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Abstract: This study examines how American academic 
library directors evaluate change in the information age 
and the factors influencing the approaches used. Bolman 
and Deal’s reframing change model provided the founda-
tion for this research (Reframing Organizations: Artistry, 
Choice, and Leadership. 1st ed. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass, 1991). An online survey was sent to 1,010 academic 
library directors in the United States. The response rate 
was 59%. The qualitative data were analyzed using con-
tent analysis. The collected quantitative and qualitative 
data were analyzed using descriptive (frequencies, per- 
centages, means, standard deviations) and inferential (chi- 
square tests and correlations) statistics. Many directors 
used single and dual approaches to evaluate change. The 
human resource approach was the most frequently used 
single approach. Chi-square test and correlation analysis 
confirms that demographics, human capital and library 
variables play significant roles in evaluating change. Cor-
relation results show that directors who are males, or 
work for a higher academic degree institution, or are at 
universities with higher enrolment, are more likely to use 
multiple approaches to evaluate change than their coun-
terparts. Directors who hold more different professional 
positions, or oversee more subordinates, or work for a 
higher academic degree institution, are more likely than 
their counterparts to use dual and multiple approaches to 
evaluate change. Directors may use the results to reflect 
on different options of strategies for evaluating change 
and to balance the weight of the factors’ influences. The 
results may also help librarians better understand various 
approaches to evaluating change in the information age.
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Introduction
With the rapid developments of computer technology and 
information technologies, change is constant in academic 
libraries. Information technologies, especially Internet, 
have provided more options for patrons to access informa-
tion. This has resulted in changes in the way libraries offer 
their services and resources. 

Currently, there are many distance education pro-
grams in colleges and universities. Many students and 
faculty are unable to reach the library. However, they 
need to utilize reference services and databases to com-
plete their assignments and research. Academic librar-
ies have to adopt new technologies to meet the changing 
needs of their patrons. The corresponding change projects 
on the provision of virtual reference service using Web 2.0 
technologies in many libraries have been implemented to 
meet this growing need. The change projects are identi-
fied, planned and implemented. Some completed change 
projects may have met the patrons’ needs. However, oth-
ers may not. Given this situation, it is important for direc-
tors to evaluate change in the information age in order to 
ensure that they successfully manage constant change. 

Researchers Bolman and Deal (1991a) studied numer-
ous business and education directors and discovered that 
they used four distinct approaches: structural, human re-
source, political, and symbolic. When managing change, 
leaders and managers used either one (single), two (dual), 
or three or more (multiple) approaches. Using Bolman 
and Deal’s research as a guideline, this study examined 
how academic library directors evaluated change in the 
information age. The study also examined the factors that 
might influence the approaches used: (1) demographics 
(age, gender); (2) human capital (education, length of em-
ployment); and (3) library characteristics (size, type).  
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Literature Review
Evaluating change

The management of change involves the identifi cation, 
planning, implementation and evaluation of change. 
There are many models of change management. How-
ever, only a few models include evaluating change as an 
important step in the change process (Pugh 2000; Sid-
diqui 2003; Curzon 2005). As Curzon (2005, 91) stated, 
“the most neglected phase in the management of change 
is evaluation.” 

The ten steps in Curzon’s model called “the cycle
of the change” (Curzon 2005, xii) are illustrated by Fig-
ure 1.

One of the steps is to evaluate change. The change 
projects should be evaluated aft er completion or aft er 
one month, six months, or a year given a specifi c situa-
tion (Curzon 2005, 91). Curzon’s evaluating change mod-
el includes nine steps (Curzon 2005, 91). While evaluat-
ing change, the managers and the staff  need to schedule 
appropriate time for the evaluation, decide who will 
conduct the evaluations, determine whether the change 

goals are met, select the appropriate evaluation method, 
identify what the real problems are, “avoid roadblocks, 
make needed adjustments, review the change process, 
and share the information” (Curzon 2005, 91-102). The 
last step to evaluate change includes an important event: 
“celebrating the success of the project” (Curzon 2005, 
99) which coincides with the symbolic approach used to 
evaluate change. 

The current literature of evaluations in a library set-
ting mainly concentrates on library impact, Internet re-
sources, library personnel, library websites, collection 
development, digital library, library information sys-
tem, computer-supported collaborative serial manage-
ment and library cooperation. Library evaluations are 
conducted from many perspectives. Service is evaluated 
from a political perspective (Markless and Streatfi eld 
2006, 12). 

Although there are some books and other resources 
related to evaluations within libraries, empirical stud-
ies are lacking. The current literature does not address 
factors that infl uence academic library directors’ ap-
proaches to evaluating change in the information age. 
This study fi lls this lacuna.

Figure 1: The Cycle of Change (Curzon 2005, xii). Used with permission from Susan Carol Curzon and the American Library Association
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The Bolman and Deal Model

Bolman and Deal developed a model to help understand 
managerial action and “find clarity and meaning amidst 
the confusion” of organizational life (Bolman and Deal 
1991a, 38). Their reframing change model encompasses 
four approaches: structural, human resource, political, 
and symbolic (Bolman and Deal 1984, 255; 1991a, 1991b, 
1997, 1999, 2003). In the change process, evaluating change 
may be viewed from various perspectives. According to 
Bolman and Deal (1991a, 323), different perspectives, 
which may be adopted to evaluate change successfully, 
offer different results. Evaluating change from a structural 
perspective is a basis for distributing rewards or penalties 
to control change performance; a human resource perspec-
tive a process for helping individuals grow and improve; 
a political perspective an opportunity to score points with 
the staff; and a symbolic perspective an occasion to play 
roles in shared rituals (Bolman and Deal 1991a, 323). Lead-
ers may choose to use one of these four frames to evaluate 
change (single approach). They may also use two frames 
simultaneously (dual approach) or a combination of three 
or four different frames (multiple approach). 

In 1995, Head and Brown used a hypothetical budget 
crisis to apply the Bolman and Deal reframing model to 
change management within the library setting. The re-
searchers acknowledged that the only certainty most li-
brarians face is change:

It is no longer sufficient for librarians to solely possess the knowl-
edge and skills that enable them to maintain and efficiently dis-
tribute a high quality collection of books, periodicals, and other 
materials to meet information needs. Librarians must acquire 
management and leadership skills which prepare them to effec-
tively carry out the change process. (Head and Brown 1995, 1) 

Reframing has been used extensively to examine leader-
ship patterns of college and university presidents, deans, 
chairs of university departments, directors, principals, 
and executives in higher education (Eckley 1997; Mathis 
1999; Bowen 2004; Griffin 2005; Pritchett 2006). However, 
despite Head and Brown’s suggestion, there has been lit-
tle research on evaluating change in the information age 
using Bolman and Deal’s model within a library setting. 

Study framework and hypotheses
Bolman and Deal’s reframing change model provides the 
foundation for this research. The framework for this study 
will primarily test the correlations between directors’ dif-

ferent approaches to evaluating change in the information 
age and three categories of variables: (1) demographics, 
(2) human capital, and (3) library characteristics. Demo-
graphics include gender and age of directors. Human cap-
ital comprises education level, years at present position, 
number of different positions, years of directorship, years 
of service, and number of subordinates. Library variables 
consist of number of library branches, type, and size. 

Most likely, academic library directors’ evaluation of 
change is based on many reasons including their work 
circumstances and needs. However, director demographic 
data, human capital and library characteristics may play 
a role in evaluating change in the information age. Ac-
cording to Davis (1996, v), “Women reported using all four 
managerial frames more often than men who reported us-
ing one or two frames more frequently.” The hypothesis 
is that females are more likely than males to use multiple 
approaches to evaluate change. Young directors may use 
only one approach when evaluating change because they 
may have less experience evaluating change and think-
ing about issues related to change. It is hypothesized that 
older directors are more likely to use multiple approaches 
to evaluate change than younger ones. 

It is hypothesized that directors in the following situa-
tions are more likely to use the multi-frame approach than 
any other type of approach when evaluating change in the 
information age: 
1. Directors with a higher level of education possibly 

have acquired knowledge of different approaches. 
2. Directors who have been in their current positions, 

directorship, or service for longer periods of time 
may build on rich past experiences and may have 
dealt with and thought about many issues, including 
“structure, needs, conflict, and loss” (Bolman and 
Deal 2003), when evaluating change. 

3. Directors who have held several different positions 
are more likely to have experienced more changes, 
thought about more issues, and possibly used differ-
ent types of approaches. 

4. Directors who oversee more subordinates and loca-
tions may have experienced and evaluated more 
changes in the information age. Directors who super-
vise more subordinates may have experienced more 
alignments of roles and responsibilities and interper-
sonal interactions. 

5. Directors with more enrolments are more likely to 
have experienced and managed more changes (Euster 
1987, 79). 

6. Directors who work for an institution offering a higher 
academic degree may have experienced more library-
wide reorganizations (Eustis and Kenney 1996).
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Little is known about how academic library directors ac-
tually evaluate change in the information age and what 
factors influence their approaches to evaluating change. 
This study was designed to test the above hypotheses us-
ing the results of correlations and chi-square tests. The 
results will allow directors to reflect on different options 
of strategies for evaluating change. The results may also 
help librarians better understand various techniques and 
approaches to evaluating change. Hopefully, this study 
will also stimulate more research on the subject.

Methodology

Population and Sample 

According to the 2008 Higher Education Directory (Burke 
2008, xlix), there are 1,591 institutions of higher learning 
within the United States (see Table 1). Using Bolman and 
Deal’s model as the basis for this study, an email survey 
was sent to 1,028 academic library directors whose com-
plete names and email addresses were available from the 
American Library Directory 2007-2008 and from library 
websites. All directors resided and worked within the 
United States at the time of the study.

Following suggestions and comments by 18 random 
respondents during a pilot study, a revised survey was 
sent to the remaining 1,010 directors. An introductory 
email letter invited the directors to participate in the sur-

vey (via the website surveymonkey.com) and return the 
survey within 15 days. Reminder emails were sent to en-
courage participation, which was strictly voluntary. In to-
tal, 596 (59%) directors completed and returned surveys 
in the large study. 

Survey Design

The survey comprised two sections: (1) personal and or-
ganizational information and (2) quick-response ques-
tions about how directors manage change. Most questions 
were multiple choices, making the survey easy to complete 
within 15 to 20 minutes. Personal and organizational infor-
mation consisted of three subcategories: (1) demographics 
(gender and age of directors); (2) human capital (education 
level, years at present position, years of directorship, years 
of service, number of different positions, and number of 
subordinates); and (3) library variables (number of library 
branches, type, and size). The second section was based on 
Bolman and Deal’s (2003) framework model of structural, 
human resource, political, and symbolic approaches in ad-
dition to the multi-frame approach. This section included 
nine main questions regarding the directors’ approaches 
to managing change. One main survey question asked how 
directors evaluated change in the information age. There 
were five possible responses to this question, which coin-
cided with the framework model: (1) evaluating change 
as a basis for distributing rewards or penalties to control 
change performance (structural), (2) evaluating change as a 

Table 1: Response Rate for the Large-Scale Study
 

Overall Study Large-Scale Study
Classification of 
Institutiona

No. of
Schoolsa

No. of Valid Director 
Email Addresses

No. of Directors 
Chosenb

No. of Responses Response Rate (%)

RU/VH 96 81 79 55 69.6
RU/H 103 82 80 51 63.8
DRU 80 67 65 39 60
Master’s/L 326 221 219 122 55.7
Master’s/M 178 114 112 67 59.8
Master’s/S 117 53 51 32 62.7
Bac/A&S 277 171 169 95 56.2
Bac/Diverse 310 207 205 116 56.6
Bac/Assoc 104 32 30 19 63.3
Total 1,591 1,028 1,010 596 59

Legend: No. = Number; RU/VH = research I universities (very high research activity); RU/H = research II universities (high research activity); 
DRU = doctoral/research universities; Master’s/L = Master’s colleges and universities (larger programs); M = medium programs; S = smaller 
programs; A&S = arts and sciences. 
aSource: 2008 Higher Education Directory (Burke 2008, xlix) 
bExcludes 18 directors chosen for the pilot study



102   Zhixian (George) Yi, The Factors Influencing American Academic Library Directors’ Approaches DE GRUYTER

process for helping individuals grow and improve (human 
resource), (3) evaluating change as an opportunity to score 
points with the staff (political), (4) evaluating change as 
an occasion to play roles in shared rituals (symbolic), and 
(5) other or free comments. Each respondent was asked to 
check yes, no, or N/A (not applicable) for each response. 
If the fifth response was applicable, the directors were en-
couraged to describe any different approaches used to eval-
uate change in the information age. 

Variables and Measurements

The dependent variables were the four approaches defined 
by Bolman and Deal (2003) in addition to the use of dual, 
multiple, and other approaches. Directors who chose re-
sponse one were classified as structural approach direc-
tors; response two identified human resource approach 
directors and so on. Respondents who chose only one 
of the five responses were classified as single-approach 
directors, and those who chose any two responses were 
classified as dual-approach directors. Respondents choos-
ing three or more affirmative responses were classified as 
directors using multiple approaches. Dependent variables 
were measured using nominal variables. 

The independent variables consisted of three catego-
ries: (1) demographics, (2) human capital, and (3) library 
variables. 

Data Analysis and Analytical Strategies

Frequencies and other descriptive statistics were used to 
analyze the distribution patterns of the individual vari-
ables. Bivariate correlations and chi-square tests were run 
to check the relationships among the variables and deter-
mine if there was a multi-collinearity problem. This anal-
ysis created a full correlation model, which included all 
predictor variables that were useful in determining library 
directors’ approaches to evaluating change. 

The collected data from open-ended responses were 
studied using descriptive content analysis (Sarantakos 
2005, 300), which allowed the investigator to systemati-
cally analyze data (Nachmias and Nachmias 2000, 301). 
The qualitative data were coded according to Bolman and 
Deal’s (1991b, 515) criteria for coding frame responses. 
Data that directly reflected the corresponding Bolman and 
Deal’s categories were coded as the structural, human re-
source, political, or symbolic approach. 

Data that did not reflect the categories were coded as 
a general category or “other” approach. The general cat-

egory was then broken down into subcategories in terms 
of themes and patterns and coded using qualitative data 
analysis (Dalziel 2007, 47). The response categories for the 
“other” approach were coded, grouped, and reclassified 
based on the details of the approaches that each respond-
ent specified. 

Findings and discussion
Of the 596 surveys returned, 455 (76.3%) directors success-
fully completed the survey. The study excluded 130 incom-

Table 2: Approaches Used to Evaluate Change in the Information 
Age (N = 455)

Approaches Used No. of 
Responses 
(%)

Single Approaches
Structural

 – Use evaluation as a basis for distributing 
rewards or penalties to control change 
performance

10 (2.2)

Human Resource
 – Use evaluation as a process for helping 

individuals grow and improve 

156 (34.3)

Political
 – Use evaluation as an opportunity to score points 

with the staff

0 (0)

Symbolic
 – Use evaluation as an occasion to play roles in 

shared rituals

0 (0)

Other
 – Use a completely different approach

0 (0)

Total Responses 166 (36.5)

Dual Approaches
 – Structural and human resource 99 (21.8)
 – Human resource and symbolic 76 (16.7)
 – Human resource and other 8 (1.8)
 – Human resource and political 5 (1.1)

Total Responses 188 (41.3)

Multiple Approaches
 – Structural, human resource, and symbolic 60 (13.2)
 – Structural, human resource, and political 20 (4.4)
 – Structural, human resource, political, and 

symbolic
8 (1.8)

 – Structural, human resource, and other 6 (1.3)
 – Structural, political, and symbolic 3 (0.7)
 – Human resource, symbolic, and other 4 (0.9)

Total Responses 101 (22.2)

Legend: No. = Number
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plete surveys and 11 surveys from respondents who did not 
hold the job title of directorship, deanship, or equivalent. 

Descriptive Results 

Table 2 shows that 41.3% directors employed dual ap-
proaches to evaluate change, while 22.2% used multiple 
approaches. The total single approaches were used by 
36.5% of all respondents. No respondent used single po-
litical, symbolic, and other approach to evaluate change. 
No respondent checked N/A (not applicable) for each re-
sponse. The structural and human resource approaches 
were favoured by directors choosing dual or multiple ap-
proaches. Most likely, these approaches appear together 
more often over the others because directors spend much 
of their time working with a variety of people and realign-
ing roles and duties of staff in current academic libraries. 
The “other” approach was noted by 28 (6.2%) respond-
ents. Of these respondents, 10 commented on the “other 
approach” they used. However, no respondent listed a 
true “other” approach. According to the Bolman and 
Deal’s model, four responses were actually the structural 
approach; and six, human resource approach. The re-
maining 18 respondents did not specify what their other 
approaches were and therefore could not be ruled out as 
not actually using “other approach” category. As a result, 
18 respondents were included in the “other approach” 
category. The free comments on the “other” approach re-
spondents used showed that directors used the human 

resource and structural approaches more often than other 
approaches. They used evaluations as a basis for setting 
goals, a change to solicit individual’s true feelings, and to 
promote staff in the change process. 

Dependent Variables 

Table 2 shows descriptive statistical results of the de-
pendent variables used in the analysis. The dependent 
variables were the directors’ approaches to evaluating 
change. They comprised three main categories: (1) single 
approaches; (2) dual approaches; and (3) multiple ap-
proaches. The single approaches consisted of two subcat-
egories: (1) structural; and (2) human resource. 

Independent Variables

Independent variables are noted in Table 3. Gender was a 
nominal variable. Age, education level, library size, and 
the number of subordinates were ordinal variables. Library 
type was a nominal variable with three categories. The oth-
er statistics (years of work, number of different positions, 
etc.) were continuous variables. Age had nine categories 
(25–29 years, 30–34 years, and on up to > 65 years). Six edu-
cational levels were noted, ranging from bachelors degree 
to doctorate. Choices of library type were based on the Car-
negie classifications, and the library size coincided with 
student enrolment. The high correlation between the num-
ber of subordinates and the number of library branches (r = 
.716) might indicate a potential multi-collinearity problem. 
Therefore, the original continuous variable of the number 
of subordinates was re-coded to four categories. 

Results of Bivariate Cross-tabulation and Chi-
Square Test 

The bivariate cross-tabulation indicated that there were 
many significant associations between the independ-
ent variables and the directors’ approaches to evaluat-
ing change (Table 4). The chi-square (χ2) test was used to 
check whether two nominal variables are independent 
from or related to each other (Sarantakos 2005, 385). The 
collected continuous variables were re-coded as the cat-
egorical ones. The ordinal variables with more categories 
were also re-coded for the sake of reliable results. Results 
indicated that demographics, human capital, and library 
characteristics could be used to predict respondents’ ap-
proaches to evaluating change. 

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics of Independent Variables Used in the 
Analysis (N = 455)

Variables Percent/
Mean

SD

Male 44.2% ---
Age (9-point scale) 7.0a 8.0b

Education level (6-point scale) 4.0a 5.0b

Years of present position 8.7 7.9
Years of all directorship, 
deanship, or equivalent 12.1 9.3
Years involved in all library services 26.6 9.8
Number of different library 
professional positions 4.8 2.7
Number of subordinates
(4-point scale)

2.0a 3.0b

Number of library branches 1.6 3.4
Library type (3-point scale) 2.0a 2.0b

Library size (4-point scale) 1.0a 3.0b

Legend: SD = Standard deviation; ª Median; b Range
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The χ2 tests displayed no significant relationships be-
tween directors’ approaches used and these predictors: 
gender, age, and education level at the .10 level. Thus, 
there were no significant relationships. However, the per-
centage results showed that males employed multiple ap-
proaches more often to evaluate change than females. Di-
rectors who were 25 to 39 utilized single approaches more 
often, while directors who were 60 or more used the multi-
frame approach more. Those in the category “MA/MS not 
in Library Science & Other” utilized the multi-frame ap-
proach more often, while those who held the MLS degree 
used dual approaches more. 

The χ2 test showed that there was a very significant 
relationship between directors’ approaches used and li-
brary type at the .01 level. The minimum expected count 
was 25.08. Thus, the result could be trusted. Those who 
worked for a baccalaureate-granting college or university 
were more likely to use the single approach to evaluate 
change, while those who worked for a doctoral-granting 
college or university were more likely to use the multi-
frame approach. This supports the hypothesis that direc-
tors who work for a higher academic degree college or uni-
versity are more likely than their counterparts to use the 
multi-frame approach while managing change. The χ2 test 
detected a very significant relationship between directors’ 
approaches used and library size at the .10 level. The mini-
mum expected count was 13.54. The result could be trust-
ed. Those who worked for a college or university with less 
than 10,000 total student enrolments were more likely to 
use single and dual approaches, while those who worked 
for a college or university with 20,000 or more were more 
likely to use multiple approaches to evaluate change. This 
supports the hypothesis that directors in institutions with 
more enrolments are more likely to use the multi-frame 
approach to manage change than their counterparts. 

In Table 4, the χ2 test reveals significant difference 
between directors’ approaches used and total years of 
present position at the .05 level. The minimum expected 
count was 31.96. The result could be trusted. Directors 
who had been in their current positions for five to nine 
years were more likely to use the multi-frame approach to 
evaluate change, while those for ten years or more were 
more likely to use dual approaches. 

According to the results of the χ2 tests, there were no 
significant relationships between directors’ approaches 
and these variables: years of directorship, years of library 
service, number of different positions, and number of li-
brary branch at the .10 level. There were not significant 
relationships. However, the percentage results displayed 
that those who had been in all directorships for fewer than 
one year to four years employed single and multiple ap-

Approaches Used (%)
Single Dual Multiple Total No. 

Gender
Female 37.0 44.1 18.9 100.0 (254)
Male 35.8 37.8 26.4 100.0 (201)
χ2 = 3.937, df = 2, p = .140
Age
25–39 46.2 34.6 19.2 100.0 (26)
40-59 36.0 42.0 21.9 100.0 (283)
60 or more 35.6 41.1 23.3 100.0 (146)
χ2 = 1.225, df = 4, p = .874
Education Level
MA/MS not in  Library Science 
& Other

27.8 38.9 33.3 100.0 (18)

MLS 35.6 44.6 19.8 100.0 (177)
MLS plus other  master’s degree 37.9 41.6 20.5 100.0 (161)
PhD 37.4 35.4 27.3 100.0 (99)
χ2 = 4.706, df = 6, p = .582
Type of Institution
Baccalaureate-granting 41.6 40.7 17.7 100.0 (113)
Master-granting 39.5 43.8 16.8 100.0 (185)
Doctoral-granting 29.3 38.9 31.8 100.0 (157)
χ2 = 14.075, df = 4, p = .007
Total Student Enrollment
<10,000 39.8 42.6 17.6 100.0 (329)
10,000–19,999 26.2 41.5 32.3 100.0 (65)
20,000 or more 29.5 34.4 36.1 100.0 (61)
χ2 = 15.912, df = 4, p = .003
Total No. 36.5(166) 41.3(188) 22.2(101) 100.0(455)
Years of Present Position
0–4 44.3 33.5 22.2 100.0 (167)
5–9 30.6 43.8 25.7 100.0 (144)
10 or more 33.3 47.9 18.8 100.0 (144)
χ2 = 10.321, df = 4, p = .035
Years of All Directorship
0–4 39.8 35.2 25.0 100.0 (108)
5–9 35.7 40.0 24.3 100.0 (115)
10–14 32.9 49.4 17.7 100.0 (79)
15 or more 36.6 42.5 20.9 100.0 (153)
χ2 = 4.396, df = 6, p = .623
Years of Library Services
0–14 35.7 37.5 26.8 100.0 (56)
15–29 40.7 42.4 16.9 100.0 (172)
30 or more 33.5 41.4 25.1 100.0 (227)
χ2 = 5.264, df = 4, p = .261
Number of Different Positions
0–3 40.5 39.9 19.6 100.0 (153)
4–6 37.2 39.1 23.7 100.0 (207)
7 or more 28.4 48.4 23.2 100.0 (95)
χ2 = 4.588, df = 4, p = .332
Number of Subordinates
1–9 37.5 43.0 19.5 100.0 (128)
10–19 45.5 34.1 20.3 100.0 (123)
20–29 40.0 41.5 18.5 100.0 (65)
30 or more 25.9 46.0 28.1 100.0 (139)
χ2 = 12.813, df = 6, p = .046
Number of Library Branches
0 40.2 40.9 18.9 100.0 (164)
1 36.5 39.5 24.0 100.0 (167)
2 or more 31.5 44.4 24.2 100.0 (124)
χ2 = 3.168, df = 4, p = .530
Total No. 36.5(166) 41.3(188) 22.2(101) 100.0(455)

Table 4: Percentage Distribution of Directors’ Attitudes toward 
Approaches Used to Evaluate Change (N = 455)

Legend: No. = Number
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proaches more, while those with ten to fourteen years ex-
perience at that level used dual approaches more. Direc-
tors who served in libraries for fewer than one to fourteen 
years employed multiple approaches more, while those 
with fifteen to twenty-nine years experience utilized sin-
gle and dual approaches more. Those who held four to six 
different positions used the multi-frame approach more, 
while those who held seven or more different positions 
employed dual approaches more. Those who oversaw two 
or more library branches employed the dual and multi-
frame approach more, while those who did not oversee 
any library branch used single approaches more. 

The χ2 test detected a significant relationship between 
directors’ approaches to evaluating change and number of 
subordinates at the .05 level. The minimum expected count 
was 14.43. The result could be trusted. Directors who over-
saw thirty or more subordinates were more likely than their 
counterparts to use the dual and multi-frame approach. 
This supports the hypothesis that directors who oversee 
more subordinates are more likely than their counterparts 
to use the multi-frame approach to manage change. 

Results of Correlations

In Tables 5 and 6, bivariate correlations show that there 
were many significant correlations between the independ-
ent variables and the directors’ approaches to evaluating 
change.

Correlations between Independent Variables and 
Dependent Variables 

The results of this study coincided with some hypoth-
eses presented earlier regarding the use of multiple ap-
proaches (Table 5). However, calculated r values for the 
variables were < .30, making the correlations very weak 
or low rather than moderate or strong. In this study, there 
was a significant correlation between gender and direc-
tors’ multiple approaches used. Correlations between 
the variables of number of subordinates, library type and 
size, and the use of multiple approaches were respective-
ly detected to be positive and significant. Directors who 
oversaw more subordinates, or worked at a large school 
or library, or at universities with higher enrolment, were 
more likely to use multiple approaches to evaluate change 
than their counterparts. Similar variables and weak cor-
relations were also noted for directors who used both dual 
and multiple approaches. However, the study results con-
tradicted the hypothesis that there is no significant differ-

ence between gender and directors’ approaches used. The 
correlation indicated that males were more likely to use 
multiple approaches to evaluate change than females. 

The variables of age, number of different positions, 
and number of library branches were also respectively 
detected to be positively and significantly correlated with 
the use of dual and multiple approaches. Directors who 
were older, or held more different professional positions, 
or oversaw more library branches, were more likely than 
their counterparts to use dual and multiple approaches to 
evaluate change.

The variables of years at present position, total years 
of directorship, and number of different positions were 
respectively detected to be negatively and significantly 
correlated with the structural approach. The structural 
approach was less likely to be used by directors who had 
been in their current positions or other directorships for 
longer periods of time, or held more different positions. 

The variables of education level, number of differ-
ent positions, number of subordinates, number of library 
branches, library type, and library size were detected to be 
negatively and significantly correlated with the human re-
source approach. Similar variables and weak correlations 
were also noted for directors who used single approaches. 
Directors, who were more educated, held more different 
positions, oversaw more subordinates or library branches, 
or work at a large school or library, or at universities with 
higher enrolment were less likely than their counterparts 

Table 5: Correlation Matrix for Variables Used in the Analysis (N = 
455)
 

Approaches to Evaluating Change
A B C D E F

1 -.013 .001 -.012 -.054 .089** .012
2 -.008 -.074* -.072* .035 .035 .072*
3 -.026 .039 .031 -.049 .022 -.031
4 -.068* -.003 -.018 .051 -.041 .018
5 -.076* .009 -.010 .036 -.043 .010
6 -.022 -.016 -.020 -.008 .024 .020
7 -.067* -.068* -.091** .112*** -.029 .091**
8 -.047 -.092** -.109*** .042 .077* .109***
9 -.010 -.062* -.063* .029 .037 .063*
10 -.058 -.091** -.102** -.024 .140**** .102**
11 .038 -.100** -.072* -.083** .163**** .072*

Notes: A=Structural, B=Human Resource, C=Single, D=Dual, 
E=Multiple, F=Single Approaches vs. Dual & Multiple Approaches
1=Male, 2=Age, 3=Education, 4=Years at Present Position, 5=Total 
Years of Directorship, 6=Total Years of Library Service, 7=No. 
of Different Positions, 8=No. of Subordinates, 9=No. of Library 
Branches, 10=Library Type, 11=Library Size
*p≤0.10; **p ≤ 0.05; ***p ≤ 0.01; ****p≤0. 001



106   Zhixian (George) Yi, The Factors Influencing American Academic Library Directors’ Approaches DE GRUYTER

to use the human resource approach or single approaches 
to view the evaluation of change. 

Directors who held more different positions were more 
likely to use dual approaches to view evaluation of change 
than their counterparts. However, dual approaches were 
less likely to be used by directors who worked at universi-
ties with higher enrolment. 

Correlations between Independent Variables and 
Dependent Variables

Further correlations among independent variables only 
are given in Table 6. . The final correlation between number 
of subordinates and number of branches was not detected 
to be high, indicating no multi-collinearity problem. The 
other variables did not have a high degree of collinearity. 
The correlations ranged from -.008 to .517. These three cat-
egories of predictors—demographics, human capital, and 
library characteristics—predicted respondents’ approach-
es to evaluating change. 

Conclusions
When evaluating change in the information age, American 
academic library directors used varied approaches. Many 
of them used single or dual approaches. No respondent 
used single political, symbolic or other approach. The hu-
man resource approach was the most frequently used sin-
gle approach. 

Chi-square test and correlation analysis confirmed 
that demographics, human capital and library variables 
played significant roles in evaluating change. Correlation 
results showed that directors who were males, or worked 
for a higher academic degree institution, or at universities 
with higher enrolment, were more likely to use multiple 
approaches to evaluate change than their counterparts. 
American academic library directors who held more dif-
ferent professional positions, or oversaw more subordi-
nates, or worked for a higher academic degree institution, 
were more likely than their counterparts to use dual and 
multiple approaches to evaluate change. 

American academic library directors less likely to 
use multiple approaches in this study might not evalu-
ate more changes in the information age. However, they 
might be more likely to use the multi-frame approach in 
other areas of change management. The multi-frame ap-
proach should be taught in Schools of Librarianship and 
Information Studies as well as in workplaces because di-
rectors “need to understand that any event or process can 
serve multiple purposes and that different participants 
are often operating in different frames”, and should inte-
grate the change perspectives for effective management 
(Bolman and Deal 1991, 341). An effective change process 
should take into account all the issues such as “structure, 
needs, conflict, and loss” (Bolman and Deal 2003). 

Significant findings in this study regarding Ameri-
can academic library directors’ approaches to evaluating 
change and the relationships to demographics, human 
capital, and library variables were determined using chi-
square tests and correlations at the .05, .01, and .001 levels, 

Table 6: Correlation Matrix for Independent Variables Used in the Analysis (N = 455)
 

Approaches to Evaluating Change
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1 1.000
2 .024 1.000
3 .207**** .152**** 1.000
4 .059 .344**** .058 1.000
5 .167**** .466**** .239**** .642**** 1.000
6 -.008 .636**** .097** .377**** .500**** 1.000
7 -.077* .199**** .021 -.161**** -.038 .264**** 1.000
8 .067* .199**** .213**** -.064 .081** .188**** .214**** 1.000
9 .035 .085** .028 -.039 .017 .034 .113*** .265**** 1.000
10 .067* .169**** .136*** -.055 .040 .159**** .159**** .415**** .298**** 1.000
11 -.022 .133*** .089** -.096** -.038 .088** .178**** .314**** .459**** .517**** 1.000

Notes: 1=Male, 2=Age, 3=Education, 4=Years at Present Position, 5=Total Years of Directorship, 6=Total Years of Library Service, 7=No. of 
Different Positions, 8=No. of Subordinates, 9=No. of Library Branches, 10=Library Type, 11=Library Size*p≤0.10; **p ≤ 0.05; ***p ≤ 0.01; 
****p≤0. 001
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respectively. Future research is needed to confirm these re-
lationships at the .10 level. The current study depended on 
directors’ own reports on the way they evaluated change. 
Additional further study is needed to compare directors’ 
self-perceptions of approaches to evaluating change with 
librarians’ perceptions of the approaches used by their di-
rectors’ in order to examine the congruency among direc-
tor and librarian perceptions of approaches to evaluating 
change in the information age. This was a cross-sectional 
study. A longitudinal study should be conducted to fur-
ther examine how directors actually evaluate change in 
the information age and what factors influence their ap-
proaches used. A longitudinal study would reveal sig-
nificant factors and directors’ approaches and how they 
change during a period of time. 

This study examined the factors influencing academic 
library directors’ approaches used by taking into account 
all the three types of predictors. Future research may focus 
on which model is the best fitting one for predicting ap-
proaches used by directors’ by controlling one type of the 
independent variables; add more predictors such as direc-
tors’ attributes to further examine the significant factors 
predicting directors’ approaches used; and compare ap-
proaches to evaluating change in small and large schools. 

Note 
The paper draws on Zhixian Yi’s PhD dissertation, com-
pleted at Texas Woman’s University in 2010. 
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