Correction to Chia et al (2023)

In the article “Grounded Theory Approach in University Leadership Succession Planning Model
Development: From the Methodological Perspective” by Chi-Kuan, Chia, Ahmad Zabidi Bin Abdul
Razak, Simin Ghavifekr (Malaysian Journal of Qualitative Research, 2023, Vol 9 (1), May, pp 119-
136), there were errors in the abstract, keywords, main text, References and Supplementary I and 11
sections.

Under the Abstract on page 119, “Charmaz (2014) emphasised the constructive interaction between
the actor and the researcher. The actor could be a human being, such as participants, or objects, like
documents and videos. Therefore, data collection from three sources was conducted concurrently.”
and “For documents, these included Malaysian acts, circulars, and guidelines used at the Case
University, as well as documents related to LSP. The videos were downloaded from the Case
University’s official channel and were related to LSP. The data from the three sources were considered
as one set; there was no distinction between primary and secondary data.” has been added. ““. Constant
comparison of data started after the second participant was interviewed and continued until data from
all participants were collected” has been replaced with “Constant comparison of data started after the
second piece of data was collected and continued until the thesis findings were reported.”.

Under the Keywords on page 119, University Succession Planning has been replaced with “University
Leadership Succession Planning”.

Under the Introduction on page 119, succession planning (SP) has been replaced with “leadership
succession planning (LSP)”. And the whole article of acronym of SP has been replaced with “LSP”.

Under the Background Of The Study on page 120, “Additionally, Charmaz (2014) emphasised on the
constructive interaction between actor and researcher. The actor could be human being like
participants, or objects like documents and videos. Hence, in this study, data from participants,
documents, and videos were grouped together as one. There was no distinction between primary and
secondary data.” has been added.

On page 121, “Moreover, several coding methods exist, including inductive, deductive, and reverse
coding. An inductive approach based on inductive reasoning

involves reading and understanding textual data, and developing concepts and themes based on the
data. It is a data-driven approach commonly used in interpretivist-constructivist studies with limited
existing knowledge (Chandra et al., 2019). In contrast, deductive coding relies on deductive reasoning
and aims to determine whether the data align with previous assumptions, theories, or hypotheses. It
starts with a hypothesis or proposition by employing a top-down approach and predefined coding
scheme (Chandra et al., 2019; Crabtree et al., 1992; Fereday et al., 2006; Thomas, 2006). Conversely,
reverse coding follows a top-down approach but begins with the assertions found in the data. It starts
with a conclusion or assertion observed in the study and works backward to identify the smallest units
of analysis. Reverse coding aims to break down ideas into smaller components, similar to traditional
coding, and differs from deductive coding (Sybing, 2022). The motivation behind data reduction is to
condense data into meaningful units for analysis by selecting, simplifying, abstracting, and
transforming collected data (Miles et al., 1994). They recommend using the analytical abstraction
ladder developed by Carney (1990), which includes three levels to construct the explanatory
framework: summarising and packaging the data, re-packaging and aggregating the data, and
developing and testing propositions. The analytical abstraction ladder provides a structured approach
to data reduction. Figure 1 shows a ladder of analytical abstraction (Carney, 1990).” has been replaced
with “Moreover, two coding methods were employed in this study: inductive and reverse coding. An
inductive approach, based on inductive reasoning, involves reading and understanding textual data
and developing concepts and themes based on the data. It is a data-driven approach commonly used
in interpretivist-constructivist studies with limited existing knowledge (Chandra et al., 2019).
Conversely, reverse coding follows a top-down approach but begins with the assertions found in the




data. It starts with a conclusion or assertion observed in the study and works backward to identify the
smallest units of analysis. Reverse coding aims to break down ideas into smaller components, like
traditional coding, and differs from deductive coding (Sybing, 2022).”.

Figure 1: The ladder of analytical abstraction by Carney (1990) in Miles et al. (1994, p. 92) in page
121 has been deleted.

Under Methodology on page 122, previous “Figure 2: Illustration of the entire Grounded Theory
Approach process” has been replaced with “Figure 1: Illustration of the entire Grounded Theory
Approach process”.

Under Research philosophy and Grounded Theory Approach on page 123, “six research questions”
has been replaced with “eight research questions”.

Under Grounded Theory Approach Within A Case on page 123, “All participants in the study were
individuals associated with the case university and had previous or current involvement in the
university's SP. The review of documents and videos was also limited to those relevant to the SP of
the case university only.” has been replaced with “All participants in the study were individuals
associated with the Case University and had previous or current involvement in the Case University's
LSP. The selected documents and videos were limited to those relevant to the LSP of the Case
University only.”.

Under Sampling Process on page 123, fourth paragraph, last sentence, added “The guidelines on elite
and expert interviews were used during the interview (Bogner et al., 2009; Harvey, 2011; Liu, 2018).”.

Under Sampling Process on page 123, “Therefore, data collection was concluded after interviewing
Participant 14, as no new information emerged.” has been replaced by “Therefore, data collection was
concluded after interviewing Participant 14, analysing the 40th document, and the 17th video, as no
new information emerged.”.

Under Data Collection and Analysis on page 125, first paragraph until fourth paragraph has been
replaced with “Let’s revisit the focus of Charmaz (2014) GTA. Charmaz emphasized the constructive
interaction between the actor and the researcher. The actor could be a human being, such as
participants, or objects like documents and videos. Therefore, documents and videos were also used
for model development. The data from interviews, documents, and videos were worked as one, with
the goal of model development. Therefore, the author combined the data from three sources as one
during the open, axial, and selective coding process.

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic and the implementation of a cordon sanitaire in Malaysia (Chan &
Teh Athira Yusof, 2021; DG of Health, 2020), only one physical interview was conducted, while the
rest were conducted online using web conferencing platforms (Chia et al., 2021). To record the online
interviews, Zoom Cloud Meeting and Google Meet built-in recorders were utilised, along with
Screencast software as a backup (Google, 2021; MacLeod et al., 2017; Zoom Video Communications
Inc., 2021). A Sony voice recorder was also connected to the computer for backup recording in case
of technical errors. Precautions were taken after experienced technical issues during the second
interview with Participant 2, where the Google Meet recorder failed to capture the interview clearly
and the screencasting software stopped recording abruptly. Despite efforts to improve the recording
quality during the transcription process, there were still many inaudible parts, led to the loss of
valuable information. However, due to the participant’s busy schedules as members of the university’s
top management team, it was not possible to re-interview them. For face-to-face interviews, a Sony
voice recorder and built-in phone recorder were used simultaneously to ensure backup recordings.
The interview protocol was designed based on the research questions, and probes were used during
the interviews to dig deeper into participants' responses. The authors transcribed and analysed the
interview data line-by-line with inductive open coding using ATLAS.ti 9 (ATLAS.ti Scientific
Software Development GmbH, 2020). The next interview was conducted only after the completion of
the analysis, as the subsequent questions depended on data analysis (Charmaz, 2014). The interview
protocol was iteratively modified based on the data collected from previous interviews, and data




analysis was conducted concurrently. The amendment of the interview protocol was stopped after
Participant 6 because, at that point, the amended protocol has provided an in-depth data required for
this study. This process parallels the GTA (Charmaz, 2014; Denzin & Lincoln, 2018).

The documents used for this study were the Universities and University Colleges Act 1971, circulars,
and guidelines from the government, as well as Case University’s documents related to LSP.
Furthermore, to ensure the relevance of the documents employed by Case University, the author had
verified the related documents with Case University’s Human Resource Department and the Public
Service Department of Malaysia. This is because Case University is a statutory entity with the
authority to decide which government circulars are suitable to be applied within the university
(Government of Malaysia, 1971; Kerajaan Malaysia, 2015; MAMMPU, 2021). It is a crucial step, as
the document is one of the elements used for model development. The verification process was carried
out by emailing the respective documents to the Human Resource Department of Case University and
the Public Service Department of Malaysia. The officers in charge were contacted to confirm whether
these documents were applied at Case University. Some documents were verified during the
interviews. During the verification process, a few documents were removed from data analysis
because they were found to be outdated and no longer applied at Case University.

Videos that were uploaded to Case University’s official channel and related to LSP were used. The
researcher cannot disclose the titles of the documents and videos as doing so would directly reveal the
identity of the university. Line-by-line inductive coding was conducted for document analysis. In the
case of video analysis, the videos were played in ATLAS.ti and coded according to the time frame,
focusing on content related to the LSP at Case University. Inductive coding was primarily used for the
analysis, whereas reverse coding was employed for a few themes.

At this phase, the collected data were analysed with the support of ATLAS.ti. All open codes' labels
were assigned, starting with "R1" to "R7", representing research questions one to seven, respectively,
for which they were intended to provide answers. After open coding, followed by axial coding, also
called focus coding by Charmaz (2014), the process involved grouping open codes with similar
categories or themes into axial codes. Once again, the labels for axial codes were assigned starting
with "R1" to "R7". Subsequently, selective coding took place, where selected axial codes falling under
the same core categories were exported as an Excel file, and their labels maintained the "R1" to "R7"
convention.

Note that reverse coding with abductive reasoning was employed to address surprising findings from
inductive data collection (Charmaz, 2014; Denzin & Lincoln, 2018; Sybing, 2022). This was done by
grouping all similar concept open codes under one selective code, for example, ‘R1 Succession
planning goal’ (Figure 3). Then, from open codes in the selective code, further categorization into
axial codes occurred, as shown in Figure 4.

A constant comparison was employed throughout the entire process of data analysis. The author
constantly compared the data and codes of each newly collected data set with the previous data and
codes in all three stages. This constant comparison continued until the findings were reported in the
thesis. If necessary, the authors amended the codes based on the data, guided by the research questions.
This iterative process involves an interplay between induction and deduction, moving back and forth
between new and previous codes (Charmaz, 2014; Suddaby, 2006). From coding to constant
comparison, the authors continually asked themselves, "Does this data from participants answer the
research questions?" to ensure that the findings were relevant to the research questions. The following
section further describes the coding process in detail.

In the open coding phase, to minimize redundancy, codes with similar meanings were merged. For
instance, codes such as 'R1 inspire leadership' and 'R1 leader able to inspire others' were merged into
the code 'R1 inspire leadership'. During the constant comparison process, it became evident that the
researchers initially misunderstood the meaning of some interviews by interpreting sentences
individually, rather than considering the entire paragraph. Consequently, inappropriate quotations and
codes were removed and replaced with suitable ones. Moreover, instead of analysing the interview
text line by line, the analysis was conducted considering all paragraphs, because participants often
responded by starting with a main point and providing multiple examples. A line-by-line analysis was
deemed inadequate as it could lead to quoting out of context and fail to capture the participants' actual
expressions. Throughout the constant comparison, the researcher consistently questioned the
relevance of the codes to the research questions. This process reduced the total number of open codes
from 780 to 694.




In the axial coding phase, the authors examined the similarity of meanings within each theme and
merged similar notions of codes to avoid redundancy. The interplay between induction and deduction,
inter-participant comparisons, and constant-code comparisons continued. The authors also renamed
open codes to align them with axial codes and clarify their relationships. Similar axial codes and
overlapping open codes within each axial code were merged to further reduce redundancy. For
example, '/R2 mentor and coaching' and 'R2 potential leader under the supervision of the incumbent
leader' were merged into 'R2 mentor and coaching.' Some axial codes were also moved from one
research question to another, based on their relevance. For instance, an axial code related to R2 ('R2
new VC new team new policy new method') was relocated to RS ('R5 New VC new team new policy').
In the selective coding process, the authors combined similar themes from the axial/focus codes to
create selective codes or core categories. These core categories were intended to address the research
questions. The researcher continually evaluated whether the core category and categories or themes
answered the respective six research questions. Otherwise, themes, categories, or core categories were
removed. The interplay between induction and deduction, inter-participant comparisons, constant
code comparisons, and redundancy checks persisted in this process. Before finalizing the selective
codes (core categories), the researcher thoroughly examined the evidence of data fitting these codes.
This involved reviewing each interview transcript and extracting quotation sections and codes, from
open to selective. Redundancy checks were conducted by comparing and assessing axial codes within
each selective code. Some axial codes were renamed to better align with the core categories and clarify
their relationships. Ultimately, seven core categories were constructed from the data to address seven
research questions. Research question eight encompasses a model formulated based on the
aforementioned seven research questions. In conclusion, the findings from research questions one to
seven were synthesized and conceptualized to develop a LSP model for the Case University, providing
an answer to research question eight.”.

Section Data Reduction was deleted on page 127.

Under Trustworthiness and Consistency on page 128, first paragraph, “Five techniques” has been
replaced with “Four techniques”. Second paragraph on page 128 has been deleted.

Under Lessons learned on page 129, first paragraph, first to fourth sentences has been replaced with
“The researcher made two major mistakes during the data analysis. Initially, the researcher analysed
the interview data, documents, and video data using different sets of open codes. Therefore, the author
re-analysed the data under one set of codes.”.

In the Reference list, “Bogner, A., Littig, B., & Menz, W. (2009). Interviewing experts. Palgrave
Macmillan., Harvey, W. S. (2011). Strategies for conducting elite interviews. Qualitative Research,
11(4), 431-441. https://doi.org/DOI: 10.1177/1468794111404329, and Liu, X. (2018). Interviewing
elites: Methodological issues confronting a novice. International Journal of Qualitative Methods,
17(1), 1609406918770323. https://doi.org/DOI: 10.1177/1609406918770323” has been added on
page 132.

In Supplementary I on page 135-136, Supplementary I has been deleted.
In Supplementary II on page 136, Supplementary II has been deleted.

All versions of this article have been corrected.




