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ABSTRACT 

Restructuring student services from a silo model to a one-stop model requires a 

paradigm shift in philosophy by training specialists to be generalists. These generalists 

must have a greater breadth of knowledge to provide a wider range of services. Although 

they are not required to have complete knowledge of the department and college, 

generalists are required to know enough to provide general services, as well as make 

referrals. However, the perceptions on the effectiveness of the model may differ when 

viewed through the perspective of administrators versus the perspective of staff. Because 

of this, the cultural and interpersonal implications of departmental integration can be a 

challenge. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 

According to Birnbaum, organizational trends or "management fads" originate in 

nonacademic sectors and are absorbed into higher education through the use of powerful 

narratives. Birnbaum defines narratives as stories with heroes, villains, and innocent 

victims involving change or transformation. He says that these narratives help people 

make sense of their organization, their roles, and the changes that occur. Organizational 

trends or management fads use narratives that tell "a better and more compelling story 

than the narratives they are trying to replace." (Birnbaum, 2000) These trends tend to 

follow a cycle in which many institutions virtually adopt the fad in order to show a 

symbolic acceptance that the new method is being followed, but eventually, the fad is 

abandoned. In a few cases, the new methods are adopted successfully, and these success 

stories lead more institutions to adopt the fads, perpetuating the cycle. (Birnbaum, 2000) 

The push in some higher education institutions to transition from traditional silo 

methods of offering student services to an integrated one-stop model is an organizational 

trend originating from government and business. This trend is currently being pursued in 

community colleges nationally. The silo model processes tasks from department to 

department, whereas the one-stop model provides comprehensive services in one 

location. The narrative in the trend to move to a one-stop model is that colleges and 

universities are facing pressure from multiple sources to be more accountable, efficient, 

and customer service oriented. The goal is a model that uses resources effectively in a 

student-centered environment. Depending on who is telling the story, the heroes, villains, 

and victims are different. For example, from an administrative perspective, the heroes 
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might be those innovative leaders who implemented the model. From a staff perspective, 

these leaders might be seen as villains if the changes to the work environment are seen as 

negative. These stories will be presented in Chapters Four and Five as data is analyzed. 

Restructuring from a silo model to a one-stop model requires extensive 

organizational change in staffing and training procedures, as well as increased funding or 

reallocation of funds for facilities and compensation to staff. There are multiple costs to 

be considered. Not only do administrators have to plan for the costs of remodeling, 

compensation, and training, there are also cultural costs and opportunity costs. Extensive 

organizational change can result in changes in the social structure of a department. 

Employees must make a paradigm shift in changing to the one-stop model and may work 

with employees from other departments. There is a psychological adjustment as new 

groups of employees learn to work with each other and form new identities and work 

cultures. It is difficult to anticipate the social and cultural issues that can arise from 

restructuring. This experience is unique for each institution because each institution has 

its own culture and mix of employee personalities. Opportunity costs occur in that the 

choice to move to the one-stop model results in a loss of opportunity to implement a 

different model. 

There are several different models that can be used in providing student services. 

While the tradition of a parental role to students was replaced by an emphasis on student 

rights and self-responsibility in the 1960's, the concept of "in loco parentis" has received 

new attention as emerging legal issues force institutions to rethink their responsibilities to 

student development. (Komives and Woodard, 1996) Institutions must not only improve 
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retention, but they also have obligations to students with regard to safety and character 

development. Because most students are considered to be adults, boundaries for 

institutional responsibility can be unclear and are constantly changing as legal issues 

emerge. Community colleges serve diverse populations with large numbers of 

commuter, nontraditional, and part-time students. Because of the diversity of the needs 

of these populations, it is difficult for community colleges to create programs and form 

communities that focus on student development. The institutional responsibility of 

community colleges to students is nebulous as these institutions attempt to serve all their 

students. 

Another useful model is the "cube" model, developed by Morrill, Getting, and 

Hurst in 1974. This model examines the relationship between the target, purpose, and 

methods of an intervention. Seven dimensions of student development are included in 

the model: cognitive structures, aesthetic development, identity formation, physical 

health, moral reasoning, interpersonal relatedness, and social perspective. (Komives and 

Woodard, 1996) This model views student development holistically. A holistic view of 

development makes sense with the diversification of student populations—not all 

students have the same sets of development needs. 

Aulepp and Delworth's 1976 model focuses on the design and manipulation of 

environments as a major method of shaping student behavior. Because of its emphasis on 

campus ecology, this model is called the "ecomapping model", and includes seven steps: 

selecting institutional values, translating those values into goals, designing environments 

to match the goals, creating an environment fit for students, measuring students' 
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perceptions, monitoring students' behavior, and feeding data back into the design. 

(Komives and Woodard, 1996) The interdependent nature of the model makes it easy to 

implement, and the steps are rational. However, campus environments are not always 

rational. Actual implementation of a program may be more complex than the steps 

detailed in the model. Likewise, Moore and Delworth's 1976 linear model faces similar 

challenges. (Komives and Woodard, 1996) The five steps (initiation, planning, pilot 

program, implementation, and refinement) are rational and logical, but actual planning 

and implementation of a program may be more complex. Programs must consider 

cultural issues not only for students but also for the staff who will be running the 

programs. 

Community colleges face challenges in student development programming 

because they primarily serve commuter students. It is difficult to build community when 

students have many off-campus responsibilities such as work and family. In addition, the 

populations served tend to be diverse and it is difficult to tailor programming to such 

diverse needs. However, community colleges can use mentors and retention specialists to 

provide an anchor for students and offer opportunities for development. 

In contrast to community colleges, most models of student development have 

generated from and been normed on four-year, residential institutions and populations. 

The psycho-social and moral development of these students is different from students at 

community colleges. Students at community colleges tend to be nontraditional students, 

facing different challenges than traditional students who attend four-year institutions. 

Tinto emphasizes the importance of "learning communities" in community colleges. 
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It should be pointed our here that such programs, whether collaborative or 
cooperative, are particularly important to nonresidential institutions and to 
commuting students whose attachments to the campus may be weak. For 
those institutions and students, learning communities are an effective 
response to the issue of academic involvement in situations that normally 
constrain involvement. (Tinto, 1993) 

The concept of a learning community is important to serve community college 

populations, yet there remains a gap between academics and student services. Studies on 

learning communities traditionally focus on what happens in the classroom, not on 

student services. Student development is separated from academics. With a focus on 

making student services more accountable, efficient, and business-like, the emphasis on 

student development diminishes, and the ability to form communities is lost. 

The institutions selected for this study have chosen the one-stop student services 

model. Based on my initial experience with the one-stop model, it seems that those 

leaders implementing one-stop models are motivated by efficiency and customer 

satisfaction concerns rather than focusing on enhancing student development. Because of 

this, I chose to primarily use an organization and administration lens to analyze data 

rather than a student development lens. However, because the one-stop model is 

implemented in the department of student services, the student development lens is also a 

consideration in the presentation and analysis of the data. While the student development 

approach to student services might view students as clients to be developed holistically, 

the one-stop model utilizes brief services to provide efficient, consumer-oriented service. 

The focus is not on development or retention, but rather on express service that is 

convenient for students. Mintzberg contrasts the professional bureaucracy versus the 

machine bureaucracy. (Mintzberg, 1979) The student development approach is similar 
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to the professional bureaucracy because it utilizes professionals to help clients develop. 

The focus is not on efficiency but rather on providing expert care to clients. In contrast, 

the one-stop model is mechanized like the machine bureaucracy. The focus is on moving 

students through the student services system quickly—it's more about convenience and 

serving greater numbers of students than about in-depth interactions. Only students with 

complex concerns are referred for help from experts. 

In using an organization and administration lens, this study will use organizational 

change theory and research on service delivery to analyze the efforts of three community 

colleges to establish one-stop service centers. It will explore how these institutions 

restructure to become more isomorphic to other organizations in response to pressures 

exerted by funding sources, students, and other constituencies in a quest for improved 

and efficient practice, for legitimacy, and for status. Key concepts in isomorphism and 

resource dependency theory will be defined, providing a foundation for a discussion of 

how these theories relate to higher education trends and restructuring in student services 

in community colleges. This study will analyze qualitative data to illustrate how 

restructuring occurs and how change is affected by the environment and culture of the 

institution. 

Trends in Higher Education 

Doing More with Less 

Integral to the discussion of student services' practices and organizational change 

is an exploration of the context in which institutions have turned to the one-stop model. 

Decreasing resources, globalization, technology, changing demographics, assessment. 
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and accountability are forces that create pressure for institutions of higher education to 

become more efficient, transforming their values and assumptions to be more like 

businesses. (Kezar, 2001) 

The economic pressures brought about by rapid technological change and 
globalization have led to extensive corporate downsizing and firms' closer 
attention to costs, both in their own enterprises and in public sector 
enterprises supported by their taxes. There pressures have also caused 
business leaders to pay more attention to education and its products since 
education is increasingly seen as the key to business and economic 
competitiveness (Marshall & Tucker, 1992). Thus, business leaders have 
applied pressure to universities, directly and through the political process, 
to "streamline their production processes" as they themselves have done. 
Business leaders want educational institutions to pay more attention to 
quality control, customer satisfaction, and other "outcomes" of their 
activities. (Zumeta, 2001) 

In the 1980s and 1990s, colleges and universities were driven to find alternative sources 

of financial support as government contributions to institutions decreased. (Bower, 1992) 

There were demands for greater accountability for public institutions. Between 1980 and 

1993, federal funds for higher education decreased by two percent, and the share of 

institutions' revenues from state funds diminished by 8.8 percent. (Callan & Finney, 

1997) "National and state/provincial restriction of discretionary resources created 

increased resource dependence at the institutional level, causing institutions and 

professors to look to alternative revenue sources to maintain institutional income." 

(Slaughter and Leslie, 1997) As a direct result, educational and industrial partnerships 

were created. As partnerships with business and industry formed, colleges gained access 

to resources in business and industry and these partners gained direct and indirect power 

over colleges. Direct power can be observed in the obligations for accountability that 

colleges had to resource providers and governing boards. Indirect power is found in the 
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influence of business and industry on operational practices in higher education. 

According to Birnbaum, business is generally perceived to be "doing things right" and be 

more efficient. (Birnbaum, 2000) Those in power often use the corporate model as a 

standard for practices in higher education and adopt business practices for colleges and 

universities. 

Business leaders believe their experiences in managing large enterprises are 
relevant to the governance of the institutions on whose boards they serve. 
Moreover, at a time of more intense political and ideological partisanship 
than in much of U.S. history, appointed trustees may feel, or be pressured to 
feel, more loyalty to the agendas of the elected officials who appointed them. 
(Zumeta, 2001) 

Why did public support for higher education decrease? Hovey proposes that 

higher education is used as a "balance wheel" in state finance. When state finances are 

strong, higher education appropriations rise disproportionately to the appropriations for 

other state functions. Likewise, when finances are weak, appropriations for higher 

education are cut disproportionately. The reason for this is that higher education 

institutions have separate budgets with reserves, and are perceived to have more fiscal 

flexibility than other state agencies. Part of this fiscal flexibility is the ability to be 

flexible in making changes to employee pay and to spending levels (changes in courses 

offered and the sizes of classes). Institutions also have more flexibility in being able to 

shift proportions of costs to students through tuition and fee increases. (Hovey, 1999). 

According to Callan and Finney, there are several reasons why funding and 

support for higher education is decreasing. First, higher education has to compete with 

"core businesses" in government: K-12 education, health care, and public assistance. In 

the late 1980's and early 1990's, rapid annual increases in spending occurred for 
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Medicaid and corrections programs. These gains came at the expense of other state 

programs. (Hovey, 1999) Some states also prioritize transportation and environmental 

protection before higher education. State-funded services are generally provided at no 

cost to the consumer or with charges that are subsidized with tax revenues. Because of 

this, there is not much limit to consumer demand and program costs. To maintain current 

state-funded programs, state and local governments will need to increase spending by the 

same percentage as the increase in total personal income of all Americans. For higher 

education, without tax increases, appropriations to higher education each year would be 

0.5% short of the total funding needed for maintaining current programs. (Hovey, 1999) 

Based on the national average, spending for higher education would have 
to increase 1 % faster than total state and local spending (the higher education 
"advantage") if current services are to be maintained for all programs. (Hovey, 
1999) 

In comparison with other state entities, higher education is perceived by government and 

the public as better equipped to obtain alternative resources. "Whereas other systems 

tend to serve children and other vulnerable populations who cannot pay for their services, 

colleges and universities have a wide range of funding mechanisms." (Callan & Finney, 

1997) This corresponds with Hovey's reasoning on institutions having flexibility in 

raising tuition and fees. 

Second, there is a diminished sense of the public good of higher education. "The 

primary return on the investment in education is the individual, rather than collective; the 

public good is synonymous with the choices and well-being of those individuals; and 

those who benefit directly should assume the greatest share of the cost." (Callan & 

Finney, 1997) 
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Third, higher education often bends rules with regard to compensation and other 

funding issues. An example of this is a rule in many states that "no public employee 

salary may exceed that of the governor." Through outside sources of compensation, this 

rule is often bent for presidents, star faculty, and coaches. (Callan & Finney, 1997) 

Fourth, some institutions of higher education have the benefit of shared 

governance, while competing entities do not. (Callan & Finney, 1997) 

Finally, the mission and goals in higher education institutions are often multiple 

and ambiguous. In trying to serve multiple constituencies, institutions lose a clear sense 

of purpose, and this can be detrimental to obtaining funding in a competitive 

environment. (Callan & Finney, 1997, Kezar, 2001) 

Beyond the decrease in public support for higher education, other factors 

contributed to a decrease in resources. In the early 1990s, states faced greater pressure 

from the public and the federal government to balance budgets. Revenue structures were 

fragile, and as a result, expenditures were limited as resources were compressed. In 

response, institutions raised tuition and a greater number of students were forced to rely 

on student loans. (Callan & Finney, 1997) Enrollment grew significantly. The demand 

for production and accountability further increased from government, business and 

industry, accreditation agencies, and the public. 

In the name of greater accountability to taxpayers and their representatives, 
public universities and colleges not only are being asked to provide more 
data about their operations and the results achieved ("outcomes" in the 
current jargon), but in an increasing number of states are also finding 
some of their state appropriations linked to measured performance on 
the state's list of priorities. (Zumeta, 2001) 
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"Colleges worked at increasing efficiencies in production. They did not diminish 

production. Rather, colleges endeavored to expand production with fewer or the same 

revenues relative to institutional size. In general, money—and not educational 

objectives—drove production." (Levin, 2001) The diversity of students with regard to 

age, socioeconomic background, ethnicity, academic capability and other factors further 

served to expand institutional missions and goals. Institutions faced a greater demand to 

change and increase academic and support services to accommodate a broader base of 

students. (Woodard, Love, & Komives, 2000) 

In the community colleges, diversity of students increased not only with regard to 

age and ethnicity, but also in the academic skills of students. Because community 

colleges are traditionally open door institutions, admissions standards did not limit 

students who were under-prepared for college level classes. With greater demands for 

accountability, colleges faced demands to increase retention efforts and provide more 

assessments and developmental classes. 

Changing admission standards increase the number of high-risk students enrolled 
but corresponding initiatives to assure their academic success are severely 
lacking. Depending on the institution entered, a student with deficiencies might 
be enrolled in a series of remedial courses, a special assistance program or be left 
to sink or swim in a regular classroom. (Richardson & Leslie, 1980) 

There were demands for colleges to become more student-centered and community-

centered. With these demands, community colleges faced an expanded market of 

students and responded with a greater variety of programs and services. They became the 

colleges that would "serve everyone", with missions that were continually evolving. 

(Cohen, 1977, Richardson & Leslie, 1980) However, expanded services and programs 
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required greater funding. (Hovey, 1999) This led to a battle to balance budgets and keep 

tuitions low as governmental funding decreased. 

As government funds become difficulty to obtain, pressure mounts to have the 
costs of higher education shared by individuals as well as by society. This 
pressure comes from economists, businessmen, and a small number of community 
college educators. (Cohen, 1977) 

The debate was on whether the values of quality and access have a greater priority than 

the value of students' responsibilities to pay for higher education. 

Pressure to change came not only from decreased budgets but also from a 

"transforming global economy and political balance," as well as increased technology 

and knowledge that required constant adaptation. (Steeples, 1990) Competition 

increased with globalization, a phenomenon characterized by the "drawing together of 

disparate locations and the compression of time." (Levin, 2001) It is multidimensional 

and dynamic in how it affects and is affected by culture, economics, politics, and 

technologies, intensifying social and political relationships and heightening economic 

competition. While distance becomes less of an obstacle, competition and consumer 

demands force the pace of service to increase drastically. "In the global marketplace, 

companies, industries, products, technologies, and even jobs no longer depend upon the 

strengths and weaknesses of any one nation's economy or industrial base." (Oblinger & 

Verville, 1998) Institutions become more market oriented. (Levin, 2001, Brache, 2001) 

Universities enter into partnerships to obtain financial resources, and businesses benefit 

by increasing productivity and competitiveness. In addition, increasing the global 

competitiveness of the nation's economy is a major goal of research supported by the 

federal government. (Powers, Powers, Betz, & Aslanian, 1988) 
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In the early 1990s, institutions of higher education, particularly community 

colleges, faced great pressure to emphasize workplace skills in education and to reduce 

bureaucracy in work procedures. "The forces of change converge from all directions, 

from the changes brought on by the information revolution to the constraints caused by 

having fewer resources." (Austin, Aheam, & English, 1997) 

...technology, new teaching and learning approaches such as community-service 
learning or collaborative learning, cost constraints, changing demographics, 
international competition, assessment, accountability, diversity/multiculturalism, 
and other challenges create a complex climate. (Kezar, 2001) 

Meeting new demands required consideration of key issues and alternatives to traditional 

approaches; 

...the number of new and returning students to higher education will create a 
demand for academic and support services that cannot be met by simply doing 
what we have done in the past. We will need to find new solutions to meet 
this growing demand while addressing the perennial issues of access, cost, 
quality, and accountability. (Woodard, Love, & Komives, 2000) 

Institutions took a more corporate approach to education and used new 

technology for both education and work. They implemented trends and practices from 

business to appear more efficient to resource providers. Because government funding 

decreased, universities and colleges sought new monetary resources from partnerships 

with business and industry and increased tuition. 

...the shift in revenue sources, specifically the decline in revenue shares 
from general purpose state appropriations, has destabilized public 
universities. These universities have responded as best they can, by 
raising tuition (directly or indirectly) and, most significantly, by 
increasing shares from sources that require specific products and 
services under the terms of related agreements. (Slaughter and Leslie, 
1997) 
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As a result of being dependent upon these resources, the demand for production and 

accountability increased from government, business and industry, accreditation agencies, 

and taxpayers. Universities and colleges attempted to accomplish more with fewer 

resources, and demonstrated measurable productivity to government, business and 

industry, and accreditation agencies through performance indicators. 

Community colleges struggled as they tried to manage an ever-expanding 

mission, increased enrollments, and decreased budgets. The value of open access to the 

community college was pitted against the reality of decreased resources. 

Can the democratic ideals of an open-admissions America and the spectrum 
of talents required to sustain the nation's rapidly changing economy both be 
delivered at the same time? An all-American answer to this question would 
naturally be in the affirmative. We have a historic commitment to an equal 
opportunity for participation by all of our people in the nation's political and 
economic institutions. (Birenbaum, 1986) 

There remains a gap between these values and the value of cost-effectiveness. 

Community colleges provide a variety of community services that would not be 

considered cost-effective. For example, community colleges provide adult education, 

developmental education, community outreach, and other programs. These programs 

reflect core values in student development in helping students grow holistically. Not only 

do they provide opportunities for academic development, they also focus on the 

development of interpersonal skills, self-esteem, tolerance, and other important values. 

The difficulty comes in showing accountability for such programs. 

How do we prove the worth of programs to which we are committed—non-credit 
parent education, for example, or educational services in nursing homes? 
After all, these are decisions on values so what kind of foundation can be 
established for policy determination? On what grounds do we persuade policy 
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makers that a good part of what they may see as "soft" areas are relevant and 
growth-stimulating? (Gleazer, 1980) 

Gleazer's answer is to form partnerships and to become more efficient. Gleazer 

emphasizes the need for colleges to show accountability and to tap into resources in 

business, industry, and the community that can supplement government appropriations. 

Community colleges are doing more with less nationwide. In a study of 

California community colleges by Knoell, this ability to respond to new program needs 

without new funds was considered a strength. 

...their ability to respond individually and collectively to state and local needs 
for new programs and services rather quickly, often without the infusion of 
new special funds...The findings of the study tended to confirm the wisdom 
of state policy giving as much autonomy to the community colleges as possible. 
The communities which the colleges serve differ widely with respect to the 
present and potential student clienteles, availability of other opportunity for 
post-secondary education, and feelings about what their college ought to be 
and do. (Gleazer, 1980) 

However, community colleges cannot continue to expand programs and services without 

new resources. They are trapped in a paradox of serving all, but it is difficult to maintain 

excellence with limited resources. The very nature of community college in having a 

broad mission creates this paradox. Community colleges are defined by their efforts to 

serve diverse clienteles, yet the broad mission is difficult to define and manage. Cohen, 

Brawer, and Lombardi call this the "constant variable", comparing the community 

college to flames within a fire or the constancy of action of ocean waves. They discuss 

the difficulty in trying to define or categorize community colleges as they are constantly 

changing and expanding. (Cohen, Brawer, & Lombardi, 1971) Palinchak calls 

community colleges "in-between institutions" because they not only provide access to 



22 

higher education to the overflow of students who cannot be served by universities, but 

they also have developmental and vocational functions. He describes their mission as 

"nebulous". (Palinchak, 1973) Community colleges are in a constant struggle to serve 

diverse groups of students and meet multiple needs within the limitations of their 

budgets. 

This paradox is also true of one-stop student service centers in community 

colleges. The nature of the one-stop is that it offers general services to both students and 

the public who visit the college. The goal is to offer as much service as possible and 

refer to a specialist if needed. The difficulty is that there is such a broad range of 

information needed to be a generalist that continual training is required. The nebulous 

nature of the information can make it difficult to categorize information into more 

manageable modules for training and service delivery. In addition, information may 

overlap into several service areas (admissions, registration, etc.) and this can generate 

territory issues between departments or make service and referral boundaries difficult to 

define. One-stop service centers in community colleges are different from one-stop 

service centers in business or government agencies because the populations served are so 

diverse and the services and products offered are heterogeneous in meeting the needs of 

the populations. One-stop service centers in government and business tend to offer a 

more focused service menu. Like the nature of the community college, one-stop service 

centers in community colleges must be "all things to all people", and this lack of focus 

can lead to inconsistent and inaccurate service. For those one-stop service centers that 

use the rotation model of staffing, consistency is a key issue because of the constant 
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changing of staff. Training is essential. Having staff trained at different levels can also 

create confusion because students may get more service from one provider over another 

provider. Clear service boundaries are important, but the ambiguous nature of serving 

diverse populations makes this difficult. 

Based on my own experience and writings in community college journals, it 

appears that one-stop service centers in community colleges emphasize the need to 

provide student services efficiently over the objectives of student development. A focus 

on efficiency and customer-service contrasts with holistic student development, because 

the development of interpersonal skills, self-esteem, tolerance, and other positive 

attributes cannot be accomplished through a model that focuses on express service. The 

development of these attributes requires a model with more personalized service that is 

not limited by the need for brief services. 

Students as Consumers 

To show accountability to students and taxpayers, universities and colleges sought 

to become more "student-centered". However, they ultimately became customer-

centered as they focused on efficiency rather than student development. They 

acknowledged students as consumers, and changed services to fit student needs. 

With greater numbers of students working, and working longer hours, 
and with older working adults serving as a significant institutional 
cohort, students expect instruction that is if not personalized then at 
least convenient. This in practice becomes instruction that is 
asynchronous—the reception of curricula and the interaction between 
student and instructor do not occur simultaneously with the 
communication of curricula. These behaviors may take place at 
great distances or within the institutional site, allowing students 
to undertake education and training during their preferred times. (Levin, 2001) 
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Self-paced classes, distance learning, evening and weekend classes, accelerated classes, 

televised classes, and on-line classes are a few examples of how colleges changed to meet 

students' educational needs. Student services have met these needs through evening and 

weekend hours, telephone and on-line services, and through one-stop service centers. 

Arm's-length transactions between institutions and their constituencies are 
being replaced by aggressive alliances and outreach in which intangibles such 
as service, innovation, and flexibility become essential to success....Today 
students are more than "learners"; they are also "customers" with a distinctive 
mindset. While learners in a traditional organization see education as mostly 
lockstep, customers see education as customized to meet their needs. 
(Alfred and Carter, 2001) 

The narrative emphasizing the need to treat students as consumers is found throughout 

practitioner literature. Convenience and satisfaction are key terms in a narrative that 

states that students as consumers expect fast, quality service that is ubiquitous, universal, 

and useful. As noted at the University of Pennsylvania, students want their needs to be 

addressed: 

Students feel they have the autonomy to choose....They have the flexibility 
to go elsewhere if necessary, impacting their "economic perception" of 
their decision-making of what their college provides. Therefore, students 
expect the "latest, greatest, and fastest" when it comes to service, especially 
on-line services. (Moneta, 2001) 

No longer is the historical "department-by-department" silo approach to service delivery 

adequate. Students want convenience and transactional ease. 

...One-stop shopping, multiple transactions through a single transaction, 
paperless communications and record keeping and minimal campus 
traversing. This suggests that, in addition to the convergence of 
online service models, consolidation of physical points of contact 
may also be appropriate. (Moneta, 2001) 
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Other institutions echo this sentiment of viewing students as customers. The virtual 

university at the University of Maryland University College claims the following 

philosophy: 

Students will be viewed as customers, a mindset contrary to some in 
academe, but whose purpose is universal: to instill in every employee 
that prospective or current students must be provided the highest quality 
student services imaginable, just as a paying customer would be. (Hrutka, 
2001) 

George Connick, President of the Education Network of Maine, stresses a customer-

centered environment, particularly with on-line services. "As larger numbers of students 

enroll in electronically delivered learning there will be an increasing demand for student 

and academic services to be delivered in the most convenient and efficient fashion for 

students." (Connick, 2001) 

Convenience and efficiency may benefit students, but this kind of service 

environment is not conducive to holistic student development. Key values in student 

development include individuation, community, equality, and justice. These values are 

promoted in student development programming. "The individual—whole, growing, 

making a unique life—has the potential for growth 'toward cooperative ways of living, 

thinking, and acting...that...produce a richer and more satisfying life for the individual 

and his society than others reached by other methods.' (Taylor, 1952)" (Komives & 

Woodard, 1996) One-stop student service models are more focused on the business of 

processing students through the system rather than on development. They do not 

incorporate student development values but rather serve students as consumers. Those 

promoting the one-stop model would argue that helping students access services 
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efficiently frees them to focus on development of their academic and interpersonal skills. 

Those criticizing the model would express concern that a focus on students as customers 

limits their growth because it removes the focus on development and concentrates on 

convenience. Rather than a focus on students being integrated to reflect values in higher 

education, higher education may change to reflect student values. In addition, as 

resources become more limited, student development may be perceived by resource 

providers to be unimportant and development programming may be restricted. 

Practices in Customer Service 

The One-stop Solution 

A 1997 survey by the Federal Benchmarking Consortium researched one-stop 

customer service centers in a survey of several companies and government agencies. The 

study was sponsored by the National Partnership for Reinventing Government (formally 

the National Performance Review), an interagency task force created by President 

Clinton in 1993 to "fundamentally change the way the federal government works." The 

purpose of the organization is to "create a government that works better, costs less, and 

gets results Americans care about." Among the key values of the organization are 

customer service, efficiency, empowering employees, and "getting back to basics." 

(National Partnership for Reinventing Government, 2000) Study team members 

surveyed 14 federal agencies and 13 private and public sector organizations on one-stop 

customer service in order to detail best practices representing "the actions and 

philosophies of world-class customer service organizations in the public and private 

sectors." (Federal Benchmarking Consortium, 1997) Among the study participants were 
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such large corporations as Ford Motor Company and Texas Instruments. The study 

included benchmarking procedures and site visits. Best practices were organized around 

the criteria for the Malcolm Bridge National Quality Award: leadership, information 

management and analysis, strategic planning, human resource development and 

management, process management, business results, and customer focus and satisfaction. 

(Federal Benchmarking Consortium, 1997) The report does not detail whether data was 

obtained from employees and customers. The narrative being promoted in the report is 

that organizations that use the one-stop model provide "world-class customer service" in 

an efficient manner. The study defined one-stop service in the following manner: 

Under the one-stop paradigm, all of a customer's business can be 
completed in a single contact be it face to face or via phone, fax 
Internet, or other means. One-stop customers do not have to hunt 
around, call back, or repeatedly explain their situation. One-stop 
customer service is convenient, accessible, and personalized. 
(Federal Benchmarking Consortium, 1997) 

Specialized staff members are expected to share territory in cross-training and become 

generalists. The study detailed best practices for several companies and agencies that 

implemented the one-stop concept and encouraged readers to follow suit. "Stealing 

shamelessly from the best helps achieve higher performance more quickly and efficiently. 

It makes no sense to throw resources into reinventing the wheel." (Federal 

Benchmarking Consortium, 1997) 

One of the best practices discussed was the use of strategic planning. Strategic 

planning processes were in place to ensure a customer-centered approach and to focus on 

one-stop service as the goal. Another focal point was on employee satisfaction. Based 
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on the assumption that employee satisfaction leads to enhanced customer service and 

pride in work, companies invested time and money in making the right fit in hiring and 

implemented extensive training programs. They spent time listening to employee needs 

and used resources to meet those needs in an effort to increase employee satisfaction. 

Third, companies used cross-training and information technology to create procedures for 

delivering customer service smoothly and seamlessly. They used benchmarking and 

customer feedback to streamline and improve procedures. (Federal Benchmarking 

Consortium, 1997) 

The Federal Benchmarking Consortium study was used in the implementation of 

one of the one-stop service center sites studied in this dissertation. The customer service 

language used was adopted in the philosophy of the one-stop center, providing a direct 

link between the nonacademic origin of the one-stop concept, and its integration into an 

institution of higher education. 

Another study on best practices also is grounded in the business sector and 

underlines the issue of focusing on customers. Like the study from the Federal 

Benchmarking Consortium, it emphasizes the need to survey customers regarding their 

likes and dislikes on products and services, and to communicate this information to 

employees. Refinements can then be made, testing and re-testing products and services 

to make improvements. The underlying narrative is to give customers what they want. 

The discourse of this study suggests that it is important both to listen to employee 

feedback on these issues and to build cross-functional cooperation by training employees 

to understand and enhance the customer experience. It is essential to give employees the 
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training and information they need to process a customer's request promptly and 

efficiently. (Hiebeler, Kelly, and Ketteman, 1998) 

Decentralized, uncoordinated service provision makes for a most 
frustrating experience for customers. Tiring rounds of telephone 
tag, endless explanations of countless service representatives, 
circular referrals to faceless and unknowledgeable line staff; these 
are all sure ways for a customer to lose patience, and for an 
organization to lose a potentially loyal customer. (Hiebeler, 
Kelly, and Ketteman, 1998) 

Both studies emphasized how one-stop customer service provides solutions to these 

customer problems. They offer various stories about how centralized service can 

eliminate customer "run-around" and frustration. This storyline is about more than 

customer satisfaction; it is also about becoming more efficient. The narrative underlying 

the one-stop model, then, features improvements in customer service and efficiency. 

It provides the customer with knowledgeable, streamlined access 
to the organization; it provides the organization with a logical 
model of service provision. One-stop service allows a customer 
to complete his or her business with the organization in a single 
contact. It lets the organization reap substantial benefits in terms 
of efficient resource allocation, operational efficiencies, and the 
improvement of customer satisfaction. (Federal Benchmarking 
Consortium, 1997) 

More than that, the discourse of the one-stop model challenges existing patterns of 

specialization in service delivery. In a decentralized organization, different divisions and 

departments within a company have completely separate functions and procedures. "As 

each silo finished its piece of the process, it would throw it over the wall to the next silo, 

and so forth. No one looked at the whole process or tried to bridge the gulf between each 

of the silos." (Federal Benchmarking Consortium, 1997) There may be different 

standards or philosophies regarding customer service for different divisions and 
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departments. Centralization allows a company to have more control and communication, 

standardizing procedures and enhancing customer service. (Birsner and Balsley, 1982) 

Thus, the one-stop model is also about achieving greater control over employees. 

Centralization is said to create a universal system that is more efficient and user-friendly 

for a customer. The terms efficiency and customer service are integrated throughout the 

one-stop planning and training documents for the institutions studied in this dissertation. 

As in the business literature, these concepts are central to community college narratives 

about student services in Higher Education. 

The one-stop model is evaluated in a report from Social Policy Research 

Associates. This study was funded by the U.S. Department of Labor, Employment, and 

Training Administration to evaluate state and local one-stop systems for the first nine 

states to receive one-stop implementation grants for state and local government 

workforce services. The federal-state vision emphasized the importance of meeting 

customer needs; offering "high-quality, user-friendly" information tools; treating both 

job-applicants and employers as important customers of the public workforce 

development system; and coordinating customer services across different programs and 

funding streams. (Social Policy Research Associates, 1997) Like the above studies, the 

narrative presented is that one-stop models are an improvement over previous service 

models. The study reports that both job-applicants and employers were enthusiastic in 

describing the one-stop model as improvements "over the previously uncoordinated 

system." The report describes an evolution into a seamless system with an emphasis on 

partnerships, shared physical facilities and decision-making processes, and integrated 
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services such as intake and orientation. The report indicates that the transformation to the 

one-stop model has been successful, but cautions that many sites are still in the early 

stages of consolidating services. 

Most of these kinds of reports are promotional in nature. The narratives do not 

critique or evaluate the one-stop model but rather detail best practices or highlight 

successful case studies. The one-stop concept is new to higher education and research 

has not yet been conducted on the effectiveness of the model. Instead, the practitioner 

literature is promotional, focusing on values on efficiency and customer service. 

The One-stop Ideal 

According to Marsee, in an ideal cross-functional one-stop service center in an 

institution of higher education, students should be able to find the answers and complete 

transactions for approximately 80 percent of student-related enrollment activities. 

Specialists should be able to refer (and make an appointment if needed) for the remaining 

20 percent of service requests. (Marsee, 2000) (Marsee's work was used in the 

implementation of one of the one-stop service centers studied for this dissertation.) 

Functional areas can include admissions; financial aid; registration; the removing of 

holds; payments; records (such as transcripts, grade changes, intent to graduate, etc.); and 

if applicable, housing, meal tickets, and parking. 

In Marsee's ideal model, one-stop centers are organized in three layers—a front 

counter area, function areas for more complex requests, and areas for support staff and 

records management. Front counter specialists are cross-trained to be able to enter into 

multiple function databases to complete transactions. If a transaction is deemed to be 
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more complex, students are referred to a function area where they meet with a specialist, 

such as an advisor or financial aid staff. The front counter specialist should call ahead or 

escort the student to the appropriate area. (Marsee, 2000) 

By reorganizing themselves to better serve students, institutions 
more fully utilize their database technology, creating new, and 
more cross-functional relationships in what have traditionally 
been vertical reporting and processing silos. In addition to 
improved efficiencies, staff become energized, because they 
learn new tasks and can see themselves better assisting their 
clients. This results in meaningful benefits to the recruitment 
and retention of both students and staff. (Marsee, 2000) 

The ideal one-stop service center has people-oriented staff members motivated to 

improve customer service by creating a smoother, more streamlined process and by 

reducing wait time for students. These values are mirrored in the business and 

government studies discussed previously. The narrative is that the one-stop model is an 

improvement over previous models because it provides efficient stream-lined services 

that focus on customer service. 

Student services in higher education have traditionally included several function 

areas including admissions, registration, financial aid, assessments, advising and 

counseling, and resources areas such as student life and disabled student resources. 

Colleges and universities have unique sets of resources and may include more or less 

resources under the umbrella of student services. Community colleges deal with diverse 

populations of students with differing needs. Student services in community colleges 

may be expanded to address these issues with particular attention to developmental 

education and retention. Marsee's ideal pertains more to enrollment functions, but 
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emphasizes general knowledge about the whole college with services available for basic 

enrollment activities. 

Generally, the ideal one-stop service center does not appear to be reality. The 

context of a college or university provides unique sets of resources and cultural 

circumstances. Because of this, each institution organizes student services differently. 

Organizational restructuring is more complex than indicated in studies on best practices 

or articles on implementing a one-stop center. While many of these studies and articles 

are promotional, there is a lack of research evaluating the effectiveness of the one-stop 

model. This dissertation is a beginning in the critique of the model. 

The dynamics of institutional traditions and staff culture provide unique issues for 

each institution. As institutions of higher education consolidate student service 

departments to form a one-stop service center, staff must learn to work in new ways with 

new people, becoming generalists. Small departments are merged to form larger, more 

comprehensive departments and employees lose former identities to form new social 

systems. This process requires cross-training and socialization to the new environment, 

and may lead to resistance and virtual adoption of the one-stop trend in an effort to cope 

with change and appease administrators. It is this virtual adoption, according to 

Birnbaum, that defines the implementation and eventual abandonment of a fad. 

(Birnbaum, 2000) If the one-stop service center is only adopted symbolically and is not 

integrated into the core of the institution, the restructuring is not successful and does not 

translate into different models of actual service delivery. If employees are not able or 

willing to resolve interpersonal and cultural issues, and form new identities, the one-stop 
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center is doomed to fail, in terms of fundamentally changing the organization and 

delivery of student services. 

Dissertation Structure 

This dissertation will use qualitative data to provide insight into the 

implementation of this model of organizational restructuring and service delivery in 

student services. A brief review of higher education trends and organizational change in 

Higher Education generally and community colleges in particular is essential for framing 

this research project and will provide a foundation for an analysis of the qualitative data. 

Based on an exploration of the one-stop phenomenon and trends in higher 

education, this dissertation addresses the following research questions: how do staff 

members react to the implementation of a one-stop student services center? Do they 

invest in the change or do they resist it? To what extent are staff members consulted in 

the implementation? Specifically, I will explore how staff coped with this intensive 

organizational change, their feelings about having to change, and whether or not they 

believe the new structure is effective. Does the center truly function as a one-stop service 

center, or have traditional silo methods merely been moved to a different setting? These 

issues will be expounded in Chapter Two, and will be based on a foundation of theories 

in organizational change. 

My research questions are grounded in a conceptual framework of organizational 

theory, and draw from resources that explore organizational change, the mechanization of 

higher education, and the cultural differences between professionals and regular staff. I 

draw on several theorists to build a conceptual framework. 
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To discuss how to make changes constructively, I look to Bimbaum, De Jager, 

and Kezar. I use Birnbaum, Ritzer, Gutek and Welsh, and Mintzberg to discuss the 

mechanization of higher education and service strategies, with an emphasis on the 

different values of professionals and paraprofessionals. This is supported by a discussion 

on the characteristics of institutions of higher education and specifically community 

colleges. This discussion draws from the work of Weick, Cohen and March, Clark, and 

Cohen and Brawer. 

I discuss several theories in building the conceptual framework. I use institutional 

theory, based on the work of Weber and Greenwood and Hinings, resource dependency, 

based on research by Slaughter and Leslie, and isomorphism, drawing on DiMaggio and 

Powell. The framework builds a foundation for a discussion of how institutions and 

student service units function, with a focus on how service is delivered to students. This 

framework will be discussed in Chapter Two. 

In Chapter Three, I explain the design and methods of the study. In brief, this is a 

qualitative study based on interviews, site observations, and document analysis. 

Research was conducted at three community colleges in the United States, two of which 

were single campus institutions, and one multi-campus institution. Colleges were chosen 

because they had recently implemented one-stop models and were used in benchmarking 

efforts for my campus. To answer my research questions, which are detailed in Chapter 

Two, I have used qualitative data comprised of document analysis, site observations, and 

41 interviews (ranging from 45 to 90 minutes in duration). Implications for practice are 
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limited because this study is a qualitative snapshot of the one-stop models at three 

institutions. 

Interviews included both full-time and part-time administrators and staff to gain 

an objective view of the status of the student services division after restructuring. 

Participation was voluntary and the selection of subjects was based both on willingness to 

interview and because the subjects had participated in the implementation of the one-stop 

service center for their institution. The names of the colleges, campuses, and participants 

have been changed to protect confidentiality. Interview questions were structured to 

answer research questions and are meant to capture how staff members used time and 

interacted with fellow staff members before, during, and after implementation of the one-

stop model. They also capture the reasons for implementing the one-stop model and the 

effectiveness of the restructuring that occurred. (Lists of interview questions are 

included in the appendix.) This approach was coupled with document reviews of one-

stop student center functions, training methods, and compensation for changes in 

workload. The documents analyzed include catalogs, web sites, pamphlets, philosophies, 

training manuals, benchmarking reports, staffing models, and presentation materials. I 

visited each site to compare institutional characteristics, physical facilities for student 

services, and staffing behaviors and schedules. 

Chapter Four presents data within each of the colleges, describing the 

implementation of each college's one-stop service center, staffing models, and how staff 

reacted to the changes. Chapter Five expounds on this data by comparing patterns in 

common among the sites. Common themes include a move to be student-centered. 



37 

feedback from students on the one-stop model, changes in work relationships, a need for 

more participation in the implementation from staff, training and compensation issues, 

pros and cons of the one-stop model, and recommendations from staff. 

Chapter Six discusses the data in light of the research questions presented in 

Chapter Two. Recommendations for implementing change are explored. 
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

Conceptual Framework 

Chapter Two reviews literature from several sources. First, literature from 

business is reviewed to illustrate the philosophies integrated into higher education in an 

effort to be efficient and to show accountability to resource providers. Next higher 

education practitioner literature is used to show how these concepts have been adapted to 

higher education. Third, literature pertaining to the conceptual framework is reviewed, 

including literature on the mechanization of higher education, service delivery strategies, 

characteristics of institutions in higher education, cultural differences between 

professionals and paraprofessionals, and organizational theory. Based on this literature 

review, trends in higher education, and the one-stop concept, research questions and 

propositions are detailed. 

Student Development in Student Services 

Traditionally, student services have been structured in silos with each service area 

being separate: admissions, registration, financial aid, advising and counseling, student 

life, etc. This separation has advantages and disadvantages. An advantage is that 

professionals in each area are experts in the knowledge and skills of the area. The 

disadvantage is that knowledge for each area may not include knowledge of other areas, 

leading to difficulty in communication between areas and territorial ism. The one-stop 

model promotes communication and cross-training through integrated services. 

The focus of student development has traditionally been on the holistic 

development of students as they navigate the system. For example, as students see 



39 

advisors for help with scheduling classes, there may also be an emphasis on developing 

skills to excel in college, such as study skills. Students may be required to participate in 

service learning in order to promote psycho-social development and citizenship values. 

In community colleges, these kinds of programs serve diverse groups of students. While 

some services may focus on cultural capital skills such as improved interviewing skills, 

other programs may address developmental learning. These types of programs are based 

on student development theories, such as Morrill, Getting, and Hurst's cube model of 

holistic development, Chickering's theory of identity development, or Kohlberg's theory 

of moral development. 

One-stop programs diminish student development efforts because they focus on 

efficiency and customer service rather than development. They are concerned with the 

business of student services, not the personal growth of students. At issue is the debate 

between students' personal benefit from programs and the public good. Should the 

public subsidize programs that benefit individuals? There is a demand for accountability, 

and it is hard to justify "soft" programs and benefits in student development such as 

psycho-social and moral growth. These concepts are difficult to measure and 

demonstrate. Accountability demands numbers in showing how resource dollars are used 

to serve the most students in the most efficient manner. Customer service and efficiency 

are measurable concepts that can be used to justify resources. 

Customer Service is #1 

The language and philosophy of government and business literature is being 

widely adopted in institutions of higher education. One of the most popular concepts is 
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that of customer service, and this narrative is found throughout government and business 

Hterature and practitioner Hterature in higher education. 

Customer service has long been said to be a priority in business. The narrative is 

that it is now becoming essential in higher education. The reason for this change is that 

service demands, greater competition, reduced funding, technological advances, and the 

globalization of universities and community colleges have resulted in more customer-

centered environments necessitating an emphasis on customer service: 

To truly focus on "student-centered education," colleges and universities 
must be compelled to focus on customer service, and regard their 
students as primary customers. Our post-secondary institutions are in 
the same position as American businesses. We are facing a competitive 
period in enrollments. We no longer are operating in an environment 
where students have limited choices about where to attend school. 
There are presently more openings than there are students. Colleges 
and universities that do not effectively fulfill the needs and wants of 
students will have a difficult time surviving. That is exactly the 
same reason American businesses are working so hard to improve 
quality: They are no longer the only source of goods and services 
people want to buy. (Gold, 2001) 

One-stop centers are said to be "student-centered" because they focus on convenience 

and efficiency for students by providing all services in one location. They focus on 

students as customers. These centers are intended to utilize highly trained generalists to 

resolve the majority of issues students present in brief encounters, and place emphasis on 

customer service. These characteristics fit well with the values of efficiency and control. 

These values are emphasized as institutions of higher education demonstrate greater 

accountability and cost-effectiveness in their operations. These values are emphasized in 

both the narratives from business and the narratives found in the practitioner literature of 

higher education. 
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Learning from Business 

In reviewing literature on customer service in business, numerous statements on 

the importance of customer service can be found. "Customer service is a prerequisite for 

success in a competitive market; it is a way to differentiate the company from its 

competitors." (Executive Knowledgeworks, 1989) "If a company is to gain market 

leverage, there is acknowledged need to create demonstrable value for the customer." 

(Bailey, 1990) According to Eric Birch, Vice President of the Office Systems Division of 

Nashua Corporation: 

There are several reasons why it makes sense to invest the time and effort 
in trying to build such alliances and ensure customer satisfaction. One is 
that it costs a lot more to find and land a new account than to keep an old 
one....A second reason is that customers who leave you for somebody 
else are at least relatively unhappy with you, and unhappy customers 
tell other people about their gripes several times as frequently as happy 
customers share the joys of doing business with you. (Birch, 1990) 

Jim Robinson of American Express notes, "The glue that binds us all together is a 

commitment to quality in everything we do; it's the patent protection that will keep us 

ahead of the curve of the future." (Zanzotto, 1990) Survey research from The 

Conference Board reports on the beliefs of senior marketing spokesmen for several major 

manufacturing companies; 

A majority believe that in the final analysis, the fate of their marketing 
programs depends more on service performance than on the price, 
ready availability, or advertising support of the products they sell. 
Some, in fact, regard service as the most potent selling magic they 
possess. "Nowadays," says one marketer, "we feel we are selling 
our service reputation more than our products. (Hopkins and Bailey, 
1970) 

William Sherden, Vice President of Temple, Barker, & Sloane, Inc., emphasizes: 
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Over the past two decades, manufacturers have learned a hard lesson 
about the importance of quality in satisfying customers and meeting 
global competition. It is now becoming clear that unless companies 
in other sectors of the economy learn from this lesson—and learn 
quickly—they will now be at a disadvantage when it comes to 
penetrating foreign markets and competing domestically against 
high-quality producers from abroad. (Sherden, 1990) 

This may be more critical for service firms than for manufacturing companies. Stephen 

Stapleton, Managing Director for Federal Express Corporation emphasizes, "Interactions 

with customers are transient; we cannot 'take back' a bad experience, as a manufacturer 

might recall a faulty part or product." (Brothers and Carson, 1993) 

An increase in the time and money consumers spend for services has underscored 

the need for quality in customer service. About 45 percent of the average household's 

income is spent on services. The number of people employed in service industries has 

also increased. "In all, over 70 percent of workers in the United States, Canada, and 

Britain work in services, as do over 50 percent of workers in Japan, West Germany, 

France, and Italy." (Gutek, 1995) 

Wanted: Major Overhaul 

According to practitioner literature, the demands on institutions of higher 

education require dynamic, pro-active institutional changes: 

For a campus to be successful, it must make choices for changes that 
result in improving the overall quality of campus life. Changes in 
attitude and practice both in the classroom and the residence halls as 
well as changes in the manner and tone of service delivery will be 
critical for increasing retention outcomes. The hierarchical 
structure and silo structure of divisions, colleges, and departments 
impede a campus wide approach to change. (Smith, 2001) 
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Like the business literature, the practitioner narrative promotes the importance of being 

customer-centered. 

According to Gold, obstacles to change are illustrated in examples of common 

customer service problems. Students encounter poor communication between 

departments and divisions, and are shuffled from office to office. Staff are hired with 

little consideration of their personal strengths. Policies and procedures are complicated 

and are "institution-centered" rather than "student-centered". Technology is often not 

adequate. Peak periods, such as registration, increase stress for both employees and 

students. Services and hours do not match student needs. (Gold, 2001) 

Institutions concerned with delivering quality programs and services to 
students should be concerned with every aspect of the student's 
experience on campus. And that means that attention must be paid to 
the quality of every interaction between a student and the institution's 
representatives. Together, these "moments of truth" build or destroy 
the college's image. (Gold, 2001) 

In the community colleges, emphasis is placed on meeting student needs. The needs of 

community college students are diverse, because the populations community colleges 

serve are diverse. Community colleges are continually expanding their missions and 

services in an effort to provide open access and serve all. However, this balancing of 

roles with limited resources is precarious. 

Can a school at one and the same time provide a good education for all the people 
as future citizens of a democracy, provide elective programs for the majority to 
develop useful skills, and educate adequately those with a talent for handling 
advanced academic subjects? (Palinchak, 1973) 

Not only do community colleges provide two-year degrees and focus on transfer to four-

year schools, they provide adult education, developmental education, and vocational 
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education. Palinchak questions the ability of community colleges to be all things to all 

people. He says that a criticism of the open door policy is that community colleges lack a 

well-defined identity and have such stretched resources that it is difficult for them to 

provide excellent service and programs for so many people. Gleazer advocates 

management of these multiple missions through greater efficiency. (Gleazer, 1980) 

Concern for delivering quality programs and pressure to reduce inefficiencies 

drives institutions of higher education to seek "tried and true" strategies from business 

and industry. Traditionally, student services in community colleges have been structured 

in silos. Departments were isolated from each other, sometimes being in different 

buildings. Connections between departments were limited to processing paperwork, and 

knowledge of the functions of other departments was limited. With the promotion of the 

one-stop model in government and business and pressures to become more efficient and 

student-centered, some community colleges restructured to consolidate services and 

utilize resources more efficiently through cross-training. Each institution faces unique 

circumstances and sets of resources, so implementation of the model differs among 

institutions. However different the physical or staffing design, the narrative for one-stop 

remains the same: colleges need to provide as many resources in one place as possible, 

cross-training staff to serve students and utilize resources in a more efficient manner. 

In the practitioner literature, this kind of restructuring is promoted as innovative 

and desirable. However, some theorists provide skepticism about using business 

practices for higher education. 

Institutions of higher education are always under pressure to become 
more efficient and effective. In response, many have attempted 
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(either voluntarily or under mandate) to adopt new management 
systems and processes that were originally designed to meet the 
needs of (presumably) more efficient business or governmental 
organizations. One contemporary observer, referring to "the 
hum of corporate buzzwords" in the academy, has commented 
that "a person would be hard pressed these days to find a college 
that doesn't claim to be evaluating or reshaping itself through 
one of these approaches". (Birnbaum, 2000) 

This skepticism leads to the question: "Should institutions of higher education adopt 

business trends to meet consumer needs?" Birnbaum would urge caution, and say that 

institutions should not implement fads blindly. He discusses how to make changes 

constructively: consider new ideas with skeptical interest; invest in knowledge; avoid the 

bandwagon; anticipate resistance; start small; do not over-promise; customize to the 

culture of the institution; adopt experimentally; remain firm on commitment and support; 

and build in assessment. (Birnbaum, 2000) 

Other theorists concur, and emphasize that organizational change is an intricate 

process. In some cases it is an answer to problems, and in other cases, it is the cause of 

further problems. The solution requires the recognition of a problem and an assessment 

of the root causes of the problem. 

Statistics on turnover, absenteeism, grievances, union disputes, and productivity 
all reflect the general health of an organization. These measures are usually part 
of any inclusive control system. When significant numbers of people begin to 
leave the organization, come to work irregularly, break regulations, and generally 
slack off, you can be sure that (1) something is wrong, and (2) something needs 
to be done about it. (Mitchell & Larson, 1987) 

Personal observation, informal interviews, and formal questionnaires can reveal the root 

of a problem. Once the problem and causes are diagnosed, solutions can be found. 

When implementing change, it is essential that those who will be implementing the 
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change are committed to the change, that the transition state is managed to ensure that 

control is maintained during and after the change, and the political dynamics of the 

situation are managed so the change is supported. Once the change has been 

implemented, evaluation should explore whether the desired change has actually been 

accomplished and whether the problem has been solved. Continual evaluation is 

necessary to determine the success of implementation. (Mitchell & Larson, 1987) 

Brache claims that there are two legitimate reasons for organizational change and 

reorganization. The first reason can be seen when the existing structure impedes 

implementation of the organization's strategy. The second can be observed when the 

existing structure disrupts the flow of key processes. He recommends the following steps 

to ease the transition from one structure to another. First, evaluate and refine the strategy. 

It is essential to know the purpose of the change, whom it will affect, how it will affect 

current processes, and what it will cost economically and politically. Having clear, 

compelling answers ensures that the change is worth implementing and is feasible. Next 

it is important to identify the processes and employees most critical to implementation. 

Then, define the characteristics of an organizational structure that supports the strategy 

and core processes. The fourth step is to consider other objectives that need to be met by 

the change or new structure. Step five is to generate alternative organizational changes 

and to weigh each with regard to its affect positively or negatively on the structure. 

Finally, the best organizational structure can be selected. It is essential to get employee 

input and to continually evaluate the new structure to make sure it is working as 

designed, and to modify it as needed to fit the culture of the organization. (Brache, 2001) 
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De Jager offers similar recommendations. Organizational change should be 

carefully considered before implementation. Consideration and evaluation can be 

accomplished by asking key questions: 

Why is the old status quo no longer sufficient?...What will it cost to make 
the transition from the old way of doing things to the "new-fangled method?" 
Besides the cost of acquisition, we must consider the disruption cost, the 
cost of training, the cost of temporary low moral, the cost of new hires, the 
cost of people leaving, the emotional cost of destroying "what once was." 
...Is this cost of transition justified by incremental benefits of what is being 
proposed?...Does the proposed change support and reinforce existing core 
values? Change does not occur in a vacuum. It takes place within an 
already well defined, established, protected, and even revered context. 
(De Jager, 2001) 

Change is difficult even when these questions have been answered and there is 

commitment from employees. Some employees will still resist change. Resistance is not 

always negative—it can be a powerful survival tool and a gauge on how well change is 

being implemented. Resistance may occur when employees feel they do not have input 

or because they fear having to learn something new. Resistance can also occur when the 

change is not right for the culture of the organization or when it creates a hierarchy. (De 

Jager, 2001) "Most major strategic moves tend to assist some interests—and executives' 

careers—at the expense of others. Consequently, each set of interests can serve as a 

check on the others and thus help maintain the breadth and balance of the overall 

strategy." (Quinn, 1988) 

Kezar lists recommendations for change: promote organizational self-discovery; 

realize that the culture of the institution and institutional type affect change; be aware of 

politics; lay groundwork; focus on adaptability; facilitate interaction to develop new 

mental models and sense making; strive to create homeostasis and balance external forces 
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with the internal environment; combine traditional teleological tools, such as establishing 

a vision, planning, or strategy, with social-cognition, symbolic, and political strategies; 

realize that change is a disorderly process; promote shared governance or collective 

decision making; articulate and maintain core characteristics; be aware of image; connect 

the change process to individual and institutional identity; create a culture of risk and 

help people to change belief systems, realize that various levels or aspects of the 

organization will need different change models; know that strategies for change vary by 

change initiative; and consider combining models or approaches. (Kezar, 2001) 

In contrast, literature from a practitioner perspective advocates that if institutions 

are to survive financially, they must make drastic changes that increase enrollment and 

sustain the flow of tuition, and for many, that means adopting business practices and 

reorganizing. 

Today, modem universities are scrambling to respond to changing 
financial conditions, shifting enrollment patterns, an unfavorable 
public opinion of higher education, and attacks by postmodernists 
which call into question higher education's legitimacy and purpose... 
Higher education has the capability to survive creatively, but will 
be able to do so only with significant and radical changes in the 
ways that administrative structures and faculty roles are 
organized. (Woodard, 1998) 

Business practices are in contrast with traditional values in student development. 

Business values an efficient process, while student development values the development 

of students holistically. However, to meet demands and gain legitimacy, institutions of 

higher education have borrowed from business to implement the one-stop model. While 

the one-stop model could be seen as "holistic" in the sense of trying to meet all a 

student's needs in one location, the one-stop approach does not allow for student 
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development because interactions are brief and focus on efficiency rather than the 

development process. 

Completing a customer's business within a single phone call, at a single location, 

or with a single representative can be achieved in several ways, depending on the 

complexity of the service being provided at a one-stop center. "The degree of 

interdependence between customer and supplier may limit the freedom available to select 

strategies." (Christopher, Schary, and Skjott-Larsen, 1979) The goal is to satisfy the 

customer through efficient service, thereby ensuring that the customer will return for 

future business. This is accomplished through changes in the way service is provided. 

Mechanization of Higher Education 

These pressures to restructure result in institutional changes to be more efficient 

for legitimacy and survival. The notion of efficiency comes from scientific management 

or "Taylorism." Frederick Taylor measured work, systematically separating out the 

components of a task and measuring the optimal time to accomplish each element of the 

task. Based upon his observations, he created instructions on the "best way" to 

accomplish a task. Businesses using Taylor's methods found the result to be increased 

production, raised wages, and lowered prices. (Birnbaum, 2000) 

The factory tasks to which the method was originally applied became more 
efficient; productivity increased rapidly; the quality of output was regularized, 
permitting standardization and (later) assembly line methods; and workers' 
salaries dramatically improved as incentives were offered on a piecework basis. 
(Birnbaum, 2000) 

Taylor's contribution was not only greatly improved procedures but revolutionized the 

way work was organized—"the codification of routine tasks." (Mintzberg, 1994) This 
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success did not come without a price. Worker autonomy diminished; although workers 

made more money, they did so only by following orders. (Birnbaum, 2000) Non-profit 

agencies, such as educational institutions also implemented Taylor's model. They 

assumed that organizations making a profit must be doing something right. (Cleveland, 

2000) 

McDonalization, Relationships, and Enhanced Encounters 

"McDonaldization" is a term used to describe machine-like procedures in an 

organization. The underlying concept came from Taylor's organization theory of 

scientific management. Taylor advocated four principles in organizational management. 

First, responsibility for planning and designing tasks should be placed on the manager— 

workers need only follow orders. Second, scientific methods should be used to find the 

most efficient ways of completing tasks. Next, the right person for the job must be 

selected, and then trained to do the work in the most efficient manner. Finally, the 

manager should monitor the employee to ensure that the proper procedures are followed 

and that the appropriate results are achieved. (Morgan, 1997) An example of this is 

McDonald's restaurant. Procedures are communicated in the finest detail, and each 

worker in each restaurant is expected to follow the same script and procedure in each 

customer encounter. Instructions for workers are spelled out to the last detail, even 

directing workers to smile at specific times. The goal is uniformity and a smooth 

process, to guarantee that customers will receive the same standard of service in each 

encounter. This strategy can work well in simple, brief encounters. Customers interact 

with one employee who takes the order, dispatches to cooks, and then handles the 
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monetary transaction. Workers are expected only to follow orders, not to trouble-shoot 

problems. If a problem occurs, they refer this to the manager. (Gutek and Welsh, 2000) 

Ritzer believes that the reason why McDonald's has been so successful is because it 

provides what consumers desire: efficiency, calculability, predictability, and control. 

Procedures are tightly coupled to provide optimum service, and tasks are quantified. 

Products are standardized and the process is tightly controlled. Like a conveyor belt on a 

machine, customers are routed through lines, order from a limited menu, and receive 

standard, efficient service. Employees are controlled through strict training and standard 

procedures, and this is enforced through technology to provide a standard product. 

Preprogrammed cash registers eliminate the need for human calculation of prices, and 

soft drink dispensers shut off automatically when a glass is full. Ritzer believes that 

higher education is becoming increasingly "McDonaldized." (Ritzer, 2002) There are 

advantages to McDonaldization: convenience, almost instantaneous service, uniform 

products, and greater access. In addition, economical alternatives are offered to high-

priced, customized products. The downside is that rational systems "inevitably spawn 

irrational consequences", denying human reason. They can also dehumanize work 

environments. (Ritzer, 2002) 

The opposite of this mechanized strategy is the relationship. A relationship 

requires rapport between an employee and a customer. It requires more time and energy 

than a simple encounter, because the employee must communicate in greater depth with 

the customer in order to understand the customer's request for service. This type of 

interaction requires expertise and thought on the part of the employee. There is more 
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freedom in decision-making. In general, the employee must have specialized education 

or training, and may even need to be licensed or certified in the field. The employee's 

motivation to satisfy a customer may be based on continued income and building a good 

reputation rather than simply following orders. (Gutek and Welsh, 2000) The customer 

need only work with one employee in this kind of organization, although other experts in 

the organization may be called upon for assistance or for a "second opinion". An 

example of this is a doctor or counselor. The customer meets with this professional to 

receive services, and may receive all services in one location with one person. The 

customer is referred to other professionals if the customer's need is beyond the expertise 

of the doctor or counselor. This works well in service organizations requiring 

sophisticated knowledge for employees and complex services for customers. (Gutek and 

Welsh, 2000) 

An enhanced encounter is a marriage of the two extremes, and the strategy best 

describing service in a one-stop center. An enhanced encounter offers service that is 

convenient and customized. A company using this strategy would have extended hours 

to meet customer needs, and customers would meet with an available employee. 

Employees are highly cross-trained specialists, but can refer to a supervisor for more 

complex issues or if a customer becomes abusive. Employees are encouraged to problem 

solve and utilize resources to satisfy a customer's needs. Rapport and trust are 

established with the customer by providing quality, uniform service. Employees 

generally follow procedures, but are applauded for going above and beyond in helping a 

customer—this is what builds customer loyalty. (Gutek and Welsh, 2000) An example 
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would be a college registration specialist referring a student to an instructor in another 

department to get a signature to register. In going the extra mile, the specialist could 

provide the student his or her phone number to call if follow up is needed, and call ahead 

to the appropriate department to make sure the instructor is there to give the signature. 

(Gutek and Welsh, 2000) 

Critique of Mechanization 

The rational model has been criticized because although the effect of an economic 

motivation is measurable in a laboratory, it is less consistently successful in actual 

organizations, where costs may rise and some operational sectors may be privileged at the 

expense of others. In addition, this model over-emphasizes the rationality of motives 

behind the behavior of individuals and organizations. (Strati, 2000) The rational model 

ignores the power in social relations. The reality of organizations is more complex and 

includes a human element. 

Weber observed the parallels between the "mechanization of industry and the 

proliferation of bureaucratic forms of organization." (Morgan, 1997) Weber believed 

that the explanation of society must begin with individuals and their intentional action, 

with the meanings that they attach to such action, with the relationships that they 

establish with each other, and with the web of interactions that they weave together. 

"Weber was preoccupied by the rationalization and bureaucratization that dehumanize, 

instrumentalize and manipulate, and grievously threaten the freedom of the human spirit 

and democratic and liberal ideals, turning organizations into 'iron cages' inspired by 

efficiency, specialization, and technicism." (Strati, 2000) Weber was against Taylor's 
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methods because he beheved the "iron cage" was built through scientific measurement 

of the worker's performance, and bureaucratic power destroyed self-fulfillment. Weber 

focused on the relationship between the power of control and the capacity to legitimize it, 

between the bureaucratic organization and the forms of its legitimacy. (Strati, 2000) 

Kuh states that the accelerating pace of change in higher education is forcing 

colleges and universities to become more agile and responsive. (Komives and Woodard, 

1996) He contrasts conventional views of organizational change with post-conventional 

views. Conventional views describe a rational environment in which hierarchical 

structures are necessary and functional; communication channels are clearly delineated 

and consistently used; expertise, control, and authority are commensurate with position; 

and goals are clear and intentions are directly linked to actions. Post-conventional views 

describe an environment that is not rational but is complex in hierarchy and culture. 

Organizational processes and structures evolve over time and information comes from 

multiples sources and directions. Organization members at all levels influence the 

organization and relationships among events, individual behavior, technologies, and 

outcomes are "unpredictable, frequently ambiguous, and constantly changing." Loose 

coupling is a defining characteristic. (Komives and Woodard, 1996) 

Institutions of higher education are not rational—they are socially constructed, 

and context and culture are key to understanding power dynamics. Members of 

educational organizations, whether professionals or support staff are not rational—they 

are not flexible and subservient. (Kezar, 2001) Attempts to make institutions of higher 

education more efficient, more like the business model are often not effective for these 
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reasons. Values and culture are different. Businesses focus on market sensitivity, 

customer orientation, innovativeness, and productivity. "Businesses focus on the bottom 

line, while colleges and universities are criticized for appearing insensitive to economic 

realities." (Birnbaum, 2000) Institutions of higher education tend to motivated by 

idealism rather than profit and students are subsidized, so "the product is sold at less than 

the cost to produce it, and the value of the product is enhanced by the quality of the 

people who purchase it." (Birnbaum, 2000) While businesses may have clear goals and 

well-defined products, colleges and universities have multiple and conflicting goals and 

intangible outcomes. In addition, employees may be more committed to their profession 

than their institution. (Birnbaum, 2000, Dill, 2000, & Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, & Riley, 

2000) Because of differences in mission and structure, business practices may not be a 

good fit when adopted in an academic environment. (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983) 

Characteristics of Institutions in Higher Education 

Institutions in higher education are characterized by being loosely coupled, 

having ambiguity about goals, and by pursuing greater status and resources. Academic 

freedom is valued. According to Kashner, the enterprise of academia should be 

unrestrained by external forces and should have autonomy. Roles, hierarchies, status, and 

claims of territory can be observed within an institution of higher education, and within 

fields of study. (Kashner, 1990) There are multiple power and authority structures and 

organizations of higher education are characterized by using shared governance and by 

having employee commitment and tenure. (Kezar, 2001) These characteristics 

differentiate institutions in higher education from other types of organizations. 
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Loose coupling allows some portions of an organization to persist and lowers the 

probability that the organization will have to respond to small environmental changes. It 

may provide a sensitive sensing mechanism and may be a good system for a localized 

adaptation. Preserving the identity and separateness of elements can retain more 

mutations and novel solutions than would be the case with a tightly coupled system. If 

there is a breakdown in one portion of a loosely coupled system, then the breakdown is 

sealed off and does not affect other portions of the organization. There is more room 

available for self-determination by the actors. (Weick, 1976) There can also be 

duplication of services that can lead to increased expenses and length of transactions 

resulting from an inefficient use of resources in having too many people doing the same 

job. In an effort to be efficient and more tightly coupled, organizations may consolidate 

service delivery departments. However, this requires greater coordination of resources. 

Cohen and March describe higher education institutions as having ambiguities of 

purpose (multiple goals in a loosely coupled organization), power (either a symbolic 

presidency in which presidential power is overestimated, or an educational reform where 

power is underestimated), experience (subjective learning), and success (administrative 

success as recognized by promotion and operational measures of organizational output). 

(Cohen and March, 1986) Institutions of higher education rarely have a single mission. 

"They try to be all things to all people, and because existing goals are unclear, they find it 

hard to reject new goals. Goals are highly contested. As long as goals are abstract they 

are easily agreed on." (Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, & Riley, 1977) Facts of responsibility 

are confounded by confusions of anarchy. External influences may be pervasive. 
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Success is sometimes outside of an individual's control: "The result is that the president 

is a bit like the driver of a skidding automobile. The marginal judgments he makes, his 

skill, and his luck may possibly make some difference to the survival prospects of his 

riders. As a result, his responsibilities are heavy. But whether he is convicted of 

manslaughter or receives a medal for heroism is largely outside his control." (Cohen and 

March, 1986) 

Clark believes that institutions of higher education are viable, productive, and 

capable of progress because they have divided power, a variety of funding sources, and 

because they legitimate ambiguity. "The business side often approximates the pyramid 

of accountability found in other major types of organization upon which classic 

organizational theory has concentrated, public interest in organizational life has centered, 

and models of organization have developed....On the academic side, from the beginning 

to the present, things have been different. A flat structure of loosely coupled parts has 

been the predominant form, and this has required a conception of the academic 

organization operationally like that of a federation or perhaps even a coalition, rather than 

a kind of unitary system commonly known as a bureaucracy." (Clark, 1983) While 

businesses are characterized by tightness in organization, colleges and universities 

incorporate fragmented professionalism in fields. Rather than one perspective or value 

system, academic systems are loose connections of many professional types and 

perspectives, resulting in organizations that are increasingly fractured by expertise rather 

than being unified by it. "Higher education is a conglomeration, in the dual sense that its 

missions are multifarious and its organizations composed of numerous disparate 
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elements." (Clark, 1983) Control and coordination are highly influenced by these 

professionals. 

Mintzberg contrasts professional systems with more mechanized, rational 

systems. The professional bureaucracy relies for coordination on the standardization of 

skills and its associated design parameter of training and indoctrination. It hires duly 

trained and indoctrinated specialists—professionals—for the operating core, and then 

gives them considerable control over their own work. This autonomy means that the 

professional works relatively independently of colleagues, but closely with the clients 

served. The professional bureaucracy is like the rational machine bureaucracy in that 

design or standards predetermine what is to be done. However, the machine bureaucracy 

relies on the authority of hierarchy or power of office, whereas the professional 

bureaucracy relies on the power of expertise. This power of expertise is valued in higher 

education. (Mintzberg, 1979) 

Professionals in higher education have a repertoire of standard programs. This set 

of skills is applied to predetermined situations called contingencies. Pigeonholing, the 

process of categorizing the client's need and applying the appropriate solution, allows the 

professional bureaucracy to decouple its various operating tasks and assign them to the 

individual, relatively autonomous professionals. In contrast, the machine bureaucracy is 

a single-purpose structure: presented with a stimulus, it executes its one standard 

sequence of programs. Diagnosis is only involved in the sense of determining which 

program should be used. In the professional bureaucracy, diagnosis is a fundamental 
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task, but it is circumscribed. The organization seeks to match a predetermined 

contingency to a standard program. (Mintzberg, 1979) 

Because clients are categorized or sort themselves, the professional bureaucracy is 

functional and market-based. The focus of professionals and support staff is on the 

operating core. This structure is similar to the structure of student services in institutions 

of higher education. Professionals have discretion and autonomy and are valued for their 

expertise. They work with support staff who have less autonomy and whose work is 

more structured. Support staff work with less complex tasks that require litde diagnosis, 

and are organized more like Mintzberg's machine bureaucracy. There are parallel 

administrative hierarchies: one is democratic and bottom up for professionals and the 

second is machine bureaucratic and top down for support staff. Support staff and 

professionals may have differing perspectives because of differences in work structure. 

The professional's power derives from fact that work is too complex to be 

supervised by managers or standardized by analysts, but also that the professional's 

services are typically in great demand. Professionals seek collective control of the 

administrative decisions that affect them. Administrators serve professionals internal to 

the organization and outside parties such as government and client associations. The 

professional becomes dependent on the administrator as a liaison, but the administrator 

keeps power only as long as professionals perceive the administrator to be serving the 

professionals' interests effectively. (Mintzberg, 1979, Lipsky, 1980) 

The professional is attached to the organization but free to serve clients in the 

professional's own way. The professional may have divided loyalties between clients. 
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the organization, and peers at the national level. (Baldridge, et. al., 1977) Autonomy 

allows professionals to perfect skills, free from administrative interference. In an 

institution of higher education this would be considered academic freedom, and in 

student services, professional autonomy is legitimized by expertise. While this working 

environment can foster excellence in serving students, the standardization of skills is a 

loose coordinating mechanism at best. Pigeonholing is a source of conflict, with the 

continual reassessment of contingencies and territories. The professional bureaucratic 

structure cannot easily deal with professionals who are incompetent or unconscientious. 

Professionals are reluctant to act against their own and air dirty laundry in public. In 

addition, discretion can allow professionals to ignore the needs of clients and the 

organization. Like the machine bureaucracy, the professional bureaucracy is inflexible. 

It is well suited to producing standard outputs but ill suited to adapting to the production 

of new ones. Innovative problem solving requires inductive reasoning and thinking that 

is divergent. Innovations may involve direct control. Controls upset the delicate 

relationship between professional and client, which is predicated on unimpeded personal 

contact between the two. The incentive to be perfect and innovative can be reduced by 

external controls. Change is more effective through initial indoctrination and 

socialization rather than through administrative control. (Mintzberg, 1979) "When 

professional organizations are well insulated from the pressures of the outside 

environment, then professionals' values, norms, and work definitions play a dominant 

role in shaping the character of the organization. On the other hand, when strong external 



61 

pressure is applied to colleges and universities, the operating autonomy of the academic 

professional is seriously reduced." (Baldridge, et. al., 1977) 

In working with professionals in a loosely coupled system, administrators do not 

command but negotiate. Mintzberg's professional bureaucracy is similar to the political 

system described by Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, and Riley. In the political model, active 

members engage in fluid participation and goals are ambiguous. In a fragmented social 

system conflict is natural. Pressure from groups places limitations on formal authority in 

the bureaucratic sense, and external interest groups have influence. The political decision 

model is in contrast to the rational decision model. The rational model assumes that 

structure is hierarchical, well-organized, and that decisions are made through clear-cut 

predetermined steps that lead to the optimal decision: goals and objectives are translated 

into a payoff or utility, a rational agent decides among alternatives, each alternative has 

set of consequences, and rational choice consists of selecting the alternative whose 

consequences rank highest in payoff function. This is an ideal—it is not the reality of the 

behavior of individuals in organizations. The political model looks more at context and 

the environment. 

In the community college, the characteristics of loose coupling, goal ambiguities, 

and professional bureaucracy are reflected in how the college adapts to serve students. 

The environment influences structure and function as well, as colleges are dependent on 

the government, external funders, and taxpayers for resources. "Like most other public 

schools, its commitments are diffuse rather than selective. The college depends 

financially on the local tax-paying public and serves a broad-based clientele. Hence its 
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social bases are diffuse compared to colleges that lean on more narrowly defined 

supports." (Clark, 1960) 

Community colleges provide open access, and this characteristic of being 

unselective requires that they serve the needs of a diverse group of students, further 

multiplying commitments and goals. "One competence which a junior college develops, 

therefore, is a general ability to react to a heterogeneous free-forming clientele with 

diverse programs. The ability to handle diversity, however, militates against a high 

degree of competence in any one educational effort, such as the vocational or college-

preparatory alone....In short, ability lies not in a distinctive educational specialty; 

competence lies in balancing disparate operations and in providing the means of student 

movement from one operation to another." (Clark, I960) 

Students come from diverse backgrounds and have numerous reasons for 

attending a community college. Enrollment in community colleges has increased, and 

this may be attributed to greater participation by older students, greater access to financial 

aid, part-time attendance, the reclassification of colleges, the redefinition of programs and 

courses, and greater attendance by women and minority students. (Cohen and Brawer, 

1996) As compared to four-year institutions, community colleges serve more students 

who are outside the traditional 18-24 year old age range, students who are minorities, and 

students who are of lower socio-economic backgrounds. Many of these students are first 

generation college students, and require assistance in adjusting to the college 

environment through socialization via orientation. (Cohen and Brawer, 1996) These 

students lack the "cultural capital", or social knowledge, to succeed in the college 
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environment, and need help in navigating the college system. For example, these new 

students may not be familiar with terminology such as pre-requisites or transcripts, and 

may need assistance in knowing the difference between dropping a class and withdrawing 

from a class. These students may have difficulty adjusting to college, and the nature of 

the community college is not always conducive to integration. Many students commute 

to the college and work at least-part time. Some have family responsibilities. This leaves 

students little time to get involved in the campus community or in student life and 

activities. (Cohen and Brawer, 1996) 

Because there are placement exams in the community college rather than 

admissions restrictions, anyone can enroll in the community college, and many students 

need to take college preparatory courses to gain the academic skills needed to take 

standard first year college courses such as writing and college algebra. Students have 

diverse academic needs and diverse needs in attending classes. (Cohen and Brawer, 

1996) Community colleges try to meet these needs by offering a wide variety of 

programs from certificates to transfer programs. Support services are offered in the form 

of study skills classes and tutoring centers. Community colleges offer classes at various 

times and in numerous formats: traditional courses, evening courses, accelerated courses, 

self-paced courses, web-based courses, and televised courses. (Cohen and Brawer, 1996) 

Non-selection in the community college then becomes the most essential 

condition for students to impose their collective demands on the college, and the college 

complies in accommodating student needs by offering classes and services that are 
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convenient to student schedules, offering support services to increase student success, 

and improving customer service. 

One consequence of these conditions is the college's vulnerability to the 
competition of attractive alternatives....The nonselective school must passively 
take what comes to it. The junior college competes in other ways, however, by 
inexpensiveness, convenience of location, and an adaptive array of programs. 
Programs can be manipulated from year to year, and the pressure of competition 
on the mass college is to be adaptable and attractive to the diversity of students 
who make their appearance. The result, again, is to enhance student impact on 
college. (Clark, 1960) 

Because of this, the community college is an organization changed by context, internal 

and external influences, and sociological determinism. 

The college is addressing the needs of new learners, those no longer interested 
in traditional content or traditional pedagogical methods. They want to be able 
to cope and succeed in the global environment... the new structure of the college 
is organized not by departments or divisions but by communities, to model the 
customer and the customer's needs. (Levin, 1998) 

By moving to a one-stop model, community colleges become efficient, machine-like, and 

tightly coupled. However, this is in contrast to the tradition of being loosely coupled, and 

creates conflict as the values of professionals contrast with the values of task-oriented 

organizations. 

Theories on Organizations 

Institutional Theory and Resource Dependency 

Organizations in higher education are not rational, objective systems. They are 

subjective and based in context. They are loosely coupled with multiple, ambiguous 

goals and numerous power structures. (Kashner, 1990) They are open social systems, 

engaged in constant and important transactions with other organizations in their 

environments. Because of this, they face uncertainty. They cannot completely control 
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and predict all the variables that affect operation, and they cannot make technically 

rational, maximizing decisions and anticipate the consequences of their actions. "As an 

open system, transacting with important external organizations, the firm does not have 

control over many of the important factors that affect its operations. Because 

organizations are open, they are affected by events outside their boundaries." (Pfeffer, 

1988) Organizations are also interdependent with other organizations with which they 

exchange resources and information, and can be influenced by them. "The extent of this 

influence is likely to be a function of the importance of the resource obtained, and 

inversely related to the ease with which the resource can be procured from alternative 

sources." (Pfeffer, 1988) 

Values and beliefs guide practice and appropriate behavior. Weber's metaphor 

illustrates this concept: 

Beliefs act like switchmen, helping to determine the tracks along which action 
will be propelled by interests. A fascinating part of that determination is the 
way that beliefs held within a societal sector mediate external pressures. 
Steered by their own ideas, those within the system interpret the meaning of 
societal trends and decide what responses are appropriate. Beliefs about access, 
specialization, employment, and research produce different national responses to 
common trends and forces. To grasp the relation of external events to internal 
operations involves comprehending the way that beliefs intervene to give the 
external a particular form and relevance. (Clark, 1983) 

Institutional theory and resource dependency provide a foundation for 

understanding how internal and external forces influence organizations. Institutional 

theorists believe that "regularized organizational behaviors are the product of ideas, 

values, and beliefs that originate in the institutional context." (Greenwood and Minings, 

1996) Institutions must accommodate institutional expectations to survive, even though 
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the expectations may not relate to performance accomplishment. Institutions become 

isomorphic, adopting the same organizational form as peer institutions in order to gain 

legitimacy and increase the probability of survival. "Institutional theory, in summary, 

emphasizes convergence around institutionally prescribed templates." (Greenwood and 

Hinings, 1996) This becomes apparent as institutions succumb to pressures from 

resource providers. "Organizations tend to comply with the demands of those interests in 

their environment which have relatively more power." (Pfeffer, 1997) 

Market and institutional contexts interact with interests and value commitments to 

create pressures for change. "Pressures from the market and institutional contexts, in 

other words, precipitate the desire for change and....The intensity of the pressure will 

likely vary from one organization to the next. The direction of change or of inertia is a 

function of the pattern of value commitments. Internal pressures for change derive from 

interest dissatisfaction and the pattern of value commitments. The intensity of those 

pressures is the outcome of their links with market and institutional contexts." 

(Greenwood and Hinings, 1996) There is a reciprocal relationship between power and 

resource dependencies and value commitments. The more critical the resource, the more 

dependent the organization is on the provider, and the more vulnerable the organization is 

to pressures for change. (Slaughter and Leslie, 1997) Resource dependency theory 

suggests that there is a direct link among market changes, power dependencies, and 

radical change. "The resource dependence thesis complements the institutionalist 

perspective, because market pressures may well reconfigure power relationships within 

an organization. However, the institutional context also acts to configure the power and 
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status of groups within an organization and not necessarily in a manner consistent with 

market exigencies." (Greenwood and Minings, 1996) 

Resistance to change may occur actively or passively. Organizations may make 

superficial changes, but the organization may not change operations. 

A major source of organizational resistance to change derives from the 
normative embeddedness of an organization within its institutional context.... 
The incidence of radical change, and the pace by which such change occurs, 
will vary across institutional sectors because of differences in the structures of 
institutional sectors, in particular in the extents to which sectors are tightly 
coupled and insulated from ideas practiced in other sectors...the incidence of 
radical change and the pace by which such change occurs will vary within 
sectors because organizations vary in their internal organizational dynamics. 
(Greenwood and Hinings, 1996) 

Individuals in organizations may have resources for resistance. Often the costs of 

recruiting and training workers may influence employers to concede to employee 

demands, and workers may show noncompliance if they feel resistance is warranted. 

Professionals command a degree of expertise and discretion, and this may result in an 

increased dependency on professionals from employers. (Lipsky, 1980) 

When change occurs, according to DiMaggio and Powell (1983), organizations 

conform to contextual expectations of appropriate organizational forms to gain legitimacy 

and increase their probability of survival. "The organizational field and the templates of 

organizing within it become infused with a taken-for-granted quality, in which actors 

unwittingly accept the prevailing template as appropriate, right, and the proper way of 

doing things." (Greenwood and Hinings, 1996) These mimetic, normative, and coercive 

processes are part of the institutional context, and the degree of embeddedness affects the 

extent of the change. Organizations with high structural differentiation tend to have 
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greater conflict among the groups of specialists. Each group may adhere to a set of 

institutional norms, different from other groups, producing competitive commitment. 

This conflict can occur in loose and tight coupling. In student services this may occur as 

professionals create territorial boundaries to protect autonomy and work conditions. 

Organizational context is key to the pervasiveness of change. "Change occurs more 

quickly where organizational size is small, where there is low structural and task 

complexity, and where mergers and amalgamations sharpen the search for a relevant 

organizational form to cope with the new situation." (Greenwood and Hinings, 1996) 

Change involves innovation and organizational learning. "Not only is there a link 

between change and learning but there is also a link between learning and cognition. 

Change from one archetype to another involves designing new organizational structures 

and systems, learning new behaviors, and interpreting the phenomena in new ways." 

(Greenwood and Hinings, 1996) 

Isomorphism and Organizational Change 

Because of differences in values and culture and because of internal resistance, 

bureaucratization to make institutions of higher education more efficient and business

like may result in making higher education organizations more similar without 

necessarily making them more efficient. (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983) This 

isomorphism forces one organization to resemble other organizations that face the same 

set of environmental conditions. It can occur because nonoptimal forms are selected out 

of a group of institutions, or because leaders learn appropriate responses and adjust 

behavior and operations accordingly. "Competitive isomorphism assumes a system 
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rationality that emphasizes market competition, niche change, and fitness measures. 

Organizations compete not just for resources and customers, but for political power and 

institutional legitimacy, for social as well as economic fitness." (DiMaggio and Powell, 

1983) 

Institutions may experience coercive, mimetic, and normative isomorphism. 

Coercive isomorphism results from political influence and the pursuit of legitimacy. It 

stems from formal and informal pressures from the resource providers upon which an 

organization is dependent, and from the cultural expectations of the society in which the 

organization functions. "As rationalized states and organizations expand dominance over 

arenas of social life, organizational structures increasingly reflect rules institutionalized 

and legitimated within the state." (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983) 

Mimetic isomorphism stems from standard responses to uncertainty. Uncertainty 

encourages imitation of innovations. "Developments have a ritual aspect: companies 

adopt innovations to enhance legitimacy and show that they are at least trying to improve 

working conditions. More generally, the wider the population of personnel employed by, 

or customers served by an organization, the stronger the pressure felt by the organization 

to provide the programs and services offered by other organizations." (DiMaggio and 

Powell, 1983) Organizations become more business-minded to model themselves after 

peer organizations, government organizations, and business organizations that are 

perceived to be more legitimate or successful. 

Normative isomorphism is associated with professionalization. As defined by 

Larson (1977) and Collins (1979): professionalization is collective struggle of members 
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of an occupation to define the conditions and methods of their work, to control the 

production of producers and to establish a cognitive base and legitimation for 

occupational autonomy. (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983) Professions are subject to 

coercive and mimetic pressures, as professionals must compromise with nonprofessional 

clients and staff, administrators, or resource providers. Like Mintzberg's professional 

bureaucracy, education produces legitimacy in the power of expertise. The growth and 

elaboration of professional networks that span organizations and across which new 

models diffuse rapidly serve to reproduce expectations and values for professional 

behavior, and professionals are obtained from the same sources or screened to fit the 

same mold. Those who don't fit are socialized to fit the culture of the organization 

through formal or informal training on the job or through professional conferences. 

Government recognition of model organizations through grants or contract processes 

gives organizations legitimacy and visibility. This leads competitors to copy aspects of 

the organization's structure in the hope of being rewarded similarly. Model organizations 

are copied by implementing operating techniques and by recruiting staff from leading 

organizations. This behavior is more for the pursuit of legitimacy and status than 

efficiency, even though external pressure forces change for institutions of higher 

education to be more efficient. "Institutional isomorphic processes can be expected to 

proceed in the absence of evidence that they increase internal organizational efficiency. 

To the extent that organizational effectiveness is enhanced, the reason will often be that 

organizations are rewarded for being similar to other organizations in fields." (DiMaggio 

and Powell, 1983) 
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Research Questions: Propositions for Organizational Change 

Based on the above literature review on trends in higher education, theory, and 

research regarding professionals, I ask several research questions regarding the 

implementation of one-stop service centers in higher education. From these questions I 

have formed propositions about the study. 

Question One: What is the origin of the one-stop concept? According to the 

literature, one-stop centers have filtered into higher education from government and 

business in an effort to increase efficiency and utilize resources more effectively. This 

"filtering" comes from coercive pressures from resource providers in government, from 

taxpayers, and from students. While the initial idea of implementing one-stop centers 

originated from government and business, the idea was reproduced normatively through 

practitioner literature and at conferences. This proposition will be confirmed or denied 

by interviewing college administrators about where they obtained the idea to implement a 

one-stop center and by reviewing documents from benchmarking and design of the 

center. Benchmarking information, a review of these administrators' documents on 

implementation, and discussions on which literature from practitioner publications and 

conferences were used for implementation will provide support for the confirmation or 

denial of this proposition. 

Question Two: Why was one-stop implemented? Is there more emphasis on 

customer service or on efficiency, and is this reflected in the design of the college's new 

student services facility and function of the one-stop service center? The literature 

indicates that colleges are changing in response to pressure to be more efficient and 
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focused on customer service. I argue that this focus also serves to preserve the college 

through increased marketability, which in turn, leads to increased status. This 

proposition will be confirmed or denied by the emphasis placed by administrators on 

student evaluations of centers and on benchmarking of the center by other colleges. 

There may be language to indicate values of customer service and efficiency. An 

increase in status may also be sought through presentations at conferences and through 

publications, thereby reproducing the cycle of isomorphism. 

Question Three: What was the process for obtaining employee input on design, 

and what was the process for implementation? Was the center implemented 

successfully or was implementation symbolic in an effort to appease leadership and 

resource providers? Conflict may occur in the implementation of a one-stop center as 

administrators, professionals, and support staff have conflicting values and ideas for 

design and function. Expectations may differ as to how much input and participation 

employees should have in implementation. Professionals may feel that the change results 

in a loss of autonomy and an increase in control over their work. Because of these 

conflicts, implementation of the one-stop center may result in superficial change rather 

than restructuring of the organization. On the surface, more services may be provided in 

one place, but members may settle back into a silo structure. According to the literature, 

this kind of behavior is a mimetic effort to show attempts at compliance with pressures to 

change. Birbaum calls this the virtual adoption of a fad. (Birnbaum, 2000). This will be 

confirmed or denied through interviews with administrators, professionals, and support 

staff. 



73 

Question Four: What is the staffing model? Were staff required to obtain 

additional training? Was compensation offered? Conflict may occur with regard to 

staffing models, training, and compensation. In the implementation of a one-stop center, 

specialists (professionals and support staff) are forced into the role of a generalist. This 

involves the learning of new skills that may be more complex or more simple. Rhoades 

describes this as enskilling or deskilling. In his study of faculty and the restructuring of 

academic labor, Rhoades explores the extent to which faculty have input and discretion 

about using technology in the classroom and how the use of technology can require 

faculty to learn more skills. Rhoades defines deskilling as the downgrading of skill 

requirements and states, "Workers experience reduced degrees of freedom in exercising 

discretion in their work, which is increasingly defined and controlled by managers." 

(Rhoades, 1998) Faculty may face deskilling when technology requires them to simplify 

tasks rather than be able to use creativity and discretion in curriculum. Similarly, 

professionals in student services may express concern about learning skills below their 

level of expertise while support staff may have concerns about learning skills requiring 

more diagnosis and expertise. In addition, professionals may feel that the staffing model 

serves to control the nature of work, rather than allowing for autonomy and discretion. 

(Mintzberg, 1979) 

Staffing may also be a source of conflict if members feel they are being forced to work in 

the center without appropriate compensation or if time away from regular duties results in 

greater pressure for productivity and reduced time for those tasks. This will be confirmed 

or denied through interviews with these members of the organization. 



74 

Question Five: How do administrators and staff react to the reorganization of 

student services and the implementation of a one-stop center? Do they invest in the 

change or resist it? How do work relationships change? Because of the amount of time 

and fiscal resources required for organizational restructuring, it is likely that the overall 

representation of a one-stop student services center in a site visit will be positive, 

particularly when presented by upper-level staff. However, there may be an underlying 

current of active and passive resistance from staff members in an effort to cope with 

change, particularly by front-line staff. Although all the institutions studied are of a 

similar size and offer similar services, the interpretation of the one-stop model is 

culturally unique to each institution. However, there may be some common themes. I 

theorize that while administrators and staff may discuss the benefits of one-stop, they 

may be reluctant to discuss negative aspects, even with a guarantee of confidentiality. I 

base these predictions on observations from my home institution, and from related 

qualitative research. A study on social service workers explored the tendency for 

professionals to play the role of "the happy family," rarely criticizing co-workers 

directly, but often making indirect comments or venting negative feelings outside the 

work environment. (Coffey and Atkinson, 1994) As the student service departments 

restructured, it is likely that administrators and staff faced environmental and cultural 

changes in working with new groups of people and learning new methods for completing 

tasks. Organizational change may have resulted in conflict as administrators and staff 

learned to cope with the new work environment. The interviews will try to capture the 
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culture of the work environment and how relationships have changed with the 

implementation of the one-stop model. 
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Chapter Three: Methods 

In Chapter Two, I outlined several research questions: What is the origin of the 

one-stop concept? Why was one-stop implemented? Is there more emphasis on 

customer service, and is this reflected in the design of the college's new student services 

facility and function of the one-stop service center? What was the process for obtaining 

employee input on design, and what was the process for implementation? Was the center 

implemented successfully or was implementation symbolic in an effort to appease 

leadership and resource providers? What is the staffing model? Were staff required to 

obtain additional training? Was compensation offered? How do administrators and staff 

react to the reorganization of student services and the implementation of a one-stop 

center? Do they invest in change or resist it? How do work relationships change? 

To answer my research questions, I interviewed deans of student development, 

supervisors, and staff members from three institutions of higher education that have 

implemented a one-stop model. Based on a review of trends and literature in higher 

education, I propose that this model was implemented in an attempt to be student 

centered, and because the institution faced funding source and isomorphic pressures to 

become more efficient. I observed the culture of the student services area for each 

institution, focusing on the social relations and internal norms of student service 

professionals and how the change to a one-stop model has affected these aspects of the 

work environment. 
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Design, Data Gathering, and Sampling 

This dissertation is a multiple case study of the current point in time. This study 

is a snapshot of the current status of three institutions of higher education after they 

implemented a one-stop service center. To answer my research questions, I have used 

qualitative data drawn from document analysis, site observations, and 41 interviews 

(ranging from 45 to 90 minutes in duration). Documents and site observations provided 

limited data. Generally, documents supported positive narratives in interviews regarding 

the implementation of the one-stop service centers. Some documents for some of the 

sites, such as philosophies, were actually created after the centers were implemented 

rather than during the planning process. Likewise, observations were generally positive 

in showing an efficient environment without open conflict or problems. It was the 

interviews that revealed the complexity of the implementation process and provided 

insight to cultural issues. Because of the richness of this data, I rely primarily on 

interviews in analyzing data. 

Data was gathered from three colleges, which were chosen because they had 

participated in benchmarking for the implementation and improvement of the one-stop 

service center at a certain community college campus. Initial benchmarking for the 

center at this campus was done through virtual benchmarking of the web sites of colleges 

that had one-stop service centers. This allowed members of the benchmarking committee 

to identify sites to visit. Groups including deans, supervisors, and staff members traveled 

to the sites, completing observations and interviews. Committee members then filed 

reports on what characteristics of a one-stop center would work best for our one-stop 
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center. Reports included recommendations on facilities, staffing models, and on what 

types of services should be offered. 

Because this is a qualitative study with extensive interviews, site deans invited 

staff to participate. Interviews included both full-time and part-time administrators and 

staff to gain insight into the status of the student services division after restructuring from 

various perspectives. I interviewed deans, enrollment managers, department supervisors, 

and front-line staff. Most of the department supervisors and front-line staff came from 

one of the following departments: admissions, registration, financial aid, assessments, or 

advising and counseling. Participation was voluntary and the selection of subjects was 

based both on willingness to interview and because the subjects had participated in the 

implementation of the one-stop service center for their institution. 

Although these colleges served as benchmarks and their managers were proud of 

their accomplishments, it was important to ensure confidentiality. That was 

accomplished in several ways. The names of the colleges, campuses, and participants 

have been changed to protect confidentiality. Although I keep confidentiality about 

which data belongs to which institution and which staff member, I use original data that 

reveals themes without revealing participants. This data primarily includes quotes from 

interviews, supported by documents and my observations from site visits. Data is tagged 

using the fictional names assigned to the institutions. Quotes used with specific site 

details have been changed to protect confidentiality. The changes use general terms that 

preserve the intention and message of the speaker while protecting confidentiality. 
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Interview questions were structured to answer the research questions listed above. 

They are meant to capture how staff members used time and interacted with fellow staff 

members before, during, and after implementation of the one-stop model. They also 

capture the reasons for implementing the one-stop model and the effectiveness of the 

restructuring that occurred. Lists of interview questions are included in the appendix. 

Interviews were taped and transcribed. I also recorded notes and observations during 

interviews, and these were organized in a computer file after the visits. This approach 

was coupled with document reviews of one-stop student center functions, training 

methods, and compensation for changes in workload. I visited each site to conduct 

interviews and compare institutional characteristics, physical facilities for student 

services, and staffing behaviors and schedules. 

The documents analyzed include catalogs, web sites, pamphlets, philosophies, 

training manuals, benchmarking reports, staffing models, job classification and 

compensation documents and presentation materials. Catalogs and web sites gave facts 

about the colleges and the characteristics of the students and employees. Although they 

did not speak to the one-stop concept specifically, they provided insight into the service 

philosophy of the colleges. This insight was expanded as I studied pamphlets and 

philosophies on the one-stop centers. These documents gave information on the colleges' 

missions for the one-stop model and emphasized customer service and convenience for 

students. Benchmarking reports gave insight into which characteristics were viewed to 

be important in a one-stop service center. Training manuals and staffing models gave 

data about the values of the college's one-stop service center and on what types of service 
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were important. Some of the colleges included basic information in training manuals 

such as referral information for departments including department contacts, hours, 

locations, and key services. Other manuals went deeper in cross-training by providing 

information such as how to complete transactions for registration or advising functions, 

how to interpret assessment scores, or how to answer frequently asked questions. 

Documents on staffing models indicated values as to who should serve shifts at the one-

stop center. Some colleges included administrators in these rotations to show leadership 

by example. Others did not use rotations but cross-trained generalists to be able to assist 

departmental specialists. Job classification and compensation documents gave further 

information on the values regarding who should serve at the one-stop center and provided 

insight on the importance of those serving shifts with regards to expertise and 

compensation. Presentation materials documented the strengths and accomplishments of 

the one-stop centers. Overall, these documents provided a positive image of the one-stop 

service centers and were congruent with the positive image from site observations. 

Interviews provided greater depth and insight to the complexity of the implementation 

process. 

Site observations were completed during my visits to complete interviews. Initial 

observations involved my touring of the one-stop service centers before conducting 

interviews in order to gain information on the atmosphere of the center and college. I 

completed these tours unaccompanied by college administrators or staff in order to 

observe in an unobtrusive manner. Observation times ranged from five minutes to an 

hour and were conducted at various times of the day in between interviews. I observed 
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the layout of facilities, employee interactions with fellow employees and students, service 

transactions, and the general atmosphere of the one-stop service centers and student 

services departments. Overall, observations were positive—I saw no open conflict or 

problems at the sites. 

Data Analysis and Presentation 

Interviews were the richest source of data. Each interview question was cross-

analyzed with responses from all interviewees, and compared with documents and site 

visit data to form a comprehensive view of how each one-stop student service center is 

functioning, and how the change has affected work environments and relationships. 

Documents reviewed included: floorplans, staffing models, organizational charts, 

philosophy, job classifications, compensation documents, college web sites, college 

catalogs, and college fact books. 

Data from interviews, documents, and observations were coded with attention to 

emergent themes based on my research questions, and will be presented in a qualitative 

report in Chapters Four and Five. The themes used for coding were: the origin of the 

one-stop concept, characteristics of the restructured facility and functions of the one-stop 

center, emphasis on customer service or on efficiency, the process for input and 

implementation of the one-stop center, the effectiveness of implementation, the staffing 

model, training methods, compensation issues, administrator and staff reactions to 

restructuring, resistance, and cultural and interpersonal issues. As I recorded notes for 

data analysis, interviews, and observations and transcribed interviews, I used these 

coding categories to organize data for easy comparison across job classifications. 
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departments, and institutions. Research questions and coding categories were based on 

my literature review on higher education trends, characteristics of one-stop service 

centers, and theoretical framework. 

Coding Chart 

Research Question Data Coding Category Applied 
What is the origin of the one-stop concept? Origin of the one-stop concept 
Why was one-stop implemented? Is there 
more emphasis on customer service or on 
efficiency, and is this reflected in the 
design of the college's new student services 
facility and function of the one-stop service 
center? 

Characteristics of the restructured facility 
and functions of the one-stop center, 
emphasis on customer service or on 

efficiency 

What was the process for obtaining 
employee input on design, and what was 
the process for implementation? Was the 
center implemented successfully or was 
implementation symbolic in an effort to 
appease leadership and resource providers? 

The process for input and implementation 
of the one-stop center, the effectiveness 

of implementation 

What is the staffing model? Were staff 
required to obtain additional training? Was 
compensation offered? 

The staffing model, training methods, 
compensation issues 

How do administrators and staff react to 
the reorganization of student services and 
the implementation of a one-stop center? 
Do they invest in the change or resist it? 
How do work relationships change? 

Administrator and staff reactions to 
restructuring, resistance, and cultural and 

interpersonal issues 

This coding will be used to structure Chapters Four and Five, in which the data is 

analyzed using the conceptual framework discussed in Chapter Two. Several concepts 

from the literature review will guide the analysis of the data: Ritzer's McDonaldization 

Theory, Mintzberg's Professional Bureaucracy, Powell and DiMaggio's Organization 

Theory, and Rhoades' Deskilling and Enskilling Theory. 
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Limitations and Future Research 

My research questions and propositions in Chapter Two were based on my own 

experience with the implementation of a one-stop model. I currently work at a campus 

with a one-stop service center. At my campus, administrators, the public, and students 

consistently provide positive feedback about the one-stop student services center. 

However, staff members have concerns about cross-training, compensation, and time 

away from regular departmental tasks. I draw on my experience as a participant in this 

form of organizational restructuring to inform the fieldwork I conducted at other sites. 

Results are written in the first person as I am an active participant in the study and my 

bias is from an insider's view. To control for this bias, I have selected institutions other 

than my home institution and have interviewed both administrators and staff to obtain a 

diverse sample of perspectives. 

Because of the small sample studied and the importance of specific cultural issues 

to individual institutions, the study is limited. This is a snapshot of a method of 

organization and does not reflect all institutions that have implemented a one-stop service 

center. Nor does it involve following over time the stages of implementation and the 

unfolding of the model over time. Specific recommendations for practice may not be 

readily applicable to other institutions. However, based on the literature and the study, 

there are some general recommendations that may prove helpful to institutions for 

managing change. These recommendations are discussed in Chapter Six. 

This study has primarily focused on the effects of the implementation of one-stop 

service centers on work environments and issues for staff and administrators. Future 
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research on one-stop service centers should evaluate how the centers are functioning as 

well as the effects on students. 

Characteristics of Sites Sampled 

Multi-Campus College is a multi-campus community college in an urban area of a 

large city in the southwestern region of the United States. Interviews were completed at 

three campuses. Campus A enrolled nearly 6,000 students in the fall of 2001. Campus B 

served more than 9,000 students in the fall of 2001. Campus C enrolled approximately 

3,500 students in the fall of 2001. The average age of students attending Multi-Campus 

College is 28 years, and only 25% of students attend full-time. 

Ethnic Composition of Multi-Campus College 

Employees 
(Full-Time) 

Students 
(Credit 
Classes) 

Hispanic 24% 28% 

African-
American 

4% 4% 

Native-
American 

2% 3% 

Asian-
American 

2% 4% 

Minorities 
Totals 

32% 39% 

Other 68% 61% 

Women 57% 55% 

Men 43% 44% 

Not 
Reported 

0% 1% 

Multi-Campus College has one-stop student service centers at each of the campuses. 

Implementation was the result of a mandate from the institution's Chancellor, but each 
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campus was given autonomy for compliance. Each campus has implemented a different 

version of the one-stop concept, and each has different functions and staffing procedures. 

The reason each center is physically and functionally different on each campus is because 

each campus has its own budget and resources, and each campus made its own decisions 

on how the model would be implemented. A college-wide model for services is now 

being discussed to provide consistency in services. 

The college mission statement for student services is "to assist students in 

realizing their full potential through counseling, career planning, advising, assessment, 

student activities, and specialized educational services." The statement also focuses on 

meeting the needs of unserved, underserved, and non-returning students, in an effort to be 

more student-centered. (Multi-Campus College Catalog, 2001) 

At Multi-Campus College, I interviewed deans of student development, 

supervisors, and front line staff members in order to get the full spectrum of perspectives 

from those involved in the implementation and staffing of the one-stop centers. At 

Campus A, I interviewed a supervisor and five staff. At Campus B, I interviewed the 

dean, three supervisors, and four staff. At Campus C, I interviewed the dean, two 

supervisors, and four staff. A total of 21 interviews were conducted for Multi-Campus 

College. Sample demographics are provided in the chart below. Years of service ranged 

between less than a year and 30 years. The average was 10.5 years. These participants 

were representative of the general student services personnel population at Multi-Campus 

Community College. 
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Ethnicity and Gender of Interview Participants 
Hispanic 48% (10) 

African-American 14% (3) 

Native-American 0% 

Asian-American 9% (2) 

Minorities Totals 71% (15) 

Other 29% (6) 

Women 80% (17) 

Men 20% (4) 

Not Reported 0% 

Staff members were drawn from the function areas of Admissions and Registration, 

Assessments, Financial Aid, and Advising and Counseling. Services offered at one-stop 

centers at Multi-Campus College included general information such as admissions 

information, registration, change of student data forms, financial aid information, brief 

advising on selecting classes and the AGEC, transcript information, and assessment 

information. Generally, staff members are borrowed from the departments and are 

expected to be generalists in the services provided. Referrals are made for more complex 

requests. The design and function of the one-stop center for each campus will be detailed 

in Chapter Four. 

Metropolitan Community College is a single campus community college in an 

urban area of a large city in the mid-western region of the United States. The one-stop 

service center at Metropolitan Community College has been benchmarked nationally, and 
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showcased at national conferences. Metropolitan Community College serves about 

40,000 students yearly, with 16,011 enrolled in the fall of 2000. The majority of 

students, 59.3 percent, work part time or full time. The average age of students is 27.5 

years. 

Ethnic Composition of Student Population in Metropolitan College 
Fall 2000 (From Metropolitan Web Site) 

Hispanic 3.7% 

African-American 7.7% 

Native -American 1% 

Asian-American 2.9% 

Minorities Total 15.3% 

Not Reported 6.2% 

Women 52.4% 

Men 44.1% 

Not Reported 3.5% 

Availability of employee demographics was limited. However, with a total of 2,047 

employees, .04% were minorities and 16% were female. College staffing seems to be 

primarily white and male. 

The mission statement for the college is: "The college exists so that the people it 

serves have learning and enrichment opportunities to improve their quality of life and 

standard of living." (Metropolitan Community College Web Site, 2002) I interviewed 
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the Assistant Dean of Student Services, three supervisors, and four staff members, for a 

total of eight interviews. Years of experience range between 3 and 27 years, with the 

average being 11 years. Participants seemed to be representative of the general 

population in the division. 

Ethnicity and Gender of Interview Participants 
Hispanic 0% 

Afri can - Ameri can 38% (3) 

Native-American 0% 

Asian-American 0% 

Minorities Totals 38% (3) 

Other 62% (5) 

Women 50% (4) 

Men 50% (4) 

Not Reported 0% 

One-stop services include: admissions, registration, and financial aid. Advising and 

counseling, veterans' services, parking services, and student identification services are 

located around the one-stop area in a large student service center. Administrators work 

the counter with front line staff, and students requiring more than brief services are 

referred with a card, phone call, or escort. Details on the facility and functions of the 

one-stop center will be presented in Chapter Four. 

Suburban College is a single campus community college in the suburban area of a 

large city in the mid-western region of the United States. Suburban Community College 
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was consulted in the implementation of the Multi-Campus Community College models, 

as this college was implementing a one-stop service center around the same period of 

time. The college serves about 18,000 students per semester. About 31.2% attend college 

full time, and the average age is 26.9 years. 

Ethnic Composition of Student Population in Suburban College 
Fall 2001 (From Suburban Web Site) 

Hispanic 3.3% 

African-
American 

3.3% 

Native-American .6% 

Asian-American 4.1% 

Minorities Totals 11.3% 

Other 88.7% 

Women 55% 

Men 45% 

Not Reported 0% 

Availability of employee demographics was limited. College staffing seems to be 

primarily white with only 6% of employees reporting as minorities. Women had slightly 

higher representation than men—53% to 47%. 

The mission statement for this single campus college is: "Learning comes first. 

The college delivers lifelong educational programs and services that are convenient and 

accessible, provides professional training opportunities, provides opportunities for 

personal growth and cultural enrichment, maintains a caring, supportive environment, 
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stimulates economic development, and is accountable to its stakeholders." 

(Transformation Document, 2000) 

In my site visit, I interviewed the Dean of Student Development, five supervisors, 

and six staff members. A total of twelve interviews were conducted. Years of 

experience range between 2.5 and 15 years, and the average is 8.2 years. Participants 

seemed to be representative of the general student services division. 

Ethnicity and Gender of Interview Participants 
Hispanic 0% 

African-American 0% 

Native-American .08% (1) 

Asian-American 0% 

Minorities Totals .08% (1) 

Other 91% (11) 

Women 75% (9) 

Men 25% (3) 

Not Reported 0% 

and The one-stop provides admissions, registration, academic advising, educationa 

personal counseling, access and support services for students with disabilities, career 

counseling and employment opportunities, academic and career assessments, financial 

aid advisement, and experiential and service learning counseling and placement. 

Further details on the design and function of the one-stop center will be discussed in 

Chapter Four. 



91 

Demographics for each college were different, providing a diverse sample of 

participants and different cultural environments for each site. However, there were 

common themes based on the experiences of participants in organizational restructuring. 
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Chapter Four: Patterns within Colleges 

This chapter presents data on patterns within each of the colleges. Data is 

organized around the research questions formed in Chapter Two. This data includes a 

description of the origin of the one-stop concept at each site, the process for gathering 

input from staff and implementing the model, descriptions of the facility and function of 

each college's one-stop service center, the staffing model for each institution, and issues 

of training and compensation. This data will be illustrated through quotes from 

participant interviews and is supported by document analysis and site observations. Data 

is analyzed using key concepts from the literature review, including Ritzer's 

McDonaldization, Mintzberg's Professional Bureaucracy, Powell and DiMaggio's 

Organization Theory, and Rhoades' Deskilling and Enskilling Theory. Chapter Five will 

expound on this data and analysis to explore patterns in common among sites, including 

customer service issues, administrator and staff reactions to the model, and interpersonal 

and cultural issues. 

Origin, Input, and Implementation 

The data presented in this section provides insight into several research questions; 

What is the origin of the one-stop concept? What was the process for obtaining 

employee input on design, and what was the process for implementation? Was the center 

implemented successfully or was implementation symbolic in an effort to appease 

leadership and resource providers? 
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Multi-Campus Community College 

When asked about the origin of the one-stop concept, one staff member at 

Campus A cited the Department of Economic Security Model and another said the idea 

came from a conference. This participant thought that the idea was an enrollment 

management theory that "caught fire" and spread nationally. This seems to follow 

Birnbaum's life cycle of academic fads. (Birnbaum, 2000) Other participants cited the 

college-wide mandate from the institution's Chancellor, and referenced benchmarking 

pursuits. This information was supported by documents detailing benchmarking visits 

and memos to staff on the implementation of the one-stop centers. 

One administrator emphasized the need for better customer service, and stated 

that moving to a one-stop model was an effort to make service more accessible to 

students. 

M, Campus A: We worked with a planning committee for another campus 
and the ideas were incorporated around the college. The foundation is 
accessible services and we must be true to these roots. We have got to 
support students and make an accessible one-stop. The paradigm in 
hiring affects the resistance or embracing of one-stop. It's a 
combination of the person's philosophy and what expectation was 
communicated at the time of hire. We stress being flexible, student-
centered, and multitalented. We hire staff as generalists. We review 
the fit before hiring. If one-stop is integral, then hire the better fit. 
If you don't, than shame on you. 

A memo on implementation also emphasized the need to be student-centered and 

focused on customer service. 

You may be asking, "What's in it for me to take time to do this?" Basically, 
a satisfied student is a lot easier to deal with and usually takes much less time 
than a student who feels ignored or not treated well and gets into an argument 
with you. It feels a lot better to get the answer or refer as appropriate than to 
just say, "I don't know, sorry." Satisfied students stay on our campus and our 
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student head count and FTSE goes us. This helps everyone feel secure. 
(Multi-Campus Memo) 

Regarding participation in implementation, some of the staff interviewed felt they 

had input into the implementation of the model, but others felt that the model was forced 

on them. Those who reported having input made positive comments about the one-stop 

service center. 

S, Campus A: With the new structure, the positive outcome is that it forced 
people in capacities of working with students to expand their knowledge to 
help and motivate students. Employment equity, morale issues—position and 
years of service—these things may cause people to feel that the generalist role 
is less equitable. Staffing is hard with peak times and employee turnover. This 
impacts the quality of service. But, everyone is team oriented, and there's no 
"That's your job." We are working to do what's best for students, it's collegial. 

Most staff members interviewed reported both positive and negative aspects about 

the model and reported a desire to have had more input. 

A, Campus A: For me the restructuring of the department is better, especially for 
students because there are more people available to help students. If financial aid 
is short, others can help. Overall it is positive. But, 1 don't like working at 
one-stop because it takes me away from my own work area. The space is 
physically open and we need student aides to cover my area when I'm at 
one-stop or away. People think I'm not busy because I'm in the back of the 
department, but I get students from the front and sides of the room. 

One staff member stated that he was hired with the old service paradigm and did 

not want the new model. He experienced regulation of his time and no longer sets his 

time and pace. He said that part of the reason he became a professional is to have this 

benefit, but this has been lost in restructuring and with increased demands for service. 

He considered himself to be a professional and valued autonomy and discretion in his 

position. These professional values are similar to those presented in Mintzberg's 
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Professional Bureaucracy. (Mintzberg, 1979) This participant joked about the college's 

patron saint being "Our mother of Perpetual Registration." 

D, Campus A: We used to look forward to seasons here, that's one of the things 
I loved about being a faculty member is that there was a cycle to life here, and 
now it's all the time. We're constantly on task, and we don't get that time to 
slack off, and I miss my faculty colleagues and I don't get to visit classrooms 
anymore. 

He said that for him, working at one-stop is a love-hate relationship. While he 

enjoyed the informal contact with students and opportunities for helping students access 

resources and develop, he described it as a "multi-tasker's nightmare" and said that the 

constant demand for service and interaction is "draining." He expressed concern about 

doing "clerk work" rather than using his time to provide counseling services. 

This participant seemed to express concerns involving deskilling. Like the faculty 

from Rhoades study (1998), this professional felt his skills were downgraded in his work 

at one-stop, and felt his time and skills would be better utilized in a counseling capacity. 

For him, one-stop was used by administrators to control his time and reduce his 

autonomy. On the other hand, he cited the need for the most experienced staff to serve 

shifts in order to provide the best service to students. 

D, Campus A: I hate to say that it drains me to be up there because those of us 
who are most experienced in student services are the ones who should be up there. 
You need a certain expertise up there to make it work, and you need a real 
familiarity with the college system to make it work, otherwise you end up 
basically serving as a receptionist. 

The counselor contrasted values of providing good customer service and being an 

advocate for students, with "dumbing down" higher education culture and expectations to 
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meet the consumer culture and needs. He compared the need for good service at one-stop 

to In-&-Out Burger and cited the restaurant as a place of good service. 

D, Campus A: I don't know how they get these kids to do it, but every 
time you go in that place those kids smile, and these are all young kids, and 
they're doing all these customer service things, and the Burger King can't get 
their people to do it, and we can't get our people to do it. I don't know what 
kind of success you've had with student aides, but most of them just don't 
greet people, they don't have that 'I care about you' demeanor...I'm a fast food 
junkie and I've never seen at our places here customer service like I see at In-&-
Out Burger. That place is very much like one-stop. I'd like to find out their 
customer service training program, because I've always felt welcomed in that 
place. 

In contrast, he described students as having a "mall mentality" and that the physical 

structure and service function of one-stop was restructured to meet the consumer culture. 

D, Campus A: The concern we've had with higher education all these years 
is that we're lowering ourselves to the mall mentality of our culture and we're 
not seen so much as a place where one goes to experience higher learning. 
But it's just another service provider, where do I go to get this thing done. I 
have this little talk I give about you are entering higher education and this is 
where you get to branch out and use your mind. It's true, in every orientation I 
mention that in high school you just show up and memorize but it's different now, 
but I'm afraid it's not. I worry about it, I worry that it's not different anymore. 
We are basically letting students show up and fill in the squares kind of like they 
would at the mall. Come here, get your service done, and you go on. We've lost 
that learning community. We talk learning community real well, but we don't 
live it. It's the take a number approach. I worry about that, I worry about what it 
says to people and what it gives students for expectations. It used to be you go to 
college and you fit into the college culture. That was part of the whole growing 
up process, you go to college and you fit into the culture. Here we are doing the 
consumer culture for colleges and where are students going to get that bigger 
experience of education and learning? I worry about that. 

This professional seemed to been torn between values of pleasing customers and 

expecting students to develop. He compared one-stop to a fast food restaurant or a mall, 

and students to consumers. This is reflective of Ritzer's McDonaldization and the 

mechanization of higher education. (Ritzer, 2002) He expresses regret about the move to 



97 

the one-stop model and believes that something important has been lost. His resistance 

seems to be grounded in a commitment to student development. His expectation of 

students to develop is congruent with core values in student development. Like Morrill, 

Getting, and Hurst's cube model, this participant viewed student development 

holistically, and focused not only on the development of academic skills, but also on 

identity formation, moral reasoning, interpersonal skills, and other important dimensions 

of development. (Komives and Woodard, 1996) This professional was not only 

concerned with the enrollment functions of student services but also its obligations to 

student development. For this participant, the one-stop model diminished the importance 

of student development and focused on convenience to students. 

This participant seemed to see one-stop as providing a valuable service to students 

through cross-training, triage, and outreach to students, but also viewed it as regulating 

his time, requiring him to work at a lower level, and causing conflict between co-workers 

because of inequity in job classifications and benefits. He discussed wanting to be 

nurturing to students but also needing a break from them. Like the faculty in Rhoades 

1998 study, this professional experienced a loss of autonomy in the implementation of the 

more mechanized model. 

Campus B had origins similar to Campus A. The one-stop service center was 

implemented in response to a mandate by the college's Chancellor. Benchmarking was 

conducted through virtual benchmarking using the internet and through trips to other 

colleges. Most of those conducting benchmarking and having input were at the 
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supervisory level. Like Campus A, some staff expressed similar concerns in not having 

input or in the reality of implementation not meeting expectations. 

M, Campus B: I had no input on the design. I attended the one-stop training, 
but felt it was inadequate. I wanted more hands-on, job shadowing, and 
role playing. I felt like I didn't know what I was doing out there. I felt more 
of a hindrance than a help. 

R, Campus B: Two years ago we benchmarked with other campuses. People 
pictured it differently. We wanted one counter, not a round desk. We need 
more signage and communication to students. We were assured that it would 
be O and a full timer. Instead we have the two-hour rotation. It's hard to 
balance departmental needs because we are limited when it's peak or when 
staff are on vacation. We have five people to cover five days a week plus 
evenings. I don't feel that one-stop is the best use of my time, because I'm 
sitting out there while the paper on my desk piles up. I have lots of 
interruptions back here because I'm not perceived as being busy. I objected 
to one-stop because not everyone participated, but now the deans and supervisors 
work. I'm glad about that—they also care. You're not just a worker sent out 
there because you are told to be there. 

For these staff, adapting to the model was a challenge because they felt the model was 

imposed on them and expressed a lack of trust for leadership in not having had input and 

in the model not meeting expectations. These feelings were manifested in resistance. 

This resistance was passive rather than active. These staff did not organize and actively 

protest, but rather showed resistance by not showing up for shifts or by avoiding cross-

training. Instead of expressing concerns about the model to those in leadership roles who 

have the power to change the model, these staff expressed concerns to peers. 

Some staff interviewed had more positive views of the change, although input 

was reported as limited. 

M, Campus B: I was a student here and went on to get a Master's degree. I 
want to teach people not to be afraid to come to school. I put myself in the 
student's shoes. The express lane (one-stop) is absolutely important. For 
students there is no waiting in department lines so it takes less time. We 
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are diligently serving students so they don't feel lost but feel welcome with 
smiling staff. 

Supervisors reported they had more input than staff, and seemed to view the 

implementation of one-stop as positive. 

S, Campus B: It was the chancellor's desire to have a one-stop at each 
campus. It happened in combination with bond funds for renovation—the 
need to do it and the opportunity. Three years ago, the dean met with all 
full time staff. She collectively left it with the division with the understanding 
that it would occur and be part of the job. We did virtual benchmarking and 
visited several sites to see one-stop and open work areas....We believe that 
a sense of ownership was essential, and used the rotation to decrease 
territory issues, so one-stop was not seen as an information booth. We 
put our best people up front, not temporary staff or student aides. We 
want quality services as the first contact. The rotation was done with 
staff to increase buy-in. 

F, Campus B: I like to be out on the floor—how can I know the issues 
otherwise? I focus on the team. I have more responsibility but I don't see 
myself as better—we share responsibility. The idea came from the 
departments being separate and on different sides of campus. Students 
bounced around. We needed a central location to answer level one 
questions. The advisors and counselors started with express advising. 
we tried it with everyone else and overall students were more appreciative 
of getting answers without waiting. I had input as to what services would be 
offered at one-stop and I helped with training. 

The ability to have more input and more control in implementing change made adaptation 

easier for these supervisors. There was better communication about how change would 

be implemented and the reasons for change. Communication and control are integral to 

adaptation. 

Like Campus A and B, Campus C faced similar issues and the one-stop service 

center came from the same origins. Upon receiving the mandate for implementation from 

the college's Chancellor, benchmarking and design committees were formed. Design 

involved planning the physical facility for the one-stop, the services to be offered, and the 
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staffing model. Committee members, most of them at a supervisory level, provided input 

to deans and architects. One staff member felt that she had input on the facility and 

function, but the result did not meet her expectations. 

M, Campus C: We want more staff to rotate in—it's very difficult because 
we are short staffed and the temps need cross-training. One-stop works in 
screening and answering basic questions. One-stop is definitely helpful 
and needed, but we need more cross-training and participation. I like being 
in one building because its easier redirect and it's better for students. The 
convenience for students is better. 

Another remarked: 

F, Campus C: Overall it's good to have one-stop. We benchmarked 
with another college, but it's not how we envisioned. It's too open 
and confidentiality is a big issue. The chancellor had his mind made 
up and that's how it happened. 

This staff member emphasized that the concept of one-stop was in the best interest for 

students, but the reality of implementation did not match her vision of what the center 

was going to be like. She expressed helplessness and frustration in top-down planning 

and that her input had not been used in the design. Supervisors expressed more 

satisfaction in having input, but expressed concern about needing to "tweak" the model 

with regards to training and staffing. 

V, Campus C: There are not enough staff, so it's unrealistic. We have different 
levels of people in the one-stop and this creates inconsistency. There are no 
boundaries on functions and referrals depend on staff expertise. We need to hire 
two to three full time staff with benefits to work at one-stop for consistency, and 
take out the rotation entirely. One-stop should screen and do general brief 
services, then refer. 

Across Multi-Campus, staff indicated that input was limited and expressed 

concerns about staffing rotations and the new model not meeting expectations. 
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While most staff cited positive aspects to one-stop, they also indicated a need for 

the model to be adjusted to meet the reality of limited resources with regards to staffing. 

Birnbaum's study discusses similar issues. Fads are implemented as an ideal solution, 

but reality is more complex and the values and expectations of administrators and staff do 

not always match. (Birnbaum, 2000) 

Administrators seemed to show an understanding of staff issues and sensitivity to 

concerns. A fairly new administrator emphasized the need for continued evaluation and 

development. 

S, Campus C: When I came in, I thought the one-stop was done, but it took 
time to work out staffing concerns. We had a brainstorming meeting—it 
needed structure because it was a slippery concept. I did it myself and it doesn't 
work how it did when I came. The list of functions had to be bigger, 
confidentiality was an issue, and more cross-training was needed. The reality 
didn't match cross-training. There wasn't a mission or defined boundaries 
(quick advising, not a personal education plan). For boundaries, we defined 
them by depth, time, and the person's ability. There were inconsistencies in 
services. The welcome desk has now helped with the physical layout. It gave 
it form, and was a visible piece to make it a central focal point. The last five 
months have been frustrating because it is not working right, but the welcome 
desk helped. We have to change the way everyone works to make it work. 
It's integrated, and you don't get that until you operationalize it. You have 
to learn more. 

The one-stop concept at Multi-Campus seems to have been top-down in origin. Although 

staff reported having some input, most of the benchmarking, planning, and design seems 

to have been done at the supervisory level. As new facilities were built and the one-stop 

service centers were implemented, staff members reported that the reality of 

implementation did not match their visions of how the centers would look and function. 

All three campuses seem to be evaluating the model. The model is continually 

evolving to meet staff and student needs. Although all three campuses seem to have 
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implemented the model, all three have staff who report resistance through not showing up 

for shifts or through referring students without taking time to diagnose or try to serve 

students at one-stop. Implementation seems to be more than symbolic, but buy-in from 

staff is not complete, and administrators at all three campuses continue to problem solve 

to make the model work. Changes seem to have been made, but the core philosophy of 

most staff remains silo-oriented rather than integrated like the one-stop model. There 

was consensus among staff that there was still departmental territory rather than a view of 

the department as a whole. 

Metropolitan Community College 

According to one administrator, the model at Metropolitan came from the provost 

in an effort for focused, centralized service with an emphasis on student success and 

customer service. It was unclear as to where the provost got the idea, but one 

administrator thought it originated from a conference. According to another 

administrator, an integrated planning team was formed to develop the concept and the 

team benchmarked to obtain ideas for a model. They created a report and worked with 

architects to design the model. The team interviewed each staff member to assess needs, 

and each staff member had input on designing their own space. The team looked at the 

function flow for admissions, registration and financial aid, and formed a goal of "not 

touching a student more than three times from enrollment to attending class." The 

concept of the generalist was formed, with a need for working knowledge on every 

process a student goes through from admission to paying for classes. 
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Most of the administrators and supervisors interviewed reported that staff had 

input in the planning and design of the one-stop service center, and they felt that the 

leadership was open to feedback on how to improve the model. 

T, Metropolitan: The leaders have always been open to suggestions. We 
are an approachable group. There are still lots of changes, from web 
applications that staff can transfer from the web to Banner, to tightening 
loop-holes and educating students on how to use the services. 

V, Metropolitan: With staff suggestions, we say, if you bring a problem, 
bring a solution. 

In contrast, several staff reported that most of the input for planning and design 

was at the supervisory level, and that the transition was difficult. 

L, Metropolitan: About four years ago they began planning one-stop, but I'm not 
sure what prompted the idea of combining admissions, registration, and financial 
aid. There was no input from the registration office for implementation. We had 
the financial aid training once we moved and the admissions training before. We 
had new technology, and it was way too much. We were training for our own 
area, other departments, technology, and had to be moving. How could we get 
our own work done? 

C, Metropolitan: I wasn't in the planning group. I had some input in my 
department, but not a significant amount. The idea came from the dean because 
services were isolated, hard to find. Students were zigzagging across campus and 
it was a nightmare with no cross-training and lots of run around. 

Staff from financial aid seemed to have had an easier time adjusting, and reported 

that it was easier to learn about admissions and registration, than for admissions and 

registration staff to learn about financial aid. One financial aid staff member cited the 

fluid nature of financial aid and cumbersome details as contributing to this feeling from 

staff members in admissions and registration. 

J, Metropolitan: There were four months of formal training—six sessions, two 
weeks apart. They were four to eight hours each and gave general and specific 
information. The tough issue is how far do you go in the generalist role. There 
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was a competency test for admissions and registration, but not for financial aid, 
to ease anxiety. Initially, we did not define the referral boundary, but later we 
did because we needed to clarify. Don't underestimate anxiety—staff wanted to 
know boundaries. In the beginning, no one was eager, but later they wanted to 
participate. We lost one person to the change, and two people took a 90 day 
leave of absence in resistance. 

According to several staff members, input from staff increased after 

implementation as a result of a coalition of staff demanding better training and more 

participation in decisions. These staff members demonstrated collective power to change 

the work environment. Power was exerted not only through voicing concerns and 

through a union but also through cultural conflict as departments merged and through 

resistance to the model in not showing for shifts. This conflict and resistance was 

powerful in forcing administrators and supervisors to provide opportunities for training 

and feedback. Weekly meetings were established for this purpose, and staff members 

reported that these meetings were helpful in continuing cross-training and in providing 

staff members with an opportunity to voice concerns and brainstorm solutions. Bonding 

activities were also helpful in addressing cultural issues, and as a result, the overall work 

environment is calmer. 

However, implementation of the one-stop model seems to be highly symbolic, as 

many staff expressed a wish to return to the traditional silo model. Resistance has 

remained and although staff members participate in the rotation, they also express 

remorse about leaving the old work environment for a new one. True implementation 

will require a paradigm shift in the way these staff members perceive service delivery. If 

implementation remains at the symbolic level, a return to the former service model is 

possible. 
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Suburban Community College 

According to a chief administrator, the college moved away from traditional silos 

when they had the opportunity for a new building and model. The original idea seems to 

have come from a conference. Most of the staff reported that the idea came from the 

dean in an effort to consolidate resources that were spread across campus and reduce run 

around for students. There seemed to have been feedback from students in support of the 

idea. 

Implementation was conceptualized as three rockets being launched: on-line 

registration, greater focus on student development and service, and changing the physical 

space. The philosophy document expressed the desire to serve students effectively so 

they would be successful in their academic pursuits. Students, staff, and community 

members participated in committees to design the model. 

D, Suburban: We wanted convenience and efficiency. At first we tried 
sharing staff, but we ended up creating generalist positions because of territory 
issues. As staff saw greater efficiency and reduced work loads, they liked it. 
No bodies were added to the department—we had to take positions from the 
departments. The staff survey says that the functionality of the model is good, 
but also reveals some territory issues that we still need to work on. In our own 
safety we have boundaries and need the security of knowing what a job is and 
where it starts and ends. In this model we have blurred lines, but were more 
productive. For example, our processing for graduation is a month ahead of 
schedule. The processing people are more satisfied because they are more 
productive by being able to work uninterrupted and not have to stop to 
work with students, and the generalists are happy because they get more 
pay and training. The generalists serve in a triage, diagnostic, pre-advising 
role. Service is regulated by function and comfort level. Standardization is 
key. It's like how McDonald's does business—some staff do fries and a 
coke, but not a burger. 

Again, there is a comparison to a fast-food restaurant, reminiscent of Ritzer's 

McDonaldization. (Ritzer, 2002) In Suburban Community College's model, processing 
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staff are separated from staff who directly serve students. In this way tasks are simplified 

because service providers only need to know the service part of the student services 

equation. Generalists can focus on general information rather than the specifics of 

processing paperwork. Service becomes more manageable and controlled, providing 

more efficient service with more uniform outcomes. In making hiring decisions for 

generalists, outgoing, student-centered people were recruited, and the more introverted 

processing group was allowed to function separately, away from "interruptions" in 

serving students. This separation of personalities and functions likely reduced cultural 

conflict as departments merged. Although processors from admissions and financial aid 

now work together, they tend to be more introverted and task-oriented, whereas service 

providers tend to be more extroverted. 

Another administrator said that focus groups were formed to discuss values in 

student services, the new building, and what the new model would be like. The 

department had a trial run of the new model in the career center. This was successful and 

drove the new model. She stated that the department had a chance to tweak the new 

model before moving to the new building and implementing the one-stop service center. 

She said this helped staff understand how the model would work and eased the transition 

to a new physical space and a new way of doing business. 

A staff member confirmed that there were opportunities for feedback and input on 

the pros and cons of the silo model and one-stop model. He thought the idea of 

consolidating services was foreign, and was a trend that came to the college from the 

National Association of Community Colleges, having been presented and perpetuated at 
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conferences. At first, he resisted the new model, but as he participated in the 

implementation, his perspective changed. 

J, Suburban: I started out in the career center and was loyal to counseling. 
Many people left when the center dissolved. I was somewhat reluctant to 
change, but then I felt left out and I wanted training. I discovered how much 
I didn't know. There was cross-training and better pay. I am more important 
in my generalist position, and it is satisfying. I'm actually an introvert but this 
position helps me compensate for that because I have to reach out to students. 
I finally applied for the position and began to change my opinion about it. The 
first experiment in the career center was challenging because of the small space 
and physical limitations. The positive aspect was the bonding and it was more 
personal. 

Other staff discussed the importance of opportunities for input in the 

implementation of the model, and how having information on what the work environment 

would be like was helpful in easing discomfort and anxiety about change. 

L, Suburban: People are welcome to share thoughts and ideas, and the 
administration is willing to consider them. The dean welcomed input. Change 
can be scary, but the fact that he allowed opportunities for feedback helped. 

L, Suburban: The most negative thing about the change was waiting for the 
building to open and the anxiety and rumors about the change. My staff were 
sure it wouldn't be the way they wanted. It was a fear of the unknown, and 
no amount of information would put them at ease. When they saw that "We 
weren't screwed over," they liked the new model. 

The sensitivity of the dean and administrators in providing opportunities for input and 

feedback seems to have eased the transition from the silo-model to the one-stop model. 

Like the other colleges, staff expressed anxiety about the change process. However, most 

of the staff members interviewed reported that the reality of implementation matched 

their expectations. In addition, the changes implemented at Suburban Community 

College did not require the paradigm shift and cross-training observed at Multi-Campus 
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and Metropolitan. Most staff members remained specialists and received support from 

generalists in newly-created positions. 

The need for trust, communication, and stability in implementing change seems to 

be a challenge, but interviews with the staff revealed that the process was handled well, 

and most staff members reported that the new model was an improvement. Buy-in 

seemed to be universal for the division except for some resistance from some 

professionals in advising and counseling. Although the group in advising and counseling 

was small compared to the combined groups of admissions, registration, assessments, and 

financial aid, their resistance was powerful because of their status as professionals. 

Having autonomy and discretion are core values of professionals, and this allowed the 

advising and counseling group to have a greater voice. In addition, these professionals 

are considered faculty, and have an elevated status over regular staff members. 

In the remainder of the division, staff seemed pleased that the generalists were 

cross-trained to assist in their areas and generalists seemed satisfied with their positions. 

Although this model uses limited cross-training by only training generalists for triage and 

multiple roles, many staff reported that implementation was positive and that they were 

happy about the opportunity to work more closely with other departments and to learn 

about them via closer proximity and more integrated service functions. Although all the 

departments merged under one roof, departments kept their core identities while working 

closely with generalists to create more efficient and student-centered service. This model 

seems to have been implemented successfully. 
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Facility and Function 

This section explores the design of the one-stop service center at each site and 

expounds on the data on implementation by detailing how each center functions. As 

noted in Chapter One, Marsee defined the ideal one-stop service center as one in which 

students should be able to find the answers and complete transactions for approximately 

80 percent of student-related enrollment activities. The remaining 20 percent of service 

requests should be taken care of through referrals. The one-stop service centers in this 

study meet this criteria in that they all offer general services and use triage to sort the 

services that can be handled at one-stop and those service requests that must be handled 

through referral. However, each site studied had a different cultural environment, both 

for staff and students, with different resources and needs. Each site implemented a one-

stop service center that followed the spirit of the one-stop concept, but that fit the unique 

circumstances of the institution. Marsee's ideal one-stop may be too simplistic for the 

reality of such circumstances. In addition, even in the ideal model, student development 

is not a key consideration. The focus is mechanized service to promote efficiency and 

customer service. 

Multi-Campus Community College 

The three one-stop centers at Multi-Campus differ physically and functionally, 

but there are common characteristics and themes as well. The one-stop centers at the 

three campuses are of a similar size and circular shape, but the surrounding student 

development area is vastly different. At Campus A, the one-stop center is located in the 

main hallway of the main building on campus, near the bookstore, assessment center and 
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library. Behind the circular desk are admissions and registration, financial aid, disabled 

student resources, advising and counseling, and career services. The supervisors and 

counselors have offices, and the remaining staff members have cubicles. Campus C has a 

similar facility, with offices for supervisors and counselors and cubicles for staff. The 

one-stop center is located at the main entrance of the student services building. At 

Campus A, cubicles are sectioned off into departmental areas, but at Campus C, 

department boundaries are less clearly defined. 

Campus B is much different from Campus A or C. The one-stop is located at the 

main entrance to the campus in a large, open lobby. Departments are located on either 

side of the circular desk, with admissions and registration, financial aid, and the cashier's 

office grouped together, and assessments, advising and counseling, and career services 

grouped on the other side. Low cubicles are used in the admissions, financial aid, and 

cashier's area. The assessment center has a front counter but little desk space for staff. 

Advising and counseling and career services have more office space. Supervisors have 

offices in all areas. 

A common complaint for all three campuses was that one-stop centers were 

located in noisy areas with poor acoustics. Although each campus had recently been 

remodeled, participants felt that physically the environments were often noisy and it was 

difficult to hear students. The majority of participants also expressed concern about the 

use of cubicles, citing the need for privacy in working with students. 

M, Campus B: It's much noisier and there is bad traffic flow. The architects 
didn't listen to our suggestions. At one-stop it's hard to hear—very noisy with 
the acoustics of a tall ceiling. It's hard to hear when you are talking on the 
phone. It's stressful because there is too much noise and activity. But, the 
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location is good, because students see it first and come for help. 

Functionally, all the campuses offer general information on student development 

departments. Staff at Campus A discussed 3 levels of service. Level one included giving 

directions, referrals, and handouts. Level two involved explaining processes to students 

and helping them complete paperwork. It also involved using the college's software 

system to obtain basic information on the student or courses. Level three involved 

changing data for students through registration, financial aid, resetting passwords, 

printing schedules and unofficial transcripts, and other tasks. Campus B chose not to 

include registration or financial aid at the one-stop because of the complexity of the tasks 

involved. Instead they offer general information and refer. Students can obtain copies of 

schedules and unofficial transcripts. This center also answers the main phone line for the 

campus. 

Service levels for Campus A and B are clearly defined. However, while staff at 

Campus B are encouraged to refer to specialists once the service level becomes more 

complex than those express services offered at the one-stop, staff at Campus A are 

encouraged to provide as much service as possible at the one-stop. The result is that even 

though the dean may be serving a shift at Campus B and knows the answer to a question, 

the dean steps out of the role as the dean and asks the student to make an appointment to 

discuss complex concerns. 

C, Campus B: There are territory and expertise issues. They have to stay at 
Level 1 service and refer or make an appointment for deeper issues. We balance 
consistency with expertise—the challenge is how to balance the roles. It is easier 
to understand in practice but not in your head. Now, there are not as many 
territorial issues on campus. There are department scripts customized for express 
to alleviate traffic. During peak, we also do admissions at express. Other than 
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that, we try to keep it basic and within the job classification. 

At Campus A, staff members are encouraged to use expertise and even try to stump each 

other with questions. 

D, Campus A: There is a qualitative difference depending on who is up there— 
some staff are receptionists and some are more into triage. The joke is that when 
M is there, no one is referred. Most of the stuff is easily answered up there. You 
need expertise and knowledge to make it work. The reception model wastes staff 
time and student time. It's a sorting desk and we need to triage. 

Diagnosis is highly valued, and the philosophy at Campus A is to try to handle as much 

as possible at one-stop. Complex, time-consuming concerns or issues requiring privacy 

are referred to a specialist. 

Campus C is similar to Campus A in that the quality of service offered differs 

depending on who is staffing the one-stop. However, definitions on levels of service are 

not as clearly defined. While service at Campus A is differentiated into three levels 

(giving directions, referrals, and handouts; explaining processes and completing 

paperwork; and changing data using enrollment software), service at Campus C has not 

been categorized into levels. At both campuses, staff members are encouraged to provide 

as much assistance as possible in one location. 

Metropolitan Community College 

The one-stop service center at Metropolitan Community College includes 

enrollment services (admissions and registration), financial aid, veterans services, parking 

services, and student identification. It consists of a front counter with seven stations. 

Offices are located behind the counter. Assessments, advising and counseling, the 

evening college, multicultural/international programs, career and employment services. 
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student life, and the cashier are situated around a large lobby across from the one-stop. 

All one-stop workers are generalists, and interactions with students take three to five 

minutes. Students with more complex concerns are referred to the back offices to meet 

with a specialist. 

Metropolitan also has a referral policy to reduce run-around for students. If a 

student comes to the wrong department, the student is given a referral card for directing 

them to the correct department. The employee then confirms whom the student should 

see via telephone or by personally escorting the student to the correct department. (One-

stop Shop, 2001) 

S, Metropolitan: We have customer service training—the staff have cards 
of introduction (referral) and they can walk over with the student or call 
ahead. It's a teachable moment if the referral is wrong, because the person 
to whom the student was referred calls to correct the staff member. We call 
it "No Wrong Door" because anyone on campus can get students connected. 
Cards are used campus-wide and anyone can give information on the telephone 
or web to get students connected. 

This referral system seems to embody the concept of customer service. 

Suburban Community College 

The one-stop service center of Suburban Community College includes more than 

enrollment services. "It focuses on the facilitation of each student's growth and 

development, encouraging learning and promoting achievement of individual's goals." 

(Transition Document, 2000) This model includes student development language in its 

philosophy. The idea is that if students can access services easily, they will be able to 

focus on greater development issues. The generalists are cross-trained to address diverse 
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needs. There is a focus on holistic development both in providing brief, general services 

and in referring to specialists for more in-depth assistance. 

The 15 cross-trained staff provide enrollment services (admissions and 

registration), academic advising, educational and personal counseling, access and support 

services for students with disabilities, career counseling and employment opportunities, 

academic and career assessments, financial aid advisement, and experiential and service 

learning counseling and placement. In addition, staff members answer the main 

departmental phone line. The goal is to eliminate lines and to decrease the wait on phone 

lines to two minutes or less. The one-stop service center is located at the front entrance 

of the department and generalists screen students to assess needs. Those students needing 

more complex services are referred to specialists who are located in departments 

radiating out from the one-stop service center. 

While the focus of this one-stop model is on fast, convenient service, and students 

are viewed as consumers, the structure of the model also emphasizes student 

development through the use of thoroughly trained generalists who both refer to other 

departments and gain experience in assisting other departments. There appears to be 

balance between the values of efficiency and customer service and development. 

Staffing Model 

Similar to the data on facilities and functions of each one-stop service center, each 

site's staffing model differs. Some sites used cross-training and rotation models, and 

some created generalist positions which utilized cross-training. Each site faced cultural 

and resource obstacles and designed staffing models to work within these boundaries. 
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Multi-Campus Community College 

Staffing models differ between the three campuses. At Campus A, specialists 

from all student development areas serve shifts. The supervisors and dean lead by 

example in serving shifts. 

M, Campus A; They trust me because they see me up at one-stop. I put in the 
same hours as everyone else, acting as a role model, and I accommodate 
schedules. If areas are short staffed, I help remove the obstacles. The most 
positive thing is people working together toward a common goal of helping 
students. Camaraderie. We play "stump the chump"—^people try to stump me 
with questions. When staff see supervisors, they say, "We're all in this together." 

The department coordinator creates the schedule and supervises the one-stop center. At 

Campus B, everyone in the department serves a shift of two hours a week, including 

deans and even the deans' secretaries. 

C, Campus B: Supervisors schedule staff with the help of the division dean. 
The challenge is balancing duties, but role modeling helps with two hours a week 
from everyone. We use admissions, financial aid, advising, student life, K-12 
outreach, administrators, and disabled student resources. As an administrator, 
I get first hand experience on traffic flow. They can't say that I don't know 
about it. 

In addition, staff from academic departments will be serving shifts in the next phase of 

the model. There is one full-time staff member who staffs the one-stop and this person 

provides training and creates monthly reports for supervisors on attendance for shifts. 

Although she does not supervise staff directly, she works closely with supervisors to 

address personnel issues. 

S, Campus B: We have to balance the rotation with peak, and take people off if 
we're busy. Each supervisor works with staff to schedule shifts, so we have 
coverage in the department and we are fulfilling department duties. If they are 
missing a shift, the staff need to inform the supervisor and O and find a 
replacement to trade. O does a report on who showed for supervisors and deans. 
This allows supervisors to discuss this with staff and use the data to hold them 



116 

accountable. This is still a challenge. We are doing a memo and potluck to 
remind people that this is part of the job. We are re-vamping the model to fit staff 
needs and service obligations. The sense of responsibility is present with 
supervisors and staff, but needs strengthening...! address these issues through 
modeling. 

O, Campus B: The implementation of express services has been a wonderful 
thing. Before, it was "O answers the phone." Well, O does a lot more, I do 
research. There is a lot of responsibility with express services, and people 
have a newfound respect for what I do, and students respect me. 

At Campus C, staff report to the coordinator of the department, who creates schedules. 

Like Campus A, there is not a staff member assigned to one-stop, but rather, staff rotate 

to cover shifts. Staff members are borrowed from admissions and registration, financial 

aid, advising and counseling, and educational outreach. Administrators also serve shifts 

to lead by example. 

For Multi-Campus Community College, leadership by example was a key value at 

all three campuses. Administrators stated that this behavior helped with buy-in and 

communicated to the staff that all members of the department had equal responsibility for 

one-stop, and everyone was "in it together." 

S, Campus B: One-stop is an immediate reminder of why we're here. It's an 
opportunity through simple interactions that lead to the student's decision to 
stay or go. A simple smile or reassurance can have a positive influence on 
the climate of the campus. I model positive proactive behavior for staff and 
to teach the student how to obtain services. 

Nonetheless, at all three campuses, some staff reported resistance. Resistance seemed to 

stem from a feeling that one-stop was extra duty, from feeling that regular tasks "piled 

up" while staff worked at one-stop and that staff were expected to get more accomplished 

in less time, from a lack of compensation, and from feelings that some staff were not held 

accountable for serving shifts and being cross-trained. 
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H, Campus C: There are not enough people to make it work in the true sense of a 
one-stop. It's not working now because it needs people and compensation. The 
proactive people with training are positive, and regardless, students come first. 
Others are bitter—their plates are already full. But, they can help their own 
department when they are at one-stop. 

M, Campus C: People are territorial, some are not willing to answer questions for 
other departments. We had two deans (one was more familiar with us) and we are 
under another. There are more spats—some people transferred out. Now people 
are getting along, more willing to help. They see what others do and have more 
understanding by being in other people's shoes. There is conflict about people 
not pulling their weight—some have gone elsewhere. There is no accountability 
for those who are still here, and others have moved on because of inequity. 

While many staff reported positive feelings about one-stop, most acknowledged that 

resistance existed and that buy-in was not complete. 

M, Campus B: If you don't have a schedule, people won't go voluntarily. There 
is more sharing of responsibility among people with slower service demands. We 
need connectivity and communication. No one wants to go to one-stop. The dean 
said, "This is part of your job, not added work." People see it as wasted time, but 
for me it is polishing my attitude and skills. The express area is a fast answer 
with a different scope of general information. Employees need to know that this 
is your job, "We pay you for that attitude." The express lane is a critical welcome 
for students, it breaks the ice with students. We need to have the mentality that it 
is part of the job, especially when working with a diverse population. It's 
community services and student services because it is a public entity. 

Without such buy-in, it is likely that implementation is more symbolic than literal, 

according to Birnbaum. (Birnbaum, 2000) Changing to a one-stop model requires a 

paradigm shift in perceptions of service delivery. For Multi-Campus Community 

College, staffing and compensation issues undermine implementation and buy-in. 

Metropolitan Community College 

Like Multi-Campus Community College, administrators at Metropolitan 

Community College valued leadership by example. Also like Multi-Campus, a rotation 

model was used, and resistance occurred with reasons similar to Multi-Campus. 
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All staff spend at least six hours a week at the one-stop. Administrators work the 

front counter in random shifts—this is to ensure quality, personalized service, and to 

provide continued training as needed. According to one of the administrators 

interviewed, administrative commitment to the concept is demonstrated in the willingness 

of senior staff to work alongside one-stop employees. 

J, Metropolitan: All supervisors do the front counter—we did this to minimize 
the attitude of not doing it from staff. We lead by example and serve three hours 
per week. We're all in this together, it's not us versus them. 

However, even with administrative support, some staff expressed concern about the 

staffing model, and relationships between departmental areas seem to be strained. 

L, Metropolitan: There is still favoritism to financial aid, they get relieved from 
the counter. We don't cry about tasks, we just do it, but our leaders came from 
financial aid. They get release time to do regular work, but no one knows how 
backed up we get too. Financial aid got a pay increase, but Admissions and 
Registration did not. There are still hostilities there. We just deal with it and 
don't complain. The director of enrollment is from financial aid. Scheduling 
is hard—it's hard to get people to show for shifts. When we first came to the 
new building, we weren't prepared at all. When we first came, people tried to 
claim territory. The initial counter people had back room responsibilities, 
but they didn't have their own space or computers and this took a while to get 
worked out. Six hours a week on the counter means less time to do regular 
work. We have more to know and do, and less time to do it all. 

Administrators seem to be aware of the resistance and conflict. 

T, Metropolitan: There is some resistance to counter duty, which is ironic 
because counter duty was in the old model as well. Some staff don't think 
counter duty should be a part of the job (it's not a priority to them). They 
find excuses not to do it. I like working up front because it is more positive 
than dealing with refunds and appeals. Most people are not more willing 
to learn, venture, troubleshoot, and screen. Screening is important because 
good advising is just one more question away. There is still some stress for 
staff, but some have adapted well. 
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Like Multi-Campus, many staff reported positive feelings about the one-stop service 

center, but also reported resistance. Several indicated a desire to return to the traditional 

silo model. 

J, Metropolitan: There is so much to be learned—it's hard to be a generalist and 
serve students with accurate information. I hope to return to the specialist model. 
This one-stop model is going to hurt in the long run, even though students are 
pleased with it right now. There is too much to learn, and we can't afford to 
make mistakes. 

Like Multi-Campus, resistance seemed to stem from feelings about not having input, and 

staffing and compensation issues. Implementation seems to have been symbolic rather 

than actual. Staff members do not appear to have made a paradigm shift in their thinking 

about service delivery. 

Suburban Community College 

Unlike the models at Multi-Campus Community College and Metropolitan 

Community College, Suburban Community College chose not to use a rotation model in 

staffing. Instead, generalist positions were created and a competitive hiring process 

occurred. Current staff and outside applicants were eligible to apply. Because of the 

need for broad knowledge and intensive cross-training, the positions were placed at a 

higher pay level. The result was both communication about the importance of the one-

stop model and an incentive to be a generalist. Staff who remained in specialist positions 

also received some cross-training, but were not given extra pay. However, even without 

monetary compensation for regular staff, most staff reported that they liked the model 

and appreciated learning new skills and having generalists to ease workloads. 

H, Suburban: I didn't really have to learn new skills, but I did so just in being 
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in the new environment. I still refer when in doubt. I have experience in 
advising. There was no compensation, but I still want to help the information 
generalists, but their knowledge base is extensive. It is challenging to learn and 
(vice versa), it is hard for them to learn financial aid information. Before the 
change, financial aid was the part that scared staff the most in training. I am 
grateful for the generalists and I'm glad they refer and respect boundaries. 

M, Suburban: Before when we had silos, there was more territory. Space was at 
a premium, and it was 'who cares about other departments.' Now we can interact 
with other departments. The change opened up communication, partnering, 
getting to know people. Before, testing was opened on weekends and we got 
questions for other departments from students. Now, we are partnered with 
generalists to answer questions on weekends, help with busy times and finals, and 
help with phones and proctoring. The focus is more student centered. We have to 
let go of boundaries and work together. There is a sense of collegiality, more of 
a community. There is not as much turnover even though the staff is mostly part 
time. 

In addition, technology was upgraded and there was more equity in positions and more 

training in technology. As compared to the other sites studied, buy-in for the staffing 

model seemed to be greatest at Suburban, with the most positive comments about the 

one-stop center. 

Only staff from the advising and counseling area expressed negative feelings 

about the change. 

R, Suburban; Putting students first is the philosophy and this has stayed the same. 
The dissolving of the career center was presented as a choice, but it was not a 
choice. We didn't understand that there wouldn't be a counseling center. Our 
identity was dissolved. The career staff came to the counseling department. 
There is not an advising/counseling center, only the one-stop center. The other 
function areas still exist. I don't remember having input—things had been 
decided before. To disagree was seen as sour grapes. Staff meetings were 
tense—we didn't talk. What was the point if it wasn't genuine? We survive by 
being client-centered. We are consulted less, but the new administrator is more 
open and relaxed and listens. 

Resistance from this department seemed to stem from a loss of identity as professionals. 

While these professionals still had benefits in desirable hours and work schedules, their 
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autonomy over tasks was diminished as their role changed. The pace of work changed 

and became more mechanized. Although there was still a focus on student development, 

there was concern by these professionals that a greater focus on express service would 

undermine the counseling process. By being "client-centered", these professionals focus 

on an advising or counseling plan for students that is tailored to student needs and 

development. The one-stop model is consumer-centered in focusing on efficient, 

convenient service. Advising and counseling interactions tend to require more depth and 

length compared to the brief services offered by generalists in a one-stop model. This 

conflict makes sense in light of Mintzberg's professional bureaucracy and machine 

bureaucracy. Professionals value autonomy and expertise, and when environments 

become more mechanized, resistance occurs. (Mintzberg, 1979) 

Staff from the other departments viewed the generalists as an asset and reported 

positive feelings about being able to work with staff from other departments. They 

reported less territorial ism than in the previous silo model. 

L, Suburban: The one-stop staff are receptive, and my staff are team-oriented 
and loyal to each other. The coordinating team is a good peer group and has 
good input. They are more frank and have more freedom to voice ideas. 
They are advocates for each other when conflicts arise and provide a united 
front. The change has been very positive and there is more bonding and 
understanding of each other, less ambiguous boundaries, and less territorial ism. 
We better understand the reasons for each other's behavior and are more 
receptive. 

This seems to indicate that implementation was successful rather than merely symbolic. 

Although some of the staff members from the advising and counseling area were 

resistant, most staff members seemed to have accepted the paradigm shift in service 
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delivery and had incorporated the one-stop service concepts into their own service 

philosophies. 

Training and Compensation 

Training and compensation issues are tightly coupled with issues pertaining to the 

staffing models used. Much of the resistance observed seemed to stem from these issues. 

Similar to Rhoades study of faculty, training and compensation can be used to control 

and stratify professionals. (Rhoades, 1998) As the nature of work changes with the 

implementation of a one-stop model, training socializes staff to the new model and they 

may experience enskilling or deskilling. This experience may be perceived as a control 

over staff time and a reduction of autonomy. Compensation (or the lack thereof) 

communicates the value of the model as well as the value of the staff member. 

Stratification in salary levels can lead to conflict as professionals from different 

departments are expected to do the same work at the one-stop service center. Evidence of 

stratification was supported by documents on classification and compensation. 

Multi-Campus Community College 

Each campus developed it's own training model. This cross-training has been 

controversial for several reasons. Concerns were expressed about the lack of 

compensation for learning new skills, and some staff objected to added duties and to 

working out of their job classification. Classification documents supported staff concerns 

about pay inequities and stratification. Staff at different levels with different pay were 

required to serve shifts in the one-stop service centers. 

F, Campus C: Cross-training was great, for those who did it, but some didn't 
change. There were no incentives or compensation. With the classification/ 
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compensation study, some people stayed technicians but we know that more 
specialist appeals did not go through. If they had, we would be more willing 
to do one-stop. Why should I do a specialist's job? Human resources 
justified it by saying there was not enough critical thinking in our job. They 
say, "Thanks for going above and beyond, but we won't reclassify you." 

R, Campus, B: The compensation/classification study was a big deal. 
Until this, people came to work, did their job, and didn't think about it. 
Now people compare campuses. We do more per person here, and are 
more trained. It's upsetting because the raise was small compared to 
the large raises of newcomers. Why should I do extra? 

I want more cross-training—for cross-training we were given a notebook. 
But who has time to look at it when you are in your own department? 
Hands on training is better. 

Another concern was the requirement to balance one-stop tasks with regular tasks. Staff 

felt that being at one-stop pulled them away from regular duties, which piled up while 

they were away, creating more work with no compensation. 

D, Campus A; There is no incentive in having one-stop. It is considered 
extra duty. Counselors become clerks and it takes staff away from work. 
It is not seen as positive. 

Deans and administrators seemed to be aware of these issues, but focused more on 

the need for cross-training and how this was accomplished. Training manuals detailed 

areas of knowledge for different departments and gave directions on how to complete 

tasks. These documents seem thorough in covering general student services material, but 

cross-training seems to be undermined by inequities in compensation. 

V, Campus C; Staff are cross-trained—it's an asset but torn because the 
foundation is cross-training but people are expected to do more with no extra 
compensation. People are cross-trained on registration, admissions, and financial 
aid, and if a service is more than five minutes, like a personal education plan, 
they refer. We need more diagnostic training, to learn to ask probing questions. 
We have to invent our own training. 

M, Campus C: Before we moved, we had a training on flow needs and the info 
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desk. We had lots of turnover, but fresh staff are more comfortable because they 
know how it will be up front. They have more training and comfort with Banner. 
It's time consuming and the main challenge is multi-tasking. We had lots of 
success with admissions and financial aid because of the cross over of tasks. We 
can pull staff to help with lines during each other's peaks. The departments are 
physically close. The piece that hasn't gelled is advising. People are not 
comfortable learning complexities. 

Resistance came from admissions and financial aid seeing it as an advising 
function, and we are still working this out. Part of the resistance was that new 
positions were to be developed and the specialist was to receive a pay increase. 
When this occurred, only the advisors were upgraded, not financial aid and 
admissions, so they resisted. These staff were not given the opportunity to apply 
for the upgrade. 

This administrator seemed to have empathy for the staff in admissions and financial aid 

who faced inequities in pay, especially since those in advising who received a pay 

upgrade were resisting cross-training in admissions and financial aid tasks. 

Campus A and B faced similar conflicts in cross-training and compensation, but 

interviews with staff and administrators revealed that the issues did not seem to be as 

acute as for Campus C. A chief administrator at Campus B expressed concern about the 

need to keep services at the one-stop area basic, so no one works outside of their 

classification. An administrator at Campus A discussed using compensation as an 

incentive for working at one-stop. He said that he starts new hires at the technician pay 

level, and after training, they move to the specialist pay level. He also discussed the 

challenge of getting buy-in from staff, and said that some staff who didn't buy-in were 

"let go." At Campus C, these issues seemed unresolved, and staff reported that inequities 

resulting from a classification and compensation study seemed to intensify these issues. 

In addition to monetary compensation is the issue of position benefits. A 

counselor at Campus A discussed difficulties with classification benefits as staff in 
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various position levels work at one-stop. Because he is considered faculty, he has 

benefits in more time off and opportunities for sabbatical that are not available to regular 

staff members. He notes that this can cause jealously among staff. Inequity in shift time 

spent at one-stop can also occur. 

Metropolitan Community College 

Cross-training was completed and competency had to be demonstrated by staff, 

emphasized a chief administrator. The definition of generalist was clarified and 

boundaries were drawn as to when to refer students to a specialist. 

V, Metropolitan: We did demonstration tests and competency tests to 
prepare staff. For financial aid, they have general information. Once they get 
to a certain point, they go to a specialist. We set up guidelines for generalists 
and specialists. We looked at confidentiality issues and time issues (express 
service) in making this determination. 

However, the training process had a rough beginning, according to other administrators 

and staff. 

C, Metropolitan: I was cross-trained for admissions, registration, and financial 
aid. Cross-training was not done well. There was no cross-training before the 
implementation. We had to learn a new student system because the old one 
wasn't Y2K compatible. We had to adjust to Banner (in the fall), and 
then do one-stop in January of 2000. Change was painful. There was so much 
to know and be able to combine groups. We opened the doors the first day and 
were thrown to the wolves. It's working beautifully now. We had to know each 
other and it took a year to work through issues. Now it's going well and just 
needs tweaking. We are now looking across departments to have a partnership in 
recruitment, orientation, and retention. 

To combat implementation and training difficulties, formal training was added to 

compliment the shadowing that been in the original training plan. To help staff members 

stay current on knowledge and skills, mandatory weekly meetings were implemented, 

and staff reported that this helped greatly. Like Multi-Campus Community College, there 
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were no monetary incentives, and some staff expressed concern about having to do more 

work with no reward. 

L, Suburban: It's hard to keep up on changes, and we are continually trying to 
improve it, Also, you start to lose knowledge of your home area. It's hard to 
keep up with updates. Nothing is cut and dry (every situation is different). There 
were no incentives or extra money. No one on campus realizes how much 
knowledge we have to have when merged together. The definition of generalist is 
a source of conflict—different departments define this differently. Training was 
more extensive than the definition of generalist. We should have been 
compensated—this would have helped acceptance by part-time and full-time staff. 
It is still frustrating because the system is not perfect, and we are still trying to 
improve. 

Stratification existed in salary levels for staff from different departments. This 

stratification exacerbated cultural conflict between departments and impeded adjustment 

to the new model. 

Suburban Community College 

One of the elements that seemed to be most facilitating to the transition to the new 

model at Suburban Community College was providing incentives for change through 

cross-training and monetary compensation. Cross-training was highly structured with 

competency tests, and those hired to be generalists were placed at higher classification 

and compensation levels, commensurate with the need for a broader knowledge base and 

multi-tasking. This process created the feeling that generalists should be valued and 

successful applicants were socialized to communicate that they were specially selected 

for their attitudes toward serving students. Pfeffer states that this socialization not only 

creates a feeling of being special, but also increases persistence and commitment to the 

job. (Pfeffer, 1997) 

M, Suburban: There was a lot of training including formal training tests, who 
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to refer to, etc. The generalist positions were created by taking positions from 
department areas. This was somewhat voluntary, and many positions were 
vacant. There were three positions from admissions, financial aid, and advising 
and counseling. It isn't going to work unless it's staffed. There were new 
classifications, titles, and pay levels. We did a good job in creating excitement 
about the new philosophy and the new way of doing business. We picked 
generalists who were customer service oriented. 

Pay was made more equitable for the staff who remained in specialist roles, and these 

staff members obtained cross-training through closer contact with sister departments in 

the new building. To reduce feelings from specialist staff about having more to know 

more about other departments, this process was reframed as information that was given 

rather than "training." The result seems to be that regular staff members value generalists 

and that the complaint about compensation observed at Multi-Campus Community 

College and Metropolitan Community College is non-existent. There does seem to be 

resistance from some professionals in Advising and Counseling. This resistance seemed 

to stem from concerns about increased control over the work environment and reduced 

autonomy in the advising and counseling process. Although these members have a 

powerful voice, the positive views from the remainder of the division seemed to outweigh 

the resistance. This will be discussed further in Chapter Five, as the three colleges are 

compared. 

While the context of each of these institutions is so different with regard to 

location, student populations, facilities, resources, and staffing models, there are common 

concerns expressed by those interviewed. The main concerns seem to be having 

opportunities for input and control with the implementation of change, adequate training, 

and equality regarding workloads and compensation. Autonomy and control over one's 
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work environment is also key. How these concerns were addressed seems to have made 

the difference in the amount of resistance that occurred. 
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Chapter Five: Patterns Across Colleges 

An analysis of the interviews revealed themes common to all the colleges. These 

patterns will be discussed, illustrated by examples from the interviews. This discussion 

will create a foundation for a discussion of organizational change in Chapter Six, as well 

as provide insight into how organizations can successfully implement change. The 

themes to be discussed stem from the research questions, and include a move to be 

customer-centered, feedback from students on the one-stop model, changes in work 

relationships, a need for more participation in implementation from staff, training and 

compensation issues, pros and cons of the one-stop model, and recommendations from 

staff. 

The Customer-Centered College 

Why was the one-stop implemented? Is there more emphasis on customer 

service, and is this reflected in the design of the college's new student services facility 

and function of the one-stop center? The answer to this research question for all three 

colleges is that one-stops were implemented to utilize resources more efficiently and to 

improve customer service. Common to each site was the reported value of becoming 

more "student-centered." However, documents on philosophies for each site's one-stop 

indicated an emphasis on efficiency and customer service, indicating that the focus was 

on being "customer-centered" and providing convenient services to meet student needs 

rather than on student development. Although some student development language was 

included, the primary goal of each one-stop center was express service through 
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generalists. Interview participants from each college described the college before and 

after the implementation of the one-stop service center. 

The before image given by the administrators and staff of each college is much 

the same: frustrated students standing in long lines, confused students running from 

office to office being given incorrect information, offices spread out all over campus, 

departments isolated from other departments in the campus community, and little 

understanding about how departmental functions and staff behavior affected other areas. 

Even among those with negative feedback about one-stop there was consistency in the 

descriptions about how each college had functioned before one-stop. Many of the 

descriptions reflect values from Ritzer's McDonaldization of higher education. (Ritzer, 

2002) 

M, Suburban: There was congestion, long lines, and run around. The dean 
brought donuts to calm the students. We joked about needing valium licks 
in the halls to calm the crowds. Testing was in three locations—we had a 
testing lab, the administrative office, and standardized testing. We were 
isolated from other staff in our department and from the other student 
services departments. Now there are no lines, there is more Web use, and 
there is more communication among staff. Now tests are on computers. 
Coming back from the break when we were implementing the model was 
an adjustment among our own staff because of the new Compass test on 
computers. We had to adjust to other offices and functions. But the students 
view it as positive with no run around and faster, better communication, and 
we can interact with other departments. There is more of a community. 

This indicates a benefit of more communication and collaboration between departments, 

creating a streamlined process resulting in more respect and understanding among staff 

members for the work being done. 

L, Suburban: Work used to be more stressful. The admissions processing 
staff had more contact with students and there were no windows in the office. 
It was cramped, crowded, and stressful, and it was hard to get processing done. 
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because the staff had to serve students and try to process paperwork. These 
staff are mostly introverts, detail oriented. When we implemented the new 
model, we put the processors on the third floor so they could work un-interrupted 
and the staff who have contact with students on the second floor. Now 
productivity is up and people are happier with the setting. It is easier as a 
manager internally and externally, although there is more running up and down 
the stairs. Functions are where they should be. The waiting for students has 
decreased to fifteen minutes. They are screened so run around is reduced and 
cross-training also helped this. 

S, Metropolitan; Before, it was a zoo. We would get done with registration 
during peak at 11 p.m. The lines would go outside the building. The president 
walked by and said, "Thirty minutes from now I don't want to see lines." We 
tried taking 20 students at a time, taking them to people's desks. We gave 
refreshments to pacify the masses. The president came back and said, "Good 
job." Four hours was the norm for registration—now it's five to thirty minutes. 
Another problems was that there were so many portals to come onto campus. 
We needed a main portal and looked at function wheels. Departments were 
located on different areas of campus and this was very stressful. We needed 
to consolidate the process. It was a physical and psychological shift in 
providing services. 

These quotes indicate an emphasis on productivity and efficiency. 

M, Campus A; We were trying to find out how to make service accessible. 
We worked with a planning committee and other campuses and the ideas were 
incorporated around the college. The foundation is accessible services and we 
must be true to those roots. We have got to support students and make an 
accessible one-stop. My philosophy is to have generalists because we need to 
meet the needs of the students—the direction community colleges are going 
is to have generalists, not specialists. When the administration doesn't support 
this philosophy, teamwork and comradery breaks apart and we become silos 
again. 

F, Campus C: Overall one-stop is better for students. With the old way, students 
walked around the buildings looking for the right department. Now we are all on 
one floor. Students get with the right person, and they go above and beyond with 
the student, for the good of the student. 

O, Campus B: Before there was misinformation, miscommunication, and 
services were disjointed. We had to have the model so students could get the 
correct information, and feel comfortable and confident in accessing services. 
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These quotes indicate values of accessibility, convenience, and accuracy. The majority 

of participants interviewed perceived one-stop as an improvement for students in 

providing student services in one location. Reducing lines and run around were primary 

goals in the implementation of the centers, and the value of customer service was 

emphasized. Ritzer says that there are advantages to the mechanization of higher 

education: efficiency, calculability, predictability, and control. (Ritzer, 2002) The 

mechanized environment of the one-stop model benefits students through better 

communication and control, greater productivity and efficiency, better access and 

convenience, and improved accuracy in services. 

However, there are disadvantages to McDonaldization. This mechanization can 

dehumanize the work environment. (Ritzer, 2002) There were a few staff interviewed 

who expressed concern about the new model serving students at the expense of the work 

environment for staff. Similar to the concerns voiced in Chapter Four, these staff said 

that the model regulated their schedules in an effort to provide more convenient service to 

students. While they agreed that the change was positive for students, they felt that 

working at the one-stop was stressful because it took them away from their regular work. 

Some felt that the need to be extroverted at one-stop was draining for staff who are more 

introverted. These issues of control are similar to issues faced by faculty in Rhoades' 

study and issues faced by professionals in Mintzberg's Professional Bureaucracy. 

(Rhoades, 1998; Mintzberg, 1979) Autonomy and discretion are valued, but the 

implementation of one-stop may control professionals by changing the way they work, 

creating a more mechanized environment. It is this mechanization through control to 
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benefit the consumer that is the McDonaldization of higher education, according to 

Ritzer. (Ritzer, 2002) While some may believe that students benefit from one-stop, 

some staff may resist control. 

Student Feedback 

While staff report that the one-stop model benefits students by improving the 

delivery of services, it is important to gain feedback from the students themselves to 

evaluate the effectiveness of the model. Both Metropolitan and Suburban community 

colleges have completed structured surveys with students to obtain feedback on the 

implementation of the one-stop models on their campuses. A lead administrator at 

Metropolitan gave statistics from the student evaluation of the model. 

S, Metropolitan: We have a 90-95% satisfaction rate from students and the 
only improvement requested was reduced wait times for advising/counseling. 
This is usually because of peak and last minute students. Students can register 
by person, phone, and kiosks. The semester after we implemented one-stop we 
went live with Web registration. We didn't advertise, we just wanted to see if 
it would work. About 17% of students registered this way, and 50% did the 
next semester. One-stop will become an area to primarily serve new students. 

Other administrators and staff echoed the success of the one-stop model per student 

feedback. They said that feedback has been positive and noted improvements for time in 

line and correct information. One staff member said students were "pleasantly surprised" 

at how much information they could get at one-stop. 

V, Metropolitan: They love the new setup. They used to have to go to three 
buildings. They can also go on-line. We try to make things more convenient 
for students. 

The consensus among staff was that students perceived the one-stop model as efficient 

and convenient. 
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Similar sentiments were found at Suburban Community College—students saw 

the move to the one-stop model as positive in reducing run-around, providing faster and 

better communication, and providing efficient, convenient service. A lead administrator 

stated that the feedback from satisfaction surveys given to students is that the change has 

been "outstanding." 

Another administrator emphasized improved access for students. 

J, Suburban: The success center is more comfortable access for students, and 
maybe because of this they are more willing to seek help, because they are not 
stigmatized. Students are more positive. We didn't see all the students, but the 
ones we see are happier. Service is more accessible, pleasant, and people at least 
ask or try to help. It's more open and user friendly. 

All administrators and staff seemed to agree that students liked the new model. One staff 

member said that students compared the model at Suburban Community College to the 

service at four-year schools—students say that at Suburban, they get everything they 

need in one place, at one time, and with less waiting. Students felt that the environment 

at Suburban was more user-friendly. 

The campuses at Multi-Campus have not completed a formal survey but have 

received verbal feedback from students. An administrator at Campus B said that students 

were very positive in their feedback because they could get service at the one-stop in 

addition to the departments, and it takes a load off departments, providing more faster, 

more efficient service. Most of the administrators and staff at this campus agreed that the 

change was positive for students based on verbal feedback and facial expressions. 

R, Campus B: They like it. The training and attitude benefits students. They 
are welcome to ask questions. You make students feel you are there for them 
and leave other issues behind. 
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Administrators and staff at Campus A agreed, stating that students benefit by working 

with cross-trained staff and spending less time waiting. Administrators and staff at 

Campus C agreed, citing a benefit as reduced run-around for students by having services 

in one location. 

However, several staff at Campus C emphasized the need for better cross-training 

to provide more consistency in services and better communication about the one-stop 

concept to clarify to students how services are accessed. Privacy in transactions was also 

a concern. Again, there are advantages to the mechanization of higher education, but the 

work environment can become dehumanized. In addition, values in student development 

can lose priority when there is a focus on efficiency and customer service. 

The Human Element: Changes in Relationships 

How do administrators and staff react to the reorganization of implementing a 

one-stop center? Do they invest in the change or resist it? How do work relationships 

change? The biggest obstacle faced in the implementation of the one-stop model was 

damage control for the human element. As departments consolidated and merged, 

relationships changed drastically. Boundaries and territories were challenged as staff 

learned to work with staff from other departments. While some staff viewed the change 

as exciting, others mourned the loss of old relationships and traditions, and had difficulty 

moving from a close-knit, isolated working environment to a larger, more interdependent 

model. Personality played a major role in adjusting to the new model. Conflict arose as 

departmental cultures and traditions clashed when departments merged. 
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The staff at Metropolitan Community College expressed concern about changes in 

relationships most strongly, and administrators tried to help staff adjust to the change by 

bringing in a consultant to help staff find common ground as they worked with other 

departments. 

J, Metropolitan: Things got bad with needing to know so much and learn 
Banner—we had to bring in a professional for team building, and to help 
with interpersonal issues like how to get along with others, getting to know 
people, even music was an issue. We had 60 people and they liked different 
radio stations. There were lots of issues, coffee, lunch, eating at desks, dress 
codes. Admissions was more professional and registration and financial aid 
were more relaxed. People were not used to working out front. There was no 
formal dress policy by the institution, so it was hard to enforce. We had dirty 
dishes in the sink, and the fridge was an issue. Small things became major 
problems. We are trying to bridge these gaps—every month we have a 
celebration for bonding. Food has a tendency to make people forget about 
ups and downs. Everything is more positive and people were sharing recipes, 
bonding, talking. Every month a group is nominated and rewarded for their 
work. They get money for celebrations, supplies, whatever they want. We 
have received suggestions from staff regarding paintings and decorations. 
These small things may not seem relevant, but they are important. Photos 
from the celebrations help bonding and increase morale. We have the 
celebrations to renew enthusiasm and show appreciation. During the 
holidays, the supervisors host celebrations and work the front counters. 
We take care of staff to take care of students. 

The merging of small, intimate groups to a larger group combined with adjusting to 

multiple changes at one time created cultural conflict. Conflict was generated by more 

than large issues such as cross-training. It was the small, covert issues such as dress 

codes, food, and music that created territory issues and cultural conflict. These 

seemingly unimportant issues undermined the organizational change efforts. With 

organizational change, the human element is an essential consideration. 

S, Metropolitan: It was a good process, we thought through it. In my mind 
everything was done right by the textbook except the human element. We 
didn't account for loss, for time to grieve. We moved over the Christmas 
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break and everyone was excited and had input. Once we got past the newness, 
we began to realize that it was not the same. We had to share information, and 
the contacts people relied on were different. We had 75 people instead of 15. 
We began to get grievances, and people were leaving on stress leave. We finally 
brought in a psychological consultant who helped resolve and find out issues and 
concerns. We started "Two for Tuesday" meetings for staff updates and 
feedback. The team now has autonomy to act. That is a lot of what is missed in 
change, especially bureaucratic change, it misses the human element. Attention 
must be paid to the emotional part, if not the physical results. It is likened to a 
divorce or death, an empty nest grieving process. The death of the old way. 1 am 
working on my dissertation, and I went through the process of implementation 
and then looked at the literature. When I wrote my paper, I realized that we had 
missed the human piece. We were more focused on making change happen. 
Those who didn't make the change (one or two) transferred to different areas, 
small offices with specialist positions similar to the environment we had before. 
Leaders were sensitive to these needs and realized that change doesn't fit 
everyone. They were willing to discuss options, support alternatives so that 
everyone wins. 

Staff needed time to grieve and adjust to the new changes. They were juggling multiple 

changes at once, and psychological and cultural issues emerged. 

V, Metropolitan: Staff don't like the new system. Three separate departments 
merged. They had cliques plus too many changes at once (the Y2K conversion 
to Banner, the physical move, training, and peak registration.) People were 
overwhelmed. They like it better now—we had a retreat to facilitate a positive 
environment. They communicate well—it just took time to adjust. Banner 
clearance and training took a long time and this was a big obstacle. Staff 
have been very compromising and help each other out. We have a celebration 
once a month with theme parties. We had Marti Gras floats, gumbo, king cake, 
beads, coins, and music. There was an ice cream social, a beach party...this 
helps us bond. When you break bread with someone, you see them in a different 
light. We used to do birthdays, but there are too many people. We have a 
suggestion box for staff. If the staff are not happy, students don't get the best 
service. We recognize milestones, graduations, take pictures. We made training 
into a game (Jeopardy, Who Wants to be a Millionaire). Those who work extra 
hours are rewarded through a pizza drawing and prizes. We have excellent, 
creative people who are dedicated to their jobs. We recognize that they have 
families and that's more important than their job. People have to know that you 
are genuinely concerned about their well-being. You need to remember detail. 
People need to be comfortable enough to vent with no repercussions. 
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Staff emphasized that there was conflict in making the change, but reported positive 

support from administrators in being able to express concerns. Staff expressed 

appreciation at being empowered though teambuilding committees and bonding 

celebrations. Administrators showed sensitivity to emerging concerns as they took action 

by creating opportunities for training and feedback. Bonding activities were key to 

reducing cultural conflict and creating an environment of understanding rather than one 

marked by territories. 

C, Metropolitan: Culture was an issue. We forced our issues through unions— 
we had extra work and no compensation. Questioning management forced 
openness. They used a consultant and even she could feel the hostility. They 
allowed a focus on issues and problems. Department experts had not been 
included in the input. We were able to do teambuilding and developed a 
committee to look at issues relating to the counter and phones. We now had 
more input and this resolved issues. People were more comfortable once they got 
through an academic cycle. They had more knowledge, not an abyss. We have 
weekly staff meetings and this helps. There are two times offered, to keep our 
areas covered. We have trainings and refreshers on specialties. It's been good. 
The committee needed more power, but didn't have decision-making power. 
They need to be able to take action, not just make recommendations. Now they 
have more power. We did professional development and retreats. Customer 
service came from this group. We now nominate groups to be rewarded for 
customer service—they get money for the department, and this can be 
recreational or supplies. Potlucks help with bonding. We have 60 people 
rather than smaller groups. 

J, Metropolitan: I think old timers were more resistant because of personalities. 
But most people bought in—they wanted to reduce run around, but didn't know 
if it would work. Even the director of enrollment works a shift. This is really 
important and helped with buy-in. We all do it because we all believe in it. 
When we were two months into it, people wanted to do "mini silos" like in 
a bank, with financial aid, admissions, and registration. We didn't do it, but there 
were conflicts and a proposal signed by half of the staff. There were cliques. 
We resolved this by using a consultant. She met with staff individually, and we 
had a retreat off campus. It was a fun day with food, and issues were voiced 
publicly. It wasn't so 'cloak and dagger.' Getting to know people was a 
challenge. We had to deal with interpersonal changes, culture changes. We 
resolved these through monthly party potlucks. Ironically, these were 
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organized by the most resistant person! This was priceless for morale, 
building new relationships. During potlucks, the upper level staff do counter 
duty. This idea had to come from the most resistant person to work. 

We are still cross-training—this is pretty seamless for students and works well. 
On the whole, we are doing good service and we are starting to build history, 
legacy, roots, trust culture. Working relationships are good. I was naive to 
some of the problems at first—I benefited from the new office structure. 
There are still some territory issues—the cubicles are called slums, and there 
are worries about job security. We have to be proactive about communication. 
We will be making changes with the functions and physical set-up. The 
administrators have been open to committee suggestions and they try to be 
flexible. This empowers staff, versus the almost mutiny in the beginning. 

Staff and administrators seemed to agree that relationships had improved from when the 

model was first implemented, but emphasized the need to continue bonding, cross-

training, and developing the model to meet staff and student needs. 

Staff used powerful words such as "mutiny" and "cloak and dagger" to describe 

the conflict, and used collaborative efforts through unions to change the work 

environment. Buy-in was difficult and employees worked to change to model to fit their 

needs rather than just student needs. According to several staff members, resistance still 

exists and this may impede successful implementation. Pfeffer emphasizes the need for 

employees at all levels to assume responsibility for producing results in order to achieve 

organizational success. (Pfeffer, 1997) Without this kind of paradigm shift, 

implementation can only be symbolic. (Birnbaum, 2000) 

For Multi-Campus Community College, conflict regarding changes in 

relationships seemed less intense, but staff and administrators expressed similar issues 

regarding personality and culture. 

S, Campus B: It is important to have a model that is individualized to the needs 
of the campus, with matching physical facilities and philosophy. It's a perpetual 
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growing service and it is never done as a delivery mechanism. The ability to 
customize is good. There was a cultural adjustment. Admissions and financial 
aid now share space. There was conflict over how the coffee should be made, so 
we now have two coffee pots. People have different methods for answering 
phones. The clocks on the walls in each area were set to different times, and there 
was conflict over when staff left for the day. We resolved that by using the clock 
on the telephones to know the standard college time. 

One staff member at Campus B compared the change to merging a baseball team with a 

football team with the expectation that they should know each other's game. Not only 

did staff have to learn about the tasks of other departments, they had to acclimate to a 

different culture, with different norms and expectations. Tasks in admissions differ 

greatly from those in financial aid, and each department has its own history, traditions, 

and rules for playing the game. Seemingly insignificant cultural details such as how 

coffee is made or which clock is used for the official time can contribute to cultural 

tension, escalating conflict. Staff may actually accept new ways of doing business, but 

change may be impeded by cultural conflict. 

The one-stop model merged professionals with paraprofessionals, student-

oriented people with task-oriented people, groups with different values as Mintzberg 

notes in his contrast of the Professional Bureaucracy with the Machine Bureaucracy. 

While professionals recognized the power of expertise, paraprofessionals respond to the 

power of authority. (Mintzberg, 1979) Professionals are socialized differently than 

paraprofessionals. Pfeffer describes socialization is the systematic means by which 

organizations bring new members into their culture. (Pfeffer, 1997) A one-stop center 

merges values and culture as different types of staff in an organization learn to work 
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together. Along with conflict regarding culture and territory came more understanding 

and appreciation of each department's role. 

O, Campus B: We respect each other for the work that is done. If more cross-
training is done in the offices, we have more knowledge about what each area 
does. Before, there was more segregation and territory. Now we are all part of 
the same team. If you have more expertise, great, go the extra mile. We have 
more appreciation between departments because we are all in it together. 

F, Campus B: Now it's "us" as a division, not separate departments of "them" 
and "they". We have to be careful because some people see it as "not my job". 
It's our job. The student is central—focus on the student eases territory issues. 
Resistance is from seeing behavior and not understanding what people actually 
do. They compare what one does and say others aren't working as hard. I 
resolve this by showing the connections. I say, they can't do their job until you 
do yours. It affects others' work. Now there is more understanding of 
connections. I encourage staff to listen to other departments as to what is said to 
students, to be trained and see how their role affects others, and how others 
depend on them. 

At Campuses A and C, conflict arose from merging department cultures and from 

inequities in benefits and compensation. (While these issues were also present at Campus 

B, there was less concern about compensation expressed by staff and administrators. 

This is likely due to an emphasis on clear boundaries in providing service at the one-stop 

area, and that functions were developed so that staff would not work outside of 

classifications. Services were limited to basic knowledge, and staff members were 

discouraged from going beyond limits. The purpose of limiting service boundaries was 

to increase efficiency and to reduce the possibility of staff members working beyond their 

classifications.) The departments of advising and counseling were at higher pay levels, 

and admissions, registration, financial aid, and other departments questioned having 

additional duties in the absence of additional compensation. 

M, Campus C: What is most stressful is being short staffed and having high 
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turnover. We have to start over training new people, and staff are expected to 
do more at more levels for more people. There are constant shifts. The 
technicians are not paid enough for the work they are doing. There is a lot of 
responsibility and expertise is needed. We have had multiple changes with 
technology, the physical move, training, and classification and compensation 
issues. Staff felt threatened. They are frustrated and resist because of 
compensation issues. 

In addition, there seemed to be personality conflicts between these areas and 

advising and counseling. The areas of admissions, registration, and financial aid are 

primarily task oriented, focused on processing paperwork and following protocol. 

Advising and counseling is more ambiguous, focused on a student's needs and goals. 

Service is more tailored to an individual student's needs, and may require more creativity 

and problem solving. The one-stop model requires that staff be task-oriented, but also 

emphasizes triage, diagnosis, and problem solving. This combination of traits challenged 

staff to move beyond traditional roles as the values of professionals were merged with the 

values of paraprofessionals. 

D, Campus A: There is a conflict between the conceptual (like counseling) 
and linear (like financial aid). We need to clarify roles—we are student 
advocates, not gatekeepers for financial aid. There is blurred territory and goals. 
I am trying to change the systems, be playful and be willing to let go. They focus 
on procedures, but I say, "Can't we look at this another way?" 

It also requires staff to provide outreach to students and to be more extroverted than when 

they are processing paperwork. Multi-tasking is critical. For staff who are already 

outgoing, being in this kind of environment can be energizing—for introverts, being at 

one-stop can be draining and overwhelming. 

These issues of cultural conflict, territory issues, personality clashes, and training 

and compensation inequities have been minimized at Suburban Community College. As 
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noted in Chapter Four, the one-stop model at this college has a unique staffing model in 

that administrators chose to create generalist positions rather than cross-train staff to form 

a staffing rotation. The generalist positions were placed at a higher pay level because of 

the amount of training and knowledge required to complete tasks. Administrators 

marketed the positions as elite and valuable, and chose staff members who were out

going and focused on customer service. To eliminate jealousy from other departments 

regarding pay, these generalists were cross-trained to assist other departments, alleviating 

department workloads. Because of this, many of the staff interviewed expressed 

appreciation for specialists. Many staff said there was greater appreciation and 

understanding across the department for individual's roles and that getting to know other 

staff was positive. Administrators also separated task-oriented specialists from people-

oriented specialists by moving introverted staff who processed paperwork to a different 

floor to work uninterrupted. People-oriented specialists work closely with generalists in 

the one-stop area to serve students. 

G, Suburban: The third floor records team is fairly satisfied. There are no 
problems, and they are more task oriented and happy to not be front line. They 
are more introverted people. They get the information they need, communication 
is good, and they have better knowledge on who does what in other departments. 
The second floor registration staff feels the same, with more contact and 
communication with other departments. The success center team is wonderful, 
they help problem solve and are team oriented, student focused. 

H, Suburban: The environment has been positive—we work in a collaborative 
manner, and there is more effort to work this way. The information specialists' 
help is phenomenal, they pitch in if additional staff is needed. 
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The majority of staff and administrators interviewed reported this change as positive. 

However, there was some conflict reported regarding the integration of department 

cultures. 

M, Suburban: There were cultural issues between departments—conflicting 
dress codes, where to eat. We didn't think about that when we were making 
changes. There was a loss of cohesiveness and tension between boundaries. 
Admissions/registration blended with financial aid. There were different 
cultures blending and a loss of connection with core groups. There were 
changes in identity and a blurring of boundaries. 

To combat cultural conflict, administrators worked to ease cognitive dissonance 

for staff between being loyal to the department and loyal to the floor where they were 

relocated. They had second floor meetings (service providers) and third floor meetings 

(processors) to help staff bond and form new relationships and traditions. New cultural 

identities were formed and staff were re-socialized in the new groups. Most staff seem to 

have adjusted well and speak in a positive manner about the one-stop service center. The 

values of the one-stop center seem to have been internalized by staff and reinforced by 

peers. Pfeffer calls this cultural control. (Pfeffer, 1997) 

Despite these efforts, conflict remains between counseling and the other 

departments. The reason for this seems to be a difference in service philosophy and the 

elite status of counselors as faculty. These counselors view themselves as professionals 

and other staff as paraprofessionals. 

J, Suburban: The biggest challenge in the success center is attitudes towards 
each other. Counselors want support but don't want lines crossed. There are 
blurred lines, and the better people are, the more they want to do to help. 
Their intentions are not always appreciated by counselors. 

G, Suburban: Counselors say, "I haven't done it for a while, I don't want to 
try" instead of "I should learn about it." Boundaries changed. The counselors 
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did not have leadership and were not pushed to transition to the new model. 
They are just now doing it. There has been a lot of conflict. The counselors 
resent the new identity and other staff resent counselors dragging their feet. 
They are perceived as "uppity." It's like herding cats. 

They are competent professionals but want to have free reign and opinions. 
They want to be the center of attention, where they were before. Service is 
now like a pyramid (the generalists screen most of the questions and work is 
filtered so counselors get fewer but deeper questions), but they don't see it 
this way. They don't feel appreciated, but degraded, rather than seeing the 
big picture and that they are the center of the model. 

R, Suburban: There were unclear boundaries—the information staff were 
asking counseling questions. There are differences between paraprofessionals 
and professionals. Counselors are mostly full time, and information staff are 
part time. The control over our schedules is good, that hasn't changed. 
Counselors have Friday afternoons off. Counselors share shifts evenly, and it's 
only fair, because we need to be able to plan. We are considered faculty and 
this is part of bargaining. There are the haves and have-nots. Counselors are 
perceived as elite. This is a culture bias, it's like stereotypes with ethnicity. 

This conflict between counselors and staff members was also seen at Multi-Campus 

Community College. (This conflict was not observed at Metropolitan Community 

College because counselors have not been integrated into the one-stop model.) Because 

of the faculty status of counselors, there are benefits that other staff members do not 

have, and this can create jealously and conflict. There also seems to be disagreement 

between counselors and staff about who is a professional and who is a paraprofessional. 

Counselors see themselves as professionals and other staff as paraprofessionals because 

their work requires more education and expertise. For counselors, expertise and 

autonomy are valued, and these professionals resist the one-stop model because it places 

controls on the way they work with students. This corresponds with Mintzberg's 

Professional Bureaucracy and the literature discussing reasons for resisting change. 

(Mintzberg, 1979) 
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Desire for More Input, More Information 

One of the research questions posed in this study was, "What was the process for 

obtaining employee input on design?" Pfeffer states that participation in organizational 

decision-making is a powerful method for managing culture, and emphasizes that the 

perception of choice increases commitment to the organization and to the decisions made. 

(Pfeffer, 1997) The one-stop models for Multi-Campus Community College, 

Metropolitan Community College, and Suburban Community College were implemented 

as mandates from administrators at high levels. Input ranged from being on 

implementation committees to having no input. Across the colleges, the same message 

was spoken: staff wanted more input and information in making a change. Even staff 

members who admitted that they had a great deal of input reported wishing for more 

input. As one administrator at Suburban stated, no amount of information was sufficient 

to ease anxiety. The fact that a major change was being implemented created anxiety 

about how the work environment would change, and in many cases, staff reported that 

they worried that the change would not occur as promised. The move to the one-stop 

model was a paradigm shift, causing change in the way work was completed and in the 

day-to-day work environment. The majority of staff interviewed expressed a need for 

stability and security in making changes, and emphasized that follow-through on the part 

of administrators was essential in helping staff adjust to change and build trust. Without 

trust, resistance occurs and buy-in is limited. 
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Training and Compensation 

Training and compensation were large obstacles in helping staff adjust to change. 

For Multi-Campus Community College and Metropolitan Community College, the 

staffing model for the one-stop service centers used cross-training and rotation. 

However, no additional compensation was offered, and the majority of staff interviewed 

expressed concern about having an increased workload with no monetary reward. These 

concerns seem to be justified based on a review of classification documents. There does 

seem to be stratification and inequity in pay among staff required to serve shifts at the 

one-stop service centers. The rotation model may emphasize this as staff at various 

levels work with each other. Pfeffer notes that organizations shape behavior through 

reward systems, which may or may not be monetary. (Pfeffer, 1997) Rewards can be 

used to socialize staff and reinforce the values in a one-stop service center. This can 

make for an easier transition to a different service paradigm. However, at Multi-Campus 

Community College and Metropolitan Community College, inequities in pay increased 

conflict as staff at different pay levels were required to take on generalist roles. As 

illustrated in Chapter Four, one staff member said that if staff had been given 

compensation, they would have been more willing to work at one-stop. "Why should I 

do a specialist's job?", she questioned. 

This issue was non-existent at Suburban Community College because of the 

creation of generalist positions, which were compensated for increased workloads and 

training. As noted previously, administrators marketed these generalist positions as 

valuable and elite, and hiring was competitive. Specialists viewed these generalists as an 
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asset because cross-training allowed them to ease departmental workloads. The monetary 

reward of the generalist positions was powerful because it reinforced the values of the 

new culture as the departments merged under one roof and staff learned to work together. 

It communicated a commitment to the new paradigm and emphasized that cross-training 

and teamwork were valued, reinforcing the need for staff to learn to work together. 

Pros and Cons 

In trying to answer the research question about administrator and staff reactions to 

the one-stop model, participants of this study were asked to describe the most positive 

elements and most negative elements in the adoption of a one-stop model. Across the 

three colleges, the positive elements named were: more customer service to students; 

more efficient and convenient service to students; less run around for students; 

opportunities for training and development; being able to provide more comprehensive 

service through cross-training; opportunities to work with others and form new 

relationships; more understanding and appreciation of co-workers roles; and a more 

collaborative and team-oriented work environment. 

R, Campus B: Linking the departments is good. There is a better understanding 
of roles, and more respect, connections, and friendships. We are a stronger team. 
We have teamwork, a shared budget, and it's okay to complain to each other and 
offer support. Now you can tell students why they need a service and you can 
link how departments overlap. There is a better level of service at one-stop and 
the departments. There is more consistent information and a more united front 
between departments. Peaks are hard, but otherwise it's fun, a great place to 
see students. 

In contrast, the most negative aspects of the change for the three colleges were: the 

amount of knowledge and training needed to be a generalist; challenges in providing 

current and consistent information; scheduling staff for rotations, balancing one-stop duty 
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with regular tasks, and increasing workload with no compensation (for Multi-Campus 

and Metropolitan); adjusting to multiple changes at one time (facilities, technology, 

cross-training, new work methods and processes, new relationships); resistance, 

territorial ism, and cultural conflict; need for more input and participation in 

implementation; need for better communication; blurred roles and a need for clear 

boundaries for levels of service; and employee turnover and the need to train new hires. 

The issue of most concern for staff at all three sites was adjusting to new relationships 

and cultural environments. 

G, Suburban: The most challenging thing is dealing with the politics. I had just 
got here and the dean left. This threw everything into conflict because promises 
were made that were not kept. We had one year of no leadership. Our other 
administrator did his best to pick up the slack. He took the fall, but it wasn't his 
fault. Our new lead administrator has helped stabilize tremendously. We had 
input in hiring him, and this helped. There was an open forum and evaluation, 
although the old regime still resists. There is conflict between some 
administrators still, and counseling has been frustrating for the past three years. 
They sabotage and get away with it because leaders did not hold them 
accountable and make them transition. They are acting like brats, but you have to 
play nice because you keep working with them. It strengthens relationships when 
you sit at lunch with people. More contact forces you to change assumptions and 
perspectives. The reality of personalities forces you to resolve conflicts. You are 
forced to separate personal feelings to survive, and you go to the person for help 
and you see the strengths and the need. 

The second most important issue expressed by staff was an issue at Multi-Campus and 

Metropolitan. Staff members required to work in a rotation to cover the one-stop center 

expressed anger and frustration over the one-stop model because they had increased work 

loads with no compensation. 

F, Campus C: The most stressful thing for me is the pay issue—how are we 
expected to do the job, but not get paid? Performance pay would help. The 
college rewards for a title and degree, but not for being for students. We 
should be rewarded in our evaluations, not just the regular raise. You 
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end up covering for those who resist. 

V, Campus C: It's a hard sell with no reward or carrot at the end, no 
compensation or career ladder. The system is automatic with a raise. 
We need to emphasize marketability. 

The compensation issue was not a challenge at Suburban Community College because 

generalist positions were created at a higher pay level, commensurate with increased 

cross-training and workload. 

Participant Recommendations for Improvement 

Coupled with questions on what were the most positive and negative elements to 

the one-stop model was a question asking staff what they would change about the 

experience of implementing a one-stop service center. Recommendations for 

improvement of the one-stop model differed by college and campus because 

implementation of the one-stop concept was unique to the facilities, resources, and 

personnel at each site. Context is an important consideration in reviewing 

recommendations, just as it is essential when planning and implementing organizational 

change. 

The campuses of Multi-Campus Community College each have a different 

interpretation of the one-stop concept, but all used the rotation model for staffing. The 

main differences were which staff members rotated to provide coverage, boundaries for 

services offered, and physical set-up. For Campus A, administrators and staff made the 

following recommendations: change the physical layout of the center to have one-stop at 

the front of the building with supporting departments in the line of sight radiating out 

from one-stop; release counselors from staffing duty and let them be a referral service, as 
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the model should be staffed by advisors, admissions and registration, financial aid, and 

other task-oriented areas; further reduce wait time for students by having more staff at 

one-stop; more privacy with cubicles and more security (staff feel vulnerable with 

cubicles where their backs are facing traffic areas); have more seasoned staff at one-stop 

for better screening and triage; have incentives for working at one-stop; and provide more 

self-help stations to students to reduce staff workloads. Campus B reported similar 

concerns and recommendations in an effort to refine the model and reduce staff 

workloads: remodel to increase security and reduce noise levels; place partitions between 

front counters and cubicle areas; let co-workers face each other in work space; get a 

phone tree at front counter to reduce workload; staff one-stop for evenings in addition to 

days, with one more staff member to help out; have an information desk and greeter in 

each building on campus to provide assistance and unify campus (now there are multiple 

portals but one-stop is located at the main entrance); eliminate the need for rotation by 

having two fully trained generalists at one-stop; evaluate staff bi-annually based on 

performance, attitude, productivity, and communication; move the main phone line from 

one-stop to separate area (multi-tasking is a challenge); and have more stations and staff 

at one-stop so students can register there. The staff at Campus C also reported wanting to 

reduce workloads: add more staff to one-stop with someone in charge; administrators 

should work shifts and lead by example; better unity and communication; hire two to 

three full time staff for one-stop to improve consistency and eliminate rotation; and 

improve training and compensation. Recommendations were aimed at finding solutions 

for the reported negative aspects of the move to a one-stop model. Staff and 
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administrators seemed to agree that adjustments should be made to the staffing model, 

but some recommended reducing workloads by improving the rotation model and others 

felt that one-stop should have its own staff and the rotation should be abandoned. 

Similarly, the staff at Metropolitan Community College made recommendations 

for improvement. These included: evaluate one-stop and make adjustments to staffing 

model to reduce workload; more training and opportunities for input from staff; 

restructure cubicle areas to group responsibility areas together and provide more security 

for this back office area; evaluate how changes affected students and staff and refrain 

from making multiple changes at one time; hold staff accountable; improve automated 

phone system and use more experienced staff to answer phones; and focus on 

interpersonal bonding and training (at the beginning of a change) with an emphasis on 

competency. Recommendations seem to be primarily focused on improving the staffing 

model—there seems to be an expressed need from both staff and administrators to make 

changes so staff will be more bonded and have more balance in workloads. 

At Suburban Community College, recommendations included: more buy-in at 

beginning of the change with a focus on helping staff understand how the model would 

work; more unity and team effort; link services like financial aid and counseling with 

more equity between staff and faculty positions; expand facility and hire more staff; more 

leadership and communication for generalists (they need an administrator to be their 

leader and advocate); and better buy-in from counselors. The largest expressed concern 

was to improve interpersonal bonding and communication. The majority of staff reported 
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a gap between counseling and the rest of the department, and expressed a need for more 

departmental unity. 
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Chapter Six: Discussion. Recommendations, and Conclusion 

The Luke Principle: Counting the Cost of Implementing Change 

For which of you, intending to build a tower, sitteth not down first, and counteth 
the cost, whether he have sujficient to finish it? Lest haply, after he hath laid 
the foundation, and is not able to finish it, all that behold it begin to mock him, 
saying, this man began to build and was not able to finish. Or what king, going 
to make war against another king, sitteth not down first and consulteth whether 
he be able with ten thousand to meet him that cometh against him with twenty 
thousand? Or else, while the other is yet a great way off, he sendeth an 
ambassage, and desireth conditions of peace. Luke 14:28-32 

The implementation of any organizational change requires a counting of costs. In 

the implementation of a one-stop service center, the costs include remodeling of facilities, 

the opportunity costs of choosing the one-stop model over an alternative model, 

technology, and the hiring, training, and compensation of staff. There are other costs to 

consider as well—the emotional costs for staff as they make a paradigm shift, learning 

new tasks, and moving to a new environment with new boundaries and relationships. It 

is important to consider the human element in implementing change—staff members 

need time to grieve the loss of the old work environment and time to adjust to the new 

work environment. There are countless cultural issues that will arise as a result of a 

change, and it is difficult to plan for the nuances of personality and culture that can 

dramatically affect the work environment and production. It is essential to count these 

costs in making a decision to implement change, and to be prepared to deal with the 

consequences of the change. In this chapter, I review the research questions and 

propositions from Chapter Two, applying them to the study's findings. From this, 

recommendations can be made regarding organizational change. 
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Review of Research Questions 

In Chapter Two, I asked five research questions paired with propositions 

regarding the implementation of the one-stop model in higher education. These questions 

and propositions were based on a literature review on trends in higher education, theory, 

and research regarding professionals. I now review them in light of the site data. 

Question One: What is the origin of the one-stop concept? According to the 

literature, one-stop centers have filtered into higher education from government and 

business in an effort to increase efficiency and utilize resources more effectively. This 

"filtering" comes from coercive pressures from resource providers in government, from 

taxpayers, and from students. While the initial idea of implementing one-stop centers 

originated from government and business, the idea was reproduced nonnatively through 

practitioner literature and at conferences. Data from interviews and documents at Multi-

Campus Community College, Metropolitan Community College, and Suburban 

Community College indicated that the one-stop concept came from conferences, and was 

issued as a mandate to student services administrators from college leaders. Since the 

implementation of each site's one-stop service center, other colleges have benchmarked 

the three colleges studied. The colleges have also presented their models at conferences. 

Benchmarking and presentations have served to reproduce the one-stop concept further. 

Several key administrators discussed how representatives from other colleges reported 

using benchmarking data from site visits to create their own one-stop service centers. 

This information provides support to DiMaggio and Powell's coercive and normative 

isomorphism. Change is influenced both by resource providers and by normative 
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reproduction. Institutions change to fit the model promoted by those in power and those 

communicating norms. 

Question Two: Why was one-stop implemented? Is there more emphasis on 

customer service, and is this reflected in the design of the college's new student 

services facility and function of the one-stop service center? The literature indicates 

that colleges are changing in response to pressure to be more efficient and focused on 

customer service. I argued that this focus also serves to preserve the college through 

increased marketability, which in turn, leads to increased status. Emphasis was placed on 

efficiency and customer service in trainings at all three sites, per interviews and 

documents on training. One-stop centers were structured to utilize generalists to screen 

and triage service requests and provide general service for the majority of these requests. 

Generalists referred students for more complex service needs. This model is meant to 

streamline services for the sake of efficiency, which in turn improves customer service. 

Trainings also focused on customer service techniques. The sites enjoyed increased 

status as other colleges benchmarked the one-stop service centers. In addition, students 

provided feedback comparing the service at these community colleges with four-year 

institutions, stating that service at the community colleges was superior to service at the 

universities with the restructuring to a one-stop model. 

As efficiency and customer service are emphasized, programming in student 

services is streamlined to reflect these values. This can remove focus from values in 

student development such as the development of interpersonal skills and moral reasoning. 

However, colleges and universities have a growing responsibility to teach these values 
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and reach diverse populations with diverse needs. This requires a campus-wide 

commitment to student development and learning. (NASPA Joint Task Force on Student 

Learning, 1998) If institutions were to provide more support for student development, 

they could reach students through mentors or retention specialists who could act as 

enrollment generalists while providing an anchor for development. This kind of 

programming would require a balance between the values of efficiency and customer 

service, and the values of holistic student development. Generalists would have more of 

a relationship with students rather than serving them in a brief encounter. 

With an emphasis on efficiency and customer service, services at one-stop centers 

tend to be task and skill oriented rather than focused on student development. While one-

stop centers may help students complete services quickly and conveniently so that they 

can focus on development, there does not seem to be a strong connection between 

efficiency and development for the models studied. A question that should be asked is: 

what is this purpose of the one-stop center? Is it for efficiency in processing, or is it to 

help students develop? If the one-stop center is solely used to process students quickly 

then the models studied seem to be effective. These models seem to have improved 

efficiency and customer service, per staff reports and student evaluations. However, it is 

important to also consider the student development perspective. 

For community colleges, the need to connect students to student development is 

critical. On average, these open-enrollment institutions graduate less than 30% of their 

students. (Tinto, 2002) Because of their open-enrollment status, community colleges do 

not screen out students who may not be successful. They serve diverse populations of 
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students with heterogeneous needs. They try to be all things to all people in serving 

commuter students, non-traditional students, students with developmental needs, and 

other students with special needs. As a result, these colleges must change to meet student 

needs rather than screening students to fit the college environment. "Most of our 

universities are open enrollment. They admit virtually anyone who applies who has 

completed secondary school. For those institutions the only viable approach to 

increasing student retention, at least in the short term, is to establish conditions within the 

university that promote student retention." (Tinto, 2002) 

In the community colleges, or "Democracy's College", it is essential to help 

students connect and develop in order to be successful. Tinto's focus on learning 

communities is in classrooms, because that is where college personnel have the greatest 

access to these commuter students. He stresses that there are several conditions for 

student success. First, high expectations promote retention and development. Academic 

and social support through tutoring, counseling, mentoring, and student centers also 

increase retention and development. Third, involvement is a condition for student 

success. "The more students are academically and socially involved, the more likely they 

are to persist and graduate. A wide range of studies in a variety of settings and for a 

range of students have confirmed that the more frequently students engage with faculty, 

staff, and their peers, the more likely, other things being equal, that they will persist and 

graduate. Simply put, involvement matters." (Tinto, 2002) Lastly, the more students 

learn, the more likely they are to persist and develop. "Learning is developmental, a 

cumulative process involving the whole person, relating past and present, integrating the 
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new with the old, starting from but transcending personal concerns and interests. The 

developmental nature of learning implies both a holistic and temporal perspective on the 

learning process." (Joint Task Force on Student Learning, 1998) 

Learning communities are currently being established within classrooms at 

community colleges, but it is important to extend these communities into student 

services. This can be accomplished by connecting students with personnel who can 

mentor students and help them develop. Cross-training should teach all student services 

personnel helping skills for encouraging retention and development rather than just 

teaching staff members sets of skills for other department areas. To truly foster 

development and provide services in one location for students, it may be necessary to link 

students with a student services representative who can be a guide, mentor, and advocate. 

However, this kind of service is not congruent with express service. Development 

takes time, and to truly implement this kind of service will require an infusion of 

resources into student services departments. One could argue that this approach is not as 

cost-effective as providing efficient service using generalists in a one-stop center. While 

student development may be considered a "soft" service and developmental progress may 

not be as easily documented as tracking the numbers of students served, it pays through 

increased retention and graduation rates, as well as in the holistic development of 

students (interpersonal skills, moral reasoning, and other facets of development). 

One-stop centers may be more cost-effective short-term, but costs in retention and 

organizational change may make them less cost-effective in the long-run. High turnover 
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of staff, training costs, and the cultural costs to the work environment may outweigh the 

benefits of efficient, customer-centered service. 

Economies of scale are features of an organization that lead to falling long-run 

average cost as output increases. The main source for this is specialization. (Parkin, 

Microeconomics) Using generalists may actually cost more in the long-run as institutions 

grow and serve more students with more heterogeneous needs. This growth would 

require generalists to expand knowledge and skills so much that it would be difficult to 

maintain competency and accuracy in providing services. It is important to consider 

these factors in assessing the scope of services offered. Is service delivery more accurate 

using generalists in a one-stop model or using specialists? This is a consideration of 

economies of scope. An example is the decision to combine or separate teaching and 

research. Are these functions more effective in combination or by separating teachers 

from researchers? One-stop may be an effective service delivery system for some 

institutions, but may not be a good fit for larger institutions providing diverse services. 

(Parkin, Microeconomics) 

To ignore or omit the need for student development in student services and one-

stop centers is to miss an opportunity to build learning communities and change students' 

lives. If colleges do not invest in student development, but rather use one-stop centers 

solely as a way to process students efficiently, they minimize the importance of 

development. Higher education is different from business. Institutions of higher 

education do not offer a limited menu, and they want to change students, not just serve 

them. If institutions don't focus on development, student services will go down a path of 
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basic training on skills and delivery of student services. The "low-cost" strategy will be a 

cost-cutter to use a minimalist approach, hiring part-time staff to run one-stop service 

centers. This is similar to the trend in Higher Education to cut costs by using adjunct 

faculty. As noted in Rhoades' research in Managed Professionals, part-time faculty do 

not have the same rights and benefits as full-time faculty, and are more easily controlled 

by managers, "...part-time faculty are often used by managers precisely because such 

faculty are cheaper and because managers have more flexibility in hiring and releasing 

part- relative to full-time faculty." (Rhoades, 1998) Because part-time faculty and staff 

are not considered employees, managers may have more freedom regarding compliance 

with personnel issues. The use of part-time faculty and staff is a move towards 

deprofessionalization and may not provide the best expertise and stability for the learning 

and development of students. While hiring part-timers may be a more cost-effective 

solution than using full-time staff and faculty, institutions need to consider which strategy 

is best for students. 

Question Three: What was the process for obtaining employee input on design, 

and what was the process for implementation? Was the center implemented 

successfully or was implementation symbolic in an effort to appease leadership and 

resource providers? Reported input ranged from no input to being on implementation 

committees. The majority of employees reported a desire for more participation in the 

implementation process. No matter how smooth the transition to the one-stop model, the 

majority of staff at all three sites reported anxiety about change and wishing for more 

information. Many also reported stress over adjusting to multiple changes at once—a 
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new facility, new methods for completing tasks, new technology, new work relationships, 

and new departmental identities and culture. According to interview data, conflict 

occurred in the implementation of the one-stop centers when administrators, 

professionals, and support staff had conflicting values and ideas for design and function. 

Values between professionals and paraprofessionals differed greatly and conflict arose as 

these employees moved to an environment where they worked together. Expectations 

differed as to how much input and participation employees should have in 

implementation. Per my observations and the data from interviews, the implementation 

of the one-stop centers for Multi-Campus Community College and Metropolitan 

Community College are likely symbolic because both sites are still combating cultural 

issues among staff and resistance to the one-stop model. This lack of buy-in by many 

staff seems to impede the paradigm shift of the one-stop concept. While more services 

were provided in one place, some staff members settle back into a silo structure through 

referring without trying to provide service at the one-stop service center. Some staff 

members expressed a desire to return to the old model. According to the literature, this 

kind of behavior is a mimetic effort to show attempts at compliance with pressures to 

change. Birbaum calls this the virtual adoption of a fad. (Birnbaum, 2000). Buy-in at 

Suburban Community College seemed more complete and values were reinforced by 

peers and through compensation to generalists. The majority of staff reported liking the 

one-stop model, and considered cross-trained generalists to be an asset to the student 

services division. 
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Question Four: What is the staffing model? Were staff required to obtain additional 

training? Was compensation offered? Staff reactions to staffing models differed 

depending on whether a rotation was used and whether compensation was offered. 

Reactions at Multi-Campus Community College and Metropolitan Community College 

were largely negative because rotation models were used without compensation. 

Departments were merged and staff members were cross-trained to serve shifts as 

generalists. Resistance resulted from several sources: staff objected to added duties and 

increased training without compensation, and cultural conflict emerged as small 

departments were integrated into a larger work environment. Employees had to adjust to 

a new identity and culture. Employees faced deskilling as skills were downgraded in 

providing some general services and the work environment was more controlled. 

(Rhoades, 1998, Mintzberg, 1979) Reactions to the one-stop model were more positive 

at Suburban Community College because generalist positions were created. These 

generalists were compensated and cross-trained to be able to provide triage and general 

service for the division as well as assist departments that are short-staffed. Most staff 

interviewed reported that the generalists were an asset to the student services division. 

Question Five: How do administrators and staff react to the reorganization of 

student services and the implementation of a one-stop center? Do they invest in the 

change or resist it? How do work relationships change? The overall representation of 

the one-stop student services centers at each site was positive. However, resistance and 

cultural conflict were present at each site. As the student service departments 

restructured, administrators and staff faced environmental and cultural changes in 



164 

working with new groups of people and learning new methods for completing tasks. This 

resistance and cultural conflict was minor at Suburban Community College. Most of the 

staff interviewed indicated that the new model was positive and that they enjoyed 

working with staff from other departments in the new center. They said that the new 

model was an improvement for students and the use of generalists was helpful in serving 

students and easing the workload for departments. The only group who resisted was 

advising and counseling. One counselor explained that the reason for this resistance was 

a difference in service philosophy between people-oriented professionals (the counselors) 

and task-oriented paraprofessionals (the rest of the department). He felt that these groups 

had different values and this caused conflict. 

At Multi-Campus Community College and Metropolitan Community College, 

resistance and cultural conflict occurred as staff were cross-trained as generalists and 

merged from small departments into a larger division. While staff acknowledged that 

working with new people created greater appreciation for each staff member's role, 

seemingly minor issues caused discord. Staff argued over dress codes, how coffee was 

prepared, choices in radio stations, and which clock had the correct time. While these 

were issues faced at Suburban Community College initially as staff learned to work 

together, enough departmental identity was preserved to minimize conflict. At Multi-

Campus and Metropolitan, new identities had to be created. Metropolitan used social 

events to bond workers and established weekly staff meetings to provide training and 

opportunities for feedback. As a result, morale has improved. Multi-Campus still faces 
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many of these issues, particularly because of inequities in classification and 

compensation. 

Implications for Academic Literature 

This study explores organizational change. It describes how the one-stop concept, 

a trend borrowed from government and business, has been implemented in institutions of 

higher education. Implementation has resulted in benefits to students in providing more 

efficient and customer-centered service, but has not been without costs to the work 

environment. This study provides insight into cultural and interpersonal conflict when 

departments merge. Values and expectations differ between administrators and staff and 

professionals and paraprofessionals. When departments merge, staff members lose their 

identities and need time to grieve. This study on restructuring provides insight into this 

process and how employees must form new identities and cultural traditions as they learn 

to work in a new way. Implications for academic literature include the process for 

organizational change, contrasting employee values between professionals and 

paraprofessionals (Mintzberg's Professional Bureaucracy versus the Machine 

Bureaucracy), and cultural issues in divisions of student services in higher education. In 

addition, the advantages and disadvantages of McDonaldization have been reviewed. 

While students may benefit as customers to the mechanization of higher education, work 

environments become dehumanized, and there is less emphasis on student development. 

More research is necessary to find a balance between providing accessibility and 

convenience to students and helping students develop holistically in interpersonal skills, 

identity, moral reasoning, and other important character domains. 
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Recommendations: Implications for Practice 

Creating A One-stop Service Center 

For those administrators who plan to implement a one-stop service center, 

recommendations can be gleaned from this study of three colleges who restructured to the 

one-stop model. Shifting from a silo paradigm to a one-stop service center can be a 

daunting task. This model may not fit well in every institution. It requires extensive 

planning and commitment within an organization, from top administrators to support 

staff. Without commitment from all employees, implementation can be only symbolic. 

For true implementation, an infusion of resources is needed to provide adequate training 

and staffing that both provides quality service to students while incorporating the values 

of student development. 

To establish commitment to the change, input and participation in decision

making is essential. Staff need to be included in every aspect of the design in order to 

identify functions and reduce bottlenecking that can occur in providing service. Staff 

insight is crucial to create an efficient model and establish cooperative team building 

among staff. This is especially important when looking at cross-functional tasks. It is 

important to consider departmental territories and how changing boundaries will affect 

relationships. Will staff feel threatened by the move to efficiency and cross-training? 

Another important task is to list barriers to change such as financial, physical space, 

staffing, policy, and technology matters. Without cooperation from top-level leaders and 

the staff who must live with the changes, these barriers may prove a permanent roadblock 

to implementing change. 
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Once barriers have been removed, tasks can be shifted to the one-stop center. 

This process requires a reconfiguration of job descriptions and can mean extensive 

training on completing new transactions and using new databases, if new technology is 

implemented. Again, it is essential to temper such drastic change by reassuring staff and 

fostering an atmosphere of teamwork. It is important not to implement too many major 

changes at once-—multiple changes can be overwhelming to staff. The move to a one-

stop center is a major paradigm shift and this kind of change takes time and resources. 

Because reconfiguration affects employee jobs, resistance is likely to occur. 

Communication is critical to encourage staff to disclose the reasons for resistance, 

and to relieve fears about change. Staff may be reluctant to release control of functions 

they consider their responsibility, or they may be concerned about an increased workload. 

Staff may have concerns about compensation and job security. Rewards and increased 

equity in pay can increase buy-in and underscore the value placed on the change. Staff 

may also have concerns that some functions are not appropriate for a one-stop center. 

For example, functions in which a confidential environment is needed (counseling) may 

not be a good fit in the one-stop model. Concerns may also revolve around the work 

environment and cultural atmosphere. It is possible that staff feel comfortable with the 

concept being promoted in the change, but are concerned with how it will affect the day-

to-day atmosphere. As change is implemented, staff may be moved to a new work area 

or interact with new co-workers. These cultural issues can undermine organizational 

change. 
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To ease anxiety and tension, staff members need to have the opportunity to 

provide input and need to see that their ideas are taken seriously and are used in 

implementation. Trust is essential, yet difficult to establish. To establish rapport, staff 

must be allowed input, and see follow-through. Then, there must be an evaluation of the 

implementation with opportunities for more input. Without these elements, trust cannot 

exist, and staff may not accept change. 

Continual evaluations of one-stop functions and dialogue with staff are necessary to 

assure that the one-stop service center is functioning as planned. Transactions and 

staffing models may need to be revised to fit changing needs or to handle peak periods. 

Evaluation and dialogue also cultivate a spirit of teamwork and reduce resistance. 

Student feedback is also essential if there is a goal of improved customer service. 

Student feedback is vital to guarantee that the one-stop service center is meeting student 

needs. 

Opportunities for Input 

Rapport Follow-Through 

Evaluation of Change 
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Evaluations need to go beyond student and staff satisfaction. Several questions 

need to be asked. Did service improve? Did students develop? Does the consumer 

model work for the good of the students? Accountability is more than customer 

satisfaction, retention rates, and graduation rates. It is more than the numbers of students 

served. To truly evaluate the one-stop model, we need to evaluate how it is working, if it 

facilitates student development, and how it affects staff. The efficiency and effectiveness 

of a one-stop center must be judged in terms of quality. We can't just look at cost-

effectiveness or customer service. We have to look at the quality of the services offered. 

According to Komives, Woodard, and associates, evaluation involves several elements. 

First, it is important to identify factors or events that were not in the original plan and 

determine whether they impeded or enhanced the organizational change. A fiscal 

evaluation should be completed to determine how well actual expenses matched 

anticipated costs. Paired with this should be a cultural evaluation in analyzing the 

reactions of those involved in the change and the ecological impact. An evaluation of the 

organizational change should examine whether the change came at the expense of some 

element in the college or work environment, like physical space or interpersonal 

relationships. Did the implementation of the organizational change build positive 

relationships among all segments of the campus community, or was the impact negative? 

Evaluation data should then be used to make needed modifications. (Komives, et al., 

1996) 
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Conclusion 

By drawing on institutional theory and research on professionals, it appears that 

the implementation of one-stop centers in student services is the result of coercive, 

mimetic, and normative isomorphism stemming from internal and external pressures for 

change. The pressures for change result from government, taxpayers, and students to 

increase efficiency and to increase customer service, legitimacy, and status. These trends 

will continue as organizations in higher education copy innovations from government and 

business. 

While institutions of higher education are under pressure from external and 

internal forces to become more business like and to adopt practices to become more 

efficient, institutional leaders should not implement the latest fad blindly. They should 

consider quantifiable information as well as the institution's context and culture before 

implementing change. They should ask questions to clarify the purpose and affect of the 

change, and to ensure that the cost of implementing the change is realistic and 

worthwhile. They should anticipate resistance and manage it by gathering feedback from 

staff, considering key issues that would disrupt the flow of service or lower morale. 

Above all, leaders should continually evaluate the institution and the implemented change 

to ensure that there is a good fit with institutional context and culture. As student needs 

change, institutions will be compelled to adapt, refining processes to provide faster, more 

convenient service. In doing so, they may gain a distinctive edge on competitors by 

winning customer loyalty, but need to count costs of implementing change with regard to 

work environment, relationships, and culture. 
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Appendix 

Interview Questions for Front Line Staff 

You are being interviewed because your institution recently restructured its student 
services department. The purpose of this interview is to gather information on how 
the change was implemented and how staff feel about the change. 

• How long have you worked for this department? This institution? 
• What is your current position? Has your classification changed since the student 

service center was implemented? How do you feel about this change in 
classification? 

• Describe the current staffing organization and functions of your student service 
center. How does your position fit into this organization? What was the staffing 
organization before the center was implemented? How did you fit into this 
organization? 

• Before the change in structure, what was a typical day like? Why was the change 
made? 

• What input did you have in creating the center? Did you feel your voice was 
heard? If so, at what levels or by whom? 

• What was the process for implementation? 
• It is the new structure better or worse for you, and why? What was the first week 

like? How did the structure work? What was the office like? What is a typical 
day like now? 

• Did you have to learn new skills to work in the new structure? If so, what training 
was offered? How was this training similar or different to previous educational or 
on the job training you have had? What incentives or compensation were 
provided? 

• How do you feel about the move to a different structure? Is this better or worse 
for you, and why? Is this better or worse for students, and why? 

• Are the number of students served tracked? Is this number greater or smaller than 
before the change? How do students give feedback and what do they say? 

• What were the most negative or most stressful things about making this change? 
How did you deal with these issues? 

• What were the most positive or stress reducing things about making this change? 
How has this benefited you? 

• How have your relationships with co-workers changed since the implementation 
of the new structure? 

• If you had the time, money and power, what would you change about the 
experience of making this large organizational staffing change or the center? 
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Interview Questions for Deans and Supervisors 

You are being interviewed because your institution recently restructured its student 
services department. The purpose of this interview is to gather information on how 
the change was implemented and how staff feel about the change. 

• How long have you worked for this department? This institution? What is your 
current position? 

• Describe the current staffing organization and functions of your student service 
center. How does your position fit into this organization? 

• Why did you change to a new structure? Where did this idea come from? What 
is the ideal service model and provider? What is the mission statement and 
philosophy of your center and how does it fit your college's mission statement 
and philosophy? 

• What was the staffing organization before the center was implemented? How did 
you fit into this organization? What was a typical day like? 

• What input did you have in creating a new service center? Did you feel your 
voice was heard? If so, at what levels or by whom? 

• What vehicles for communication did you use to discuss the change with the staff, 
public, and students? What was the process for implementation? 

• Did front line staff have to learn new skills to work in the one-stop service center? 
If so, what training was offered? How often do trainings occur? What incentives 
or compensation were provided to staff in making this change? (If time permits: 
Describe your resource provisions for the center; human resources (staffing, job 
descriptions, organizational chart, pay levels), budget, and technology needs and 
resources. Please give me a copy of documents that illustrate this.) 

• How do you feel about the move to different job functions? Is this better or worse 
for staff, and why? Is this better or worse for students, and why? What is a 
typical day like? 

• How do you obtain feedback from the public and students? How often is this 
done? Please give me a copy of the instrument used for customer feedback, and a 
summary of the feedback received. 

• What were the most negative or most stressful things about making this change? 
How did you deal with these issues? 

• What were the most positive or stress reducing things about making this change? 
How has this benefited you? 

• How have your relationships with staff changed since the implementation of the 
center? 

• If you had the time, money and power, what would you change about the 
experience of making this large organizational staffing change or the center? 
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