm, 2004, p. 118). 

Events can be described as “what the actors will be observed or interviewed 

doing” (Miles and Huberman, 1994 from Creswell, 2003).  For the on-line surveys, the 

student affairs professionals (actors) were surveyed in the context of their past and 

current experiences attempting to implement and/or coordinate leadership courses.  

Miles and Huberman define process as the “evolving nature of events undertaken 

by the actors within the setting” (1994 from Creswell, 2003).  I attempted to pay 

particular attention to the perceptions of the processes that the participants experienced in 

implementing and/or coordinating the courses.  Some of these experiences were discrete 

occurrences and others were dynamic processes changing over time.  The focus was less 

on the objective description of the events and processes of implementation and 

coordination of courses and more on the perceptions and meanings of these experiences 

from the student affairs professionals’ perspectives. 

Type of Data Collected

This study used data from semi-structured non-standardized on-line surveys.  The 

surveys included both qualitative and forced choice questions.  By incorporating the 

semi-structured non-standardized approach into portions of the survey, participants were 

able to include historical data (Creswell, 2003) and incorporated their own language to 

allow themes to emerge.  In addition, I was able to control the questions asked in an 

effort to engage in “purposive topical steering” in which researchers can track the issues 
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they want to learn about (Flick, 1998: 106 from Mann & Stewart, 2000, p. 75).  The 

forced choice questions allowed me to understand participants’ past job roles in 

implementing and coordinating leadership courses as well as ensure that certain data was 

provided that may not have been included in the open-ended questions.  

The survey was designed to elicit responses from participants who are student 

affairs professionals who work with leadership courses.  The questions focused on their 

experiences in working with these courses and with faculty in particular, as well as 

strategies they have used to implement and/or coordinate leadership courses in an 

academic unit.  Other questions focused on the inter-profession relationship with faculty; 

what, when, how, and in what contexts this relationship relates to leadership courses.  

The on-line survey was piloted on two different occasions as an e-mail survey.  

The first pilot run was with a student affairs professional who has some involvement in 

leadership course implementation and coordination.  Feedback was helpful in 

understanding the time needed to take the survey, the ordering of the questions, and the 

overlap of some questions.  This feedback was critical in redesigning the survey to be 

shorter with consolidated questions ordered in a way that flowed more smoothly for the 

reader.  The second pilot of the on-line survey was conducted with another student affairs 

professional who has both historical and current experiences in working with leadership 

courses in an academic department.  This pilot run resulted in clarifying and defining 

aspects of the questions to make sure that future participants answered the questions I 

intended to ask.
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For this survey, participants identified as a primary coordinator of one or more 

leadership courses at 59 institutions (41 Extensive and 18 Intensive) were sent an e-mail 

asking for participation in an upcoming survey on leadership courses to be e-mailed in 

the following week.  After this initial e-mail, two participants replied indicating that the 

leadership courses at their institutions were not taught by student affairs professionals and

two replied indicating that they did not have a role in working with leadership courses.  

This reduced the total sample to 55 institutions.  Some responded to the initial e-mail 

immediately and wanted to be sent the survey link that day and others did not reply at all.  

Those who did not reply were sent the e-mail five days later.  Over a five-day period of 

time, I sent an e-mail with the link to the on-line survey to the 55 participants.  One e-

mail address continued to be returned to sender and I was not able to identify another 

potential participant from that institution, thus decreasing the total sample to 54 

institutions (39 Extensive and 16 Intensive).  

There are some great benefits to on-line surveys.  On-line and e-mail surveys in 

particular tend to have similar response rates to paper surveys and elicit longer responses 

for the open-ended questions (Mann & Stewart, 2000).  Out of the 54 total institutions, 34 

were represented in this survey.  The response rate for this survey was 23 out of 39 

(58.97%) for Extensive institutions and 11 out of 16 (68.8%) for Intensive institutions, 

with a total overall response rate of 62.96%. 

Since many of the questions on this on-line survey were qualitative in nature, it 

was important to find a mechanism that could reach far and wide to participants all over 

the country that would garner longer and more descriptive responses from participants in 
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a feasible and convenient manner than other types of data collection.  On-line surveys can 

expedite the data collection and deliver it to the researcher already transcribed thus 

creating ease for the researcher to focus on coding rather than transcribing (Hewson, C., 

Yule, P., Laurent, D., & Vogel, C. (2003).  Using on-line surveys may also reach 

participants whose experiences are important to the study but who may be difficult to 

reach by telephone or in person.  In this case, since the original targeted group of 

participants were selected based on information on the institutional website, some 

contacted me back to offer a new contact name for a participant on his/her campus that 

was more suitable for the study.  It was easy and quick to be able to forward the on-line 

survey link directly to the new contact to be able to participate in the study.   

One of the drawbacks in regard to the on-line surveys is that there is no option for 

the researcher to dialogue with, clarify, or ask a follow-up question to the participant 

during the data collection (M. McVey, personal communication, March 8, 2004).  The 

researcher may not know what needs to be followed up on until after receiving the on-

line survey response.  Since I knew who filled out which survey, I was able to e-mail 

participants with any follow-up questions I had.  During the analysis, I had some 

questions or clarifications that needed to be made with 11 participants.  Thus, I followed 

up with these 11 participants and had 10 respond with further information.  

The other main drawback to on-line surveys is the lack of anonymity.  Although 

participants will not be asked for identifiable information such as their name, researchers 

with technical skills have the ability to acquire the IP address off of the on-line survey 

response and trace it to an e-mail username.  In the case of this study, since participants 
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were sought out specifically by name (only one participant name per institution) and 

asked to indicate their institution’s name on completed surveys, it was easy to match 

participants with their completed surveys.  Those who did not complete the survey in a 

timely manner were sent a follow-up e-mail to encourage their participation.  Due to the 

fact that I knew which participants filled out which surveys, I was able to ensure 

confidentiality rather than anonymity.  

Data Recording Procedures

Data solicited through on-line surveys were able to be printed directly from the 

website system as transcripts.  Information from these surveys was compiled into 

databases.  One database included all of the survey information including qualitative 

responses to questions.  Another database included only the forced choice responses for a 

descriptive analysis. 

Data Analysis and Interpretation

After collecting data from the on-line surveys, the next step in the process was to 

analyze the data.  This was an ongoing process of analysis and reflection (Rossman and 

Rallis, 1998 from Creswell, 2003) to move to a deeper understanding of the data 

(Creswell, 2003).  

The first part of analysis included understanding the descriptive nature of the 

data-information on the participants, courses, and the perception of the inter-profession 

relationship with faculty.  For this part, I tabulated averages in regard to occurrences or 
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prevalence of particular variables in order to look for themes in where the courses were 

housed, why they were housed there, position of participants, and other descriptive 

characteristics.  This provided a solid understanding of the nature of the participants, 

courses, and inter-profession relationship before attempting to understand how social 

closure or relational leadership might intersect.

After this descriptive analysis, I began the qualitative analysis of coding open-

ended survey responses.  During the first round of qualitative analysis, I used axial 

coding to determine experiences that appear to be positioned “within a theoretical model” 

(Creswell, 2003, p. 191); Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992) and the Relational 

Leadership Model (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998).  These theories provided me 

with a framework in which I attempted to explain the experiences of and strategies used 

by student affairs professionals in implementing or coordinating leadership courses.  In 

addition to coding data in this manner, I also disaggregated institutional type to Extensive 

and Intensive institutions and analyzed the data both separately and together.  Codes 

reflecting both models included:

• SCE-Social Closure Experiences (Extensive Institutions)

• SCE-Social Closure Experiences (Intensive Institutions)

• RE-Relational Experiences (Extensive Institutions)

• RE-Relational Experiences (Intensive Institutions)

• SCS-Social Closure Strategies (Extensive Institutions)

• SCS-Social Closure Strategies (Intensive Institutions)

• RS-Relational Strategies (Extensive Institutions)
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• RS-Relational Strategies (Intensive Institutions)

After coding for these concepts, I was able to go deeper through the use of sub-

codes based on the separate concepts/parts of both the Social Closure Theory (Witz, 

1992) and the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998).  

These sub-codes based on concepts of social closure and relational leadership are listed 

in APPENDIX C: CODES FOR ON-LINE SURVEYS.  This appendix includes both the 

original theoretical codes used and the updated codes that emerged.  

The third round of coding involved uncovering different meanings in the

responses from participants and figuring out the properties and dimensions of the 

responses (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  This process of coding allowed me to look for 

variation of contexts and parties involved in these experiences and strategies.  I was 

mindful of the language used by the participants looking for both overt and underlying 

metaphors that demonstrated examples of the codes from above.  

In addition, I included a process of open coding in which similar characteristics, 

experiences, or processes were grouped sharing the same code (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  

This allowed me to see beyond Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992) and Relational 

Leadership Model (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon) for experiences and strategies of 

student affairs professionals that may not fit within these theories.  

Ethical Issues in this Study
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Because this study focuses on power dynamics and potentially sensitive issues 

regarding legitimacy in professional experiences, all names of participants and 

institutions will be masked referring to them as participants and institutional types. 

Validating the Accuracy of Findings

Because such a high number of responses were gathered and that the sample is 

essentially the entire population of this particular group, some of the findings may be able 

to be generalized to this group of professionals.  Therefore, I do not attempt to purport 

that the findings can be generalized to populations outside those studied.  I did, however, 

look for similarities and variations across institutional type, department, and other 

emergent categories to understand any phenomena that may be occurring.  

Ensuring valid results, on the other hand, is vital to the strength of the research 

(Creswell, 2003).  Creswell (2003) recommends eight strategies to check the validity of 

research.  I used four of these strategies; member-checking by following up with 

participants to clarify their information, clarifying bias by sharing my bias as the 

researcher in the section Role of the Researcher, presenting information counter to the 

themes noting both emergent themes and variation, and using peer debriefing by having a 

peer reviewer read the study, give feedback, and pose questions to assist in my ability to 

articulate others’ experiences.  

Limitations of the Study
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There are four main limitations to this study.  First, surveying only one person 

from each institution may not represent the experiences and strategies of all student 

affairs professionals who implement and coordinate courses on that particular campus nor 

can it be explanatory of the institutional culture, structure, and funding patterns on that 

campus.

Second, since there was only one contact point (the on-line survey) for the most 

part with these professionals (some received follow-up e-mails), the context in which the 

participant took the survey may be reflective of an immediate experience or may only 

provide a narrow scope of data with which to interpret.

Also, all participants for this study represent institutions that have leadership 

courses that student affairs professionals teach and coordinate.  Other campuses may 

have attempted to implement courses and have not been successful, but those institutions 

were not part of this study.  So, the data may provide information that relates to 

institutions that have been successful to some degree despite the challenges. 

Finally, surveying only student affairs professionals may provide an account of 

their experiences but not include those of faculty members.  This would be important if 

this study was to involve more of a descriptive picture of what is happening instead of 

how student affairs professionals perceive what is happening.  But, it may also shed light 

on the differences between these two professional cultures.
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CHAPTER FOUR: DESCRIPTIVE FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

The findings of this study are vast and complex.  Participants were asked to share 

their perceptions of situations, experiences, relationships, effective strategies, and other 

interpretable phenomena related to implementing and coordinating leadership courses in 

academic units.  This study focused on accounts from only the perspective of student 

affairs professionals with these experiences reflecting their reality (Burr, 1995).  But, 

their accounts and perceptions may not represent reality (Burr, 1995) since they are only 

from the framework of one professional lens and do not include the faculty voice.  The 

truth determined by student affairs professionals may be a “product not of objective 

observation of the world, but of the social processes and interactions in which people are 

constantly engaged with each other” (Burr, 1995, p. 4).  Therefore, this study purports to 

describe this truth as seen from the student affairs perspective.

In addition to the qualitative data of experiences and strategies reported on the on-

line surveys, there were some interesting descriptive findings.  This first section, overall 

descriptive findings, includes information regarding the survey participants, courses, and 

perceptions of the inter-profession relationship between the participants/other student 

affairs professionals and faculty or the academic department as a whole.

The Participants

Participants of the on-line survey varied in their years of experience in student 

affairs, coordination roles of leadership courses, and positions they hold on campus.  
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Participants’ Years of Experience
Extensive Intensive Both

Minimum years 
of experience

4 3 3

Maximum years 
of experience

25 32 32

Average years of 
experience

16.96 16.45 16.79

This finding indicates that the high number of years of experience of the 

participants may provide a historical perspective since many of the participants have been 

in the student affairs profession for a while and may have more depth of insight into the 

inter-workings of the profession.  It may also indicate that those student affairs 

professionals who coordinate leadership courses on their campuses may be more 

seasoned professionals.

In addition to the number of years the participants have worked in the student 

affairs profession, some have noted that they have also implemented or coordinated 

leadership courses in either another position on their current campuses or in a previous 

position on another campus.  

Participants’ Roles in Implementing/Coordinating Leadership Courses Prior
Extensive Intensive Both

Implemented/Coordinated 
in another position on 
same campus

2 1 3

Implemented/Coordinated 
in another position on a 
different campus

5 2 7

Total 7 3 10
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In addition, 42.86% of participants from Extensive institutions who have had a 

past role in leadership course implementation or coordination described having current 

positions that are somehow formally involved in curriculum design, leadership course 

coordination, or something in which their past experience with course implementation 

and coordination is directly related.  Follow-up investigation with these individuals may 

help confirm if their previous experience implementing or coordinating leadership 

courses actually did have an influence in their current role implementing or coordinating 

leadership courses. 

Survey participants also varied greatly in the position title/rank they currently 

hold.  79.41% of the participants are employed at the rank of Assistant Director or higher.  

Although there can be variance in position level even with similar or the same job titles 

(depending on institution size, department size, structure, etc.), looking at job title may 

shed some light on the different levels at which those who implement and coordinate 

leadership courses occupy.  Even if the titles are not completely consistent from 

institution to institution, the perceived level of the title is an important factor to consider 

in the legitimacy of the rank of the student affairs professional in working with faculty 

and other administrators across campus.  There are seven main job title rankings and the 

numbers of those participants with each ranking are as follows:
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Participant Title/Rank
Extensive Intensive Both

Coordinator, 
advisor, specialist

5 0 0

Assistant Director 5 0 6
Associate Director 0 4 6
Director 7 2 9
Associate Dean 3 0 0
Dean 0 0 0
Associate Vice 
President

0 2 0

At Extensive institutions, participants are clustered around the Assistant Director and 

Director levels, whereas at Intensive institutions, they are clustered around the Associate 

Director and above.  One may assert that Intensive institutions may have fewer 

organizational layers.  Therefore, the course implementation and coordination may fall 

into the hands of those who appear to have higher rankings in these institutions but may 

parallel to lower levels of organizational titles if compared to Extensive institutions.

In addition, without knowing the institutions specifically, it is difficult to assert 

that certain job titles are higher ranking than others.  For instance, a Director may be at a 

higher level organizationally than an Associate Dean.  Therefore, the only real conclusion 

that could be drawn from this study about the job titles is that leadership course 

implementation and coordination occurs at different levels within various departments, 

with the majority of coordination for Extensive institutions occurring at what appears to 

be the lower level of the organizational chart and higher levels for Intensive institutions.

Finally, although not asked in the initial survey, I was able to gather information 

on whether or not the participants had a doctorate.  I realized after starting to analyze the 

survey that this data would be helpful.  Using phone lists, staff biographies, and other 
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documents from institutional websites as well as information provided in the survey 

responses, I found that 32.35% of participants have their doctorates, and a few others are 

currently working on their doctorates.  Of these 11, 8 work at Extensive institutions and 3 

work at Intensive institutions.  This number is not necessarily related with the number of 

those who are adjunct faculty.  

Participant doctorate/adjunct status
Extensive Intensive Both

Hold a doctorate 8 3 11
Have adjunct faculty 
status

2 4 6

The Courses

Through the descriptive information participants were asked through the surveys, 

some interesting general findings were uncovered.  Through the participant selection 

portion of this study, I found that more and a higher percentage of Extensive institutions 

offer leadership courses taught by student affairs professionals and housed under 

academic departments (39 out of 104, 37.5%) than do Intensive institutions (16 out of 65, 

24.6%), although the e-mail that continued to be returned to sender was from a 

participant at an Intensive institution that may have offered leadership courses increasing 

this number to 17.  Thus, there were more participants representing Extensive institutions 

who participated in the study than those from Intensive institutions, although the response 

rate for Intensive was higher.  

The number of leadership courses participants identified as being offered at their 

institutions ranged from one course to sixteen courses with Extensive institutions having 

a wider range.  
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Courses
Extensive Intensive Both

Least number of 
leadership courses 
offered

1 1 1

Most number of 
leadership courses 
offered

16 3 16

Average number of 
leadership courses 
offered

3.3 1.64 2.76

Since only one participant was selected from each institution to participate, there may 

have been more than one coordinator of leadership courses.  Thus, the number of 

leadership courses participants indicated that were offered at their respective campuses 

was self-reported and may not represent the entire range of leadership course offerings.  

Where Courses Are Housed

Courses were housed among 15 different departments for Extensive and 6 for 

Intensive institutions.  Overall, 34 institutions had their courses in 18 different locations.  

This is consistent with other findings that these courses are emerging in a “wide array of 

colleges and departments” (Pennington, 2005).  
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Where Courses are Housed
Extensive Intensive Total

Higher Education/College Student 
Personnel

5 5 10

Recreation Administration 1 0 1
Education/Educational Studies 2 0 2
College of Education 1 1 2
Counseling/Educational Psychology 
(Non-CSP)

2 2 4

Social Justice Education 1 0 1
Integrative Studies 0 1 1
Health Education 1 0 1
Education, Department of Human 
Services and Studies

1 0 1

Multiple colleges and departments 0 1 1
Communications 2 0 2
Undergraduate Studies 2 0 2
Honors College 0 1 1
Social Ecology 1 0 1
Educational Leadership (Non-CSP) 1 0 1
Community Studies 1 0 1
Special Studies 1 0 1
College of Health and Urban Affairs 1 0 1

The most common location was the academic department that housed the higher 

education/college student personnel graduate program at both types of institutions (five 

Extensive and five Intensive).  At 59.09% of Extensive institutions and 72.73% of 

Intensive institutions, courses were housed within a college or school of education or a 

program affiliated with education.  This is a strong indicator that most leadership courses 

are housed in an academic unit focused on education.  There are, however, other 

departments such as Recreation Administration, Honors College, and Communications, 

in addition to various other integrative and specialized studies departments where the 

courses are housed. 
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Why Courses are Housed Where They Are

There were four main reasons as to why courses were housed in the academic 

departments that they were.  The first was that the establishment and maintenance of 

networks influenced where the courses were housed.  Secondly, the alignment of the 

mission of the leadership courses and those of the departments they are located in may 

have created a more natural fit for the courses.  Third, there was an effort on someone’s 

behalf to be strategic in collaboration efforts and attempt to house the courses in 

academic departments for reasons other than only the sustainability of the courses.  

Finally, some institutions have their leadership courses housed in academic departments 

for reasons that are unspecified or unknown by the participants in this study.

Networks played and continue to play an important role in the implementation 

and coordination of leadership courses. There are two main ways that networks are used 

to implement and coordinate leadership courses.  First, some networks involve having 

someone in the department as an adjunct faculty member whereas others involve having 

student affairs professionals who coordinate leadership courses enrolled in the graduate 

program where the courses are housed.

Nine institutions had courses set up through networks by having someone in the 

department as an adjunct faculty member.  Four participants indicated that there was 

someone from their student affairs unit currently serving as an adjunct faculty member; 

all of whom were the participants in this study.  “Because we have such a close 

relationship with the College Student Services Administration program, and because I'm 

an adjunct faculty member with the program, CSSA has been very accommodating with 
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letting us use a blanket course # (CSSA 406) for undergraduate leadership development 

course.”  Of these four participants who serve as adjunct faculty members, three rated 

their relationships with faculty as excellent and one rated the relationship as non-existent.  

There appeared to be no pattern of distribution related to adjunct faculty roles with where 

the courses were housed and their relationships with faculty in that department. 

Other networks aside from adjunct faculty status also impacted where the courses 

were housed.  Two participants noted that general networks led to having the courses 

housed in the departments they were in.  This included past networks that built a 

foundation to carry on the future relationship.  One of these participants discussed the 

relationship the academic department already had with the student affairs department, not 

stating but alluding to other collaborations that spurred the relationship for housing the 

leadership courses.  One participant who indicated that general networks played a role in 

where the leadership courses were housed indicated a fair relationship and the other 

indicated no relationship.  

In addition, two participants indicated that having a student affairs professional 

who coordinates leadership courses as a graduate student in the academic department 

helped build networks to house leadership courses in those departments.  This initial 

relationship allowed them access to and support from faculty.  Both participants who 

noted this student affairs professional/graduate student double role as the impetus for 

leadership courses being housed in that particular academic unit indicated having 

excellent relationships with faculty in those departments.  One participant discussed how 

the student affairs professional who was his/her predecessor of the coordination of 
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leadership courses and a graduate student in the academic department where the courses 

were housed helped solidify this relationship.  The participant discussed how the “long 

standing relationship with the Educational Leadership program” was how the leadership 

courses became housed there and the influence of graduate students in this 

implementation.  The participant shared,

Currently the program is no longer admitting Higher Education focused 
doctoral students but previously they did. Relationships emerged over time 
that allowed for these courses to be housed in this department and there is 
also the obvious curriculum match with the department.  

Another participant who is currently in the graduate program in Student Personnel 

Services noted the importance this role has had on her relationship with faculty to 

coordinate the leadership courses. 

The second main reason for housing the courses in the department they were in 

was that the courses align with the mission or purpose of the department.  One way the 

courses fit into the departmental mission was by being housed in the Higher Education or 

College Student Personnel/Student Affairs preparation program where the idea was that 

leadership courses offered similar student development and/or organizational 

development concepts to undergraduates as the department offers to the graduate 

students.  Three noted that the courses were in the department they were because it was 

the Higher Education/College Student Personnel department with no other rationale as to 

why this department was the home to the leadership courses.  

Another way that leadership courses fit into the mission of the department is that 

the participant’s responses indicated an alignment of leadership with the mission of the 

department the courses were housed in.  Six overtly indicated that the courses shared a 
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mission with the department.  In addition, none of these six departments were the Higher 

Education/College Student Personnel departments indicating that leadership may fit with 

the mission of a variety of academic departments.  

Academic departments in Extensive institutions that shared a mission with 

leadership courses were all located in the College of Education or a department within 

that college.  “Education seemed to be a natural fit, as the course touches on student 

development theory.”  One participant indicated that the courses were housed in the 

general College of Education because they fit with the mission of all of their academic 

programs.  “The tie between the college of ed. and student affairs is natural. Within the 

college of ed., there is the counseling program, adult education, and higher education. 

Each of those directly relate to student affairs.” This participant went so far to say that the 

since the courses are housed in a college focusing primarily on graduate studies, the 

college uses these leadership courses to recruit students into getting a graduate degree in 

that college.  This participant described,

Additionally, housing them in the college of education serves as a built in 
recruitment tool for their programs. Through the classes, which are open to 
all majors, we might be able to generate an interest in student affairs; and 
refer those students to pursue their Masters in the college of ed. program here.  

This is consistent with findings from Eimers (1999) that those fields that are soft applied 

fields including education, accounting, finance, economics, business administration, 

journalism, social work, nursing, natural resources (Biglan, 1973 from Eimers, 1999) are 

more likely to value character development, in-class student interaction, and student 

development (Eimers, 1999).  Since education is a soft applied field with similar values 

to learning outcomes and pedagogies for leadership courses, there may be a likely 
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academic home in education.  Eimers (1999) found that when working with faculty from 

soft fields in other initiatives that student affairs professionals had more success.

The two participants at Intensive institutions, however, who noted that the 

leadership courses shared a mission with the department that they were housed in, 

identified departments that were not part of College of Education.  One of these 

participants indicated that the Honors College “was the department that had traditionally 

housed these type[s] of unique courses” and the other participant noted that Integrative 

studies was the academic home to the leadership courses “because the Dean of each 

department believes that leadership training/education/development is important.”  

Finally, the last reason for courses fitting with the mission of the hosting 

department had more to do with the people in that department than the department’s 

mission.  Although the department may not have the mission of leadership development, 

someone in the department was interested in leadership and wanted to incorporate more 

leadership development into the department.  

Another reason that leadership courses were housed in the academic departments 

they were in was a result of someone coordinating the strategic involvement of others 

with leadership courses. Two participants reported that the leadership courses were 

housed in locations that allowed for the strategic involvement of others.   One participant 

noted that the leadership courses were set up in a department (counseling) that would 

draw the largest support network and “to foster involvement of academic deans, 

department heads, and faculty.”  Another participant indicated that the provost mandated 
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a leadership program that spread the courses over a number of departments to engage 

many faculty members across the institution in the concept of leadership development.

The last reason why leadership courses are housed in the academic departments 

they are in is historically unknown or unspecified.  Four participants did not indicate a 

reason why the courses were located where they were, and five indicated that the courses 

had been around for a number of years and he/she did not know the history.

In addition, five noted that the department their courses were housed in was the 

first or only department to respond to the need.  “I developed the course and then met 

with several academic units to discuss "fit" and sponsorship of the course. . . My course 

is housed in CHUA because they were interested in collaborating.”

Student Affairs Units Coordinating Courses

There were five main student affairs units that were involved with coordinating 

leadership courses in academic departments.  These include Residence Life/Housing, 

Student Life/Leadership, Provost’s Office, Student Affairs/Dean of Students, and Career 

Services.  One participant indicated that she coordinated the leadership course out of the 

Provost’s Office.  Although the Provost’s Office is not a student affairs unit, the 

participant serving in a dual role as Vice President of Student Affairs and Academic 

Affairs was included in the study based on her role with student affairs.  
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Departments Coordinating Courses
Extensive Intensive Total

Residence Life/Housing 5 2 7
Student Life/Leadership 11 6 17
Student Affairs/Dean of Students 7 1 9
Career Services 0 1 1
Provost’s Office 0 1 1

Of these units, 50% of institutions (47.83% of Extensive and 54.55% of Intensive) 

coordinate leadership courses out of a Student Life/Leadership type of office.  

Of these findings, the majority of courses are coordinated out of Student 

Life/Leadership (50%).  This is generally the department that has a focus on developing 

student leaders.  It was surprising, however, that not many institutions offer leadership 

courses coordinated from Career Services offices.  Coplin (2003) identified ten skills that 

employers want in future employees including “a) establishing a work ethic, b) 

developing physical skills, c) communicating verbally, d) communicating in writing, e) 

working directly with people, f) influencing people, g) gathering information, h) using 

quantitative tools, i) asking and answering the right questions, and j) solving problems” 

(Honaker, 2005, p. 333).  Leadership courses often include elements of these employment 

skills, making Career Services a potential fit for offering the courses.

Perceptions of the Inter-Profession Relationship

Another set of descriptive findings reflects the perceptions of the inter-profession 

relationship between student affairs professionals and faculty.  Because faculty are not a 

homogenous group (Eimers, 1999) and often vary based on institutional affiliation, 

disciplinary affiliation, how they may value undergraduate teaching (Eimers, 1999), and 
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even personal experiences and characteristics, student affairs professionals experienced 

variation in their perceptions of the inter-profession relationship with faculty.  This 

particular section outlines findings related to types of courses and populations served, 

interaction with faculty, success with implementing strategies, relationship with faculty, 

faculty support, challenges faced by participants, and experiences of justification of 

courses.   

Many of these sub-topics include percentage averages of occurrences.  It is vital 

to understand that these particular variables can often be intervening variables, meaning 

that they are interrelated.  This can provide challenges when trying to capture the 

experiences using numbers and making assertions of correlations or relationships.  In 

addition, since I did not utilize statistical analysis for the interpretation and control for

particular variables or measure for statistical significance, this section merely offers an 

empirical look of numerical themes that arose with individual participants.  I used 

institutional type, participants holding a doctorate, participants serving in adjunct faculty 

roles, position of participant, and where courses are housed as variables to cross-

reference with the sub-topics to look for any interesting findings related to structural 

aspects of the courses and positions working with the courses.  

Since leadership courses appear to be housed in a variety of academic 

departments, in addition, I was able to analyze the inter-profession relationship between 

the participant as the leadership course coordinator and the faculty in the academic 

department the courses were housed in through a different type of a lens, comparing 

institutions where the courses are housed in a Higher Education/College Student 
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Personnel program and where they are not.  I chose this type of analysis as the Higher 

Education/College Student Personnel academic department was the most prevalent 

department for housing leadership courses (10 institutions overall).  Four factors 

influenced this decision to choose disaggregation by Higher Education/College Student 

Personnel programs and non-Higher Education/College Student Personnel programs.  

These include networks with graduate students in the program as leadership course 

coordinators, general networks by having a common language/skill set between 

leadership courses and this academic department, student affairs professionals serving as 

adjunct faculty members in this department, and having previous student affairs 

professionals as faculty members.  It is important, however, to note that not all 

institutions have Higher Education/College Student Personnel programs.  Future 

investigation of where courses are housed may be able to shed light on whether or not 

housing the course in this department is an option on the campus and how that variable 

interacts with aspects of the inter-profession relationship with faculty.

Course Types and Populations Served

In looking at the types of courses offered at each institution, it is important to 

recognize that the experiences of student affairs professionals in course implementation 

and coordination and the inter-profession relationship with faculty may be linked to the 

type of course, course population, or even perceived quality of content of the course.  

Since perceived quality is out of the scope of this study, the focus will be on the type of 
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course and course population associated with various levels of perceived relationships 

with the faculty and/or academic department the courses are housed in.  

First, using Schuh’s taxonomy of personal development courses (1996), I 

gathered data pertaining to skill development and paraprofessional training courses.  

Thus, in the analysis, I attempted to understand if and to what extent the type of course 

factored into the relationships student affairs professionals had with faculty.  In this 

study, skill development courses encompass both introductory/foundations of leadership 

courses as well as advanced or specialized leadership content courses.  In addition, I also 

assessed paraprofessional training courses in the same realm.  Of the participants 

surveyed, I found that 15 institutions offer introductory courses only, seven offer both 

introductory and advanced courses, six offer paraprofessional training only, two offer 

introductory and paraprofessional training, and four offer introductory, advanced, and 

paraprofessional training courses.  In attempting to correlate the types of courses with 

relationships with faculty and/or academic departments housing the courses, there were 

no conclusive clustering of themes.  The various configurations of courses at both 

Extensive and Intensive institutions spanned the spectrum of excellent to non-existent 

relationships with faculty.

In regard to course population, aside from paraprofessional training, only two 

other particular student populations emerged as having leadership courses focused 

specifically on them.  These include students in fraternities and sororities as well as those 

in leadership development programs including one living and learning leadership 

program.  Four participants at Extensive institutions indicated that their institution offered 
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at least one leadership course focused on developing leaders in the fraternity and sorority 

communities.  No participants at Intensive institutions indicated having fraternity and 

sorority courses offered on their campuses.  Four courses across Extensive and Intensive 

institutions offered courses that were restricted to those students participating in a campus 

leadership program.  Having courses focused on either of these particular student 

populations could affect the relationships that the student affairs professionals have with 

faculty or the academic department because the courses themselves are reflective of a 

larger leadership program (Greek life or leadership development).  The courses 

themselves may be rigorous and of academic quality, but the perceptions of the entities 

they represent may influence the perception of courses with these populations on campus.  

In addition, these courses as well as the paraprofessional training courses are restricted to 

particular student populations or groups.  The idea of having closed courses on the 

campus may make the courses more difficult to sell to curriculum committees and faculty 

since they do not serve the entire campus population.  In looking at the course population, 

however, there are no themes that reflect the various relationships that student affairs 

professionals have with faculty regarding these courses.  These relationships vary from 

excellent to non-existent as well.

Overall, none of the course types or populations indicated a specific pattern 

regarding the perceived relationships between the student affairs professionals and the 

faculty in their sponsoring academic departments.  In addition, even the combination of 

the courses (Greek paraprofessional training or introductory and advanced leadership 

courses) did not lend itself to demonstrate any theme in the perceived relationships.    
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Interaction with Faculty

Although faculty interaction may be positive to some and negative to others, the 

overall sense of the surveys indicates that most of the participants see faculty interaction 

as positive.  Through the survey responses, participants described a variety of ways in 

which they interact with faculty.  This interaction can take place due to the organizational 

structure including serving as an adjunct faculty member, having joint reporting 

responsibilities, and having the student affairs unit housed under academic affairs.  

Another form of interaction involves being together for meetings, trainings, professional 

development activities, and on each others’ committees, advisory boards, and selection 

processes.  Finally, the interaction takes place in the form of sharing syllabi, publishing 

together, student affairs professionals seeking guidance with administrative aspects of the 

course, and the informal interaction that takes place between student affairs professionals 

who employ graduate students from the academic department and their faculty members. 

Overall, 64.71% of participants indicated that they interact with faculty.  Even in 

analyzing by institutional type, the proportions are about the same.  At Extensive 

institutions, 65.22% interact with faculty, whereas at Intensive institutions, 63.64% do.  It 

appears that of the 13 participants who work at institutions where the courses are housed 

in the Higher Education/College Student Personnel program, 92.3% indicate interacting 

with faculty, and of the 21 at institutions where the courses are housed in the college of 

school of education, 71.43% interact with faculty.  On the other hand, 58.33% 

participants from institutions where courses are housed in academic departments outside 



182

the college or school of education indicated having interaction with faculty.  This 

particular finding signifies more participants interacting with faculty at institutions where 

the courses in the Higher Education/College Student Personnel program, then the college 

or school of education, and then other academic departments.

Having a doctorate or being an adjunct faculty may have an influence on whether 

or not participants interact with faculty.  72.73% participants with doctorates interact with 

faculty, whereas only 47.83% without doctorates interact with faculty.  66.67% of those 

participants who are also adjunct faculty members indicated interacting with faculty 

compared to 55.56% of non-adjunct faculty members.  More student affairs professionals 

who have doctorates and/or are adjunct faculty members indicate interacting with faculty 

than those who do not have doctorates and/or are adjunct faculty members, although 

causality cannot be determined.

Finally, 70.37% participants who are Assistant Director level or higher noted 

having interaction with faculty, whereas 42.86% who are at lower levels than Assistant 

Director have faculty interaction.  It should be noted strongly that none of these variables 

indicate causality.  Being an Assistant Director or higher may not mean that one will be 

more likely to interact with faculty than those who are not Assistant Director level or 

higher.  But, it does beg the question in this circumstance as to why people in higher 

positions have a higher percentage of interaction with faculty than those in lower 

positions.  

In this case, those with doctorates, who are adjunct faculty, and assistant director 

positions or higher noted as being more likely to have faculty interaction.  If these 
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particular variables were controlled for through a statistical analysis, it may be easier to 

understand more about causal relationships between these variables and faculty 

interaction.  Overall, however, these findings may open the door to understanding 

variables that may truly influence faculty interaction.

Success with Strategies 

Every participant in this survey noted always/mostly or sometimes having 

successful strategies in implementing and coordinating leadership courses; 60% 

indicating always using successful strategies.  Institutional type did not appear to be a 

factor in always or mostly having successful strategies; 52.17% participants from 

Extensive institutions, 54.55% of participants at Intensive institutions, and 52.94% of 

participants overall experience having their strategies always or mostly be successful.  In 

addition, every individual who holds a doctorate or is working on a doctorate indicated 

always having successful strategies, whereas only 50% adjunct faculty members used 

strategies that were always or mostly successful.  

Another set of findings regarding successful strategies comes from where the 

courses are housed.  46.15% of participants at institutions where the courses are housed 

in the Higher Education/College Student Personnel program and 57.14% where they are 

not housed in this department indicated using strategies that were always or mostly 

successful.  Finally, 57.14% of participants at institutions where the courses are in the 

college or school of education indicated having their strategies always or mostly be 

successful, whereas 46.15% of participants from institutions where the courses are not in 
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college or school of education indicated having their strategies always or mostly be 

successful.  Although causality cannot be determined, it is interesting to note that with 

these participants, those housing their courses in the college or school of education, but 

not necessarily in the Higher Education/College Student Personnel program, indicated 

having higher perceptions of their strategies with faculty on implementation and 

coordination as always or mostly being successful.

Faculty Support  

Participants also indicated to what extent they thought they received faculty 

support.  Overall, 76.47% of the participants believed they always/mostly or sometimes 

received support from faculty, with 41.18% feeling that they always/mostly received 

faculty support.  39.13% of participants at Extensive institutions and 45.45% at Intensive 

institutions noted always/mostly receiving faculty support.  It may be that Extensive 

institutions are larger or have more of a focus on research than Intensive institutions 

leading to situations in which faculty are either further removed from student affairs 

professionals or concentrate more on research rather than teaching or service (both 

related to student affairs professionals implementing or coordinating leadership courses).  

On the other end of the spectrum, however, 8.7% of participants at Extensive and 27.27% 

from Intensive institutions indicated having no relationships with faculty, totaling 14.71% 

with both institutional types.  The variation may reflect the location in which the courses 

are housed and access to those faculty members.
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Another factor that may be involved in faculty support involves where the courses 

are housed.  38.46% of participants at institutions where courses are in the Higher 

Education/College Student Personnel program demonstrated always/mostly feeling 

faculty support and 42.86% of participants at institutions where courses are not housed in 

the Higher Education/College Student Personnel program believed that always/mostly 

had faculty support.  28.57% of participants who oversee courses in a college or school of 

education and 61.54% whose courses are not in the college or school of education 

always/mostly feel supported by faculty.  It is interesting to note here that participants at 

institutions where the courses are outside of the college or school of education more

likely experience always or mostly feeling support from faculty than those whose courses 

are in the college or school of education.  It is unknown as to the cause or proposed cause 

of this disparity.  

Another finding from the descriptive analysis relates to the position title and 

faculty support.  There is very little difference between those who are Assistant Director 

positions or higher and those who are not when it comes to perceived faculty support.  

40.74% of participants who have the title of Assistant Director or higher believe that they 

always/mostly have support from faculty, whereas 42.86% of those who hold positions 

lower than Assistant Director always/mostly have support from faculty.  18.52% of those 

Assistant Director and higher indicated never having faculty support, however not one 

person below the level of Assistant Director indicated never having faculty support.  This 

may be due to higher levels of faculty interaction with those at lower levels to ensure the 

courses are implemented and coordinated appropriately.  There also may be greater 
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support for professionals in theses lower level positions for public relations reasons in 

which the department would be looked down upon for leaving a portion of its curriculum 

development to someone at a low level in the institutional structure.

Another factor to look at is a comparison of those with doctorates versus those 

without doctorates in terms of feeling faculty support.  38.46% with doctorates feel they 

always/mostly have faculty support, whereas 33.33% without doctorates feel they 

always/mostly have faculty support.  In addition, 7.69% or 1 person with a doctorate feels 

that he never has faculty support and 4 out of 21 (19.05%) without doctorates never have 

faculty support.  Although there is very little difference in prevalence of always/mostly 

having faculty support among those with and without doctorates, having a doctorate 

cannot be ruled out through descriptive methods as being an influential variable in faculty 

support.  Never having faculty support, however, may be impacted by not having a 

doctorate.  From these findings, it appears that those with doctorates are less likely to 

never have faculty support.  Further investigation using statistical analysis may be able to 

offer a more accurate interpretation of causality. 

Relationship with Faculty  

Overall, the majority of participants responded that their perception of the 

relationship with the academic department the courses are housed in is excellent (64.71% 

overall with 69.56% of participants at Extensive institutions and 54.55% of participants at 

Intensive institutions).  Eight participants indicated a fair relationship in which they either 

had a fair relationship with the department overall or had some positive and some 
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negative relationships in the department.  No participant indicated having a poor 

relationship with his or her academic department, but five noted a non-existent 

relationship with the department (two Extensive and three Intensive).  

There are some distinct features regarding the nature of housing leadership 

courses in the Higher Education/College Student Personnel program including leadership 

course coordinators serving as graduate students in the academic program, having a 

common language/skill set between leadership courses and courses in the academic 

department, student affairs professionals serving as adjunct faculty members in this 

department, and having faculty members who were previous student affairs professionals.  

Due to these distinct features, one may assume that there would be a more positive 

relationship with the Higher Education/College Student Personnel academic department 

than with other academic departments.  In this situation, that is indeed the case.  No 

participants from institutions with leadership courses housed in the Higher 

Education/College Student Personnel program have a poor or non-existent relationship.  

In addition, none with courses in departments outside of the Higher Education/College 

Student Personnel program have a poor relationship with their departments.  41.67%, 

however, with courses outside this department indicated having no relationship with 

faculty.  Although causality cannot be determined, this may be an important finding since 

those student affairs professionals seeking academic homes for their courses may select 

the Higher Education/College Student Personnel program in an effort to try not to have a 

non-existent relationship and to have a fair or excellent relationship with the faculty of 

that department.  
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Face Challenges

In regard to facing challenges in course implementation and coordination, 55.88% 

of participants indicated they experienced challenges.  When these numbers are 

disaggregated, however, those facing challenges are heavily weighted toward being at 

Extensive institutions (65.22%).  At Intensive institutions, only 36.36% reported 

experiencing challenges.  Perhaps it is more challenging to implement courses at an 

Extensive institution due to institution size, levels of bureaucracy, or the institutions’ 

focus on research versus teaching.  From these survey findings, it appears that those 

without doctorates (57.14%), non-adjunct faculty (60.71%), and those who hold positions 

lower than Assistant Director (71.43%) are more likely to experience challenges than 

their counterparts who have doctorates, adjunct faculty, and those with Assistant Director 

or higher positions.  Again, causality cannot be proven in these circumstances, however, 

these descriptive findings may shed light on particular strategies student affairs 

professionals can engage in to potentially decrease the likelihood of challenge during 

course implementation and coordination.  It may be a matter of shifting the responsibility 

of course implementation and coordination to a person at a higher level in the 

department, perhaps one who has a doctorate.

Justification of Courses

It appears that more survey participants have had to justify their leadership 

courses than those who have not had to justify them.  Overall, 57.58% of participants 
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with 56.52% of participants at Extensive institutions and 54.55% at Intensive institutions 

have had to justify the leadership courses to some other entity.  The interesting aspects of 

these findings are not so much how many participants had to justify their leadership 

courses, but actually who they justified them to and for what purposes.  Two participants 

from Extensive institutions and two from Intensive institutions had to justify the 

leadership courses to the academic department housing them.  Three participants noted 

that the processes they went through for course implementation and coordination are the 

same processes that all faculty members go through for course implementation.  Two of 

the three of these participants, however, also have adjunct faculty appointments in their 

respective departments perhaps allowing them more exposure to understanding the course 

implementation process from a faculty perspective.  The curriculum committees that all 

courses go through are “often unwieldy in size, and the time needed to suggest a new 

idea, debate its pros and cons, work the idea through the various deliberative bodies of 

the institution, and finally implement the change could take years” (Toombs & Tierney, 

1991, p. 77).  These faculty members on curriculum committees also use their 

undergraduate experience as a frame of reference when approving new courses (Toombs 

& Tierney, 1991).  Student affairs professionals may not realize that all courses must go 

through some justification by particular entities before being implemented, and that these 

entities can often provide barriers for even the most respected faculty members.  In 

addition to justifying courses to faculty in the department the courses were either housed 

in or being proposed to, participants indicated having to justify courses to their own 
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student affairs units, other academic departments, students, the Provost’s office, funders, 

and councils/committees/academic senates.  

Another factor to look at when attempting to describe the justification of courses 

includes whether or not the courses are housed in the Higher Education/College Student 

Personnel program.  The findings of the study indicate that 61.54% of participants with 

courses in this department versus 52.38% of participants with courses outside this 

department have had to justify the courses to some entity.  Because the courses are 

housed in this department does not mean that the student affairs professionals have had to 

justify the courses to members of the department.  There are many other entities as 

described above that the courses have needed to be justified to.  In some cases, however, 

faculty members and academic administrators may justify courses to these entities on 

behalf of the student affairs professionals, thus reducing the likelihood of course 

justification.  In regard to the college or school of education as an academic home for the 

courses, those whose courses are in this college/school reported justification at a 52.38% 

rate, whereas those with courses outside of this college/school reported a 72.73% rate of 

justification.  Despite the lack of causality, this finding may convince some to seek out 

the college or school of education as a place where there is less justification needed to 

implement and coordinate courses.  This may be due to the similarities in mission or 

purpose of the leadership courses with many of the sub-disciplines within the college or 

school of education.  One may need to justify who teaches and how, but may face less 

skepticism on the content since it is often similar to that which is taught in other 

education programs.
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Finally, there are individual participant demographic factors that may be involved 

with shaping whether or not student affairs professionals need to justify courses.  66.67% 

of participants who are also adjunct faculty versus 53.57% of those who are not adjunct 

faculty reported having to justify courses.  53.85% of those with doctorates and 47.62% 

of those without doctorates have had to justify courses.  Finally, 62.96% of those who are 

Assistant Director or higher have had to justify courses, whereas only 28.57% of those 

below the Assistant Director position have had to justify courses.  These findings actually 

appear to be counter-intuitive based on previous findings.  First, those who are adjunct 

faculty have had to justify their courses more than those who are not.  It seems as though 

those who work part-time in the academic department may be given more freedom to 

implement courses without justification since they appear to have a proven track record 

to even be considered at the level of adjunct faculty.  Also, one might argue that those 

with higher credentials (doctorate) would not need to prove the worth and existence of 

the courses at a higher rate that those with lower credentials since those with doctorates 

are in theory, trained to be more than practitioners.  They would be more likely to be seen 

as scholars who hold the leadership courses to a higher standard before attempting to 

implement them.  Finally, one would think that those who are in higher positions within 

their jobs would be regarded higher esteem due to more complex job responsibilities and 

increased expectations.   Because these responsibilities may be more complex with a 

higher level of authority, one could argue that faculty may feel that they are working with 

someone in charge to implement and coordinate courses and thus reduce the need to 

justify the courses.  On the other hand, those not in adjunct faculty positions with lower 
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credentials and job titles may be deferring to others higher up to justify the courses in 

some fashion.  

Summary of Descriptive Findings

Understanding the participants, the courses, and the inter-profession relationship 

between faculty and student affairs professionals is important in understanding the 

experiences and strategies of student affairs professionals in the implementation and 

coordination of leadership courses in academic departments.  Although causality cannot 

be confirmed through a simple description of factors related to the participant, courses, 

and the inter-profession relationship, there are interesting themes that emerged that may 

help provide guidance to those student affairs professionals especially in the 

implementation of courses.  These professionals may be able to learn from their peers 

about what academic departments they may want to seek out and why, how to structure 

the courses and professional positions of those who work with the courses, as well as who 

to have work with the academic department based on credentials and job titles. 

Other variables not considered in this study involve who is paid and who is not in 

regard to teaching leadership courses for credit, and if they are paid, how and to what 

extent.  Another involves whether or not the academic departments the courses are 

housed in are primarily graduate departments.  This may be interesting to determine 

whether the faculty members are focused on graduate education or have other 

undergraduate courses or major/minor that exist in the department to understand the 

issues student affairs professionals might face and strategies they might use.  Future 
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studies may offer more analysis on the descriptive data of leadership courses or the 

funding structures of those who teach leadership courses. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: QUALITATIVE FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

The qualitative findings of this study are truly the heart of understanding student 

affairs professionals’ experiences and strategies in implementing and coordinating 

leadership courses in academic units.  These participants shared stories, ideas, and 

thoughts that cut across the spectrum of experience.  To understand the narratives 

provided by participants, I categorized the experiences of student affairs professionals 

into four main areas-social closure experiences, relational leadership experiences, social 

closure strategies, and relational leadership strategies, each aligning with the theoretical 

frameworks used.  The experiences and strategies that the participants shared reflected a 

variety of contexts including starting a course with the help of a faculty member in an 

academic department, trying to implement a previously designed course, having 

credentials reviewed either through the implementation process or during coordination, 

starting a minor or certificate program, and day-to-day course coordination.  Furthermore, 

with strategies, the participants indicated behaving in two main ways-pre-emptively and 

in response to behavior they experienced.  This was either because the participants 

believed their strategies were the best way to go about implementing and/or coordinating 

leadership courses or because they believed that utilizing these strategies would be the 

only way that they could effectively implement and/or coordinate the courses.    

Social Closure Experiences

In analyzing this data, I used the Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992) as one of the 

frameworks for interpretation.  This allowed me to use an existing theory based on other 
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inter-profession dynamics to attempt to understand the phenomenon between student 

affairs professionals and faculty.  This framework utilizes five different aspects or types 

of social closure experiences that the subordinate profession has with the dominant 

profession.  These include exclusionary-credentialist, exclusionary-legalistic, 

demarcationary-de-skilling, demarcationary-incorporation, and demarcationary-internal 

demarcation.  After coding for each of these concepts, I found a variety of other themes 

that also emerged in this data.  The foundation of the Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992) 

is based on dominant and subordinate professions with the main division between the two 

being gender (men in dominant professions and women in subordinate professions).  It 

was, however, difficult to just overlap the theory in its entirety to this situation about 

professions over 100 years later during a time of much greater gender equity than ever.  

So, I utilized this theory to demonstrate that many of the same principles and behaviors 

occur today, if not based on gender per se, but based on gendered professions.  This 

means that a dominant profession may be masculinized but have many women within the 

profession and a subordinate profession can be feminized but have many men within it.  

The type of gendered oppression involves a “patriarchal discourse” in which both men 

and women in masculinized and feminized professions are socialized to value masculine 

qualities over feminine qualities (MacDonald, 1995, p. 155).  This both creates and 

legitimizes barriers for women and feminized professions in their entirety (MacDonald, 

1995).  This is the case with faculty as the dominant profession and student affairs as the 

subordinate profession.  Faculty in general may be deemed the dominant profession, but 

in comparison to faculty across disciplines in the institution, there are feminized 
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academic departments as well.  For instance, Bellas (1997) suggests that fields such as 

Foreign Languages, English, and Psychology are feminized in that over 30 percent of 

faculty members in these fields are women.  Blount (1999) adds that Education is also a 

feminized field.  Thus, feminization is not just related to student affairs but also to many 

of the academic disciplines.  Through this study, participants indicated that the majority 

of the leadership courses are housed in departments of Education, creating a situation in 

which a feminized academic department is housing courses from a feminized student 

affairs department.  Many participants indicated that the reason they wanted to house 

their courses with these academic departments was due to having similar course content.  

Perhaps the type of content in the leadership courses and the type of content in courses 

offered in the feminized academic department similarly reflect what MacDonald (1995) 

notes as the feminine ethic of caring.

In addition, Witz (1992) when applying the social closure framework to 

professions in the medical field, more often pinpointed one major social closure 

experience (exclusionary or demarcationary) and one social closure strategy to describe 

the inter-profession relationships.  When I analyzed the experiences and strategies of 

student affairs professionals in this study, there was not one type of social closure 

experience that defined the entire experience of the profession.  The student affairs 

professionals in this study have had multiple experiences that represent various types of 

social closure.  In addition, these same professionals have also had experiences that 

represent various types of relational leadership.  



197

After coding, I reconfigured the original Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992) to 

reflect experiences and strategies used in this study and perhaps shed light on new ideas 

that represent more present-day occurrences.  The new version of the Social Closure 

Theory that reflects this study is located in APPENDIX E: UPDATED SOCIAL 

CLOSURE THEORY.  The major findings of experiences that emerged for social closure 

in this study include gatekeeping, demarcationary-disassociation, exclusionary-

credentialist, demarcationary-de-skilling, and demarcationary-incorporation.  Minor 

findings include exclusionary, demarcationary, demarcationary-internal demarcation, and 

exclusionary-conformity.

Operationalized Definitions of Experiences

The table below includes descriptions of social closure experiences as they relate 

to this study.  They are listed in order of prevalence and defined in the table below. 

Experience Operationalized Definition
Gatekeeping Student affairs professionals experience faculty 

attempting to define value, knowledge, and structures best 
suited for the student affairs profession and leadership 
education

Demarcationary-Disassociation Faculty have nothing to do with student affairs 
professionals

Exclusionary-Credentialist Have to have certain credentials to get into the teaching 
domain

Demarcationary-De-skilling Dominant group (faculty) controls what subordinate 
group (student affairs) can or cannot do

Demarcationary-Incorporation Dominant group (faculty) subsumes subordinate’s 
(students affairs) role in teaching leadership courses

Exclusionary Being excluded from teaching or the teaching domain
Demarcationary Faculty draws lines between them and student affairs
Demarcationary-Internal 
Demarcation

Create internal boundaries between dominant and 
subordinate within the profession

Exclusionary-Conformity Values conflict so people either conform or self-select out 
of participation
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Distribution of Participants and Experiences of Social Closure

In addition to their definitions, it is important to understand how prevalent the 

experiences were.  The table below outlines the number of participants (also 

disaggregated by Extensive and Intensive institutions) with information on whether those 

participants have doctorates, are adjunct faculty, and/or hold the position of Assistant 

Director or higher.  The table also includes information on if the courses at each of these 

participants’ institutions are housed in Higher Education and/or Education in general.  

Finally, the table includes the number of experiences of social closure that occurred. 

Social 
Closure 
Experiences

Total  
part.

Part. 
at 
Ext.

Part. 
at Int.

Total 
exp.

Exp. 
at 
Ext.

Exp. 
at Int,

% 
part. 
with 
doct.

% 
part. 
as adj. 
fac.

% part. 
at Asst. 
Dir. or 
higher

% in 
Higher 
Ed.

% in 
College 
of Ed.

Gender

Gatekeepin
g

16 11 
68.8%

5
32.2%

25 19 
76%

6 
24%

12.5% 6.3%c 81.3% 43.8% 50% F-10
M-6 

Demarcatio
nary-
Disassociati
on

9 7 
77.7%

2 
23.3%

10 8 
80%

2
20%

66.7% 66.7% 88.9% 55.5% 88.9% F-8 
M-1 

Exclusionar
y-
Credentialis
t

8 6 
75%

2 
25%

9 7
77.7%

2
23.3%

50% 12.5% 87.5% 50% 62.5% F-4 
M-4 

Demarcatio
nary-De-
skilling

5 1 
20%

4 
80%

8 1 
12.5%

7 
87.5%

20% 20% 100% 60% 80% F-4 
M-1 

Demarcatio
nary-
Incorporatio
n

5 5
100%

0
0%

6 6
100%

0
0%

20% 20% 40% 20% 40% F-2 
M-3 

Exclusionar
y

4 2 
50%

2 
50%

5 3 
60%

2 
40%

25% 25% 100% 75% 75% F-2 
M-2 

Demarcatio
nary

4 4 
100%

0
0%

4 4 
100%

0 
0%

0% 0% 50% 50% 75% F-1 
M-2 

Demarcatio
nary-
Internal

4 3 
75%

1 
25%

4 3 
75%

1 
25%

50% 25% 75% 75% 100% F-2 
M-2 

Exclusionar
y-
Conformity

3 3 
100%

0 
0%

3 3 
100%

0 
0%

0% 0% 66.7% 66.7% 100% F-2 
M-1 

Total 28  of 
34/ 
82.3% 
experi
enced

20 
86.9%
experi
enced

8 
72.7% 
experi
enced

74 
49.3% 
of 
overal
l 
experi

54 
47.8% 
of 
overal
l 
experi

20 
54.1% 
of 
overal
l 
experi
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Major Findings: Gatekeeping

Another entire theme emerged when analyzing the experiences of these student 

affairs professionals with social closure.  There seemed to be a gap between being 

entirely excluded from a profession, exclusionary, and being allowed to be in the 

profession at a lower level, demarcationary.   Both of these types of social closure, 

exclusion and demarcation, seemed physically obvious to some extent.  Either a person 

was able to enter a profession or they were not (exclusion), and either they were in a 

subordinate role to the dominant profession or they were not (demarcation).  Social 

closure seemed to lack a middle ground in which those in the subordinate group believed 

they had traversed the dominant jurisdiction, but in reality had not.  These individuals 

were being controlled by the dominant group without them knowing.  In order to 

understand this subconscious control as well as the power that the dominant group was 

exhibiting, I used Lukes’ third dimension of power (1978) and gatekeeping theory 

(Barzilai-Nahon, 2004). 

Lukes (1978) introduces the concept of the third dimension of power in which the 

subordinate group does not know that the structures in place and the interactions with the 

dominant group are truly subordinate in nature.  In this case, the subordinate group 

perceives to be equal to the dominant group, but the dominant group perceives to be 

dominant over the subordinate group.  There is, however, a misconstrued sense that both 

groups are equal, but different, or at least that is what the subordinate group is meant to 

perceive the situation as.
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This third dimension of power really challenges Witz’s (1992) notion that the 

power differentials between dominant and subordinate groups/professions are physical in 

nature and obvious to the eye.  This is how gatekeeping emerged, to incorporate a 

missing psychological power dimension piece into the existing social closure framework.  

This concept of gatekeeping was developed in 1947 by Kurt Lewin in an attempt to 

understand channels leading to community social change (Barzilai-Nahon, 2004).  This 

concept evolved into a theory which has been applied to many professions and is defined 

as the “process of controlling information as it moves through a gate.  Activities include 

selection, addition, withholding, display, channeling, shaping, manipulation, repetition, 

timing, localization, integration, disregard and deletion of information” (Barzilai-Nahon, 

2004, p. 2).  Barzilai-Nahon (2004) further shares,

It is indeed likely that the gatekeepers create and produce greater volumes 
of information than gated because of their vast resources. Nevertheless, gated 
can create and produce information independently, as well, without having to 
pass through a content gatekeeper. But when the gated create information 
independently, its significance is rather low because of the limited exposure 
it receives, compared to information disseminated by the gatekeepers that 
control most of the audience attention (p. 3) . . . The only alterative is to 
circumvent a specific gatekeeper by moving to another within the same 
community and that is subject to the same gatekeeping biases and procedures 
(p. 4).

The notion of using gatekeeping arose due to the more psychological dimensions 

of power that may or may not be recognized by those in subordinate roles.  Those who 

are gated may not realize that they are gated.  In this study, gatekeeping refers to the 

behavior of faculty to construct the knowledge that defines their profession and the 

courses student affairs professionals teach, the structures within which student affairs 

professionals operate, and the value of the student affairs profession and the courses they 
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teach.  Eleven participants from Extensive institutions and five from Intensive institutions 

experienced a form of gatekeeping.

The primary way that student affairs professionals experience gatekeeping 

behavior from faculty is through faculty’s control of what knowledge is valuable within 

the student affairs profession and the leadership courses.  This includes deeming what 

knowledge is true knowledge or reality.  Burr (1995) asserts that there are a multitude of 

realities in which various discourses can be applied to one event, person, or object.  This 

feeling of having faculty members define and control what is considered true knowledge 

as well as the value of their particular realities, fosters a power dynamic with student 

affairs in a subordinate role.  By defining knowledge in a particular way allows the 

dominant group to exercise power, control others, as well as claim resources (Burr, 

1995).   

Often, however, control of the discourse is a subconscious act on the part of the 

dominant group (Burr, 1995).  Particular discourses fit more suitably with the existing 

culture than other discourses.  Members of the dominant group define and shape the 

culture in a way that reflects their group.   Inadvertently, however, the discourses from 

the dominant group then fit better within the culture than those of subordinate groups 

(Burr, 1995).  These discourses often maintain a system of “existing relations, such as 

those of gender” (MacDonald, 1995, p. 130). 

There were a number of survey responses involving gatekeeping around 

knowledge both from Extensive institutions (eight participants experienced) and 

Intensive institutions (five participants experienced).  All of the experiences with the 
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exception of two refer to faculty.  One is regarding a department chair, and the other is 

regarding the Vice President of Financial Services.  These experiences include the idea 

that leadership cannot be taught and leadership is not an academic subject.

One of the ways in which student affairs professionals at both institutional types 

experience faculty attempting to control knowledge is through the faculty’s support or 

lack of support of the idea that leadership can actually be taught.  One participant noted 

that this opinion might transcend a group of skeptics and be a part of the undercurrent of 

the institution when he said, “There has been, historically, resistance to the idea that 

leadership can be taught.”  This idea of an opinion carrying on through history leads one 

to believe that this feeling may now be embedded into the culture of the institution and 

passed from person to person through time.  

One participant described an experience in which someone did not just have an 

opinion that leadership could not be taught, he shared his opinion with the intent on 

challenging leadership education at that institution.  He shared, “We also had a former 

VP of Financial Services who was quite outspoken at a President's staff meeting about his 

beliefs that leaders were born, not made. (He's moved on to another school now. Pity.)”  

These last words in the parentheses really capture the relationship this participant had 

with the Vice President of Financial Services and his challenge to leadership education, 

something the participant embraced and advocated for.

Another way that participants experienced control of knowledge from faculty was 

through the perpetuation of the idea that leadership is not an academic subject and 

therefore, should not be taught.  One participant described faculty who comprise “a 
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dedicated group of skeptics who believe that leadership is not an academic subject.”  

Eight participants overall described their experiences of faculty perceptions of leadership 

courses.  These participants used words and phrases describing perceptions of faculty of 

leadership courses such as “least academic portion,” “resume padding,” “no academic 

value,” “leadership education is dubious at best,” “fluff degree,” “faculty are not sold,” 

and “saw it as a mickey mouse course.”  These words and phrases are a powerful 

demonstration of the lack of value these participants feel that faculty have regarding their 

courses.  These opinions of faculty are consistent with research that has found that some 

faculty members across institutions do not believe leadership should be taught (Riesberg, 

1998 from Endress, 2000).  In addition, faculty members and other critics challenge the 

academic merit of leadership courses (Marconi-Hickman, 2001).  Not only are the 

leadership courses looked upon as lacking academic rigor and not suitable for college 

instruction, curriculum committees often do not even consider courses with the term 

leadership in the title (Pennington, 2005).  Others who do not believe leadership is an 

academic subject do not contest the content, but believe that there is not enough 

information on leadership to warrant its own course (Endress, 2000).

The participants discussed how faculty skepticism of leadership education and the 

control of this knowledge actually manifested itself in two different responses from 

faculty members.  The first is having the course restricted to elective credit only; there 

may be support for leadership education, but not if it means being equal to the other 

courses and disciplines offered in the institution.  One participant noted that, “They are 

very supportive of the class as an elective, but not as a class that fulfills a general 
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education requirement” whereas another participant said, “I have had to justify them to 

faculty outside of the College of Education. They felt that they should not be comparable 

to more traditional academic-based courses.”

Another way in which the skepticism of faculty about leadership courses 

manifests into social closure behaviors is by having the student affairs professional have 

to concede to the department chair’s philosophies to keep the courses housed in that 

department.  One participant described his experience by saying, 

Often times the chair of the [academic] department doesn't understand the 
nature of the [leadership] program and therefore does not understand the 
nature of the four courses that I instruct. There have been philosophical 
differences between myself and the chair on certain issues and I often find 
myself having to back down in order to keep the peace although I don't 
agree with her.  

The secondary way that gatekeeping emerged from the survey responses was 

through faculty or administrators from the academic department controlling how the 

course offerings were structured.  Seven participants experienced this type of social 

closure.  In these examples, the faculty deemed what was an appropriate way to offer the 

courses even if they lacked experience in understanding leadership education and its 

uniqueness.  In the following examples, many of the participants discussed how they 

experienced certain behaviors from faculty and academic administrators, but often did not 

indicate that they felt that their course offerings were being controlled.  Like other 

aspects of gatekeeping, however, even the notion that they are being gatekeeped is a form 

of Lukes (1978) third dimension of power.  Having others with lesser knowledge of 

leadership courses control what is deemed appropriate for offering them is a way of life 

for the student affairs professionals, and often they appear grateful that they are getting to 
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offer the courses in any fashion.  This type of gatekeeping occurred by controlling overall 

course structure as well as individual course instruction.  One participant unknowingly 

described this sense of being controlled when she said, “We have learned quickly to 

respect the chain of command.”  She did not discuss the implications of the chain of 

command and whether certain groups control others through this chain.  She simply 

stated that they respect it, thus implying that they follow it as well, even if it does not fit 

with leadership education and being the best way to offer leadership courses. 

In many instances throughout the surveys, the participants shared their 

gratefulness for being allowed to offer their leadership courses at all.  Many expressed a 

sense of thankfulness to the academic department that houses the courses for their 

willingness to do so.  Although many exhibited a genuine sense of appreciation and even 

relief that they found an academic department that would even broach the subject of 

housing the leadership courses, there was a sense of what appeared to be the participants 

thinking they were lucky that any department would want to work with them.  One 

participant noted that, “[The academic department] has been very accommodating with 

letting us use a blanket course # for [our] undergraduate leadership development course.”  

Another participant expressed this gratefulness as well when she said, “My supervisor at 

the time informed me that she had met with administrators in the College of Education 

and that they had agreed to allow us to list our courses under the [academic department] 

prefix.”  A third participant noted, “The former Dean of Arts & Sciences was not overly 

friendly about housing the Minor in Leadership Studies within his college, but he did 

allow one of his faculty to participate on the interdisciplinary committee.”  All three 
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participants exhibit a sense of feeling fortunate that the academic department would 

either allow the leadership courses to be housed in their units or try to support offering 

leadership courses at all.  None of these participants in their surveys discussed how 

having a blanket course number or having courses listed under a particular academic unit 

negotiated by others or having one member of the faculty on the interdisciplinary 

committee was an ideal way to offer the courses or structure their implementation.  They 

just expressed their gratitude to offer the courses or structure their implementation in any 

way they could.  Even the language offered by these three participants, “letting us,” 

“agreed to allow,” and “did allow,” demonstrates this sense of gratefulness of being given 

permission by the academic department to move forward in course implementation or 

coordination.

One participant sums up this notion of controlling the structures, especially 

around course implementation when he said, “I wouldn't describe the faculty as non-

supportive, it is often the structures designed to approve courses that can be non-

supportive, which are usually led by academic administrators.”  All but one of the 

participants who described having experiences with gatekeeping structures around overall 

course structure are from Extensive institutions and experienced this type of gatekeeping 

from academic administrators and some faculty in the academic department they were 

either attempting to implement or had their courses housed in.

The other way in which the participants described experiencing gatekeeping 

around structures was through faculty and academic administrators controlling and 

legitimizing the best way to teach leadership courses, regardless of their experience with 
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leadership education.  This occurred only with participants from Extensive institutions.  

First, one department wanted leadership course instruction structured in a particular way, 

not because it may be the best for student learning, but because it was financially in the 

best interest of the department.  One participant described this situation when she said, 

For example, [I] recently discovered that [the academic] department gets 
partial FTE reimbursement for departmental grads who teach classes - they 
would MUCH rather have grads teach classes than full-time student affairs 
professionals with doctorates and 20+ years of experience, because the grads 
"count" more for them.  

This participant’s experience in strategic structuring of course instruction is not limited to 

her experience.  Due to budget issues, many departments are tempted to teach courses in 

a variety of ways in response to strategic financing.  This also includes teaching courses 

“in large sections at the lowest possible unit cost” (Ferren & Mussell, 2000, p. 262).  

Leadership courses are often small in nature and encourage deep thought, discussions, 

interaction, and reflection as opposed to large lecture-style courses with tests based on 

memorization.  Gordon and Grites (1984) found that courses that utilize these 

methodologies “outlive” lessons learned in the large lecture-style courses because they 

are used in daily interactions (Cuseo, 1999, p. 4).  

This type of structure, despite its perceived benefits from a student affairs 

perspective, may not be a reality for many academic departments.  The pressure of 

revenue generation and strategic course instruction is a real issue.  With state 

appropriations for public institutions not keeping up with inflation (Selingo, 1993), with 

internal resources being allocated in higher amounts to those departments closer to the 

market and that have lower faculty-student ratios and fewer female faculty and students 
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(Volk, Slaughter, & Thomas, 2001), implementing federal mandates, and keeping up with 

technology (Schuh, 2003), pressure on faculty to generate revenue and spend it 

strategically is paramount.  In addition, the increased external accountability movement 

with more administrative reporting and assessment (Schuh, 2003) and responsibility for 

revenue generating activities (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997) have created more work for 

faculty members.  These administrative responsibilities are often added to the workload 

for faculty instead of replacing other duties (Rhoades & Sporn, 2002).  Being able to 

offer larger sections of courses that require fewer faculty members to teach may free 

some time up for some faculty members in the department to take on more administrative 

tasks and engage in revenue generation and contract writing.  

Some student affairs professionals may not be aware of the fiscal pressure on 

faculty members assuming that because departments are in existence that they are 

adequately funded.  Although Helm (2004) introduced the idea that revenue generation 

pressures have fallen onto professionals in some student affairs units on some campuses, 

professionals in other units or institutions have not felt the pressure.  Thus, the variation 

in student affairs professionals in understanding the notion of departments (academic or 

student affairs) being underfunded and having to generate revenue may lead to the lack of 

understanding by some student affairs professionals of revenue generation pressures 

faced by faculty members.  Therefore, student affairs professionals’ perceptions of 

gatekeeping by faculty in terms of the structure of course instruction may be less about 

gatekeeping and professional jurisdiction as it is about dealing strategically with fiscal 

pressures.
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Another participant described the skepticism faculty have regarding the 

qualifications of student affairs professionals to teach at all.  He said, “I have had 

interaction with faculty in other departments who question the . . . preparedness of 

student affairs professionals to serve in faculty roles.”  Since the leadership courses at 

this participant’s institution are housed in another academic department, student affairs 

professionals do teach them.  This participant’s experience is reflective of an attitude of 

certain faculty rather than behavior.  This attitude, however, if manifested, could later on 

damage the reputation of student affairs professionals and affect whether or not they 

teach on that campus if they are perceived to be unfit to teach.

The third dimension of power (Lukes, 1978) emerges again in one participant’s 

statement regarding course instruction.  This participant indicated that “They [faculty in 

the academic department] have been helpful in pointing [out] areas of improvement or 

other ideas I can present to the class also.”  This comment demonstrates a sense of 

gratefulness that faculty are so helpful and supportive.  The participant, however, never 

indicates that the faculty members in the academic department giving him advice about 

leadership courses actually know anything about leadership education.  Not one of the 

academic departments the leadership courses in this study are housed in focus directly on 

leadership education.  This participant, however, exhibits a sense of gratitude to these 

faculty members for passing on their knowledge regardless if they know information 

related to leadership education.  

Gatekeeping behavior around structures occurred mostly at Extensive institutions 

and may be indicative of characteristics of institutional type.  Perhaps it is more 
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restrictive to implement and coordinate any type of course at Extensive institutions due to 

levels of approval processes and a focus on research and scholarship in already 

established academic disciplines.  It is also unknown if only student affairs professionals 

experience this type of gatekeeping behavior when implementing courses.  It may be that 

this is common to all instructors, student affairs professionals and faculty members, who 

attempt to implement and offer a course. 

The final method of gatekeeping that arose, controlling the value of student 

affairs, demonstrates experiences in which student affairs professionals seek validation 

from faculty members regarding the value of their profession.  This type of gatekeeping 

is consistent with Burr’s assertion that,

There has been a shift from ‘sovereign power’ to ‘disciplinary power,’ in 
which the population is effectively controlled through their own self-
monitoring processes.  This form of power is so efficient because people 
enter into the process willingly.  It is therefore based on the assumption 
that people do not recognize that they are being controlled, believing their 
self-monitoring and surveillance to be their own choice and for their own 
good (1995, p. 71).  

In the case of gatekeeping, student affairs professionals would use a self-monitoring 

process to ensure their subordinate existence.  An example of this is offered by a 

participant when he demonstrates the self-monitoring process,

I've found that the absence of faculty interest in non-academic programs 
is more the result of a kind of inferiority complex on the part of student 
affairs professionals than it is elitism among faculty. Those of us in student 
affairs tend to seek the approval of faculty members, and to some extent this 
is necessary. Faculty are, on the whole, a powerful constituency.  

His first comment acknowledges an inferiority complex by student affairs professionals 

in which some of these professionals may believe that they are not valued and thus, are 
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subordinate to faculty.  The sense of a “complex” indicates that he believes that these 

professionals only perceive themselves to be inferior, insinuating that they are really not 

inferior.  On the one hand, this participant believes that his status is not subordinate to 

faculty members and that the inferiority complex of other student affairs professionals is 

unwarranted.  Engstrom and Tinto (1997) describe a collaborative initiative between 

student affairs professionals and faculty members and found that student affairs and 

faculty roles are different during collaboration.  One participant in their study noted, “The 

student affairs staff member is not a faculty member.  We do not have to apologize for 

that.  Our roles are primarily to provide academic support, not to be in the classroom” 

(Engstrom & Tinto, 1997, p. 15).  This participant in the Engstrom and Tinto (1997) 

study shared a similar philosophy with the participant in this study basically asserting that 

student affairs is a different, yet not less valued, profession in higher education.

The participant’s next comments, however, acknowledge the power that the 

faculty have and the necessity of seeking approval from them, thus demonstrating that 

they may actually be inferior in some manner.  The participant continued to note that 

faculty were powerful and it may be essential to get their approval and support, 

insinuating a perceived subordinate relationship with faculty.  Magolda (2005) found that 

in assessing various collaborative efforts between faculty and student affairs 

professionals that student affairs professionals “view themselves as unequal yet willing 

partners who support faculty” (p. 18).  In addition, he notes that faculty demand control 

of partnerships as well as student affairs professionals enter a partnership knowing that 

“they would take a deferential role” (Magolda, 2005, p. 19).  
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This participant’s blending of the idea of the inferiority complex and the necessity 

for faculty approval demonstrate an ambiguity for him as to the subordinate nature of his 

relationship as a student affairs professional with faculty and his desire to have his 

professional value validated by the faculty. 

The gender of this participant may also shed light on how he proceeded to identify 

himself as a student affairs professional.  Perhaps being a male influenced his self-

identity and his desire to not be associated with or give in to the rest of the profession’s 

“inferiority complex.”  But, the dichotomy of his own gender being dominant and his 

profession being subordinate may have resulted in his statements reflecting both a 

dominant identity couched in a subordinate culture in which he believes that seeking the 

approval of faculty members is to some extent necessary.

Another example of gatekeeping is inherent in this same participant’s response to 

another question.  This experience is not an example of how this participant identifies a 

gatekeeping behavior, but how I as the researcher, uncover a situation in which the 

student affairs professional inadvertently experiences gatekeeping through the third 

dimension of power (Lukes, 1978).  In this example, the participant discusses how the 

culture of his institution perpetuates certain behaviors that he believes are acceptable.  He 

said, “The institutional culture is not likely unique when compared to similar institutions. 

At [my institution], the placement of courses is guarded closely by members of the 

faculty.”  This comment, combined with other aspects of experiences shared in his 

survey, sheds light on other territorial behavior that he unknowingly experiences from 
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some faculty members.  Simply through his statements, he exhibits this idea of faculty 

dominating the courses as being a suitable way of life.  

In addition, the language the participant chooses to use, “non-academic,” is very 

telling in his perception of himself and the student affairs profession.  He is classifying 

himself as something he is not rather than something that he is.  Even the use of language 

the participant uses demonstrates how deeply embedded the subordination is.  

This participant exemplifies how the culture he experiences is not only an 

unquestioning way of life for student affairs professionals but that this culture pervades 

across various institutions, thus asserting that it is a professional culture versus an 

institutional culture.  This may be a belief that the participant has that has been shaped 

through exposure of the culture of the profession and his experience working with faculty 

members.  Toor shares that “the big dogs in academe are the thinkers, not the managers” 

(2000, p. 2B).  Although both are necessary in order to run an institution, managers are 

not very respected (Toor, 2000).  There are a variety of structural aspects to student 

affairs that lend to this lack of respect by faculty members especially by not being 

represented in institutional governance (Kuh & Banta, 2000).  

This dichotomy of student affairs having equal but different value in higher 

education versus student affairs having a value that is less than that of faculty members is 

an important experience to highlight in terms of who controls the value of the profession.  

It may be faculty shaping the value of the student affairs profession or student affairs 

professionals themselves self-monitoring in a hegemonic system within higher education.  

Since this particular professional culture of subordination appears to cut across 
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institutional lines, how embedded the culture is in to both the way of life for student 

affairs professionals and their self esteem is critical in understanding the self-monitoring.  

Once the value of student affairs has been shaped, it continues to be perpetuated from one 

generation of new professionals to the next with those entering the profession simply 

“internaliz[ing]” the status within their conscience and how they see the world (Burr, 

1995).

One of the underlying aspects of gatekeeping not discussed by participants is why 

they teach without additional compensation and subject themselves to social closure by 

the dominant group.  Through Lukes’ (1978) third dimension of power, many student 

affairs professionals express a belief that they should not get paid, should be treated as 

less than, and are lucky to have anyone house their courses.  

Overall, many student affairs professionals experienced some aspect of social 

closure by faculty and academic administrators.  Only three participants from Extensive 

institutions and three participants from Intensive institutions did not share an experience 

of social closure.  

Another important aspect to point out in terms of gatekeeping is that being in 

large research universities with administrative bureaucracies may also contribute to the 

gatekeeping experience by student affairs professionals.  Birnbaum (1989) suggests that 

research universities comprise “political contests and organized anarchy” (Welsh & 

Nunez, 2005, p. 9).  Because of the size and nature of these institutions, the gatekeeping 

experiences may not be controlled by faculty, but reflect an embedded institutional 

culture.
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In addition, state boards and legislatures are putting forth accountability measures 

for higher education (Rhoades & Sporn, 2002) that may contribute to the gatekeeping 

experiences that student affairs professionals experience.  Certain processes, structures, 

and knowledge may be required by external entities as a form of accountability that 

affects student affairs professionals as well as faculty and others in the institution.  

University administrators are often responsible for answering to these accountability 

agents and “report higher levels of support for the state's postsecondary reform efforts 

than do faculty” (Welsh & Nunez, 2005, p. 7).  Thus, administrators often restructure 

academic work and personnel (Rhoades and Slaughter, 1997).  

Finally, the fiscal pressures on higher education, especially on public institutions, 

bring up accountability questions.  Parents and students who are bearing a higher cost of 

college (Heller, 2002) are more critical of the services delivered (Huisman & Currie, 

2004).  In addition, state appropriations are not keeping up with inflation (Selingo, 2003)

and funding for colleges and universities is being put back on the student as well as on 

particular units in the institution to generate their own revenue (Slaughter & Leslie, 

1997).

Major Findings: Demarcationary-Disassociation

Demarcation occurs when the dominant profession defines and controls the 

boundaries between the dominant and subordinate professions creating its jurisdiction to 

include things that members of that profession want to do, leaving the rest to the 

subordinate profession.  This assumes that there is some type of interaction between the 
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dominant and subordinate professions, perhaps in the form of delegation of unwanted 

tasks.  When analyzing the experiences of the participants in this study, I found that there 

was another level of demarcation that the student affairs professionals were experiencing 

that was not accounted for by Witz (1992).   It is a phenomenon I call disassociation.  

Disassociation, occurs when the dominant profession creates its jurisdiction with such 

strong boundaries that members of that profession do not need to understand, value, or 

associate with the subordinate profession.  In the case of disassociation, the dominant 

profession would not pass unwanted tasks down to subordinates, but rather have nothing 

to do with the subordinate profession or its tasks.  

Through disassociation, there is an underlying sense from the dominant 

profession that what members of the subordinate profession do is not important or at least 

not as important as what members of the dominant profession do.  Thus, members of the 

dominant profession do not need to associate with them.  One participant commented on 

disassociation by saying, “Some faculty in the department appear to not value the work of 

student affairs professionals.”  Members of the subordinate profession can do what they 

need to as long as it does not infringe upon the domain of those in the dominant 

profession.  There are three aspects of disassociation that arose in this study, faculty 

avoidance of student affairs professionals, faculty controlling time around course 

implementation, and student affairs professionals being off the radar in terms of faculty 

priorities.  It should be noted that there were eight instances of this occurring with seven 

participants, all but two instances of disassociation occurred at Extensive institutions.  
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This may be indicative of faculty at Extensive institutions who may be more focused on 

their own research endeavors than in interacting with student affairs professionals.

One way that disassociation occurred among the participants’ experiences was 

through avoidance.  Three participants experienced this.  This type of behavior was not 

an active avoidance in which faculty members were hiding from student affairs 

professionals to avoid talking to them, rather a more passive behavior in which faculty 

did not return phone calls or follow-through on commitments with student affairs 

professionals.  This avoidance behavior was not done in a malicious way, but due to the 

idea of disassociation, interacting with student affairs professionals was not high on the 

priority list for the faculty.  An example of this can be demonstrated by the experience of 

one student affairs professional who said, “Repeated attempts to contact faculty and 

department heads to discuss my course and its requirements have been ignored.”  Another 

said that in regard to faculty, “You must seek them out.”  Words like, ignored and seek 

them out, demonstrate how these professionals feel; existing on the periphery of faculty 

members’ list of important tasks and roles.  

This disassociation behavior also occurred with academic administrators.  One 

participant indicated that she did have a face-to-face conversation with an Associate Dean 

that wanted to talk to her.  She said, “when I contacted him to make an appointment I got 

no response.”  This idea of “no response” is similar to being ignored and demonstrates 

avoidance.  All three instances of avoidance occurred with participants from Extensive 

institutions, perhaps due to a more distinctive separation between faculty and student 
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affairs duties (faculty focusing on research) resulting in less interaction and intersection 

of programs.

Another aspect of disassociation that arose relates to the value of time.  Many 

clichés refer to time as money and that time is an invaluable resource.  In the case of 

disassociation, time is one of the mechanisms student affairs professionals experienced as 

being de-valued by faculty.  Three participants discussed how difficult it is to get any 

time with faculty in the academic department to collaborate or simply coordinate the 

leadership course.  One participant commented about this and said, “The faculty sponsor 

became too busy so we relocated the course.”  In this situation, the student affairs 

professional was not willing to compromise the value of time with faculty and was able 

to relocate the course where faculty may have been able to offer him more time.  

In another situation regarding time, instead of having faculty members not be able 

to give time to the student affairs professional or the leadership course, there is a sense of 

abusing the time one has.  One participant describes this when he said, “Business 

colleagues are dragging their feet in ominous ways [in regard to an all encompassing 

(interdisciplinary) leadership program].”  The idea of dragging their feet reflects the 

value that the Business department has toward an interdisciplinary leadership program.  If 

they were taking their time to perhaps be intentional or reflective, that is one image.  

Dragging feet portrays and image of hesitance, or maybe even resistance.  Yet, dragging 

feet has caused other departments and entities to have to wait for the Business department 

before they were able to move forward.  Thus, Business controls the jurisdiction of time 

in this situation. 
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There was another form of disassociation that arose from participants’ 

experiences.  It is the idea of being off the radar of priorities for faculty members.  

Participant perceptions are that it is not an issue of faculty avoiding working with or 

interacting with student affairs, but that faculty members are really indifferent about 

student affairs professionals and their work because they have an incomplete 

understanding of it (Philpott & Strange, 2003).  If the faculty do not understand student 

affairs, it is difficult for them to add student affairs’ initiatives to their priorities.  One 

participant from an Intensive institution described experiencing a sense of ambivalence 

from faculty members toward student affairs.  She said, “Most of the faculty don't think 

much about my courses to take a stand one way or the other.”  In this case, the 

ambivalence is not intentional, just a reflection of the priorities of faculty members.  

A participant from an Extensive institution discussed how the leadership courses 

she works with falls in line with the priorities of faculty members by referring to a radar 

screen that faculty members have to detect priorities.  She shared her experiences in 

having the leadership courses off the radar for faculty in the department she is working 

with as if the radar is a screen of importance.  She said, 

I don't believe they have ever been intentionally non-supportive....more 
like it's hard to keep things on their radar screen, get folks to care about 
undergraduate courses that they don't ever teach, getting them to understand 
our pressures and issues (and vice versa).

This experience is consistent with findings that suggest that faculty members do not 

understand student affairs work and student affairs professionals do not understand 

faculty work (Magolda, 2005).  Furthermore, neither group has time to learn about what 
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the other group does (Kuh & Banta, 2000).  Due to this gap in understanding each others’ 

professions, both may not have each others’ initiatives on their radar screens.  

Another participant refers to the radar screen in which she attempts to not draw 

attention to herself and her teaching.  She said, “At times it has felt like I was flying 

below the radar. If I was unseen, I could continue to teach.”  If she draws attention to 

herself, she has a fear that she will lose the opportunity to teach the course because 

someone may raise an issue with having a non-faculty member teach.  In both situations, 

either forced to be under the radar or strategically flying below the radar indicates the 

significance of this supposed radar screen as a showcase of faculty priorities.   

Upon review of other studies by Magolda (2005) and Grennan and Jablonski 

(1999), student affairs professionals seek out faculty more for collaboration than faculty 

seek out student affairs professionals.  This may be because the student affairs profession 

has adopted both student development and student learning as foundational principles for 

the profession (Wolf-Wendel & Ruel, 1999).  With these two foci, student affairs 

professionals do not just address out-of-classroom experiences for students but help to 

address in-class experiences as well.  This opens the door for a great deal of collaborative 

efforts initiated by student affairs professionals.  Since student affairs professionals serve 

in the subordinate role to faculty in the academic arena and more often seek out 

collaboration, having them experience disassociation from faculty may be more 

detrimental to student affairs professionals than vice versa.  In addition, seeking out and 

collaborating with faculty can be legitimizing for student affairs as they are partnering 

with a more legitimate and dominant unit in higher education.  Student affairs 
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professionals are also often the initiators of the collaboration or contact.  In this study, 

most leadership course partnerships between student affairs and faculty were initiated by 

student affairs professionals.  Typically, those who approach another and initiate an 

endeavor have the issue on their radar screens.  It is understandable to think that a faculty 

member being approached by someone from another unit, a peripheral one at that, to 

engage in a collaborative initiative when there are many other external pressures and 

priorities to be concerned about would perhaps have the initiative off the radar screen. 

Major Findings: Exclusionary-Credentialist

When the dominant profession excludes subordinates through the credentialist 

tactic, members of that profession require particular credentials to enter the profession 

and then control who can get those credentials.  The latter part of this tactic is not as 

prevalent today since women have much more access to degrees, certifications, and 

licensing than ever before.  The key to this concept is that the faculty profession, as the 

dominant profession, controls the types of credentials one must have to occupy a teaching 

role.  In this case, it is most often the advanced or terminal degree.  It is interesting to 

note that six of the participants from Extensive institutions discussed experiences of 

credentialism whereas only two participants from an Intensive institution mentioned any 

form of this.  Data from the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (National Center 

for Education Statistics, 2004) indicates that 63.8 percent of faculty from Extensive 

institutions and 57.3 percent of faculty from Intensive institutions have doctorates.  The 

higher percentage of those with doctorates at Extensive institutions may be a result of 
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higher credentials necessary to teach at these institutions or be influenced by a heavier 

research focus of the institution leading to attracting and bringing in more faculty 

members with doctorates.  Since there are a higher percentage of faculty members who 

possess doctorates at Extensive institutions, perhaps there is a stronger culture of the 

necessity of having a doctorate to teach leading to a feeling of credentialism on the part 

of the participants.  Since many student affairs professionals have master’s degrees, 

credentialism would more likely come from those with higher degrees than these 

professionals-doctorates.  There is a greater likelihood of a participant interacting with a 

faculty member who has a doctorate at an Extensive institution, thus increasing the 

likelihood of experiencing credentialism over those at Intensive institutions.  

It is also interesting to note that of the eleven participants who have doctorates, 

four experienced a form of credentialism in regard to working with faculty and 

administrators in an academic department in implementing and coordinating leadership 

courses.  Therefore, it can be asserted for the purposes of this study that those with 

terminal degrees are not immune from experiencing credentialism but perhaps note that 

the credentialism may stem from other aspects besides having a degree.  These may 

include experience teaching, employment in a particular student affairs unit, or even the 

subject matter of the degree attained (all doctorates were related to some form of Higher 

Education or Educational Leadership).  There are multiple contexts in which 

exclusionary-credentialist behavior arose including experiencing extra processes or 

changing policies for course implementation/coordination, experiencing the stereotyping 
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of student affairs professionals’ competencies, and experiencing faculty members 

concern of their reputation in aligning with student affairs.  

The primary way in which participants experienced credentialism was through the 

course approval process.  Four participants from Extensive institutions discussed how 

even beyond the regular course approval process for the academic department, college, 

and institution, that there were additional processes put in place that student affairs 

professionals had to go through in order to offer leadership courses for academic credit.  

One of these processes included having to demonstrate credentials in which one 

participant noted that “there was some additional scrutiny about the course and [she] had 

to provide vita to demonstrate qualifications.”  This participant indicated that there was 

additional scrutiny about the course over other courses offered at the institution.  

Providing a vita to demonstrate qualifications, however, is not an unreasonable request 

for those instructors who have not been through an interview process and had previously 

provided credentials in order to teach.  This may be an example of a student affairs 

professional not understanding the course approval process.

A more specific example of having to go through extra processes involves a 

participant who indicated that she had already been through the approval process to teach 

many years before and had been teaching the leadership course for many years. 

Recently myself and another student affairs colleague had to be "vetted" 
by the head of the leadership program. It turned out to be a rather easy 
process, but at the beginning it felt a bit scary with the possibility that I 
could lose the course. . . It was a process whereby I submitted information 
on myself (dissertation title, my expertise in leadership, presentations, 
syllabi for previous courses, etc.) to the chair of the program within 
education where my course is housed.  I had been teaching several years 
and then was asked to do this.  Someone different in the role that felt 
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that the vetting process should have been done on those of us who are 
staff who teach.   

This process of having to go through a review to continue teaching, although foreign to 

student affairs professionals who often do not experience external reviews, can be quite 

normal to faculty members.  This difference in being evaluated or reviewed may also be 

reflective of the differences in cultures between the two professions.  Student affairs, as a 

more periphery unit in higher education (Hackman), has very different accountability 

pressures than faculty.  Graduation rates, research and scholarship, and teaching loads 

that faculty deal with are very unfamiliar to student affairs whose professionals are often 

measured on how many beds can be filled in the residence halls and number of students 

who receive career counseling in one day.  Simply entering the faculty domain to teach 

also means being involved in typical faculty and academic processes; including being 

reviewed on a periodic basis.

Another participant indicated that extra processes were also in place for their 

leadership courses.  She said that the “Provost's office examined the academic credibility 

of all non-traditional courses a few years back -- supplemental information had to be 

provided about the course content.”  Although the courses had been approved and 

offered, this participant experienced an additional process involving this course review by 

the Provost.

These extra processes that these student affairs professionals experienced involve 

assessing credentials of instructors as well as reviewing course syllabi and content.  

Because curriculum committees are the “watchdogs for resources and protectors of the 

status quo,” they often require “excessive paperwork” and can take months on a course 
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proposal review (Ferren & Mussell, 2000, p. 251), some student affairs professionals may 

have just experienced what all faculty experience in the course approval process.  Others, 

however, may have experienced different or additional processes to ensure academic 

legitimacy for the department and/or the institution.

One participant noted that through her position, she had the power to introduce 

new courses for the approval process. She discussed how she lost some of that power and 

her role changed after an Academic Senate policy passed.  As a non-ladder faculty 

member (lecturer in the department), she discussed how she, 

used to be able to offer 199 units; then somehow a review of Academic 
Senate policy resulted in those of us with this type of appointment not 
being allowed to continue to give 199 units without a ladder faculty 
member to sponsor us.  Also as a non-ladder faculty member, I cannot 
propose classes without a ladder faculty member as the sponsor of the class.

Through the Academic Senate policy, this professional was excluded from the ability to 

offer courses she was previously able to offer.  Academic senates can be very powerful 

constituencies having a great deal of control over curriculum, personnel, policies, 

budgeting, and institutional planning (Pembroke, 1993).  Student affairs professionals 

rarely have a seat at the table in terms of academic senate or faculty governance.  Even in 

cases of the entire campus governance structure that includes faculty, students, and 

student affairs professionals, “faculty tend to dominate these governance bodies” 

(Pembroke, 1993, p. 21).  Thus, student affairs professionals may simply need to abide by 

policies created and enforced by a faculty constituency.

These policies, however, may be reflective of a larger issue going on.  Adjunct 

and full-time non-tenure track faculty make up the “new majority” of instructional staff at 
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many universities (Leslie, 1998 from Schibik & Harrington, 2004). “New types of faculty 

appointments have proliferated” (Gappa, Austin, & Trice, 2005).  With fiscal pressures 

on institutions and many academic departments needing to engage in revenue generation 

(Slaughter & Leslie, 1997), hiring adjunct faculty saves a great deal of money, allows for 

flexibility in the department in response to fiscal pressures, incorporates specialized 

knowledge into the department, and can be “used as . . . replacement[s] to full-time 

academic staff to enable full-time teachers to engage in some other valued activity (e.g., 

research, consulting, administrative tasks)” (Schibik & Harrington, 2004, p. 396).  

But, there is less accountability for adjunct staff, specifically. “Universities do not 

spend significant amounts of time coordinating and monitoring their part-time academic 

staff” (Schibik & Harrington, 2004, p. 396) including evaluating and training them 

(Schibik & Harrington, 2004).  Not only are adjunct faculty less monitored, the lack of 

contact between full and part-time faculty may result in an adjunct faculty member 

engaging in behavior that reflects poorly on the department without the department even 

knowing about it (Schibik & Harrington, 2004).

There is criticism of outsourcing courses to part-time faculty because these 

faculty members are more likely to participate in grade inflation (Kezim & Pariseau, 

2005) and “obstruct the pipeline for graduate education” by inhibiting students from 

being “encouraged to do research by faculty members who are actively engaged in their 

own studies” resulting in a decreased likelihood of pursuing doctorates (Fischer 2005).  

In addition, there is evidence of declining graduation rates with increased uses of part-

time faculty (Fischer, 2005; Townsend, 2003).  
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Knowing this climate of accountability and having to answer to it may greatly 

impact the type of policies that faculty governance passes.  These policies which support 

more accountability in instruction would inadvertently impact student affairs 

professionals in trying to engage in teaching courses at the college level.  The scrutiny of 

part-time faculty and their use in higher education is directly related to the part-time 

teaching load that student affairs professionals aim to take in offering leadership courses.  

If the policies become stricter for general part-time faculty, then they surely would affect 

student affairs professionals who teach.

Another form of credentialism occurred in which student affairs professionals 

experienced faculty members and academic administrators stereotyping competencies of 

student affairs professionals.  This occurred with four different participants.  One 

participant noted the stereotypes by saying,

The failing of faculty, as I see it, is in not recognizing that there are also 
non-faculty members teaching courses that are in fact academically rigorous 
and theoretically sound. . . Furthermore, the culture seems to indicate that 
only faculty members associated with academic departments are capable of 
competent instruction, the implication being that student affairs personnel and 
others who would presume to offer academic courses cannot do so without 
sacrificing quality of instruction or academic rigor.  

The stereotypes, however, may also be reflective of the differences in cultures of faculty 

and student affairs.  This participant believes that her course is “academically rigorous 

and theoretically sound.”  What may be academically rigorous in the minds of student 

affairs professionals may be different than what may be academically rigorous in the 

minds of faculty members.  First, theory and research may mean different things to 

student affairs professionals than they do to faculty members.  Student affairs 
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professionals have adopted theory as a means to guide practice (Pickering & Sharpe, 

2000), but at least up until the 1980s, these professionals have called upon their own 

profession to engage in more research (Hirt, 1992).  There is some research put out by 

student affairs professionals testing these theories and developing more theories, but the 

increased accountability for all units in higher education, however, has shifted the 

research agenda for student affairs professionals from one of theoretical development to

one of program evaluation (Pickering & Sharpe, 2000).

Faculty members, on the other hand, are entrenched in research as a part of their 

academic roles.  They engage in basic and applied research to provide society with 

answers to questions.  Theory is not used to guide practice for faculty in their roles like it 

is for student affairs.  Theory is used as a framework for understanding a larger problem.  

In addition, faculty members engage in all types of research on all types of subjects, 

sometimes internally or externally driven, but usually not focused on assessing their own 

programs like student affairs.  So, a rigorous leadership course offered by student affairs 

might focus more on putting theory into practice and understanding the effectiveness of 

programs, whereas faculty might see a course with this purpose lacking empirical 

research and thus lacking academic rigor.   

Another participant discussed how other faculty members sometimes question her 

credentials although she is also considered a faculty member, whereas another noted that 

“The College of Education faculty member that I work with has expressed appreciation 

for these type[s] of courses and confidence in our ability to deliver.”  This idea of 

confidence or faith may support the idea that the stereotypes of student affairs 
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professionals do exist but that the faculty member hopes or has faith that this particular 

student affairs professional will overcome them.  These stereotypes are embedded in the 

structures of the institution and continue to get reinforced, either through lack of 

knowledge on the faculty members’ parts and/or because some student affairs 

professionals behave in ways that uphold these stereotypes as truths.  The general 

perception by faculty is that student affairs professionals offer institutional support 

services but are not academic educators (Marconi-Hickman, 2001).  By not 

understanding student affairs and the profession’s contribution to the institution (Kuh & 

Banta, 2000; Magolda, 2005; Philpott & Strange, 2003), faculty members may overlook 

some student affairs professionals who can offer quality academic courses.  In one sense, 

a faculty member possessing higher credentials may be more territorial about courses in 

his or her department because he or she often has more training (a terminal degree) thus 

leading to higher expectations of quality as well as more concern for the reputation of the 

academic department that would sponsor the courses because he or she works in that unit.  

On the other hand, this dichotomy of what constitutes quality may be more reflective of 

the differences in faculty and student affairs cultures than the individuals specifically 

involved in teaching.  The differences in cultures may relate to the integration of research 

into the classroom that may be more of an emphasis by faculty and the integration of 

affective and experiential components that that may be more of an emphasis by student 

affairs; both, however, possibly indicative of quality courses.  

The last form of exclusionary-credentialist behavior only discussed by one 

participant relates to experiencing faculty and those in the academic departments 



230

questioning qualifications and competencies of student affairs professionals as instructors 

of courses.  This participant said, “There is a clear hierarchical structure between the 

faculty members and the student affairs staff.”  In higher education, faculty are “more 

highly prized in the academic hierarchy” (Philpott & Strange, 2003, p. 91) and 

“recognized as ‘first-class,’ because they focus on the core academic tasks of the 

university, and student affairs professionals relegated to ‘second-class’ status” (Kuh & 

Banta, 2000, p. 5). If faculty members want to uphold their positions within this 

structure, blurring hierarchical lines and aligning with student affairs units may impact 

the academic department’s reputation in which other faculty members may deem the 

department second-class as well.

This issue with reputation is not necessarily limited to the faculty-student affairs 

relationship, but between faculty and other academic departments as well.  Understanding 

which academic departments align with each other may be related to disciplinary 

cultures.  “The discipline is often cited as a primary source of faculty identity (Austin, 

1990; Becher, 1987; Clark, 1987)” and its “influence can determine what is known 

(Becher, 1989), the patterns of professional interactions (Becher, 1989), scholarly 

advancement and review (Tierney and Rhoads, 1993), and one’s social and political 

status (Kuh and Whitt, 1988)” (Lee, 2004, p. 607).  Lee (2004) found that different 

academic departments vary in terms of their connection to their institutional cultures and 

their disciplinary cultures when it comes to factors such as collegiality or reputation.

In addition, reputation may be linked to stratification between academic 

departments.  With feminized departments being second-class (Bellas, 1997), faculty 
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from masculinized or dominant departments may be hesitant to align with feminized 

departments.   

Major Findings: Demarcationary-De-skilling

The demarcationary de-skilling tactic is a type of demarcation in which the 

dominant profession divides labor to gather women in subordinate occupations where 

men have power over them (Witz, 1992).  In this case, it is not so much about a gender 

divide as a gendered profession divide.  De-skilling, for the purposes of this study, 

involves members of a dominant profession gathering subordinate professions in similar 

fields around them but controlling the boundaries of what the subordinate group can and 

cannot participate in.  It should be noted that the de-skilling tactic was experienced by 

one participant from an Extensive institution and three from Intensive institutions with a 

total occurrence of eight times.

The only context in which de-skilling was discussed by participants was through 

funding of the courses or pay structures of instructors.  Funding and pay structures fit into 

social closure, specifically demarcationary-de-skilling, because there is an element of 

control that the dominant profession has in order to control the job duties of the 

subordinate profession (in this case, teaching).  By being able to control this role, the 

dominant profession can have the subordinate profession teach courses but control if, and 

to what extent the instructors or the courses will be paid (even though they may be 

carrying a similar course load to a faculty member).  Even if the faculty do not determine 

pay scales and salaries for the department, they can advocate to administrators for certain 
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allocations that could cover instructor pay.  Four participants from Intensive institutions 

discussed funding and pay structures and how they do not receive additional pay to teach 

even though teaching is often in addition to their 40-hour work week job.  

Three participants from Intensive institutions where their leadership courses are 

housed in Education units discussed their experiences in regard to funding without being 

compensated for teaching while believing that the academic department housing the 

courses was gaining revenue at their expense.  

This academic department was willing to sponsor the courses.  Note-we are 
not paid to teach them. . . The department took care of getting courses in 
the schedule and finding space to hold classes.  Since we are not paid as 
faculty we add to their FTEs without any cost. . . Our staff is not paid extra 
for teaching them [classes] so education gains FTEs at no expense to them. 

Another participant said, “They allow us to offer students in our [leadership]

program an academic credit for their participation and they benefit from having the FTE 

money even though their faculty do not have to actually teach the courses,” and another 

added that the “university gets FTE count and we work for no pay-benefits.”  In addition 

to the perceived FTE benefits for the department, another benefit emerged from 

participant responses.  One participant brought up the notion that by having student 

affairs-taught courses under the auspice of an academic department, that department is 

able to offer a more types of courses.  “[Offering these courses] also adds variety to their 

course offerings” without additional instructional costs to the academic department.  

Although internal resource allocation may vary from institution to institution, 

state appropriations are often not reallocated internally in ways that are “tightly linked to 

student numbers” (Rhoades & Slaughter, 1997, p. 29).  Volk, Slaughter, and Thomas 
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suggest that the critical/political theory of resource allocation which involves “gender, 

race, power, and service to external constituents dominant in the broader political 

economy (Bellas, 1994, 1997; Gumport, 1993; Kerlin & Dunlap, 1993; McElrath, 1992; 

Slaughter, 1993, 1998; Volk, 1995)” may be explanatory in resource allocation (2001, p. 

390).  They found that “departments that have high percentages of female or minority 

faculty, use large numbers of off-track faculty, and have high student to faculty ratios 

receive lower state dollar allocations” (Volk, et. al, 2001, p. 405).  In addition, they found 

that those departments that are central to the institution, generate external revenue, and 

confer a large number of graduate degrees also receive high resource allocation amounts, 

thus supporting the rational/political theory (Volk et. al, 2001, p. 391). 

The way participants perceived resource allocation methods is very different than 

the resource allocation procedures supported by research.  These student affairs 

professionals were under the assumption that more students taking courses in the 

academic department automatically resulted in higher budgets for that department using a 

formula such as FTE.  Some institutions may use this type of resource allocation 

structure, but most do not.  These academic departments may not get any compensation 

for offering lower-division elective courses.  What is especially interesting is that for the 

most part, the academic departments that the student affairs professionals housed the 

leadership courses in were in those departments that both the critical/political and 

rational/political theorists would suggest are not contenders for large amounts of internal 

resources.  From the critical/political perspective, most of the departments housing the 

courses are in a department or school of education which often has high numbers of both 
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faculty and students that are female (Rhoades & Slaughter, 1997) thus suggesting a lower 

level of state dollars.  From the rational/political perspective, one could postulate that the 

departments such as education are not often central to the institution in that in many cases 

they do not house general education courses required by the entire student population 

such as math or writing.  In addition, compared to other departments such as science and 

engineering that “are favored by federal grant and contract programs (Slaughter, 1997),” 

education may not be considered one of the large revenue generators of the institution 

which may result in lower state appropriations (Volk, Slaughter, & Thomas, 2001, p. 

392).   

The one participant from an Extensive institution shared that teaching a course 

requires her to add to her workload resulting in her working “WAY more than 40 hours a 

week without additional pay.”  This is indicative of the student affairs culture fitting in 

with a more 8-5 schedule than the faculty culture.  Managerial professionals “work the 

schedule of managers, not professors” (Rhoades & Sporn, 2002, p. 16), whereas “faculty 

now face expectations for ‘24/7’ accessibility [and] more frequent interactions with 

students” (Gappa, Austin, & Trice, 2005, p. 2).  The work that student affairs 

professionals do fits in more with an 8-5 business day since they often operate services 

on 8-5 schedules.  Their jobs, in many cases, are those that are done during the 8-5 time

period with work that can be done the next day if not completed by 5 pm.  Some may 

choose to work more hours and some programs may require weekends, but overall, 

student affairs professionals do not have the time intensive pressure to publish to advance 

in their careers.  
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Faculty members, on the other hand, often work more than 40 hours a week.  

According to Jacobs and Winslow, “more than two thirds of full-time faculty (69.3 per 

cent) put in over 50 hours per week, and over one third (36.2 percent) put in over 60 

hours per week. These two generalizations hold for both men and women at each rank of 

standing faculty (Assistant, Associate and Full Professors)” (2004, p. 148).  In addition, 

because of the changing nature of their jobs (changing course schedules each semester 

and different research projects undertaken), the idea of an 8-5 work week may not readily 

apply to faculty members.  Some may teach evening or on-line courses reflecting a 

schedule out of the 8-5 work week.  Also, with the pressure to publish, research and 

writing may not be able to be put off until 8 am the next day.  In addition, some may be 

grading papers over a weekend or participating in other administrative tasks at various 

times because the 8-5 work week may be filled with committee meetings, advising 

appointments, and other tasks.  Administrative responsibilities continue to be added to the 

workload of faculty (Rhoades & Sporn, 2002).  Working more than 40 hours a week may 

be routine for a faculty member, but understanding the culture of student affairs might 

help explain the concern that these professionals have with working more than their 

contracted work hours.  

The other funding aspect that faculty have control over is that of program/course 

finances.  Not only could it cost money to pay instructors to teach courses but there are 

administrative costs for courses such as supplies, copies, instructor textbooks, 

technology, and even course advertising.  One participant discussed his experience in 

looking for an academic department to house the leadership courses.  He said that “the 
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College of Business offered to house the minor, but would not commit to provide funding 

to whomever would teach the new courses.”  It is not only an issue of not getting paid to 

teach, but the administrative costs for the courses can be expensive.  Student affairs 

professionals are not the only ones to face administrative costs for courses.  Those in the 

academic department also have the pressure to find money for the costs of their courses.  

With declining resources from the state (Selingo, 2003) and those state resources being 

allocated internally often giving the most resources to the most resourced departments 

(Rhoades & Slaughter, 1997), can lead to an environment of fiscal crisis for higher 

education and specifically those departments receiving the lower allocation of resources 

in the institution.  Faculty members are participating in academic capitalism to find ways 

to generate revenue for their departments to cover these and other costs.  In some cases, 

departments may be barely able to cover the expenses necessary for departmental 

courses, let alone additional courses such as leadership courses from a student affairs unit 

which are often not essential to the academic department’s purpose on campus. 

Overall, what is unique about the funding situation with these leadership courses 

is that not one participant in the study indicated getting paid to teach the courses in 

addition to their administrative salary.  This does not mean that some did not get paid, but 

it leaves open the question as to whether or not they were paid and if so, where that 

money comes from to do so.  It also appears that many student affairs professionals who 

expressed concern about not getting additional compensation may view themselves 

similarly to other part-time faculty, adjuncts in particular.  Since adjunct faculty often are 

not involved in the day-to-day operations of the academic department, teach only part-
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time, and are employed by the department in regard to the need for their courses to be 

offered, student affairs professionals may relate to the adjunct faculty role.  Student 

affairs professionals who teach also teach part-time, not usually involved in the academic 

department’s operations, and teach if there is an interest or need (more so on the part of 

the student affairs unit than the academic department) may also think that they, like 

adjunct faculty, receive a stipend for teaching.  One of the main differences between the 

two is that the academic department usually seeks out adjunct faculty to fill a role needed 

by the academic department, whereas student affairs professionals usually seek out 

academic departments to offer courses not required by the general campus community, 

let alone the particular academic department sought out.

Minor Findings: Demarcationary-Incorporation

The incorporation tactic of demarcation occurs when a dominant profession ends 

a subordinate professional role and subsumes it in its profession (Witz, 1992).  In this 

study, incorporation occurs when faculty members or other dominant groups attempt to 

or successfully take over leadership education and instruction and ends this role for 

student affairs professionals.  The incorporation tactic was used by faculty members in 

another study about the process of the implementation of a leadership minor.  Faculty and 

student affairs began with a collaboration to create and implement a leadership minor on 

campus integrating both cognitive and affective components.  The faculty members 

eventually dominated the initiative until they took over complete control and dissolved 

the collaboration with student affairs (Marconi-Hickman, 2001). 
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In this study, there were no instances of student affairs professionals from 

Intensive institutions experiencing this type of social closure, whereas five participants 

experienced incorporation at Extensive institutions.  It is difficult to determine why this 

may be since faculty members are involved in teaching leadership courses at universities 

across institutional types at around the same rate.  Three different contexts emerged in 

regard to student affairs professionals experiencing incorporation.  These include 

sustainability, territoriality, and interest.

Sustainability in the incorporation sense means that faculty would take over 

teaching responsibilities for leadership education to sustain its existence over time.  

Although this could be a great achievement for leadership education to be 

institutionalized into the faculty workload, ultimately the teaching responsibilities leave 

the hands of student affairs professionals and become incorporated into the faculty 

domain.  Three participants discussed this concept.  One participant indicated that 

“program review boards and curriculum committees still want to see courses taught as 

part of FT faculty's regular teaching loads (for issues of sustainability, etc.).”  There is an 

underlying assumption here as well that leadership education could not be sustained in 

the hands of student affairs professionals and that it must be incorporated into the faculty 

role to continue its existence.

The perception of sustainability, though, may be less reflective of a student affairs 

and faculty tug of war and more reflective of accountability issues faced by both groups.  

Pressures of accountability may be coming from other entities outside of faculty, with 

faculty being the ones to implement it at the curriculum approval level.  With state 
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funding sometimes being tied to performance of an institution (Burke & Modarresi, 2000 

from Rhoades & Sporn, 2002) and other revenue generation activities in many cases 

being linked to performance or a demonstration of excellence, faculty, student affairs, 

administrators, and other university staff can be under a great deal of pressure in terms of 

accountability.  Therefore, being able to demonstrate sustainability in course offerings 

may contribute to a sense of planning, purpose, and accountability on the part of faculty.  

In addition, student affairs professionals make up many of the managerial 

professionals at an institution and represent the largest growth in professionals in higher 

education (Rhoades & Sporn, 2002).  Although there is growth with this profession, it 

may appear to be growing very quickly and be unstable in terms of structure or purpose.  

Thus, having the courses rest with faculty, in what may appear to be a more sustainable 

environment, may exhibit more effort on behalf of faculty to answer to the accountability 

pressures on the institution.  

The context of territoriality again rears its head, this time in terms of 

demarcationary-incorporation.  This involves the possibility of faculty incorporating 

leadership education into their role and then taking it in a different direction than the 

student affairs professionals who were affiliated with it.  Only one participant discussed 

this experience and shared how very few faculty members even have an interest in 

leadership education, but that there are a few very powerful faculty members that do.  

“The number of faculty who actually care about leadership education and have an 

opinion about how it's done and who's doing it must be very small. That there is a 

palpable perception of it may indicate that these faculty members are powerful and 
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influential.”   Those who are powerful, even small in number, have the potential to 

influence leadership education in many manners including how it is done.  Pennington 

finds this to be prevalent on other campuses as well.  She shares, “On college campuses 

the reality is that leadership belongs to whoever has the faculty to teach the course, the 

wherewithal to push courses through curriculum committees, or the reputation to fill 

classroom seats” (2005, p. 76).  Pennington adds that the powerful and influential are the 

ones taking over leadership education on campuses and declaring themselves the experts.  

She adds

In a rush to beat others to the leadership punch, a prevailing assumption 
that those who have served in a leadership capacity are prepared to teach 
leadership has allowed those not academically grounded in the discipline 
of leadership to teach leadership . . . Does it then logically flow that everyone 
at the university with a doctorate can jump on the leadership bandwagon, 
hang a sign, and declare himself or herself open for business?  As a faculty 
member academically prepared to teach leadership, I think not (Pennington, 
2005, p. 76).

Pennington serves as a faculty member of leadership education who also sees the 

incorporation strategy at use by some faculty.  Because Pennington is in a newer 

discipline, leadership studies, in which some may not deem as legitimate, there is a 

likelihood that she experiences similar examples of demarcationary-incorporation 

behavior from other faculty members as do student affairs professionals.  

Another context that arose from the survey was the idea that some faculty 

members may want to incorporate leadership education into their jurisdiction because of 

an interest or belief in its value.  There was a sense among all participants that those 

academic departments they worked with to house their leadership courses that had an 

interest in leadership education did not have any interest or intention of incorporating it 
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into their department and eliminating student affairs professionals from being involved.  

Although this could be the case in some instances, there was no indication of this through 

this study.  There is, however, the idea of competing leadership educators on campuses 

which involves those who do not work with other leadership educators and attempt to 

implement their own leadership education programs or courses either in addition to or in 

replacement of the ones currently offered.  One participant described this when he said, 

This example is of a committee not related to the [student affairs coordinated] 
leadership program. The convener of the committee had a limited understanding 
of leadership development. The committee's vision and direction led to a 
[leadership] program design that was very skill based without any foundational 
principles. 

The competitors can also be other academic departments that are not necessarily 

attempting to take over leadership education but may be interested in the rewards that 

come with being involved in leadership education.  One participant noted, “[the] School 

of Education [not the department where their leadership courses are housed] is not 

receiving the credit hour production plus conceptually they could be offering these 

courses and now they cannot without duplicating the effort.”  Thus, this academic 

department may lose out on any financial gain of offering leadership courses.  An 

interesting aspect of this theme is that both participants who experienced this indicated 

that their courses were housed in departments outside of the College of Education.  One 

is in Recreation and the other in INVST, an interdisciplinary community studies program.  

In one case, the participant indicated that Education was the other department interested 

in the courses.  Since the majority of participants in this study indicated that their courses 

were housed in some department within Education, mostly because of either shared 
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content or networks, there may be a sense from faculty in Education on campuses where 

the courses are not housed there to pursue them in their department.

Pennington (2005) refers to the leadership competitors as “leadership bandits” 

(2005, p. 75).  The idea of the competitors or bandits is consistent with her experience 

when she discusses how many academic departments duplicate efforts of courses so they 

can have their “piece of the leadership pie” (Pennington, 2005, p. 75).  In Pennington’s 

case, leadership bandits from other academic departments had an interest in the 

leadership pie and tried to incorporate leadership courses into their department.  Although 

this did not take away from what the leadership studies department that she worked in 

offered, having another department create an interdisciplinary leadership certificate could 

certainly affect the enrollment in the leadership studies program.

This idea of the competing leadership educator poses an interesting issue related 

to reverse territoriality.  Just as student affairs attempts to be included in the teaching 

aspect of higher education to offer leadership courses, they in turn create their own 

jurisdiction around the content of leadership.  This dual closure behavior could be 

indicative of student affairs attempting to enter the instructional delivery domain of 

faculty but guarding the content of the courses to the extent that others interested in 

offering leadership education are perceived as competitors and even by Pennington 

(2005) as bandits.   

Minor Findings: Exclusionary
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One theme that emerged in this study was the experience of exclusionary behavior 

in the implementation and coordination of leadership courses.  This idea of exclusionary 

means that the dominant profession can exclude others from entry into their profession by 

controlling the knowledge and skills one must have to enter the profession (Witz, 1992).  

In the case of faculty and student affairs, there is not a direct application.  Student affairs 

professionals are not necessarily attempting to enter the faculty profession, only to 

occupy similar job duties as faculty while still in the role of student affairs professionals.  

So the concept of entry into the profession is really entry into the teaching role. It 

“becomes more problematic when leaders attempt to fuse these subcultures on academic 

issues, because this area has been the sole domain of faculty for the last 100 years” 

(Marconi-Hickman, 2001, p. 159).  Two ways that student affairs professionals 

experience general exclusionary behavior is through issues of territoriality and elite status 

of faculty members.

First, there was a sense among four of the participants that they were excluded by 

faculty and staff in the academic departments, past academic department homes, or 

academic departments that do not house the courses.  This may be attributed to territorial 

behavior by staff and faculty within different academic departments.  One participant 

shared how she believed faculty in academic departments other than the one the courses 

were in viewed the leadership courses as a threat to their territory.   

The struggle is working with other departments to gain their concurrence 
and acknowledgement of our credibility in teaching the course as a [linked] 
course. When you notch it up to this level, other disciplines get very territorial 
and judgmental; it's all about politics and protecting turf when you get to this 
point.  
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Territoriality even extended into the academic department housing the courses in 

which the staff in that department attempted to protect their territory.  One participant 

noted, 

Staff aren't always as supportive as they need to be since you aren't a part 
of that department.  There are times you will have to swallow your pride 
and trudge through attitudes and a lack of cooperation.  

One other participant experienced exclusion from the academic departments that used to 

house the leadership courses.  These experiences of territoriality are consistent with 

findings from Matthews (1997) in regard to campus culture.  Matthews believes that the 

“’world of academe [has become] strongly territorial, but not very social’ (p. 36)” 

(Philpott & Strange, 2003, p. 78), thus inhibiting collaboration between faculty and 

student affairs (Marconi-Hickman, 2001).

Territoriality, however, can also be a normal pattern within the academic 

profession.  Ambiguous jurisdictions with teaching, research, and service, competition 

over scarce resources, communication barriers from working independently, dependence 

on one party such as administration, and unresolved prior conflicts can lead to inter-

faculty conflict and competition (Risbey, 2002).  What student affairs professionals 

interpret as faculty members protecting their domain and excluding them may also be 

reflective of the larger territoriality issue faced by academics from other academics in an 

effort to attain scarce resources.

Another way that exclusion appeared in the findings was through a sense that one 

must have the status or buy in not only of faculty, but of elite faculty, in order to have a 

successful implementation of the leadership courses.  One participant at an Intensive 
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institution discussed how “several times each semester, I bump into interested faculty 

who ask how the proposal for the minor is coming along.  There seems to be a healthy 

acceptance and desire among those elite few for getting it launched.”  Elite faculty 

members may include those who have been at the institution for a significant amount of 

time, well respected for publishing and working with cutting-edge programs, networked 

with other elite faculty members on the campus, tenured, graduated from elite institutions 

(Epstein, 2005), or are from the hard disciplines (Eimers, 1999).  These elite faculty 

members may have advantages related to curriculum design, input on policies, and 

support for collaborative initiatives (Eimers, 1999).  So, a student affairs professional 

may be able to gain entry into general faculty territory, but accessing elite faculty 

territory could be another exclusive process since these individuals may have established 

their territories long before with fixed boundaries.  

On the other hand, entering into elite faculty territory may be easier.  Those 

faculty members who possess established credibility and influence within the institution 

are often tenured and can spend time aligning with student affairs professionals on 

curricular projects or participating in service even though these are not part of the faculty 

reward system (Schneider & Shoenberg, 1999).  Junior faculty members still establishing 

themselves in their disciplines and at their institutions may be focusing on cornering their 

academic niches, publishing, and dedicating their time and priorities to participating in 

only activities and initiatives that will help them gain tenure (Craig, 2003).

Minor Findings: Demarcationary
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Unlike being excluded from a profession, demarcation occurs when the dominant 

profession controls jurisdiction boundaries to divide labor between dominant and 

subordinate professions (Witz, 1992).  Creating jurisdiction boundaries can occur for fear 

of losing part of a jurisdiction (Abbott, 1988), to close out subordinate professions (Witz, 

1992), or to protect the integrity of particular knowledge or skills (Brint, 1994).  In 

addition, jurisdictional lines can be drawn as a result of cultural-historical developments 

within the organization (Kuh & Banta, 2000).  Through these developments, “norms, 

customs, values, and informal operating procedures . . . over time determine what people 

think and who does what” (Kuh & Banta, 2000, p. 5).  Four participants at Extensive 

institutions discussed experiencing jurisdictional boundaries between themselves as 

student affairs professionals and those in the academic department where the leadership 

courses are housed.  

One participant described jurisdiction lines she experienced from the faculty 

sponsor of the course.  She said, “The official instructor actually has nothing to do with 

the course other than acting as a signature. . . [the faculty member is] very willing to 

continue to be the official instructor of the course and to assist with registration issues.  

But nothing more,” whereas another participant discussed how “[the academic 

department the courses are housed in is] supportive except on administrative logistics.”  

Faculty often “relegate student affairs staff to the grit and grind of the project, devoid of 

educational vision or desire to participate in higher academic deliberations” (Philpott & 

Strange, 2003, p. 85).  
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In one case, a participant discussed how “they [faculty] understand that what we 

do is different and that is okay with them.”  This comment elicits a sense from the 

participant that faculty have the authority to approve the differences and jurisdictions 

between the professions.  Having to have the dominant profession be “okay” with 

different job responsibilities indicates a power differential with the dominant group being 

the one to control the value of these responsibilities.

When it comes to staff in the department, one participant shared how the staff 

members control the classroom selection for the leadership courses.  This is not just that 

these staff members are in charge of classroom selection, but the examples shared 

demonstrate an assertion of control by these staff members.  Even the staff members have 

found a way to claim control over the jurisdiction of space selection.  This may be a 

result of the staff member mimicking behaviors of faculty members in terms of asserting 

control and defining boundaries.  It may be, however, that the staff member is taking a 

directive from a faculty member which helps to maintain boundaries between faculty and 

student affairs.  Each of these demonstrates a defined jurisdiction denoting what some 

faculty or staff will or will not do.  

One participant discussed how “student affairs and academic affairs are different 

cultures with different priorities” which may reflect the jurisdictions they claim.  Since 

these two professions are quite different, both need to recognize “the jurisdiction of 

faculty and student affairs” (Engstrom & Tinto, 1997, p. 12).  Magolda (2005) adds that 

having jurisdictions is not a negative thing as long as both the dominant and subordinate 

groups agree to a partnership in this manner.  Student affairs professionals agreeing to 
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particular jurisdictions, however, may not reflect their consent for these jurisdictions, but 

as a political move to ensure that the courses are able to be housed in an academic unit.

The examples of demarcation shared in this study do not necessarily equate to 

faculty members funneling the lower level responsibilities down to the subordinate 

profession, student affairs, but do in turn denote who defines the jurisdiction.  Perhaps 

faculty members support jurisdictional lines with the courses as a mechanism to protect 

themselves from external accountability demands.  With increased accountability from 

the state (Rhoades & Sporn, 2002), a call for accountability from students themselves 

(Huisman & Currie, 2004), and the restructuring of faculty by administrators (Rhoades & 

Slaughter, 1997), it is reasonable to understand why a faculty member or members of an 

academic department would be very clear about the responsibilities associated with 

different jurisdictions.  Faculty members in the academic department housing the courses 

may not want the direct responsibility of every aspect of courses taught by those in 

another unit.   

In addition, all of the participants who experienced social closure demarcationary 

jurisdiction were all from institutions in which the courses were housed in colleges, 

departments, or schools of education.  This particular theme may emphasize the role that 

feminized academic departments play in the social closure experiences of student affairs 

professionals.  Having courses housed in feminized departments may explain the clear 

lines of jurisdiction that faculty from these departments may want to establish and 

maintain.  Just as student affairs professionals may feel excluded and kept out of certain 

jurisdictions, so too may feminized departments in the overall institutional structure.  As 



249

faculty attempt to garner funding and resources for their departments, being strategic 

about boundaries may position feminized departments better for future funding and 

institutional prestige. 

Minor Findings: Demarcationary-Internal Demarcation

Another theme that arose in Witz’s (1992) study of medical professions and social 

closure is that of internal demarcation.  This type of demarcation occurs when those with 

power within an occupation (majority population) attempt to set boundaries between 

members of the majority and minority in that occupation to serve as the internally 

dominant group.  This occurred with four participants in two contexts, the student affairs-

to-student affairs relationship and the faculty-to-faculty relationship.  

Internal demarcation primarily occurred between student affairs units and other 

student affairs units.  Three participants at Extensive institutions discussed how 

replication of leadership programs and education on the same campus creates a sense of 

territoriality and disjointed programs.  Because leadership crosses over many academic 

disciplines, and because leadership training and education are a part of many student 

affairs units, it does not really belong to anyone.  In the experiences shared in this survey, 

no one particular group or unit of student affairs professionals appeared to control the 

boundaries of leadership.  But, some participants noted that they experience a sense of 

territoriality in which different units try to carve out their leadership jurisdictions which 

is consistent with Pennington’s (2005) experience of fighting turf battles over leadership 

curriculum.  One participant said, “Overlapping responsibilities for developing campus 
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leaders makes the efforts dispersed and can cause our programs to feel 

disjointed/disconnected,” whereas another commented that, 

Because we have so many classes that are taught on campus that are similar, 
but people have not been very open to the idea of combining our classes and 
efforts. There is a lot of redundancy that could be lessened...and students could 
work with other student leaders who do similar positions. 

Another participant labeled this same phenomenon on his campus when he referred to 

“turf wars” between student affairs units because “It seems that if you aren't tied directly 

with the student government at our school then it is hard to start or implement a campus 

wide leadership program.”  

These examples demonstrate only a partial interpretation of internal demarcation 

through the experience of those within the same profession creating their own turfs or 

jurisdictional lines.  None of the participants, however, indicated a particular unit that 

controls the leadership jurisdictions, thus missing out on understanding the majority 

internal group as a component of internal demarcation.  Only those from Extensive 

institutions discussed internal demarcation by student affairs units.  Perhaps leadership 

programs and education are spread over more units at these institutions leading to a more 

disjointed programmatic structure.  

Internal demarcation can also occur between faculty who attempt to use power 

and control to protect their territories between each other.  Lucas notes that “faculty have 

not been socialized to be team players” (2000, p. 2), so this demarcation can occur 

between faculty within and across departments.

There was one example of faculty-to-faculty internal demarcation shared by a 

student affairs professional at an Intensive institution who noted that there is a sense of 
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boundary creation that occurs between faculty members of different disciplines.  In this 

case, he discussed the supportive and cooperative behavior of a number of academic 

departments toward each other, highlighting the college of education and its programs as 

especially supportive.  He shared throughout the survey how he has witnessed non-

collegiality and territorial behavior of faculty in the School of Business in relation to 

other academic departments.  He said,

The non-supportive behaviors are usually irrational and political. The 
School of Business faculty are attempting to gain greater visibility for 
their work in management and leadership and they are very territorial and 
non-collegial in their general behavior. They are sly about it because they 
will seldom honestly engage in discussion or collaborative behaviors. They 
are arrogant toward their own colleagues and others as well.  

Being that the leadership courses are housed in the College of Education when the School 

of Business also focuses on leadership education has created a sense of territoriality, 

perhaps, but not surely, instigated, by the School of Business.  Pennington shares an 

example of this territoriality she experiences between faculty from other departments.  

She notes

I have my piece of the pie, but do I really want to let you (much less, 
help you) get yours?  Now that I am in the club, I move that we change 
the rules. . . Departments not willing to risk sharing their ideas with 
others, much less their resources, are gaining approval under the radar 
of departments that might be better prepared to really teach leadership 
(2005, p. 77).

Knowing that there is a hierarchy within the faculty profession is important to understand 

in social closure.  As one group serves as dominant over another in the same profession 

such as the hard disciplines over the soft applied disciplines (Eimers, 1999), the soft 
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applied disciplines may be dominant over another group such as student affairs or other 

non-faculty groups in higher education.

Minor Findings: Exclusionary-Conformity

One of the themes that emerged that was not originally part of Witz’s Social 

Closure Theory (1992) was that of exclusionary behavior using a conformity tactic.  The 

idea of conformity and its relation with exclusion is that particular groups are not 

prevented legally, through policy, or even through credentials to participate. The 

dominant group, however, imposes culture, norms, and expectations onto others who 

want to enter the profession so as to force them to self-select out of joining because these 

expectations are in contrast to philosophical principles of other memberships.  

Although I only found that this theme emerged in regard to student affairs 

professionals attempting to enter into the teaching role normally dominated by the faculty 

profession, I anticipate that this particular form of exclusion could be associated with 

particular racial, ethnic, or religious groups as well.  The conformity tactic encompasses 

the idea that anyone is welcome but you must obey by our rules even if they contradict 

particular beliefs or values.  This tactic forces those who do not conform to essentially 

self select out of entry into particular groups.  I saw this type of exclusion in various 

forms throughout this study.  It appears that in a number of instances, faculty created an 

environment or imposed particular expectations on the student affairs professionals that 

in order to offer courses, they needed to comply with this culture and these norms.  This 

is not to say that one group cannot have procedural expectations in order to participate in 



253

something, as this is commonplace with a number of memberships and even jobs.  

Requiring someone to turn in a weekly report or attend a certain number of meetings is a 

viable expectation.  This particular set of expectations has more to do with the idea of 

conforming to philosophies, beliefs, or even structures that counter ideals that a particular 

group has.  For instance, a person who is a member of a club with a religious foundation 

may be asked to pray as part of their membership even if the group they are a member of 

does not have a direct religious purpose.  There is no judgment that having this 

expectation is right or wrong, but some people may self select out of membership if they 

are asked to do something in violation of their beliefs and norms.  Two participants 

experienced conformity by needing to adhere to the faculty culture to navigate the 

process experienced, whereas one participant experienced conformity relating to using a 

particular assessment.

The primary way conformity occurred was through navigating the faculty culture.  

Each profession has its own culture and own way of doing things.  Building relationships 

with others can have its own flavor depending on the profession.  Knowing how to 

navigate the system and conform to the way that each profession does things may ensure 

entry into and success within that profession.  Two participants from Extensive 

institutions discussed having some faculty members guide them on building relationships 

with other faculty.  Both used the words, “helped guide me” when discussing how other 

faculty members have assisted in their socialization into the faculty way.  The offering by 

the other faculty to serve as guides may not constitute social closure.  But, the idea that 
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there is a particular culture that one must be guided into alludes to the notion of 

conforming so as not to be excluded.

The idea of conformity through assessment only emerged with one participant at 

an Extensive institution.  This participant discussed her experience in terms of being 

asked to participate in “assessing courses using departmental assessment measures that 

may not fit our purposes.”  Although it may not be a huge challenge to the participant’s 

belief system to use an assessment she believes does not effectively measure the 

leadership courses, there are two issues at hand.  First, if she does not want to use this 

assessment and conform to the requirements laid out by the academic department, she 

may need to find another academic department to house the courses in where these 

requirements do not exist.  Second, even if she does conform, the assessments from her 

courses may be excluded from interpretation since they do not fit with the rest of the 

academic department’s assessments.  

Furthermore, if she truly wants an assessment that fits with her courses, she will 

need to administer one in addition to the department’s assessment.  This is an important 

consideration since there is a national effort to legitimize leadership as an academic 

discipline with evaluation and assessment being fundamental aspects of this legitimacy 

(Brungardt & Crawford, 1996).  In addition to using assessment to establish disciplinary 

legitimacy, leadership educators continue to use research to advance leadership education 

(Williams, Townsend, & Linder, 2005).  Since the departments that the courses are 

housed in vary by discipline with none actually being leadership studies departments, 

having to use a departmental course assessment that may not contribute to the 
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disciplinary legitimacy of leadership or advance leadership education demonstrates this 

idea of conformity to the values of the host discipline.  This also creates a situation in 

which the student affairs professional is not able to get the appropriate data to support the 

continued existence of the courses unless he or she administers an additional assessment.

The push for assessment, however, may be coming from administrators rather 

than faculty themselves since administrators are the ones more in line with state reform 

and accountability measures than faculty (Welsh & Nunez, 2005).  “The pressure to be 

more accountable has led to a more data-driven environment, in which assessment 

becomes an increasingly important activity” (Schuh, 2003, pp. 4-5).  The assessments 

that faculty use may actually be given to them and required by administrators for their 

own accountability reports. 

Another issue to consider is that as much as student affairs professionals may not 

want to engage in the departmental assessments that are perceived to be unrelated to the 

leadership courses, these professionals are using assessment for the same purpose-to 

demonstrate accountability to others.  It appears that the issue is not with assessment in 

general, since student affairs professionals partake in assessment in a number of 

endeavors, but that the issue is who controls what is being assessed and its importance.  

Relational Leadership Experiences

Although student affairs professionals knowingly and unknowingly described 

experiences of social closure, they also identified a number of relational leadership 

experiences in implementing and coordinating leadership courses.  These experiences 
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reflect behaviors from faculty, academic administrators, and others who demonstrated 

one or more of the components of the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, Lucas, & 

McMahon, 1998).  This particular model is quite different than the Social Closure Theory 

(Witz, 1992) because it was not created as a framework for understanding the inter-

profession dynamic between dominant and subordinate professions as was social closure.  

The Relational Leadership Model (Komives, et al., 1998), however, through the nature of 

its five components and the philosophy that relationships should diffuse power and 

support a sense of equal power dynamics, it is an interesting fit with analyzing the inter-

profession relationship between faculty as the dominant profession and student affairs as 

the subordinate profession.

In using the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, et al., 1998) as a theoretical 

framework, one component in addition to the five components of the model emerged as a 

theme.  The model currently involves five components essential to relational leadership.  

These are inclusive, empowering, purposeful, ethical, and process-oriented.  In addition, 

these components can be demonstrated in three different ways.  These include knowing 

that component, being that component, and doing that component.  I used all three 

aspects of each of the components to code for themes in the survey responses.  Another 

theme that emerged that I added to the original model involved a sense of helpfulness.  

So, I added another component to the five original components.  This is entitled, helpful, 

and involves subcomponents such as service, how to offer assistance, authentic caring 

and empathy for others is vital, helping others is important whether or not it leads to 

being helped in return, offering assistance, availability, accommodation, asking for help, 
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and exchanging assistance.  Three of these six sub-components emerged throughout 

participant responses and are described in detail.  The following major findings of 

relational leadership experiences that emerged in this study include process-oriented, 

empowering, and inclusive.  The minor findings that emerged include helpful, 

purposeful, and ethical.

Operationalized Definitions of Experiences

The following table lists the relational leadership experiences in order of 

prevalence and includes an operationalized definition of each.

Experience Operationalized Definition
Process-Oriented The process that faculty members and student affairs professionals as a 

group experience
Empowering Faculty share power and encouraging student affairs professionals to be 

involved and contribute to the process
Inclusive Student affairs professionals are included in the process of implementation 

and coordination of courses
Helpful Student affairs professionals experiencing faculty being helpful
Purposeful Student affairs professionals are crucial to the visioning and goal setting 

process
Ethical Student affairs professionals experience faculty members acting in an 

ethical manner toward the leadership course implementation and 
coordination

Distribution of Participants and Experiences of Relational Leadership

The table below again outlines the number of participants (disaggregated by 

institutional type) with descriptive information on these participants like holding a 

doctorate, being an adjunct faculty member, and/or being an Assistant Director or higher.  

There is also information on the percentage of institutions in which the courses are 
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housed in Higher Education and/or the College of Education.  In addition, the table 

includes the number of experiences of relational leadership that occurred.

Relational 
Leadership 
Experiences

Total  
part.

Part. 
at 
Ext.

Part. 
at Int.

Total 
exp.

Exp. 
at 
Ext.

Exp. 
at Int,

% 
part. 
with 
doct.

% 
part. 
as adj. 
fac.

% part. 
at Asst. 
Dir. or 
higher

% in 
Higher 
Ed.

% in 
College 
of Ed.

Gender

Process-
Oriented

14 10 
43.5%

4 
36.4%

31 27  
87.1%

4 
12.9%

40% 28.6% 50% 42.9% 64.3% F-10
M-4 

Empowering 18 14 
77.8%

4 
22.2%

19 15 
78.9%

4 
21.1%

27.8% 16.7% 83.3% 55.6% 61.1% F-3 
M-0 

Inclusive 11 7 
63.6%

4 
36.4%

15 10 
66.7%

5 
33.3%

27.3% 18.1% 90.9% 45.5% 45.5% F-7 
M-4 

Helpful 5 3 
60%

2 
40%

6 4 
66.7%

2 
33.3%

20% 0% 80% 40% 80% F-4 
M-1 

Purposeful 3 1 
33.3%

2 
66.7%

3 1 
33.3%

2 
66.7%

33.3% 33.3% 66.7% 33.3% 66.7% F-2 
M-1 

Ethical 2 2 
100%

0 
0%

2 2 
100%

0 
0%

0% 0% 100% 50% 50% F-2 
M-0 

Total 27 of 
34/ 
79.4
% 
exper
ience
d

17 
74% 
experi
enced

9 
81.8% 
experi
enced

76 
50.7% 
of all 
experi
ences

59
52.2% 
of all 
experi
ences

17 
45.9% 
of 
overal
l 
experi
ences

Major Findings: Process-Oriented

Fourteen survey participants offered thirty one examples of experiences related to 

the process-oriented component of the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, et al., 

1998).  This component defines “how the group goes about being a group, remaining a 

group, and accomplishing the group’s purpose” (Komives, et al., 1998, p. 72).  For the 

purpose of this study, the group refers to the behaviors of faculty members and academic 

administrators in their effort to foster a relational process with student affairs 

professionals.  Ten participants from Extensive institutions and four from Intensive 

institutions shared examples of faculty engaging in process-orientation.  The data reflects 

three of the 14 aspects of process-oriented including collaboration, giving and receiving 

feedback, and relational.   
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Nine participants from Extensive institutions described 16 experiences of 

collaboration, whereas none from Intensive institutions described any.  In regard to this 

sub-component, many participants used words such as “connections,” “cooperation,” 

“partnership,” “together from the start,” “truly partners in the process,” and “so willing to 

work together” to describe their feelings and beliefs regarding their relationship with 

faculty members and those in the academic department.  One participant described how 

“the collaborative spirit and nature of the individuals within the [school] and their interest 

in leadership” was the rationale for collaboration between faculty and student affairs.

Some of the participants described ways in which collaboration occurs.  One way 

is through collaboration on the larger leadership vision for the campus in which the 

faculty and student affairs professionals “developed the minor together from the start 

based on the philosophy of the [leadership] center.”  Another participant shared how 

having a faculty member from the department that houses the leadership courses serve in 

a joint appointment (faculty and student affairs) naturally creates collaboration between 

the two groups.  She said, “In a joint appointment to Student Affairs, the [faculty 

member] begins work on a campus-wide model for collaboration on student leadership 

development. Working with [a student affairs professional in] Leadership Programs, 

leadership class offerings are expanded to include a generalist leadership course.”  

A different twist on the joint appointment as a form of fostering collaboration, one 

participant described how the leadership courses and certificate program associated with 

it have joint coordinators (one faculty member and one student affairs professional).  The 

participant described her experiences with faculty collaboration.
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I began talking to colleagues in different academic units until I found 
someone who saw the benefit in collaborating.  Luckily, that person 
turned out to be a very well known faculty member who had organized 
our SAC accreditation a few years ago, so she knew everyone!  Although 
the idea was mine, the course and certificate would not be a reality without 
the support and connections of this person.  She made it happen! . . . [This faculty 
member] and I share the responsibilities of administering the Certificate.  

Another example of how faculty participate in collaboration efforts with student 

affairs professionals involves having both entities (individually or as a group) be involved 

with each others’ programs and initiatives to ensure that they are working together on 

projects in addition to the offering of leadership courses.   One participant shared that 

“She [faculty member from academic department] has also sat on various student affairs 

committees to provide a link between our programs,” thus demonstrating collaboration.

Collaboration between faculty and student affairs is not a new phenomenon, yet 

one that if done effectively can enhance both higher education (Schroeder, 1996 from 

Grennan & Jablonski, 1999) and “quality of life for students” (Magolda, 2005, p. 16).  

Aside from collaboration on leadership courses as documented in this study, faculty and 

student affairs professionals are also coming together on initiatives such as freshman 

seminars, living-learning centers (Erikson & Strommer 1991; Gardiner, 1994 from Ferren 

& Mussell, 2000), assessment (Kuh & Banta, 2000), and service learning (Engstrom & 

Tinto, 1997).  These collaborative initiatives reflect opportunities to enhance student 

learning by bringing together the strengths and skills of both faculty members and student 

affairs professionals.  Not much literature to date is written on collaborations between 

faculty and student affairs professionals around leadership courses.  With the growth of 

these courses on campus and the learning outcomes reflecting student learning, however, 
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it may not be long before these collaborative partnerships involving leadership courses 

will become mainstreamed into the list of other student affairs and faculty collaborations.

According to Komives, et al. (1998), the ability to give and receive feedback is 

essential in fostering a process-oriented relationship.  Seven participants shared 

experiences of feeling as though faculty members were contributing to a supportive 

relationship by giving helpful feedback to student affairs professionals.  Two participants 

received feedback that helped them improve activities and assignments in the course, 

whereas another received annual feedback on the syllabus.  One participant noted that she 

“received feedback that expected coursework was more than other undergrad classes and 

[was] encouraged to reduce work or increase credit hours.”  This feedback was not 

specific to curriculum or assignments in the course, but simply the amount of work the 

course required.  Another participant discussed his standards for what makes good faculty 

members.  He said, “I find that good faculty colleagues are always eager to provide 

feedback, coaching, and support.”  Unlike feedback given in a social closure sense, this 

feedback is solicited or welcomed by student affairs professionals and not given as a 

condition to offer the courses.  These various experiences of faculty members giving 

feedback demonstrate a willingness of faculty to be involved with these courses and the 

professionals who teach them. 

Four participants discussed the importance of the relationship that was formed 

between the student affairs unit they worked in and the academic department the 

leadership courses were in.  These relationships were defined as “longstanding,” “close,” 

“established,” having “led us down this path,” and “emerged over time.”  One summed it 
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up by saying, “Because there is a relationship that was established a long time ago, the 

education department is just very cooperative with sponsoring our classes, new or old.”  

These participants, representing both Extensive and Intensive institutions, discussed the 

impact of relationships on the success of the leadership courses on their campuses.  All of 

these participants were from institutions where the courses were housed in Education, 

thus proposing the idea that because of the feminized nature of Education departments, 

the focus on the ethic of care may emerge not only in content, but in the day-to-day 

processes of faculty in these departments.  These faculty members may have exhibited 

caring behaviors leading to “longstanding” and “close” relationships that have been built 

over time.   

Sandeen adds, “Without the support, understanding, and participation of the 

faculty, no student affairs division can succeed for long” (1993, p. 303).  In this case, not 

only does this relational process help provide support for the leadership courses, but it 

also provides support for the student affairs professionals.

Overall, process-orientation emerged as a predominant theme in this research.  

Participants described numerous examples with faculty and some academic 

administrators in which they experienced a commitment to a relational process between 

student affairs professionals and faculty members.  Approximately the same ratio of 

participants from both institutional types experienced process-orientation.  It appeared, 

though, that collaboration was experienced frequently and only by those from Extensive 

institutions.  This may be due to some of the examples of collaboration referring to 

creative structuring of positions and programs to ensure collaboration.  An institution that 
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is larger (as may be some of these Extensive institutions) may require more structured 

forms of collaboration to make certain that it happens.  Other areas of process-oriented 

reflected experiences of student affairs professionals from both institutional types.

Major Findings: Empowering

The participants in the study shared multiple examples of how they felt 

empowered by faculty and academic administrators.  This was one of the most discussed 

components of relational leadership through the survey responses with eighteen 

participants discussing it.  Empowering, according to Komives, Lucas, and McMahon is 

defined as being empowering “of others who are involved” (1998, p. 70).  Six of the 

fifteen aspects of empowerment from the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, et.al, 

1998) arose in this study.  These include encouraging or affirming others, sharing 

information, gatekeeping, contributions of others are to be solicited and valued, building 

capacity of others, and everyone has something to offer.

At both Extensive and Intensive institutions, eight participants described 

experiences of faculty being encouraging or affirming.  Five participants described 

generally how they feel a sense of support from faculty and academic administrators in 

the department where the courses are housed.  They all used the words, “support” or 

“supportive,” to describe their experiences.  One indicated that she only feels support in 

certain contexts such as everything “except on administrative logistics.”  Another only 

feels support from the department chair, whereas another described support only from the 

school where the courses are housed.  Only one participant described how she 
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experienced faculty/department support by stating that she is “encouraged to develop 

other courses.”

Other literature on support adds that it is not just support between two groups that 

is important.  There is often a reference to the third party support of central 

administration.  Regardless if faculty members support student affairs professionals and 

the leadership courses or if student affairs professionals support faculty members, having 

central administration support is vital in faculty and student affairs collaborations 

(Engstrom & Tinto, 1997; Philpott & Strange, 2003).  One student affairs professional 

from Philpott and Strange’s study refers to the importance of encouragement from central 

administration when she said, “’The system’s gotta’ believe in what you’re doing’” 

(Philpott & Strange, 2003, p. 88).  In addition, the support needs to come from someone 

in central administration “who is well aware of both cultures, yet affiliated with neither” 

(Philpott & Strange, 2003, pp. 93-94).  None of the participants in this study indicated 

feeling a sense of support or lack of support from central administration regarding the 

leadership courses or the partnership with faculty.

Another aspect of empowerment that student affairs professionals experienced 

relates to faculty members sharing information with the participants.  Four participants 

experienced this aspect of empowerment.  Two participants expressed gratitude for 

faculty being willing to share information and give guidance to the leadership courses.  

One stated that their departmental liaison “offers advice and help navigating the system. 

She is extremely insightful (and fortunately speaks BOTH student affairs and academic 

affairs language) and works both sides to help us make things happen.”  In this case, the 
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faculty member has offered to help with course approval and the politics involved, as 

well as just offers insight because she understands the culture of student affairs.  

Another participant’s experiences include faculty sharing syllabi and serving as 

guest speakers, judges, and presenters of some course material in the leadership courses.  

One participant summed it up when he said that “We have also benefited from the 

generosity of some very gifted members of the faculty.”  These participants, through their 

survey responses, expressed gratitude for the insight and generosity of the faculty to share 

information to benefit the courses and the students in them.  Although it is not clear as to 

why, these examples all arose from participants at Extensive institutions. 

Another experience described by three participants (only from Extensive 

institutions) is the notion of gatekeeping.  This is different that gatekeeping as described 

in social closure.  Instead of blocking or controlling the gate, per se, these faculty 

members help the student affairs professionals get through the gate more easily.  The 

gate, in this case, is the course approval process.  One participant noted that “They don't 

interfere with our implementation but seek to find out how they can make our process 

easier,” whereas another commented, “They have helped guide me through the process of 

getting approval for the courses.”  

Another participant described the course approval process giving great credence 

and thanks to a faculty member who led the charge to getting the courses approved, even 

more so than just helping with the process.  The participant described how after 

introducing the course to the faculty member, the faculty member “then moved the 

proposals to the Dean and the advisory committee.  Once they approved, it was submitted 
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to the Faculty Senate for review.”  If Extensive institutions do have more complex 

processes because of the number of graduate degrees offered, there may be more levels to 

go through for course approval.  Faculty members from Extensive institutions may be 

aware of these many levels and the complexity of the process, thus helping the student 

affairs professionals navigate the system.

Two participants from different institutional types discussed their experiences in 

which they felt their contributions were valued by faculty and others in the academic 

department.  One shared, “[A college] faculty member that I work with has expressed 

appreciation for these type of courses,” and another said, “The [academic] department 

appreciates our work and we have a good relationship there.”  Both use the word, 

“appreciate,” which means to be thankful for or to value (Microsoft Office Dictionary, 

retrieved August 2005), when describing how faculty and administrators behave toward 

them. 

At an Extensive institution, a participant described how one particular faculty 

member works towards building the capacity of others.   The participant said that by 

“listing [a faculty member’s] name on all classes and having her [the faculty member] 

‘supervise’ grads teaching in a credit-bearing teaching and learning course,” graduate 

student instructors are able to build skills to help prepare them for professional positions 

after graduate school.  The faculty member is dedicated to working extensively with these 

graduate students to build their capacities as instructors and future faculty members and 

not just list them on paper or push the course onto them with no guidance.  Through this 

partnership with a faculty member, these graduate students can gain valuable experience 
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and “enlarge their lens of inquiry into college life and student experience” (Grennan & 

Jablonski, 1999, p. 74).  Grennan and Jablonski (1999) assert that there is a value in 

student affairs professionals and faculty partnering and sharing experiences, perspectives, 

and skills in order to enhance each others’ views of higher education.

One participant at an Extensive institution described an experience in which it 

appeared as though faculty members embraced the philosophy that everyone has 

something to offer.  Like encouraging or affirming others, this participant also feels a 

sense of support.  This support, however, is because the faculty he works with believes 

that everyone has something to offer.  He said, “Since many of the faculty I have worked 

with also have positions in the Counseling Center, they understand and support the 

mission of student affairs.”  The idea that the faculty member believes that student affairs 

is important results in the participant feeling that faculty think that he has something to 

offer.

Major Findings: Inclusive

Inclusive is defined as being inclusive “of people and diverse points of view” 

(Komives, et al., 1998, p. 70).  Relational leadership was experienced by participants at 

both Extensive and Intensive institutions mostly from faculty and some academic 

administrators.  This inclusivity occurred in four different ways- having their frame of 

reference valued, having their talent as professionals and instructors developed by 

faculty, being included in coalitions and partnerships, and having faculty listen to them.
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Five student affairs professionals shared how they felt that faculty really believed 

in and supported the frame of reference of student affairs professionals around leadership 

education.  This was a powerful theme that emerged because these student affairs 

professionals demonstrated a feeling of validation of importance for what they do and 

what they teach.  It was experienced seven times.  Student affairs and academic affairs 

“speak different languages” in terms of their culture and values (Kuh & Banta, 2000, p. 

6).  It is important to note that in order for faculty to respect student affairs’ frames and 

multiple realities does not necessarily mean that they need to match those frames of the 

faculty.  What is important in creating a successful partnership between faculty and 

student affairs is for each to embrace each others’ various frames and multiple realities 

and recognize and value the different skills and attributes that both groups bring to the 

table (Engstrom & Tinto, 1997).

Of the four participants from Extensive institutions and one from an Intensive 

institution who shared experiences of support of the frame of reference for student affairs 

professionals, all indicated an excellent relationship with their academic departments.  

One could assert that having faculty and administrators in the academic department 

support what you do and your philosophies (even if they disagree with them) could open 

the possibilities to a more positive relationship.  Five participants described how open 

and supportive faculty, department chairs, and even in one instance, academic advisors, 

are in regard to leadership education.  One participant said, “We are fortunate that many 

of the faculty understand the leadership courses, experiential and service-learning issues, 
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etc. so we don't have to fight to legitimize the content of our courses at the programmatic 

level.”  

Other words and phrases from faculty, administrators, and advisors included 

“supported and recognized the value of academic credit for student involvement,” “been 

open to many of our ideas,” “support our mission,” and “believes that leadership 

training/education/development is important.”  These all demonstrate the idea that there 

are many faculty members, administrators, and other higher education professionals who 

believe that leadership education is important and genuinely try to support its existence 

and the student affairs professionals involved with it.

One way in which student affairs professionals experienced support of their frame 

of reference was by working with faculty who had worked in student affairs.  Two 

participants described this by saying, “I have been fortunate enough to have faculty 

partners who were former student affairs practitioners,” and another who said, “I feel I 

am at a great advantage having former practitioners who understand how student affairs 

connects to academics.”  Both participants described a sense of being privileged that the 

faculty members they work with understand student affairs already.  Words like 

“fortunate” or “at a great advantage” show just how important it is to student affairs 

professionals to have faculty and administrators understand their frame around leadership 

education.

Four participants shared experiences in which they felt that faculty and/or 

academic administrators from the department their courses are housed in offered 

opportunities to include them in other areas of faculty life and helped to develop their 
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talent as professionals.  Three out of four of these participants are from Intensive 

institutions.  Since the focus on teaching corresponds to institutional type with liberal arts 

colleges focusing more on teaching and research universities focusing less on teaching 

(Milem, Berger, and Day, 2000), it may be possible that those at Intensive institutions 

have more of a focus on teaching than those at Extensive institutions because of their 

placement in the Carnegie Classification system.  Perhaps these participants from the 

Intensive institutions have experienced more commitment to their professional 

development around instruction from faculty due to more of a focus on teaching at 

Intensive than at Extensive institutions.   

One participant shared her experiences being a part of the inter-workings of the 

academic department.  She said that she attends “monthly meetings, monthly trainings, 

[and] professional development opportunities.”  This is more than faculty wanting to 

build coalitions with her as an instructor.  They want to see her develop her talent as an 

academic professional through training and professional development.

Three other participants (one from an Extensive institution and two from 

Intensive institutions) discussed other ways besides attending meetings and trainings that 

they felt included in the academic department.  Two were asked to teach other classes in 

the department.  One said, “Since my course is a requirement for the Certificate, I am 

interacting with the instructors of the other required courses.  As a result of this, I was 

asked by one of the departments in [the college] to teach a course for them last summer,” 

whereas another noted that “the Dean of the graduate degree program in Higher 

Education has recently asked me to develop a leadership course for masters and doctoral 
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students.”  The first participant here has a doctorate degree and the second participant is 

working on a doctorate in the academic department where she was asked to teach.

Another participant also described an opportunity to be included in the academic 

department.  He said, “I serve on faculty selection processes, I propose new courses and 

strategies all the time, and I publish with my colleagues [faculty].”  He, too, has a 

doctorate in this subject matter.

It is important to note that the three participants who discussed having 

professional development opportunities of this magnitude in which they are not just being 

developed for their own good, but to contribute to the overall success of the department 

(through teaching or faculty selection) either have or are working on their doctorates.  

This interest in the academic departments to include them and develop their talents and 

skills may be a function of their commitment to developing future faculty or a 

recruitment and socialization tool from these departments to eventually incorporate these 

student affairs professionals into their faculty some day.

Another way in which student affairs professionals experienced inclusivity was 

through feeling included in coalitions.  This refers to student affairs professionals 

experiencing faculty members or academic administrators attempting to create 

partnerships with them in order to implement and offer leadership courses.  This was 

experienced by two student affairs professionals both at Extensive institutions.  One 

participant noted this in a general sense when she said that “[The college where the 

courses are housed] expressed an interest at that time and it seemed to be a good fit.”  

The idea that individuals from the college would express an interest to build a program 
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together demonstrates this sense of using relationships to create a better product, the 

leadership classes. Unlike the social closure experiences described, it appears from this 

experience that the student affairs unit did not have to settle for a course home, but be 

receptive to the interest expressed from an academic department.  

Another participant described the idea of building coalitions by indicating how 

she had “very positive interactions [with faculty]” and was included in faculty meetings.  

This example of being included in faculty meetings reflects a desire on the part of those 

in the academic department to build a coalition with this student affairs professional.  

Including her in faculty meetings is an important way to build these coalitions.  The 

academic department could function like many of the other departments described in the 

survey responses in which the student affairs professionals have little interaction with the 

academic department and exist on the periphery.  Members of this academic department 

must have seen a benefit in having the student affairs professional attend their faculty 

meetings and ventured across jurisdictional lines to create a coalition.  This example is 

reflective of Fullan’s description of alliances and coalitions when he says,

‘All boundaries, national boundaries included, are fundamentally arbitrary.  
We invent them and then, ironically, we find ourselves trapped within them’ 
(Senge, 1990, p. 98).  Not getting trapped in our own self-sealing world is 
the . . . meaning of collaboration.  By extending purposeful alliances to diverse 
outside partners we gain moral meaning in educational reform and contribute 
to its spread (1999, p. 60).

These coalitions between faculty members and students affairs professionals are not only 

positive for those involved, but essential to a larger issue of the proliferation and/or the 

delivery of leadership education on college campuses.  This is because faculty members 
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and student affairs professionals may be able to enact greater achievements if working on 

an initiative as an alliance rather than individually or even in opposition.

Finally, two participants, one from each institutional type, described experiences 

in which they felt that members of the academic department genuinely listened.  One 

noted that faculty listen to student affairs professionals by “asking how the students are, 

what they are experiencing” in regard to their leadership classes.  Another described this 

on a departmental level when he said that “the [academic] department will occasionally 

call meetings of the instructors from student affairs just to see how things are going.”  

Both of these experiences describe a sense of validation and worth for student affairs 

professionals.  Surely, faculty and administrators could be following up to ensure the 

academic integrity of courses they offer, but both participants described these experiences 

from a perspective in which faculty and administrators are being authentic in caring about 

the student affairs professionals and the students they work with.  Overall, some 

participants experienced inclusive behaviors from faculty, academic administrators, and 

even academic advisors in regard to leadership courses.  

Minor Findings: Helpful

In using the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998), 

a number of experiences from participants of Extensive and Intensive institution seemed 

to emerge that did not fit into the five components of the model.  After coding all of the 

experiences, I grouped these experiences to attempt to understand what phenomenon 

might best describe these experiences.  It appeared that they all reflected a sense of 
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unsolicited or altruistic helpfulness.  At first, it appeared that these experiences may be 

examples of empowerment (one of the original components), but after analysis, I 

determined that empowerment really encompassed the idea that one entity was 

encouraging another entity to do something.  These experiences that I was attempting to 

understand really reflected the idea that one entity assisted or supported another entity.  

Thus, the theme of helpful emerged.  After assessing the Relational Leadership Model in 

more detail, I determined that helpfulness is truly an aspect of relational leadership and 

chose to add it to the existing model (Komives, et.al., 1998).  The aspects of helpful that 

emerged include offering assistance, exchanging assistance, and availability.  Although 

only three aspects of helpful emerged which eventually became sub-components of 

helpful, I added sub-components in addition to these three that appeared to be missing 

from a complete description of this new component.  These include service, how to offer 

assistance, authentic caring and empathy for others is vital, helping others is important 

whether or not it leads to being helped in return, accommodation, and asking for help. 

The primary aspect of helpful that emerged was that of offering assistance.  

Offering assistance is often one directional in which one party assists another, wanting or 

needing nothing in return.  Three participants experienced offering assistance.  In two 

cases, participants from both institutional types noted assistance that comes from faculty 

members who offer “any materials I needed to make the class go well” and “to assist in 

whatever ways possible.”  One participant discussed the helpfulness of the Program 

Assistant in the academic department.  Many other participants made reference to 

interacting with administrative staff in the academic departments where the courses were, 
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but only one described the helpfulness of this person.  “The Program Assistant and I 

usually work together to make arrangements. She has more contacts/pull with the 

Scheduling Desk & is better able to take care of some tasks.”  Due to the networks this 

Program Assistant has, she is willing to help the student affairs professional streamline 

some processes and get through the system with more ease.

Another aspect of helpful is the concept of exchanging assistance.  One could 

think of this as creating a win-win situation.  There were two examples of faculty 

members being involved in exchanging assistance with student affairs professionals, the 

two representing both institutional types.  The participant from the Extensive institution 

described exchanging assistance when it comes to public relations.  This participant 

discussed how graduate students often participate in graduate assistantships in student 

affairs departments while completing their degrees.  He said, “faculty are happy to refer 

their students to us to have positive experiences while they are graduate students and 

they, in turn, are positive about supporting our efforts with undergraduates.”  This 

example does not reflect an exchange of tangible resources, but simply an exchange of 

support.  In this case, student affairs professionals support the graduate students in the 

academic department through job opportunities and the faculty in the academic 

department support undergraduate leadership courses.

A different example of exchanging assistance comes in more of the form of 

trading tangible resources so both entities benefit.  In this example, the exchange almost 

appeared as a transaction that someone would make in acquiring a service or product.  

The participant noted, “The department took care of getting courses in the schedule and 



276

finding space to hold classes.  Since we are not paid as faculty, we add to their FTEs 

without any cost.”  This exchange could almost be seen as a business deal in which the 

student affairs professionals give up their FTE money to the department in exchange for 

being able to offer the courses and have administrative support.  The reason I considered 

exchange as a form of relational leadership is that as long as both parties are satisfied and 

a win-win situation occurs, the exchange may result in having both entities help each 

other.  This is different than using funding as a social closure behavior since it appears 

that this student affairs professional purposely and knowingly used FTE as a bargaining 

chip.  Regardless if the institution uses FTE for internal resource allocation which many 

do not (Volk, Slaughter, & Thomas, 2001), the main point is that the student affairs 

professional saw exchanging FTE for the ability to offer the leadership courses as a win-

win situation.   

The availability aspect of helpful was created from the thought that being 

available to help is an important aspect of relational leadership.  Whether or not someone 

ever needs the help, making oneself available demonstrates a commitment to helping if 

needed.  Only one participant described an experience of availability.  He views faculty 

as “supportive by being accessible and present.”  He never discussed if he ever needed to 

access a faculty member, but the perception that faculty members are available creates a 

feeling of support for the student affairs professional.  

Minor Findings: Purposeful
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Another component of the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, Lucas, & 

McMahon, 1998) is purposeful.  This is defined as “having an individual commitment to 

a goal or activity.  It is also the individual ability to collaborate with others to establish a 

common purpose, a vision for a group, or work toward the public” (Komives, et al., 1998, 

p. 71). Of the ten aspects of purposeful, three emerged from participant experiences in 

this study.  None of the three were themes as they each only solicited one participant 

experience each, albeit from three different institutions.  Three aspects of purposeful that 

emerged include envisioning, thinking creatively, and involving others in vision building.

One important aspect of the purposeful component is that of envisioning, or 

having a purpose or path for the future.  One participant at an Intensive institution 

described how faculty members and student affairs professionals have come to odds with 

each other on a number of occasions but still envision leadership as an important 

component of student development.  She demonstrated this by saying, “There has been a 

lot of us versus them attitudes displayed when planning other student activities (such as 

orientation), but the two groups seem to agree that leadership is an important concept that 

must be taught.”  The participant did not describe if and to what extent faculty members 

foster the envisioning between the two groups, but the fact that student affairs 

professionals experience a shared vision with the faculty can serve as an example of 

relational leadership, even if the only relating between the two groups is their vision of 

leadership.

Another aspect of purposeful is the ability to think creatively.  To effectively 

think creatively, one must be open to many ideas.  One participant at an Intensive 
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institution described a great example of faculty members thinking creatively about 

leadership.  She said, “Most of them [faculty] were focused on the education and 

advancement of their students and therefore were supportive of leadership courses.”  

Some faculty may not give much thought to leadership courses as opportunities for 

education and advancement for their students.  In this case, the faculty members are 

thinking creatively about what types of opportunities might actually contribute to the 

advancement of their students.   

Of all the experiences described, participants had very few examples of faculty 

acting in purposeful manners toward student affairs professionals.  The examples from 

envisioning and thinking creatively demonstrate more of faculty being purposeful with 

their philosophies rather than through actual examples of action.   One participant, 

however, described an excellent example of a faculty member at an Extensive institution 

involving others in vision building that seemed to be successful in both the 

implementation and the ongoing coordination of leadership courses.  The participant 

described the experience as,

Most of these changes were negotiated between [the student affairs 
professional overseeing student leadership programs] and our [academic] 
departmental liaison. In 2000, [the student affairs professional and the 
departmental liaison] convened a group called the Curriculum Design 
Team (CDT) comprised of key student affairs and faculty members 
whose goal was to address numerous issues that had popped up in the 
'organic' growing of courses. 

This participant discussed earlier in her survey that this particular faculty member was 

hired to oversee undergraduate leadership courses.  The faculty member took the 

initiative to find out who the key collaborators were, bring them together, and create a 
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shared vision for the structure of the leadership courses on campus.  The participant noted 

the great success of these courses in terms of the course approval process as well as the 

administration of them due to this faculty and student affairs partnership.  This success is 

consistent with research by Philpott and Strange (2003) who assert that university 

collaborations are only truly successful if there is representation from faculty and student 

affairs to institute initiatives that affect both groups.

Aside from this example, however, there was very little description of student 

affairs professionals experiencing faculty members acting in a purposeful manner toward 

them regarding leadership courses for credit.

Minor Findings: Ethical

Ethical, in regard to the Relational Leadership Model can be defined as “driven by 

values and standards, and leadership which is ‘good’ or moral in nature” (Komives, et al., 

1998, p. 71).   There were two examples from the survey, both from participants from 

Extensive institutions.  These experiences reflected the aspects of acting courageously 

and being reliable and responsible.  

One participant discussed courageous behavior that members of an entire 

academic department engaged in regarding leadership courses.  She described how 

members of the department took “initiative to push” for particular classifications and 

designations for the leadership course during course implementation.  There can often be 

many layers to approval processes for courses, and for members of an academic 
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department to push for certain aspects that would benefit the course and the student 

affairs professionals teaching them, is an example of acting courageously.

The second example of ethical behavior that the participants described has to do 

with a particular faculty member acting reliably and responsibly.  A participant noted 

how “one [faculty] even was a substitute instructor for me when I was out of town.”  In 

this case, to have a faculty member from the academic department serve as a substitute 

instructor is a great example of having departmental responsibility.  Faculty members of 

the academic department where the courses are housed demonstrate taking responsibility 

for all of their course offerings and assuring that class sessions are covered, even for the 

student affairs-taught courses. 

Like purposeful, there were very few accounts of student affairs professionals 

experiencing faculty members acting in an ethical manner when it comes to leadership 

courses.  This does not mean that student affairs professionals perceive faculty members 

acting in unethical manners.  This simply was not an area that student affairs 

professionals discussed at great length.  

Participants discussed various examples of relational leadership behaviors they 

experienced from faculty members.  Six participants from Extensive institutions and two 

from Intensive institutions did not experience relational leadership from faculty, 

academic administrators, or even other staff members.  It appears that more participants 

from Extensive institutions experienced social closure than relational leadership, 

however, many of these participants had experiences reflecting both social closure and 

relational leadership.  There were few instances in which a participant only described 
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experiencing only social closure or only relational leadership.  More often, it was a blend 

of both that truly reflected their experiences implementing and coordinating leadership 

courses in an academic department.  

Overall, it should be noted that that gender and the feminized nature of the 

academic departments the courses are housed in may shed light on the experiences that 

student affairs professionals had and have in implementing and coordinating leadership 

courses.  In some cases, the social closure experiences from faculty in feminized 

departments (such as Education in which 22 of the 34 participants indicated having their 

courses in) may explain less about the intentional closure strategies faculty use with 

student affairs professionals and more about their own quests for legitimacy and 

resources in the institution.  Just as student affairs professionals aspire to enter the faculty 

domain, particularly the area in which the courses are located, many of these faculty 

members may be feeling the effects of feminization on them from dominant and 

masculinized departments who are closer to the market and more resource-heavy, leading 

to a chain of closure experiences.  On the other hand, in explaining the relational 

leadership experiences, drawing from gender, it appears that much of what relational 

leadership is built on is based on feminine principles of nurture and relationships.  With 

this in mind, it may be no surprise that student affairs professionals experience faculty 

(most from feminized departments) acting in a relational manner.  Since most participants 

experienced both social closure and relational leadership, there may be a dichotomy 

presented to faculty in having to deal with the environmental conditions of feminization 
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while at the same time attempting to preserve some of the relational components of the 

feminized nature of Education.

Social Closure Strategies

The participants engaged in some intentional behaviors to implement and 

coordinate their leadership courses and engaged in other behaviors unknowingly; both 

could be classified as strategies.  It should be noted that in this sense, strategy may or 

may not be intentional.   Especially in terms of relational leadership, being relational 

often is more a reflection of the genuine relationships between two groups rather than a 

strategic ploy.  Therefore, some strategies will simply be called behaviors as they are not 

strategic in their intent.  

I used the Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992) again in the analysis of the data not 

to shed light on the experiences of student affairs professionals but on the strategies used 

by student affairs professionals.  The Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992) postulates that 

in addition to the subordinate group experiencing behaviors of the dominant group that 

they too have social closure behaviors of their own.  The subordinate profession can 

either respond to a social closure behavior by the dominant profession or pre-empt a 

perceived future behavior of the dominant profession.  This section of the analysis 

describes the behaviors, responsive or pre-emptive, that student affairs professionals 

shared that they engage in related to social closure.  

The original Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992) includes seven strategies.  The 

first type of social closure that the subordinate group can engage in is inclusionary.  
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“Inclusion describes the upwards, countervailing exercise of power by a social group 

which is hit by exclusionary strategies, but which, in its turn, seeks inclusion within the 

structure of positions from which its members are collectively debarred” (Witz, 1992, p. 

48).  This can be done in four ways, credentialist-equal rights, credentialist-separatist, 

legalistic-equal rights, or legalistic-separatist.  Since these particular strategies are very 

specific to male occupations that will not allow females to enter, it appeared somewhat 

outdated especially given the nature of laws that have passed since the early 1900s when 

much of the inter-professional issues discussed in Witz’s (1992) book occurred.  

Therefore, I consolidated these four strategies into one, simply called credentialist. 

In addition, there were six other themes that emerged that did not fit in any of the 

pre-existing categories of the theory.  All six appeared to be a type of inclusionary 

strategy.  Thus, six components were added including inclusionary-conformity, 

inclusionary-ally, inclusionary- virtual adoption (Birnbaum, 2000), inclusionary-offering, 

and inclusionary-unassuming.

The other type of social closure strategies used by a subordinate group is called 

dual closure (Witz, 1992).  These strategies “entail the upwards countervailing exercise 

of power in the form of resistance on the part of subordinate occupational groups to the 

demarcationary strategies of dominant groups, but they also seek to consolidate their own 

position within a division of labour by employing exclusionary strategies themselves” 

(Witz, 1992, p. 48).  The sub-strategies for this type of social closure include inclusionary 

usurpation, revolutionary usurpation, and re-skilling (Witz, 1992).  None of these sub-

strategies were altered or added to in the rewrite of the theory.  For the purposes of this 
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study, there were six major findings of social closure strategies and two minor findings.  

The major findings include strategies related to inclusionary-conformity, inclusionary-

ally, inclusionary-equal rights, inclusionary-virtual adoption, and inclusionary-

credentialist.  Minor findings include dual closure-re-skilling, inclusionary-offering, and 

inclusionary-unassuming.

Operationalized Definitions of Strategies

The table below summarizes definitions of each of the strategies, major and 

minor, based on the interpretation used for this study.  They are listed in order of 

prevalence of the strategies that student affairs professionals used.

Strategy Operationalized Definition
Inclusionary-Conformity Student affairs professionals adapt to fit into faculty culture
Inclusionary-Ally Student affairs professionals get an ally on the inside (influential 

faculty member)
Inclusionary-Equal Rights Student affairs professionals strive to demonstrate equal value of 

student affairs and faculty roles in higher education
Inclusionary-Virtual Adoption Student affairs professionals appearing as though they are doing 

one thing to get courses approved, but are really doing another
Inclusionary-Credentialist Student affairs professionals trying to gain degrees, licenses, or 

credentials to enter dominant group such as an advanced degree 
to teach

Dual Closure-Re-skilling When members of a subordinate profession create higher-level 
expectations for knowledge and skills for their profession to 
fend off demarcationary strategies of the dominant profession-
student affairs holds itself to a higher standard

Inclusionary-Offering Student affairs professionals sell course as a product with 
promises of great reward

Inclusionary-Unassuming Student affairs professionals who teach hide out because they 
think they are not supposed to be there-not draw attention to 
themselves teaching courses

Distribution of Participants and Strategies of Social Closure 
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The following table lists the number of participants (also disaggregated by 

Extensive and Intensive institutions) with demographic information on those participants 

such as holding a doctorate, being an adjunct faculty member, or holding the position of 

Assistant Director or higher.  There is also information on where the courses are housed 

and the number of social closure strategies that participants used since some participants 

may have used a strategy more than once.

Social 
Closure 
Strategies

Total  
part.

Part. 
at 
Ext.

Part. 
at Int.

Total 
strat.

Strat. 
at 
Ext.

Strat. 
at Int,

% 
part. 
with 
doct.

% 
part. 
as adj. 
fac.

% part. 
at Asst. 
Dir. or 
higher

% in 
Higher 
Ed.

% in 
College 
of Ed.

Gender

Inclusionar
y-
Conformity

11 7
63.6%

4 
36.4%

15 8
53.3%

7
46.7%

45.5% 36.4% 72.7% 45.5% 63.6% F-7 
M-4 

Inclusionar
y-Ally

5 4 
(80%)

1 
(20%)

9 6 
66.7%

3
33.3%

40% 0% 80% 20% 40% F-4 
M-1 

Inclusionar
y-Equal 
Rights

6 4 
(66.7
%)

2 
(33.3
%)

7 5 
(71.4
%)

2 
(28.6
%)

0% 0% 83.3% 66.7% 66.7% F-5 
M-1 

Inclusionar
y-Virtual 
Adoption

4 3 
(75%)

1 
(25%)

7 6 
(85.7
%)

1 
(14.3
%)

0% 0% 25% 25% 50% F-2 
M-2 

Inclusionar
y-
Credentialis
t

5 4 80% 1 
20%

6 5 
83.3%

1 
16.7%

40% 20% 60% 60% 80% F-2 
M-3 

Dual 
Closure-Re-
skilling

4 3 
(75%)

1 
(25%)

5 4 
(80%)

1 
(20%)

50% 50% 100% 0% 75% F-3 
M-1 

Inclusionar
y-Offering

4 3 
(75%)

1 
(25%)

4 3 
(75%)

1 
(25%)

50% 50% 100% 50% 75% F-2 
M-2 

Inclusionar
y-
Unassumin
g

2 1 
(50%)

1 
(50%)

2 1 
(50%)

1 
(50%)

100% 50% 100% 0% 100% F-2 
M-0 

Total 27  of 
34/
79.4% 
used 
social 
closur
e

18 
78.3% 
used 
social 
closur
e

9 
81.8% 
used 
social 
closur
e

55 
58.5% 
of 
overal
l 
strate
gies

38 
58.5% 
of 
strate
gies

17 
58.6% 
of
strate
gies

Major Findings: Inclusionary-Conformity

Another theme that emerged through this study is the strategy of conformity by 

the subordinate group to be included into the dominant group.  Just as the dominant group 
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may try to exclude others using conformity, the subordinate group may also use this 

strategy to try to gain access into the dominant group.  For the purpose of this study, 

conformity is defined as a strategy used when the subordinate group sacrifices their 

knowledge, values, or structures to fit into the culture and expectations of the dominant 

group.  Unlike virtual adoption (Birnbaum, 2000), conformity is adopting new ways of 

doing things (often that mimic the dominant group) versus appearing to adopt new ways 

of doing things but not truly doing so.  This particular strategy is related to institutional 

theory in which institutions are looking more similar than different (DiMaggio & Powell, 

1983), but could be applied to units within institutions.  In this case, student affairs is the 

group that is beginning to adopt similar practices of faculty. 

This particular component of social closure was not part of Witz’s (1992) analysis 

of the professions.  This strategy, however, emerged often throughout this study and was 

added to the re-written Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992).  There are three aspects of 

this theme that emerged that demonstrate the use of conformity as a strategy used by the 

subordinate group.  These include designing courses with real academic rigor, 

strategically structuring the unit or position, and navigating the faculty culture.  Eleven 

participants described using this strategy on fifteen occasions.

As described earlier, faculty and student affairs have different goals and 

perceptions of student learning and development with faculty focusing more on cognitive 

development and student affairs focusing more on affective development.  In virtual 

adoption, student affairs professionals structure syllabi to appear that there is more 

emphasis on cognitive development than there truly may be.  In regard to conformity, 
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student affairs professionals do not virtually adopt cognitive development but actually 

structure courses with less affective development and more cognitive development.  With 

the exception of one participant, those who have structured their courses to be rigorous, 

theory-based, and cognitively focused have noted that they do so to gain credibility from 

faculty and academic administrators rather than to improve the quality of their courses.  

Eight participants described eleven different occasions in which they changed their 

syllabi or curriculum to gain credibility from the academic department.  One participant 

described this quest for credibility when he said that the “course needs to be credible 

since the academic area is not always supportive of the role of student affairs as it relates 

to the academic mission of the university.”  Another participant indicated that in order “to 

gain acceptance across campus - the key is to develop theory based, rigorous courses...we 

cannot rely on experientially based courses to gain academic respect.”  Both of these 

participants convey the need to gain credibility from the academic arena for the courses 

to be successful.  

Some strategies that participants use to ensure academic rigor is through “writing 

a written proposal to the faculty to approve the course,” having “well-researched 

courses,” “stay[ing] on top of the research on the most effective teaching pedagogies and 

I attempt to incorporate these at every turn,” “rigorously evaluat[ing] our courses every 

semester and redesign[ing] annually,” and “constant evaluation.”  One participant noted 

that many of these strategies are “critical to gaining credibility and keeping it.”  Overall, 

these are examples of conformity because student affairs professionals are giving up their 

value of affective development and replacing it with cognitive development, which is 
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viewed by faculty as being more academically rigorous.  By conforming to faculty values 

on perceptions of academic rigor, these student affairs professionals attempt to legitimize 

the leadership courses in the eyes of faculty.  It appears that just as much as student 

affairs professionals want to offer courses that are different (focus on affective 

development and are experiential in nature), they want their courses to look like courses 

offered by faculty.  This may be the effect of both the legitimacy issues from faculty, but 

perhaps also because of legitimacy issues from students.  If the courses look very 

different than typical academic courses, some students may participate but others may be 

reluctant.  Participants from both institutional types discussed issues of conformity and 

strategies they use.

This phenomenon is also demonstrated in literature about other faculty and 

student affairs collaborations.  In one example, a student affairs/faculty collaboration 

group came together to submit a proposal for a leadership course that integrated 

experiential learning.   The curriculum committee’s lack of understanding of experiential 

learning led them to question the rigor of the course and require changes in the pedagogy 

before implementation.  The collaboration group conceded and conformed to the 

traditional view of appropriate and rigorous pedagogy and changed the syllabi (Hackman, 

Olive, & Guzman, 1999).  In this case, rather than asserting the value of how they had the 

course set up, they conformed to the value of the curriculum committee and changed the 

course.  The group believed that this was the only way that the course would be 

approved.  Since there were also faculty members on the collaboration team, it may be 
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that the curriculum committee’s concerns were also supported by other faculty on the 

team who were not as reluctant to change the course. 

Another way in which the participants discussed using a conformity strategy is 

through the actual structure of the unit or a position within the unit to be more conducive 

to functioning with faculty members.  There were two examples of this type of 

conformity from participants from Intensive institutions.  One participant described a 

change in organizational structure for the department she worked in so as to get faculty 

and student affairs professionals to come together more.   She said, “The [office of 

leadership programs] is currently housed on the academic side of [the institution] --

although we were originally on the . . . Student Affairs side.”  Restructuring the 

organizational reporting structure can be quite strategic in the sense that it redefines 

patterns of communication, resource allocation, and even processes.  This restructuring 

may allow more interaction between units under the academic affairs side thus creating 

more and stronger forums to share information related to leadership education.  This 

reflects the idea of conformity because the previous student affairs unit conformed to the 

structure of academic affairs and has more than likely been reshaped to reflect an 

academic emphasis rather than a student affairs emphasis.

The other example of strategic structuring occurred at a lesser level than moving 

an entire department from student affairs to academic affairs.  A participant shared how 

her “title encompasses both academic and student affairs.”  There were some participants 

who noted that they held adjunct faculty positions in the academic department the courses 

were, in addition to their student affairs positions.  This particular participant indicated 
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that a strategy that helped her with implementation and coordination of leadership 

courses was for her was to have a title that also represented academic affairs.  This 

participant noted the attempt to relate to two different groups (faculty and student affairs) 

to reduce the “us versus them attitudes.”  Although changing the structure may have 

worked for some participants, Magolda believes that changing structures or reorganizing 

offices and individuals just to create a partnership is not worthwhile (2005, p. 17).   

Like any type of group that someone aspires to be a member of or have the 

benefits of, he or she must know and fit with the culture of that group.  Student affairs 

professionals conforming to the faculty culture is no different than ascribing to the 

culture of another group they desire membership in.  One participant from each 

institutional type shared experiences regarding understanding and fitting in to the faculty 

culture that contributes to their success in implementing and coordinating leadership 

courses.  One participant described navigating the culture and anticipating any issues.  He 

said, “I was given the responsibility of directing the department and one of the first items 

on my agenda was to locate the political landmines and give us some assurance of 

navigating the field of battle (so to speak!) without the same kind of fear of things 

blowing us up.”  This statement is in regard to him having taken over the director role 

after the preceding director had been overwhelmed by the politics of the institution.  His 

agenda included understanding and respecting the faculty culture and finding means to

work within the culture.  

Another participant sums up understanding the political and cultural aspects of 

faculty by saying, “If we expect to gain approval and keep our courses, you have to do 
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the deep preparation and you have to watch the politics of the academic community.”  So, 

understanding the culture, watching the politics of it, and then navigating this culture 

have been successful means of implementing and coordinating leadership courses for 

these student affairs professionals.

Major Findings: Inclusionary-Ally

Another theme emerged in this study that Witz (1992) did not address in the 

original version of the Social Closure Theory.  This particular theme, ally, involves the 

subordinate group gaining credibility and thus, entry into a profession by knowing 

someone in the profession.  The power of networks can be very strong and in some of 

these cases, served as the main strategy and success in leadership course implementation 

and coordination.  This particular idea of an alliance is similar to relational leadership 

strategies in the sense that both value the relationship between the two groups (in this 

case, faculty and student affairs professionals).  The experiences that are part of the ally 

strategy of the Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992), however, demonstrate a relational or 

networking strategy on the part of the student affairs professionals but not necessarily for 

the purpose of collaborating and coming together on equal ground.  This alliance type of 

behavior is more a response to social closure since the networks are a way of entering the 

group or being seen as legitimate in the group and not for collaboratively approaching 

course implementation.  Five participants used this strategy on a total of nine occasions.  

There were two ways in which alliances were developed.  These include finding the 

banner carrier and creating structured opportunities for alliances.
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A banner carrier is someone from the dominant group who the student affairs 

professionals work with to advocate on their behalf and help them be able to offer 

leadership courses.  These are individual faculty or academic administrators who have 

stepped up to represent the courses and appear to truly have an interest in their success.  

Banner carriers, like idea champions, “not only must believe in the innovation but also 

must be willing to persist and invest time and energy into nurturing the idea through the 

various stages” (Toombs & Tierney, 1991, p. 81). Four participants at Extensive 

institutions and one participant at an Intensive institution discussed some form of finding 

a banner carrier for the cause of leadership courses that assisted in their ability to offer 

the courses for academic credit.  This occurred seven times.  

One type of banner carrier is a well-respected faculty member or academic 

administrator who truly helps student affairs professionals navigate the course 

implementation process.  At one institution, the faculty banner carrier puts her name on 

all the courses as the official instructor so student affairs professionals and graduate 

students can design and teach their leadership courses.  Another participant described 

how helpful her faculty banner carrier has been in using networks and knowledge to 

make the leadership courses happen.  In this situation, having access to the faculty 

member’s networks through this alliance was necessary for the student affairs 

professional to be able to offer the course.  

Having a banner carrier, especially from the academic department where the 

courses will be housed, can help the student affairs professional navigate the 

departmental course approval process with more ease than without a banner carrier.  
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Ferren and Mussell (2000) share that “although the [course] approval process is designed 

to ensure that colleagues agree that each new course and program change meets quality 

standards for the campus, in reality there are few challenges to individual courses or 

changes in major courses of study once the proposal leaves the department” (Ferren & 

Mussell, 2000, pp. 250-251).  So, not only does having a banner carrier create access to 

networks as the participant in this study shared, but having a representative from the 

department back the course can ensure campus-wide approval.

Another banner carrier besides the faculty member is that of an academic 

administrator. One participant described how having the provost as an ally is beneficial.  

She said, “Since this program was developed by our provost, president and vpsa it is a 

‘well taken care of’ program at the school, financially, by physical office space, and by 

staff support.”  Having the Provost as an ally creates a number of opportunities for 

student affairs professionals who know that this administrator supports them both 

physically and financially.  Although this banner carrier was not solicited, having banner 

carriers who create programs and courses may find that in order to see their programs be 

successful, they will assure appropriate resources and support.

Not all participants identified a banner carrier.  Some indicated that they believed 

that creating allies with certain people could open opportunities for them and thus, were 

searching for banner carriers, so to say.  One participant focuses on soliciting multiple 

banner carriers through “TONS of relationship building.”  He said that, “all faculty are on 

board (except one at this point).”  Unlike true collaboration, finding banner carriers that 

are “on board” suggests that the goal is to have these faculty members buy in to and 
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support student affairs professionals and the leadership courses to open doors for these 

professionals not simply as a means of collaboration.  

Another participant described the process of searching for banner carriers.  He 

said, “The best strategy has just been to go around these folks and work with the 

individuals who do value a partnership.”  When he said “these folks,” he is referring to 

faculty who are unsupportive of offering leadership courses.  He suggests avoiding these 

individuals and focus on those who want to help.  

Two other participants discussed reasons for creating alliances with faculty 

members.  These alliances are “to help us negotiate the departmental and institutional 

approval processes” and “to request assistance with [independent studies] units . . . since 

I cannot offer these without a faculty sponsor.”  These two examples, particularly, 

represent the purpose and power of faculty allies for student affairs professionals.

Another way that student affairs professionals create allies is through structured 

opportunities.  Two participants, both from Extensive institutions, discussed creating an 

advisory board for leadership programs/courses.  Both discussed several benefits to 

having advisory boards.  One benefit is the potential to have faculty members involved 

and see the benefits of student leadership development first-hand.  Another strategy 

behind the advisory board, however, is to have faculty members buy in to leadership 

courses and then advocate to other faculty members about their importance.  One 

participant described, 

Our program has an advisory board, on which sit several faculty members. 
As a result of these relationships, the credibility of our program has been 
advocated by the faculty members who know our programs and the students 
who populate them.



295

Although there are some relational leadership aspects to forming an advisory board, one 

of the underlying strategies of these participants in having faculty on the advisory board 

is for them to be able to promote the leadership courses.  

Another example of using the advisory board strategy was described by a 

participant but was actually done by the banner-carrying faculty member she works with.  

She said, 

As we were working on the approval process, she suggested developing 
an advisory committee to give us feedback and support.  She also suggested 
that we include our strongest opponents on the committee.  That way we 
could deal with their objections before the proposal went to a vote in the 
Faculty Senate.  This turned out to be a great benefit to our cause.  

By creating alliances with the strongest opponents, there was more opportunity for 

eventual course implementation since many (including the naysayers) ended up 

advocating the courses. 

Another benefit in having faculty members sit on student affairs advisory boards 

is to offer their ideas on how to make the program “supportive of the university’s 

academic mission” (Kuh & Banta, 2000, p. 9).  Since faculty members often come from a 

different frame of thinking than student affairs professionals (Kuh & Banta, 2000), 

having their feedback as members of advisory boards may help alter programs in a way 

in which they fit better in the higher education culture.

Major Findings: Inclusionary-Equal Rights

In my rewritten version of the Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992), I altered the 

meaning of inclusionary-equal rights to mean the right to equal value within the same 



296

system versus Witz’s definition of equal access to the system.  I define the equal rights 

strategy as behaviors the subordinate group engages in to convince the dominant group of 

the equal value of what subordinates bring to the profession.  In the situation of the inter-

profession relationship between faculty and student affairs, this particular behavior 

involves student affairs professionals not just attempting to enter a faculty-dominated 

system of course design and teaching.  It involves asserting that the curriculum they teach 

is legitimate and should be valued by faculty and that student affairs professionals should 

be valued.  Although there are issues of stratification within the disciplines themselves 

demonstrating a perceived worth of some disciplines over others, student affairs 

professionals engage in the equal rights strategy to attempt to be valued even at the same 

level as some disciplines/faculty who are at the bottom of the stratification hierarchy.  Six 

participants shared experiences using this strategy. 

Four participants from both institutional types discussed asserting equal value for 

the curriculum that they teach.  There was much discussion in the surveys of legitimizing 

curriculum to faculty, academic administrators, curriculum committees, and others in the 

institution (and even others outside the institution).  More than half of the participants 

noted having to justify their courses to some entity.  Four, however, indicated justifying 

them to the faculty and administrators in the academic department where they were or 

would be housed.  One participant discussed attempting to legitimize the curriculum by 

explaining it to members of the academic department.  She said, “I justified them by 

explaining the outcomes for such courses and the process by which the curriculum is 

developed.  Further, I informed them about our staff training and support process.”  By 
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sharing the learning outcomes (and that in fact, there are learning outcomes), the 

curriculum itself, as well as how the instructors are trained is a way to attempt to 

legitimize the curriculum.  The participant was doing this not just to get the courses 

approved in that academic department, but also to make a statement that the content that 

is being taught is valuable and those teaching it are knowledgeable.  This participant’s 

claim that leadership education is important and has learning outcomes like any other 

discipline supports the idea that leadership is an academic discipline (Williams, 

Townsend, & Linder, 2005), that it is “important and useful” (Astin & Astin, 2000 from 

Williams, et.al, 2005, p. 62), “enriches the undergraduate experience, empowers students, 

and gives them an increased sense of control over their lives” (Astin & Astin, 2000 from 

Williams, et.al, 2005, p. 62), and helps prepare students deal with complex problems of 

society (Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999 from Meixner, n.d.).

Another participant also attempted to legitimize the curriculum of her leadership 

courses by educating those in the academic department who represent these courses.  She 

discussed, “We have had to help our departmental reps articulate what leadership courses 

are all about, that they have intellectual rigor (clear learning outcomes have helped here), 

and explain certain unique pedagogies (ropes course, service-learning, etc).”  One reason 

she shared as to why she goes into great detail about the courses is so the departmental 

representatives will buy into the content and serve as advocates for the courses.  It may 

be difficult to ask someone to serve as an advocate for something that he or she does not 

believe is legitimate or furthermore, does not even understand.
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Another participant described the skepticism that the leadership courses in his 

institution faced from many faculty members because they thought that leadership could 

not be taught.  The way that this participant attempts to legitimize curriculum is through 

what he calls a “preemptive strike.”  He said, 

We now include on our Leadership program brochure and website an except
from a book called ‘Exploring Leadership for College Students Who Want to 
Make a Difference’ that addresses six foundational principles of why studying 
and experiencing leadership is important.

What is important in this example is both the notion of the preemptive strike as well as 

the idea that a leadership book written by other leadership educators would actually 

legitimize the curriculum outside of the leadership educator field.  On the other hand, 

displaying information and research about leadership development from a book, may 

challenge perceptions of those who believe that leadership cannot be taught.

The final way that another participant attempts to legitimize leadership courses on 

her campus is by sharing testimonials from students who graduated with a Certificate in 

Leadership Studies.  She indicated that “alumni from [the institution] who completed 

their academic ‘Certificate in Leadership Studies’ have stated that the ‘Certificate in 

Leadership Studies’ caught the 'eye' of their employers -- and was instrumental in helping 

them to get their jobs.”  In some cases, the curriculum may be seen as more legitimate if 

students feel they have benefited from it and employers indicate that it is valuable.  

Although some may say that the curriculum is not designed based on student interest, 

some scholars would claim that individual needs may be more reflective of society’s 

demands and “in the long run-essential to the further evolution of that society” (Dressel, 

1963, p. 27).  Furthermore, the external interest of employers in students being prepared 
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as leaders for future employment is a genuine concern. “In the short run, colleges may 

resist external demands for curricular change.  But in the long run the program of the 

college and the university tends to be molded to a great extent by the demands of the 

supporting clientele” (Dressel, 1963, p. 17).  In this case, the supporting clientele may be 

the students or the future employers.

Another way to assert legitimacy of curriculum is to compare the learning 

outcomes, content, and course design with academic curriculum development models.  

This particular strategy was not shared by any of the participants, but is worth noting as a 

potential strategy.  In a taxonomy presented by Toombs and Tierney (1991), three of the 

eight facets of the curriculum modules fit with the purpose of leadership courses.  These 

include “Career based: Preparation for a specific career,” “Experience based: 

Opportunities for learning outside the classroom,” and “Future based: A curriculum 

concerned with what students will need in the future” (Bergquist & Phillips, 1977 from 

Toombs & Tierney, 1991, p. 46).  Comparing the curriculum of leadership courses to 

academic models may serve as a legitimizing force because student affairs professionals 

would be framing their curriculum and content in terms of faculty language and values.  

This comparison would demonstrate to faculty that they, student affairs, serve an 

academic purpose as well and their curriculum fits with values of academia.  This 

particular strategy, however, is reflective of the student affairs culture in which these 

professionals often are self-marginalizing (Woodard, Love, & Komives, 2000 from 

Helm, 2004) and compare their own sense of self-worth against that of the dominant 

group.  
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A surprising finding from this study is that some participants used the virtual 

curriculum strategy in which they made it appear as though the courses primarily 

involved cognitive development even if they did not, some altered the courses in reality 

to heavily focus on cognitive development, but only one indicated publicly maintaining 

affective development as one of the pedagogies of the course.  The “best way to offer

leadership education” is to incorporate both cognitive and affective development 

(Meixner, n.d.; McIntire, 1989) and that the two are “inextricably intertwined” (Banta & 

Kuh, 1998, p. 2).  Why then would only one participant indicate publicly maintaining the 

course with both cognitive and affective development when several indicated that the 

balance of the two was key in the effective design of leadership courses?  Schuh (1996) 

would argue that the issue may lie with the applied nature of the courses, rather than the 

focus on cognitive or affective development.  If faculty value critical thinking and theory 

(Schuh, 1996), then the applied nature of the courses may also indicate a lack of rigor.  

Historically, applied courses have been looked down upon in higher education, but have 

eventually been implemented.  These include science labs, modern languages, history, 

political science, sociology, and American literature which are now part of the higher 

education landscape (Cuseo, 1999).

Many participants described experiences or feelings of luck or great fortune that 

faculty would work with them in any manner, even if they felt that they or their ideas 

were not valued as highly as faculty.  Three participants, all from Extensive institutions, 

however, did not express the same gratefulness of their peers and described different 

ways in which they asserted their value with faculty.  One participant noted that she 
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would have “discussions with faculty on why we have the course and the academic merit 

for the course.”  She asserted the value by taking time to address the merit of the course 

and explaining the importance of it with faculty rather than passively accepting opinions 

about the course she may not have agreed with.  She described this strategy as one that 

she found successful in her course implementation and coordination.  

Another participant described how she would also explain the student affairs 

profession to faculty.  She noted that it was a challenge to get faculty members to 

understand the pressures of student affairs.  She did note that student affairs professionals 

have a responsibility to learn about the issues that faculty face as well.

Magolda (2005) asserts that “collaborative efforts work best when student affairs 

staff members act as educational connoisseurs and critics rather than support staff . . . 

Too often in student affairs-academic affairs partnerships, student affairs professionals 

have undervalued themselves as experts, despite experience that might qualify them as 

connoisseurs or critics” (p. 19).  Magolda’s philosophy on student affairs professionals as 

experts supports the approach of these participants in validating the leadership courses 

and the student affairs profession for faculty.  These participants both acted as 

connoisseurs rather than subordinates in these situations.

Finally, one participant described a behavior that she engaged in to demonstrate 

the value she places on the student affairs profession.  She said, “The faculty sponsor 

became too busy so we relocated the course.”  In this case, the participant was not willing 

to take anything she could get from faculty to have the courses housed in that academic 

department.  She wanted to have more time and involvement from the faculty and 
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believed that it was deserved.  So she moved the course to another department that better 

met the needs of the courses and the participant.  

Major Findings: Inclusionary-Virtual Adoption

Virtual adoption is a term that refers to when a person or unit displays the public 

adoption of a policy or innovation but does not formally implement it (Birnbaum, 2000).  

This particular behavior emerged throughout the survey responses as a strategy in which 

student affairs professionals attempted to enter into a credible role implementing and 

coordinating leadership courses within an academic department.  Some participants 

discussed experiences in which they simply needed to do whatever it took (or be 

perceived to do whatever it took) to be allowed to offer their courses for credit.  Others, 

however, wanted to establish their role in coordinating and teaching leadership courses as 

one that was valued, important, and credible in the eyes of faculty.  There were three 

aspects of virtual adoption that emerged in the implementation and coordination of 

leadership courses.  These include virtual curriculum, virtual faculty involvement, and 

virtual value of faculty members. 

Three participants from Extensive institutions described the need to demonstrate 

to faculty that their leadership courses have academic rigor equivalent to the rigor 

required in other academic courses.  Some of these participants described striving for 

academic rigor for their courses to improve their quality, whereas others discussed 

needing to demonstrate rigor for legitimacy and ability to offer the courses.  In this 

situation, student affairs professionals use virtual adoption to make it appear to faculty 
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and curriculum committees that the courses are academically rigorous like other 

discipline-based courses when in fact, they may not be as rigorous in the faculty’s eyes.  

This occurred on four occasions.    

The reality, however, is that particular aspects of cognitive learning that may be 

valued by faculty (lecture, research-based assignments, and using textbooks) can be very 

different values than those held by student affairs professionals.  These professionals 

often value experiential learning, personal understanding, service learning, and reflection. 

What may be deemed as academically rigorous to some faculty members may be 

very different than what may be academically rigorous to student affairs professionals.  In 

order to get through curriculum approval processes, some student affairs professionals 

design their syllabi to appear to demonstrate the values of cognitive learning regardless if 

they teach their courses using cognitive learning as the main outcome.  One participant 

describes this when she said, “We have to become skilled manipulators of the existing 

system (which seems entrenched and unchangeable) to get our student-centered purposes 

across.”  She discussed a specific strategy that reflects manipulating the system that has 

worked on her campus.  She said, we 

initially developed very detailed syllabi for course approval process to 
‘prove’ that our courses had meaningful content and rigor, but learned 
quickly to develop vague, non-descriptive one-page syllabi for the 
institutional approval process because the provost's committee would 
find less things to question/object to.  

These behaviors are consistent with Schuh’s (1996) strategies that he offers for 

student affairs professionals in the course implementation process.  Schuh (1996) 

recommends that student affairs professionals focus on the theoretical and cognitive 
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pieces of the course syllabus rather than the affective development components when 

presenting to faculty or curriculum committees during course proposal processes.  He 

advises that student affairs should not discard the affective development components of 

the course when teaching, but simply not discuss this piece during course negotiations 

since it is not a value of faculty members and is seen as not academically rigorous 

(Schuh, 1996).  In addition, Schuh (1996) proposes that student affairs professionals 

should keep in mind the “external audience,” the faculty, as they are more familiar with 

the academic credibility of cognitive learning (Cuseo, 1999, p. 5).

According to Toombs and Tierney (1991), one should take into account context, 

contents, and form when designing curriculum.  They assert that higher education must 

consider context in the curriculum and aim to “cultivate [an] expert work force, build 

responsible citizens, sustain elite leadership, [and] provide upward mobility” (p. 23).  

Content must include the “affective domain: Values, Attitudes, Beliefs” (p. 24).  Finally, 

form must include instructional strategies that focus on “integrating learning experiences, 

applications of knowledge” through “study abroad, honors programs, senior seminars, 

case studies, internships, voluntary service, [and] field study” (p. 25).  These components 

are often part of leadership course curriculum blending both cognitive and affective 

components of students’ development (Schuh, 1996).  Bruck (1977) asserts this 

curriculum philosophy based on findings from his study on “field dependency and the 

new leadership paradigm,” in which he recommends having students learn theory in a 

leadership course and then use activities and simulations to understand that theory 

(Williams, Townsend, & Linder, 2005, p. 63).  In addition, Flaum (2002) recommends 
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case studies, active learning techniques, and simulations to provide the most authentic 

leadership development experiences for students (Williams, Townsend, & Linder, 2005).  

Engtrom and Tinto (1997) sum this up when they say,

The pedagogy of using experience as a foundation for understanding 
theory, along with encouraging students to construct rather than receive 
knowledge from their instructor, typically are invitations for faculty to
enter a foreign territory, leaving them feeling uneasy and vulnerable (p. 14). 

Thus, until affective development and even experiential learning become less foreign and 

more legitimate as ways in which to design curriculum, student affairs professionals may 

need to participate in virtual adoption of curriculum that focuses primarily on cognitive 

development.

Another issue related to academic rigor relates to how students perceive the 

courses.  Often, students will take leadership courses to learn something different and in a 

different way than they learn in their other academic courses.  By student affairs 

professionals altering these courses to appear like the other courses at the university, they 

may be less appealing to students.  One participant discussed this dichotomy and noted 

that the strategy on his campus was to seek to “create balance between the necessity of 

academic rigor and the realities associated with making our courses appealing to students 

who may enroll in them.”  Another participant noted that a challenge for him was in 

“keeping the course academically challenging but not overburdening.”  Both participants 

discussed this as a challenge but did not expand on strategies to deal with this issue.

Another strategy of virtual adoption occurs when student affairs professionals 

make it look to others like faculty are more involved than they are in offering leadership 

courses.  Some curriculum committees discourage those without doctorates or those with 
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non-faculty status to teach courses or design curriculum.  One participant used this 

strategy and described how she staffed courses on paper to appear as though faculty were 

teaching them so they would be able to get their courses through approval processes with 

ease.  This idea of virtual faculty involvement is focused on appearing to others for 

legitimacy or course approval that faculty are involved in instructional delivery.  In this 

case, there was an arrangement between the student affairs professional who coordinates 

the courses and a faculty departmental liaison.  They agreed to staff the courses in the 

manner they were because the student affairs professionals did not necessarily want 

faculty members to teach and wanted to eliminate additional teaching assignments to 

relieve “faculty’s already overloaded time and energy.”  In this case, the collaboration 

between the departmental liaison and the student affairs professional was not a co-

teaching initiative, but an agreement on the structure of how the courses would be taught. 

The last strategy student affairs professionals use regarding virtual adoption is 

through fostering virtual value of faculty members.  By making it appear to faculty like 

student affairs professionals care about their input and involvement with the courses, they 

can often gain credibility and get through curriculum committees with more ease.  Many 

student affairs professionals do genuinely care about faculty input, however, some 

described only soliciting it for external legitimacy as well as to build allies to deal with 

future course issues.  One participant used this strategy and described the philosophy of 

the student affairs professional who coordinated courses on his campus prior to his role in 

doing so.  He said, “She wanted faculty to be involved in our programs because it simply 

made our programs look better to attach faculty names to it.”  Even in instances in which 
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student affairs professionals described collaborating with faculty members for genuine 

purposes of making a better course or leadership program, there were some undercurrents 

in some of their experiences about the benefit of having faculty involvement for the 

purpose of endorsement rather than for the experience or competencies they offer.

It should be noted that strategies of virtual adoption (Birnbaum, 2000) occurred 

only at Extensive institutions.  Extensive institutions, due to the larger number of doctoral 

degrees conferred, may be more complex or have more layers to curriculum approval 

processes.  Therefore, student affairs professionals may have more stringent requirements 

and need to abide by academic rigor guidelines.  Also with more layers, it may be easier 

for student affairs professionals to say one thing and do another without getting caught.  

Finally, there may be more support at Intensive institutions for affective development in 

the curriculum due to less of a focus on research and scholarship than at Extensive 

institutions.  If this were the case, student affairs professionals would not need to virtually 

adopt anything because their courses would be supported even with the focus on affective 

and cognitive development, rather than solely cognitive development.

This idea of virtual adoption brings up ethical issues for the student affairs 

profession.  The student affairs profession prides itself on embracing ethics not only as a 

form of practice but as a core of what they teach formally or informally (Thomas, 2002).  

Student affairs professionals are often the overseers of student conduct issues and 

advisors of student groups to help them understand and effectively deal with ethical 

dilemmas in their organizations.  By condoning and practicing virtual adoption, student 

affairs professionals challenge the core of their profession.  Pretending to do one thing, 
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whether that involves including something in a syllabus or incorporating faculty 

members’ ideas into the curriculum, and then purposefully doing another brings up 

questions on the integrity of student affairs practicing what they preach in terms of ethics.

Major Findings: Inclusionary-Credentialist

When subordinate groups use the inclusionary strategy, they are attempting to get 

into the same group that excludes them (Witz, 1992).  The four ways that Witz (1992) 

describes subordinate groups doing this did not seem appropriate for the present due to 

updated laws, effects from the women’s movement, and equal opportunity employment 

policies in existence today.  Although there are few professions in which it is illegal to 

allow particular demographic groups to enter (women in combat duty in the military is 

still one), there are examples of credentialism that occur to keep certain people out of 

certain professions by requiring licenses, certificates, or particular degrees.  It is not that 

members of professions should give up standards that ensure safety and competence of 

their members, but accessing credentials to be in that profession may be more readily 

accessible to some groups over others.  

There is often some type of requirement necessary in higher education in order to 

teach courses.  Without having some form of “minimum standard or certification, the 

academic profession is beset with public criticism and private doubts” (Toombs & 

Tierney, 1991, p. 51).  So, it is not unusual that student affairs professionals would be 

held to the same credentialing standards as others who instruct in higher education.  In 

this case, however, student affairs professionals are not necessarily trying to gain access 
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into the faculty profession, but are attempting to legitimize their leadership courses as 

well as their role in designing, teaching, and coordinating these courses.  In order to do 

this, student affairs professionals need to “demonstrate mastery of the content area” 

including having an understanding of the content and the appropriate degree to teach 

(Schuh, 1996, p. 7).  Using the credentialist strategy, those who want to enter the teaching 

role will need to demonstrate their legitimacy by proving a track record of existing 

credentials or attempting to gain credentials.   

Three participants shared experiences in demonstrating credentials to attempt to 

enter into a legitimate role of academic course design, instruction, and coordination.  One 

participant discussed how “They [faculty] know my work and have an idea of where I 

want to go with my career.”  Having the faculty understand her background, experience, 

and knowledge of teaching and the subject matter of leadership, this participant perceives 

she is seen as more credible in the eyes of faculty and members of the academic 

department.  

Another participant demonstrates his credibility by exhibiting competencies in 

leadership education rather than having a terminal degree.  In his position, the participant 

oversees student affairs professionals in teaching leadership.  He noted that even some 

student affairs professionals have little understanding of leadership education.  He said, 

“Providing the co-instructors with basic leadership training on theory and various models 

proved very beneficial. Surprisingly, very few of them were exposed to the current 

theories and paradigm shifts.”  His strategy to demonstrate his credentials is by serving as 

an expert in the subject matter.  
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There are various perspectives as to whether knowledge of leadership education 

occurs through “practical wisdom” (Dalton & McClinton, 2002, p. 101) or through 

scholarly education on leadership development (Pennington, 2005).  Student affairs 

professionals who work with students through other co-curricular initiatives may assert 

that they are building their competence levels for understanding leadership development 

through gaining “practical wisdom” or insight that has accrued over time with repeatedly 

executing tasks and experiencing events.  This type of wisdom cannot be taught through a 

textbook or a class but can contribute to the leadership knowledge of individuals (Dalton 

& McClinton, 2002).  This practical wisdom may provide a basis for asserting expertise 

in leadership development in order to demonstrate subject matter competencies to faculty.  

On the other hand, Pennington (2005) claims that only those with scholarly experiences 

in leadership education should teach leadership.  This participant in this study perceives 

himself as being knowledgeable about the current leadership paradigms, not just from 

practice, but from scholarship and keeping up in the field.  This too may be a way to 

assert expertise in leadership development.

Only one participant from an Intensive institution discussed using the credentialist 

strategy with faculty.  He summed up the situation by saying, “I've been teaching for over 

30 years, have a Ph.D., a strong publication record, and outstanding student course 

evaluations, yet I still run into snags. God help anyone with modest credentials or an 

unproven track-record!”  One of the factors that Witz does not assess in her analysis is 

that although some of the strategies in the Social Closure Theory (1992) may prove to be 

effective, however, the reality is that they each may work better in different contexts or in 
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combination with each other.  In this case, the participant discussed his experience in 

which even having the best credentials was not an assurance of credibility in 

implementing or coordinating leadership courses.

A final example emerged that was not exactly related to credentials as degrees 

and licenses, however, but involved proving as existing track record of competence with 

the process of course implementation and coordination.  The participant noted, 

The best strategy is to make sure that all procedures and policies are carried 
out to the ‘t’ and that documentation is kept for each step/level of the process. 
If challenges arise, someone is usually willing to help out when they are assured 
that the course is in competent hands (registrar, departmental office etc.). 

This type of credentialist strategy demonstrates the competence this student affairs

professional has in the process of leadership course implementation rather than in the 

subject of leadership.

Only one participant discussed attempting to gain the credentials necessary to be 

seen as a legitimate educator.  Often, faculty members need a terminal degree in their 

discipline to occupy the status of a faculty member.  Although this participant is not 

attempting to be a faculty member in her case, she is gaining the credentials needed to be 

seen as a legitimate educator.  She said, “I pursued a PhD in the Educational 

Organization and Leadership Program at my university, thus exposing my ability to the 

faculty in the education department where the course is housed.”  This participant is from 

an Extensive institution where a doctorate may be more essential for academic legitimacy 

due to the heavy focus in research in these institutions.  In this case, the participant is not 

only gaining credentials, the PhD, but is also displaying areas of competency she already 

has to the faculty members in that department.  
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Minor Findings: Dual Closure-Re-skilling

The dual closure re-skilling strategy occurs when members of a subordinate 

profession create higher-level expectations for knowledge and skills for their profession 

to fend off demarcationary strategies of the dominant profession.  In addition, the 

subordinate profession attempts to legitimize itself by keeping out others who may 

negatively affect their reputation by creating criteria for admission to the subordinate 

profession (Witz, 1992).  There were many instances that arose in the survey responses 

that demonstrated an internal stratification system that was developed by student affairs 

professionals to control the legitimacy of the profession.  Two participants from 

Extensive institutions and one participant from an Intensive institution shared experiences 

related to re-skilling.  

The examples given by the participants relate to the concern with other student 

affairs professionals who do not adequately represent the leadership educator community.  

None of the examples given, however, described a strategy of using internal student 

affairs criteria to hold each other accountable to.  It was simply sharing a concern with 

their colleagues’ lack of experience or knowledge.  Two of the participants expressed 

some disdain for their colleagues and predecessors who offered courses that lacked any 

credibility or academic rigor.  They both shared how offering these classes reflects poorly 

on them.  One participant described this through her criticism of those who do not truly 

understand leadership education and attempt to teach it anyway.  She said, “colleagues 
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with a lack of leadership knowledge and theory who created a history of weak courses . . . 

lost the respect of faculty.”  

Another shared a similar view and said, “Those of us who base leadership courses 

on such stuff as the 7 habits of highly successful authors deserve the criticism.”  Drawing 

from my insider bias as a leadership educator, the 7 Habits of Highly Effective People 

series of books is not very respected in the leadership community.  Therefore, when he 

pointed out that those who use the book deserve criticism, he is making the statement that 

there are other unknowledgeable student affairs professionals attempting to teach 

leadership development that make him look less credible as a true leadership educator.  

This participant added that, 

I think the best way for us to approach faculty is with coursework that stands 
up to the academic test of being scholarly in nature and not simply the fluff 
that seems to characterize many of the courses that have come out of the Special 
Studies curriculum.

The Special Studies curriculum is where many other student affairs-taught courses are 

housed on that campus.  This comment demonstrates the participant’s dislike of being 

associated with these other courses that are not truly academic.

The last participant to address this strategy described how what used to be an easy 

“Mickey Mouse” course on his campus has been updated to include much higher 

standards for both the student affairs professionals who teach them as well as the students 

who take them. 

Our students were not very professional at that point, and made our 
department look bad.  Early sections invited many community leaders 
to campus to speak.  Our students at that point were rude and inattentive.  
Since those years a decade ago, we have really professionalized our 
students and program.  But, we have a few speakers, and more lectures 
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which are content based.  Earlier and easier assignments were not helpful 
in student development.  They saw it as a Mickey Mouse course.  We now 
have an academically rigorous course.  

This participant is the only one who discussed what the course actually evolved into.  He 

did not, however, discuss how or why exactly the course became more academically 

rigorous over time.  

All of these participants alluded to holding other student affairs professionals and 

the programs and courses they are affiliated with to higher standards that fit with the rest 

of academia.  This reputation of offering courses that lack rigor may relate to the idea that 

student affairs as a profession has a small research base.  Research in the profession did 

not really even begin to take off until after criticism by a faculty member in the late 

1960s that student affairs had no body of knowledge (Hirt, 1992).  In addition, student 

affairs incorporates theories into practice (Pickering & Sharpe, 2000) but lacks a great 

deal of empirical research.  The profession itself appears to be founded on theories with 

less empirical research than may be found in other areas of academia where participation 

in research is part of the tenure structure.  So, even at its most rigorous and being held to 

the highest standards by other student affairs professionals, these courses may still appear 

to be fluff or Mickey Mouse courses in the eyes of faculty members.   

Being knowledgeable about the standards of both student affairs professionals and 

faculty members about rigorous courses may lead to re-skilling the student affairs 

profession to incorporate more research and provide more rigor in terms of the content of 

the leadership courses.  This re-skilling may fend off any demarcationary strategies by 
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faculty and academic administrators because the courses may be seen as legitimate and 

rigorous.

Minor Findings: Inclusionary-Offering

Another interesting point emerged in regard to student affairs professionals and 

their behaviors to be included in the current structure of the faculty-controlled academic 

domain.  This phenomenon that arose involves the subordinate group (in this case, 

student affairs professionals) offering something of value to gain entry into the profession 

or the group (or in this case, the structure in which they can offer credit-bearing courses 

like faculty).  This particular behavior differs from the exchanging assistance behavior of 

the rewritten Relational Leadership Model (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998) in that 

only the subordinate group offers something as a means of entry rather than an equal 

exchange of resources or help between two groups.  All the participants who discussed 

this type of behavior described situations in which they have sold their leadership courses 

as a product with promises of great returns on the investment if taken on by the faculty.  

One participant described how after drafting the course, she would “sell it to the faculty 

sponsor.”  Participants described two main selling points of the leadership courses.  

These include contributing to a positive public image for the department and the potential 

financial gain by the academic department for housing them.

One participant from an Extensive institution described how he helps the public 

image of the academic department by referring students from the leadership courses into 

the graduate program in that department.  He shared, 
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Housing them in the College of Education serves as a built in recruitment 
tool for their programs. Through the classes, which are open to all majors, 
we might be able to generate an interest in student affairs; and refer those 
students to pursue their Masters in the College of Education program here.   

The reason that this particular behavior is classified as that of offering rather than 

relational leadership-exchanging assistance is because the description offered by this 

participant is not an even exchange with little to no power dynamics.  It appears as 

though the student affairs professionals offer good public relations about the graduate 

program regardless if they know anything about the graduate program and thus, get to 

house the courses there.

Another aspect of public image that arose in regard to the offering strategy by 

student affairs is not just creating a good public image for potential future students, but 

creating this image to the university community as a whole.  The only participant from an 

Intensive institution to describe any form of offering behavior described, “Two of the 

course projects benefit the university community at large; ie. Tunnel of Oppression and 

Week of Caring, and reflect well on the department.  We provide our own classroom 

space in our halls.”  He shared that he was able to get the courses approved and 

implemented as a result of informing the academic department how the positive 

contributions of the course would be looked upon highly by the university.  In addition, 

he also made a sub-offering which was that student affairs would provide their own 

space.  The department could benefit from the positive public image of the contributions 

of students in the leadership courses without having to even provide classroom space. 

Many participants discussed the budgetary situation surrounding the courses 

indicating that no revenue generated from leadership course enrollment actually comes 



317

back to the student affairs unit or those who teach the courses.  One participant from an 

Extensive institution actually did more than just describe this financial phenomenon.  He 

shared how he intentionally used revenue generation of student enrollment in the courses 

as a bargaining chip, or offering, to house the courses in the academic department they 

are in.  He said that he “demonstrated a need by highlighting the potential credit hour 

production.”  The participant noted this as a successful strategy in being able to 

implement the leadership courses in the academic department he wanted to house them 

in.  This strategy is consistent with Schuh’s (1996) recommendation to target academic 

departments that may be able to gain institutional funding by housing the courses.  

Although many campuses do not use budgeting that reflects a per-student allocation, 

those that do may find this a successful strategy.  This particular strategy differs from the 

exchanging assistance sub-component of relational leadership in that this participant is 

using potential revenue gain as a selling point to have the courses included in the 

academic department.  In exchanging assistance, the student affairs professional believes 

that the exchange is even.

Minor Findings: Inclusionary-Unassuming

One particular theme that emerged in regard to being included in the dominant 

professional responsibilities of course design, implementation, coordination, and teaching 

involved the strategy of being unassuming.  This occurs when someone from a 

subordinate group enters and remains in a profession or group by keeping a low status 

and not drawing attention for possible exclusion.  It is the basic idea that someone who 



318

perhaps is not supposed to be somewhere is there, but no one really notices.  Although 

this only occurred with two participants, one from each institutional type, it is a theme 

that was included in my revamped version of the Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992).  

The unassuming strategy may be more emergent in other contexts unknown at this point.  

In this case, two reasons emerged as to why student affairs professionals would use the 

unassuming strategy, to not draw attention to their teaching capabilities and to not call 

their leadership expertise to question.  Only two participants described this strategy.  

One example of student affairs professionals using the unassuming strategy 

involves more of the risk of losing the ability to teach rather than gaining unwanted 

feedback regarding the curriculum.  This participant shared that, “At times, it has felt like 

I was flying below the radar.  If I was unseen, I could continue to teach.”  Throughout the 

survey, this participant discussed how her credentials were often questioned.  In addition, 

institutional policies regarding non-faculty teaching ended up decreasing her course 

implementation abilities by requiring her to have a faculty sponsor to offer certain 

courses that she could offer prior to these policies.  Her comment about flying below the 

radar connotes a sense of hiding out or blending in so that no one would focus attention 

on her and take away her teaching capabilities as well.

One participant discussed using an unassuming strategy as a way to not just go 

unnoticed by faculty, but to not call his leadership expertise to question.  He said that the 

reason he does not have a relationship with the faculty members in the academic 

department the leadership courses are in is because there is “no need for one-we are 

really teaching something they don't have experience in.”  On the one hand, there may be 
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a mutual lack of relationship because the content is vastly different between what faculty 

members are teaching and what student affairs professionals are teaching in this situation.  

But, there is also an element of not wanting input in the curriculum.  He may not want to 

foster a relationship in which he sees little value in terms of faculty members assisting 

with curriculum and thus, run the risk of having to adapt the current curriculum.  His 

philosophy is consistent with other findings that suggest that student affairs works “hard 

to keep faculty at arm’s length.  ‘They don’t understand how we do our jobs,’ the 

argument goes. ‘The more they know, the more trouble they’ll make” (Toor, 2000, 2B).  

The participant approaches the situation as wanting to be able to teach, but not calling 

attention to himself so he can just teach without interference from faculty.

Components of Social Closure Theory with No Findings

There were three components in the original Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992) 

that did not emerge in this study.  They include dual closure in general, inclusionary 

usurpation, revolutionary usurpation, and accommodative strategy.

Dual closure is a strategy that occurs when the subordinate group that has been 

excluded from a profession carves out its own niche and then creates its own 

exclusionary practices to keep out their ineligibles (Witz, 1992).  In this case, dual 

closure would occur if the student affairs professionals found other avenues in which they 

could implement and coordinate leadership courses other than going through faculty, 

academic administrators, and curriculum committees.  Further, these student affairs 

professionals would then need to create policies, procedures, and general structures that 
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attempted to exclude certain groups of people similarly to their exclusion from the 

academic affairs/faculty group.  Since this study reflects on the experiences and strategies 

of student affairs professionals working within academic units to implement and 

coordinate leadership courses, the opportunity to truly analyze all aspects of dual closure 

has primarily been removed.  

During the sample selection for this study, I found that three Extensive 

institutions and three Intensive institutions offer leadership courses for credit out of a 

non-academic unit such as a university school, freshman year center, etc.  The processes 

for implementation and coordination may be quite different for these units since they are 

often associated as student affairs units with student affairs professionals serving as 

instructors and administrators of the units and lacking faculty status.  This type of 

situation lends itself to the opportunity for student affairs professionals to experience and 

behave using dual closure.  Student affairs professionals can essentially create a parallel 

system to the academic affairs side of the institution when it comes to offering academic 

credit and then create structures of stratification within that system to keep out other 

student affairs professionals or other non-faculty members. 

One type of dual closure is that of inclusionary usurpation which “seeks to replace 

gendered collectivist criteria of exclusion with non-gendered individualist criteria of 

inclusion” (Witz, 1992, p. 50).  This particular strategy did not emerge in this study 

either.  Although gender is not necessarily a criteria for inclusion or exclusion in 

employment because of current laws, gendered criteria still is.  Faculty position 

descriptions as well as the reward structures are often written with a gendered bias 
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rewarding masculine qualities (Hughes, 1989).  This means that women are not ineligible 

to receive tenure, but if the reward structure heavily values research over teaching or 

service (two strengths of the feminine ethic), it may be more difficult for a woman who 

values these two areas over research to earn tenure.  

This is a very similar parallel to the situation that student affairs professionals 

face when attempting to enter the academic jurisdiction of offering academic credit.  To 

be included may involved gendered criteria such as having a proven track record with 

research, having a background in a more hard social science that views leadership 

development as more cognitive than affective, or requiring empirical research instead of 

models which are often used in student affairs.  Since student affairs is a feminized 

profession, those in the profession attempting to go up against any gendered criteria may 

end up excluded, especially by departments outside of the traditionally feminized or 

female-dominated disciplines (education being one of those).  Throughout the survey 

responses, participants did not discuss gender or gendered structures, let alone replacing 

gendered criteria with non-gendered criteria.  The analysis in this section is based on 

literature on this topic and was left in the rewrite of the Social Closure Theory (Witz, 

1992) because even though it did not emerge in this study, it is still a viable piece of the 

theory.   

Another form of dual closure that did not emerge from the survey data is that of 

revolutionary usurpation.  This occurs when the subordinate group strives to change the 

structure of positions instead of trying to be included in the current structure.  Although 

this particular type of dual closure did not emerge from participant responses, I do 
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believe that it may actually occur.  This could occur by the development of the student 

affairs profession in having more professional conferences, encouraging research and 

scholarship among the professionals, and even recruiting professionals with higher levels 

of education than are really necessary to do the job.  This internal structure change may 

serve to legitimize student affairs professionals to the academic community with the 

eventual ability for them to be able to offer courses for academic credit without needing 

them to be housed in an academic unit.  Some institutions do offer this structure 

currently, but the revolutionary usurpation strategy may help student affairs professionals 

at other institutions move in this direction.

Another strategy Witz (1992) discusses as part of social closure is that of the 

accommodative strategy.  This occurs when there is a concession by the subordinate 

profession to the dominant profession and involves giving up either all or part of the 

professional responsibilities and roles to the dominant profession (Witz, 1992).  This is 

related to the incorporation tactic by the dominant group to take over particular roles and 

jurisdictions from the subordinate group.  This response strategy of accommodation is the 

giving up by the subordinate group so the dominant group can incorporate the 

roles/jurisdiction.  None of the participants in this study discussed using the 

accommodative strategy.  But, based on the sample selected for this study, only those 

institutions in which there were currently leadership courses taught by student affairs 

professionals were considered.  This means that if any participant did take part in this 

strategy that it was only partially accommodative because student affairs professionals at 

these institutions still retain some of the teaching and coordination of the leadership 



323

courses.  There were a number of institutions not considered for this study because they 

did not currently offer leadership courses or faculty taught these courses.  It is difficult to 

know if in the past, student affairs taught and coordinated leadership courses that either 

no longer exist on campus or were subsumed by academic departments and taught by 

faculty, demonstrating an accommodative strategy by student affairs professionals.

Although none of the participants discussed using the accommodative strategy, it 

exists in a variety of situations in higher education.  The example put forth by Marconi-

Hickman (2001) refers to a faculty-student affairs collaboration on leadership courses 

that was eventually taken over by faculty.  This is an example of the accommodative 

strategy in which the student affairs professionals involved gave up their roles which 

were then subsumed by faculty.  Toor (2000) highlights the underlying philosophy of 

subordinate professions which can easily be applied to the foundation of accommodative 

strategy.  Toor (2000) says, “You have to find a way to make your peace with your 

status” (p. 2B).  By having a lesser status, student affairs would just need to accept their 

role in the institution, even if it means accommodating to the dominant group, faculty.

Overall, the participants described a variety of types of social closure strategies 

that they use or have used in course implementation and coordination.  Of all 34 

participants, five from Extensive institutions and two from Intensive institutions did not 

utilize any social closure strategies.

Relational Leadership Strategies



324

Just as the participants described using different social closure strategies in the 

implementation and coordination of leadership courses, they also used relational 

leadership strategies.  These strategies were not used as a response or pre-emptive strike 

against faculty or academic administrators, but simply as a way to foster an equal 

partnership between the two professions regarding leadership courses.

In addition to the changes to the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, Lucas, 

& McMahon, 1998) discussed earlier, I also added one sub-component to inclusive under 

the doing component entitled, engaging in open communication.  This concept was not in 

the original model and emerged throughout the analysis of relational leadership strategies 

used by student affairs professionals in the implementation and coordination of 

leadership courses.  Major findings of relational leadership strategies emerged that relate 

to the components of the model including process-oriented, inclusive, and purposeful.  

Minor findings include helpful and empowering.  The only component not discussed by 

the participants is that of ethical. 

Operationalized Definitions of Strategies

The table below lists operationalized definitions for each of the major and minor 

strategies.  These strategies are listed in order of prevalence or how often that particular 

strategy was used.
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Strategy Operationalized Definition
Process-Oriented Student affairs professionals focus on developing collaborations and 

relationships with faculty
Inclusive Student affairs professionals are inclusive of faculty members opinions and 

ideas
Purposeful Student affairs professionals create a shared vision and plan for the 

leadership courses
Helpful Student affairs professionals act in a helpful manner toward faculty
Empowering Student affairs professionals share information and empower faculty 

members and student affairs professionals

Distribution of Participants and Strategies of Relational Leadership

The table outlines the number of participants (also disaggregated by institutional 

type) with demographic information on similar to the tables in each findings section.  The 

table also includes information on where courses are housed and number of times 

participants used relational leadership strategies.

Relational 
Leadership 
Strategies

Total  
part.

Part. 
at 
Ext.

Part. 
at Int.

Total 
strat.

Strat. 
at 
Ext.

Strat. 
at Int,

% 
part. 
with 
doct.

% 
part. 
as adj. 
fac.

% part. 
at Asst. 
Dir. or 
higher

% in 
Higher 
Ed.

% in 
College 
of Ed.

Gender

Process-
Oriented

13 8
61.5%

5
38.5%

13 8 
61.5%

5
38.5%

23% 7.6% 76.9% 46.1% 61.5% F-10
M-3 

Inclusive 12 8 
66.7%

4 
33.3%

14 9 
64.3%

5 
35.7%

25% 8.3% 83.3% 41.7% 66.7% F-8 
M-4 

Purposeful 5 5 
100%

0 
0%

9 9
100%

0 
(0%))

40% 0% 80% 40% 60% F-4 
M-1 

Helpful 2 0 
0%

2 
100%

2 0 
0%

2 
100%

100% 100% 100% 100% 80% F-1 
M-1 

Empowerin
g

1 1 
100%

0 
0%

1 1 
100%

0 
0%

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% F-0 
M-1 

Total 24 of 
34/ 
70.6%

16 
69.6% 
used 
relatio
nal 
leader
ship

8 
72.7% 
used 
relatio
nal 
leader
ship

39
41.5% 
of 
overal
l 
strate
gies)

27 
41.5% 
of 
strate
gies

12 
41.4% 
of 
strate
gies

Major Findings: Process-Oriented

Of the 14 sub-components of process-oriented, only three emerged from survey 

responses.  Thirteen participants from both institutional types discussed a variety of 
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experiences involving being process-oriented as a strategy for course implementation and 

coordination.  The three sub-components these participants discussed include fostering 

collaboration, being relational, and being open to and receiving feedback.  

Collaboration in the relational leadership sense connotes a true partnership 

between two parties.  Having this true partnership can lead to better student learning and 

persistence as well.  Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) point out that collaboration between 

academic and student affairs is vital in that “students learn more and are more likely to 

persist to graduation when their in-class and out-of-class experiences are meaningful and 

complementary” (Kuh & Banta, 2000, p. 4). 

In the case of course implementation, collaboration was a key strategy for many 

student affairs professionals.  Six participants described collaborating with faculty and 

academic administrators in their respective academic departments.  Some used phrases 

such as “personal contact,” “relationship building,” “the bridge between the two was not 

at all hard to connect,” and “partnerships.”  These participants noted the importance of 

collaborating in that it “was extremely important in getting my course and certificate 

approved.”  Some described the ways in which they collaborated.  One participant noted 

that she “began talking to colleagues in different academic units until I found someone 

who saw the benefit in collaborating.”  

Two other participants, however, approached collaboration initially in a 

collaborative manner.  These participants had an idea for a course or group of courses and 

wanted to create partnerships with those who have a stake in the course offerings.  One 

indicated that he “met with deans of the colleges of arts and sciences, business, and 
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education and gained approval to form an interdisciplinary faculty committee with one 

representative from each college,” whereas the other said that “planning sessions with 

broad-based group of stakeholders (administrators, faculty, students, employers” was 

essential to course implementation.  Both of these participants were from Intensive 

institutions.  From this data, only those at Intensive institutions engaged others in the 

design of the courses early on, thus resulting in implementation, whereas those from 

Extensive institutions appear to have engaged others late in the process after the courses 

were designed as a means to get them implemented.

Only one participant discussed the importance of ongoing collaboration.  She said 

that her “role was to . . . collaborate with the respective faculty for grades, room 

assignments, etc.”  It appeared that throughout other survey responses that these 

particular administrative aspects of course coordination were done by one entity or 

another and not in a collaborative manner.

What is also important to note about collaboration is that it can be challenging 

(Banta & Kuh, 1998) and often takes “senior leaders for academic affairs and student 

affairs who value collaboration and exhibit the capacity to cultivate it among those who 

work with them” (Kuh & Banta, 2000, p. 10).  No participants shared having senior 

student affairs officers (other than those who were participants) involved in creating 

collaborations with faculty.  It was, for the most part, entry and mid-level student affairs 

professionals who appear to have sought out collaboration with faculty on their own.

Another aspect of process-oriented is acting in a relational manner.  This is 

somewhat similar to the others discussed in this analysis of relational leadership since 
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relational is truly the foundation for the framework.  Relational, in this sense, refers to the 

relationship between either a student affairs unit and an academic unit or relationships 

between individuals in these units.  Regardless, the relationships are genuine and do not 

serve an immediate purpose to achieve an outcome.  Three participants from Extensive 

institutions and three participants from Intensive institutions discussed the importance of 

relationships with faculty and/or academic departments.  Three participants shared how 

the existing relationships between their student affairs units and the academic units where 

their courses are now housed played a major role in the courses being housed there.  In 

these cases, the relationships were not necessarily formed for the purpose of 

implementing the courses, but the relationships opened the door for the opportunity to 

implement them.  These participants shared that “Our relationship with the faculty in the 

Higher Education program that led us down this path,”  “[The academic department] was 

a natural partner since many of [the university’s] student affairs professionals were also 

masters or doctoral students in the [academic department]. Initial offerings built on 

existing personal and professional relationships” and “Student affairs had a longstanding 

relationship with the academic . . . department . . . that made it easy to propose courses to 

support our student affairs mission.”

Another participant discussed the importance of relationships with faculty for the 

purpose of implementing the leadership courses and coordinating them in the future.  She 

discussed how one of the best strategies she used was a great deal of “relationship-

building.”
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Finally, one participant discussed forming relationships for the purpose of 

coordinating the course rather than for implementation.  In this student affairs unit at an 

Extensive institution, the participant indicated that a professional is selected each year to 

coordinate the leadership course with the academic unit it is housed in.  This participant 

did not indicate that there may be additional courses being proposed to this unit.  He 

discussed the coordination of the one course that is offered.  In this situation, “The 

individual [another student affairs professional assigned to work with academic 

department] creates a relationship with the department each year.”  This strategy is quite 

different than the strategy used by many others to create relationships with faculty.  At 

this institution, this relationship-building is assigned to a different student affairs 

professional each year with the purpose of coordinating the leadership course.  Perhaps 

this strategy allows for more student affairs professionals to get to know faculty in the 

academic department the course is in.

In order to have a genuine relationship between academic and student affairs, both 

groups must be willing to give “time, patience, and a great deal of persistence, informal 

networking, and trust building” (Engstrom & Tinto, 1997, p. 13).  In addition, if the 

partnership is “meaningful, reciprocal, and responsive,” it can serve as “a springboard for 

subsequent collaborative ventures” (Magolda, 2005, p. 18).  None of the participants 

shared in detail about being patient, persistent, or building networks or trust with faculty, 

however, there was both an overt and covert understanding that current relationships with 

faculty could lead to future collaborative initiatives.  
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The final aspect of being process-oriented that emerged is the ability to receive 

feedback.  In this particular study, receiving feedback is deemed as a relational strategy 

since it fosters open communication and an ability to critically examine particular 

practices without the sense of territoriality.  Only one participant discussed receiving 

feedback as a relational leadership strategy.  This participant shared that “strategies I use 

to coordinate the course are based in my understanding of leadership and the resources I 

have available at the university.”  One of the strategies that has been successful for her 

involves her soliciting ideas from faculty members by requesting “a review of ideas for 

new courses.”  Since she is able to offer some courses only needing a faculty signature, 

this request for ideas is more process-oriented and not necessarily a contrived way to 

obtain permission to offer new courses.  

Major Findings: Inclusive

The idea of inclusivity as being an important component of relational leadership 

stems from the notion that all individuals and parties must be open to new ideas and 

differences in ideologies and beliefs for there to truly be a relational process of 

leadership.  If one group’s philosophy dominates the other group’s philosophy, then this 

may be more of a social closure situation than a relational leadership one.  There were 

several examples of participants describing being inclusive as a strategy to work with 

faculty to implement and coordinate leadership courses.  Twelve participants used aspects 

of inclusivity as a strategy with there being fourteen total references to its occurrence. 
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Components of inclusivity that emerged include incorporating multiple frames and 

realities, fostering open communication, building coalitions, and listening.

One aspect of being inclusive is honoring the multiple frames of thinking that 

others have.  It is being able to appreciate and value what someone brings to the table in 

terms of his or her philosophies and ideals, even if it does not fit with other ways of 

thinking.  Five participants in this study discussed experiences in which they have 

engaged in or do engage in strategies that value multiple frames of reference of faculty 

members.  The participants described valuing faculty’s frames of reference as a means of 

being genuinely inclusive rather than serving as a contrived way to get them on board.  

There were different ways in which these participants described valuing faculty’s 

frame of reference.  First, one participant from an Extensive institution and one from an 

Intensive institution shared how because they value faculty members’ and academic 

administrators’ perspectives that they incorporate these perspectives into the course by 

having them serve as presenters.  One of these participants said, 

I also utilize on-campus resources, i.e., other administrators and faculty, as 
guest lecturers in the course. This enables me to add different perspectives on 
leadership to the course without any budgetary support and enriches the student's 
experience of our university through interaction with administrative and faculty 
leaders. 

Another added that there is a “philosophical importance and opportunity to enhance 

experiences for students in the department” through the exposure to faculty members and 

different perspectives.

One strategy that student affairs professionals often can control is who sits on 

their program committees and search processes.  It may be valuable for student affairs 
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professionals to consider asking faculty members to serve in these capacities to share 

their perspectives.  One participant shared using a form of this strategy by “asking them 

[faculty in the department] to attend instructor supervision meetings.”  Another

participant noted that “she [the faculty member involved in the academic department] has 

also sat on various student affairs committees to provide a link between our programs.”  

These participants believe that having faculty representation in meetings and on 

committees has been valuable to the student affairs unit.  In addition, some student affairs 

professionals also span the faculty-student affairs divide to share their frames of reference 

as well.  These include attending faculty meetings and serving on faculty search 

committees.  It is common in higher education to have faculty and student affairs 

participate in each others’ advisory boards and on special projects (Kuh & Banta, 2000).  

This type of collaboration, sharing of perspectives on committees and advisory boards, 

can build a positive rapport between the two groups (Banta & Kuh, 1998).

Another shared that “the head of the HESA program held both faculty and 

administration roles.”  Having someone be able to equally value and then cross back and 

forth between the two cultures is vital to collaboration (Philpott & Strange, 2003).  This 

situation may structurally lend itself to create an equal playing field in which both faculty 

and student affairs perspectives and frames of reference are valued and incorporated.

Although the participants shared some physical ways in which they incorporate 

faculty perspectives into the courses, none included striving to learn more about true 

faculty perspectives.  Papish (1999) found that the gap between faculty perceptions and 

student affairs perceptions of student learning is very narrow with the learning outcomes 
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that student affairs professionals believed they were responsible for and the learning 

outcomes the faculty believed they were responsible for ending up for the most part being 

the same exact learning outcomes.  This finding may be surprising to some faculty 

members and student affairs professionals as the focus continues to be on the differences 

of these two professions and not the similarities.  

This is especially true when it comes to the notion that student affairs 

professionals focus more on affective development and faculty focus more on cognitive 

development.  First, to assume that all faculty members focus more on cognitive 

development than affective development may be misleading.  Lee (2004) found that 

when disaggregated by discipline, some disciplines focus more on affective development 

than others.  For instance, Education and English departments in her study are positively 

correlated with focusing on affective development in students whereas Biology, Political 

Science, and Business departments are not (Lee, 2004).  

In addition, Blackhurst and Pearson (1996) found that student affairs 

professionals also emphasize both cognitive and affective development in their courses.  

So, perhaps the notion that faculty focus on cognitive development and student affairs 

professionals focus on affective development is too extreme.  Both faculty and student 

affairs professionals may focus on cognitive development, affective development, or both 

depending on the discipline and the individual.  It appears that both faculty and student 

affairs professionals have the capacity and do enact the developmental outcomes not 

typically associated with them.  This ambiguity in terms of which profession focuses on 

which developmental outcomes leaves the door open for both groups to come together 
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and learn more about the developmental outcomes they truly have.  “Genuine 

partnerships require faculty members and student affairs professionals to take on the 

difficult task of negotiating meaning, social relations, knowledge, and values” (Magolda, 

2005, p. 21).  Magolda (2005), however, claims that “there is a far greater need for these 

two subcultures to understand themselves before embarking on a quest to learn about the 

other” (Magolda, 2005, p. 20).  This may relate to the idea that both faculty and student 

affairs literature points out that faculty focus on cognitive development and student 

affairs professionals focus on affective development.  By each profession understanding 

that there may be more ambiguity with these developmental outcomes in regard to their 

own professions, they may then be ready to learn about the other profession’s 

developmental outcomes.  

Open communication was added to the rewrite of relational leadership and 

addresses the idea that inclusivity stems from all parties knowing and understanding what 

is happening.  It is difficult to feel included in something if there is a great deal of 

information not being communicated.  Three participants representing both institutional 

types indicated the importance of open communication between student affairs (or the 

specific professionals coordinating the courses) and the academic department with four 

instances of this strategy emerging in the surveys.  In the case of relational leadership, 

open communication signifies both parties being able to communicate freely and openly 

back and forth.  There are no top-down or bottom-up communication structures; all 

communication is inclusive of the groups involved. Two participants called 

communication “key,” meaning crucial or vital.  These participants use communication to 
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inform the academic department about the courses and for “coordination of class 

sections, class location, variable credits, etc.”  One participant added that communication 

should occur between “all levels” of individuals, whereas another noted the importance 

of “frequent contact.”

Three participants shared experiences of building coalitions as a strategy to be 

inclusive and relational.  In this sense, building coalitions is done to achieve the best 

outcome with a shared vision and buy-in rather than creating allies for the purpose of 

simply navigating the system.  One participant asserted that knowing faculty members for 

the sake of knowing them is vital.   He said, “The staff that comprises our leadership 

program does make an effort to know a variety of faculty members. These interactions 

are both formal and informal.”  Sometimes these coalitions may be useful in advancing a 

project or navigating the system, but he believes that it is just important to get to know 

the faculty without an agenda in mind.  

Building coalitions is also about creating relationships with those faculty

members who share the value of student development with student affairs professionals 

and serve as advocates for student affairs programs.  One participant shared, “the ‘key 

component’ is relationships --- and learning which faculty are focused on student

learning, development and 'teaching' as their research interest(s) -- vs. their 'traditional' 

disciplinary interests -- is very important.”  The previous participant shared his beliefs 

that building coalitions was an across-the-board initiative with multiple faculty members, 

whereas this participant believes in building coalitions with those faculty members who 

share student affairs values.  This approach is consistent with the approach taken in 
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getting the Bernard P. McDonough Center for Leadership and Business at Marietta 

College off the ground (Troyer, 2004, p. 72).  Although it was not student affairs driven, 

“the recruitment of ‘leadership-friendly faculty’ was imperative to the program growth” 

(Troyer, 2004, p. 72).  Building coalitions with those who appear to share the same 

values can create energy and support behind initiatives.

Overall, there is a sense from these participants that building coalitions is 

important even in day-to-day work outside of leadership course implementation and 

coordination.  Other participants throughout their surveys also indicated examples of 

building coalitions that were effective in gaining buy-in and advocacy in creating 

courses, certificates, and minors that are better because of multiple perspectives and these 

established authentic coalitions.  These examples are spread throughout this analysis as 

they fit with other themes as well.

The final aspect of the inclusive component involves student affairs professionals 

really listening to faculty members’ opinions and experiences in an effort to improve the 

courses that they teach and coordinate.  One participant from an Extensive institution 

used this as a strategy and described this when she said, “Talking with faculty who have a 

Student Affairs background has been most helpful. Most of them can relate to what we 

are doing & have had experience in teaching/supporting a similar course.”  One cannot 

underestimate the power of really listening to others’ experiences especially when that 

other person had been a student affairs professional and understands the culture, 

pressures, and issues.  In this case, not only has the strategy of listening been effective in 

helping this participant improve the courses she works with, but being listened to by 
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someone who truly understands what this student affairs professional faces plays an 

important role. 

Overall, many participants found aspects of being inclusive as effective and 

important strategies in the implementation, coordination, and even teaching of leadership 

courses.  This strategy appears to span both institutional types.

Major Findings: Purposeful

To be purposeful means that a person or group must have a reason, mission, or 

vision as to why they do what they do.  In the case of the Relational Leadership Model 

(Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998), there are 10 ways in which one can have the 

knowledge, attitude, or skill in being purposeful.  Three of these emerged in this study, 

each describing a relational leadership strategy that student affairs professionals use in 

the implementation and coordination of leadership courses.  These include involving 

others in the vision process, envisioning, and identifying goals.  It should also be noted 

that of the five participants and nine examples of being purposeful shared by participants, 

not one was shared by someone from an Intensive institution.  

The most prevalent aspect of being purposeful includes involving others in the 

vision process.  This particular aspect of relational leadership has to do with bringing 

people around the table to formulate the vision for the leadership courses, minor, or 

certificate.  It is more than just valuing frames and multiple realities.  It is putting them in 

action.  It is also more than building coalitions.  It is what is done with those coalitions.  

It is the synergy that brings multiple people together with multiple perspectives to design 
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something from the onset.  There are two ways of involving others in the vision process 

that emerged from the survey responses.  These include starting programs or courses 

from scratch and expanding or improving existing programs.

Five participants, all from Extensive institutions, described involving others in the 

vision process as an effective strategy to implement a leadership course, certificate, or 

minor.  One participant described the importance of involving others in the vision process 

when starting an interdisciplinary leadership minor.  He said,

For the past few years we have been working on a proposal for an 
Interdisciplinary Minor in Leadership Studies. We met with Deans 
of the Colleges of Arts & Sciences, Business, and Education, and 
gained approval to form an interdisciplinary faculty committee with 
one representative from each college . . . Involving faculty within 
various colleges on a common committee helped to build interest and 
ownership in the concept [the minor].  

This participant indicated that this strategy was very effective in terms of beginning the 

discussions and process of creating a minor.  He did not describe this experience as a 

means to get the minor implemented, but as a way to make the minor the best it could be 

and ensure its longevity and support at the institution.  In this case, the vision process was 

initiated by student affairs professionals.  Another instance in which student affairs 

professionals involved others, including faculty and academic administrators, occurred 

after a student affairs professional drafted a sample syllabus for a leadership course.  She 

described the situation when she said,

I developed the course and then met with several academic units to 
discuss "fit" and sponsorship of the course.  Once I found an interested 
department, I worked with the department representative to send the 
course proposal through the approval process.  After the course was 
approved, we decided that an interdisciplinary academic certificate 
would be beneficial to our students.  So we continued to work together 
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to establish the certificate.  This required working with about 8 different 
academic departments to get their cooperation and include the leadership 
related courses from their areas in the certificate program.  

This strategy is a good example of meaningful intentions behind collaboration.  Magolda 

(2005) notes that faculty members do not want to collaborate just to collaborate.  They 

need to be able to understand what the intentions are behind the collaboration (Magolda, 

2005).  In this case, the participant found the academic unit that was the best fit for the 

course and for all involved in getting a certificate program off the ground.  The 

participant also indicated that the leadership certificate passed through all approvals and 

is currently in existence at her institution.  Also, because of the vision process across 

units, the administration of the certificate is spread over student affairs and academic 

affairs demonstrating the longer-term effects of coming together to create a vision beyond 

simply implementing the courses.  

Another instance of shared visioning was actually instigated by both a student 

affairs professional and faculty member when they attempted to organize existing 

leadership courses and implement new ones.  The two of them not only shared a vision 

between them about the courses, but shared a vision about how they were going to assess 

the situation with the courses in general.  The two of them developed a team and engaged 

others in the vision process.  As described in the Relational Leadership Experiences 

section under involving others in the vision process, the participant shared how the 

student affairs professional also involved faculty in addition to faculty involving student 

affairs.  She said,  

Most of these changes were negotiated between the Asst Director of the 
University Union for Leadership Programs . . . and our . . . departmental 
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liaison . . . In 2000, [they] convened a group called the Curriculum Design 
Team (CDT) comprised of key student affairs and faculty members whose 
goal was to address numerous issues that had popped up in the 'organic' 
growing of courses. 

Today, the courses offered at this institution number over 20 types and many of the 

administrative issues that were plaguing the courses prior to 2000 have been resolved.

Another participant who also discussed involving others in the vision process 

described this strategy to include other student affairs professionals rather than faculty 

members.  She shared how her student affairs unit provides oversight for many leadership 

courses even those affiliated with student affairs units outside of her unit and how she has 

brought these staff members together to discuss the vision for these courses.  She 

described this shared vision process when she said,

We've met with student affairs staff over the years to develop a comprehensive 
leadership development curriculum. While that seemed like a good idea "in 
theory", the reality was that students weren't really interested in taking these 
classes. . . We developed several "levels" of leadership courses, assuming that 
students would move from one to another. Unfortunately, recruiting students for 
the classes has been challenging and there has been little interest from staff in 
creating a variety of "special topics" classes.

This example is the only shared vision situation that a participant described in which the 

vision was discussed as not being achieved.  It is important to note that although the 

vision may appear to transcend multiple groups of people and be something everyone 

aims for, achieving the vision is not a guarantee.  In this case, the group that was not part 

of the vision process was the students.  No matter how much the student affairs 

professionals believe in the vision, if students do not buy into it, the courses will not 

succeed.
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This particular issue is vital in understanding the importance of involving others 

in the vision process.  Throughout all of the survey responses, students were rarely 

discussed.  Perhaps that is due to the questions asked in the survey or it is more reflective 

of the focus that student affairs professionals exhibit in implementing and coordinating 

these courses in which the curriculum is something done to students, not involving them.  

But, these professionals know that in order to get students to take these courses, they 

must look like other academic courses and offer familiar currency, the academic credit

(Scheider & Shoenberg, 1999).  Like the participant described above, without the input 

and attention of students, the courses may result in vacant classrooms.

Another aspect of involving others in the vision process relates to including others 

in the expansion and improvement of existing leadership courses and programs.  One 

participant shared his strategy of consulting with the division chair for new ideas, 

whereas another participant discussed having faculty serve on the divisional planning

team for “improving/expanding our leadership program efforts.”  Finally, one participant 

who has been working to overcome some tension between faculty and student affairs left 

over from his predecessor’s doings, noted the importance of having a shared vision in 

order to offer the best to students.  He said,

So, prior to my previous supervisor's departure, I think the perception was 
to some degree that we sought faculty involvement for appearances sake.  
In the coming months and years, my hope is to have breakfasts, brunches, 
lunches, and other meetings with faculty members who have worked with 
our programs in the past and reaffirm for them that our desire to involve them 
with our students is for the benefit of the students as it should be.

The idea of envisioning is the ability to see what is ahead and where one wants to 

go.  In regard to envisioning with leadership course implementation and coordination is 
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the ability for the student affairs professionals who work with the courses to be able to 

see where they want the courses to be in three, five, or ten years and act now to get on the 

path to lead them there.  In one case, a participant from an Extensive institution shared 

what the Division of Student Affairs as a whole is envisioning for the implementation of 

their leadership courses.  Currently, the courses are housed in Special Studies, a 

department with little academic oversight and little faculty involvement, and there is 

interest in relocating the courses this upcoming year to a more discipline-based academic 

unit.  He said, “The decision [as to what academic department to move courses to] will 

have been based on the positive nature of the relationship between the Division of 

Student Affairs' leadership team's association with that academic department.”  The 

participant described how the permanent academic home for the courses was in flux 

because the Division of Student Affairs wanted to make sure that where they eventually 

housed them was congruent with the vision for these courses in the future.

Another aspect of being purposeful is the ability to identify goals. This differs 

from envisioning as it is comprises a more specific action plan with tangible goals that 

help lead one to reach the vision.  Two examples of identifying goals were discussed; one 

relates to a goal in developing a leadership course, whereas the other relates to a goal for 

the leadership course itself.

First, in regard to developing a leadership course, one participant from an 

Extensive institution described his goal of being outcomes-based as an effective strategy.  

He noted, “It has helped me to work from an outcomes-based strategy of syllabus and 

curriculum development. Since adopting this strategy, the unhealthy and unproductive 
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challenges have been minimal.”  By having this goal to utilize a different approach to 

course design, he has reduced some of the stresses that go along with course 

implementation.

The second example has to do with a goal of the leadership course itself.  This 

same participant identified one of the goals of the course is “to make the university 

somewhat smaller for students by giving them access to faculty members in informal 

settings.”  By being overt about the goals the course aims to achieve, it may be easier to 

articulate the benefits or at least anticipated outcomes of the course to others as well as 

assess whether these goals are being met through the course.  Not only having a goal is 

relational, but this particular goal is also relational.  In this case, student affairs 

professionals believe that what faculty members do is important to student learning and 

development and want to help students enhance their relationships with faculty members.

Envisioning, identifying goals, and involving others in the vision process were 

important strategies in student affairs professionals being purposeful.  It is unclear as to 

why these experiences were only shared among those at Extensive institutions.  Perhaps 

there are more formal processes in place at these institutions that require a more 

conscious effort at being purposeful.  Or, perhaps some participants at Intensive 

institutions have tried these strategies and have found that they are not as effective as 

other strategies.    

Minor Findings: Helpful
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In addition to the experiences that student affairs professionals experienced 

related to helpfulness, they also used helpfulness as a relational leadership strategy.  This 

new component was added to the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, Lucas, & 

McMahon, 1998) after themes emerged indicating that both student affairs professionals 

and faculty members were being genuinely helpful to one another both in course 

implementation and in coordination.  Helpful means that one entity assists or supports 

another entity.  In the strategies used by student affairs professionals, there was only one 

aspect of helpful that emerged.  This was exchanging assistance.  The two participants 

who shared these experiences were from Intensive institutions.

Exchanging assistance involves creating a win-win situation for both parties by 

helping each other out.  Sometimes, it involves trading one type of assistance for another 

so that both parties benefit.  One participant described using this as a strategy when she 

discussed how the relationship between student affairs and the academic unit is set up.  

She said that the “student affairs coordinator is an adjunct faculty in the department [and 

that] student affairs employs many grad students [from that academic department].”  In 

this case, there is a win-win situation in which both entities are assisting each other.  The 

student affairs department benefits by having the student affairs coordinator being an 

adjunct faculty member, and the academic department benefits by having their graduate 

students secure employment with the student affairs unit.  

Another way in which exchanging assistance can occur involves simply being 

available to help each other in various situations that may arise.  One participant 

discussed the importance of being able to exchange assistance.  He said, 
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I find that good faculty colleagues are always eager to provide feedback, 
coaching, and support. You have to find out who these people are and then 
go to them whenever needed. We also need to be prepared to support the 
faculty who welcome us - they need our help as well.  

In this situation, there is no preset definition of the parameters of a win-win situation like 

in the first example.  It is important, however, to know that sometimes exchanging 

assistance is not time stagnant.  One party may offer assistance to the other without the 

other offering assistance in return for some time.  It is the relationship that is formed 

between the two groups that allows for this exchange that proves beneficial to later 

interactions.

Minor Findings: Empowering

In regard to empowerment as a relational leadership strategy, it was apparent from 

the first part of this analysis that there were many instances of student affairs 

professionals feeling empowered by faculty and those in the academic departments.  

When the tables are turned, however, there were no examples shared of student affairs 

professionals empowering faculty members or academic administrators.  Without further 

study, it is unknown as to why this might be.  One could draw on the analysis of social 

closure experiences and strategies and perhaps make assumptions that despite efforts to 

even the playing field when it comes to power that faculty wield and power that student 

affairs professionals wield, there is a power differential between these two groups.  Those 

who have the power are often the ones who can control the distribution or sharing of it.  

In this sense, those in power would be the ones to empower and not the other way 
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around.  There was, however, one example of a student affairs professional empowering 

other student affairs professionals.  

Sharing information is a vital piece of empowering others.  If one is to feel a 

sense of ownership or even power or control over an issue, he or she must be exposed to 

information pertaining to that issue.  In this case, a participant from an Extensive 

institution described a strategy that he uses to empower other student affairs professionals 

involved in teaching leadership courses.  He offers information through extensive 

training.  The structure at the institution he works at is to have leadership course teaching 

teams with two student affairs professionals from different departments on each team.  

Knowing that some of these student affairs professionals had little knowledge of 

leadership education, he empowered them to understand and own the material by sharing 

the information with them.  This behavior is reflective of the knowledge management 

approach in which one of the organizational benefits to sharing information and not 

hoarding ideas includes bringing everyone up to the level of best practices (Elliot & 

O’Dell, 1999).

There were no examples in this study of student affairs professionals sharing 

information with faculty members, although this type of strategy has occurred in other 

situations.  An example of student affairs professionals sharing information with faculty 

is reflected in the situation of designing a living and learning community at a university.  

Due to the nature of the initiative, there were times that “faculty members became 

apprentices of student affairs staff, learning about students in ways they had not known 
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previously” (Philpott & Strange, 2003, p. 86).  This phenomenon may have occurred with 

these participants, although none shared any examples.

Components of the Relational Leadership Model with No Findings

In regard to the strategies that were described in the survey responses, not one fit 

into the category of ethical.  This does not mean that the strategies used were or are 

unethical.  It simply means that they were not used for the purpose of being ethical as 

defined by the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, et.al, 1998).  

What is interesting to note in terms of ethical, however, is that one of the social 

closure strategies used, virtual adoption, may actually be deemed as an unethical strategy.  

Agreeing to do one thing with faculty so the course gets implemented and doing another 

brings up a question of ethical behavior on the part of student affairs professionals.

Overall, sixteen participants from Extensive institutions discussed using relational 

leadership strategies in working with faculty and academic administrators for leadership 

course implementation and coordination whereas eighteen used social closure.  

Participants discussed in more detail their experiences of social closure and relational 

leadership from faculty members than the strategies that they used.  In addition, three 

participants from Intensive institutions did not share relational leadership strategies and 

two did not use social closure.  Overall, it is apparent that student affairs professionals 

use both types of strategies for leadership course implementation and coordination. 
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CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The purpose of this study is to understand the experiences and strategies of 

student affairs professionals in the implementation and coordination of leadership courses 

in academic units.  My intention in studying this topic was to understand if, and to what 

extent student affairs professionals experience resistant or collaborative behaviors from 

faculty members in trying to implement and coordinate the courses.  This particular study 

is unique as it is not just an account of the experiences and strategies, but an attempt to 

understand these experiences and strategies from the perspectives of student affairs 

professionals.  I used two major theories to frame my analysis, Social Closure Theory 

(Witz, 1992) and the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 

1998).  Through these frameworks, I was able to understand the experiences and 

strategies that cut across spectrums of power, with social closure focusing on dominant 

group power and relational leadership focusing on shared power.  Through this study, I 

attempted to answer the following research questions:

1. What are the experiences of student affairs professionals in implementing and/or 

coordinating leadership courses within academic units?

a. In what context, from what parties, and to what extent do student affairs 

professionals experience social closure by faculty in the implementation 

and/or coordination of leadership courses?

b. In what context, from what parties, and to what extent do student affairs 

professionals experience relational leadership by faculty in the 

implementation and/or coordination of leadership courses?
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2. What strategies do student affairs professionals use in the implementation and/or 

coordination of leadership courses?

a. In what context, from what parties, and to what extent do student affairs 

professionals participate in social closure in implementation and/or 

coordination of leadership courses?

b. In what context, from what parties, and to what extent do student affairs 

professionals participate in relational leadership in implementation and/or 

coordination of leadership courses?

This chapter consists of a summary of findings, a review of the theoretical 

frameworks, recommendations for research, and recommendations for practice for 

student affairs professionals in the implementation and coordination of leadership courses 

for credit.

Summary of Findings

Overall, participants indicated experiencing and using strategies of social closure 

and relational leadership with faculty, academic administrators, other student affairs 

professionals, and academic department support staff.  

Overview of Experiences

Overall, in terms of experiencing relational leadership or social closure, 82.3% of 

the participants experienced social closure and 79.4% experienced relational leadership; 

both primarily from faculty.  When disaggregated by institutional type, 86.9% of 
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participants at Extensive institutions experienced social closure, whereas 72.7% of 

participants at Intensive institutions experienced social closure.  Since some participants 

had multiple experiences, it is also important to consider the number of experiences.  Of 

the total experiences of student affairs professionals when implementing and/or 

coordinating leadership courses, 49.3%% were social closure, with 47.8% of experiences 

at Extensive institutions being social closure and 54.1% of total experiences at Intensive 

institutions being social closure in nature.

On the other hand, 79.4% experienced relational leadership. At Extensive 

institutions, 74% of participants experienced relational leadership and 81.8% at Intensive 

institutions.  Of the total experiences that student affairs professionals had in 

implementing and coordinating leadership courses, 50.7% of them were relational 

leadership, with 52.2% of total experiences at Extensive institutions and 45.9% at 

Intensive being relational leadership.

Total 
participants

Participants 
at Extensive

Participants 
at Intensive

Total 
Experiences

Experiences 
at Extensive

Experiences 
at Intensive

Social 
Closure 
Experiences

82.3% 86.9% 72.7% 49.3% of all 
experiences

47.8% 54.1%

Relational 
Leadership 
Experiences

79.4% 74% 81.8% 50.7% of all 
experiences

52.2% 45.9%

From simply looking at numbers, it appears that social closure was experienced 

by more participants but accounts for fewer experiences than relational leadership.  When 

disaggregated, however, a higher percentage of those at Extensive institutions 

experienced social closure than relational leadership, but a higher percentage of those at 

Intensive institutions experienced relational leadership than social closure.  Since the 
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numbers are so close, it is difficult to understand whether there really is a difference.  

One would need to use a paired samples T-test to really assess whether the differences in 

these means are significant.  Since that analysis is out of the scope of this study, the main 

finding that can be drawn from this is that student affairs professionals as a whole 

experienced both social closure and relational leadership.  Some participants indicated 

only experiencing social closure (20.59% of participants), and others only experienced 

relational leadership (14.71%).  On the other hand, many individuals experienced both 

social closure and relational leadership, indicating that the two are not mutually exclusive 

to the experiences of student affairs professionals.  Some even shared experiencing both 

social closure and relational leadership in the same event.  This variety of manifestations 

of experiences adds to the complexity of understanding their prevalence.  

Since both social closure and relational leadership consisted of a multitude of 

findings, it is important to shed light on ideas that permeated the overall experiences of 

student affairs professionals.  These include collaboration, student affairs’ competencies, 

value of student affairs, cognitive and affective development, faculty care, jurisdiction, 

academic capitalism, accountability, and being in and out of the profession.

Collaboration.  Overall, participants experienced both social closure and 

relational leadership specifically around experiences related to territoriality and 

collaboration.  It appears that many participants noted the territoriality of faculty, staff, 

and academic administrators in the departments they were working with as well as in 

other academic departments.  Sometimes this manifested itself into specific behaviors, 

whereas other times it was a general attitude emitted from the academic department.  In a 
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time of resource tension and the balance with prestige, academic departments acting in a 

territorial manner is no surprise.  Many must protect the few resources they have and 

there may be a sense of reluctance to become involved with a new venture, especially one 

proposed from the student affairs side of the institution.  The creation of silos that 

compete for resources has created a competitive environment on campuses (Kuh & 

Banta, 2000) that may in turn impede cross-departmental collaborations.  The 

competitive environment “can lead to a sometimes irrational and almost always 

dysfunctional territorialism that makes faculty and student affairs staff concentrate on 

protecting their ‘turf’ for fear of losing some of what they have” (Kuh & Banta, 2000, p. 

6).  Because of this competitiveness, collaboration between student affairs and faculty is 

often only truly successful if the initiative is given the encouragement (or mandate), 

support, and resources from central administration (Engstrom & Tinto, 1997). With the 

support of central administration, this irrational behavior may be able to be alleviated to 

some extent.  

Two main issues arise in terms of territoriality and competition between faculty 

and student affairs professionals.  In some instances, not only are both parties protecting 

their own turf, they seem to be competing for new turf-the domain over leadership 

courses.  Because leadership education does not belong to any one department or unit and 

it seems to be the catch-phrase that is trendy, many faculty and student affairs 

professionals want a piece of the pie (Pennington, 2005).  Competitiveness and 

territoriality have created an environment in which many units are creating their own type 

of leadership education resulting in duplication (Pennington, 2005).  This idea of 
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competition leading to duplication of courses is not unique to leadership education, but 

actually occurs in other academic departments with other types of courses (Dressel, 

1963).  

Magolda (2005) would assert that student affairs professionals do not consider 

whether or not collaboration with faculty on a particular project is a good idea.  In one 

sense, it may break down barriers of competition and territoriality, but at the same time,

is it collaboration for the sake of collaboration?   

On the other hand, with leadership education being duplicated in a variety of 

departments, collaboration between student affairs professionals and faculty members 

and even within the faculty may result in a more coordinated effort to offer the courses so 

there is some accountability for those teaching leadership.  Just having been in a 

leadership role does not provide the theoretical background for someone to teach 

leadership (Pennington, 2005); just as reading a book does not fully prepare someone to 

be a reading teacher.

Despite the territoriality and competitiveness that some feel, many also 

experience a true sense of collaboration.  They discussed instances of creating shared 

visions, implementing courses together, sharing syllabi, participating in each others’ 

programs, advisory boards, and selection committees, and even publishing together.  

Some have had longstanding relationships with faculty long before the courses emerged 

and experienced a feeling of true partnership with them when they collaborated on 

leadership courses.  The same pressure surrounding the lack of resources for both faculty 

and student affairs may also be initiative to think creatively about the way business has 
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always been done.  Some collaborative initiatives are supported, both philosophically as 

well as financially, by central administration.  Getting involved in these collaborations 

may be lucrative for either or both parties in the long run.  On the other hand, 

collaboration sometimes occurs because the faculty members want something (like FTE, 

variety of courses, or notoriety for having leadership in their department) or the student 

affairs professional wants something (just a home to house courses).  I would argue that 

this is more of a tradeoff or business exchange than a collaborative initiative.  This stems 

not so much from the desired outcome of the collaboration (building a living and learning 

community, for instance), but in the intentions in going into the collaboration.  As long as 

there is a motive or agenda by one party or the other, despite the commitment to the 

overall goal, the collaboration becomes a skewed business transaction.  

Many participants noted the collaborative efforts of faculty members to work as 

true partners with them in the process.  They were under the assumption that these faculty 

members truly believed in leadership education and wanted to see the courses 

implemented for the good of the students and the advancement of leadership education.  

Since the participants’ experiences were only based on their perceptions, it is difficult to 

understand if there were faculty motives in these collaborative ventures and if so, what 

these might have been.      

Competencies of student affairs.  Some student affairs professionals believe that 

faculty members think that they do not have competencies, credibility, or ability to 

effectively teach rigorous courses.  Student affairs professionals appear to think that 

having to go through course approval processes is intrusive and extensive.  Some simply 
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experience the same course approval process that the faculty members go through.  The 

only difference is that faculty members have also been interviewed with the academic 

department to ensure their teaching ability and credentials.  Student affairs professionals 

have not been through that same process.  So, going through that process and the course 

approval process are often just institutional bureaucracies that all instructors face.  Since 

student affairs professionals do not get the opportunity to sit on curriculum committees 

and see the faculty side of the institution, this process may seem targeting.  

Although these cumbersome course approval processes are not specifically 

designed to give student affairs professionals the run-around, it is vital to understand that 

student affairs professionals are not accustomed to the faculty culture and may experience 

culture shock.  In addition, these professionals are not used to experiencing rejection or 

critical feedback on ideas as that would not uphold their perception of care and nurture.

In addition to not being accustomed to faculty culture, there are both the overt and 

covert messages from participants regarding concern with their colleagues and 

predecessors for making student affairs look bad to faculty, either by creating contrived 

relationships with faculty members to get access to networks and resources or by creating 

leadership courses that were not academic whatsoever.  Both of these types of behaviors 

can lead to the stereotype that student affairs professionals are the staff at the university 

whose role is extracurricular in nature in which few student affairs’ professionals are able 

to enact faculty’s perception of academic rigor.  

So, in one sense the approval processes student affairs professionals must go 

through are more than likely structurally the same processes that faculty members go 
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through.  But, the individual perceptions and attitudes of faculty members throughout 

those processes (on curriculum committees or as departmental representatives) may be 

impacted by the stereotypes they have of student affairs professionals.  This may not just 

be during the approval processes, but even after the courses are approved.  Because 

faculty members have the control of whether or not the courses will be housed in their 

particular academic department, they also, by default, gain control of the content and 

structure of the courses.  Faculty members of these departments may attempt to control 

the course content, although none of the courses were offered in leadership studies 

departments, or for any number of reasons empower student affairs professionals to serve 

in the expert role in terms of leadership education.  Pennington (2005) suggests that when 

it comes to leadership education, even those faculty members not in leadership studies 

believe they have expertise in this subject matter.  She notes that many faculty members 

are trying to get in on leadership education believing they have the right to teach this 

knowledge base because they have been or are leaders (Pennington, 2005).  

   Aside from expertise, faculty may also question the academic rigor of the 

courses.  So, to ensure the courses are rigorous and worth academic credit, faculty may 

involve themselves in content and curriculum development of the courses rather than 

simply giving feedback to the student affairs professionals to increase the rigor of the 

course.  It may be an issue of misplaced intentions; faculty members not believing they 

know more about leadership education than the student affairs professionals but 

controlling the content of the courses to ensure a level of rigor in the eyes of the faculty 
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of the academic department.  This action would demonstrate more of an accountability 

measure for rigor than a skepticism of the expertise. 

Value of student affairs.  It appears that the student affairs profession is plagued 

by both external and internal issues around the value of the profession.  As far as the 

external point of view, student affairs professionals often do experience living in a 

second-class world with what they do seen as not essential to the mission of the 

institution with faculty occupying this first-class role (Kuh & Banta, 2000; Craig, 2003).  

But, the question is, who sees student affairs as less valuable than academic affairs?  

Perhaps many faculty members and academic administrators do, however, many student 

affairs professionals do as well.  Many participants articulated experiences in which they 

needed faculty members’ attention in an effort to endorse the leadership courses and 

without that endorsement, the courses would be another superfluous activity coming out 

of student affairs.  Many participants found faculty members interested in working with 

them while others navigated through departments looking for allies.  

Either way, the idea that student affairs professionals need to assert their worth 

through supportive faculty members indicates an issue of both the external and internal 

view of student affairs.  Externally, some faculty members and academic administrators 

may believe that student affairs is a profession that is an over-resourced and an 

unnecessary part of the institution, thus asserting the profession as a lower value 

compared to academic affairs.  Internally, many student affairs professionals may not 

believe that their function is of equal value to faculty.  This leads to the self-deprecating 

attitudes of many student affairs professionals.  These attitudes may be shaped through 
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socialization in which student affairs professionals see faculty members in governance 

positions, able to get tenure in some cases, and having the ability to earn consulting fees 

and revenue from publishing, unlike their student affairs counterparts.  It may also be an 

issue of self-fulfilling prophecy in which student affairs professionals are socialized by 

other student affairs professionals either through graduate education or on the job to 

believe they are victims to the higher education oppressive forces.  Student affairs 

professionals have created a “’self-marginalizing, disempowering, self-pitying culture, 

resulting in student affairs professionals who have a victim mentality and a sense of 

powerlessness’” (Woodard, Love, & Komives, 2000, p. 18 from Helm, 2004, p. 55).  

Thus, many student affairs professionals may have self-doubt over the importance of 

their own initiatives unless they have faculty endorsement.  It is as if student affairs 

professionals need validation from the “faculty parent” in order to feel important and 

valued.  This “’low self-esteem or low self-worth is problematic because a positive self-

image is necessary for believing one can influence one’s future.  The challenge is to 

recognize this self-marginalizing tendency and to counteract it’” (Woodard, et.al, 2000, p. 

19 from Helm, 2004, p. 55).

Cognitive and Affective Development.  Many participants experienced reluctance 

and resistance on the part of many faculty members regarding the validity of the affective 

development piece.  This may reflect a disconnect between faculty members and student 

affairs when it comes to the legitimacy of affective development as a way to learn.  This 

lack of legitimacy stems from the fact that “women, and the affective values ascribed to 

them, have historically been undervalued or negatively valued in our society (Dusek, 
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1987; Kaplan & Sedney, 1980; Olds, 1981; Richardson, 1981; Skovholt, 1978)” (Hughes, 

1989. p. 21).  Furthermore, “the academic community as one [is] typically designed to 

promote and reward ‘masculine’ development by focusing mainly on cognitive learning 

experiences and rewarding ‘masculine’ principles such as competition, aggression, 

ambition, independence, and analytical behaviors” (Hughes, 1989, p. 18). On the other 

hand, some participants experienced faculty members embracing the courses with 

affective development.  Some scholars have found that the best way to offer leadership 

courses is through a blend of cognitive and affective development (Meixner, n.d.; 

McIntire, 1989, Banta & Kuh, 1998).  It appears as though some student affairs 

professionals and some faculty members may be at the extreme ends of the continuum 

with courses needing to focus on either cognitive or affective development.  What really 

may ensure a quality learning experience in terms of leadership education is a blend of 

rigorous cognitive learning with practical affective development; meaning that faculty 

members and student affairs professionals must work together.    

Faculty care.  A number of experiences that participants shared directly related to 

the extent they perceived faculty to care about them and their initiatives.  Some 

participants shared a number of ways in which they felt that faculty members cared for 

them.  For instance, many welcomed the student affairs professionals into their 

departments, involved them in departmental professional development and committees, 

and encouraged them to teach and develop other courses.  Faculty would periodically 

check in and offer support to student affairs professionals and would be available and 

accessible to assist.  Many shared an overall sense of feeling appreciated by faculty.  
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On the other hand, many experienced disinterest and even uncaring behavior from 

faculty in which they would not return phone calls or follow-through on commitments, 

lag in decision-making about the courses, and had some participants having to jump 

through what appeared to be hoops to get their courses implemented.  This idea of lack of 

concern or a disinterest in student affairs may come from the idea that “services that 

appear “ancillary to education are . . .  of slight professorial responsibility, power, or, in 

fact, concern” (Moore, 1970, p. 177) to faculty members.

The real issue may be what is considered caring behavior.  It appears that student 

affairs professionals see caring behavior as non-confrontational and polite and equate not 

critiquing course curriculum or challenging ideas to be caring.  Faculty, on the other 

hand, may see caring as challenging syllabi and curriculum to ensure that it is the best 

that it can be, not just to protect their reputations, but to ensure a quality course for 

students.  Caring, in the eyes of faculty, may be taking the time to review courses and 

provide the constructive feedback to the student affairs professionals.  

Furthermore, one must ask why the type of caring behavior that student affairs 

professionals describe is so important for them to receive from faculty.  Student affairs 

professionals seem to seek validation from faculty through their perception of a caring 

response.  Student affairs professionals who perceive caring to be one way and then not 

feel cared for in return in the same manner can create some dissonance.  As these 

professionals aim to create this type of caring environment for students because caring is 

central to the profession (McEwen, Williams, & Engstrom, 1991), they experience their 

perception of a lack of caring in regard to some of their relationships with faculty.  
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Jurisdiction.  Participants shared a variety of examples of different experiences 

demonstrating jurisdiction between faculty and student affairs, although the participants 

often used the words, territory and turf.  The line may have been drawn at whether or not 

student affairs professionals would be allowed to teach or what the work distribution 

would be in course coordination.  Jurisdictional lines between faculty and student affairs 

professionals seemed less muddy in the past when faculty taught and student affairs took 

care of support services outside the classroom.  In this case, jurisdiction is seen as a space 

that is occupied by those who teach.  With student affairs professionals entering the 

classroom, they are encroaching on what used to be solely faculty space.  It is not just a 

battle over who gets to own this particular space, but more of an issue of desiring entry 

into this space.  This means that student affairs professionals by offering credit-bearing 

courses probably do not want to take over the entire teaching role of the university, but be 

involved in teaching to the extent it makes sense for student affairs professionals based 

on the specific content in which they have knowledge.  

In addition to jurisdiction serving as a space, it also serves as the lines drawn 

within that space.  Since the doors are opening for student affairs professionals to teach 

(for many reasons), faculty have not only claimed an ownership to the space, but what 

happens in the space.  This is evident through a more psychological control that manifests 

itself through course approval processes and limitations on course offerings.  Since the 

faculty members are the credentialed experts of the institution, they serve as “the primary 

judge[s] of what should enter and what should not enter the curriculum” (Slaughter, 

2002, p. 268).  This allows the space to be protected and monitored by the experts in 
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higher education.  Depending on who these individuals are and their support of student 

affairs and the philosophy of leadership courses determines the extent of entry into the 

space and the role student affairs professionals have in that space.  

As a profession, the American College Personnel Association (a student affairs 

professional association) is revisiting this jurisdictional debate and asserting involvement 

in all levels of student learning.  The Student Learning Imperative (1994) was a 

fundamental document that opened the doors in student affairs to discuss any other roles 

for student affairs professionals outside of the student services function.  This document 

states

By emphasizing student development, student affairs professionals have taken 
as their domain the ‘co-curriculum, student activities, residential life, affective 
or personal development.’  At the same time, the academic staff has taken sole 
responsibility for ‘learning,’ which occurs in the formal curriculum in classrooms.  
This split, the statement argues, is unnecessary, as ‘the concepts of ‘learning,’ 
‘personal development,’ and ‘student development’ are inextricably intertwined 
and inseparable’” (Wolf-Wendel & Ruel, 1999, p. 42).

Thus, many student affairs professionals entering this faculty teaching space are perhaps 

not doing so as a concerted group effort or professional movement, but certainly in 

support of ideas from professional literature that indicates the responsibility of student 

affairs professionals to try to blend the faculty and student affairs jurisdictions.

Academic capitalism.  There seemed to be a number of survey responses that 

reflected concern in not getting paid to teach the leadership courses.  Underneath this 

surface issue, it appears that it is not an issue of not getting paid to teach since many are 

doing this as part of their full-time workload anyway and they already get paid.  The 

issue is that many student affairs professionals are teaching in a department that they 
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perceive gets revenue for the courses that is not shared with those who teach the courses 

or the departments that pay for the salaries of those who teach.  Some student affairs 

professionals may not be aware of how the institutional budgeting works at their 

institutions and assume that the academic department housing the courses gets revenue 

for offering them.  There were, however, a number of responses related to not getting any 

revenue that there is probably merit in investigating this further based on specific 

institutional budgeting structures.   

In the case that academic departments do receive funding for the courses, having 

academic departments partner with student affairs departments and offer to house the 

courses may provide a creative and lucrative opportunity for revenue generation for the 

academic department.  If the academic department does not have to provide instructors or 

even supplies/copies but can offer courses that position them to receive more money 

through the budget, then those in the academic department may be participating in 

academic capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997).  

A call to accountability.  The experiences of the participants intersect in many 

ways with the call to accountability not just facing student affairs professionals, but 

higher education in general.  First, experiences that student affairs professionals had 

related to faculty governance and policy implementation around courses may be shaped 

by the pressure for accountability in teaching that is put upon them.  There is some 

scrutiny by legislators, policy makers, and even general citizens in the use of part-time 

faculty members in higher education.  This pressure may play a role in the types of 

policies and processes that faculty governance and curriculum committees create 
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regarding part-time instructors.  Thus, student affairs professionals may be feeling 

scrutinized, not necessarily because of individual faculty members, but because of the 

pressure these governance groups have to enact policies to ensure quality teaching.  

In addition, accountability pressures have manifested themselves in course 

assessments.  Due to the “data-driven environment” of higher education (Schuh, 2003, 

pp. 4-5) and the pressure for data to be generated and shared with state policy makers 

(Welsh & Nunez, 2005), some student affairs professionals may feel that they are 

overassessing their students in the leadership courses, especially on topics that student 

affairs professionals may not see as directly tied to leadership.  This pressure for data 

generation is often top-down with faculty members also being required to do it in their 

courses.

There may also be elements of accountability pressures that appear to be 

explanatory in defining jurisdictional boundaries between faculty members and student 

affairs professionals.  Faculty members may use jurisdictional lines with the courses as a 

means to protect their domain from demands of external accountability.  There is an 

increased accountability from the state (Rhoades & Sporn, 2002) and from students 

themselves (Huisman & Currie, 2004).  In addition, academic administrators may 

restructure faculty roles and academic departments (Rhoades & Slaughter, 1997).  It may 

be understandable as to why faculty members may have an interest in having defined 

jurisdictional boundaries.  This way, they know exactly who is accountable and can 

attempt to protect their well-defined jurisdiction with little ambiguity or room for 

question.
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Finally, the increased fiscal pressures on public institutions in higher education 

may help explain the experiences of student affairs professionals.  With inflation rates 

surpassing rates of state appropriations (Selingo, 2003) and individual units having to 

generate their own revenue (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997), higher education is facing a major 

fiscal crisis.  Therefore, accountability plays a vital role.  First, academic administrators, 

in addition to responding to the external call for accountability in higher education, may 

also create more internal processes of accountability to ensure that the funding that is 

received from the state is used in the most efficient manner.  In addition, having 

individual units needing to generate funds for general operational costs may pose the 

question as to what is the best use of human and monetary resources for the unit.  An 

academic department that has the pressure of generating money for faculty salaries and 

operational costs may not want to take away staff time from revenue generation that is 

necessary for the function of the unit to participate in the implementation of elective 

courses that may not bring revenue into the department. 

In and out of the profession.  One of the other important aspects of this study is 

that it opens up the concept of social closure in a conceptual sense in addition to the 

updates to components I have made in the analysis section.  In Witz’s (1992) Social 

Closure Theory, the two professions often vying for power are related to each other by 

being in the same general field like doctors and nurses.  On the surface, this study appears 

to have a similar setup with faculty and student affairs professionals.  Each of these 

professions speaks a similar language to each other and has a similar set of clientele, 
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patients or students.  But, in looking to a deeper level, there are some differences between 

this original professional parallel.  

First, the concept of networks is vital to address.  During the time that Witz 

describes as a major movement of social closure for the nursing profession (late 1800s 

and early 1900s), these two groups of people had little interaction with one another in 

terms of collaborative projects.  They often worked in the same setting and nurses 

assisted doctors with patients, but equal collaboration was a rarity.  Today, student affairs 

professionals and faculty have a great deal of interaction whether that is right in the 

institutional setting or through associations.  There are collaborative initiatives happening 

between these two groups of people which in turn create networks that supersede the 

boundaries of the current initiative.  These networks provide an opportunity for student 

affairs professionals to have established a foundation for future collaboration.  In 

addition, having faculty and student affairs networks established helps each of the two 

professions understand each other better perhaps diffusing the power dynamic.  Also 

interacting through associations and conferences demonstrates more interaction between 

the two professions than I believe Witz accounted for with her examples.

Another aspect to consider that was not on the forefront of Witz’s interpretation 

involves physically being part of the academic arena of the institution through graduate 

studies.  In many of these situations, participants discussed how either they or some of 

their predecessors were graduate students in the department in which the courses are now 

housed.  Although these student affairs professionals may be student affairs professionals 

in their work, they more often interact with the department faculty in an academic sense, 
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thus having one foot in each realm of the institution.  This creates opportunities for 

collaboration, but it also may diffuse the power dynamic somewhat since these student 

affairs professionals who are students have demonstrated themselves to the faculty and 

know them through academics.

The last aspect of this being in and out of the profession at the same time is that 

institutions are structurally designing positions to be just that, in and out of the faculty 

profession.  There is growth of full-time non-tenure track instruction positions, those who 

have part-time faculty appointments and run a student affairs unit, or even those who 

work in student affairs who periodically serve as adjunct faculty.  In Witz’s time, this 

would equate to half nurses and half doctors or those who are doctors who moonlight as 

nurses.  This really was not the case then.  These two professions, despite their 

similarities, were very distinct.  In higher education, however, the student affairs and 

faculty professions are not that distinct.  Just this structural difference demonstrates that 

networks and roles do play a factor in social closure.  How fully explanatory is social 

closure with the permeation of networks and roles across blurry boundaries?   

Overview of Strategies

Overall, 79.4% of participants used social closure strategies and 70.6% of 

participants used relational leadership strategies.  78.3% of those from Extensive 

institutions used social closure, whereas 81.8% of those from Intensive institutions used 

social closure strategies.  In looking at number of times in which student affairs 

professionals used social closure, 58.5% of all strategies (total of social closure and 
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relational leadership) were social closure.  When analyzed by institutional type, 58.5% of 

the strategies used by student affairs professionals at Extensive institutions were social 

closure, and 58.6% of strategies at Intensive institutions were social closure.

In regard to relational leadership strategies, 70.6% of participants used relational 

leadership strategies accounting for 69.6% of all participants at Extensive institutions and 

72.7% of participants at Intensive institutions.  Furthermore, 41.5% of all occurrences in 

which student affairs professionals engaged in strategies to implement or coordinate 

leadership courses were relational leadership.  At Extensive institutions, 41.5% of all 

situations in which a strategy was used, participants used relational leadership.  Similarly 

at Intensive institutions, 41.4% of all situations in which a strategy was used reflected a 

strategy of relational leadership.  

Total 
participants

Participants 
at Extensive

Participants 
at Intensive

Total 
Strategies

Strategies at 
Extensive

Strategies at 
Intensive

Social 
Closure 
Strategies

79.4% 78.3% 81.8% 58.5% of all 
strategies

58.5% 58.6%

Relational 
Leadership 
Strategies

70.6% 69.6% 72.7% 41.5% of all 
strategies

41.5% 41.4%

The data indicate that student affairs professionals used more strategies relating to 

social closure than relational leadership.  In addition, of the instances in which the 

participants used strategies, a higher percentage of them were social closure rather than 

relational leadership.  When disaggregated by institutional type, there really is not much 

difference.  More participants from both institutional types seem to use social closure 

than relational leadership and have more occurrences of using it.  In addition, 14.71% of 

participants only used social closure strategies, whereas 6% of participants indicated only 
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having used relational leadership strategies.  Like in the analysis of experiences, many 

participants used both social closure and relational leadership strategies.  The next section 

reflects overall findings related to strategies that cut across both social closure and 

relational leadership.  These include feminized academic departments, credentials and 

competencies, faculty input, conformity, dual closure, faculty and student affairs cultural 

differences, and the many disciplines of academia.

Feminized academic departments.  Through this study, 22 of the 34 participants 

indicated housing their leadership courses in colleges, schools, or departments of 

Education.  Blount (1999) suggests that education is a feminized profession/department; 

one in which there are greater than 30 percent of the members of the profession being 

female (Bellas, 1997).  In addition, Education has a content focus on the ethic of care 

similar to that of the feminized student affairs profession.  There are many explanatory 

reasons as to why leadership courses on a majority of campuses in this study were housed 

in Education.  First, many participants noted that Education was a good content fit as 

there are similarities between some theories and principles of Education and those of 

what student affairs integrates into leadership studies, both reflecting what MacDonald 

(1995) notes as the feminine ethic of caring.  Seeking out a department that is also 

feminized may increase the likelihood in the participants’ minds that there is a shared 

connection between the two.

In addition, with feminized departments often being considered second-class in 

the institution (Bellas, 1997), in addition to shared content, there may be sense of shared 

experience.  Student affairs professionals can seek out others in the institution who, 
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despite their presence in the dominant faculty culture, also feel the effects of stratification 

and social closure; a soulmate of experience.  In addition, some faculty members from 

these departments may feel a sense of kinship and care for others who are stratified and 

offer assistance and support.  Many participants indicated having “longstanding” and 

“close” relationships with faculty members in Education indicating that this kinship may 

be more of a relationship than a business endeavor of housing the courses.

But, there are certain nuances that emerge in this situation in which a feminized 

academic department houses courses from student affairs which is also feminized.  Some 

experiences of student affairs professionals from faculty in Education emerged that 

appear to reflect social closure, whereas some reflect relational leadership.

First, the strategies of social closure by Education faculty that student affairs 

professionals experience may be less reflective of intentional closure strategies and more 

about striving to gain resources and legitimacy within the institution.  Student affairs 

professionals may not understand the stratification that happens within the faculty 

profession and assume that all faculty members have access to the same resources and 

that being excluded by one faculty member is the same as being excluded by another.  

This, however, is not necessarily the case.  With the stratification of departments, fields, 

and professions within higher education, those toward the bottom also may experience 

social closure.  Thus, as student affairs professionals experience social closure and use 

social closure strategies with faculty members in Education, those in Education may also 

be experiencing and using strategies with those in a more dominant role than them.  Some 

faculty members may opt to engage in their own social closure strategies to gain 
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legitimacy or resources that have direct or indirect social closure effects on student affairs 

professionals.  

Relational leadership, on the other hand, is tied to the feminine ethic of care and 

nurture.  It is no surprise that student affairs professionals shared many experiences of 

relational leadership from faculty members from Education.  It may be apparent through 

both the shared content and kinship of feeling stratified that these two groups, student 

affairs professionals and faculty in Education, have come together.  

What is unique about this situation in which Education houses leadership courses 

for student affairs is that faculty in Education must attempt to survive, flourish, compete 

for resources, and strive for legitimacy in an institution that values masculine traits and in 

which masculinized departments are dominant.  They must do this while attempting to 

preserve some of the feminine attributes of care that are part of the nature of Education; 

thus, potentially creating dissonance for those in Education as well as for those in student 

affairs who house their courses in Education.  

Credentials and competencies.  Because many student affairs professionals do not 

have PhDs, as did few in this study, and the content of the leadership courses is not as 

familiar to faculty, there were questions from faculty as to the qualifications (both in 

credentials and in content knowledge) of student affairs professionals in teaching.  

In regard to credentials, it is important to remember that many research 

institutions may require advanced degrees in a subject to be able to teach that subject.  By 

not having doctorates and only having master’s degrees, these student affairs 

professionals could run into problems in being able to teach courses.  If this were the 
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case, there would not be the prevalence of graduate teaching assistants at research 

institutions.  Since research universities often use graduate students (some even without 

master’s degrees) to teach courses (Moore, 1991 from Branstetter & Handelman, 2000), 

questions arise regarding the required academic credentials needed to be in the 

classroom.  “Although no formal national survey has been conducted, GTAs are 

estimated to teach between 25% (Black & Bonwell, 1991; Monaghan, 1989) and over 

50% (Black & Bonwell, 1991; Nyquist, Abbott, & Wulff, 1989; University of California, 

1985) of all lower division undergraduate courses” (Branstetter & Handelsman, 2000, p. 

29).  

One could argue, however, that graduate students have a limited teaching role in 

which they often teach pre-designed courses unlike student affairs professionals who 

often design their own curriculum.  But, graduate teaching assistants are being asked to 

take over roles previously done by faculty members due to economic hardships.  These 

new roles include designing course curriculum, writing syllabi, grading assignments, 

preparing and giving lectures, ordering textbooks, monitoring the academic progress of 

students in the course, giving grades, and holding office hours (Branstetter & 

Handelsman, 2000).  These are often the same duties that would be required for student 

affairs professionals teaching leadership courses.  So, there are some questions as to what 

the credentials really are to teach at a research university.  

The other issue that might be at play is the question of student affairs 

professionals’ mastery of the content of leadership.  Since many faculty members do not

have a background in the theoretical or philosophical underpinnings and research 
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associated with leadership education, it is hard for them to assess if the student affairs 

professional has the appropriate knowledge.  As for graduate teaching assistants, they are 

often teaching in the department in which they are working on their degrees.  Therefore, 

it may be easier to assume that these graduate teaching assistants have mastery of the 

content.  But with the shuffling of courses around on the department level, some graduate 

teaching assistants are left to “sink or swim” (Branstetter & Handelsman, 2000, p. 34).  

Furthermore, 

One quarter of GTAs reported having been required to teach a course 
outside of their area of specialty, and over half have taught when they 
felt too distressed to be effective in the classroom. The majority reported 
teaching material that they themselves were not adequately familiar with 
(Branstetter & Handelsman, 2000, pp. 44-45).  

Thus, these graduate teaching assistants may not truly have the mastery of content they 

are teaching. 

So, are student affairs professionals being held to the same minimum credentials 

and competencies that others (like graduate teaching assistants) who teach at the 

undergraduate level are being held to?  It may be dependent on specific institutional 

policies.  The department’s lifeblood in being able to offer a variety of courses and a 

multitude of sections is often contingent upon a graduate student teaching force.  It would 

appear that faculty and academic administrators would be less reluctant to create a 

difficult entry process for graduate students to teach courses they would otherwise have 

to teach compared to student affairs professionals who teach leadership courses which are 

additions to the curriculum.
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Second, the courses that graduate students teach are often already in place in the 

course catalog and they only have to design lesson plans and carry out the instruction.  

Student affairs professionals often need to develop the courses and the difficulty lies in 

the implementation and the approval processes.  Since those in the academic department 

are usually less familiar with leadership courses than their own departmental curriculum, 

it appears that these courses would be an easier target to question in terms of course 

design and credentials to teach.  If one, however, were to simply look at credentials to 

teach, student affairs professionals in many cases would have higher educational levels at 

the time of teaching than many graduate teaching assistants. 

Many participants indicated having to prove their credentials and competencies to 

faculty either in the implementation process or in the review during the coordination.  

Participants did this by engaging in behaviors such as pursuing a PhD in the department, 

sharing career aspirations with faculty so they feel confident in their abilities, and 

demonstrating mastery of leadership content.  Student affairs professionals, however, are 

more than likely “expected to ‘prove’ their competence and worth on the basis of 

‘masculine’ leadership qualities” (Hughes, 1989 from Rentz, 1994, p. 665).”  Knowing 

that masculine qualities include cognitive rather than affective development, 

demonstration of this type of competence may be foreign to them.  Student affairs 

professionals have been socialized by the feminized nature of the profession (Helm, 

2004), but are asked to demonstrate competence using the masculine frame of reference.  

This can create additional difficulty for faculty to be able to assess the competence of 
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student affairs professionals if they do not understand each others’ culture and values 

related to masculine or feminine qualities.

Faculty input and involvement.  In some cases, student affairs professionals led 

faculty to believe that their input or ways of doing things was being implemented into 

leadership course design for the sake of getting the course approved, resulting in a form 

of virtual adoption (Birnbaum, 2000).  In others, however, participants indicated that 

faculty input and involvement was crucial to the implementation and coordination of 

leadership courses.  

Three different types of virtual adoption (Birnbaum, 2000) occurred with 

participants.  One way was to lead faculty in the department and the curriculum 

committee to believe that the leadership course was more cognitively focused or more 

academically rigorous than it really was.  This ensures that the course gets implemented 

with ease and allows for the student affairs professional to get the course on the books 

permanently and then teach it the way he or she wants.  Since “the reality of developing 

leadership curriculum and maneuvering the bureaucratic process . . . [can be] grim” 

(Pennington, 2005, p. 74), student affairs professionals may engage in anything to ensure 

its ease.

The other type of virtual adoption (Birnbaum, 2000) that occurred was the one 

that involved permission or even encouragement from some faculty members in the 

department to do certain things that would ensure the courses would pass through 

curriculum committees.  An example of this is having an uninvolved faculty sponsor who 

lists the course under his or her name to make the course appear to either be taught by 
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that faculty member or heavily supervised by that person.  The faculty member listed, 

however, often has no real involvement in the instruction of the course. 

Finally, some participants solicited faculty involvement in designing the course 

simply to create allies and help get the course through the implementation process, 

although many did not intend to use the input of the faculty in course design.  This was a 

tactic to utilize the resources and networks of faculty to help get the course implemented 

and avert problems later on.  

There were, however, a large number of student affairs professionals that did not 

share instances of virtual adoption.  These individuals shared experiences and strategies 

that involved truly collaborating with faculty members and seeking out and taking their 

input as a valuable resource.   Some even formalized faculty involvement through 

inviting them to be a part of student affairs committees and advisory boards.

Regardless of the intention behind the collaboration, many testified to the benefit 

of having banner carriers or faculty allies to push the agenda.  Some sought these out for 

the sole purpose of pushing the agenda, whereas others truly partnered with the banner 

carrier to carry the banner together.

Is collaboration, however, a good idea?  This is an important issue to consider 

because a true collaboration involves two groups coming to the table and working on an 

initiative together.  Is collaboration truly necessary to house the courses?  Is it the best 

way to approach implementation?  Sometimes, collaboration is not necessary and is not 

the best idea (Magolda, 2005).  Some student affairs professionals just want a line 

number and then to be left out of the academic affairs bureaucracy, whereas faculty 
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members may not want more than to sign their names on the instructor line and not be 

involved in course design and delivery.  Because student affairs professionals need to be 

granted permission from the academic department housing the course does not 

necessarily mean that the best way to offer the course is through a joint course design and 

instruction initiative.  Sometimes agreeing on the idea that offering the course will not be 

a collaborative effort between faculty and student affairs professionals is collaboration in 

and of itself.  

On the other hand, having good relations between faculty and student affairs 

professionals and being collaborative could lead to “support for programs and policies,” 

“opportunity for joint projects and programs,” “effective problem solving,” “improved 

sense of community,” and “better education for students” (Sandeen, 1993, pp. 308-309) 

as well as stability, efficiency, and legitimacy (Ott, Haertlein, & Craig, 2003, p. 257).  

Being able to bring together both cultures could ensure a course design that is intentional 

in the balance of cognitive and affective development.  In addition, the collaboration may 

enhance the relationship between individuals in the two units allowing for future 

collaborative initiatives to be undertaken.

Conformity.  Through this study, some participants indicated changing syllabi and 

course proposals to truly integrate more cognitive learning and less affective 

development.  This was not simply an effort to be perceived as looking more rigorous, 

but adopting faculty values in course design because the participants either truly believed 

that faculty were the experts and they should follow their lead or because they will do 

what they need to in order to enter the territory of legitimacy that faculty seem to control.  
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Many student affairs professionals appeared tired of feeling marginalized and would 

happily conform to faculty ways of being for legitimacy.  Instead of attempting to 

validate their profession as it is, student affairs professionals strive to enter a system that 

stratifies them.  So, they conform to faculty culture including conducting assessment, 

gaining high levels of credentials, doing research, attending conferences and publishing, 

as well as attempting to teach.  They appear to be trying to move away from the extra-

curricular involvement role that they are often seen in and begin to engage in behaviors 

that make them look more and more like faculty.  Trying to associate or even mimic the 

faculty profession in which many student affairs professionals see as having first-class 

status (Kuh & Banta, 2000) demonstrates an inclusionary strategy.  

But, it is not all student affairs professionals who attempt to mimic faculty.  In 

addition, it does not appear to be a larger-scale professional movement to do so either. 

There are some that want to conform to faculty ways of being and others who also are 

tired of being marginalized but do not want to conform.  These individuals see the value 

in what they do and how they do it.  Instead of altering their ways of doing things to fit 

more with the faculty culture, they fight for their rights to assert worth in student affairs 

and merit in the leadership courses.  Instead of altering course descriptions for the sake of 

getting approved by committees or changing the course design based on faculty feedback, 

some asserted their worth and defended the courses in the state they were proposed.  

These participants described spending time educating others on the student affairs 

profession and leadership education.  Even if their ideas were countered, they still aimed 

to help educate others and not back down from what they envisioned the courses to be.  
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Some participants did this by sharing learning outcomes of courses with faculty, 

describing the rigorous instructor training, providing theoretical foundations to course 

content, and sharing testimonials from students who took the courses.  All of these 

behaviors focused on educating others on the legitimacy of the courses in their current 

state rather than changing the courses based on feedback from faculty, many of whom did 

not have a background in leadership education.  

Some participants did not have to defend the merit of the courses because the 

academic department shared the same vision for these courses as the student affairs 

professional.  Those who stood by what they wanted to offer for their courses spent time 

navigating the faculty population to find a department that would buy into the courses in 

their current state without justifying their importance.  This response is advocated by 

Williams, McEwen, and Engstrom (1991) who believe that the student affairs philosophy 

is essential in student affairs work and should not be put aside easily.  Because of the 

foundation of student affairs being built upon the feminine ethic and not having this 

valued within the institution, “student affairs professionals need to take care not to 

discard those feminine-voiced attributes and qualities that are central to the profession” 

(McEwen, Williams, & Engstrom, 1991, p. 445).  These are often qualities integrated into 

the leadership courses as well. What is interesting is that like those who conform, those 

who fight for their rights are also attempting to enter a system that stratifies them.

Other student affairs professionals engaged in more of an avoidance tactic similar 

to the idea of “flight” during a confrontation.  This idea of flight is not so much fleeing 

from the faculty jurisdiction, but avoiding any type of confrontation that may come based 
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on the value of the student affairs profession or the merit of the leadership courses.  

Participants sharing experiences of this focused on not wanting to call attention to 

themselves so they would not have to either be in a situation in which they would feel 

compelled to incorporate faculty ideas into the courses (especially if the professionals did 

not think the ideas should be incorporated) or that the challenge to the courses or the 

credibility of the instructor may result in a loss of teaching capabilities.  This avoidance 

or fear of confrontation/conflict is consistent with feminine behaviors which demonstrate 

tolerance, compassion, advocacy, nurture, and cooperation (Hughes, 1989).  These values 

of student affairs may shape the way in which these professionals handle conflict and 

lead to a focus on avoidance or prevention of conflict.

Dual closure.  One of the ways in which student affairs professionals attempted to 

gain access to the faculty culture and be seen as legitimate was to either create high 

standards to hold student affairs professionals to or disassociate with the ones who they 

believed made the profession look bad.  This particular behavior is not limited to student 

affairs professionals.  For instance, the Society of Clinical and Medical Electrologists 

created a certification program to address this very issue, “’to separate [sic] the highly-

skilled and well-trained practitioner from the few amateurs who gave the profession a bad 

name’” (1999 from Weeden, 2002, p. 68).  Student affairs professionals do not have a 

certification for the profession with any kind of minimum standards making 

accountability and standardization more difficult.  

Despite this lack of consistent standards, many student affairs professionals see 

themselves as educators and view their profession as real and important.  But, “a poor 
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performance by an individual can damage the reputation of the entire student affairs 

division” (Sandeen, 1993, p. 301).  There are two types of responses that arose in the 

surveys regarding this issue.  These include professionals distancing from student affairs 

units that lower prestige of the profession and trying to educate and bring those in the 

student affairs profession who need more guidance up to the level of other student affairs 

units.

First, student affairs has traditionally included admissions, academic advising, 

career services, counseling, judicial affairs, multicultural affairs, orientation, housing, 

student activities, financial aid, and student health (Rentz, 1996).  These professionals 

who work with student development-oriented initiatives could easily be perceived as 

being a part of the category of those who work as parking enforcement officers, 

classroom reservations specialists, and dining service workers; the other more business 

and technical aspects of the institution that provide support services to students.  Many in 

student affairs want to distinguish themselves from these support roles and really be the 

masters of student development in and out of the classroom.  Thus, they hold each other 

to higher standards (increasing credentials and requirements for the profession), creating 

internal processes (self-monitoring), and associating with those who seem to “get it” in 

student affairs.  This is a form of dual closure in which these professionals want to 

“consolidate their own position in the hierarchy of closure through employing 

exclusionary devices” (Witz, 1992, p. 50).  They do not want to align with those who do 

not understand student development and have a good image on campus.  This 

disassociation with the “lesser” student affairs units and creating criteria to keep out those 
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who would not best reflect student affairs creates a form of intra-occupational 

stratification.  This is similar to intra-racial distance, for instance, in which many West 

Indians do not want to be associated with black Americans for fear of white people as the 

dominant group lumping them into one category stigmatized by demeaning stereotypes 

shaped by black Americans (Waters, 1999).

Second, some participants discussed spending time educating other student affairs 

professionals on leadership education to make sure that if they participate in it, that it is 

done correctly.  This creates an internal gatekeeper within student affairs who serves as 

the accountability agent of leadership knowledge.  It appeared from the survey responses 

that the person in the gatekeeping role was the student affairs professional who oversaw 

the courses and had to be the spokesperson for legitimacy to the rest of the institution.

Faculty and student affairs cultural differences.  It appears that through many of 

the participants’ responses that the cultural differences between faculty and student 

affairs may prove to be more explanatory than originally anticipated.  First, there appears 

to be a difference between how each of these professions defines caring.  The student 

affairs profession appears to be more non-confrontational and these professionals are less 

used to receiving constructive feedback, whereas with faculty, this constructive feedback 

is integrated into the profession through curriculum committees and tenure review 

boards.  In addition, student affairs, unlike faculty, do not use journals and scholarly 

publications to debate ideas.  This may be part of the faculty culture, but may be foreign 

to student affairs.  
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Second, student affairs professionals are socialized to “pursue collaborative, 

interdisciplinary initiatives,” whereas faculty are socialized to “largely independent, 

discipline-based, scholarly work” (Craig, 2003, p. 264).  Reward systems for faculty are 

different than they are for student affairs professionals.  Faculty members are rewarded 

for research and publication, often times over committee involvement and teaching.  

Focusing on research and publication can be more task-driven and results- focused than 

perhaps the more one-on-one or social interactions with others through teaching, 

advising, and committee involvement, which are elements integrated and valued in the 

student affairs profession.  The aspects of the faculty role that might most resemble 

student affairs work is less rewarded in the tenure process than research and publication.  

So, student affairs professionals may feel a certain personal slight when faculty members’ 

behavior may be more reflective of the structure of the faculty position and the reward 

system in which they are embedded than the context in which student affairs 

professionals operate.  

In terms of strategies, some participants pointed out the importance of networks 

and some indicated that they found faculty members to help guide them through the 

process because they were unfamiliar with the culture.  But, there was little allusion to 

the idea of really trying to understand the faculty culture through the process of course 

implementation and coordination.  It appeared from some of the responses that 

participants did not understand why the course approval process was in place or the 

structure or reward system for faculty so as to target particular faculty in certain 

departments based on the knowledge of the culture.  This lack of understanding of the 
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faculty culture by some of the participants may have contributed to their experiences and 

the strategies they chose to use.

Many disciplines in academia.  Another interesting point is that although there 

may be a faculty culture that is indicative of reward structures and institutional 

characteristics, the idea that there are multiple disciplines in higher education under the 

umbrella of faculty also pose an interesting dilemma.  In one sense, the institutional 

culture can be very pervasive and shape the faculty profession greatly at a particular 

institution (Tierney, 1991).  On the other hand, disciplinary culture can play a role in 

shaping and socializing faculty in each discipline (Ylijoki, 2000).  

Understanding that there is a disciplinary culture could affect the strategies that a 

student affairs professional would use depending on what departments he/she was 

working with.  As indicated in the discussion of feminized departments, the strategies 

that may be successful with Education may not be as successful with Biology.  Some of 

the participants who noted that they partnered with Education described a shared content 

as a reason.  This idea of shared content may reflect the type of literature and curriculum 

that is valued in this discipline.  Aside from these examples of shared content, 

participants did not discuss particular strategies that were discipline-specific.  So, in one 

realm, there is a faculty culture that student affairs professionals must try to understand, 

but at the same time, there is the specific disciplinary culture that they need to navigate as 

well.  

Summary.  It appears from these findings that at Extensive institutions, more 

participants experienced social closure than relational leadership and used social closure 



385

strategies more than relational leadership.  At Intensive institutions, more participants 

experienced relational leadership than social closure but used social closure strategies 

more than relational leadership.  Participants appear to have experienced and used 

strategies that reflect both social closure and relational leadership, often experiencing or 

incorporating more than one strategy for an event or occurrence.   

Review of Theoretical Frameworks

Both the Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992) and the Relational Leadership 

Model (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998) offer unique lenses in which leadership 

course implementation and coordination can be analyzed.  In regard to social closure, it is 

imperative that one looks at this professional analysis of student affairs professionals 

working with leadership courses in a different vein than one would look at Witz’s 

original application of social closure to the professions (1992).  Witz (1992) discusses 

each of the profession’s professional projects as primarily using one or two particular 

types of social closure strategy.  This, however, is not the case in this study.  First, only 

one small aspect of the student affairs profession was analyzed.  The findings may have 

been completely different had I attempted to look at all the ways in which student affairs 

professionals’ job roles intersect with faculty and if and to what extent they experienced 

social closure and responded with their own social closure strategies.  

Second, the professions Witz (1992) studied offered examples of some type of 

collective action.  Even in nursing there was collective action, although two distinct 

groups were moving in different directions.  The question here is how overt or even 
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cognizant must a profession be in regard to participating in collective action?  Some 

movements of expanding and legitimizing the student affairs teaching role are occurring 

at individual campus and even individual professional levels, but there was no discussion 

by any participants if this was being done on a national or association level.  It does not 

appear that there has been any coordinated movement or effort of those in the student 

affairs profession to collaborate on a joint effort, philosophy, or strategy for student 

affairs professionals to implement or coordinate leadership courses in academic 

departments.  As this study demonstrated, there are a variety of experiences and strategies 

of student affairs professionals in working with leadership courses on their respective 

campuses.  What may have worked on one campus may not work on another.  By not 

having a coordinated movement in which these professionals are a part of, many 

undertake their own strategies to do what they believe would be the most effective on 

their campuses.  Hence, there is no predominant experience or strategy that falls within 

social closure that most or all of the participants described.

Third, the professions today are not as strictly gender segregated, although 

professions themselves are gendered.  It is not an issue of women legally being barred 

from colleges or universities to receive training or getting into faculty ranks.  Although 

there is still an issue of feminized and masculinized professions on the college campus, it 

is not a strict division of male versus female occupational control issues.  This is quite 

interesting as it could be argued that there are many female faculty members who have 

and do attempt to retain control over subordinate professions and many male 
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professionals in student affairs who have become a part of the feminized profession 

taking on behaviors and subordinate roles as if they were the midwives of yesterday.

Another aspect to consider is that Witz studied professions or aspiring professions 

that were distinctly separate from one another.  For instance, either someone was a nurse 

or someone was a doctor.  This study opened the doors to using this framework with the 

understanding that sometimes professionals can hold dual roles in both professions or that 

the structure of the professions has a less distinctive line drawn between the two making 

the power dynamic less concrete. 

Finally, it is not an issue of feminized professions being able to obtain or maintain 

dominance like the masculinized professions.  These feminized professions were (and 

arguably still are) simply trying to achieve legitimacy and professional status.  Today, 

however, legitimacy is not necessarily tied to existence.  Many feminized professions 

exist today and would not likely go away (teaching, for instance).  In Witz’s time, in 

many cases the dominant profession was attempting to close out the subordinate role 

altogether, either by keeping out certain groups of people or subsuming their job roles.  

This legitimacy struggle with feminized professions is not directly reflective of this close 

out or take over idea.  It could be argued that in many cases dominant professions do not 

want to close out or take over feminized professions today.  It may be more a reflection 

of pay equity and status instead.

Despite these differences, the model still offers components that comprise a solid 

framework for understanding professions and inter-profession relationships of today.  
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With some of the changes in the components and additions that reflect this particular 

study, this updated framework may be applicable in other settings as well.   

In addition to Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992), I utilized the Relational 

Leadership Model (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998) in the context of examining the 

inter-professional relationship between student affairs professionals and faculty members.  

What is unique about this is that there is no literature discussing the use of this model 

outside of groups of people striving to demonstrate effective leadership qualities.  The 

five components of the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, et al., 1998) were 

designed to help groups (especially student clubs and organizations) to work more 

effectively and relationally.  Although this model can easily be applied to a profession 

instead of a group, there is an assumption in this model that the group knows each other 

and works together.  Members of a profession, however, often do not all know each 

other, work together, or even have the same issues because of the large number of 

individuals who are in the profession as well as the variation of their experiences and 

issues.  

Also, this model involves the group’s behaviors but does not specify between-

group interactions nor does it account for multiple sub-groups making up a group.  For 

instance, how does the faculty profession which is made up by multiple disciplinary 

cultures interact with the student affairs profession which may also be made up by 

various sub-group cultures?  Although the original intent of the model was not designed 

for multiple sub-groups and between-group interaction, it appears that using the model as 

a theoretical framework allowed me to uncover information in a systematic way that 
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supports the ideal of equal relationships between groups.  The Relational Leadership 

Model (Komives, et.al, 1998) may truly be more versatile than its original intentions by 

being able to be used as a framework for a variety of group types including professions 

and their relations toward each other.  

The study of professions provides an interesting and insightful backdrop in 

studying the student affairs profession for its changing role in the area of teaching credit-

bearing courses.  The profession of student affairs has undergone vast changes in the last 

80 years in an attempt to legitimize the out-of-classroom experience for college students 

as having a fundamental influence on their development.  Student affairs appears to have 

been able to corner that professional jurisdiction, but based on a variety of factors such as 

the changing nature of students as well as the understanding of student development, 

there is great growth in taking the same affective developmental concepts utilized to 

assist students in their growth out of class to doing the same in a classroom.  Student 

affairs professionals have switched roles from program coordinators, advisers, and 

facilitators to instructors, presenters, and accountability agents for academic credits.

Implications for the Student Affairs Profession

This particular study brings up various issues related to the experiences and 

strategies of student affairs professionals.  Experiences and strategies of social closure 

reflect both the subordination of the profession as well as the self-marginalizing attitudes 

perpetuated by student affairs professionals themselves.  The truth of the status of student 
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affairs professionals may actually lie somewhere between actual marginalization and the 

marginalization they experience and perpetuate.  

In addition to social closure, the difference between the cultures of faculty and 

student affairs is a predominant factor to consider.  Although there may be elements of 

social closure that are explanatory to the experiences and strategies of student affairs 

professionals, the difference in the two professional cultures may provide to be more 

explanatory than originally anticipated.  It may not be that student affairs professionals 

are being closed out of the teaching role, but that they may not know the best way to 

navigate the faculty culture in order to pursue the teaching role.  Further, they may also 

not understand their experiences in the context of the faculty culture.  For instance, the 

course approval process emerged in many participants’ responses as being extensive, and 

perhaps too extensive.  From a faculty perspective, this is the process that everyone goes 

through.  But, from a student affairs perspective, this can be daunting.  So, it may be a 

factor of misunderstanding each others’ cultures rather than solely social closure.   

On the other hand, the relational experiences and strategies used by student affairs 

professionals may also shed light on how interwoven the student affairs perception of 

care and relationships are to the profession and how these may intersect with the 

stratification and marginalization that impacts many of these professionals.  Based on 

issues that arose in this study, I offer some recommendations for the student affairs 

profession in an effort to in some cases increase professional legitimacy as well as 

decrease the dissonance experienced by professionals.
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1. Implement issues of faculty culture into student affairs graduate preparation 

programs.  First, one issue that continued to emerge through participant responses 

reflected participants not understanding the faculty culture, policies, or procedures related 

to college curriculum and teaching.  Elements of faculty culture should be interwoven 

into graduate programs.  One way this can be done is through a course on college 

teaching.  Since more student affairs professionals are engaging in teaching at the college 

level, it may be advantageous to require a college teaching course, or furthermore, 

college teaching experience as part of the degree.  In addition, the college teaching course 

should include elements of course approval and faculty culture to provide a broader 

picture of the college teaching experience outside of preparing and teaching one course.  

This knowledge may help better prepare future student affairs professionals with an 

understanding of the complexity of the course approval process and why it exists 

(accountability, faculty culture, sustainability, etc.).  It may also bring the concept of 

caring to the forefront of the discussion of cultural differences.  Understanding that the 

two cultures define caring differently may help student affairs professionals reconcile 

their experiences they perceive to be uncaring by faculty.   

Furthermore, in order to prepare student affairs professionals in understanding 

legitimacy and professional stratification issues, it may be beneficial for student affairs 

graduate programs to incorporate these topics into the curriculum of introductory student 

affairs courses.  The textbooks on student affairs appear to focus on differences between 

functional areas rather than understanding the student affairs profession in relation to 

other professions in and out of higher education.  Bringing legitimacy, jurisdiction, 
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stratification, and feminization out in the open for student affairs professionals may allow 

future professionals to understand the role that student affairs plays in higher education 

and society.

2. Offer an inservice or training for current student affairs professionals on faculty 

culture.  This is another way, in addition to the integration in the graduate programs, to 

help student affairs professionals understand the faculty culture and how it intersects or 

varies from the student affairs culture.  This could open more doors for collaboration and 

networks, but also reduce the dissonance that student affairs professionals may 

experience in understanding the faculty-student affairs inter-profession relationship.  

3. Invite faculty for a tour or to be involved with a student affairs unit or program.  

By interacting with faculty in the student affairs setting, it allows student affairs 

professionals to display their values, culture, programs, and professionals.  This can 

create networks for future collaboration but also share with faculty the student affairs 

culture and purpose behind particular programs.  

4. Create a commission on college teaching at the professional associations.  Both 

ACPA and NASPA, the overarching professional associations for student affairs, offer 

many opportunities to become involved in groups related to particular sub-professions or 

functions within student affairs.  Currently, there is only a group for professionals 

involved in leadership development at NASPA.  At ACPA, however, these leadership 

development professionals are grouped together with professionals who oversee 

programming boards, fraternities and sororities, concerts and events, and clubs.  This 

aggregation creates a disjointed group that lacks any sort of central core.  Issues that 
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plague fraternities and sororities are often very different than those that face leadership 

educators.  In addition, student affairs professionals in subgroups other than leadership 

and sometimes fraternity and sorority affairs, do not often teach courses.

Even at NASPA, those involved in the leadership development group do not 

necessarily engage in instructional delivery making the group focused around content and 

not delivery.  Although coming together in content groups may provide some benefits, 

neither of these organizations offer opportunities to come together around issues, trends, 

or delivery of content.  My recommendation would be to create a group or commission at 

either or both of these professional associations that brings student affairs professionals 

together who implement, coordinate, and teach courses for credit.  This may transcend 

professionals in career services, residence life, orientation, freshman year experience, 

fraternity and sorority affairs, and leadership.  Perhaps coming together to share 

experiences and strategies can help these professionals implement and coordinate courses 

on their own campuses.  In addition, having a commission on college teaching affirms 

that teaching is being more embedded in the role of student affairs professionals.  Instead 

of witnessing the growth of this role and tacking it on to the current role of the 

profession, implementing it in a professional association structure affirms and supports its 

presence and role in student affairs.

5. Encourage relationship-building and involvement between student affairs and 

faculty.  There are two main aspects of relationship-building that are essential, the 

relationships with fellow student affairs professionals across units as well as the 

relationships with faculty and academic administrators.  First, by reaching across student 
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affairs units, student affairs professionals may be able to develop courses that are more 

intentional since there may represent a wider frame of reference, more supported by other 

units, and less likely to be duplicated.  By being on the same page with courses, student 

affairs professionals can also strategize course implementation and coordination so they 

are not competing with each other to gain support and incorporation into the same 

academic departments.  There may also be an assurance of a particular level of rigor so 

that a poorly developed course by one student affairs professional does not taint the 

perceptions of faculty when it comes to student affairs.  Additionally, the student affairs

professional may not run the risk of being turned away because another student affairs 

professional left a bad impression with the academic department.  

In addition, many of the participants discussed the significant role that 

relationships with faculty members played in both the implementation of courses as well 

as the extent they had positive experiences in doing so.  Perhaps building relationships 

through university committee involvement and other faculty partnerships can open the 

doors to future collaboration on course implementation or other initiatives.  If student 

affairs professionals opt to be involved in more than just other student affairs committees, 

they may interact with faculty members and academic administrators to create 

relationships early on.  

In addition to committee involvement, sponsoring student affairs professionals to 

go to professional conferences that focus on research and content specific to the courses 

(leadership educator conferences or general higher education conferences), student affairs 

professionals can begin to create networks of local, national, and international faculty 
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members.  Interacting in these environments with faculty will also help student affairs 

professionals understand the faculty culture, providing a more realistic picture of how the 

culture may influence course implementation and coordination.

Recommendations for Research

This study provided an interpretation of the experiences and strategies of student 

affairs professionals in their roles implementing and coordinating leadership courses in 

academic units.  I was able to contribute to current higher education literature through 

analyzing and describing the student affairs profession and the nuances of it, experiences 

of student affairs professionals at research universities who work directly with leadership 

courses in their relationship with other higher education professionals including faculty, 

as well as both intentional and unintentional strategies used by these professionals in an 

effort to implement and coordinate leadership courses.  

In addition, the modifications I made to the Social Closure Theory (Witz, 1992) 

and the Relational Leadership Model (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998), both 

conceptually and with certain components, can help shape future research.  These two 

frameworks may be able to be used for further study of the professions and specific 

nuances of today or may be able to be used to analyze other potential power dynamics 

between two groups outside of the professions.

This study opened the door to the many facets of knowledge that I was not able to 

address in this research and would recommend for future study.  These include the 

following:
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1. One area to be investigated includes looking at market influences on the subject 

of leadership education.  I began the study at the point in which the courses are already 

occurring, but did not focus on the rapid emergence or potential demand for these courses 

by employers and students in the future.  Understanding this influence may help 

understand how receptive faculty, administrators, and student affairs professionals are or 

would be in expanding and legitimizing leadership education on college campuses.

2. Although affective development is only one of the types of development 

addressed in leadership courses, understanding affective development and its use and 

value in the curriculum could provide insight regarding the effectiveness of it as a 

pedagogical style.

3. In this study, I focused on student affairs professionals’ experiences, strategies, 

and perceptions of the inter-profession relationship with faculty from the perspective of 

student affairs professionals.  To understand other elements of leadership course 

implementation and collaboration from both a faculty and student affairs perspective 

would provide an opportunity to understand the negotiations, perceptions by each group, 

and understand if both parties believe that certain strategies were effective or that the 

inter-profession relationship could be defined a certain way.  This may provide an 

opportunity to piece together the process that occurred in course implementation as well 

as a descriptive account of the day-to-day operations in course coordination.  This study 

would address more of what happened in course implementation rather than what student 

affairs professionals experienced during course implementation as I focused on in my 

study.
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4. Another area to study would be that of the inter-profession relationship between 

faculty and student affairs professionals.  This study narrowly addressed the issue of 

leadership courses specifically due to the tie between the academic and student affairs 

arenas in higher education with this initiative.  Other collaborative efforts, however, exist 

between faculty and student affairs professionals including initiatives on assessment, 

service learning, and living and learning centers.  Perhaps an understanding across 

student affairs departments and academic departments of the perceptions of the 

relationship, regardless if the student affairs unit and academic unit are currently 

collaborating on a project, would shed light on the larger relationship between these two 

groups.  It would be vital to understand what these two groups know about each other, 

how they perceive each other, and their interest and/or willingness to collaborate on 

institutional initiatives in a broader sense.  

5.  This study could also be expanded to institutions across different Carnegie 

classifications and with public and private institutions.  This may provide an opportunity 

to understand nuances based on Carnegie classifications and institutional type.

6.  Another approach would be to do a case study analysis of one or more institutions 

to track the history of leadership course development and implementation over time.  

Because this study was time-constant, it was difficult to understand if leadership courses 

had come and gone, been housed in a variety of departments, and what faculty, 

administrators, and student affairs professionals had been involved over time in 

implementation and coordination.
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7. This study also uncovered the problematic and inconsistent definition of caring 

between student affairs professionals and faculty.  Doing a study on the perceptions of 

caring by both of these groups could contribute to the literature on the differences in 

culture between these two groups.

8. Because networks played an important role in understanding course 

implementation and coordination, another area to study would be the prevalence and 

influence of faculty and student affairs networks with each other, specifically the types of 

relationships that they have with each other.

9. Finally, because this study focused on leadership courses that had been to some 

extent successfully implemented, doing this study at institutions in which courses did not 

get implemented may shed light on other aspects of social closure, relational leadership, 

and even professional cultural differences that did not emerge in this study.

These future research suggestions may help create a holistic picture of what 

happened, is happening, and may happen in regard to leadership education as well as the 

student affairs profession and its relationship with the faculty profession.  Furthermore, 

the amount of research on student affairs professionals teaching or coordinating 

leadership courses is extremely sparse.  By combining both the professional issues of 

student affairs and the role of these professionals in teaching leadership in the classroom, 

I was able to begin the literature base for this emergent phenomenon. 
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Conclusion

Through this study, I was able to first understand leadership education in the 

college setting and its various structures, prevalence, and oversight demonstrating that 

leadership education is indeed happening and not in any one predominant way.  

Furthermore, I was able to understand the leadership course implementation and 

coordination experience from student affairs professionals’ points of view finding that 

these professionals experienced social closure and relational leadership from faculty, 

academic administrators, and staff.  In addition, I was able to capture strategies that 

student affairs professionals use in course implementation and coordination, 

understanding that the strategies are also quite diverse in nature; many professionals used 

social closure, some used relational leadership, and some used both.  Even in cases of 

similar context, student affairs professionals chose different strategies leading one to 

believe that experiences and strategies are diverse and contextual.  

Finally, this whole study shed light on the inter-profession relationship between 

faculty and student affairs professionals through their experiences and strategies in course 

implementation finding that these relationships are also diverse in nature ranging from 

non-existent to excellent.  In addition to social closure and relational leadership, the 

experiences and strategies of the participants may also reflect the differences in the 

faculty and student affairs professional cultures. 

In conclusion, one must think of this inter-profession relationship between faculty 

members and student affairs as a layered power dynamic.  On one hand, faculty members 

are managed professionals (Rhoades, 1997) and face issues of their own legitimacy as 
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they do not have “effective control outside formal educational organization” (Moore, 

1970, p. 175).  But, this professional group of faculty is seen as the dominant group by 

student affairs professionals in the institutional setting, trapping faculty in the in-between 

in terms of power set between society and other higher education professionals.  It is 

important to note that “not much money, prestige, or power comes with being an 

academic, but even less comes with not being an academic and hanging around an 

academic setting” (Toor, 2000, 2B).
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APPENDIX A: SOCIAL CLOSURE THEORY

Social Closure 
Strategies by 
the Dominant 
group

EXCLUSIONARY STRATEGY-dominant 
profession controls knowledge and skills 
required for the profession

Credentialist Tactic-requiring credentials to 
join the profession and gate keep who can 
get credentials

Legalistic Tactic-legally preventing 
particular groups from joining the profession 
(women in particular)

DEMARCATIONARY STRATEGY-
dominant profession controls jurisdiction 
boundaries to divide labor between 
dominant and subordinate professions

De-skilling Tactic-divide labor to gather 
women in subordinate occupations where 
men have power over them

Incorporation Tactic-dominant profession 
ends a subordinate professional role and 
subsumes it in its profession

Internal Demarcation-men within an 
occupation attempt to set boundaries 
between males and females in that 
occupation to serve as the internally 
dominant group

Responses to 
Closure by the 
Subordinate 
group

INCLUSIONARY STRATEGY-
subordinate groups try to gain access into 
the group or profession that is closed to 
them by the dominant group

Credentialist Tactic (Equal Rights)-women 
would fight to study at the same schools or 
take same exams as men to receive 
credentials

Credentialist Tactic (Separatist)-women 
would devise their own gender-oriented 
route to gaining the education needed to 
qualify for membership in the profession

Legalistic Tactic (Equal Rights)-women 
would fight to pass a bill to eliminate 
policies preventing their access to training or 
professions

Legalistic Tactic (Separatist)-women would 
lobby for a gender-specific route to enter a 
profession

DUAL CLOSURE STRATEGY-
subordinate group that has been excluded 
from a profession carves out its own field 
and then establishes their own exclusionary 
practices

Inclusionary Usurpation Tactic-“seeks to 
replace gendered collectivist criteria of 
exclusion with non-gendered individualist 
criteria of inclusion” (Witz, 1992, p. 50)

Revolutionary Usurpation Tactic-
subordinate group strives to change 
structure of positions instead of trying to be 
included in the current structure

Re-Skilling Tactic-subordinate professions 
create higher-level expectations for 
knowledge and skills for their profession to 
fend off demarcationary strategies of the 
dominant profession while creating criteria 
for admission to the subordinate profession 
itself

ACCOMMODATIVE STRATEGY-
concession by the subordinate profession to 
the dominant profession

Witz, 1992
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APPENDIX B: RELATIONAL LEADERSHIP MODEL

Leadership Component Knowing Being Doing 
Inclusive-of people and 
diverse points of view

Self and others
Citizenship
Frames and 
multiple 
realities
World views
Organizational 
cultures

Differences in people are 
valuable
Fairness and equality are 
important in the treatment of all 
people
Everyone can make a difference
Need to conceptualize groups 
and organizations as web-like in 
structure

Developing talent
Listening
Building coalitions
Framing/re-framing
Engaging in civil discourse

Empowering-of others 
who are involved

Power
Empowerment
Impact of 
power on 
policies and 
procedures
Self esteem

Everyone has something to 
offer
Concern for the growth and 
development of others is 
necessary and important
Contributions of others are to 
be solicited and valued
Power, information, and 
decision making are to be 
shared willingly

Gatekeeping
Sharing information
Learning at individual and 
team levels
Encouraging or affirming 
others
Building capacity of others
Promoting self-leadership
Practicing renewal

Purposeful-means having 
an individual commitment 
to a goal or activity.  It is 
also the individual ability 
to collaborate with others 
to establish a common 
purpose, a vision for a 
group, or work toward the 
public

Change process 
and models
Role of 
mission/vision

An attitude that is hopeful, 
positive, and optimistic helps 
everyone
Individuals, groups, and 
organizations can improve
Organizations can make a 
difference

Identifying goals
Envisioning
Making meaning
Thinking creatively
Involving others in vision-
building process

Ethical-driven by values 
and standards and 
leadership which is 
“good” or moral in nature

Development 
of values
Influence of 
systems on 
justice and care
Models of 
valuing of self 
and others
Ethical 
decision 
making

Socially responsible behavior is 
to be encouraged in all people
Character development happens 
through participation in groups 
and organizations
High standards of behavior for 
each person helps everyone
Actions which benefit others 
are preferred over actions which 
are pursued for self gain

Behaving congruently
Trusting others and being 
trustworthy
Being reliable and 
responsible
Acting courageously
Identifying issues as 
needing an ethical decision
Confronting inappropriate 
behavior in others

Process-Oriented-how the 
group goes about being a 
group, remaining a group, 
and accomplishing the 
group’s purpose

Community
Group process
Relational 
aspect of 
leadership
Systems 
perspective

Process is as important as 
outcome
Effort of a high quality is to be 
encouraged
Good things happen when 
people trust the process

Collaboration
Reflecting
Making meaning
Challenging
Engaging in civil 
confrontation
Learning
Giving and receiving 
feedback

Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998
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APPENDIX C: CODES FOR ON-LINE SURVEYS

Experiences 
Initial codes from Social Closure Theory
• Social Closure Exclusionary-credentialist
• Social Closure Exclusionary-legalistic
• Social Closure Demarcationary-de-skilling
• Social Closure Demarcationary-incorporation
• Social Closure Demarcationary-internal demarcation

Emergent codes from study
• Social Closure Exclusionary
• Social Closure Exclusionary-Credentialist
• Social Closure Exclusionary-Conformity
• Social Closure Demarcationary
• Social Closure Demarcationary-De-skilling
• Social Closure Demarcationary-Incorporation
• Social Closure Demarcationary-Internal Demarcation
• Social Closure Demarcationary-Disassociation
• Social Closure-Gatekeeping

Initial codes from Relational Leadership Model
• Relational Leadership Inclusive
• Relational Leadership Empowering
• Relational Leadership Purposeful
• Relational Leadership Ethical
• Relational Leadership Process-Oriented

Emergent codes from study
• Relational Leadership Inclusive
• Relational Leadership Empowering
• Relational Leadership Purposeful
• Relational Leadership Process-Oriented
• Relational Leadership Helpful
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APPENDIX C: CODES FOR ON-LINE SURVEYS

Strategies
Initial codes from Social Closure Theory
• Social Closure Inclusionary-Credentialist-Equal Rights
• Social Closure Inclusionary-Credentialist-Separatist
• Social Closure Inclusionary-Legalistic-Equal Rights
• Social Closure Inclusionary-Legalistic-Separatist
• Social Closure Dual Closure-Usurpation
• Social Closure Dual Closure-Revolutionary Usurpation
• Social Closure Dual Closure-Re-skilling
• Social Closure Accommodative 

Emergent codes from study
• Social Closure Inclusionary-Credentialist
• Social Closure Inclusionary-Virtual Adoption
• Social Closure Inclusionary-Conformity
• Social Closure Inclusionary-Ally
• Social Closure Inclusionary-Unassuming
• Social Closure Inclusionary-Offering
• Social Closure Inclusionary-Equal Rights
• Social Closure Dual Closure-Re-skilling
• Social Closure Accommodative 

Initial codes from Relational Leadership Model
• Relational Leadership Inclusive
• Relational Leadership Empowering
• Relational Leadership Purposeful
• Relational Leadership Ethical
• Relational Leadership Process-Oriented

Emergent codes from study
• Relational Leadership Inclusive
• Relational Leadership Empowering
• Relational Leadership Purposeful
• Relational Leadership Ethical
• Relational Leadership Process-Oriented
• Relational Leadership Helpful
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APPENDIX D: ON-LINE SURVEY QUESTIONS

Research 
Question

Survey Question

Descriptive Have you ever had a role in implementing or coordinating a 
leadership course within an academic department?  Please check all 
that apply.
Yes, in my current position
Yes, in a previous position at my current institution
Yes, at a previous institution
No, never had this role at all 

Descriptive If you answered yes, please describe your role.
Descriptive What leadership courses do you work with and what academic 

department(s) are they housed in?  
Descriptive Why are these courses housed in the academic department(s) they are 

in?  
2 What types of strategies have you used to work with faculty to 

implement or coordinate leadership courses?  
2 Have these strategies helped make the implementation or 

coordination of these leadership courses successful?
Yes, always
Yes, sometimes
Rarely
Never

2 If applicable, please give an example of a strategy that helped create 
success with the implementation or coordination of courses.

2 If applicable, please give an example of a strategy that was not as 
effective as you initially thought with your experience in leadership 
course implementation and coordination.

1 Have you ever experienced any challenges or struggles in leadership 
course implementation or coordination?
Yes
No

1 If yes, please describe the challenges you have experienced.
1, 2 In your role, have you interacted or do you interact with faculty 

members in the academic department the course(s) are housed in?
Yes
No

1, 2 If you answered "yes," please describe the situations in which you 
interact with faculty and your experiences in these interactions.

1b Have you experienced faculty members engaging in supportive 
behaviors toward you and/or other student affairs professionals in the 
implementation or coordination of leadership courses?
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Yes, all or most of the time
Yes, some of the time
Yes, rarely
No, never

1b, 2 If you answered "yes," please describe these behaviors of faculty 
members and how you responded.

1a Have you experienced faculty members engaging in non-supportive 
behaviors toward you and/or other student affairs professionals in the 
implementation or coordination of leadership courses?
Yes, all or most of the time
Yes, some of the time
Yes, rarely
No, never

1a, 2 If you answered "yes," please describe these behaviors of faculty 
members and how you responded.

2 Have you ever had to justify or legitimize the existence of your 
leadership courses?
Yes
No

2 If yes, who did you have to justify them to and why?  What did you 
do to justify them?

1, 2 How would you describe your overall relationship with faculty in the 
academic department the leadership courses are housed in?

Demographics What is the name of your institution?
Demographics What is your job title?
Demographics What is the name of the department you work in?
Demographics What are your primary job responsibilities?
Demographics Years in current position
Demographics Years as a professional in student affairs
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APPENDIX E: UPDATED SOCIAL CLOSURE THEORY

Social 
Closure 
Strategies 
by the 
Dominant 
group

EXCLUSIONARY 
STRATEGY-dominant 
profession controls 
knowledge and skills 
required for the profession

Credentialist Tactic-
requiring credentials to 
join the profession and 
control who can get 
credentials

Legalistic Tactic-legally 
preventing particular 
groups from joining the 
profession (women in 
particular)

Conformity Tactic-
imposing culture, norms, 
and expectations onto 
others who want to enter 
the profession so as to 
force them to self select 
out of joining because 
these expectations are in 
contrast to philosophical 
principles of other 
memberships

GATEKEEPING 
STRATEGY-dominant 
profession controls 
knowledge and structures and 
may allow partial entry to the 
profession, convincing 
subordinate group that the job 
they do is less than even 
though it is the same job as 
the dominant group

Knowledge Tactic-create and 
control knowledge that is 
appropriate for the 
subordinate group to use in 
the profession

Structures Tactic-dominant 
group serves as the authority 
over the structures and actions 
of the subordinate group 
(internal demarcation if the 
subordinate group gains 
access to membership in the 
dominant group)

DEMARCATIONARY 
STRATEGY-dominant 
profession controls 
jurisdiction boundaries to 
divide labor between 
dominant and subordinate 
professions

De-skilling Tactic-divide 
labor to gather women in 
subordinate occupations 
where men have power over 
them

Incorporation Tactic-
dominant profession ends a 
subordinate professional role 
and subsumes it in its 
profession

Internal Demarcation-those 
with power within an 
occupation (majority 
populations) attempt to set 
boundaries between members 
of the majority and minority 
in that occupation to serve as 
the internally dominant group

Disassociation-create a 
jurisdiction so strong that the 
dominant group does not have 
to associate with or 
understand and value the 
purpose of the subordinate 
profession

Responses 
to Closure 
by the 
Subordinate 
group

INCLUSIONARY 
STRATEGY-subordinate 
groups try to gain access 
into the group or 
profession that is closed to 
them by the dominant 
group

Credentialist Tactic-
gaining credentials needed 
or proving a track record 

DUAL CLOSURE 
STRATEGY-subordinate 
group that has been excluded 
from a profession carves out 
its own field and then 
establishes their own 
exclusionary practices

Inclusionary Usurpation 
Tactic-“seeks to replace 
gendered collectivist criteria 
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of credentials to gain 
legitimacy and entry into 
the profession

Virtual Adoption-pretend 
to buy into knowledge 
base or structure or follow 
criteria laid out for entry 
into the profession

Conformity-sacrifice 
knowledge, values, or 
structures to fit into the 
culture and expectations 
of the dominant 
profession

Ally-gain credibility and 
thus, entry into a 
profession by knowing 
someone in the profession

Unassuming-enter and 
remain in a profession by 
keeping a low status and 
not gaining attention for 
possible exclusion

Offering-offer something 
of value to gain entry into 
the profession

Equal Rights-fight to 
convince dominant 
profession of the equal 
value of what 
subordinates bring to the 
profession

of exclusion with non-
gendered individualist criteria 
of inclusion” (Witz, 1992, p. 
50)

Revolutionary Usurpation 
Tactic-subordinate group 
strives to change structure of 
positions instead of trying to 
be included in the current 
structure

Re-Skilling Tactic-
subordinate professions create 
higher-level expectations for 
knowledge and skills for their 
profession to fend off 
demarcationary strategies of 
the dominant profession while 
creating criteria for admission 
to the subordinate profession 
itself

ACCOMMODATIVE 
STRATEGY-concession by 
the subordinate profession to 
the dominant profession
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APPENDIX F: UPDATED RELATIONAL LEADERSHIP MODEL

Leadership Component Knowing Being Doing
Inclusive-of people and 
diverse points of view

Self and others
Citizenship
Frames and multiple 
realities
World views
Organizational cultures

Differences in people are 
valuable
Fairness and equality are 
important in the treatment of all 
people
Everyone can make a difference
Need to conceptualize groups 
and organizations as web-like in 
structure

Developing talent
Listening
Building coalitions
Framing/re-framing
Engaging in civil 
discourse
Engaging in Open 
Communication

Empowering-of others who 
are involved

Power
Empowerment
Impact of power on 
policies and procedures
Self esteem

Everyone has something to offer
Concern for the growth and 
development of others is 
necessary and important
Contributions of others are to be 
solicited and valued
Power, information, and decision 
making are to be shared 
willingly

Gatekeeping
Sharing information
Learning at individual 
and team levels
Encouraging or 
affirming others
Building capacity of 
others
Promoting self-
leadership
Practicing renewal

Purposeful-means having an 
individual commitment to a 
goal or activity.  It is also the 
individual ability to 
collaborate with others to 
establish a common purpose, 
a vision for a group, or work 
toward the public

Change process and 
models
Role of mission/vision

An attitude that is hopeful, 
positive, and optimistic helps 
everyone
Individuals, groups, and 
organizations can improve
Organizations can make a 
difference

Identifying goals
Envisioning
Making meaning
Thinking creatively
Involving others in 
vision-building 
process

Ethical-driven by values and 
standards and leadership 
which is “good” or moral in 
nature

Development of values
Influence of systems on 
justice and care
Models of valuing of 
self and others
Ethical decision making

Socially responsible behavior is 
to be encouraged in all people
Character development happens 
through participation in groups 
and organizations
High standards of behavior for 
each person helps everyone
Actions which benefit others are 
preferred over actions which are 
pursued for self gain

Behaving congruently
Trusting others and 
being trustworthy
Being reliable and 
responsible
Acting courageously
Identifying issues as 
needing an ethical 
decision
Confronting 
inappropriate behavior 
in others

Process-Oriented-how the 
group goes about being a 
group, remaining a group, 
and accomplishing the 
group’s purpose

Community
Group process
Relational aspect of 
leadership
Systems perspective

Process is as important as 
outcome
Effort of a high quality is to be 
encouraged
Good things happen when 
people trust the process

Collaboration
Reflecting
Making meaning
Challenging
Engaging in civil 
confrontation
Learning
Giving and receiving 
feedback

Helpful-how the group 
supports others

Service
How to offer assistance

Authentic caring and empathy 
for others is vital
Helping others is important 
whether or not it leads to being 
helped in return 

Offering assistance
Availability
Accommodation
Asking for help
Exchanging 
assistance
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