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ABSTRACT 

The issue of guns and gun control is very complex especially since the passage of 

Campus Carry Law in the state of Texas.  The purpose of this qualitative case study is to explore 

how decision-making administrators at four nonresidential community colleges in South Texas 

implemented Campus Carry Law.  This study further seeks to examine how 10 decision making 

college administrators at four nonresidential community colleges in South Texas found a balance 

between following the state law, respecting individual rights, and at the same time maintaining a 

safe and secure campus community. Using qualitative research methods, the collections of data 

was conducted through an in-depth, unstructured interview. Analysis of the data presented three 

super ordinate themes supported by eight subthemes.   

The study, ultimately, concluded that participants found balance and made meaning of 

the law by being self-aware of the influential and conflicting inner perspectives.  The study also 

found that one’s positionality can bias one’s epistemology and to remain neutral one must remain 

open minded. The study also found that participant’s rationale to remain neutral helped make 

sense of the implications of the law and not have their personal feelings influence their decisions. 

Lastly, the study found that participant’s knowledge, experiences, beliefs, and values as 

professionals constructed meaning to the challenges faced by the ambiguity of the law.  While 

the findings of the study added to the literature on Campus Carry, Sensemaking, and Framing 

further qualitative studies are warranted.  To gain an insight into the multifaceted perspectives of 

Campus Carry, sensemaking, and framing theory, the following recommendations for future 

studies include qualitative methods to inquire and uncover the perspectives of students, faculty, 

and staff regarding campus carry law; qualitative methods to inquire how institutional leaders 

make sense of reform demands and adapt them to their institutional environments, and 
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qualitative research which will look at the mobilization of people into action through frame 

analysis. 
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CHAPTER I 

 Introduction 

Background and Setting 

In America, guns have been a part of the country’s society since its birth.  Throughout 

history, the citizens of the United States have used firearms to protect the nation, protect their 

families, hunt for food, and engage in sporting activities.  The issue of guns and gun control is 

very complex.  Weighing the rights and liberties of the individual against the welfare and safety 

of the public has always been a precarious balancing act.  In the United States, gun control is one 

of these tumultuous issues that has both sides firmly entrenched in their positions, especially in 

higher education.  

After three years, Guns on Campus continues to be one of the top-10 higher education 

state policy issues (American Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU), 2015, 

2017; Harnish & Lebioda, 2016).  Over the last several years, bills were introduced in nearly 40 

states across the country to change state gun laws, allowing anyone with a concealed weapon 

permit to carry loaded, concealed guns on college campuses; some of these states require permits 

or licenses, while others restrict the times or places when open carry is allowed (Bouffard, 

Nobles, & Wells, 2012).  According to the AASCU (2017), lawmakers will continue to debate 

Campus Carry bills that would subject institutions of higher education to grant CHL permittees 

to carry their weapons on campus.  The lawful possession of guns on campus is a recent 

phenomenon, which state decisions suggests that colleges and universities may soon have to 

decide whether, and under what conditions, firearms will be permitted (Birnbaum, 2013).    

Before 2003, almost all U.S. Colleges had banned concealed weapons.  According to the 

Armed Campuses website (2017), there are 10 states that mandate Campus Carry as matter of 
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state law, 10 states where guns on campus are prohibited by law, 20 states that place the decision 

to allow or ban Campus Carry in the hands of each individual college or university, and 10 states 

in which concealed guns are allowed only in locked cars in parking lots (See Figure 1).  

Figure 1: Guns on Campus Map (Armed Campuses, 2017) 

 

In 2015, Texas allowed concealed carry weapons on college campuses, and in 2016, Ohio 

and Tennessee followed suit by unleashing their Campus Carry policies (AASCU, 2017).  In 

2016, 14 other states attempted to pass legislation related to guns on campus, but failed 

(AASCU, 2017). However, as the history reflects thus far, pro-gun organizations will continue to 

overturn campus gun laws by convincing legislation to pass state laws, as they have in Arkansas, 

Florida, and Georgia (American Association of State Colleges and Universities, 2017).   

Nationally, the discourse around whether to allow concealed weapons in colleges and 

universities remains fiercely divisive (Ordway, 2016).  At institutions of higher education, 

concealed weapons policy elicits similar polarizing debates.  According to Harnisch (2008), 

“most college administrators, law enforcement personnel, students, staff, faculty, gun control 

advocates, and college and editorial boards” have expressed serious reservations and mixed 
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emotions about allowing concealed weapons on campus (p. 5).  A recent study conducted by 

Price, Thompson, Khubchandani, Drake, Payton, and Teeple (2014),  revealed that 95% of 

college and university presidents surveyed were against concealed weapons on campus, and 92 

percent of faculty and students reported they would feel unsafe if CHL permittees were allowed 

to carry concealed handguns on campus.    

The college leader’s role is to translate reform demands into institutional practices, but 

the intersection of internal institutional goals and external demands questions common practices 

and challenges the status quo.  According to Saltrick (2010), the challenges faced by educational 

leaders require them to make sense of their leadership role in response to the dynamic 

interactions between internal goals and needs, and external reform demands.  As critical change 

agents, educational leaders must interpret reform demands and implement them into institutional 

practices through a process of sensemaking (Ganon-Shilon & Schechter, 2016).  Furthermore, 

college leaders are tasked to make sense of the Campus Carry policy by finding a balance 

between allowing individuals to exercise their rights, adhering to state policies and institutional 

goals, and at the same time maintaining a safe and secure campus community.   

Statement of the Problem 

 In 2015, the Texas legislature passed two bills related to handgun possession:  House 

Bill No. 910 (HB 910) legalizes open carry of handguns in Texas, and Senate Bill No. 11 (SB 

11) allows handgun license holders in some circumstances to carry loaded concealed handguns 

on college campuses in Texas (see Appendix A for full text of SB 11).  For universities, the 

changes enacted by Senate Bill 11 (Campus Carry) went into effect August 1, 2016, and for 

community colleges, on year later on August 1, 2017. The changes enacted by House Bill 910 
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(Open Carry) became effective on January 1, 2016 (See figure 2), yet this law does not permit 

open carry on a university campus. Changes enacted by Senate Bill 273 (Wrongful Exclusion of 

Concealed Handgun License Holder) became effective September 1, 2015, and permit the state 

to fine Colleges and Universities if it attempts, by utilizing a Penal Code 30.06 notice, to prohibit 

a concealed handgun license holder from carrying a concealed handgun in a place not prohibited 

by sections 46.03 or 46.035 of the Penal Code (Texas Legislature Online Website, n.d). In other 

words, unless existing state law prohibits carrying a concealed handgun in a location, a state 

agency cannot bar carrying a concealed handgun at the location. The fine can be $1,500 per day 

for the first offense, and can be as high as $10,500 per day for a second or subsequent offense 

(Texas Legislature Online Website, n.d). 

Figure 2: Open Carry vs. Campus Carry (Michel, 2016). 

Open Carry Campus Carry 

● Allows licensed gun owners to openly carry 

weapons in public. 

● Prohibits on most college campuses, K-12 schools, 

and alcohol stores 

● Can be prohibits in establishments with proper 

signage. 

● Took effect on January 1, 2016 

● Allows licensed holders to carry concealed 

handguns on public college campuses. 

● Prohibits in established gun free zones like 

laboratories, health facilities, child care centers, 

and counseling office. 

● Took effect on August 1, 2016 for Texas Public 

Universities 

● Took effect on August 1, 2017 for Texas Public 

Community Colleges. 

 

 

 Since 1995, Concealed Handgun License (CHL) holders in Texas have been able to 

carry a concealed handgun on a university campus in a public or private driveway, street, 
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sidewalk or walkway, parking lot, parking garage, or other parking area. Campus Carry Law 

permits a handgun license holder the right to carry a concealed handgun anywhere on campus, 

including in buildings, except where already prohibited by state or federal law, or by the new 

university rules associated with changes in the law. Handguns are now allowed on all college and 

university campuses statewide for licensed carriers, but the pistols must be worn under clothing, 

or placed in a purse or pack that a person is carrying. Openly showing a gun, including in a 

holster that is substantially visible, anywhere on campus, is still illegal (Texas Legislature Online 

Website, n.d). 

A paramount challenge in public policy for higher education is to make certain that 

colleges and universities serve the social interest while providing institutions with proportionate 

autonomy to regulate their operations (Berdahl & McConnell, 2011).  “States have constitutional 

authority over higher education, and state lawmakers, working in concert with campus governing 

bodies, have jurisdiction over higher education policies” (AASCU, 2017, p. 1).  Institutions are 

constantly faced with the challenge of trying to mediate the tensions between state policies and 

regulations, institutional policies, and individual rights.  This ongoing challenge is now more 

pronounced in Texas since the passage of Campus Carry Law. 

The federal government seems to have given the states autonomy over the Campus Carry 

issue, and some states, in turn, have granted individual institutions of higher education to make 

the final decisions about their campuses, for the exception of the State of Texas (Dahl, Bonham, 

Reddington, 2016). The continuous discourse for jurisdiction between lobbyist, policy makers, 

and college decision makers plays out in each state’s legislature (Dahl, Bonham, Reddington, 

2016).  Consequently, the forefront of this controversial debate is not only issues surrounding 

Campus Carry, but also the autonomy of higher education institutions (Birnbaum, 2013; Dahl, 
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Bonham, Reddington, 2016, Gilroy, 2013).   

The growing number of state laws allowing concealed weapons on college campuses 

creates a polarizing effect for campus leaders who are tasked with implementing the change in 

policy.  Studies indicate that educational stakeholders do not agree that guns should be allowed 

on college campuses: 95% of college and university presidents are against concealed weapons on 

campus, and 92% reported most faculty and students would feel unsafe if CHL permittees were 

allowed to carry concealed handguns on campus (Farkas, 2014; Price et al., 2014).  Also, courts 

have established that insitutions of higher education have a burden to take acceptable measures 

to preserve an unthreatened environment for their students, faculty, and staff, but have made it 

very difficult when laws have been passed to allow concealed handguns on campus.  Institutional 

leaders must understand and make sense of the laws overseeing weapons on campus, while 

preserving the responsibility campuses hold in implementing their own regulations.  During 

implementation, institutional leaders engage with policy messages from numerous sources (e.g., 

state administrators, board of regents, faculty, students, and community leaders).  Institutional 

leader’s role is to make sense of policy ideas and enact the policy.   

The problem as it relates to the implementation of Campus carry policy in Texas is: how 

do campus decision makers find a balance between allowing individuals to exercise their rights, 

adhere to state policies and institutional goals, and at the same time maintain a safe and secure 

campus community?  How do campus decision makers make sense of a policy that is not 

supported by the campus community and implement the Campus Carry policy into institutional 

policy?  The problem suggests a need to investigate how campus decision makers will implement 

Campus Carry Law in Texas.  
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Conceptual Framework 

 Goffman’s (1974) Theory of Frame Analysis and Weick’s (1996) Sensemaking Theory 

serve as the study’s conceptual framework.  The researcher is particularly interested in the 

process of framing and sensemaking, which will be uncovered during the implementation of the 

Campus Carry policy.  The exploration of this study will draw upon the social movement 

theorist’s theoretical work on frame analysis to examine the social processes of problem framing 

that occur as decision-making administrators implement Campus Carry policy, and upon the 

theory of sensemaking, which will provide some evidence to the decision-making phenomena 

that shapes the implementation of Campus Carry. 

Figure 3: Theory of Frame Analysis 

Frame Analysis 

 For many years, researchers and sociologists have drawn from the seminal work of 

Goffman (1974) to study the mobilization of people into action through frame analysis (Benford 

& Snow, 2000; Coburn, 2006; Fiss & Zajak, 2005 Woulfin, 2015).  Frame analysis deals with 

the notion that people use expectations to make sense of everyday life.  According to Benford 

and Snow (2000), a frame contains broad ideas that can define a problem or propose a solution to 

an organizational issue (Refer above to Figure 3).  Frames can also be used as a function to 

divert attention away from certain ideas (Fiss & Zajak, 2005; Woulfin, 2015).  For example, a 
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campus leader could construct a frame advancing the idea that the overarching goal for Campus 

Carry policy is safety.  Furthermore, frames can be either diagnostic or prognostic.  According to 

Benford and Snow (2000) and Coburn (2006), framing theory specifies that diagnostic frames 

define problems, whereas prognostic frames propose solutions to organizational issues.  During 

the implementation phase, diagnostic frames can provide the rationale for the current policy, 

while prognostic frames can provide ideas about how decision-making administrators should or 

must respond to that policy.  Thus, using the theory of framing analysis can be an effective 

mobilization tool to motivate and instigate people to change (Coburn, 2006; Woulfin 2015).   

Figure 4: Sensemaking Theory  

Sensemaking Theory 

According to Weick (1995), sensemaking is described as a cognitive process which aims 

to create a comprehensive picture of the ambiguous event through three interrelated processes: 

creation, interpretation, and enactment.  First, during the creation process, individuals explore the 

wider system by collecting different data sources to create a mental map of the unfamiliar 

situation.  According to Ganon-Shilon and Schechter (2016), “sensemaking utilizes mapping as a 

useful tool for people threatened by confusion” (p. 684).  Mapping allows people to discuss and 



 

9 

 

contribute ideas in order to achieve a better understanding of the situation, which will contribute 

to more effective actions.  Also, during this stage, the use of bracketing is suggested, which is a 

method where individuals notice and extract cues from their experiences (Ganon-Shilon & 

Schechter, 2016).  During the second stage, the individual looks at all the perspectives/data 

during the mapping stage and starts making sense of the ambiguous event.  In the final stage, the 

enactment process, the individual's knowledge is then translated into actions.  According to 

Ganon-Shilon and Schechter (2016), at this last stage, people incorporate new information and 

take action based on the interpretation that was created (Refer above to Figure 4). 

According to Maitlis and Christianson (2014), sensemaking is a continuous process that 

people utilize to understand issues or events that are ambiguous. It is also referred to as an active 

process of constructing meaning to a present situation, influenced by knowledge, experiences, 

beliefs, and values that are embedded in the social context within which people work; in this 

case, the college setting (Maitlis & Christianson, 2014).  According to Ganon-Shilon and 

Schechter (2016), “when individuals encounter moments of uncertainty, they frame their 

environment through an interpretive mental model in order to make sense of what has occurred” 

(p. 684).   

 Even though frame analysis uses different approaches in dealing with problems than 

sensemaking theory, the researcher believes that combining both theories would provide a great 

framework in understanding policy implementation.  Frame analysis will be used to examine the 

social processes of problem framing, and theory of sensemaking will provide insight and 

evidence on how local interpretation shapes the direction of policy implementation of Campus 

Carry.   
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this qualitative case study is to explore how decision-making 

administrators at four nonresidential community colleges in South Texas implemented Campus 

Carry Law.  This study may provide insight to other decision-making campus administrators, 

potentially for the development and implementation of future Campus Carry bills passed in other 

states with similar contextual setting.  In keeping with the character of qualitative research, the 

researcher plans to use an emergent design that allows for the nature of the questions to evolve 

and shift in accordance with emergent themes and patterns, but guided by the overarching 

research questions.   

Decision-making campus administrators are particularly good participants for such a 

study because Texas Law gives them the legal right and task to develop and revise college 

policies and make requests for concealed weapons-free zones (Texas Legislature Online 

Website, n.d.).  This study is designed to explore how decision-making administrators at four 

nonresidential community colleges in South Texas implemented Campus Carry Law.  The study 

further seeks to understand how the experience of decision-making college administrators in 

policy adoption may influence and inform practices concerning concealed carry of firearms on 

institutional campuses.  

Research Questions 

According to Erlandson, Harris, Skipper, and Allen (1993), developing the research 

problem and formulating research questions require much preparation by the researcher, which 

will lead to vital data results.  The qualitative research must be guided by apparent, focused, and 

well-crafted research questions (Jones, Torres, & Arminio, 2014).  To better understand these 

perspectives, the overarching research question for this study is as follows: 
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1. How do the decision-making administrators at four Non-residential South Texas 

Community Colleges find a balance between following the state law, respecting 

individual rights, and at the same time maintaining a safe and secure campus 

community? 

Secondary research questions include:   

2. How does Campus Carry Law shape institutional policies at the four non-

residential South Texas Community Colleges?  

3. How do decision-making administrators’ perspectives influence how they make 

meaning of Campus Carry Law?  

The first research question helps address the concerns administrators have regarding guns on 

campus and the challenges in trying find a balance to maintain a safe and secure campus 

community.  The second question was asked because it provides insight on how institutional 

autonomy has been stripped from the colleges’ ability to regulate guns on campus.  It also 

provides insight into how administrators view the government’s decisions.  The third question 

will provide a better understanding of and insight into what the decision-making administrators 

believe and think about Campus Carry Law.   

Glossary of Terms 

● Decision-making administrators: Individuals who manage an organization such as a 

college, department, and/or division within a university or college setting.  May include 

presidents’ provost, vice presidents, and deans (United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, 

2015).   

● Campus Carry Law: The most common name use for Texas Senate Bill 11, which allows 

license holders to carry concealed handguns on college campuses (Bartula & Bowen, 
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2015).   

● Concealed Handgun License (CHL): The person is licensed to carry a concealed handgun 

under Texas Government Code 411.172 (Texas Department of Public Safety, 2016).   

● Concealed Handgun: In Texas, it is refered to the practice of carrying a handgun or other 

weapon in a concealed manner, either one’s person or in one’s proximity (Texas 

Department of Public Safety, 2016).   

● Senate Bill No. 11 (SB 11): Allows handgun license holders in some circumstances to 

carry a concealed handgun on college campuses in Texas (Texas Legislature Online, 

n.d.). 

Delimitations, Limitations, and Assumptions 

According to Roberts (2010), delimitations explain the extremities of any study and 

indicate how the scope of the research is constricted.  This study will involve four non-residential 

Community Colleges in South Texas with at least 10 personal interviews.  The researcher chose 

to conduct the study using community college participants because the average age of 

community college students is over 21, the age required for someone to obtain a concealed 

handgun license in Texas.  Additionally, the researcher chose to examine non-residential 

community colleges in South Texas because their student population and demographics are 

similar.  Furthermore, the targeted participants are decision-making community college 

administrators currently impacted by Campus Carry Gun policies and tasked with the 

implementation of the Campus Carry Law, who are developing and revising their respective 

college’s policies and procedures.   

Every study, no matter how well conducted and constructed, has limitations.  The 

limitations presented in this study may include the researcher’s biases and participants’ views, as 
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well as ethical issues and concerns.  Also, within this law, campuses do have some say as to 

where a concealed handgun can be carried, which can create bias.  When conducting interviews 

to gather data, the researcher needs to be aware that participants have different levels of 

cognitive expressiveness and articulation (Creswell, 2009).  In order to capture accurate data, the 

researcher will need to address these concerns during the interviews by asking follow-up 

questions and checking for understanding.  Furthermore, the data collection and results are 

potentially influenced by the researcher’s personal biases and idiosyncrasies, especially since the 

researcher is affected by the Campus Carry Law as a current student and community college 

administrator.   

Significance of the Study 

 This study, seeks to examine decision-making college administrators and their role as 

each adapted and implemented the Campus Carry Law, is of significance for multiple reasons.  

First, the topic itself addresses a timely issue in postsecondary education policy and research.  

The research topic of this study is timely because due to the recent passing of Campus Carry 

Law in the state of Texas.  Second, this study also sought to understand how the experience of 

decision-making college administrators in policy adoption may influence and inform practices 

concerning concealed carry of firearms on institutional campuses.  Lastly, research on problem 

framing thus far on largely focuses at the level of policy-making, paying little, if any, attention to 

how decision-making campus administrators frame, or make sense of, problems during policy 

implementation; this study provides insight into their experience.   

Positionality Statement 

According to Mertens (2010), constructivist researchers embrace their own views and 

perspectives when conducting research on a particular topic because they understand that they 
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will contribute to the product of the research.  In this section, I will discuss how I became 

interested in the topic, and how my journey to understand Campus Carry Law as an educational 

administrator evolved.  This section is an expression of my passion to conduct research on the 

controversial topic of concealed carry firearms on college campuses, and the meaning I’ve 

attached to it.   

I first became interested in Campus Carry policy in September 2016, when I was enrolled 

in Policy and Decision Making of Education course. I was learning about policy formation and 

implementation, and how it can have both positive and/or negative outcomes.  I strongly believe 

it is imperative that those in positions of leadership in in all government levels have the 

comprehension and aptitude to develop policy and practices leading to institutional 

improvement.  Policy development and analysis is critical as institutional leaders address 

difficult educational problems.  Furthermore, it is our duty as educational leaders to be 

knowledgeable and involved in the policy formulation and adoption process to be able to make 

an impact on the future of our education.  

I have always been involved in national, state, and local associations, which provide me 

with information regarding policies that impact higher education.  I had been following SB 11, 

Campus Carry Bill, for a couple of years and was aware that the bill was going to pass in 2015.  

What made a huge difference this time around was that my leadership position as the Assistant 

Dean of Students would play a role in the development, revisions, and implementation of the 

Campus Carry policy on our campus.  I started following Texas Public Universities as they 

worked on their policy and interpretation of the law in 2015-2016, reading and listening to 

different perspectives revealed by administrators who were responsible for implementing the 

policy on their campus. This got me thinking about the process.  Based on the conversations I 
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was having with my colleagues on campus and around the state, it was obvious that not everyone 

supported Texas Legislation passing a bill that would allow guns on campus.  I found myself 

thinking about how decision-making administrators would implement this controversial state 

policy when the majority of the campus community did not support the policy.  At that juncture, 

I became interested in policy implementation, and how federal, state, and local laws affect higher 

education, and how administrators adapt the resulting changes.  I was particularly interested in 

how community colleges in Texas were being affected by the Campus Carry Law, and how the 

law shaped their decisions on institutional policy. I wanted to further explore the phenomena of 

state laws shaping institutional policies, and I was interested in how administrators find a balance 

between personal beliefs and administrative duties. I feel this study gave me the insight I sought 

and prepared me for future leadership positions.  

Chapter Summary 

Chapter I provides a brief introduction to the controversial issue of guns on college 

campuses.  The issue is very complex, especially in the passage of Campus Carry Law in the 

state of Texas.  The purpose of this qualitative case study is to elicit and analyze how decision-

making administrators at four non-residential community colleges in South Texas implemented 

the Campus Carry Law, and how they found a balance between following the state law and 

maintaining a safe and secure campus community.   Furthermore, this research offers insight into 

the phenomena concerning the passage of Campus Carry Law in Texas, and the effect it had on 

decision-making administrators at four non-residential Community Colleges in South Texas. 
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CHAPTER II 

 Review of the Literature 

Introduction 

The issue of guns on college campuses ignites a firestorm of controversy in the United 

States which in short, can be described as a cultural and moral battle between those who believe 

that weapons interfere with the academic and developmental mission of the university, and gun 

proponents who assert that carrying guns any time, and at any place, is a God-given right 

necessary for self-protection and preservation of the American way of life.  Scholars have 

studied the issue of guns on campus through different perspectives: that of the law and policy, 

the institution, the individual, and that of the collective (Arrigo and Achelson, 2016; Bennett, 

Kraft, & Grubb, 2012; Bouffard et al., 2016; Cavanaugh, Bouffard, Wells, & Nobles, 2012; 

Dahl, Bonham, & Reddington, 2016; Thompson, Price, Drake, & Teeple, 2012; Dahl, Bonham, 

& Reddington, 2016; Miller, 2011;Thompson, Price, Drake, Teeple, Bassler, Khubchandani, & 

Stratton, 2013; Wasserman, 2011).  Like in Texas, college leaders in many other states were 

tasked to look beyond those differences in perspective in order to make sense of the Campus 

Carry policy. Regardless of the controversy, they had to find a balance between allowing 

individuals to exercise their rights and adhering to state policies and institutional goals, while at 

the same time, maintaining a safe and secure campus community.   

According to Carter and Turner (2017), when implementing a policy there are three 

critical steps 1.) Establish the policy development structure; 2.) Understand the environment and 

context of policy implementation; and 3.) Conduct analysis of the state legislation and other 

institutional concealed carry policies.  There is relevant literature in this chapter related to the 

concealed carry of firearms on higher education campuses and the decision-making factors.  The 
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literature review is organized into four components. The first component introduces the reader to 

the history of Campus Carry in the United States from the passage of Campus Carry Law to the 

court cases which overturned higher education institutions firearm policies.  The first component 

is an explanation of the conceptual framework utilized in this study to better understand how 

decision makers implement change.  The second component discusses state and federal 

constitutional issues and current Texas Legislature and Statutes.  The third component examines 

this issue through different perspectives and multi-frames, which include the law and policy 

perspective, institutional perspective, student perspective, and national group perspectives.  

Lastly, the fourth component provides an overview of governance and the decision-making 

process in community colleges.  In sum, this literature review will be very beneficial to fully 

understanding Campus Carry Law and the different perspectives that helped decision-making 

administrators make sense in implementing the Campus Carry policy that resulted. 

Conceptual Framework 

 The conceptual framework utilized for this study is taken from the body of literature 

drawn upon the work of social movement theory on frame analysis and sensemaking theory 

(Goffman, 1974, Weick, 1996).  Goffman’s (1974) Theory of Frame Analysis and Weick’s 

(1996) Sensemaking Theory serve as the study’s conceptual framework.  The researcher is 

particularly interested in the process of framing and sensemaking, which will be uncovered 

during the implementation of the Campus Carry policy.  The exploration of this study will draw 

upon the social movement theorist’s theoretical work on frame analysis to examine the social 

processes of problem framing that occur as decision-making administrators implement Campus 

Carry policy, and upon the theory of sensemaking, which will provide some evidence to the 

decision-making phenomena that shapes the implementation of Campus Carry. 
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According to Bolman and Deal (2013) and Carry and Hecht (2015), multi-frame thinking 

is very effective approach because it requires decision makers to move beyond common decision 

making approaches, and generates multiple perspectives to apply to the decision.  Due to the fact 

that guns on campus is a controversial, complicated, and emotional subject, it is best that 

decision makers draw upon multi-frame thinking to be effective in implementing the policy.  

Frame Analysis 

 As mentioned in Chapter I, researchers and sociologists have drawn from the seminal 

work of Goffman (1974) to study the mobilization of people into action through frame analysis 

(Benford & Snow, 2000; Coburn, 2006; Fiss & Zajak, 2005 Woulfin, 2015).  Frame analysis 

deals with the notion that people use expectations to make sense of everyday life.  According to 

Benford and Snow (2000), a frame contains broad ideas that can define a problem or propose a 

solution to an organizational issue.  Frames can also be used as a function to divert attention 

away from certain ideas (Fiss & Zajak, 2005; Woulfin, 2015).  For example, a campus leader 

could construct a frame advancing the idea that the overarching goal for Campus Carry policy is 

safety.  Furthermore, frames can be either diagnostic or prognostic.  According to Benford and 

Snow (2000) and Coburn (2006), framing theory specifies that diagnostic frames define 

problems, whereas prognostic frames propose solutions to organizational issues.  During the 

implementation phase, diagnostic frames can provide the rationale for the current policy, while 

prognostic frames can provide ideas about how decision-making administrators should or must 

respond to that policy.  Thus, using the theory of framing analysis can be an effective 

mobilization tool to motivate and instigate people to change (Coburn, 2006; Woulfin 2015).   

Sensemaking Theory 

According to Weick (1995), sensemaking is described as a cognitive process which aims 
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to create a comprehensive picture of the ambiguous event through three interrelated processes: 

creation, interpretation, and enactment.  First, during the creation process, individuals explore the 

wider system by collecting different data sources to create a mental map of the unfamiliar 

situation.  According to Ganon-Shilon and Schechter (2016), “sensemaking utilizes mapping as a 

useful tool for people threatened by confusion” (p. 684).  Mapping allows people to discuss and 

contribute ideas in order to achieve a better understanding of the situation, which will contribute 

to more effective actions.  Also, during this stage, the use of bracketing is suggested, which is a 

method where individuals notice and extract cues from their experiences (Ganon-Shilon & 

Schechter, 2016).  During the second stage, the individual looks at all the perspectives/data 

during the mapping stage and starts making sense of the ambiguous event.  In the final stage, the 

enactment process, the individual's knowledge is then translated into actions.  According to 

Ganon-Shilon and Schechter (2016), at this last stage, people incorporate new information and 

take action based on the interpretation that was created.  

According to Maitlis and Christianson (2014), sensemaking is a continuous process that 

people utilize to understand issues or events that are ambiguous. It is also referred to as an active 

process of constructing meaning to a present situation, influenced by knowledge, experiences, 

beliefs, and values that are embedded in the social context within which people work; in this 

case, the college setting (Maitlis & Christianson, 2014).  According to Ganon-Shilon and 

Schechter (2016), “when individuals encounter moments of uncertainty, they frame their 

environment through an interpretive mental model in order to make sense of what has occurred” 

(p. 684).   

Even though frame analysis uses different approaches in dealing with problems than 

sensemaking theory, the researcher believes that combining both theories would provide a great 



 

20 

 

framework in understanding policy implementation.  Frame analysis will be used to examine the 

social processes of problem framing, and theory of sensemaking will provide insight and 

evidence on how local interpretation shapes the direction of policy implementation of Campus 

Carry.   

Campus Carry Overview 

According to Bartula & Bowen (2015) and Birnbaum (2013), in the United States, 

“Campus Carry” refers to the possession of firearms on a college or university campus.  The 

federal government gives each the state the autonomy to decide on laws concerning Campus 

Carry.  There are three different forms of Campus Carry that states enact: Mandatory, 

Institutional, or Non-Permissive.  Mandatory Campus Carry refers to a law or court decision 

which requires institutions of higher education to allow firearms on campus, though some 

locations may be gun free zones depending on the institutional policy (e.g., a secure area, a 

sporting event, etc.).  Restricted areas will vary by state and individual institutions.  Some states 

require the firearm to be concealed (e.g., Wyoming), while others, like Utah and Texas, allow 

concealed or open carry.  Institutional Campus Carry refers to the decision of each institution to 

determine whether to allow firearms on campus or not. School firearm policies generally do not 

have the force of law.  The majority of institutions in these states opt to ban guns.  Lastly, non-

permissive Campus Carry refers to the prohibition of firearms by law on any institutional 

property.  

Passage of Campus Carry 

Over the last several years, Campus Carry bills were introduced in nearly 40 states across 

the country, changing state laws and allowing anyone with a concealed weapon permit to carry 

loaded, concealed guns on college campuses, though some require permits or licenses, and others 
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restrict the times or places when open carry is allowed.  Before 2003, almost all U.S. colleges 

had banned concealed weapons.  But now, according to the National Conference of State 

Legislatures (2016), there are eight institutions s that mandate Campus Carry as matter of state 

law, and 23 that place the decision to allow or ban Campus Carry in the hands of each individual 

college or university.   

Campus Carry became a fixture in Colorado in 2003 with the Colorado Concealed Carry 

Act, and then Utah was the first to allow concealed handguns on public college campus in 2004 

(Bennett, Kraft, & Grubb, 2012).  But in the aftermath of the tragic shooting deaths at Virginia 

Tech in 2007, the debate on whether guns should be permitted at colleges and universities 

intensified, and in 2013, legislation in some states began to pass provisions of Campus Carry.  

In 2011, Wisconsin legislation passed Senate Bill 93 which passed a provision that 

colleges and universities must allow concealed carry on campus grounds (Wisconsin State 

Legislature, n.d.).  According to Wisconsin legislations, campuses can, however, prohibit 

weapons from campus buildings if signs are posted at every entrance explicitly stating that 

weapons are prohibited (Wisconsin State Legislature, n.d.).  In 2011, Mississippi and Idaho 

followed Wisconsin, and also allow concealed carry on college campuses for those who have 

taken a voluntary course on safe handling and use of firearms by a certified instructor (Hawkins, 

2016; Birnbaum 2013).   

In April 2013, Kansas legislation passed Senate substitute for House Bill 2052 which 

created a provision that colleges and universities cannot prohibit concealed carry unless a 

building has "adequate security measures" (Kansas Legislature Online Website, 2017, p. 9).  

According to Zeff (2016), “adequate security measures” means that if institutions want to keep 

guns off campus, they must have metal detectors and security guards, which is very expensive 
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(para. 3).  In 2015, Kansas removed the requirement that anyone who carries a concealed 

handgun in the state needed to obtain a permit or complete an eight-hour training course 

(Carpenter, 2015).  That meant that anybody 21 years old or over would be allowed to carry a 

concealed weapon on state college campuses without a permit or any training.  By July 2017, all 

six state universities, plus a dozen community colleges and technical schools, had to allow 

students to carry concealed weapons on campus (Zeff, 2016).   

On August 1, 2016, Texas became one of eight states to allow the CHL permittees to 

carry concealed weapons on public institutions of higher education, joining Colorado, Idaho, 

Kansas, Mississippi, Oregon, Utah and Wisconsin (National Conference of State Legislatures, 

2016).  Since 1995, Texas law has allowed CHL permittees who are at least 21, to carry 

concealed handguns on college grounds.  Most recently, SB 11 has people in Texas on the edge 

because this law would extend the right to carry concealed handguns into campus buildings 

(Mangan, 2015).  At the eleventh hour lawmakers added a provision which gave institutions of 

higher education the discretion to set "reasonable rules and regulations" that would establish 

limited gun free zones, as long as those rules did not prohibiting CHL permittees from carrying 

their guns on the campus (Morgan, 2015, para. 10).  None of the other states, like Texas, gave 

institutions of higher education the right to designate gun free zones (Mangan, 2015).   

Nineteen other states ban concealed weapons on campus, including California, Florida 

and New York, while 23 others, including Alabama and Arizona, leave the decision to the 

colleges or state board of regents (National Conference of State Legislatures, 2016). 

Court Cases 

Court cases have also played a pivotal role in overturning some long-standing, system-

wide bans on concealed carry in the United States.  According to Birnbaum (2013), in March 
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2012, the Colorado Supreme Court ruled against the no weapons gun policy at the University of 

Colorado and determined the policy violated the state’s concealed carry law.  In 2011, the 

Oregon Court of Appeals followed suit and also overturned the Oregon University System’s no 

weapons policy, which permitted CHL permittees to be allowed to carry concealed handgun on 

the grounds of public colleges and universities (Birnbaum, 2013).  In both cases, it was 

determined that state law has the authority to dictate and regulate the use, sale and possession of 

firearms, and colleges and universities do not have the authority to issue concealed weapon bans.   

On July 6, 2016, three professors from The University of Texas at Austin (UT) sued UT 

and the state of Texas, claiming that Campus Carry Law was unconstitutional (Watkins, 2016).  

The professors, Jennifer Lynn Glass, Lisa Moore and Mia Carter, requested a federal judge to 

grant an injunction that would block the law before the first day of class (Ward & Adams, 2016). 

In the suit, professors say they teach courses that touch emotional issues like gay rights and 

abortion, and the possibility of guns on campus could stifle class discussion, which is a violation 

of the First Amendment (Watkins, 2016).  On August 22, 2016, U.S. District Judge Lee Yeakel 

ruled just two days before classes began at UT, rejecting the key arguments made thus far against 

SB 11 (Benning, 2016).  Among the controversy against SB 11and UT were the sentiments that 

allowing guns in classrooms violates free speech and equal protection rights (Benning, 2016).  

Furthermore, Judge Yeakel wrote in an 11-page opinion stating, "It appears to the court that 

neither the Texas Legislature nor the Board of Regents has overstepped its legitimate power to 

determine where a licensed individual may carry a concealed handgun in an academic setting” 

(Glass v. State of Texas, p. 11).   

State and Federal Constitutional Issues 

 The possession of firearms has been highly regulated in this nation, regardless if the right 
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to bear arms was considered an important right by the founding fathers of the nation.  Protection 

and self-defense are, however, very much at the forefront of this issue.  The United States 

Supreme Court has clearly enunciated that personal protection is the heart of the second 

amendment right to firearm possession (District of Columbia v. Heller, 2008).  The Second 

Amendment of the U.S. Constitution states: “A well-regulated Militia, being necessary to the 

security of a Free State, the right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed” 

(Legal Information Institute, n.d., para. 1).   

Article 1, § 23 of the Texas Constitution states: “Every citizen shall have the right to keep 

and bear arms in the lawful defense of himself or the State; but the Legislature shall have power, 

by law, to regulate the wearing of arms, with a view to prevent crime” (Texas Legislature 

Online, 2015, para. 23).      

The nature of the American system of jurisprudence affords individual states the ability 

to establish their own laws regulating the possession and carry of firearms.  The results of this 

Federalist model is that each state develops, or not, and enforces its own gun-related laws 

(Maltese, Pika, & Shively, 2013).  This Federalist model paves the way for each state to make 

decisions independent of the federal government.   

Texas Legislature and Statues 

In its most recent session, the Texas legislature passed two bills related to handgun 

possession in Texas:  House Bill No. 910 (HB 910) legalizes open carry of handguns in Texas, 

and Senate Bill No. 11 (SB 11) allows handgun license holders in some circumstances to carry a 

concealed handgun on college campuses in Texas. On August 1, 2016, Texas Campus Carry Law 

went into full effect for Texas public universities, which was also marked the 50th anniversary of 

The University of Texas at Austin’s tower shooting, the first mass murder on a college campus in 
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the United States (Eberly, 2016).  Like four-year universities, community colleges had to decide 

how they would implement a gun policy in accordance with SB 11 by August 1, 2017.   

In 1995, SB 60 was the first Texas concealed carry bill which granted CHL permittee 

permission to carry a concealed handgun at public institutions of higher education in a public or 

private driveway, street, sidewalk or walkway, parking lot, parking garage, or other parking area.  

In 2015, SB 11 was passed which permitted a handgun license holder to carry a concealed 

handgun anywhere on campus, including in buildings, except where already prohibited by state 

or federal law (e.g., counseling center or regents board meeting), or by the new university rules 

associated with changes in the law. 

The changes enacted by House Bill 910 (Open Carry) went into effect on January 1, 

2016.  However, this law does not permit open carry on a university campus.  The changes 

enacted by Senate Bill 273 (Wrongful Exclusion of Concealed Handgun License Holder) became 

effective September 1, 2015, permitting the state to fine Colleges and Universities if it attempts, 

by utilizing a Penal Code 30.06 notice, to prohibit a concealed handgun license holder from 

carrying a concealed handgun in a place not prohibited by sections 46.03 or 46.035 of the Penal 

Code (Texas Legislature Online Website, n.d).  In other words, unless existing state law prohibits 

carrying a concealed handgun in a location, a state agency cannot ban carrying a concealed 

handgun at the location.  The fine can be $1,500 per day for the first offense, and can be as high 

as $10,500 per day for a second or subsequent offense (Texas Legislature Online, n.d). 

According to Texas 84th Legislature (Texas Legislature Online, n.d), the college 

president, after consulting with students, faculty, and staff regarding the nature of the student 

population, specific safety considerations, and the uniqueness of the campus environment, shall 

establish reasonable rules regarding the carrying of concealed handguns by license holders on 
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campus.  The President may amend the rules as necessary for campus safety.  The law permits 

institutions of higher education to develop policies concerning the storage of handguns in 

dormitories or other residential facilities that are on campus and owned by the university, or on 

campus and leased and operated by the university (Texas Legislature Online, n.d).  Not later than 

90 days after the President’s rules are established, the Board of Regents shall review the rules. 

The rules may be amended by a vote of not less than two-thirds of the Board.  If amended by the 

Board, the amended rules shall constitute the university’s rules.  The rules shall be widely 

distributed, including posting to the university’s website.  Effective notice under Texas Penal 

Code §30.06 must be provided for any portion of a premise where a license holder may not 

carry.  Not later than September 1 of even-numbered years, each university shall report to the 

legislature its concealed carry rules and explain the reasons the university established the rules. 

Different Perspectives 

On the issue of Campus Carry, there appear to be two broad issues: 1.) 2nd Amendment 

movement to expand to a broader spectrum of allowing guns; and 2) the fear of crime on college 

campuses (Carter & Turner, 2017).  Understanding these issues and perspectives, particularly in 

regards to vocal supporters or opponents, can aid to framing the structure for Campus Carry 

policy (Carter & Turner, 2017).   Below is a discussion of different perspectives.  

Law and Policy Perspective 

Arrigo and Achelson (2016) examined the controversy surrounding licensed concealed 

carry bans on public college or university campuses from a law, social sciences, and policy 

perspective.  In developing informed policy on this matter, consideration must be given to the 

rights of citizens as well as educational institutions, the perceptions held by those constituencies 

affected by the measure, the relative impact a policy change could have on relevant stakeholders, 
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and the structural conditions and human dynamics that fuel and sustain the controversy as a 

whole (Arrigo, Bersot, & Sellers, 2011).  As this perspective relates to guns on campus, each 

state policy is reflective on how much they valued the impact of those who were for or against 

the policy.   

Wasserman (2011) offered an analysis of college and university gun control in light of 

Heller and McDonald through a legal perspective.  The central part of his analysis focused on 

whether or not higher education institutions possess the power to enact gun regulations under 

state constitutions or statutes.  Wasserman (2011) examined three different state rulings that 

evaluated this issue through the lens of the laws and the autonomy given to institutions of higher 

education to protect the campus community.  In the case of University of Utah v. Shurtleff 

(2006), the state Supreme Court ruled that the university did not have the authority to restrict 

firearms on campus, and that it was beyond the court’s purview to decide whether the 

university’s policy was necessary to achieve an educational and safety mission.  The next case 

that Wasserman (2011) cited was DiGiacinto v. The Rector and Visitors of George Mason 

University (2011), when the court held that an institute of higher education was a sensitive place 

under the Heller ruling, which recognized the safety issue present on campuses.  This case 

endorsed the university’s autonomy in protecting the campus population as it saw fit.  The third 

case reviewed by Wasserman (2011) was The Regents of the University of Colorado v. Students 

for Concealed Carry on Campus, LLC (2010), when the appellate court held that the university’s 

policy violated state legislation concerning the concealed carrying of weapons in public places, 

and the state supreme court ruled that the university did not have the authority to restrict firearm 

possession.  Furthermore, this study provided the insight that state’s legislation decisions differ 

depending on the political environment, the state agenda, and on its political beliefs and values 
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relating to safety and gun control.   

Institutional Perspective 

According to Miller (2011), colleges and universities are unique public spaces with a 

mission to ensure a quality education by creating an environment conducive to learning.  

“Colleges create this atmosphere through methods such as tenure, protecting freedom of speech 

and assembly on portions of their campuses, and establishing ‘gun free zones’ so students feel 

safe to express themselves” (Miller, 2011, p. 236).  According to Langhauser (2009), a good 

education setting provides a safe space where faculty and students feel comfortable when 

asserting their perceptions in the classroom.  Langhauser (2009) and Wyler (2003) suggests that 

the learning environment could be severely compromised if students feel threatened or 

intimidated, which could very well inhibit the faculty’s ability to teach.  Furthermore, in order to 

provide a safe academic environment which is conductive to learning, the vast majority of 

colleges need to prohibit the carrying of guns on their campus (Langhauser, 2009).    

According to several studies that included 900 colleges and universities and 39 

Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU), an overwhelming number of college and 

university presidents reported that they wanted to keep their campuses guns-free (Price et al., 

2014; Price, Thompson, Payton, Johnson, & Brown, 2016).  A recent study conducted by Price 

and his colleagues (2014) reported that 95 percent of college and university presidents surveyed 

were against concealed weapons on campus, and 92 percent reported most faculty and students 

would feel unsafe if CHL permittees carried concealed handguns.   

There are also several studies that include both four-year universities and community 

colleges which confirm that faculty do not support concealed handguns on campus, and perceive 

the existence of concealed handguns on campus to be threatening (Bennett, Kraft, & Grubb, 
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2012; Dahl, Bonham, & Reddington, 2016; Thompson, Price, Drake, & Teeple, 2012).  In 

studies previously discussed, faculty were surveyed for their perceptions on Campus Carry, and 

the findings indicated some similar outcomes in key areas: “the majority of faculty felt safe on 

their campuses, were not supportive of students, faculty, and visitors having concealed handguns 

on their campuses, and strongly felt that anyone granted a concealed carry permit should have to 

pass a firearms training course” (Dahl et al., 2016; Thompson et al., 2012, p. 3).   

In states where Campus Carry legislation has been debated like Florida and Texas, there 

has been a strong movement of faculty that have verbalized concerns over their own safety, and 

the climate of the academy (Dickerson, 2011).  DeBrabander (2015), from Florida, wrote in an 

article that the “spread of laws allowing guns on campus is a direct attack on faculty members’ 

rights and impacts the pedagogical goals of the classroom and the political mission of the 

university” (par. 3).  Gun free UT, a group largely made up of professors from The University of 

Texas in Austin has become the strongest voice in the state against the Campus Carry Law 

(McGaughly, 2015).  According to the Austin Chronicle, Gun free UT is requesting that UT-

Austin President Greg Fenves ban guns from all classroom and campus buildings (McGaughy, 

2015).  The group also pressured the administration to consider setting up a research center to 

study the correlation of gun violence and mental and physical health (McGaughy, 2015).  This 

fear is understandable, especially since faculty members are the first line of contact in dealing 

with any grade appeals (Dickerson, 2011).  Dickerson said, “Engaging in difficult, but necessary, 

conversations with students to help them develop professionally and personally can be 

challenging under normal circumstances, but adding a weapon—especially one displayed 

openly—into the mix can quickly turn a constructive meeting into one filled with fear and 

intimidation” (2011, p. 8).  The sentiments expressed by Dickerson support the justification of 
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the fear felt by faculty.  In 2008, a survey of university police chiefs was conducted and 89 

percent of the chiefs agreed that the most effective and important way to deal with gun use on 

campus is to prevent the use of guns at all (Thompson, Price, Mrdjenovich, & Khubchandani, 

2009).  In summary, faculty, staff, campus police, and administrators all strongly agree that guns 

should not be allowed on campuses.   

Student Perspectives 

Most research studies have captured the general public’s opinions about the existence of 

concealed handguns at academic institutions, but very few studies on college students 

perspectives on gun control exist (Bouffard et al., 2016; Cavanaugh, Bouffard, Wells, & Nobles, 

2012; Thompson, Price, Drake, Teeple, Bassler, Khubchandani, & Stratton, 2013).  Cavanaugh 

and colleagues (2011) collected survey data from two public universities, one from Texas and 

one from Washington State, to inquire about their attitudes toward concealed handguns.  At the 

time of the study, both states had considered legislation to permit concealed handguns during the 

data collection.  Results revealed that in both campuses, students reported that they were not 

content with concealed handguns on campus, and they felt policy changes would not increase 

their perception of safety on campus (Cavanaugh et al., 2011).  In 2012, a study conducted with 

student participants yielded results reflecting that 79 percent of the students would not feel safe if 

concealed guns were allowed onto their campuses (Thompson et al., 2013).  Another study 

conducted by Schafer, Lee, Burruss, and Giblin (2016), also revealed that students were quite 

supportive of restricting access to campus, but far less inclined to support concealed carry of 

firearms.  In summary, the majority of the studies conducted confirm that students do support the 

idea of concealed handguns on college and university campuses.  
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National Group Perspectives 

National groups such as the National Rifle Association (NRA), Brady Campaign, Student 

of Concealed Carry (SCC), and Students for Gun free Schools (SGFS) are some of the largest 

contributors to both sides of the concealed carry platform (Hock, 2009; Lindeen, 2010).  

Professional organizations affiliated with higher education are also highly visible in the debate.  

These groups are committed to their respective sides in the battle for higher education.   

According to Flannery (2008), The National Rifle Association (NRA) advocates for gun 

rights with its main focus on blocking gun control legislation, and promoting the increased 

legalization of ammunition and weapons.  For over 140 years, the NRA took pride in firearm 

training and education (A brief history of NRA, n.d.).  The NRA-backed legislation has been 

pivotal in the passing of state-mandated Campus Carry legislation in seven out of the eight states 

(Weinberg, 2016).  One of its most recent victories was on June 2015 in Texas, when Governor 

Greg Abbott signed Campus Carry Law, providing campus presidents with limited discretion 

under the law to establish “reasonable rules” that did not “generally prohibit” license holders 

from carrying on college campuses (Weinberg, 2016, para. 3).   

Students for Concealed Carry (SCC) is a national, grassroots organization which was 

formed the day after the Virginia Tech incident, and boasts more than 36,000 members of 

chapters on 350 campuses (Giroux, 2008-2009; Kopel, 2009; State-by-state, n.d.).  According to 

McLelland and Frenkil (2009), the primary purpose of SCC is to extend gun-carrying rights to 

individuals on campus.  Students for SCC and other right-to-carry activists argue that institutions 

of higher education would be safer if CHL permittees were allowed to carry concealed weapons 

in order to protect themselves on campus. Nonetheless, recent evidence speculates that CHL 

permittees are a threat to public safety.  According to a study conducted by the Violence Policy 
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Center (2015), CHL permittees killed eight law enforcement officers and 77 private citizens 

(including 10 shooters who killed themselves after the attack), during the period of May 2007 

through October 2009.  In addition, permit holders committed at least eight mass shootings (three 

or more victims). 

On the opposing side of the issue is the Brady Campaign, which is a national 

organization, originally founded as the National Council to Control Handguns in 1974.  

According to the Brady Campaign’s mission statement (n.d.), its main initiative is to advocate by 

electing public officials who support legislation regarding gun regulation laws and public 

policies.  Furthermore, the Brady Campaign openly advocates against concealed carry on college 

campuses because they strongly believe that college campuses are a dangerous place for 

weapons due to high-risk behaviors like drinking and drug abuse, and mental health (Overview, 

n.d.).   

The Students for Gun free Schools (SGFS) is a national group of more than 12,000 

members who advocate against Concealed Carry on Campus (CCOC).  The SGFS opposes 

institutions of higher education being forced to permit CHL permittees to carry concealed 

handguns on campuses (About us, n.d.).  According to LaPoint (2009-2010), the group believes 

that guns on campus would only contribute to more crime, especially because college campuses 

have higher rates of alcohol use and depression.  Furthermore, the group believes that security 

should continue to be enforced by law enforcement, not the lay people (LaPoint, 2009-2010).   

Professional organizations associated with higher education have also made a statement 

and taken stances on Concealed Carry on Campus (CCOC).  The American Association of State 

Colleges and Universities (AASCU) and more than 90 colleges and universities from 24 states 

signed a resolution by the Campaign to Keep Guns Off Campus, thereby opposing legislation 
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mandating colleges and universities to allow students to carry concealed weapons on campus 

(Pelosi & Johnson, 2014).  According to Whaley (2009), 23 states currently allow public 

campuses or state systems to decide their own weapons policies, with nearly all choosing to be 

gun free. The Association of Student Conduct Administration (ASCA), the Association of 

College and University Housing Officers, the National Association for Campus Activities 

(NACA), and the National Intramural-Recreation Sports Association (NIRSA) released a joint 

statement against concealed carry on university campuses (Pelosi & Johnson, 2014).  The ASCA, 

NACA, and NIRSA all banded together because they strongly felt it was necessary to release this 

statement due to the recent increase of legislative proposals that would allow concealed carry 

firearms on campuses.  Furthermore, the Statement against Concealed Weapon Carry on 

University Campuses (2011) stated: “We believe that the possession of concealed weapons on 

campuses poses a threat to learning and working environments on college campuses and thus 

may undermine the institution’s mission and goals.  We wish to see state governments honor the 

right of institutions to create and enforce policies that protect students and its stated educational 

missions” (para. 6).    

In 2012, more than 300 college and university presidents drafted an open letter stating 

that concealed carry on campus would make campuses less safe (Grasgreen, 2013).  A few 

months later, two dozen of these presidents took this message to Washington, D.C., during an 

annual conference for the National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities, to 

relay the message in person.  All the members strongly believed that firearms should be 

prohibited on college campuses and challenging legislation is very important (Grasgreen, 

2013).   

As the different perspectives were presented in this chapter regarding the debate of guns 
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on campus, it provided a deeper understanding and way of thinking that represents their 

respective philosophy.  It is widely understood and recommended that rigorously thinking about 

a problem from multiple perspectives can give rise to creative solutions, which will also help in 

making sense and reframing the problem.  Looking at guns on campus through a different lens 

will help college leaders use a multi-frame thinking approach when implementing policies.  

Next, a brief overview of community college governance and decision making will provide the 

reader a better understanding of the institutional context and culture.  

Governance and Decision Making 

Federal Government & Higher Education  

Through history, the role of the federal government has always been secondary or 

supplementary. According to the US Constitutional System, the primary policy makers for higher 

education are the states and the institutions (Mumper, Gladieux, King and Corrigan, 2016).  The 

Tenth Amendment reserves all powers which are not delegated to the central government will be 

the responsibility of the states. As it relates to the right to bear arms, the federal government has 

also delegated the states to make their own decisions.  

States and Higher Education 

 Historically, the legal framework in higher education for both private and public 

institutions and how they operate has always been provided by the states (McGuinness, 2016).  

The state’s structure for higher education varies from state to state and depends on their 

government structure (i.e., executive and legislative branches), political culture, and history 

(McGuinnes, 2016).  Most states hire an entity to be in charge of statewide policy for higher 

education, and all the states assign responsibility for governing public colleges and universities 

to one or more boards that is usually made of lay citizens, either voted by the local residents or 
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appointed by the state (McGuinnes, 2016). In Texas, the state-level coordinating and governing 

agency is the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECD), which serves as the 

statutory coordinating agency for the public post-secondary education in the state. According to 

the THECB website, the board provides “leadership and coordination for the Texas higher 

education system” and was created by the Texas Legislature in 1965 (para. 1).  In Texas, the 

THECB coordinates and regulates locally governed community colleges.  

Community Colleges Governance  

Being knowledgeable and aware of the institutional culture and governance at community 

colleges provides a better understanding of the decision-making process. Community colleges 

are governed internally by administrators, faculty-staff committees, and students, and externally 

by local and state boards, and sometimes by state legislatures, the courts, and Congress (Miller & 

Miles, 2008).  According to the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC), the goal 

of the community college president’s work is to link external and internal governance so that the 

college receives consistent direction (AACC website, n.d.).  

In Texas, community colleges are governed by local governance of elected individuals       

(National Center for Higher Education Management System (NCHEMS), 2012).  Also, Texas 

community colleges are funded primarily by state appropriations and tuition, with no local 

support and function under the governing authority of the state-level board (NCHEMS, 2012). 

 Next, an explanation of the theoretical framework utilized in this study will be presented 

to better understand the decision makers’ process when implementing policies at community 

colleges.  
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Chapter Summary 

The issues of guns and gun control are very complex.  As discussed in this chapter, gun 

control is a tumultuous issue that has both sides firmly entrenched in their positions, especially in 

higher education.  There is a broad spectrum of opinions as to what will keep our institutions of 

higher education safe, and these opinions and arguments are formulated with little input from 

campus constitutes, especially decision-making administrators.  Also, since past data is largely 

quantitative, it is imperative to conduct further studies eliciting qualitative data at the 

institutional level, especially as it pertains to policy implementation.  As of today, there are no 

research studies examining how campus decision makers are implementing Campus Carry 

policies in their institutions.  Individual perspectives and experiences provide a more in-depth 

study of the issue.  It is important that decision-making administrators in higher education 

understand these perspectives because it will help them make sense of the policy, and help them 

develop plans on how to implement state policies while maintaining a safe and secure campus 

community.  
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Chapter III 

METHODS 

Introduction 

This qualitative case study was to elicit and analyze how decision-making administrators 

at four non-residential community colleges in South Texas implemented the Campus Carry Law, 

and at the same time, found a balance between following the state law and maintaining a safe and 

secure campus community.  This chapter describes the paradigmatic framework and the elements 

of epistemology, axiology, and ontology with which it is associated (See Figure 5).  It also 

explains the study’s methods, including design, subject selection, instrumentation, data 

collection, and data analysis. Furthermore, it provides a discussion on how trustworthiness of the 

study was established.  To better understand these perspectives, the overarching research 

question for this study is as follows: 

1.  How do the decision-making administrators at four non-residential South Texas 

community colleges find a balance between following the state law and respecting 

individual rights, and at the same time, maintain a safe and secure campus 

community? 

Secondary research questions include:   

2.  How does Campus Carry Law shape institutional policies at the four non-

residential South Texas community colleges?  

3.  How do the perspectives of decision-making administrators influence how they 

make meaning of Campus Carry Law?  
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Figure 5: Methodological Framework 

 Lens Approach Research Design Practice 

Social 
Constructivism 

The understanding of the 

world in which we live and 
work. 

The development of multiple 

meanings. 

The researchers look for 
complexity of viewpoints. 

Case Study to understand the 

perspectives of campus 

decision-makers on the 

implementation of Campus 
Carry phenomenon 

Researchers ask broad general open-ended 
questions; 

Focus on the processes of interaction; 

Focus on historical and cultural settings of 
participants; and 

Acknowledge that their background shapes 

interpretation of the meanings others have 

about the world. 

 

Paradigmatic Perspective 

 According to Martens (2010), a paradigm is a way to view the world.  For the purpose of 

this study, the researcher used a constructivist paradigm.  Constructivism provides an 

understanding to researchers from the perspective and context of those who live or experience it, 

and provides an avenue to share their interpretations (Mertens, 2010).  According to Stake 

(1995), constructivists believe humans construct knowledge through sensory experiences, which 

are immediately given internal meanings.  It is essential to understand the meaning given to 

experiences by individuals because it is impossible for knowledge to exist in the external world 

without human construction (Stake, 1995).  The constructivist paradigm was useful within the 

context of this study because the decision-making administrators shared their perspectives and 

experiences of implementation of Campus Carry Law on their campus.   

 According to Guido, Chavez, and Lincoln (2010), constructivist paradigms are employed 

when researchers are interested in understandings, experiences, and needs within a collegiate 

environment.  The constructive paradigm allowed the researcher to appropriately address the 

research questions in this case study as they related to community colleges in Texas. 
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Constructivism is also conducive to a case study methodology.  The emphasis on multiple 

perspectives is valued in case study and constructivist research.  When conducting a case study, 

participants are chosen because they are most knowledgeable about the case, and thus, can 

provide multiple perspectives (Stake, 1995).  The multiple perspectives of this case study came 

from multiple decision-makers from the four different non-residential community colleges in 

South Texas.  Participants include the College President, Provost and Vice President of 

Instruction and Student Services, Vice President of Student Affairs, Chief of Campus Security, 

and Chief of the Police Department. 

There are certain elements which accompany the constructivist paradigm that further 

define the nature of the paradigm.  The following elements of the constructivist paradigm will be 

discussed, which include epistemology, ontology, and axiology.  These elements are integral to 

understanding constructivism, and helped to identify the research approach in this study.   

Epistemology 

 According to Mertens (2010), epistemology is a belief on how knowledge comes to be 

known by the knower.  Interaction between researcher and participants is essential to fostering a 

relationship that allows the researcher to understand where the views of their participants 

originate from (Mertens, 2010).  Denzin and Lincoln (2000) communicate the value of 

transactional knowledge in constructivism.  Constructivism also embraces a subjective approach 

to research because it is not possible to be objective with this type of interaction (Guido et al., 

2010).  In summary, constructivists bring their own perceptions, values, and interpretations into 

the research.  In order for the researcher and participants to co-construct knowledge together, it is 

important that subjectivity is embraced as a necessary component to the interactive relationship.   
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 According to Alkove and McCarty (1992), there is an emphasis on the importance of the 

personal nature of this interaction as being essential to the understanding of an individual’s 

personal experiences.  Interaction was essential in this study in order to understand the 

participants’ perspectives and experiences regarding Campus Carry Law. All interviews, with the 

exception of two, were conducted face-to-face, which allowed the researcher to develop rapport 

and understand each participant’s personal experiences.  Furthermore, this approach assisted in 

the understanding of the phenomenon of the implementation of the Campus Carry Law in the 

four non-residential community colleges in South Texas.   

Ontology 

 Constructivist ontology emphasizes the notion of making meaning of existence through 

socially constructed knowledge (Mertens, 2010).  Moreover, socially constructed knowledge is 

gained through different experiences and contexts.  No two people have the exact same 

experiences and perceptions.  Because each decision-maker played a key role in the 

implementation of the policy on his or her respective campus, it was useful to consider all of 

their perspectives to gain an in-depth view of Campus Carry Law.  Furthermore, understanding 

decision-makers’ perspectives and how they make meaning requires an awareness of each one’s 

unique experiences and knowledge, as they understand it.  

Axiology 

 Through axiology, researchers address the nature of ethics in research.  According to 

Mertens (2010), within the constructivist paradigm there are ethical standards which emphasize 

caring, social justice, and honoring the researcher and participant’s relationship.  The ethical 

standards are achieved when researchers are aware of possible power and privilege differentials 
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between researcher and participant (Mertens, 2010).  Balance and fairness also plays an 

important part in constructivist axiology, which is achieved by ensuring all stakeholders are 

represented in the research process (Mertens, 2010).  Constructivist axiology was followed in 

this study by ensuring all participants were treated fairly in their interactions with the researcher.  

Each participant was given an informed consent document outlying what the study entailed and 

what would be asked of them.  Also, the consent informed the participants that the study was 

voluntary, and that they could choose to opt out of the study at any time, for any reason, without 

any penalty.   

 A researcher/participant relationship was formed by fostering a climate in which the 

participants felt comfortable about sharing their experiences and emotions.  This was done by 

establishing rapport with the participant before the interview began and interviewing the 

participant in his or her office, or in an area where they felt comfortable, and accommodating his 

or her schedule.  These steps were essential in helping to preserve the ethical standards of 

constructivism.   

 Using the co-construction of knowledge that constructivism espouses also ensures a 

balance between the researcher and the participants.  Studies can also employ an array of 

methodology and data collection methods that lend themselves to achieving this knowledge.  In 

this study, a case study methodology was unitized, and the data collection conducted was 

through one-on-one, semi-structured interviews, which allowed the researcher to achieve 

adequate level of knowledge co-construction.  Furthermore, participants also helped to co-

construct findings through member checking, which was reviewed via the interview transcripts 

and researcher’s notes obtained from the interview.   
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Research Design: Case Study 

 The methodology used in this study was primarily exploratory and descriptive.  The 

researcher employed a qualitative case study methodology to understand the campus decision-

makers’ perspectives’ on the implementation of Campus Carry Law phenomenon.  According to 

Merriam (2009), qualitative case study researchers search for interpretation and understanding 

with the researcher as the principal instrument of data collection and analysis.  “Humans, as 

research instruments, are necessary to understand a pheonomenon which cannot be captured by 

statistical data” (Banda, 2012, p. 68).  This concept was observed in this study as the researcher 

conducted the interviews, reviewed transcripts and documents, and conducted the data analysis.  

Moreover, this type of case study was ideal for researchers seeking greater understanding of the 

uniqueness and complexity of real cases and contemporary phenomenon in real contextual 

situations (Stake, 1995; Stake, 2007; Yin, 2014).  A qualitative case study was appropriate for 

this study because there was a lack of empirical literature regarding the understanding of the 

Campus Carry Law phenomenon, and how decision-makers found a balance between following 

the state law and maintaining a safe and secure campus community.  According to Yin (2014), 

case studies should also contribute to knowledge of an individual, group, or organization and the 

related phenomenon — this case study elicited decision-makers’ perspectives and contributed to 

the Campus Carry Law phenomenon.   

 A case study is characterized as an “in-depth description and analysis of a bounded 

system” (Merriam, 2009, p. 43).  According to Creswell (2007), a bounded system is bound by 

time and place, and individuals are studied within this time and place.  A case study can also be 

an individual, a program, a group, or an institution (Merriam, 2009).  For the purpose of this 

study, a group of decision-makers were studied from four non-residential community colleges in 
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South Texas.   

 There are three types of case studies: intrinsic, instrumental, and collective (Stake, 1995).  

For the purpose of this study, an instrumental case study was most effective. Instrumental case 

studies are useful when the researcher wants to study a particular case, which will be 

instrumental in understanding the phenomenon (Creswell, 2007; Stake, 1995).  For the purpose 

of this study, the instrumental case study was employed to gain the perspectives of the decision-

making administrators at four non-residential community colleges in South Texas.  These 

individuals were the focus of the study and the community colleges gave the researcher access to 

the population perspectives.  Thus, the institution in the study played a supportive role in 

understanding the decision-makers’ perspectives.   

Unit of Analysis 

 Determining the unit of analysis was essential when conducting the case study research.  

According to Merriam (2009), the unit of analysis is derived from what characterizes the study, 

not from the topic of inquiry.  To determine the unit of analysis, the researcher must first 

establish the study’s research questions, then the unit of analysis can be identified (Yin, 2014).   

Aligned with Yin’s conceptualizations, the researcher aligned the unit of analysis from the 

study’s research questions.  The primary interest of the research questions is to discover how 

Campus Carry Law shape institutional policies, and how decision-making administrators find a 

balance between following the state law and maintaining a safe and secure campus community.  

For the purpose of this study, the unit of analysis is the perspectives of the decision-making 

administrators that characterized the study.   
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Institutional Context 

         Sampling is conducted at two levels in case study research: the case level, and then 

within the case (Merriam, 2009).  Purposeful sampling is generally the most common form of 

sampling at both levels given that the purpose of qualitative study is to be transferable (Merriam, 

2009).  Criteria must be established to guide the selection process (Merriam, 2009).  For this 

study, purposeful criterion sampling was utilized to determine the case as well as to determine 

the participants and sites within the case.  

Before detailing the criterion of participants for this study, it is noteworthy to restate the 

overarching research question: How do the decision-making administrators at four non-

residential South Texas community colleges find a balance between following the state law and 

respecting individual rights, and at the same time, maintain a safe and secure campus 

community?  As such, in order to answer the research question, the following criterion is 

necessary for the 10 participants:  

1.) Each must be working at a non-residential South Texas community college;  

2.) Each must be a decision-making administrator; and 

3.) Each must be tasked with implementing the Campus Carry Law, and 

developing and revising the college’s policies and procedures.   

The preceding criteria, which will be further explored next, was necessary in order to 

solicit a purposeful sample that enabled the researcher to answer the overarching research 

questions.   
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Site Selections 

Table 1: Demographic Profile of Participating Nonresidential Community Colleges 

Number Region of the Institution  Type of Institution Number of Interviews 

1 South Texas  Public Community College 4 

2 South Texas  Public Community College 2 

3 South Texas  Public Community College 2 

4 South Texas  Public Community College 2 

Total   10 

 

According to Gonzalez (2004), “The purposive sample of the instiutions is determined by 

several criteria: geographic location, diversity, and accessibility to the researcher” (p. 41).  In this 

study the researcher selected decision makers which were accessible geographically and 

belonged to the same collegial community college network. This study was conducted at four 

non-residential community colleges in South Texas. There are 50 community colleges in Texas 

and six community colleges in South Texas — which stretches from outside of San Antonio to 

Victoria, west to Laredo, and down to the Rio Grande Valley — but only four non-residential 

community colleges.  The researcher intentionally sought decision-making administrators from 

the four non-residential community colleges, and visited those campuses during four trips 

between September and October of 2017. These institutions are good examples of non-

residential community colleges and have similar traits: they are all located in South Texas, they 

have multi-campuses, and they are all Hispanic Serving Institutions.  The intention of the 

researcher was to have an equal number of interviewees that represented the community college 

process as it relates to policy implementation. But because of circumstances during the collection 

of data (e.g., time constraints, previous commitment of the interviewees, saturation of data, and 
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limitation of the financial resources estimated for this study), the study included at least two 

decision-making administrators from each campus. Table 1 represents information on the non-

residential community colleges selected for this study, including where the institutions are 

located, the type of institution, and number of interviews per institution. According to Gonzalez 

(2004), it is important to include analytic data as described in Table 1 in order to better 

understand the context and reality of each participant and their responses.  

Participant Selection 

Table 2: Participant Demographics 

Number Ethnicity Gender Age Occupation # Years in 

HE 

Policy Duties 

1.1 White, Caucasian F 51-60 Chief of Security 3 Write, interpret, revise, 

enforce, train 

2.1 White, Caucasian F 51-60 Provost & VP of Academic 

Affairs 

30  Create, interpret, revise 

3.1 White, 

Hispanic/Native 

American 

M 41-50 VP of Student Affairs 27  Review, advise, all policies 

4.1 White, Caucasian F 61-70 Executive Director of Human 

Resources and 

Administration 

4  Creates, revises, edits, and 

formats all policies 

5.2 Hispanic American 

of Mexican Descent 

M 41-50 Lieutenant of Campus Police       15  Review, interpret, and 

enforce 

6.2 Hispanic M 41-50 Vice President of Instruction 

& Student Services 

26  Creates, edits, and interprets 

7.3 Caucasian white M 71+ Chief of Security 

 

10 Develop, review, interpret 

or enforce 

8.3 Caucasian white F  51-60 President  43 Review, edits and take to 

the board 

9.4 Caucasian white M  41-50 Chief of Police Department  5  Write, interpret, revise, 

enforce, and train 

10.4 Caucasian, White M  51-60 President 27 Review, edits and take to 

the board 
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 The researcher selected participants by using purposeful and convenient sampling 

techniques.  Purposive sampling is a nonrandom method of choosing respondents (Lincoln & 

Guba, 1985).  Specifically, the researcher recruited 10 participants.  The targeted participants 

were: 10 decision-making administrators working at four nonresidential community college 

settings in South Texas; currently impacted by the Campus Carry Gun policies; and tasked with 

implementing the Campus Carry Law, and developing and revising the college’s policies and 

procedures.  It was very important for the participants to be in a decision-making administrative 

role of implementing policy change in a community college setting in Texas.  Participants 

include the College President, Provost and Vice President of Instruction and Student Services, 

Vice President of Student Affairs, Chief Campus Security, Chief of Police, and Lieutenant of 

Police (See Table 2 above). 

Data Collection 

IRB Approval 

Before data collection could begin, an ethics committee, also known as the Institutional 

Review Board (IRB), must grant approval for the research study.  In addition to obtaining 

permission from my home institution, I contacted officials at the IRB offices at all four campuses 

to inquire if there were any protocols that I had to file with each respective college.  All four 

colleges informed me that I would have to request IRB approval using their IRB form.  All the 

forms were uniquely developed with similar questions, and I was able to submit all forms 

electronically.  IRB permission was obtained from all four nonresidential community colleges 

and from Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi (Appendix B: IRB TAMUCC Approval Letter).   

 Once my IRB was approved at the four community colleges and Texas A&M University 

in Corpus Christi, I sent an official email asking each college to be a participant (Appendix D: 
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Email notification).  Participants 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 9, and 10 responded very quickly to the emails, 

and we agreed on a mutual time to schedule interviews within a week. Participant 4 read my 

email, but did not respond.  I was able to secure a meeting with her the following week when we 

sat in a meeting next to each other. I used that moment as an opportunity to ask her, and she 

agreed to commit, then we scheduled a meeting the following day.  Participant 8 responded to 

my emails, but her availability was very limited and she could not meet with me until three 

weeks later.  I scheduled and kept the interview, but the process was stressful because our 

schedules were busy and constantly changing.  Participant 6 responded to my email after three 

attempts and asked me to contact his Executive Assistant to schedule an appointment. Participant 

6 requested to reschedule his appointment twice due to time conflicts. I reached out to four other 

participants, but they declined to participate due to their schedules, and two of them were not 

directly involved with the Campus Carry policy on their campus.  Once I scheduled an 

appointment with each participant, I sent them and their respective assistants an Outlook invite to 

secure the appointment in their work calendars.   I had a few cancellations to deal with and 

stressed due to the time constraints, but ultimately, I was able to gather all the data necessary.  

Data Collection 

According to Patton (1990), data collection is assumed on individuals, their respective 

settings, and how the settings affect them.  In this study, the data came from three sources: 

interviews with participants; observation of participants before, during, and after the interview 

sessions; and analysis of records and documents.  The preceding methods of data collection are 

further described in the following sections. 
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Gatekeepers 

According to Banda (2012), before participants are recruited, the researcher must 

establish relationships with gatekeepers or key informants.  With the assistance of key 

informants and gatekeepers, I recruited each of the campus decision-making administrators who 

participated in my research study early on while I awaited IRB approval.  According to Seidman 

(2013), formal gatekeepers may be necessary because they allow the researcher access to 

employees in their organization and encourage those employees to participate. Establishing 

relationships with gatekeepers who could provide access to participants for this study was time 

consuming, but at the end, helped me gain access to the participants.  I first sent electronic 

communication to key informants in my Texas community college network asking them if they 

could connect me to a decision-making administrator at each of the four non-residential 

community colleges in South Texas.  In addition to contacting key informants provided by my 

personal contacts, possible gatekeepers were identified via the selected colleges’ Campus Carry 

website. Email correspondence was sent and phone calls were made to each campus.  

Furthermore, as I was making contacts with possible participants, they acted as key informants 

and connected me with other participants.   

Interviews 

Upon IRB approval and assistance from gatekeepers who helped me identify and contact 

participants, the data collection for my study moved forward. Data were primarily collected from 

the 10 participants in my study through in-depth, unstructured interviews, organized around 

overarching and open-ended questions (See Appendix D: Interview Questions). In keeping with 

the character of qualitative research, the researcher used an emergent design that allowed for the 

nature of the questions to evolve and shift in accordance with emergent themes and patterns, but 
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the overarching research question guided the interviews: How do decision-making administrators 

at four non-residential South Texas community colleges find a balance between following the 

state law and respecting individual rights, and at the same time, maintain a safe and secure 

campus community? 

Eight of the interviews were conducted in person at the college campus where the 

participants work for the exception of two interviews which were conducted via Skype due to the 

participants’ schedule and time.  For the two participants that were interviewed via Skype, 

consent was obtained prior to the interview via email.  Before each interview began, the 

researcher reviewed the signed consent form, then sent both participants a copy following the 

interview.  Interviewing on campus enhanced the interview process by allowing each participant 

to be comfortable. Interviewing the participants in person also allowed the researcher to observe 

nonverbal communications and obtain information from the office environment of the 

participants.  Interview questions were be approved by both the researcher’s graduate college 

IRB Board and the institution the participants’ college.  Merrian (2009) stated, “To get at the 

essence of basic underlying structure of the meaning of an experience, the phenomenological 

interview is the primary method of data collection” (p. 25).  Throughout the interview, the 

researcher maintained an attitude of respectful interest and supportive curiosity and was sensitive 

to each participant’s emotional state during and after the interview.  The researcher followed the 

same script the majority of the time, but some of the participants would answer a question while 

addressing another question.  The researcher did not want to stop them from talking, so she 

would make note of it; and when the question came up, she would simply summarize their 

response using member checking technique and asked them if they had additional information to 

add. This seemed to help in building rapport and also ensured that the researcher was able to 



 

51 

 

capture their full response.  

Observations 

Observations were conducted at the institution sites during normal office hours. 

Observations of participants were conducted during interview sessions, as well as before and 

after the meetings.  The researcher journaled observations of: the interviewee’s office or meeting 

room, any non-verbal gestures, voice dictation, and a summary of the overall experience and 

rapport.  For the two participants interviewed via Skype, the background setting which appeared 

on the monitor was also observed. According to seminal work of Lincoln and Guba (1985), 

observations of people, places, offices, and reactions should be noted in reflexive journals and 

serve as data for your research. A journal of detailed notes was kept throughout each visit to the 

different campuses, and it included a section of field notes for each college.  According to Sutton 

and Austin (2015), during data analysis, field notes can provide important context to help remind 

the researcher of important situational factors. Non-verbal factors noted throughout the 

observations also provided additional information that captured the social transactions that occur 

during ordinary, day-to-day activities in those colleges. These observations also helped the 

researcher become more aware of the differences among colleges.  Furthermore, the reflexive 

journals also included: the researcher’s experiences while conducting the research project; 

detailed descriptions of people on the campuses, participants, events, and places; and a general 

description of each institution’s culture.  

Member Check 

According to Lincoln and Guba (1985), the process of member check, “whereby data, 

analytic categories, interpretations, and conclusions are tested with members of the stake-holding 
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groups from whom the data were originally collected” (p. 314). Member checks took place 

during and after the interview process.  To ensure I was capturing their responses, I would repeat 

the information shared by each participant during the interview process, and after the interview, I 

involved the participant in evaluating my draft transcript.  Furthermore, by sharing my 

interpretation of the data with participants, I captured their experiences to each question, and not 

my own biases.   

Peer Debriefing 

In addition to member checks, peer debriefing was also used in this study. According to 

Lincoln & Guba (1985), the purpose of a peer debriefer is to: 1) Challenge the researcher; 2) 

probe the researcher in order for the researcher to be able to defend her/his explanation of the 

initial hypotheses; 3) inquire any other methodological choices; and 4) ensure the researcher’s 

personal feelings and emotions will not influence the interpretation of data.  The peer debriefer, I 

chose for this study is a colleague; a current professor; and a mentor who is familiar with higher 

education policy implementation, challenges me, and speaks candidly about my choices.  As a 

researcher, this process helped me by providing a check system to pull me back into reality and 

remain focused on my research questions and research design. 

Research Reflexivity 

Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggest a researcher should keep a reflexive journal or diary in 

a daily basis to report information about self and methods.  I kept a reflexive journal, which 

included a self-reflection as a researcher, on methods, and on the process of the study.  Keeping a 

journal helped me examine my own thoughts, beliefs, and behaviors.  This analytic tool was a 

good way to document my decisions and ensure trustworthiness.    



 

53 

 

Assurances of Confidentiality 

Within the study, several measures were implemented in order to assure confidentiality of 

the participants.  Before beginning the interview for all participants, I explained to them the 

reason why I was conducting the study, went over the interview process, and reviewed the 

voluntary agreement (Appendix C: Consent Form).   In order for the participants to participate in 

the study, they were required to sign a consent form.  While reviewing the consent form with 

each participant, I took the time to assure him or her that the interview would be confidential.  I 

explained to them that the records of this study would be handwritten notes, which would then be 

transcribed into type notes and kept privately.  No identifiers linking participants to this study 

were included in any sort of report that might be published. Also, I created pseudonyms to be 

used throughout the study in order to protect each participant’s respective identity. Pseudonyms 

were utilized in the transcribing, coding, and reporting of data.  The researcher applied the 

following to assure confidentiality: 1) identification of all participants by a code and pseudonym; 

2) omission of details that could attribute quotations to specific individuals; and 3) omission of 

details that could identify any of the participants.  I also explained to the participants that I would 

be using a notepad to take written notes, and then transcribe the notes using Microsoft Word on a 

computer owned by me, the researcher. The computer would then be stored in my house and 

password protected.  The written notes would be stored in a locked cabinet accessible only by 

me, the researcher.  I also explained to the participants that if they had any questions, they could 

contact me or the faculty chair, and any questions specifically regarding their rights could be 

directed to the IRB, either at Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi and/or their respective 

colleges. Once they each gave consent and signed the form, I provided a copy of the signed 

consent form to each participant. 
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Data Analysis 

Unitizing Data 

 After data collection, the researcher transcribed verbatim removing all non-verbal 

language (e.g., “hmm”, “yeah”, “like”, “uh”, etc.).  As researchers, we learn that transcription 

can powerfully affect the way participants are understood, the type of information they share, 

and the conclusions drawn (Oliver, Serovich, & Mason, 2006).  After the interviews, I 

transcribed my notes into interview transcripts, and then divided each transcript into units (See 

Figure 6: Unitizing Example).  I read each interview transcript, carefully analyzing the 

information and highlighting the significant statements, quotes, or sentences that would provide 

an insight and understanding of the participant’s response to the interview questions.  Once the 

researcher analyzes and divides the data into units, which are printed on individual index cards, 

she can start unitizing the data to figure out common themes and categories. Because the 

research is analyzing the data from idea to idea, this process of data unitization is known as 

content analysis (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).    

Figure 6: Unitizing Example 

Card No. Code Unit Pg. No. 

1 Participant 1.1 Participant stated she has a Bachelor of Science in Educational 

Psychology and a Master of Science in Counseling Education with an 

emphasis in the study development of Higher Education. 

Pg. 2 

 

Coding 

Following the unitization of the data, I began the process of analysis referred to as 

coding.  According to Glesne (2011), coding helps in exploring the connections of categories and 
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themes.  Next, I prepared my document to print on individual four-by-six-inch index cards (See 

Figure 7: Unit Card).  Each card had a heading, a quote, and footer.  In the upper left of the 

header was a number that indicated the unit card number, and on the upper right corner was a 

label that indicated the participant number and college. In the middle was the quote provided by 

the participant, and below the quote was the page number indicating where the quote was located 

in the transcript.  Furthermore, the code directed the researcher to the information source, 

participant, and interview site. (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). 

Figure 7: Unit Card 

 

Categorizing & Discovering Patterns 

According to Olson (2011), the goal of data analysis is to review the transcript and look 

for general and main ideas discussed.   A linguistic approach to utilize when trying to categorize 

and discover patterns is to look carefully at words and phrases that indicate relationships among 

things (Ryan & Bernard, 2003).  Because the participants in this study were purposefully chosen 

(e.g., decision-making administrators tasked with the implementation of Campus Carry Law), 

there were often similar phrases, lingo, or experiences shared by each participant.  As a 
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researcher, during the analyzing of data, it was important for me to pay close attention and take 

notice of patterns discovered throughout my analysis.  Categorizing and discovering patterns 

throughout my data analysis helped me identify themes, which helped me develop and label the 

categories.  

Identifying Themes 

 The researcher transcribed the interviews prior to conducting a thematic analysis.  

Thematic analysis is an exploratory approach used to identify emerging themes from textual 

material, such as interview transcripts (Schwandt, 2007).  Thematic analysis was used in this 

study because it is a practical method in analyzing and organizing qualitative data.  Thematic 

analysis allowed the researcher to review and organize the interview transcripts of the decision- 

making administrators. 

  Emergent themes were developed into clusters, which were then developed into overall 

themes, containing patterns and clusters that could be organized into other themes.  Using this 

approach allowed the researcher to collect and analyze the data in an effective and efficient 

manner. Within the context of the study, units of data were formatted and printed on note cards. 

Based on the patterns I noticed during my data analysis, I sorted and resorted note cards multiple 

times.  According to Glaser and Strauss (1967), the method of comparing one note card data to 

other note cards is called a constant comparative method. The ultimate goal of sorting and 

resorting the data on the note cards is to identify similar themes so that the researcher can begin 

developing and labeling those categories and concepts into other themes. 

Developing and Labeling Categories 

  “In qualitative research coding, you eventually want to show relationships between 
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things” (p. 195). Coding data can also be considered indexing or categorizing (Glesne, 2011). 

“As a result of coding your data, you are creating a framework of relational categories for your 

data” (p. 195). Coding allows the researcher to more easily see patterns or themes.  After a 

thorough analysis, the following categories and themes emerged, which will be extensively 

discussed in the next chapter: 1) Negotiating Influential and Conflicting Inner Perspectives, 2) 

Ambiguities of the Campus Carry Law, and 3). Maintaining and Cultivating Campus Support.  

Ensuring Trustworthiness 

Trustworthiness is the umbrella which ultimately determines the study’s integrity.  It 

determines: truth value, plausibility, rigorousness of design and method, and the credibility of 

both data and researcher. According to Lincoln and Guba (1985), there are four aspects of 

trustworthiness that researchers must establish: credibility, transferability, dependability, and 

confirmability. Furthermore, these terms are used by Lincoln and Guba (1985) to replace 

reliability and validity, which are usually linked to quantitative research.                                          

 Credibility. Credibility is the first aspect, or criterion, that must be established which is 

the.  The task of establishing credibility essentially asks the researcher to clearly link the research 

study’s findings with reality in order to demonstrate the truth of the study’s findings. According 

to Lincoln and Guba (1985), there are techniques to increase the credibility of the study, 

including peer debriefing, member checking, and triangulation.  As previously noted earlier in 

this chapter, member checking and peer debriefing were employed as methods to ensure the 

credibility of the study.  In addition, triangulation of data, which was developed by field notes, 

journal entries, observations and interviews, was used to capture the phenomenon of the study.  

For the purpose of this study, the triangulation of data was ascertained primarily through data 

from interviews and observations.                                                                                                               
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 Transferability. The second aspect is transferability, which refers to the degree in which 

the research can be transferred to other contexts. According to Geertz (2002), this can be 

achieved through thick description of participants.  I provided a thick description of participants 

primarily through the interview data obtained regarding current job description, the participant’s 

role in regards to policy implementation, and the type of college where they currently work.  By 

further contextualizing background, experience as it relates to policy implementation of Campus 

Carry, and educational setting, a clearer description of the participants surfaced, helping to make 

the finding of this study applicable to similar contexts and participants with similar 

characteristics.                                                                                                                    

 Dependability and Confirmability. The third and fourth aspects, dependability and 

confirmability can be satisfied utilizing similar techniques.  Dependability is the process that 

ensures the research findings are consistent and could be repeated, and confirmability questions 

how the research findings are supported by the data collected.  As discussed earlier, the process 

of this study was guided by the use of a peer debriefer and member checking. Most debriefing 

sessions involved conversations, discussions, and questions regarding the collection of data as an 

attempt to ensure that my analysis was not biased.  Also, member checking occurred through the 

data collection process of follow-up interviews and asking clarifying questions to further probe 

participants for responses.  Additionally, I emailed each participant a copy of his or her 

transcribed interview and presented the opportunity to add or clarify any content.  

Chapter Summary 

 The primary purpose of this qualitative case study was to elicit and analyze how decision-

making administrators at four non-residential community colleges in South Texas implemented 

the Campus Carry Law, and to observe how they found a balance between following the state 
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law and maintaining a safe and secure campus community.  Using qualitative research methods, 

the collection of data was conducted through in-depth, unstructured interviews, organized around 

overarching and open-ended questions. Participants were selected using purposeful criterion 

sampling to determine the case, as well as to determine the participants and sites within the case.  

The researcher searched for common themes that transcended through the different cases.  After 

the researcher interviewed the participants, data were analyzed and the researcher began to 

determine the appropriate classification. The interviews were 60-90 minutes long, audio 

recorded, and transcribed.  The researcher also recorded field notes and observations in a 

reflexive journal.   Furthermore, records and documents related to institutional policies, state 

policies, college websites, campus mission statements, and campus values and goals, were 

recorded to better understand the context of the institutional culture.  
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Chapter IV 

Data Analysis & Results 

 When conducting a qualitative research study, the start of data analysis begins with 

anticipation and fear of creating and sustaining a meaningful relationship with each participant. 

Conducting a qualitative research is all about being attentive to the surroundings through 

observation, creating meaningful communication with the participants, and being open to each 

participant’s perspectives.  

 Collecting my data was challenging due to the time of the year I was conducting my 

study and delay of IRB approval from my home campus.  Also, the time of the year that I began 

my study was busy because it was the beginning of the fall semester and South Texas had been 

recently impacted by Hurricane Harvey, which created a delay in start for most colleges.  Two of 

the colleges that were part of my study were directly impacted by the hurricane, which created 

some unforeseen setbacks in scheduling my interviews.  Further, it was important to begin the 

study after August 1, 2017, because that was the day community colleges in Texas were 

mandated by Texas Legislature to implement Campus Carry Law in compliance with SB 11.  By 

conducting the study after August 1, 2017, I was able to get a better understanding of the process 

each participant took in implementing Campus Carry Law and their perspectives.   

 The next section of this chapter will include an overview of the context of the study, an 

overview of the study site, and participant descriptions.   

Context of the Study 

I made seven visits to the three different South Texas non-residential community 

colleges.  A reflexive journal was kept to record the observations at each campus visit.  I took 

note of the people walking on campus, campus buildings, campus grounds, and the interview 
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location.  Also, I traveled at least two hours to and from the locations and audio recorded my 

notes regarding my experience traveling, which I later transcribed. Furthermore, after each 

interview, I wrote down my observations, which included the interviewee’s office or meeting 

room, any non-verbal gestures, voice dictation, and a summary of the overall experience and 

rapport.  Reviewing the notes before transcribing and analyzing the data allowed me to be able to 

capture the same experience I had when I was interviewing.  This process helped with setting the 

tone before analyzing the data and prepared me for the next interview.   

Context plays an important part in the moment of interpreting data. Without an 

understanding of the context where the participants live, the results could emerge with no clear 

interpretation of the data. Participants expressed their ideas, perceptions, and interpretations, 

based in a context that surrounds their realities and within that they have learned. An important 

section of this chapter is dedicated to the description of campuses and participants. The results 

presented in this chapter include a brief description of the campuses and the interviewees to 

facilitate reading and understanding the data.  

Table 3:  Campus Demographic Profile 

Number Region of 

the 

Institution 

Type of 

Institution 

Number of 

Campuses 

Student 

Enrollment 

Fall 2017 

Campus 

Police/Security 

Department 

Number of Incidents 

involving a gun 

discharge (past 25 

years) 

Number of 

Visits to 

Campus 

1 South Texas  Public Community 
College 

3 11,506 Yes (Security) 0 4 

2 South Texas  Public Community 

College 

2 9,850 Yes (Police) 0 0  

(Via Skype) 

3 South Texas  Public Community 
College 

6 33,044 Yes (Both) 1 (non-student) 1 

4 South Texas  Public Community 

College 

1 3986 Yes (Both) 1 (non-student) 2 
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Campus Descriptions 

A brief description of each campus includes demographic data from each institution and a 

hallmark characteristics of the institutions. The descriptors are not always the same. The reader 

will find some one-to-one similarities among these institutions; however, the researcher also 

highlighted each campus’s individualistic features. This description provides some insight into 

the research findings. Table 3 (see above) provides demographic data collected during campus 

visits and interviews, which includes a unique code given to each labeled campus number, the 

region of the institution, the type of the institution, the number of campuses, student enrollment 

for the fall, whether the campus had a police and/or a security department, the number of 

incidents involving gun discharge in the past 25 years, and the number of visits to each campus.  

Institution 1 

 Institution 1 is located in the South Texas region in a metropolitan area. The college 

campus is easily accessible from major highways and traffic corridors.  The campus where I was 

conducting the interviews was located in the middle of a neighborhood, which houses the 

college’s arts, science, humanities, and most business and computer information technology 

programs. Institution 1 has two main campuses with a current enrollment for the fall 2017 

semester of 11,506.  The other campus that I did not visit, but have been there in past, houses the 

college’s allied health, nursing, and occupational programs such as automotive technology, 

aviation, and public safety education programs in fire, Emergency Medical Systems (EMS), and 

law enforcement.  Furthermore, Institution 1 does not have a campus police department; they 

have a contract with a security company and with the local city police department. The campus 

security department is led by Chief of Security, and is in the process of creating a campus police 

department that has been board approved.   



 

63 

 

Institution 2 

 Institution 2 is located in the South Texas region in a metropolitan area. The college 

campus is easily accessible from major highways.  Due to conflict of schedules, I did not have 

the opportunity to visit this campus in person, but I did have the opportunity to visit the campus 

in the past. Institution 2 is a two-campus district serving with a current enrollment for the fall 

2017 semester of 9,850.  Furthermore, Institution 2, does have a Campus Police Department, 

which is LCC staffed 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, as reported by Lieutenant Henry. 

Institution 3 

 Institution 3 is located in the South Texas region in a metropolitan area. The college 

campus is easily accessible from major highways and traffic corridors.  The college has six 

campuses and offers more than 100 degree and certificate program options, including associate 

degrees in a variety of art, science, technology and allied health fields of study. The current 

enrollment for the campus for 2017 is 33,044.  The campus where the interviews were held is 

located in the largest city and in the middle of the busy business area, with a neighbor behind the 

campus.  Furthermore, Institution 3 does have a campus police and security department, which 

includes a contract with a security company, in addition to manning its own police force.  

Institution 4 

 Institution 4 is located in the South Texas region in a metropolitan area. The college 

campus is easily accessible from major highways and sits in the middle of a neighborhood.  The 

college has one main campus and eight extensions that are located around the city and 

surrounding small rural areas.  I conducted the interviews at the main campus, which was very 

small and reminded me of a high school that is embedded in the neighborhood and houses 
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another university. The current enrollment for the campus for fall 2017 is 3,986.  Furthermore, 

Institution 4 does have a campus police and security department.   

Participant Descriptions 

Table 4: Participant Descriptions 

Number Pseudonym Ethnicity Gender Age Occupation # Years  

in HE 

Policy Duties 

1.1  Lori White, 

Caucasian 

F 51-60 Chief of Security 3 Writes, interprets, revises, 

enforces, and trains 

2.1 Belia White, 

Caucasian 

F 51-60 Provost & VP of 

Academic Affairs 

30  Creates, interprets, and revises 

3. Noe White, 

Hispanic 

/Native 

American 

M 41-50 VP of Student Affairs 27  Reviews and advises all policies 

4.1 Mimi White, 

Caucasian 

F 61-70 Executive Director of 

HR and 

Administration 

4  Creates, revises, edits, and 

formats all policies 

5.2 Henry Hispanic 

American of 

Mexican 

Descent 

M 41-50 Lieutenant of Campus 

Police       

15  Reviews, interprets, and 

enforces 

6.2 Marcelo Hispanic M 41-50 Vice President of 

Instruction & Student 

Services 

26  Creates, edits, and interprets 

7.3 Mike Caucasian, 

White 

M 71+ Chief of Security 

 

10 Develops, reviews, interprets, or 

enforces 

8.3 Sonia Caucasian, 

White 

F  51-60 President  43 Review, edits and takes to the 

board 

9.4  Cole Caucasian, 

White 

M  41-50 Chief of Police 

Department 

 5  Writes, interprets, revises, 

enforces, and trains 

10.4 Chad Caucasian, 

White 

M  51-60 President 27 Review and edits 

 

Interviews were conducted with 10 decision-making administrators.  The researcher 

anticipated to interview up to 12 participants, but due to impact of Hurricane Harvey, late start of 

the semester, conflict of schedules, and saturation of data, the researcher concluded the study 
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with only 10 participants. Also, two of the presidents from Institutions 1 and 2 declined to be 

interviewed; one due to traveling conflict, and the other one had started working on campus after 

the planning and implementation of the Campus Carry policy.  Participants were coded in the 

order they were interviewed and by the campus they represented.  The first numeral represents 

the number of participants from that campus, and the second numeral represents the campus 

number.  For example, 1.1, indicates that the participant was the first interviewee from the first 

campus.  Also, the participants were given a pseudonym to be used throughout the study in order 

to protect their respective identities. Pseudonyms will also be utilized in reporting data. Refer to 

Table 4 above for participant demographics. 

Participation Descriptions 

The first questions on the interview protocol served as an introduction, allowing for 

researcher to learn the educational background of the person, their work experience, and their 

current role in implementing policy change. This was a very important question because it gave 

the researcher the insight of their experience in higher education, and helped determine if their 

responses and concerns about Campus Carry Law differ due to that role and experience. 

The interviews lasted approximately 45-60 minutes.  Each participant was interviewed 

individually.  In keeping with the character of the qualitative research, the researcher asked open-

ended questions.  Throughout the interview, the research remained respectful, supportive, and 

sensitive to the participant’s emotional state during and after the interview.  The researcher 

transcribed in writing each participant response.  The participants were also audio recorded to 

ensure the researcher would capture all the information the participant were saying, while 

maintaining eye contact with the participant.   All of the interviews followed the same interview 

protocol (See Appendix E). The researcher followed the same script the majority of the time, but 
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at times, some of the participants would answer a previous question while they were addressing 

another question.  The researcher did not want to stop the participants from talking; so, she 

would make note of it and when the question came up and simply summarize their response 

using member checking technique. Then asked them if they had additional information to add. 

This technique helped in building rapport and ensuring that the researcher was able to capture 

each participant’s full response.  Once the participants appeared to come to a stop, the researcher 

would proceed to the next question.   

 Participant 1.1 (Lori). The first interviewee was a white Caucasian female with a Master 

in Counseling degree with an emphasis in marriage and family counseling, a bachelor’s degree in 

criminal justice, and an associate’s degree in business administration. Her work experience prior 

to higher education was working in law enforcement for 29 years, which included 14 years in a 

non-supervisory role and 15 years in a supervisory role.  She was a criminal investigator, a street 

patrol, a juvenile justice officer, in crime stoppers, and spent 22 years as a hostage negotiator.  

She has been working in higher education since 2015 and is currently the Chief of Security. 

Participant 1.1 revealed that her role in policies at this time is as an advisor to Legal Counsel, 

Security Staff, Administration, and other departments.  She feels that her role as it relates to 

policy will change in the future, especially since her immediate supervisor is Legal Counsel and 

that department is thinking of creating a police force at the college.  

 Participant 2.1 (Belia). The second interviewee was a female Caucasian who has a 

bachelor's degree and master's degree in English, and a doctorate in higher education and 

leadership from The University of Texas at Austin.  She has 30 years of experience in higher 

education as professor, department chair, academic dean, and administrator.  Her current job title 

is Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs.  Belia supervises all instruction, and any 
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time the college president is off campus, she is second in command and responsible for internal 

operations. Her role in policies as Chief Academic Officer is to ensure the college is following 

all accreditation bodies, which include Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 

Commission on Colleges (SACS-COC) and Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board 

(THECB).   Her job is also to review, identify, revise and clarify all policies.   

Participant 3.1 (Noe). The third interviewee was a Hispanic male with a Bachelor of 

Business Administration degree, a master’s degree in guidance counseling, and a Ph.D. in human 

resource development.  He has been working in Student Affairs for over 26 years in a 

community college setting.   He is currently Vice President of Student Affairs, and his role in 

regards to policy is in an advisory capacity. Noe works with the president of the college, the 

provost, legal counsel, and the board of regents.  He also makes recommendations on general 

policies, which are B policies, and the board approves the A policies, which are the 

administrative policies.    

Participant 4.1 (Mimi). The fourth interviewee was a Caucasian female who has 

bachelor’s degree in business administration, as well as a master’s degree in business 

administration with senior-level administration in human resources. Her work experience prior to 

higher education was in the oil and gas field for 25 years, where she worked as Vice President of 

Business Affairs, the human resources director, and accountant.   She started in higher education 

as an adjunct professor for over four years, then was hired as the director for the human 

resources office. She was then moved to the executive team.  Her current job title is Executive 

Director of Human Resources and Administration, overseeing the human resources department, 

benefits, payroll, risk management, internal auditing, administrative oversight of records, and 
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policy implementation. In regards to policies, her role is policy administrator.  She monitors and 

observes all the laws, and creates, revises, edits, and formats all policies at the college.  She 

works collaboratively with all departments—President, Legal Counsel, Provost, and VP of 

Student Affairs—and with the Board of Regents to ensure compliance.  She also helps interpret 

the policies and ensure everyone is in compliance and accountable.  

Participant 5.2 (Henry). The fifth interviewee was a Mexican-American male with a 

bachelor’s degree in criminal justice.  Prior to higher education, he worked in law enforcement 

for 15 years with the local sheriff's department and juvenile boot camp.   He was a criminal 

investigator, street patrol, and juvenile justice officer. He has been working in higher education 

for 15 years in the capacity of 3 years as an investigator in the Police department of a public 

university and 10 years at a community college police department.  Currently, he is Lieutenant, 

overseeing the officers and training the campus community.  His roles as it relates to policies is 

to interpret, revise, and train.  Also, his role is to make sure the campus policies as they relate to 

law enforcement are in compliance.  

Participant 6.2 (Marcelo).  The sixth interviewee was a Hispanic male who has a 

Bachelor in Psychology and Sociology with a minor in Bilingual Education, a Master’s Degree, 

and an Ed.D in Higher Education and Administration.  He has been working in Student Affairs 

for over 25 years in a community college setting.   He is currently Vice President of Academic 

and Student Affairs, and his role in regards to policy ranges from policy creation and 

development to policy interpretation with legal counsel.    

Participant 7.3 (Mike). The seventh interviewee is a Caucasian white male who has a 

master’s degree in business administration for Syracuse University.  He revealed he was 



 

69 

 

formerly a special agent in charge of the U. S. Treasury Department Criminal Investigation 

Division and a federal security director for the Department of Homeland Security.  Mike’s 

current job at the community college is working as Chief of Administration of the Department of 

Public Safety where he oversees the security department, the police department, and the 

emergency management of the college.  He also is the director and chairperson of the college’s 

crisis management team and the incident command team.  He is approaching 10 years of 

experience working in a higher education setting, and 30 years as a service agent in law 

enforcement.   Currently, he participates in developing policies and is authorized to enforce 

certain policies of the college.  

Participant 8.3 (Sonia).  The eight interviewee is a white Caucasian female who has an 

associate’s degree from a community college, a bachelor’s degree in English, two master’s 

degrees (one in Library Science and the other in Business Administration), and a doctorate in 

higher education administration. She has over 43 years of experience working in higher 

education administration experience, including time as the chief financial officer and president of 

a community college. Participant 8.3 revealed that her role in policies is as the lead who reviews 

the final policies and presents them to the board.  

Participant 9.4 (Cole). The ninth interviewee was a Caucasian male with an associate’s 

degree in criminal justice.  His work experience prior to higher education was working 24 years 

in law enforcement as patrol, school officer, investigator, SWAT, sniper lead, EMT liaison with 

the City, and crime prevention specialist. Currently, he is Chief of Police and has been working 

in higher education for five years.  Cole’s role as it relates to policies is as participant in their 

development and enforcement. 



 

70 

 

Participant 10.4 (Chad). The tenth interviewee is a white Caucasian male who has a 

bachelor’s degree in business education and computer science, an MBA, and a PhD in higher 

education and administration. He has 27 years of experience working in higher education as 

faculty, divisional chair, dean, VP of Instruction, and he serves as the president of his community 

college for the last two years. Participant 10.4 revealed that he reviews all policies to ensure 

compliance and present to board for approval. 

 What follows is the research questions, as well as an explanation of the themes that 

emerged from data analysis.  

Research Questions 

 The purpose of this qualitative case study is to explore how decision-making 

administrators at four nonresidential community colleges in South Texas implemented Campus 

Carry Law.  Specifically, this study examined how those administrators found balance between 

following the state law, respecting individual rights, and at the same time, maintaining a safe and 

secure campus community.  The study employed a qualitative method of inquiry whereby 10 

decision-making administrators from four nonresidential community colleges in South Texas 

were interviewed.  

 The data included 10 semi-structured interviews, 17 open-ended questions, observations, 

journal, field notes, policy documents, and websites. Interviews and observations produced 591 

data units derived from 110 pages of transcribed notes, observations, and audio recordings.  Data 

was transcribed and analyzed via content analysis whereby themes emerged.  Next, a discussion 

of the themes and subthemes that emerged via content analysis with extensive details of the 

experiences of participants in the study. 
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Emergent Themes 

 All of the participants’ responses from the interviewed protocol were categorized into 

three main themes and eight subthemes (refer to Table 5 below).   The themes and subthemes 

that emerged were: Theme 1: Negotiating Influential and Conflicting Inner Perspectives; 

Subthemes: 1). Personal attitudes toward Campus Carry Law and 2). Sticking to the facts; 

Theme 2: Ambiguities of Campus Carry Law: Subthemes: 1). Psychological Impacts; 2). 

Difficulties of enforcement; and 3). Financial Burdens; Theme 3: Maintaining and Cultivating 

Campus Support: Subthemes: 1). Listening to diverse perspectives; 2). Upholding shared 

governance; and 3). Educating the campus community.   

Table 5:Themes and Sub-Themes that Emerged from Data Analysis. 

Theme 

 

Subtheme 1 Subtheme 2 Subtheme 3 

Negotiating Influential & 

Conflicting Inner 

Perspectives 

 

Personal Attitudes toward 

Campus Carry 

Stick to the Facts  

---- 

Ambiguities of the Law 

 

Psychological Impacts Difficulties of Enforcement Financial Burdens 

Maintaining & 

Cultivating Campus 

Support 

 

Listening to Diverse 

Perspectives 

Upholding Shared Governance Educating the 

Campus Community  

 

Negotiating Influential & Conflicting Inner Perspectives 

 The first overarching theme, Negotiating Influential & Conflicting Inner Perspectives 

provides different perspectives on how the participants made meaning of Campus Carry Law. 

This theme fell under two major sub-themes which included: 1.) Personal Attitudes toward 

Campus Carry and 2). Stick to the Facts. 
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Personal attitudes toward Campus Carry.  The majority of participants in this study 

expressed serious reservations and mixed emotions about allowing concealed weapons on 

campus.  A few participants revealed that they supported Campus Carry Law and did not feel it 

was a big concern.  Lori, Chief of Security, stated, “From a realistic perspective, I don’t think it’s 

all bad” (92).  During the interview, Lori disclosed that there are some instances where a person 

carrying a concealed handgun might be able to stop a senseless tragedy. Lori further discussed 

the recent event that occurred at a Texas University where there was a man waving a machete, 

and a concealed handgun permittee close by was the first one to draw down, holding him there 

until police arrived. Some participants shared that having guns present might benefit the college 

by adding another layer of safety and preventive measures.  Mike, Chief of Security, said, “I 

believe that a conscious and professional individual who has [a] concealed handgun license is an 

asset to the college community” (482).  Mike further disclosed that he believed successful 

civilian uses of guns might help stop a mass shooting.  Noe, Vice President of Student Affairs, 

agreed with Mike. He stated, “I am open-minded, especially when I hear people talk about other 

situations where people had a gun, they would be ready to protect” (241). Similarly, one 

participant revealed they were avid supporters of the 2nd Amendment and lifetime members of 

the National Rifle Association (NRA).  This was an interesting statement because the NRA 

advocates for gun rights with its main focus on blocking gun control legislation, and promoting 

the increased legalization of ammunition and weapons.  Furthermore, one of the NRA’s most 

recent victories was on June 2015 in Texas with the passage of Campus Carry Law.  The NRA 

was pivotal for pushing for limited discretion under the law to establish “reasonable rules” that 

did not “generally prohibit” license holders from carrying on college campuses. In essence, 

participants Noe, Mike, and Lori’s sentiments suggest that allowing guns on campus can be 
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helpful because concealed handgun license carriers might be able to prevent and/or stop a mass 

shooting incident.  Their sentiments also suggest that concealed handgun carriers have a sense of 

safety and security, especially in dangerous areas.  Furthermore, the 2nd Amendment right to bear 

arms provides them with the right to have a concealed gun in public, in this case at a college 

campus, and to have it ready for use and self-defense.  

While some participants supported the Campus Carry law, other participants—despite 

their professional role to implement Campus Carry—revealed that they were against concealed 

weapons on campus because they had children in college.  Henry, Lieutenant of Campus Police 

Department, strongly stated, “I’m against it because I have a daughter in college, and you see a 

lot of individuals who are not ready for college.  They lack the maturity and that scares me” 

(366).  Henry further unpacked his concerns and shared his reasoning was due to the fact that 

college students are young and have cognitive development during that stage of life, which can 

compromise emotional and behavioral regulation, impulse control, and judgment; all of which 

are essential for avoiding the circumstances in which firearm access leads to tragedy. Henry also 

shared that he teaches the importance of emotional and behavioral regulation to the police 

department cadets. For Henry, his experience in training police cadets suggests that he 

understands the important factors that can lead to tragedy when using a firearm, which is why he 

has reservations about guns on campus.     

Other participants shared that they support the 2nd Amendment right to bear arms, but did 

not feel like that right should be exercised on college grounds.  Mimi, Executive Director of 

Human Resources and Administration, shared, “I feel that everyone has a personal right to bear 

arms, but I strongly feel that there are certain places they should not be allowed, like schools. I 
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am a school board member and I feel that guns should not be at schools” (276).  Mimi further 

explained during her interview that she strongly felt that guns on campus would interfere with 

the mission of the college to maintain a safe and secure campus community.  Also, she revealed 

that schools should be a safe haven from the violence that touches so many Americans, and 

having guns on campus would change that environment.   

Other participants also agreed that guns should not be allowed on campus.  Henry said, “I 

understand when they say guns have no right to be in the classroom” (372) and “colleges are 

there to better your life and to educate you, and I just don’t think a gun will help you do that” 

(374).  Noe’s sentiments suggest that guns would violate the learning environment. Another 

reason why some participants did not agree guns should be on campus was because it can 

interfere with the campus safety plan and first responders.   Noe, VP of Student Affairs, strongly 

stated, “I feel that it makes it very difficult for our men and women in blue” (239) and “my 

biggest fear is for police or campus security showing up to a situation and not knowing who the 

bad guy is because everyone has a gun” (240).   He further discussed that the campus security 

and police are there to protect the public, and having guns on campus might increase the chances 

of the wrong person getting shot or killed during an active shooter crisis.  Furthermore, Mimi, 

Henry, and Noe, all agreed that guns on campus are not a good idea because of the age and 

mental development of students and safety concerns.  The narratives of these participants 

suggests one’s positionality can bias one’s epistemology.  As the participants’ sentiments 

suggest, it is difficult to see outside the bounds of your own perspective—to be able to identify 

assumptions that you take as universal truths but which, instead, have been crafted by your own 

unique identity and experiences in the world.  
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The majority of participants who were interviewed had mixed emotions regarding 

Campus Carry.  There were several comments made during the interview from participants 

regarding how hypocritical their response might sound regarding their stance on Campus Carry. 

Belia, Provost and Vice President of Academic Affairs, stated, “This is where it gets hard for me 

to answer because I am going to sound like a hypocrite” (185).  Belia revealed that she felt 

hypocritical because she does not have a handgun, but has been seriously thinking about getting 

one, only because her husband is in Houston five days out of the week and it would make her 

feel a little more secure.  She quickly added that she would not bring the gun onto campus 

because it is a safe and secure environment. Belia’s sentiments suggest that her personal and 

professional values were in contradiction. 

Another participant, Henry, responded with honesty and said, “I’m torn between both, to 

be honest with you” (367).  Some participants disclosed that hearing both sides of the debate has 

created mixed emotions, like Noe, VP of Student Affairs, who said, “When you hear both sides 

and people’s concerns, you began to think that it is not that bad” (260).  The participant’s 

responses suggests that when you are open-minded to both sides of the argument that it generates 

some mixed feelings and will influence your perspectives. His sentiments also illustrate that guns 

remain a highly emotionally charged issue in higher education.  There was also one participant 

who disclosed that he carries a gun everywhere except on campus.  Marcelo, VP of Instruction 

and Student Services, disclosed, “I carry my firearm everywhere I go, except on campus” (437).  

Marcelo further disclosed during the interview that he could not bring himself to carry a gun on 

campus because he felt that guns have no place in an academic environment. He felt confident 

that the campus police are capable of keeping the college safe.  The perspectives shared by 

Marcelo during his interview suggest that regardless if you support and exercise your right to 
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carry, you can have differing perspectives on the places where you would like to exercise that 

right.  Marcelo’s sentiments suggest that context is everything, and it can shape and influence 

your perspectives.  Marcelo’s sentiments further revealed that you can be pro-guns and also be 

against guns on campus.  Furthermore, his sentiments support that your personal and 

professional stance can be different depending on the context or the situation.  

Furthermore, Lori reflected on whether the individual with the concealed weapon could 

protect the school should the need arise. She said, “When you look at Virginia Tech in particular, 

in one of the rooms, there was a Marine who attempted to stop the shooter and he was not 

allowed the carry, and ended up losing his life attempting to save others. And I just wonder, had 

he been allowed to be armed and was trained military, would 31 students and professors have 

died that day?  I don’t think so” (89).  Lori’s views on the Virginia Tech incident suggest mixed 

emotions because if the school had a Campus Carry policy, someone who was lawful and trained 

to carry a gun, like the Marine, would have been in a position to stop the tragedy. One can assert 

from Lauren’s sentiments that the reason people are torn about concealed carry is because they 

often contemplate what might have happened.  Lori’s sentiments further suggested that on the 

flip side of this highly contentious debate, allowing guns on campus can possibly help in 

preventing or stopping a fatal tragedy like Virginia Tech.   

Lastly, several participants shared their personal views on gun control.  Most of the 

participants shared their views on gun control which included their concerns with the licensing 

fees, training, and the eligibility process.   Lieutenant Henry said, “I believe in gun control and 

again you are going to hear me go half and half” (376), but “there has to be better methods for 

gun control” (80).  Henry also discussed his feelings regarding the state of Texas’ decision to 

lower the license fee. Henry became very passionate and firmly stated, “I just don’t think 
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reducing the cost to purchase your license, like here in Texas from $140.00 to $40.00, and I 

don’t think it’s going to help.  I understand that they want to make it better for people who are 

struggling to pay stuff and that’s not the right way to do it” (381).  Henry’s passion regarding the 

recent price reduction of the CHL suggested that he did not feel it was a good idea because it 

would increase the amount of concealed handgun permittees, which can increase crime.   

Some participants shared their concerns with gun control which included the lack of 

training and the generic background check. Cole, Chief of Police, stated, “I strongly believe that 

the people need to be trained and have proper background checks in place” (555).  Lastly, Sonia, 

College President, shared her concern with the type of lack of training available for concealed 

handgun license holders.  Sonia stated repeatedly during the interview, “I strongly don’t believe 

that the eligibility and training to carry a concealed weapon is adequate.  It is a very short period 

of training and there is no training in the judgment process” (519).  During the interview, Sonia 

further discussed how one must reasonably believe it is necessary to shoot to kill to defend him 

or herself, or someone else, from imminent death.  This call needs to be made in a blink of an 

eye, in tense and uncertain circumstances—training which the average CHL holder does not have 

because it is not a requirement. One can assert from Sonia’s sentiment that she is conflicted 

about the process of attaining guns currently in place for CHL permittees in Texas, as she 

suggests a lack of adequacy when it comes to eligibility and training.  Furthermore, participants 

also shared their concerns with the vetting process and how it needs to be more intentional 

because there are other factors that can contribute and lead to violence. Sonia shared, “There are 

so many factors that can influence someone, which is not captured in the application process, 

like substance abuse, emotional issues, maturity issues, etc.” (519). She also added, “I think the 

vetting process has to be more intentional and have additional components regarding decision 
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making and the psychological effects if you do use your gun” (523). One can assert from Sonia’s 

sentiment that there are other factors that can contribute and lead to violence that are not 

considered and addressed during the application process of the CHL in Texas. Furthermore, 

regardless of the participants’ roles at the colleges, they all have personal values and beliefs 

regarding guns which influence their perspectives.  

Sticking to the facts.  The majority of the participants revealed that they made sense of 

the Campus Carry Law by sticking to the facts and not getting derailed by their personal values 

and views.  Facts and statistics were the common trend with participants’ responses, which 

helped them make sense of the law.  Noe, Vice President of Student Affairs, put it in perspective 

the best when he said, “I don’t want to be judgmental, but it was a policy where I needed to take 

myself out of the equation and think of the facts and law” (263). One can assert from Noe’s 

sentiments that his personal values were in conflict with his professional values, and it was best 

for him to put those aside and make an unbiased decision.  Other participants shared that what 

helped them make sense of the law was to focus on the number of individuals who actually have 

a license to carry a concealed handgun.  Mimi, Executive Director of HR and Administration, 

said, “Based on the statistics, there are very few people who carry” (296).  One can assert by 

Mimi’s sentiments that being conscious and aware of the true facts can prevent unbiased 

decisions. Lori agreed with Mimi and said: 

The number of people that can actually carry in the state of Texas  that are of the legal 

age, and do not have a felony conviction, is only 3.6% of the population that have 

actively gone out to get a concealed license so they can carry” (58). He added “the odds 

of you having somebody in your classroom which had gone through the process is 

minimal. If you can say that we are a typical representation of the state of Texas, then we 
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can say that only 3.6% of faculty, staff, and student population would be licensed to 

carry, which does not necessarily mean that they will carry (59).   

Lori’s sentiments regarding the state statistics of CHL permittees helped her rationalize the law 

and the actual impact it would have on her campus. In other words, the statistics suggest that 

there would be a small percentage (less than 3.6%) of students, faculty, and staff who would be 

licensed to carry a concealed handgun on campus.  Sticking to the facts further suggested it 

helped the participants separate their own personal values and beliefs to focus on the task of 

implementing Campus Carry.  

Also, several other participants shared that since the law passed in 2016, they have seen 

very few people actually carrying guns.  Lieutenant Henry shared, “To be honest, when open 

carry started here in our community, I only saw 1 or 2 people carrying weapons openly in the 

community” (359), and Chief Cole also shared the same observation by saying, “It is very 

interesting to me that in 2015, when Open Carry Law went into effect, not too many people were 

carrying.  I think I saw maybe one person.  Now that Campus Carry is in effect, I feel that people 

are reacting the same way and just not carrying” (557).  One can assert by the sentiments shared 

by Henry and Cole, the campus environment resembles the public environment, so an increase of 

guns will not be seen on campus because of Campus Carry.   

Ambiguities of Campus Carry Law 

 The second overarching theme, Ambiguities of the Campus Carry Law, provides an 

insight to the challenges of Campus Carry law due to the uncertainty thereof. This theme fell 

under three major sub-themes which included: 1.) Psychological impacts, 2). Enforcement 

difficulties, and 3). Financial burdens.   
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Psychological impacts. A common theme among participants during the interview was 

their concerns about the campus community not being mentally prepared to handle and/or deal 

with the psychological effects of using a gun.  Lori and Cole, who both have a law enforcement 

background, had very strong concerns regarding the psychological impact on those who use their 

guns.  Lori, Chief of Security stated, “I think this is the one thing that I see [as] an issue is that 

they are not mentally prepared to handle what will occur during these situations” (98), and “there 

is not a real psychological component, nor a requirement, if you are involved in a situation [for 

which] you are required to go seek counseling” (96).  Lori’s sentiments suggest that passage of 

Campus Carry did not consider the psychological impacts of those who discharge their weapon.  

One can assert by Lori’s sentiments that the campus administration needs to prepare for the 

psychological impact guns will have on their campus community, especially on those who 

discharge their gun.  

Chief Cole also agreed with Chief Lori and stated:  

A lot of people are not aware of the psychological component of shooting and injuring or 

killing someone.  Just pulling out a gun has a huge psychological impact.  As law 

enforcement, if we shoot someone, first we are tried with murder, and then the DA 

decides whether it is an actual murder.  We are not allowed to go back to work until we 

undergo some training and therapy (556). 

One can assert by Chief Cole’s sentiments that the campus community needs to be prepared and 

aware of the psychological impacts.  His sentiments also suggest that there should be some type 

of training and therapy in place at the college for those who discharge, injure, and/or kill 

someone.   
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Another common sentiment regarding psychological impacts that was disclosed during 

the interviews was concern regarding those who witness someone getting injured or killed during 

an active shooter situation. Belia stated, “This is the most disturbing to me because most people 

have not seen someone be murdered in front of them before and not dealt with the aftermath” 

(200).  Belia further shared during the interview that she worked at a school three years ago 

where there was active shooter domestic situation, and the spouse came to the school and killed a 

professor in class in front of 40 students. This was a very hard situation to deal with because the 

college was not prepared to handle the psychological impact it had on the students who 

witnessed this tragedy and those affected by it. She further shared that the college she worked at 

did not have professional counselors, and they had to refer students for assistance outside of the 

campus community. Her sentiments suggest that the passage of the law did not consider the 

preparation which needs to be in place for colleges to be prepared to handle psychological 

impacts after an active shooter situation.  One can assert by Sonia’s sentiments that the 

ambiguities of the law did not consider the psychological and financial impact of the campus 

community to be prepared to deal with a crisis.  Furthermore, Sonia also shared her concerns 

with the psychological impacts based on her experience. She stated, “I have known people who 

have been shot and people who shot others in self-defense and it’s a very frightening situation, 

especially psychologically” (517).   She further revealed that in both situations the individuals 

involved were traumatized and had to seek long term counseling. One can assert by Sonia’s 

sentiments that the colleges need to be prepared to address the psychological impacts. 

Another common response from participants was fear of everyone carrying a gun. Three 

participants expressed during the interviews that since the passage of the law, their campus 

community feared that everyone was going to be carrying a gun at all times.  Lieutenant Henry 
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revealed that people were afraid that “everyone was going to be carrying guns” (310), and 

“everyone was going to panic, especially if you mention a gun” (335).  Lieutenant Henry 

revealed during the interview that people’s fear was due to the confusion of the law, in thinking 

this law applied to anyone who wanted to carry a gun without realizing the law only permitted 

those with CHL to carry on campus.  Lieutenant Henry’s sentiments suggest that the fear was 

due to misconceptions of the law.   Because Texas Open Carry and Campus Carry laws were 

passed and signed into law around the same time, people were confused and thought that both 

laws were mutually inclusive, which they are not.  One can assert by Lieutenant Henry’s 

sentiments that the campus community fear was due to the misconception and confusion between 

Open Carry and Campus Carry.  

 Chief Cole also shared his experience regarding people’s misconceptions when he stated, 

“It was interesting how everyone was thinking that now that we are open carry and Campus 

Carry that is was going to be ‘the wild Wild West’” (558).  He continued to share that this was 

due to the fact that people just did not understand that the law was about permitting only those 

with CHL.  Belia also shared a similar observation to Chief Cole and said, “Some people think 

that everyone is going to be carrying weapons and it’s going to be ‘the wild Wild West’ and 

every little shouting match in the cafeteria will end up in gunfire” (157). The sentiments shared 

by Lieutenant Henry, Chief Cole, and Belia suggest that people’s fear of the increase of guns on 

campus were based on the misconception that everyone would be allowed to carry.  One can 

assert by the sentiments shared by Lieutenant Henry, Chief Cole, and Belia, that these 

misconceptions are due to the ambiguities of Campus Carry Law. 
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Difficulties of enforcement.  Among participants interviewed, there were several 

discussions about safety.  The majority of the participants shared that they have a duty to take 

adequate measures to maintain a safe environment for their students, faculty, and staff; but they 

also expressed concerns on how campus police distinguish between lawful concealed carry 

permit holder and the attacker. The majority of participants shared their concerns to safety as it 

relates to campus police and security during an active shooter incident. Noe stated, “My biggest 

fear is for police or campus security showing up to a situation and not knowing who the bad guy 

is because everyone has a gun.  Their first response is to protect the public and I worry how they 

would determine that and sho[o]t and kill the wrong person” (240).  Noe revealed during the 

interview that he was concerned about the college liability if the wrong person was killed. Noe’s 

sentiments revealed that he had a valid concern as an administrator to worry about the wrong 

person being killed and the legal ramifications for the college.   

Lastly, Chief Lori and Chief Cole shared their concerns with maintaining safety during an 

active shooter situation from a law enforcement perspective.  Lori also shared her concern 

regarding active shooter situations. She stated: 

If police arrive, all they will be looking for is who has the gun in their hands, and they 

are not going to stop and ask someone if they have a concealed carry license.  Even if you 

have your license in one hand and a gun in the other.  It is a microsecond, and what the 

police are going to see is the gun, because that is what they are trained to look for. That is 

what scares me and we need a plan (197).  

 Chief Lori revealed in her interview that her fear is based on her experience as a law 

enforcement officer who has been in situations like this in the field.  She continued to share that 
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you do not have time to figure out who is legally carrying a weapon.  It is about creating a safe 

environment and taking the attacker down so first responders can come in and provide assistance 

to the wounded. Her sentiments regarding safety is that the college needs to develop a plan for 

addressing CHL permittees and their responsibilities, as well as for active shooter situations.   

Chief Cole also shared the same sentiments, “My biggest concern is that in a situation 

that warrants the use of deadly force and people protecting themselves, what we are going to do? 

As PD we are in uniform [so] we are recognized as the good person. But with civilians, we have 

no idea who is the good or bad guy, and we are trained to take down. And that is going to make it 

very hard for us” (549).  Chief Cole continued to share during his interview that he struggles 

with the added component of not being able to determine who the armed civilian and armed 

assailant is during an active shooter situation. Essentially, both Chief Cole and Chief Lori and 

their law enforcement perspectives shined a light to the concerns that impact college campus 

safety policies, procedures, and active shooter training. The perspectives of the officers with a 

law enforcement background is poignant because they offer insight into the additional danger 

and the potential of injury to innocent bystanders. 

Financial Burdens.  There was a common subtheme on the perceptions shared by the 

participants during the interviews that suggested there was a relative financial impact the law had 

on the campus community and environment.  A common sentiment among participants was a 

discussion on the financial impact on the college.  Participants discussed how some of them had 

to invest additional money in creating and redesigning a police force, increasing patrol, and 

investing in training and supplies to ensure safety.  Marcelo, VP of Instruction and Student 

Services, said, “We have taken very deliberate steps, which cost money, to arm our officers with 
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the appropriate tools and training.  We had to buy bulletproof vests, and provided certification 

training for active shooter trainers and emergency medical and first aid safety” (427).  Marcelo 

continued to disclose during the interview that it was important to invest money into supplies and 

training for the police force to ensure that they were prepared to respond during an active shooter 

situation.  Marcelo’s sentiments suggest that financial investments on campus police departments 

is necessary in order to be prepared and equipped to responded active shooter situation.  Also, 

some participants discussed the importance of spending money on training to prepare staff, 

faculty, and students.  Lieutenant Henry revealed, “We spend a lot of the months prior to the 

implementation of Campus Carry to train faculty, staff, students, and officers on how to be 

prepared for an active shooter situation and how to respond” (330).  Lieutenant Henry revealed 

during the interview that the campus needed to revise the traditional active shooter training to 

address the new campus climate. Also, the training is important because the law has some 

language protecting the CHL permittees and who has the authority to ask someone to see their 

license. As the law states, the only individual who can ask to see a CHL is a police officer, so it 

was important to inform the campus community to keep the college compliant.  Furthermore, 

Lieutenant Henry’s sentiments suggest that investing in training is important to ensure safety, 

and law compliance.  

During the interviews, some participants also discussed the human resource burden which 

also has a financial impact.  The human resource burden suggests an impact on the amount of 

work the college community put into the planning and implementation phase of Campus Carry 

policy.  Some participants talked about how this policy created more work for community 

colleges.  Noe said, “More work for community colleges because it has an impact on resources, 

not just financially, but human resources.  This is a law that takes a lot of human resources” 
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(269), adding “this policy put a lot of work on the college” (268).  Noe’s sentiments suggest that 

the Texas legislature did not consider how this policy was going to create more work for the 

colleges in order for them to be in compliance.  One can assert from Noe’s sentiments that the 

amount of work that goes into the implementation of the policy impacts the workforce of the 

college.  Mimi also agreed with Noe and talked about the human resources burden.  She said, "A 

massive amount of time has gone into planning and implementation" (281), and "it's hard to 

measure that completely, but it has been substantial" (283). During the interview Mimi revealed 

that their committee met at least twice a month, and they also worked many hours doing 

research.  One can assert through Mimi’s sentiments that the extensive hours the college staff put 

into crafting their individual Campus Carry policies did create a burden on human resources.     

In addition to buying more supplies and providing training for the police force, 

participants also discussed the increase of patrol at their campuses. Lieutenant Henry said, “We 

now have constant patrol around campus and had to hire more police officers.  We felt that we 

had to provide 24 hours, 7 days a week, of police force to maintain a safe and secure campus 

community” (351).  One can assert by Lieutenant Henry’s sentiments that he believed that the 

increase of police force would deter crime and ensure proper safety measures.  Also, Lieutenant 

Henry’s sentiments suggest that the increase of police and security patrol is necessary in order to 

provide a safe and secure campus environment.  Furthermore, one participant revealed that the 

passage of Campus Carry and the increase of safety concerns influenced their college 

administration to develop a police department.  Lori stated, “I’m in the process of helping to 

formulate the police department for the college because the President and Board [of] Regents 

want to ensure that we can provide a safe and secure campus environment” (3).  Chief Lori 

shared during her interview that now that guns are allowed on campus, the college needs to build 
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their own police force.  She also shared that she agrees on the importance of having their own 

police force, but the college will be impacted financially.  Furthermore, the sentiments of Chief 

Lori suggest and supports that the passage of Campus Carry has created a financial burden on 

college campuses.  Financial burden was an important discussion throughout the interviews 

because it sheds light on the impact of unfunded mandates.  

Maintaining and Cultivating Campus Support 

 The third overarching theme, Maintaining and Cultivating Campus Support, provided 

various perspectives on the importance of maintaining and cultivating campus support to 

motivate and instigate change.  This theme fell under two major sub-themes which included: 1.) 

Listening to diverse perspective and 2). Upholding shared governance. 

Listening to diverse perspective. All participants in this study expressed the importance 

of providing a safe environment where campus community can listen and discuss their concerns 

and perspectives through campus wide meetings, forums, and online platforms.  Some 

participants shared that it was important to provide an open and safe space for the campus 

community.  Sonia, President of the College, said, “We used a very open collaborative collegial 

process.  We had dozens of group discussions with students, faculty, and staff, held in all of our 

locations.  These discussions are what helped everyone process the law” (495).  Sonia also 

shared that having the open forums helped the campus understand different perspectives and the 

process. Sonia’s sentiments suggest that the open forums were a valuable resource in upholding 

open lines of communication with the campus community.  

Some participants also discussed the importance of forums to gain campus support.  

Marcelo said, “When change happens like this, we need to figure out as administrators what is 
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the most important thing to do. To me, it is very important for us to provide information as to 

why the change has taken place, rather than [saying] we are going to make the change because 

we have too.  A forum is a great place to start” (453).   Marcelo’s sentiments suggest that 

actively engaging in open communication is very important in order to effectively make changes 

and gain support.  Lastly, some participants discussed that it was important to have several 

different forums exclusively for students, faculty, and staff because they had different 

perspectives and needs.  Chief Mike said, “We conducted 20 campus forums where we went up 

to our five campuses, four times.  We broke down the forums for students, and faculty and staff 

so there would not be any feelings of intimidation from one group over another.  This plan 

allowed the students to give their personal opinions and not be concerned about faculty and staff 

and vice versa” (465).  Chief Mike shared during his interview that he wanted to make sure 

people felt safe about expressing their perspectives and not feel intimidated. Chief Mike’s 

sentiments suggest that it is important to provide forums, but also ensure that people feel safe to 

express their feelings with no intimidation and/or retaliation.  

Another important sentiment discussed by participants was the importance of campus-

wide meetings.  Some participants used campus-wide meetings as a way to share the 

recommended changes.  Chief Mike shared that during the campus-wide meetings, “We would 

sit down and provide them with the process we went through, and the steps we implemented to 

make sure our campus is safe and secure” (478). During the interview Chief Mike revealed that 

the campus wide meetings helped the committee gain trust from the campus community because 

they were very transparent with the process. Chief Mike’s sentiments suggest that through 

campus-wide meetings, you can establish climate of trust and transparency from the campus 

community.  Lieutenant Henry also shared the same sentiments as Chief Mike regarding the 
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importance of listening to people and being transparent. When Lieutenant Henry talked about the 

importance of listening to the campus community, he said, “If you have a new policy, the best 

thing to do is listen to people.  If you go in there with only your ideas, it is not going to work” 

(333).   

Upholding shared governance. All the participants in this study discussed the importance 

of involving different stakeholders as part of the campus-wide committee.  The campus-wide 

committee was tasked with making sure the college was in compliance with the law and 

finalizing the policy.  Some participants discussed the importance of a diverse committee that 

represented the campus community— staff, faculty, students, and administration. Marcelo, said, 

“Well, there were a couple of different steps that were critical and strategic; we wanted to make 

sure we had representation from across campus.  We know we had individuals who have 

emotional, deeply rooted sentiments about the discussion one way or another and wanted them to 

be represented in the committee” (388). Marcelo shared during his interview that it was a top 

priority for him to invite different people to take part of the decision making process and truly 

engulf in shared governance. Marcelo’s sentiments suggest that shared governance is an effective 

way to bring consensus and make meaning of a policy.  

Another participant shared the importance of shared governance as an effective way to 

get input from everyone during the decision-making process. Chad shared, “There are three 

reasons shared governance is important: 1) It keeps the lines of communication open, 2) brings in 

diverse voices into discussion, and 3) ultimately, at any circumstance, and any discussion topic, 

it is being open-minded in order to understand that someone on the opposing side presents a 

critical thinking argument, and demonstrate good points that can give you a different 
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perspective” (454).  Chad’s sentiments suggest that shared governance has complementary and 

sometimes overlapping concepts by giving various groups of people a share in key decision-

making processes and allowing certain groups to exercise primary responsibility for specific 

areas of decision making.   

Educating the campus community.  During the interviews, all 10 participants agreed that 

training was very important.  Some participants discussed the importance of training when the 

campus community expressed concern with safety.  Chief Lori said, “If a student, faculty, staff 

or visitor expressed concern over their safety as a result of the Campus Carry policy, I would 

respond by educating them” (54).  Chief Lori also revealed during the interview that educating 

and training the campus community will help in reducing their fears and concerns.  Chief Lori’s 

sentiments suggest that education is a great way to support and empower the campus community.  

Chief Mike also shared his perspective on educating the campus community to address 

concerns.  He shared, “We would educate them and go over our entire security program and have 

them understand the precautions we put in place” (479). He further shared that by reviewing the 

security program and campus plan, it would help the campus community feel knowledgeable 

about what is in place.  Chief Mike’s sentiments suggest that the campus community would feel 

safe and supported through education and knowledge.  Some participants shared that through 

education and training, the campus community w become familiar with the law.  Belia said, 

“Some of the challenges is not policy, but getting familiar with the changes and understanding 

the law. At our college, we address those challenges through training” (149).  Belia’s sentiments 

suggest that through training, colleges can address the ambiguity of the law.   
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Furthermore, some participants discussed the importance of training during emergency 

situations.  Mimi said, “We will have to train everyone on the law and the expectations during 

emergency situations” (298).  She further revealed in her interview that through training, the 

campus community would feel better equipped to handle emergency situations.  Mimi’s 

sentiments also support the importance of training to help prepare and equip the campus 

community during emergency situations.  

Brief Overview of Findings 

 The findings ultimately concluded that decision-making administrators in this study 

negotiated their influential perspectives in order to make sense of the Campus Carry Law.  The 

study found that participants’ personal views on Campus Carry did impact their decisions. Also, 

the study revealed that the majority of the participants had mixed feelings regarding their stance, 

which helped them be more open-minded and willing to understand different perspectives.  

Furthermore, the study also revealed that the participants’ tended to focus on the facts as a way 

to make sense of Campus Carry Law.  

The study also found that there are ambiguities of Campus Carry Law which contribute to 

confusion, enforcement difficulties, and financial burdensome on the college. The study also 

found that the ambiguity of the law had psychological impacts on the campus community, which 

lead to fear and emotional concerns.  The study also found that the participants had concerns 

with safety and enforcement of the law.  Lastly, the study revealed the operational complexity 

and financial burdens the law impacted on the college system and campus.    

The study also concluded that participants sought to maintain and cultivate campus 

support by taking necessary and critical actions to involve the campus community in decision 
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making. More specifically, by providing different platforms for the campus community to openly 

discuss their concerns and perspectives through campus-wide meetings, forums, and online 

discussion.  Also, through engaging in shared governance by involving all stakeholders to be part 

the Campus Carry committee and decision-making process.  Lastly, by education and training 

the campus community.   

 As such, the findings of this study provide insight into the perceptions of 10 decision-

making administrators who found a balance between following the state law and respecting 

individual rights, and at the same time, maintained a safe and secure campus community while 

implementing Campus Carry Law.  The themes and subthemes that emerged from data analysis 

are described below. 

The first theme that emerged from data analysis, Negotiating Influential & Conflicting 

Inner Perspectives, addresses the rationales that participants used to develop their perspectives 

and make sense on Campus Carry Law.  The first sub-theme titled Personal attitudes toward 

Campus Carry Law, participants discuss their personal views on Campus Carry. The second sub-

theme, Sticking to the facts, details how participants focused on the facts as a way to make sense 

of Campus Carry Law.   

The second theme, Ambiguities of Campus Carry Law, addresses the challenges the 

implementation of Campus Carry law had on the four nonresidential community college 

campuses. As disclosed by the participants, the ambiguities in the Campus Carry Law made 

implementation confusing, enforcement difficult, and the resulting costs to the college systems 

and campuses burdensome. The first sub-theme titled Psychological impacts illustrated how 

participants discussed the confusion of the law, which led to fear and emotional concerns.  In the 
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second sub-theme, Difficulties of enforcement, participants discussed in detail their concerns 

with safety and enforcement of the law.  Lastly, the third sub-theme, Financial Burdens, shows 

how participants discussed the operational complexity and financial burdens on the college 

system and campus.    

The last theme, Maintaining and Cultivating Campus Support, addresses the participants’ 

perceptions on the necessary and critical actions that needed to be in place to successfully 

implement Campus Carry on the four nonresidential community college campuses.  As disclosed 

by participants, it was important to maintain and cultivate campus support by involving them 

through the entire process.  The first sub-theme titled Listening to diverse perspectives, showed 

how participants discussed the importance of providing different platforms for the campus 

community to openly discuss their concerns and perspectives, specifically through campus-wide 

meetings, forums, and online discussion.  The second sub-theme, Shared governance, 

participants discussed the importance of involving all stakeholders to be part the Campus Carry 

committee and decision making.  In the third sub-theme, Educating the campus community, 

participants discussed the importance of educating and training to prepare the campus 

community.   

   These themes and sub-themes that emerged provide insight into the perspectives of 

decision-making campus administrators during the implementation of Campus Carry Law.  

While this chapter revealed the experiences of the participants, the following chapter analyzes 

the data using the framework aligned in Chapter 2.  In addition to data analysis, the next chapter 

details the implications of the findings and provides recommendations for practice. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study sought to explore how decision-making administrators at four nonresidential 

community colleges in South Texas implemented Campus Carry Law.  The previous chapters 

discussed the design of the study, the conceptual framework and relevant literature on the issue, 

the methodological approach, and the findings of the study.  This chapter details conclusions 

drawn from the findings in relation to the research questions and conceptual framework, 

implications of the findings, and offers recommendations for future research.  First, however, I 

will provide a brief overview of the study. 

Brief Study Overview 

The purpose of this qualitative case study is to explore how decision-making 

administrators at four nonresidential community colleges in South Texas implemented Campus 

Carry Law.  The overarching research questions that guided the study were: 

1. How do the decision-making administrators at four non-residential South Texas 

community colleges find a balance between following the state law and respecting 

individual rights, and at the same time, maintain a safe and secure campus 

community? 

Subsidiary research questions include:   

2. How does Campus Carry Law shape institutional policies at the four non-    

      residential South Texas community colleges? 

3. How do the perspectives of the decision-making administrators influence how   

they make meaning of Campus Carry Law? 
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The conceptual framework that guided this study was Goffman’s Theory of Frame 

Analysis (1974) and Weick’s Sensemaking Theory (1996).  The researcher combined both 

theories because it provided a great framework in understanding policy implementation.  Frame 

analysis was used to examine the social processes of problem framing, and the theory of 

sensemaking provided insight and evidence to the local interpretation that shaped the direction of 

the implementation of Campus Carry Policy. 

A constructivist view (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Mertens, 2010) framed this study.  Ten 

participants took part in this study from four nonresidential community colleges in South Texas 

(refer to Table 6 for participant list).   

Table 6: Participant Code Number, Pseudonym, Ethnicity Gender, and Occupation 

Number Pseudonym Ethnicity Gende

r 

Occupation 

1.1 Lori White, Caucasian F Chief of Security 

2.1 Belia White, Caucasian F Provost & VP of Academic Affairs 

3.1 Noe White, Hispanic/Native American M VP of Student Affairs 

4.1 Mimi White, Caucasian F Executive Director of Human Resources and 

Administration 

5.2 Henry Hispanic American of Mexican 

Descent 

M Lieutenant of Campus Police       

6.2 Marcelo Hispanic M Vice President of Instruction & Student 

Services 

7.3 Mike White, Caucasian M Chief of Security 

8.3 Sonia White, Caucasian F President 

9.4 Cole White, Caucasian M Chief of Police Department 

10.4 Chad White, Caucasian M President 
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Data were primarily collected through face-to-face, semistructured interviews that lasted 

35-65 minutes.  Eight of the interviews—those with Lori, Belia, Noe, Mimi Mike, Sonia, Cole, 

and Chad—were conducted in person at the participant’s respective college campuses.  Two 

interviews, those with Henry and Marcelo, were conducted via Skype due to their limited 

schedule availability. After data collection, I transcribed the interviews verbatim removing all 

non-verbal language (e.g., “hmm”, “yeah”, “like”, “uh”, etc.).  As the researcher, I have learned 

that transcription can powerfully affect the way participants are understood, the type of 

information they share, and the conclusions drawn (Oliver, Serovich, & Mason, 2006).  After the 

interviews, I transcribed my notes into the interview transcript and then divided into units.  Once 

I analyzed the data and divided it into units, I started unitizing the emergence of common themes 

and subthemes. This process of unitization of data is known as content analysis because the 

research is analyzing the data from idea to idea (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).   I ensured 

trustworthiness of the study through member checking, peer debriefing, providing a copy of the 

transcripts to participants, and keeping a reflexive journal.     

Analysis, Discussion, and Conclusions 

What follows is a discussion of the themes that emerged from data analysis, conceptual 

framework utilized to frame this study, and conclusions.  The common themes that emerged 

from this study are Negotiating Influential and Conflicting Inner Perspectives, Ambiguities of 

Campus Carry Law, and Maintaining and Cultivating Campus Support.   

 The following conclusions were reached and guided by the overarching research 

question.   
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Overarching Research Question:  

How do the decision-making administrators at four non-residential South Texas 

community colleges find a balance between following the state law, respecting individual rights, 

and maintaining a safe and secure campus community, all at the same time? 

Negotiating Influential & Conflicting Inner Perspectives 

 The study’s findings suggest participants found balance and made meaning of the law by 

negotiating influential and conflicting inner perspectives.  Participants often spoke about their 

personal attitudes towards Campus Carry Law and being in constant conflict between their 

professional and personal values. In addition, participants also discussed the significance of 

sticking to the facts to remain neutral and unbiased.  Furthermore, negotiating influential and 

conflicting inner perspectives helped the participants construct a frame to divert attention away 

from certain ideas and make sense of the current policy (Benford & Snow, 2000; Cobburn, 2006; 

Fisk & Zajak, 2005; Woulfin, 2015).  

 The study found that using framing and sensemaking theory helped the participants 

construct a frame, advancing the idea that the overarching goal to find a balance and make sense 

of the law is to remain neutral and look at the facts.  This sentiment supports the previous work 

of many other researchers who have found that using framing and sensemaking can help examine 

the social process of problem solving, and provide insight and evidence to local interpretation 

that can shape the direction of the implementation of a policy, in this case Campus Carry 

(Benford & Snow, 2000, Cobburn, 2006; Fisk & Zajack, 2005; Goffman, 1974; Weick, 1996; 

Woulfin, 2015).  Many participants noted that being aware of their personal attitudes and 

navigating through the facts helped them aim to create a comprehensive picture of the ambiguous 
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task. All the assertions made by previous literature regarding sensemaking and framing were 

corroborated by participants’ sentiments and the findings of this study.   

Personal attitudes toward Campus Carry Law.  In this study, it was important for 

participants to be aware of their personal attitudes regarding Campus Carry Law.  The majority 

of participants in this study expressed serious reservations and mixed emotions about allowing 

concealed weapons on campus, which created a constant conflict between their professional and 

personal values.  Noe, Mike, and Lori revealed that they supported Campus Carry Law because 

in some instances, a person carrying a concealed handgun might be able to stop a senseless 

tragedy.  Their sentiments suggested that having guns present might benefit the college by 

adding another layer of safety and preventive measures. While some participants supported the 

Campus Carry Law, other participants—despite their professional role to implement Campus 

Carry—revealed that they were against concealed weapons on campus.  Noe, Mike, and Lori’s 

sentiments support the research literature that college campuses would be safer if students and 

other private citizens (faculty, staff, and visitors) could carry concealed weapons in order to 

protect themselves (Giroux, 2008-2009; Kopel, 2009; McLelland & Frenkil, 2009).  On the 

opposing side, Mimi and Henry believed that guns on campus was not a good idea because of: 

the age and mental development of students, safety concerns, and the threat it posed to the 

learning and working environment on college campuses; thus undermining the 

institution’s mission and goals.  The findings are consistent with the literature reported by 

LaPoint (2009-2010), Pelosi and Johnson (2014), and Whaley (2009).  

 Lastly, most participants who were interviewed had mixed emotions regarding Campus 

Carry.  There were several comments made during the interview from Marcelo, Lori, Belia, and 

Noe regarding how hypocritical their response might sound regarding their stance on Campus 
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Carry.  Specifically, Lori’s sentiments suggested that the reason people are torn between Campus 

Carry Law is because they often contemplate “what might have happened.”  The findings 

suggest that an individual with a concealed weapon could protect the school should the need 

arise.  Lori’s sentiments further suggested that on the flip side of this highly contentious debate, 

allowing guns on campus could possibly help in preventing or stopping a fatal tragedy like that 

of Virginia Tech. Her sentiments suggest mass shootings such as the one at Virginia Tech could 

have been prevented if more citizens have guns to take down shooters.  This perspective supports 

the Founders’ reasoning for including the 2nd Amendment in the Bill of Rights—a well armed 

militia can defend against first attacks.  The results of this study regarding mixed emotions is 

supported with current literature on the debate over whether to allow concealed weapons in 

colleges and universities.  According to Harnisch (2008), “most college administrators, law 

enforcement personnel, students, staff, faculty, gun control advocates, and college and editorial 

boards” (p. 5) have expressed serious reservations and mixed emotions about allowing concealed 

weapons on campus.  According to Ordway (2016), nationally, the discourse around whether to 

allow concealed weapons in colleges and universities remains fiercely divisive.   

Participants’ sentiments suggest that it is difficult to see outside the bounds of your own 

perspective—to be able to identify assumptions that you take as universal truths, but which, 

instead, have been crafted by your own unique identity and experiences in the world.  The study 

suggests that in order to remain neutral, one must remain unbiased and open-minded to different 

perspectives.   

Sticking to the facts. Most of the participants revealed that they made sense of the 

Campus Carry Law by sticking to the facts and not getting derailed by their personal values and 

views.  Facts and statistics were a common trend with participant’s responses the data helped 
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them make sense of the law. For example, Noe shared his sentiments that his personal values 

were in constant conflict with his professional values, and it was best from him to put those aside 

and make an unbiased decision by sticking to the facts.  Other participants, like Lori, Mimi, 

Henry, and Cole, shared that what helped them make sense of the law was to focus on the 

number of individuals who have a license to carry a concealed handgun.  Furthermore, their 

sentiments regarding the state and campus statistics helped them rationalize the law and the 

actual impact it would have on their campus.  The findings corroborate Fiss and Zajack (2005) 

and Woulfin (2015), who support that frames can be used as a function to divert attention away 

from certain ideas. The participants in this study constructed a frame advancing the idea that the 

overarching goal to remain neutral was to stick to the facts.  The study also concluded that the 

participants’ rationale to remain neutral helped make sense of the implications of the law, and to 

not have their personal feelings influence their decisions.  

Ambiguities of Campus Carry Law 

 The researcher concluded that the ambiguities of Campus Carry Law makes 

implementation unclear and enforcement and preparation difficult, which can contribute to 

financial burdensome.  The study further concluded that the uncertainty of the law has 

manifested into challenges and unforeseen roadblocks on college campuses.  According to the 

participants interviewed in this study, these challenges have made it difficult for campus 

administrators to provide a safe and secure environment.  Every participant in the study 

discussed their concerns and sentiments with psychological impacts, enforcement difficulties, 

and financial burdens.   

 The study found that using the process of sensemaking can be utilized to understand 
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issues or events that are ambiguous, like psychological impacts, enforcement difficulties, and 

financial burden.  According to Maitlis and Christianson (2014), sensemaking is also referred to 

as an active process of constructing meaning to a present situation, influenced by knowledge, 

experiences, beliefs, and values that are embedded in the social context within which people 

work; in this case, the college setting.  Many participants noted that their knowledge, 

experiences, beliefs, and values as law enforcement and administrators constructed meaning to 

the challenges faced by the ambiguity of the law.  Specifically, Lori and Cole, who both have a 

law enforcement background, had very strong concerns regarding the psychological impact on 

those who use their guns.  Their perspectives were based on their knowledge, experience, and 

training in law enforcement.  Also, several participants noted their concerns with safety.  Many 

of the participants shared that they have a duty to take adequate measures to maintain a safe 

environment for their students, faculty, and staff, but they also expressed concerns on how 

campus police distinguish between lawful concealed carry permit holder and the attacker.  The 

findings of the study support research on concerns regarding adequate safety measures and 

responses during active shooter situation (Thompson, Price, Mrdjenovich, & Khubchandani, 

2009).   

 Lastly, the study revealed concerns with the financial burdens that impacted the college 

as the participants were tasked to translate reform demands into institutional practices.  The 

financial burdens discussed by the participants included those brought on by creating and 

redesigning a police force, increasing patrol, and investing in training and supplies to ensure 

safety.  Thus, the results of the study support previous work of researchers who have found that 

there are many challenges and concerns faced by educational leaders that require them to make 

sense of their leadership role in response to the dynamic interactions between internal goals and 
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needs, and external reform demands (Ganon-Shilon & Schechter, 2016; Saltrick, 2010).  All the 

assertions made by previous literature regarding sensemaking were corroborated by participants’ 

sentiments and the findings of this study.   

Psychological Impacts. A common theme among participants during the interview was 

concern about the campus community not being mentally prepared to handle and/or deal with the 

psychological effects of using a gun.  Lori and Cole, who both have a law enforcement 

background, had very strong concerns regarding the psychological impact on those who use their 

guns.  Their sentiments suggest that passage of Campus Carry did not consider the psychological 

impacts of those who discharge their weapon, and the need for training and therapy that needs to 

be in place at the college to deal with these type of situations.  Furthermore, the results of this 

study suggest that the participants’ personal experience, beliefs, values, and training does 

influence their perspectives, which helps construct meaning to the challenges faced by the 

ambiguity of the law.  The results of the study also are congruent and support the literature 

findings of Maitlis and Christianson (2014) on sensemaking, which is the active process of 

constructing meaning to a present situation, influenced by knowledge, experiences, beliefs, and 

values that are embedded in the social context within which people work.   

Another common response from participants was regarding psychological impact was the 

fear and confusion that everyone would be allowed to carry a gun.  Lieutenant Henry, Chief 

Cole, and Belia suggest that people’s fear of the increase of guns on campus were based on the 

misconception and confusion of the law.  The results of the study suggested that the confusion on 

the law was because Texas Open Carry and Campus Carry laws were passed and signed into law 

around the same time, and people thought they were mutually inclusive.  Based on the 

conclusion of the study, one can assert that the sentiments shared by Lieutenant Henry, Chief 
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Cole, and Belia, support that these misconceptions are due to the ambiguities of Campus Carry 

Law, which supports current research (Price et al., 2014; Price et al., 2016).   

Difficulties of enforcement.  The study found that there were several concerns about 

safety and enforcement procedures.  Most of the participants shared that they have a duty to take 

adequate measures to maintain a safe environment for their students, faculty, and staff, but they 

also expressed concern on how campus police distinguish between the lawful concealed carry 

permit holder and the attacker.  Chief Lori and Chief Cole shared their concerns with 

maintaining safety during an active shooter situation from a law enforcement perspective.  The 

results of the study suggest that the perspectives of the officers with a law enforcement 

background is poignant because they offer an insight to the additional danger and the potential of 

injury to innocent bystanders.  These finding are supported by Weick’s (1995), sensemaking 

theory of taking knowledge and perspectives into consideration to make sense of ambiguity.   

Financial Burdens.  According to Arrigo, Bersot, and Sellers (2011), policy change can 

have relative impact and effects on relevant stakeholders, structural conditions, and human 

dynamics.  A common sentiment among the participants was a discussion on the financial impact 

on the college.  Marcelo, Henry, Noe, and Mimi shared that there was a relative financial impact 

the law had on the campus community and environment.  The results suggested that participants 

had to spend additional money to create and redesign a police force, increase patrol, and invest in 

training and supplies to ensure safety.  The results also suggest that extensive hours the college 

staff put into crafting their individual Campus Carry policies did create a human resources 

burden.  In summary, financial burden was an important discussion throughout the interviews 

because it sheds light on the impact of unfunded mandates, which is supported by research 

conducted by Phillipe, Sullivan, and Gonzalez (2005). 
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 The study found that when decision makers are tasked to translate reform demands into 

institutional practices, there is often an intersection of internal goals and external demands that 

questions common practices and challenges the status quo, which affects their daily business.  

This sentiment supports the conceptual frame work of previous work of researchers who have 

found that there are many challenges and concerns faced by educational leaders that require them 

to make sense of their leadership role in response to the dynamic interactions between internal 

goals and needs, and external reform demands (Ganon-Shilon & Schechter, 2016; Saltrick, 

2010).  In states where Campus Carry legislation has been debated, including Texas, university 

and college faculty, students and staff have expressed concerns over their own safety, and 

concern for the nature of the academic environment (Cavanaugh et al., 2011; DeBrander, 2015; 

Price et al., 2014; Price et al., 2016).  These assertions were corroborated with the findings of 

this study and the reflections shared by participants on the implications Campus Carry has had in 

shaping their institutional policies, which included dealing with concerns and challenges that 

impacted their campus climate.   

Maintaining and Cultivating Campus Support  

The study supported the importance of maintaining and cultivating campus support to 

motivate and instigate change.  More specifically, the participants discussed the different 

communication methods they used to listen to different perspectives, the importance of shared 

governance, and the types of education and training they put in place.   

The study found through the process of sensemaking, participants were able to instigate 

change and maintain and cultivate the campus support.  The study supports Weick’s (1995) 

Sensemaking Theory, which aims to create a comprehensive picture of the ambiguous event 

through three interrelated processes: creation, interpretation, and enactment.  First, during the 
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creation process, individuals explore the wider system by collecting different data sources to 

create a mental map of the unfamiliar situation, which the participants did through education and 

training.  In the second stage, the individual looks at all the perspectives/data during the mapping 

stage and starts making sense of the ambiguous event which occurred during campus-wide 

meetings and forums.  Finally, during the enactment process, the individual's knowledge is 

translated into actions, which was done through the upholding of shared governance.  

Participants in this study shared reflections on how they found a balance between following the 

state law and respecting individual rights, and at the same time, maintained a safe and secure 

campus community.   

The results of the study also revealed that it was essential to find balance through this 

process by creating an action plan and organizing a committee with diverse voices, 

acknowledging campus perspectives, communicating, and educating.  It was obvious by the 

reflections shared by all participants that it was very important to constantly communicate with 

the campus community and ensure everyone understood the law.  It was important to allow for 

different platforms and opportunities for the stakeholders to express their feelings and provide 

different perspectives.  Additionally, it was important to all participants to consult with experts 

for training and education during and after implementation, which included legal counsel, state 

associations, colleagues, other colleges, staff, faculty, and students.  Furthermore, the study 

concluded that participants utilized sensemaking through the implementation of campus carry by 

creating an action plan and organizing a committee with diverse voices, acknowledging campus 

perspectives, communicating, educating, and collaborating with experts to maintain and cultivate 

campus support. 
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Listening to diverse perspectives.  All participants in this study expressed the importance 

of providing a safe environment where the campus community can listen and discuss their 

concerns and perspectives through campus-wide meetings, forums, and online platforms.  Sonia 

and Marcelo discussed the importance of open forums, which were a valuable resource in 

upholding open lines of communication with the campus community.  Chief Mike also discussed 

the importance of communication and providing a safe environment where the campus 

community can discuss their concerns.  Also discussed by Henry was the importance of campus-

wide meetings.  The results suggest that campus-wide meetings were a good way to share the 

recommended changes to the campus community.  The study concluded that having a diverse 

communication platform would help capture all of the campus stakeholders’ concerns and 

thoughts, which would motivate and instigate them into action.  Lastly, there is convincing 

evidence based on the participants’ responses that the inclusive actions they took to implement 

campus carry on their campus created a balance between following the state law, respecting 

individual rights, and maintaining a safe and secure campus community 

The results of the study suggest that participants used mapping to get their campus 

community to discuss and contribute ideas through forums and campus-wide meetings.  Mapping 

allows people to discuss and contribute ideas to achieve a better understanding of the situation, 

which will contribute to more effective actions (Ganon-Shilon & Schechter, 2016).  Mapping is 

also a technique that is utilized by people who are threatened by confusion, which was the case 

of Campus Carry Law. Furthermore, the results of the study suggest that through mapping, 

participants can maintain and cultivate campus support.  

Upholding shared governance.  The results of the study suggested the importance of 

upholding shared governance to maintain and cultivate campus support.  Marcelo shared during 
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his interview that it was a top priority for him to invite different people to take part of the 

decision-making process to truly engulf in shared governance.  Marcelo’s sentiments suggest that 

shared governance was a wonderful way to bring consensus and make meaning of a policy.  

Chad also shared the importance of shared governance as an effective way to get input from 

everyone during the decision-making process.  Chad’s sentiments suggested that shared 

governance has complementary, and sometimes overlapping, concepts: giving various groups of 

people a share in key decision-making processes and allowing certain groups to exercise primary 

responsibility for specific areas of decision-making.  Such findings confirm that allowing people 

to discuss and contribute ideas to achieve a better understanding of the situation will contribute 

to more effective actions (Ganon-Shilon & Schechter, 2016).  

Educating the Campus Community.  The results of the study suggest that educating and 

training was very important in maintaining and cultivating campus support during the 

implementation of Campus Carry.  During the interviews, all 10 participants agreed that training 

was very important. Chief Lori and Chief Mike discussed the importance of training when the 

campus community expressed concern with safety.  Additionally, Belia shared her sentiments 

that through education and training, the campus community would become more familiar with 

the law.  Lastly, Mimi’s sentiments also supported the importance of training to help prepare and 

equip the campus community during emergency situations.  The study concludes that educating 

and training the campus community helps in reducing their fears, concerns and ambiguities with 

the law, and prepares and equips the campus community during emergency situations. 

 The findings suggests that through education and training, individuals were also able to 

explore the wider system by collecting different data sources and creating a mental map of the 

unfamiliar situation.  During the second stage of Sensemaking Theory, the individual looks at all 
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the perspectives and data during the mapping stage and starts making sense of the ambiguous 

event (Ganon-Shilon & Schechter, 2016).  In this study, participants agreed that education and 

training were very important, and essential to mobilizing the campus community into action and 

helping make sense of Campus Carry Law.  All participants agreed that it was important to 

educate the campus community about the law, gun free zones, and safety because education and 

training helped the campus community get a better understanding of the law.  Lastly, there is 

convincing evidence based on the participants’ responses that educating the campus community 

can create a balance between following the state law, respecting individual rights, and 

maintaining a safe and secure campus community. 

Implications of the Results of the Study 

 The intent of the study was to explore how decision-making administrators at four 

nonresidential community colleges in South Texas implemented Campus Carry Law.  The 

conceptual framework used in this study was Theory of Frame Analysis (Goffman, 1974) and 

Sensemaking Theory (Weick, 1996).  Combining both theories in this study provided an 

effective framework and alignment to understanding the policy implementation process of the 

participants. The implications in this study supported that by examining the social process of 

problem framing through the participant’s perspectives, and using the theory of sensemaking, it 

provided an insight and evidence to the local interpretation that shaped the direction of the 

implementation of Campus Carry Policy at the four nonresidential community colleges in South 

Texas.   

 Frame analysis is the mobilization of people into action (Benford & Snow, 2000; Coburn, 

2006; Fiss & Zajak, 2005; Woulfin, 2015).  The theory of frame analysis has three stages: 

diagnostic frame, which defines the problem; the prognostic frame, which proposes solutions; 
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and change, which motivates and instigates change (Benford & Snow, 2000).  The implications 

from this study can be drawn from the actions the participants took to mobilize change on their 

campus by creating, implementing, and executing an inclusive action plan.  During the process 

of implementation, the diagnostic frame was focusing on the law, educating campus community, 

collaborating with experts, and acknowledging campus perspectives.  The prognostic frame was 

supported by the results of the study where proposed solutions were communicated to the 

campus community through forums, campus-wide meetings, and college website. Lastly, the 

study results supported that through frame analysis, the participants could mobilize the campus 

into implementing Campus Carry Law.   

 According to Weick (1995), sensemaking is described as a cognitive process which aims 

to create a comprehensive picture of the ambiguous event through three interrelated processes: 

creation, interpretation, and enactment.  The results of the study concluded through sensemaking 

that participants could make sense of the law by gathering and collecting data, which included 

education and training on the law (creation), looking at all the perspectives of the campus 

stakeholders regarding campus carry through forums, campus-wide meetings, and online surveys 

(interpretation), and effectively implementing the campus carry policy on their campus 

(enactment). 

The findings of this study indicate that decision-making administrators found balance and 

made meaning of the law by being self-aware of the influential and conflicting inner 

perspectives.  The findings also suggested that one’s positionality can bias one’s epistemology, 

and to remain neutral, one must remain open-minded.  The study also found that participants’ 

rationale to remain neutral helped to make sense of the implications of the law and not allow 



 

110 

 

their personal feelings influence their decisions.  Lastly, the study found that participants’ 

knowledge, experiences, beliefs, and values as professionals constructed meaning to the 

challenges faced by the ambiguity of the law. Refer to Figure 8 below for the interpretation of 

the decision making model.  

Figure 8: Ortega-Feerick Model for Decision Making (Ortega-Feerick, 2017) 

 

Recommendations for Practice 

Based on the findings, recommendations for practice are presented.  

1. Theory of Action.  When adopting an institutional policy, campus decision makers 

must have a theory of action.  It is also vital to speak with students, staff, faculty, 

and community leaders about their current beliefs on the institutional policies.  

Taking the initiative, having a wide range of support, and involving outside 

sources can make the transition of adopting a new policy more achievable.  

Campus decision makers should also be mindful of applying rules they chose to 

adopt in a non-discriminatory fashion to each student, faculty, and staff member. 
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2. Gathering Information.  As supported by Fowler (2013), educational leaders 

should consider all stakeholders ideas, beliefs, and values before the development 

and implementation of an educational policy.  The first approach college decision 

makers must make to implement change is to gather information from all 

stakeholders.  According to the American Institute for Research (2015), during 

this stage, alternative and often-competing views should consider both ethics and 

values of the community.  It is important that when an institution implements a 

highly debated policy, like Campus Carry Law, knowing where support and 

resistance can be expected can assist in ensuring understanding, acceptance, and 

institutionalization of policy change.  In essence, gathering information from 

various stakeholders within a university setting preserves shared governance.  

3. Adopting Policy.  According to Fowler (2013) if a school leader wants to 

influence a school policy, it is imperative that they understand the policy process 

from development, formulation, and adoption, and most importantly, how to 

analyze the policy.  During the adoption phase, it is important to maintain and 

cultivate campus support by offering training and education to all students, 

faculty, and staff, which will help them understand the process.  Also, it is 

important to provide a safe environment where campus community can listen and 

discuss their concerns and perspectives, specifically through campus-wide 

meetings, forums, and online platforms. Furthermore, it is important to uphold 

shared governance by allowing people to discuss and contribute ideas in order to 

achieve a better understanding of the situation, which will contribute to more 

effective actions. 
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4.  Implementation.  During implementation, be aware of the behavioral and 

emotional impacts. Officials should respond to campus community members 

experiencing fear by meeting with the community, presenting the facts and 

maintaining dialogue through social media, brochures and the campus counseling 

center.  Also, be aware of the policy and pragmatic aspects of the implementation. 

For example, how campus police will respond, where is the storage of guns, and 

will there be a strict policy enforcement, or a simple warning and “teaching 

moment.” 

5. Policy Evaluation.  Evaluation has become a best practice in the development of 

contemporary and social policy.  Policy implementation evaluation can have 

multiple aims or purposes, such as being able to identify significant differences 

between the planned policy and the actual implementation, identifying barriers to 

implement, and how to improve the implementation process when deciding to 

change policy (Smith, 2013).  Furthermore, this process is important to determine 

the success and failure of a policy.  According to SB 11, presidents of the colleges 

and universities will have to renew their requests for concealed weapons-free 

zones on a bi-annual basis.  This is a great opportunity for colleges and 

universities to evaluate their process and gather feedback and data from students, 

faculty, staff, and associations of higher education to determine policy changes.  

Recommendations for Future Studies 

 Because research on campus carry, sensemaking, and framing theory remains limited, 

further studies are warranted.  To gain an insight into the multifaceted perspectives of campus 
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carry, sensemaking, and framing theory, the following recommendations for future studies are 

offered. 

1. It is recommended that researchers employ qualitative methods to inquire and 

uncover the perspectives of students, faculty, and staff regarding Campus Carry 

Law.  This type of inquiry can continue to help understand student, faculty, and 

staff perspectives and feelings on the issue of Campus Carry in a more in-depth 

manner.  Understanding these perspectives can continue to give college decision 

makers the information needed to better understand their constituents.   

2. It is recommended that researchers employ qualitative methods to inquire how 

institutional leaders make sense of reform demands and adapt them to their 

institutional environment.  As more states are passing Campus Carry policies, this 

type of inquiry can continue to help understand how institutional leaders make 

sense of reform demands and adapt them to their institutional environment.  

3.  It is recommended researchers employ qualitative research and examine the 

mobilization of people into action through frame analysis.  The ability to 

negotiate shared understandings of problems and potential avenues for solutions 

appears to be crucial in mobilizing groups of diverse individuals to action.  

Investigating how framing processes unfold in the context of higher education can 

contribute to the perspective that individual motivation can be socially organized 

as it was in this study.   
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Appendix A 

Senate Bill (SB) No. 11 

AN ACT 

relating to the carrying of handguns on the campuses of and certain other locations associated 

with institutions of higher education; providing a criminal penalty. 

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF TEXAS: 

SECTION 1.  Subchapter H, Chapter 411, Government Code, is amended by adding Section 

411.2031 to read as follows: 

Sec. 411.2031.  CARRYING OF HANDGUNS BY LICENSE HOLDERS ON CERTAIN 

CAMPUSES.  (a)  For purposes of this section: 

(1)  "Campus" means all land and buildings owned or leased by an institution of higher education 

or private or independent institution of higher education. 

(2)  "Institution of higher education" and "private or independent institution of higher education" 

have the meanings assigned by Section 61.003, Education Code. 

(3)  "Premises" has the meaning assigned by Section 46.035, Penal Code. 

(b)  A license holder may carry a concealed handgun on or about the license holder's person 

while the license holder is on the campus of an institution of higher education or private or 

independent institution of higher education in this state. 

(c)  Except as provided by Subsection (d), (d-1), or (e), an institution of higher education or 

private or independent institution of higher education in this state may not adopt any rule, 

regulation, or other provision prohibiting license holders from carrying handguns on the campus 
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of the institution. 

(d)  An institution of higher education or private or independent institution of higher education in 

this state may establish rules, regulations, or other provisions concerning the storage of handguns 

in dormitories or other residential facilities that are owned or leased and operated by the 

institution and located on the campus of the institution. 

(d-1)  After consulting with students, staff, and faculty of the institution regarding the nature of 

the student population, specific safety considerations, and the uniqueness of the campus 

environment, the president or other chief executive officer of an institution of higher education in 

this state shall establish reasonable rules, regulations, or other provisions regarding the carrying 

of concealed handguns by license holders on the campus of the institution or on premises located 

on the campus of the institution.  The president or officer may not establish provisions that 

generally prohibit or have the effect of generally prohibiting license holders from carrying 

concealed handguns on the campus of the institution.  The president or officer may amend the 

provisions as necessary for campus safety.  The provisions take effect as determined by the 

president or officer unless subsequently amended by the board of regents or other governing 

board under Subsection (d-2).  The institution must give effective notice under Section 30.06, 

Penal Code, with respect to any portion of a premises on which license holders may not carry. 

(d-2)  Not later than the 90th day after the date that the rules, regulations, or other provisions are 

established as described by Subsection (d-1), the board of regents or other governing board of the 

institution of higher education shall review the provisions.  The board of regents or other 

governing board may, by a vote of not less than two-thirds of the board, amend wholly or partly 

the provisions established under Subsection (d-1).  If amended under this subsection, the 
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provisions are considered to be those of the institution as established under Subsection (d-1). 

(d-3)  An institution of higher education shall widely distribute the rules, regulations, or other 

provisions described by Subsection (d-1) to the institution's students, staff, and faculty, including 

by prominently publishing the provisions on the institution's Internet website. 

(d-4)  Not later than September 1 of each even-numbered year, each institution of higher 

education in this state shall submit a report to the legislature and to the standing committees of 

the legislature with jurisdiction over the implementation and continuation of this section that: 

(1)  describes its rules, regulations, or other provisions regarding the carrying of concealed 

handguns on the campus of the institution; and 

(2)  explains the reasons the institution has established those provisions. 

(e)  A private or independent institution of higher education in this state, after consulting with 

students, staff, and faculty of the institution, may establish rules, regulations, or other provisions 

prohibiting license holders from carrying handguns on the campus of the institution, any grounds 

or building on which an activity sponsored by the institution is being conducted, or a passenger 

transportation vehicle owned by the institution. 

SECTION 2.  Section 411.208, Government Code, is amended by amending Subsections (a), (b), 

and (d) and adding Subsection (f) to read as follows: 

(a)  A court may not hold the state, an agency or subdivision of the state, an officer or employee 

of the state, an institution of higher education, an officer or employee of an institution of higher 

education, a private or independent institution of higher education that has not adopted rules 

under Section 411.2031(e), an officer or employee of a private or independent institution of 
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higher education that has not adopted rules under Section 411.2031(e), a peace officer, or a 

qualified handgun instructor liable for damages caused by: 

(1)  an action authorized under this subchapter or a failure to perform a duty imposed by this 

subchapter; or 

(2)  the actions of an applicant or license holder that occur after the applicant has received a 

license or been denied a license under this subchapter. 

(b)  A cause of action in damages may not be brought against the state, an agency or subdivision 

of the state, an officer or employee of the state, an institution of higher education, an officer or 

employee of an institution of higher education, a private or independent institution of higher 

education that has not adopted rules under Section 411.2031(e), an officer or employee of a 

private or independent institution of higher education that has not adopted rules under Section 

411.2031(e), a peace officer, or a qualified handgun instructor for any damage caused by the 

actions of an applicant or license holder under this subchapter. 

(d)  The immunities granted under Subsections (a), (b), and (c) do not apply to: 

(1)  an act or a failure to act by the state, an agency or subdivision of the state, an officer of the 

state, an institution of higher education, an officer or employee of an institution of higher 

education, a private or independent institution of higher education that has not adopted rules 

under Section 411.2031(e), an officer or employee of a private or independent institution of 

higher education that has not adopted rules under Section 411.2031(e), or a peace officer if the 

act or failure to act was capricious or arbitrary; or 

(2)  any officer or employee of an institution of higher education or private or independent 
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institution of higher education described by Subdivision (1) who possesses a handgun on the 

campus of that institution and whose conduct with regard to the handgun is made the basis of a 

claim for personal injury or property damage. 

(f)  For purposes of this section: 

(1)  "Campus" has the meaning assigned by Section 411.2031. 

(2)  "Institution of higher education" and "private or independent institution of higher education" 

have the meanings assigned by Section 61.003, Education Code. 

SECTION 3.  Sections 46.03(a) and (c), Penal Code, are amended to read as follows: 

(a)  A person commits an offense if the person intentionally, knowingly, or recklessly possesses 

or goes with a firearm, illegal knife, club, or prohibited weapon listed in Section 46.05(a): 

(1)  on the physical premises of a school or educational institution, any grounds or building on 

which an activity sponsored by a school or educational institution is being conducted, or a 

passenger transportation vehicle of a school or educational institution, whether the school or 

educational institution is public or private, unless: 

(A)  pursuant to written regulations or written authorization of the institution; or 

(B)  the person possesses or goes with a concealed handgun that the person is licensed to carry 

under Subchapter H, Chapter 411, Government Code, and no other weapon to which this section 

applies, on the premises of an institution of higher education or private or independent institution 

of higher education, on any grounds or building on which an activity sponsored by the institution 

is being conducted, or in a passenger transportation vehicle of the institution; 
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(2)  on the premises of a polling place on the day of an election or while early voting is in 

progress; 

(3)  on the premises of any government court or offices utilized by the court, unless pursuant to 

written regulations or written authorization of the court; 

(4)  on the premises of a racetrack; 

(5)  in or into a secured area of an airport; or 

(6)  within 1,000 feet of premises the location of which is designated by the Texas Department of 

Criminal Justice as a place of execution under Article 43.19, Code of Criminal Procedure, on a 

day that a sentence of death is set to be imposed on the designated premises and the person 

received notice that: 

(A)  going within 1,000 feet of the premises with a weapon listed under this subsection was 

prohibited; or 

(B)  possessing a weapon listed under this subsection within 1,000 feet of the premises was 

prohibited. 

(c)  In this section: 

(1)  "Institution of higher education" and "private or independent institution of higher education" 

have the meanings assigned by Section 61.003, Education Code. 

(2)  "Premises" has the meaning assigned by Section 46.035. 

(3) [(2)]  "Secured area" means an area of an airport terminal building to which access is 

controlled by the inspection of persons and property under federal law. 
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SECTION 4.  Section 46.035, Penal Code, is amended by adding Subsections (a-1), (a-2), (a-3), 

and (l) and amending Subsections (g), (h), and (j) to read as follows: 

(a-1)  Notwithstanding Subsection (a), a license holder commits an offense if the license holder 

carries a partially or wholly visible handgun, regardless of whether the handgun is holstered, on 

or about the license holder's person under the authority of Subchapter H, Chapter 411, 

Government Code, and intentionally or knowingly displays the handgun in plain view of another 

person: 

(1)  on the premises of an institution of higher education or private or independent institution of 

higher education; or 

(2)  on any public or private driveway, street, sidewalk or walkway, parking lot, parking garage, 

or other parking area of an institution of higher education or private or independent institution of 

higher education. 

(a-2)  Notwithstanding Subsection (a) or Section 46.03(a), a license holder commits an offense if 

the license holder carries a handgun on the campus of a private or independent institution of 

higher education in this state that has established rules, regulations, or other provisions 

prohibiting license holders from carrying handguns pursuant to Section 411.2031(e), 

Government Code, or on the grounds or building on which an activity sponsored by such an 

institution is being conducted, or in a passenger transportation vehicle of such an institution, 

regardless of whether the handgun is concealed, provided the institution gives effective notice 

under Section 30.06. 

(a-3)  Notwithstanding Subsection (a) or Section 46.03(a), a license holder commits an offense if 

the license holder intentionally carries a concealed handgun on a portion of a premises located on 
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the campus of an institution of higher education in this state on which the carrying of a concealed 

handgun is prohibited by rules, regulations, or other provisions established under Section 

411.2031(d-1), Government Code, provided the institution gives effective notice under Section 

30.06 with respect to that portion. 

(g)  An offense under Subsection (a), (a-1), (a-2), (a-3), (b), (c), (d), or (e) is a Class A 

misdemeanor, unless the offense is committed under Subsection (b)(1) or (b)(3), in which event 

the offense is a felony of the third degree. 

(h)  It is a defense to prosecution under Subsection (a), (a-1), (a-2), or (a-3) that the actor, at the 

time of the commission of the offense, displayed the handgun under circumstances in which the 

actor would have been justified in the use of force or deadly force under Chapter 9. 

(j)  Subsections (a), (a-1), (a-2), (a-3), and (b)(1) do not apply to a historical reenactment 

performed in compliance with the rules of the Texas Alcoholic Beverage Commission. 

(l)  Subsection (b)(2) does not apply on the premises where a collegiate sporting event is taking 

place if the actor was not given effective notice under Section 30.06. 

SECTION 5.  Section 46.035(f), Penal Code, is amended by adding Subdivision (1-a) to read as 

follows: 

(1-a)  "Institution of higher education" and "private or independent institution of higher 

education" have the meanings assigned by Section 61.003, Education Code. 

SECTION 6.  Section 411.208, Government Code, as amended by this Act, applies only to a 

cause of action that accrues on or after the effective date of this Act.  A cause of action that 

accrues before the effective date of this Act is governed by the law in effect immediately before 
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that date, and that law is continued in effect for that purpose. 

SECTION 7.  The change in law made by this Act applies only to an offense committed on or 

after the effective date of this Act.  An offense committed before the effective date of this Act is 

governed by the law in effect on the date the offense was committed, and the former law is 

continued in effect for that purpose.  For purposes of this section, an offense was committed 

before the effective date of this Act if any element of the offense occurred before that date. 

SECTION 8.  (a) Except as otherwise provided by this section, this Act takes effect August 1, 

2016. 

(b)  Before August 1, 2016, the president or other chief executive officer of an institution of 

higher education, as defined by Section 61.003, Education Code, other than a public junior 

college as defined by that section, shall take any action necessary to adopt rules, regulations, or 

other provisions as required by Section 411.2031, Government Code, as added by this Act.  

Notwithstanding any other law, the president or other chief executive officer shall establish rules, 

regulations, or other provisions under Section 411.2031(d-1), Government Code, as added by 

this Act, that take effect August 1, 2016. 

(c)  Before August 1, 2016, a private or independent institution of higher education, as defined 

by Section 61.003, Education Code, may take any action necessary to adopt rules, regulations, or 

other provisions as authorized under Section 411.2031, Government Code, as added by this Act. 

(d)  This Act does not apply to a public junior college, as defined by Section 61.003, Education 

Code, before August 1, 2017.  Not later than August 1, 2017, the president or other chief 

executive officer of a public junior college shall take any action necessary to adopt rules, 

regulations, or other provisions as required by Section 411.2031, Government Code, as added by 
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this Act.  Notwithstanding any other law, the president or other chief executive officer shall 

establish rules, regulations, or other provisions under Section 411.2031(d-1), Government Code, 

as added by this Act, that take effect August 1, 2017.  

______________________________    ______________________________ 

                              President of the Senate                      Speaker of the House 

I hereby certify that S.B. No. 11 passed the Senate on March 19, 2015, by the following vote:  

Yeas 20, Nays 11; May 28, 2015, Senate refused to concur in House amendments and requested 

appointment of Conference Committee; May 29, 2015, House granted request of the Senate; 

May 30, 2015, Senate adopted Conference Committee Report by the following vote:  Yeas 20, 

Nays 11.  

______________________________ 

    Secretary of the Senate 

I hereby certify that S.B. No. 11 passed the House, with amendments, on May 27, 2015, by the 

following vote:  Yeas 102, Nays 44, one present not voting; May 29, 2015, House granted 

request of the Senate for appointment of Conference Committee; May 31, 2015, House adopted 

Conference Committee Report by the following vote:  Yeas 98, Nays 47, one present not voting.  

_____________________________ 

Chief Clerk of the House 

  Approved: 

___________________ 

Governor 
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Appendix C 

Consent Form 

Title: Finding a Balance: A Case Study Using Framing and Sensemaking Theory to Analyze the 

Implementation of Campus Carry Law at Four South Texas Community Colleges 

 

Introduction 

I am currently a third year student working on my Doctor of Education Degree in Educational Leadership 

at TAMUCC and this research study is part of my Dissertation. The purpose of this form is to provide you 

information that may affect your decision as to whether or not to participate in this research study. If you 

decide to participate in this study, this form will also be used to record your consent. 

You have been asked to participate in a research project studying the effects state laws have in shaping 

institutional policies. You were selected to be a possible participant because you are an administrator at a 

nonresidential community college in South Texas who is involved in the Campus carry policy 

implementation. 

 

What will I be asked to do? 

If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to be part of an individual interview. This study 

will be conducted in one or two days depending on your availability and the data obtained. Also, it will 

take about 60-120 minutes.  Your participation may be audio recorded. 

 

What are the risks involved in this study? 

The risks associated in this study are minimal, and are not greater than risks ordinarily encountered in 

daily life. 

 

What are the possible benefits of this study? 

You will receive no direct benefit from participating in this study; however, your participation will be a 

great value to higher education administrators. 

 

Do I have to participate? 

No. Your participation is voluntary. You may decide not to participate or to withdraw at any time without 

your current or future relations with Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi and your current employer 

being affected. 

 

Who will know about my participation in this research study? 

The records of this study will be kept private.  No identifiers linking you to this study will be included in 

any sort of report that might be published. Research records will be stored securely and only Diana 

Ortega- Feerick will have access to the records. 

 

Whom do I contact with questions about the research? 

If you have questions regarding this study, you may contact Diana Ortega-Feerick, 361-876-2423, 

diana.ortega.texas@gmail.com, Elsa M. Gonzalez, Ph.D.,713-743-6656, egonza77@central.UH.edu , or 

Rosa M. Banda, Ph.D. 361-825-3284, rosie.banda@tamucc.edu 

 

Whom do I contact about my rights as a research participant? 

This research study has been reviewed by the Research Compliance Office and/or the Institutional 

Review Board at Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi or you IRB Office. For research-related 

problems or questions regarding your rights as a research participant, you can contact Caroline Lutz, 
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Research Compliance Officer, at (361) 825-2497 or email at caroline.lutz@tamucc.edu 

 

Signature 

Please be sure you have read the above information, asked questions and received answers to your 

satisfaction. You will be given a copy of the consent form for your records. By signing this document, 

you consent to participate in this study. You also certify that you are 18 years of age or older by signing 

this form. 

 

Signature of Participant:______________________ Date:_______________________________                     

Printed Name:__________________________________________________________________ 

Signature of Person Obtaining Consent:_____________________ Date:___________________               

Printed Name: __________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix D 

Interview Protocol 

1. Please provide your name: 

2. What is your current job title and responsibilities at your institution? 

3. What is your current role in relation to policies?  

4. As an administrator, what process has your institution used to develop the mandated Campus 

Carry policy?  

5. How is institutional policy set concerning the concealed carry of firearms? I.e. President, 

BOT, Campus safety and security etc. a.  How does your position influence this policy b. Prompt 

as necessary? 

6. What steps are you taking to ensure faculty, staff, and students are involved in the policy 

revisions? 

7. What policies do you have in place which will need to be changed? 

8. How did you determine gun free zones?  

9. If a student, faculty, staff or community visitor expressed concern over their safety as a result 

of the new Campus Carry policy, how would you respond to them? 

10. Do you see any difference between the state law and campus community perspective on the 

Campus Carry issue?  If so, how do you implement balance? 

11. What are your personal perceptions concerning the presence of concealed carry firearms on 

your campus with regard to safety? a. [Prompt if necessary: Please elaborate] b. What 

experiences have shaped these perceptions? 

12. What are your campus community perspectives regarding this law? 

13. Could you share with me your personal views on gun control in general and elaborate on 

your rational of those views?  

14. What is your age? (18-20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, 61-70, 71+)? 

15. What is your race/ethnicity? 

16. Share with me your educational background and professional experience? 

17. Is there anything else, she would like to share with me about this topic? 
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Appendix E 

Email Notification 

 

Good afternoon Dr. Silva, 

  

My name is Diana Ortega-Feerick and I am currently enrolled in Doctor of Education Degree in 

Educational Leadership at Texas A&M University in Corpus Christi (TAMUCC).   I am 

currently conducting a qualitative case study as part of my dissertation.  I have been granted 

permission by the IRB Committee from TAMUCC and Laredo Community College to begin my 

study.  I am interested in interviewing community college administrators about their knowledge 

of Campus Carry Law and the effects the law will have in shaping their institutional policies. I 

reached out to you and I'm hoping you would be interested in participating because you play a 

vital role in this process at Laredo Community College.  If you agree to participate in this study, 

you will be asked to be part of an individual interview which can be conducted in person or over 

the phone. This study will be conducted one day and will take about 60-90 minutes. Your 

participation is voluntary and confidential.  Please advise if you are available to meet with me at 

your earliest convenience.    

  

Thank you and looking forward to meeting you.  

 

  

Diana Ortega-Feerick 
 

 

Confidentiality Notice: The information contained in this email, including attachments, may be 

privileged, proprietary, and/or confidential as provided by law. The information in this email is 

intended only for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If you have received 

this communication in error, please notify the sender by replying to the email message and 

immediately return the email, attachments, and any and all copies to the sender. If you are not the 

intended recipient of this email and received it in error, please be advised that you may be 

subject to civil liability for any use of privileged, proprietary, and/or confidential information 

contained herein. 

 

 

 

 

 


