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 It has been 15 years since the initial publication of the American Association of 

Community Colleges’ competencies for community college leaders (AACC, 2005), which 

outlined six competencies community college leaders needed if they were to be successful: 

organizational strategy, resource management, communication, collaboration, community 

college advocacy, and professionalism. After copious research regarding the competencies in the 

early years after their publication (e.g., Boswell & Imroz, 2013; Hassan et al., 2009; Kools, 

2010, McNair, 2009; McNair et al., 2011), community college leaders both validated the 

competencies while admitting they were underprepared for early leadership roles relative to the 

importance of each competency. 

 There has been limited research surrounding the competencies since this first wave, 

including a dearth of studies surrounding the publication of the second edition of the AACC 

competencies (AACC, 2013). This descriptive nonexperimental survey research design 

examined the AACC competencies for community college leaders through the lens of Ivy Tech 

Community College, the nation’s largest singly-accredited community college (ITCC, 2020a). 

This study examined: (a) to what degree emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders 
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believed the AACC competencies for community college leaders are important for community 

college leaders to possess, (b) to what degree emerging, new, and veteran community college 

leaders perceived their own competence of each of the AACC competencies for community 

college leaders, (c) were there significant differences between the importance and perceived 

competence levels of each of the AACC competencies for community college leaders, (d) what 

acquisition sources did emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders believe are 

important surrounding the attainment of each of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders, and (e) were there significant differences between respondent demographics and the 

importance, perceived competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s 

competencies for community college leaders? 

 Respondents affirmed research findings surrounding the importance of the AACC 

competencies for community college leaders, and respondents rated themselves significantly less 

prepared in each competency relative to its importance level. Respondents also found practical 

experiences to be more important than doctoral education in the acquisition of the competencies. 

While there were few significant differences among respondents’ answers by gender, age, 

educational attainment, and office location, practical differences arose with women respondents 

having larger perceived self-competence gaps than men respondents related to the competencies. 

 This study adds to the literature of various studies on the first and second editions of the 

AACC competencies for community college leadership, with competencies that are the backbone 

of the third edition. While reviewing the second edition of the competencies, this study examines 

the competencies through lenses not previously identified by expanding a wider swath of 

community college staff and administrative faculty than just community college presidents and 

board of trustees’ members. These results bring into focus the 15 years of work community 
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college leaders, practitioners, and doctoral faculty have put into improving their respective 

practices. This study may be used as a springboard upon which to examine the third edition of 

the AACC competencies for community college leaders. Additional results surrounding gender 

and the competencies open the doors to further research on the topic while also offering practical 

suggestions for addressing these disparities. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

 

Dr. Terry O’Banion, lifelong community college advocate and president emeritus of the 

League for Innovation for the Community College, recently described the American community 

college as “the only institution in the history of the world to open its doors to all citizens – even 

noncitizens” and as “Democracy’s College, ever evolving” (2019, p. 27). Providing leadership to 

a community college as its president is a monumental task, and has become far more complicated 

as community colleges have shifted from an extension of K-12 education to comprehensive 

institutions with multiple missions that now include baccalaureate degrees (Amey et al., 2002; 

Floyd & Skolnik, 2019). As community colleges become increasingly complex, so too does the 

work of their leaders. Leading a community college today is nothing short of a challenge. 

Shifting presidential expectations to that of fundraiser and manager has led to “a trend toward 

professional management” over academic leadership with presidencies that “have attracted 

administrators and fundraisers more than scholars and visionaries” (Dennison, 2001, p. 274). 

Presidents are spending less time in their roles than in previous decades (Davis & Davis, 

1999; Navarette, 2018; Osborne, 2020), and presidents are more likely than in the past to be 

asked to leave their positions (AACC & ACCT, 2018; Tekniepe, 2014; Trachtenberg et al., 

2013). Community college leaders are also nearing retirement age at a high rate, both at the 

presidential level (O’Banion, 2015; Tekle, 2012) and in positions that traditionally become 

presidents, such as chief academic officers and chief student affairs officers (Mathis & Roueche, 

2019). The American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) and the Association of 

Community College Trustees (ACCT) identified that presidents at over half of the associate-

degree granting institutions in the United States believed they would be leaving their positions in 

five years or less, noting that “if these variables were not sufficiently daunting, community 



 18 

 

colleges are facing intense competition from for-profit schools and certification programs” 

(2018, p. 3). AACC President and CEO George Bumphus called this issue a tsunami, “and unless 

colleges prepare in advance for leadership transitions, there could be real and lasting 

consequences for the institution and the students it serves” (AACC Staff, 2018, p. 8). While this 

trend was previously identified before the Great Recession (Shults, 2001), there is recent 

empirical evidence of its occurrence, with 43 colleges within the North Carolina community 

college system either currently searching for presidents or having hired one in the last five years, 

with 33 first-time presidential hires, 12 in 2019 alone (Osborne, 2020). 

With 1,050 community colleges in the United States serving 11.8 million students 

annually in credit and non-credit capacities (AACC, 2020), the impact of high leadership 

turnover could derail state and national efforts to increase postsecondary attainment, such as the 

Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation’s goal to double the number postsecondary credential holders 

by age 26 (Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 2008) or to have 60% of Americans with some 

type of post-secondary credential by 2025 (Indiana Commission for Higher Education, 2020; 

Lumina Foundation, 2020). This is not to say that individual institutions and national 

organizations and are not addressing the problem, there are far more anticipated transitions than 

there are institutions with succession plans in place (AACC & ACCT, 2018). In addition, under 

one third of community college presidents surveyed in 2017 stated that they were impressed with 

the pool of potential community college presidents (Jaschik & Lederman, 2017). 

The AACC’s competencies for community college leaders (2005, 2013, 2018) are a 

roadmap for the focus areas and competencies needed to succeed in leadership positions, and 

both doctoral programs (e.g., McNair, 2009; Taylor & Storey, 2011) and leadership development 

programs (e.g. Campbell et al., 2010) have used this list in teaching and training. But with 
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community colleges across the United States scrambling to fill their leadership pipelines, 

traditional venues such as doctoral programs and internal professional development have not 

been enough to satisfy demand. This has led to the hiring of executives without direct 

community college experience, departing from a century of leadership from within K-12 

education or from within community college systems (Piland & Wolf, 2003; Vaughan, 1989). 

The stakes are simply too high to allow this leadership vacuum to sort itself out. Success requires 

a closer examination of the community college presidency, the concept of community college 

leadership, and how to arm the next generation of community college leaders with the skills 

necessary to be successful upon reaching the presidency. 

The AACC Competencies for Community College Leaders 

 

 With retirements looming, disconnections between presidential abilities and trustees’ 

expectations, and discontent within those holding the position, professional development 

organizations saw the need to more closely examine the issue of community college leadership. 

The American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) provided a guide for professional 

development programs of all kinds with the 2005 publication of its six competencies for 

community college leaders: organizational strategy, resource management, communication, 

collaboration, community college advocacy, and professionalism. In addition, each competency 

was accompanied by a series of illustrations that gave leaders examples of how these 

competencies could be put to work as a community college leader.  The second edition was 

published in 2013 with slight revisions to the competencies. Organizational strategy, 

communication, collaboration, and community college advocacy all remained, while resource 

management was expanded to include institutional finance, research, and fundraising. 
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Professionalism was removed as a formal competency. This competency list, which will be the 

basis for the study, is as follows: 

 Organizational Strategy 

 Institutional Finance, Research, Fundraising, and Resource Management 

 Communication 

 Collaboration 

 Community College Advocacy 

 While this study was being concluded, the AACC radically altered its competencies in 

the third edition, published in 2018. The list expanded to 11 focus areas with 57 corresponding 

competencies. Some competencies are new to the list, in some cases reflecting higher education 

trends: organizational culture, governance, institutional policy, and legislation, student success, 

institutional leadership, institutional infrastructure, and information and analytics. 

Communication and collaboration remained, while other competencies from the previous edition 

were edited. Community college advocacy became advocacy and mobilizing/motivating others, 

while fundraising and relationship cultivation was singled out from institutional finance, 

research, fundraising, and resource management. The professionalism competency in the first 

edition returned in the third edition as personal traits and abilities. Thankfully for those seeking a 

presidency, AACC noted that “no one has entered into the job market having fully mastered 

every competency outlined in this publication” (p. 4).  

 Regardless of the size of the list or the audiences reviewing the competencies, it was 

apparent from the beginning that community college leaders may not have possessed these skills 

prior to their first presidency. While the majority of survey respondents noted that all six 

competencies from the first edition were important, respondents at the same time noted that they 
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were at best moderately prepared for each of the six competencies when assuming their first 

presidency. The AACC (2005) summarized this skills gap by noting:  

These respondents, who make up a significant percentage of U.S. community college 

leaders and leadership development program personnel, indicate that each of the six 

competencies is essential to community college leadership but that the integration of 

these competencies is not as well established. These findings suggest a crucial need to 

establish this framework and to promote these competencies in the curricula of 

community college leadership programs. (p. 3) 

 Since their inception, multiple studies have examined the first edition of the 

competencies through the lens of individual community college presidents (McNair et al., 2011; 

McNair & Phelan, 2012), community college leaders from within a state (Bozwell & Imroz; 

2013), different institutional types within a state (Kools, 2010), and multiple states (Hassan et al., 

2009). These studies validated the importance of the competencies, but consistently found that 

leaders had not attained many skills before ascending to leadership positions. In addition, leaders 

reported gaining these competencies from on-the-job experiences and other professional 

development experiences versus doctoral coursework and the completion of a dissertation 

(Hassan et al., 2009; McNair, 2009). 

 While the first edition of the AACC competencies has been studied in great depth, there 

is a dearth of literature using the second and third editions of the competencies. This is important 

because of the ways audiences can learn and implement the AACC competencies. In the second 

edition (2013), skills could be gained by emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders 

in CEO positions. In the third edition (2018), faculty, mid-level leaders, and senior-level leaders 

were added to the reclassified aspiring CEOs, new CEOs, and CEOs. Have these delineations 
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made a difference? Are the competencies just as important as they were when first introduced? 

Are leaders gaining these skills in the same ways? 

Fundraising: One Example of an Evolving Community College Presidency 

 

The community college presidency has greatly expanded from its roots as an extension of 

K-12 education. What was once led by K-12 administrators (Cohen et al., 2014) now requires 

both a breadth and depth of skills to be successful (Plinske & Packard, 2010). While the 

traditional track for community college presidents continues to be by earning a doctoral degree 

and working up through the ranks of higher education administration (Friedel, 2010), the 

complexity of the role has led to many institutions looking outside of higher institutions to find 

these skills (Dennison, 2001).  

 The largest reason for this particular shift has been the growing dominance of fundraising 

within the scope of the presidency (Cook, 1997; Klingaman, 2012). While higher education 

institutions have sought outside funding from individuals and private foundations for centuries, 

the idea of presidents leading fundraising efforts is a recent phenomenon. Federal financial 

support of higher education through measures like the Serviceman’s Readjustment Act and the 

Basic Educational Opportunity Grant (later renamed the Pell grant) expanded higher education 

access to many students who could not previously afford to do so (Rubin, 2011; Strach, 2009). 

As the initial waves of students under these funding mechanisms graduated, this left a funding 

gap that needed to be closed. 

Institutions sought to close this funding gap through private fundraising, and as federal 

funding as a percentage of total revenues continued to shrink in the 1980s (Chen & St. John, 

2011; Klingaman, 2012), fundraising campaigns expanded to include capital campaigns, 

comprehensive campaigns, single-purpose campaigns, and major donor gifts (Cook, 1997). 
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During large campaigns, so much attention was paid to fundraising that little time was available 

for other institutional priorities. With this emphasis, Wood (1999) described fundraising as 

“inescapably, the core activity of college presidents in the United States” (p. 57). The result of 

this all-in approach to fundraising is that many presidencies are now judged solely on one’s 

ability to raise funds. Many presidents are terminated for not meeting fundraising goals 

(Dennison, 2001). A 2019 survey of community college presidents found that respondents spent 

nearly 50 hours per month on fundraising, between event attendance, donor stewardship, and 

directly soliciting gifts (Gearhart & Miller, 2018). 

A problem for many community college presidents is the disconnection between personal 

and institutional priorities in regard to fundraising. In addition, many presidents lack the skills to 

be an effective fundraiser and/or lack the understanding that fundraising is part of the role 

(Klingaman, 2012). The majority of presidents climbed the ranks of higher education to achieve 

their positions, holding positions along the way where fundraising was rarely required or 

expected (Cook, 1997). Despite the view that a presidency’s primary role is as a fundraiser 

(Cook, 1997; Wood, 1999), “community college presidents are almost never selected for their 

fundraising abilities” (Klingaman, 2012, p. 44). If presidents do not prepare for this role as they 

work up the administrative ladder, then they may be setting themselves up for failure upon 

ascending to the presidency. 

Klingaman (2012) noted that “fundraising has always been a do-or-die proposition, 

meaning you only do it when necessary” (p. 11), which is true both for individuals and for 

community colleges. With community colleges able to rely on a combination of state and local 

funding for a longer period than their university counterparts, the concept of fundraising for 

community colleges is a newer phenomenon than for universities. The impetus for wide-scale 
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community college fundraising efforts was a decrease in state funding as a percentage of overall 

revenues (Klingaman, 2012). Even after the Great Recession led to further state funding 

decreases, “hundreds of community colleges raise $500,000 or less per year” (p. 15).  

First-time presidents surveyed about their experiences noted that the only way to truly 

understand the nature of fundraising was to experience it. One president noted that “I knew there 

would need to be a fund-raising component to the job, but I didn’t realize how urgent and intense 

that really was” (Cook, 1997, p. 70). Another president analogized this disconnect by comparing 

it to training for a 10-kilometer race only to unwittingly register and run a marathon (Wenrich & 

Reid, 2003). Given the dwindling nature of financial resources throughout American community 

colleges, this combination of high expectations and little experience is tenuous at best. 

Shortened Presidential Tenures 

 

The disconnection surrounding fundraising is just one example of a changing presidency, 

resulting in shorter presidential tenures at all levels of higher education. When a long-time leader 

retires, institutional memory is often lost (Tekniepe, 2014), but this can be minimized with 

proper transition and succession planning. In addition, many younger leaders do not wish to hold 

a presidency for as long as their predecessors did, even if successful in their positions (Ellis, 

2017a). When institutions lose their leaders frequently, or lose leaders because of abrupt 

departure, the result can be years of stagnation (Davis & Davis, 1999). Dennison (2001) argued 

that the largesse of institutions led to higher turnover rates, noting that individual presidents are 

virtually identical to each other, with the goal of job preservation over all else.  

Many presidents could not try new things for fear of alienating one of the many 

constituencies within and outside of the university, and the more complex the institution, the 

more constituency relationships there were to maintain (Trachtenburg et al., 2013). This lack of 
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innovation, especially if hired by the board of trustees to make change on campus, resulted in a 

rift that led to an early departure. Trachtenberg et al. examined forced presidential departures 

through a process referred to presidential derailments. These derailments fell under the following 

six themes, with their corresponding role in parentheses: ethical lapses (relationship 

management), poor interpersonal skills (campus change agent, relationship management), 

inability to lead key constituencies (relationship management), difficulty adapting to institutional 

culture (campus change agent), failure to meet business objectives (fundraiser in chief), and 

board shortcomings (relationship management). 

Perrakis et al. (2011) surveyed 96 presidents to examine the level of discord within their 

current position, and found that presidents thought that things should be better on their campuses 

on all 17 measures than they actually are, with statistically significant differences in 13 of the 17 

measures. In summarizing their findings, the authors wrote that “malleable factors (such as the 

difference between ‘what is’ and ‘what should be’ in terms of institutional contexts) appear more 

important that those factors considered fixed in the short-term (such as personal and institutional 

demographics)” (p. 65). 

Tekniepe (2014) studied presidential tenure at the community college level and the 

factors that resulted in community college presidents leaving their positions. By analyzing push-

induced factors (negative circumstances that pushed a president out of a position) versus pull-

induced factors (positive circumstances that pulled a president away from a position), the author 

found that presidential tenures were considerably shorter when departures were push-induced 

versus when pull-induced. Of 101 presidents surveyed who had left a presidency, those who left 

for push-induced reasons had an average tenure of five years versus the pull-induced 

presidencies with an average tenure of seven years.  
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When asked specifically about their push-induced departures, presidents described 

environments with financial issues, turmoil among faculty and staff, and pressure from the board 

of trustees, while pull-induced presidents described environments that had limited infighting with 

strong fiscal positions. Based on regression analysis, presidents with strong outside stakeholder 

influence on campus were 97% more likely to leave their position because of push-induced 

circumstances, while presidents who indicated there were strong faculty/president relations were 

86% less likely to leave because of push-induced circumstances. Departures because of fiscal 

stress were even more likely, with presidents indicating that there were issues balancing the 

budget were 118% more likely to be pushed from the presidency than their peers with stronger 

financial circumstances (Tekniepe, 2014). 

Purpose of the Study, Research Questions, and Hypotheses 

 

The primary purpose of this study was to examine the relative importance, perceived self-

competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for community 

college leaders. A second purpose of the study was to determine if differences existed among 

emerging, new, and veteran leaders regarding the importance, perceived self-competence level, 

and acquisition sources each competency. Five research questions guided the study: 

 Research Question 1: To what degree do emerging, new, and veteran community college 

leaders believe the AACC competencies for community college leaders are important for 

community college leaders to possess? 

 Research Question 2: To what degree do emerging, new, and veteran community college 

leaders perceive their own competence of each of the AACC competencies for community 

college leaders? 
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 Research Question 3: Are there significant differences between the importance and 

perceived competence levels of each of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders? 

 Research Question 4: What acquisition sources do emerging, new, and veteran 

community college leaders believe are important surrounding the attainment of each of the 

AACC competencies for community college leaders? 

 Research Question 5: Are there significant differences between respondent demographics 

and the importance, perceived competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the 

AACC’s competencies for community college leaders? 

The following hypotheses were developed to answer the study’s research questions: 

Research Question 1: To what degree do emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders 

believe the AACC competencies for community college leaders are important for community 

college leaders to possess? 

 Hypothesis 1: All respondent types (emerging, new, and veteran) believe the AACC 

competencies for community college leaders are important for community college leaders 

to possess. 

 Hypothesis 2: There are no significant differences among the importance levels of each 

of the AACC competencies for community college leaders. 

 Hypothesis 3: There is a positive relationship between respondent type (emerging, new, 

and veteran) and the importance of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders, meaning that veteran community college leaders will believe each of the AACC 

competencies to be more important than emerging and new community college leaders.  
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 Hypothesis 4: There is no relationship between educational attainment and the 

importance of the AACC competencies for community college leaders. 

Research Question 2: To what degree do emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders 

perceive their own self-competence of each of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders? 

 Hypothesis 5: There is a positive relationship between respondent type (emerging, new, 

and veteran) and perceived self-competence levels of the AACC competencies for 

community college leaders, meaning that veteran community college leaders perceive 

themselves to be more competent in each of the AACC competencies for community 

college leadership than emerging and new community college leaders. 

 Hypothesis 6: There is a positive relationship between educational attainment and the 

perceived self-competence levels of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders, meaning that the more advanced the degree a respondent has earned, the higher 

they will perceive their competence level. 

Research Question 3: Are there significant differences between the importance and perceived 

self-competence levels of each of the AACC competencies for community college leaders? 

 Hypothesis 7: There are significant differences across all respondent types (emerging, 

new, and veteran) between the importance and perceived competence levels of each of 

the AACC competencies for community college leaders. 

Research Question 4: What acquisition sources do emerging, new, and veteran community 

college leaders believe are important surrounding the attainment of each of the AACC 

competencies for community college leaders? 
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 Hypothesis 8: All respondent types believe professional experiences are more important 

than formal education in the attainment of each of the AACC competencies for 

community college leaders. 

Research Question 5: Are there significant differences between respondent demographics and the 

importance, perceived competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s 

competencies for community college leaders? 

 Hypothesis 9: There is no relationship between gender and the importance, perceived 

competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for 

community college leaders. 

 Hypothesis 10: There is no relationship between age and the importance, perceived 

competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for 

community college leaders. 

 Hypothesis 11: There are significant differences between respondents employed by a 

campus and respondents employed by the systems office and the importance, perceived 

competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for 

community college leaders. 

 If multiple authors have already examined the AACC competencies for community 

college leaders, why is it important to do so at this juncture? First, there has not been a statewide 

examination of the second edition of the AACC competencies for community college leaders 

(AACC, 2013), with its breakdown of tasks and initiatives for emerging leaders, leaders new to 

their positions, and veteran leaders. Secondly, the Ivy Tech Community College system, as the 

nation’s largest singly-accredited community college system in the United States (ITCC, 2020a) 

may provide insights different than in previous studies because of its size and scope. Even if 
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results are similar to previous studies that indicated that the competencies were important but not 

being achieved to the same degree as their importance indicated (Boswell & Imroz, 2013; 

Hassan et al., 2009; Kools, 2010, McNair, 2009), then this study will add to over a decade of 

research and could reignite the conversation around the use of the AACC competencies in the 

development of community college leaders. 

 

Summary 

 

 This introduction shows that the changing context of the community college presidency, 

in concert with the aging of current community college presidents, has resulted in a leadership 

crisis. Without concrete actions by national advocacy organizations, community colleges, and 

doctoral education programs, there will be a continued dearth of qualified candidates for 

community college presidencies, resulting in boards of trustees looking outside of higher 

education to fill these roles. This study is comprised of five chapters. To follow the introduction 

is a review of literature relevant to community college leaders and the ways that emerging 

leaders gain the skills necessary to become community college leaders. The third chapter outlines 

the methods specific to the study of Ivy Tech Community College’s new and established leaders’ 

awareness and perceptions of the AACC competencies for community college leaders. Chapter 

four shares the results of the study, as guided by the five research questions. Chapter five 

discusses these findings, including implications for leaders, community colleges, and doctoral 

program, as well as highlights area for future study. 
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Definitions 

 

Community college – Umbrella definition for institutions of higher education that provide 

associate degrees, are traditionally open access, meet local workforce development needs, and 

provide courses for transfer to bachelor’s degree granting institutions. 

Community college president – Interchangeable with terms such as “chancellor” or “CEO;” the 

term refers to the chief executive leader of a community college. 

Competencies – Skills specifically outlined by the AACC (2005, 2013, 2018) as needed for 

success as a community college leader. 

Emerging community college leader – A faculty or staff member interested in leading a 

community college as its president, having not yet achieved a community college presidency. 

Grow your own leader (GYOL) program – Umbrella term for professional development 

programs not formally tied to a university doctoral program. 

New community college leader – A community college president in the first three years of their 

first role. 

Veteran community college leader – A community college president with three or more years’ 

experience in a presidential role. 
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

 Community colleges across the United States have received much publicity in recent 

years. Pioneered by Tennessee Governor Bill Haslam (Tamburin, 2017), all but six states now 

have free community college tuition programs to varying degrees (Kanter & Armstrong, 2019). 

Advocacy has also occurred at the federal level across political party lines, with President Barack 

Obama proposing free community college education as a way to strengthen America’s workforce 

and President Donald Trump seeking large funding increases for the career and technical 

education pillar of the community college mission (Amy, 2020; Hudson, 2015). While this 

attention has allowed community college leaders to showcase their institutions, it has also placed 

their results under the microscope of accountability (Boggs, 2011). With community colleges 

being asked to serve multiple and often competing (Vaughan, 1989) or contradictory interests 

(Dougherty, 1994), community college leaders must possess a number of skills to be successful. 

On multiple occasions leaders have admitted to not having these skills when they arrived on the 

job (McNair et al., 2011; McNair & Phelan, 2012; Wenrich & Reid, 2003). 

Those admissions, combined with a pending retirement wave of both community college 

leaders (Shults, 2001; Tekle, 2012) and those who would likely succeed them (AACC Staff, 

2018; Shults, 2001; Ebbers et al., 2010), have created an urgency to develop the next generation 

of community college leaders. While the need for a pipeline of community college leaders is 

pressing, there are a number of questions that must be addressed to meet this need. What specific 

skills are required for this arduous position? What pathways exist for future community college 

leaders to learn these skills? Do those pathways properly address the skills and traits required to 

successfully lead a community college? By reviewing relevant literature, the community college 

presidency can be examined from multiple perspectives to address these questions. 
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The American Community College 

 

 The institution now known as the American community college began as an extension of 

secondary education. Many communities lacked geographic access to colleges and universities, 

while others were unable to access colleges and universities because of institutional costs, 

limited scope of academic programs, or because of applicants’ race or gender (Cohen et al., 

2014; Mellow & Heelan, 2008). The first American community college was Joliet Junior 

College, founded in Joliet, Illinois with an enrollment of six students in 1901. Joliet Junior 

College was founded “to accommodate students who desired to remain within the community yet 

still pursue a college education” (Joliet Junior College, 2019, para. 3). Not surprisingly given 

their role as an extension of secondary education, early community colleges were often led by 

administrators whose training was in K-12 administration (Piland & Wolf, 2003; Vaughan, 

1989). 

 As the American economy grew more complex, community colleges evolved by 

providing vocational training to meet the needs of individual industries such as agriculture and 

manufacturing (Cohen et al., 2014; Mellow & Heelan, 2008). As community colleges became 

viable alternatives to four-year colleges and universities, more states and local districts across the 

country chartered community colleges, growing from 74 in 1920 to 180 in 1930 (AACC, 2017). 

The Great Depression was a boon for community colleges, as unemployed workers sought 

additional education in order to find work. This counter-cyclical trend has continued throughout 

American history, most recently with the Great Recession of the late 2000s. 

 For all the economic reasons that led to the proliferation of community colleges across 

the country, it was demographic considerations that fueled their explosion. As the first children 

of baby boomers reached college-going age in the mid-1960s, there was a dire need for more 
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educational options. College-going rates by high school graduates rose during the same period, 

creating a virtuous enrollment cycle (Gilbert & Heller, 2013; Kim & Rury, 2007). In addition to 

demographics creating more need, government action brought community colleges from local 

and state planning to the national stage. A watershed moment for the future of American 

community colleges came with the 1947 report of the President’s Commission on Higher 

Education. The Truman Commission and its report declared a number of truths still are valid 

today: (a) that financial barriers kept many students away from seeking postsecondary education; 

(b) that there should not be discrimination in the American system of higher education; (c) that 

two years of postsecondary education should be free to those who seek it; and (d) that 

community colleges should have multiple missions to serve the needs of the local community 

(Gilbert & Heller, 2013). 

Although no federal legislation was passed as the direct result of the report, its tenets can 

be seen today. The first was the shift in nomenclature from “junior college” to “community 

college; “[m]embers [of the Truman Commission] felt that the term ‘junior’ did not actually 

express the purpose these schools were serving” (Gilbert & Heller, 2013, p. 431). Community 

college never became free of cost through federal action, despite calls from presidents as 

politically diverse as Richard Nixon and Barack Obama, but the creation of free community 

college by states and localities are part of the commission’s legacy (Gilbert & Heller, 2013). In 

addition, the creation of federal financial aid programs through Title IV of the Higher Education 

Act of 1965 (Rubin, 2011; Strach, 2009) served in a similar capacity to cost-free community 

college programs because of relatively low cost of tuition. 

The Higher Education Act of 1965 also made discrimination in higher education illegal 

on the basis of sex or race, allowing postsecondary education for students who were previously 
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shut out. Women soon enrolled in community colleges in larger numbers than men, and Kim and 

Rury (2007) attributed much of the demographic shift to more women college students 

throughout higher education to community college attendance, where women became a majority 

student population first. 

Community colleges also expanded across the country because of a strengthening 

national infrastructure via the establishment of a federal interstate highway system during the 

Eisenhower administration (Cohen et al., 2014). People across the country could now more 

easily leave areas close to home, opening up areas away from geographic centers. Mellow and 

Heelan (2008) referred to these community colleges opened near interstate highways as 

“storefront community colleges” (p. 6). As the result of more students, increased access, and 

stronger infrastructure, the number of community colleges more than doubled in the 1960s, 

growing from 412 to 909 by the end of the decade (AACC, 2017), at one point growing at the 

rate of more than one community college per week (Gilbert & Heller, 2013). 

 Today there are 1,050 community colleges in the United States (AACC, 2020), and 

“nearly every county in the United States has a community college facility that is accessible to 

the majority of its citizens” (Mellow & Heelan, 2008, p. 6-7). As of fall 2019, over 6.8 million 

students were enrolled in for-credit programs at American community colleges. An additional 

five million students are engaging with community colleges in non credit-bearing areas such as 

local workforce development (AACC, 2020). While community college students are in some 

ways similar to the rest of higher education, the median and average ages of an American 

community college student are 24 and 28 respectively, with nine percent of community college 

students above the age of 40. Reflecting the country’s growing racial diversity, the collective 
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American community college student body has a non-White majority, with 55% of students 

reporting a race other than White (AACC, 2020).  

The Community College Presidency 

 

 As open access institutions, community colleges are often expected to “be all things to all 

people and serve all of the people all of the time” (Vaughan, 2000, p. 52). This places 

community college presidents in the unenviable position of making decisions that will please 

some consistencies while upsetting others. When one of those constituencies is the board of 

trustees that hires and ultimately fires a president, this requires a delicate balance that Vaughan 

(2000) described as balancing the presidential seesaw. 

As community colleges grew in both size and scope, there became a greater need for 

leadership trained to serve the specific needs of community colleges. It was no longer enough to 

transition a high school principal or superintendent to lead a community college; specialized 

training was required (Boggs, 2011; Duvall, 2003; Piland & Wolf, 2003). Many community 

colleges turned to their university counterparts as models, but found a model based on research 

and scholarship that did not meet community needs (Piland & Wolf, 2003). 

 While emulating the leadership paths of university leaders was not a successful model for 

community college leaders, the level of specialization required for community college leadership 

led to a proliferation of doctoral programs with an emphasis on higher education and community 

college leadership (Duvall, 2003). While not replacing the role of experience with community 

colleges, formal education quickly became a way to keep up with the need for leadership during 

the rapid expansion of community colleges across the country. There were simply not enough 

leaders to keep up with the proliferation of new community colleges. 
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 This combination of rapid expansion and formal education led to a shift in who became 

community college leaders (Sullivan, 2001). The traditional approach of community college 

leadership by promoting from within led to a disproportionate number of White men in 

leadership roles (Duvall, 2003). It was not long after seeing expanded access for women and 

minorities to all levels of education that more women students and students of color at the 

undergraduate level sought both graduate study and positions within community colleges. This 

led to a generation of community college leaders that better reflected the diversity found in its 

students (Sullivan, 2001). These changes were documented through the Career and Lifestyle 

Surveys of community college presidents and boards of trustees in 1984, 1991, 1996, and 2001 

(Weisman & Vaughan, 2001). 

The most striking example of change within the community college presidency was the 

rapid rise of women into presidencies. The percentage of women community college presidents 

rose from 11% to 28% from 1991 to 2001 (Weisman & Vaughan). Racial diversity also rose but 

only by three percentage points, from 11 to 14% of community college presidents during the 

same time period. It rose only slightly more to 16.8% by 2017 (Navarette, 2018). More recently 

in the California community college system, the rate of women community college presidents 

rose to a peak of 45% in 2016, before dipping slightly to 39% in 2018. Both percentages, while 

improving, are still lower than the state’s 58% women attendance rate. But presidents themselves 

are not satisfied with these results, as just over one-third of respondent’s to Inside Higher Ed’s 

2017 survey believe there are too few women presidential candidates, and more than half believe 

there to be too few minority presidential candidates (Jaschik & Lederman, 2017). 
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 It is not simply enough, however, to have diversity represented in leadership positions. 

Boggs and McPhail (2016) noted this distinction when reflecting on diversity, equity, and 

inclusion (DEI):  

DEI is more than ensuring student and employee demographics and support for a few 

special programs and services. America and the local communities served by community 

colleges are changing, and the new populations of students and employees carefully 

evaluate how the institution related to them. If community colleges do not connect with 

them in a relevant manner, they will begin to question the institution’s authenticity and 

relevancy. (p. 81) 

The authors further asserted that institutionalizing diversity, equity, and inclusion as core values 

would be an important aspect of community college leadership going forward, and that leaders 

“bold enough” to do so “will reap enormous benefits” (p. 81). To do so, the authors provided five 

strategies: (a) build an inclusive campus environment, (b) develop a DEI plan, (c) practice broad-

based engagement, (d) conduct professional development training, and (e) redesign structures, 

policies, and practices. (Note: the AACC competencies for community college leadership do not 

specifically cite diversity, equity, and inclusion as a competency, “AACC understands the 

importance of creating an environment that embraces diversity” (2018, p. 5). 

 In addition to having leadership that is representative of the student body in relation to 

gender and race/ethnicity, retiring presidents from the Baby Boomer generation (1946-1964) are 

being replaced by younger leaders from Generation X (1965-1980). These generational 

differences lead to potentially conflicting priorities and work styles, especially when older 

generations of board trustees hire younger presidents or when younger presidents supervise older 

colleagues (Ellis, 2017a). This tension is captured by quotes from Generation X presidents that 
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include “they [Baby Boomers] may not realize how to adapt to the current community college 

environment” and “the presidential role of today has been redesigned with current issues and is 

not based on what the president role was like a long time ago” (p. 3). This tension will only be 

exacerbated when the first of the Millennial generation (1981-1996) are considered for 

presidencies in the coming years. 

Ellis (2017b) interviewed 19 Generation X community college presidents to better 

understand their motivations in ascending to the presidency and why they remain in the role. 

Reasons for ascending to the presidency included being able to make a difference for students 

and an impact for their communities. They stay for the following reasons: 

1. Community colleges are vital to the future of the United States. 

2. Community colleges are vital to the economic, social, and educational benefit of the 

local community. 

3. Students are at the center of the mission of the college and the work of the president. 

4. The presidential position affords the opportunity for the leader to have impact on a 

larger scale. 

5. The presidential position provides the opportunity to create a tight-knit executive 

team and engage faculty. (p. 23) 

And unlike many of their predecessors, most did not actually have the goal of becoming a 

community college president. Only three of those interviewed proactively had this goal, the 

others being nudged by other leaders to consider the opportunity. A number of those encouraged 

actually resisted the notion, with one respondent saying that “I did not initially want to be a 

president. Other people saw a presidency in me before I saw it in myself” (p. 17). From another 

respondent, “My president put the bug in my ear. I did not hear her at first.”  
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Examining Presidential Skills and Competencies 

 

Attempting to understand the skills and competencies required to be a successful 

community college president has been a decades-long process. Barlow (1974) surveyed 20 

community college leaders (10 presidents and 10 deans) located in the greater Los Angeles area 

to better understand their job functions and how doctoral education could assist in the 

preparation of future administrators. Frequently noted work tasks included: (a) working with and 

establishing good public, community, and educational relations, (b) working with and 

establishing advisory committees, (c) curriculum development, and (d) budgeting/finance. 

Although 31 years prior to the creation of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders, these tasks fall along similar lines. 

Community college trustees have also articulated a broad array of skills and attributes 

important in executives when surveyed (Plinske & Packard, 2010), but rated eight in particular 

with the maximum score: (a) passionate about education, (b) dependable, (c) ability to establish 

trust, (d) articulate, (e) good listening skills, (f) good moral character, (g) being a team player, 

and (h) having vision. Many community college trustees agreed this combination of qualities and 

competencies are difficult to find in one person, as they noted that they often place unreasonably 

high, if not unattainable expectations on a newly hired leader (Plinske & Packard, 2010). 

The first comprehensive examination of the community college presidency came from 

Roueche et al. in 1989, who worked with 256 community college presidents around the country 

to nominate outstanding peers. This process resulted in 50 interviews to examine leadership 

characteristics, with four resulting themes: vision, influence orientation, people orientation, and 

motivational orientation. Within these themes were 34 corresponding attributes that became an 

early competency list. Many of these attributes continue with us today, such as: 
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 Articulates a sense of mission 

 Is committed to student access and success 

 Is able to build an effective communication network 

 Demonstrates respect for individual differences 

 Leads other through setting a personal example of expected conduct (p. 86-88). 

The AACC (2005) competencies became the center of many community college and 

doctoral program planning processes, but missing among the AACC (2005) competencies was a 

path for how emerging community college leaders could personally gain these skills. The AACC 

(2013) remedied this in its second edition of the competencies, which broke down each 

competency into categories for emerging leaders, new presidents during their first three years in 

the position, and presidents with more than three years in the position. Explaining each skill and 

competency in this manner allowed not only for new presidents to know what skills they should 

have as they assume their first presidency, but provided emerging community college leaders 

introductory skills they could learn as their careers progressed. This was further remedied with 

the third edition (2018) of the AACC competencies, which further expanded what was 

previously encompassed by emerging community college leaders to mid-level leaders, senior-

level leaders in addition to aspiring CEOS, new CEOs, and CEOs. Faculty were also formally 

delineated for the first time in the third edition. 

 In addition to the survey that accompanied the first edition of the AACC competencies, 

community college leaders across the country were surveyed in 2007 about the importance of the 

AACC competencies and their preparation for each competency. The 415 respondents validated 

the importance of each competency, but mean scores for preparation were lower for each 

competency than their corresponding importance rank. The disparity was clearest in the number 
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of qualitative responses to what areas presidents would have better prepared themselves for if 

given the opportunity, with over 100 respondents noting resource management functions. This 

was more than twice the number of responses to any other competency, with nearly half of all 

responses related to a lack of training in the area of fundraising (McNair et al., 2011). 

The AACC competencies for community college leaders were also examined through the 

eyes of community college leaders in multiple states. In each of these studies, community college 

leaders in California (McNair, 2009), Florida and New York (Hassan et al., 2009), and 

Pennsylvania (Boswell & Imroz, 2013) rated each of the six AACC competencies as extremely 

important or very important to being successful community college leaders. Building upon the 

work of Hassan et al. (2009), Kools (2010) studied whether or not there would be perception 

differences among the competencies between rural, single-campus and urban, multi-campus 

community colleges in the same state. Similar to other studies, all 45 illustrations of the 

competencies in action were rated either extremely important or very important, and all but two 

lacked statistical significance between rural and urban community college environments. Of his 

findings, Kools (2010) wrote that “this suggests that despite the obvious difference in size of the 

college, the chief executives consider the dimensions that embody the six competencies . . . to be 

important” (p. 114). These studies consistently validate the AACC (2005) competencies, but how 

can leaders be better prepared for their first presidency? 

Doctoral Education 

 

Doctoral education has nearly become a universal requirement for community college 

leaders, with nearly 90% of community college presiding earning a doctor of philosophy (Ph.D.) 

or doctor of education (Ed.D.) degree in one survey (Weisman & Vaughan, 2001), and up to 

70% of community college presidents holding an Ed.D. degree in another (Friedel, 2010). Where 
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administrators complete their doctoral education or how they shape experiences during their 

doctoral programs could go a long way in being prepared for the myriad responsibilities of a 

community college presidency. In interviewing community college presidents during their first 

year in office, McNair (2014) found that the presidents used their doctoral work as “a vehicle for 

exploring new areas and challenging their way of thinking” (para. 18).  

The debate over the doctor of education degree has existed since its initial creation in 

1920 by Harvard University to meet the needs of educational leaders. Over time, however, many 

Ed.D. programs were established in a manner that was difficult to distinguish from doctor of 

philosophy programs (Zambo et al., 2014). The authors described doctor of philosophy students 

as those who “should be full-time apprentices, take five to seven years to complete their 

programs, and write dissertations that advance theory and may be subsequently published in Tier 

I journals” (p. 124). In contrast, the authors described students’ interest in doctor of education 

programs “to (a) apply theory to their practices, (b) learn how to better solve on-the-ground 

problems, and (c) remain in their work setting both during and after they pursue their degrees” 

(p. 124). 

This schism was further fractured by Shulman et al. (2006), who wrote that many doctor 

of education programs were created by taking requirements away from existing doctor of 

philosophy programs without creating representative experiences that encapsulate students’ 

doctoral journeys, leading to the completion of dissertations “although practitioners are unlikely 

ever to be asked to produce research like it again” (p. 27). The authors also referred to the doctor 

of education degree as “Ph.D.-Lite” (p. 27). 

A large-scale initiative evaluating doctoral education began in 2001 with the Carnegie 

Initiative on the Doctorate (CID), with the goal to “develop creative solutions and approaches to 
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increase their [Doctoral degrees] effectiveness” (Friedel, 2010, p. 52). The result was a 

recommended redesign of the doctor of education degree. The report noted that most Ed.D. 

students do not intend to be researchers, but their degree programs mirror the requirements of 

many Ph.D. programs. In addition, Ed.D. programs lacked leadership development and the 

practice of necessary administrative skills, including project management and strategic thinking. 

The result of the CID’s report was the creation of the Carnegie Project on the Education 

Doctorate (CPED), whose intent is “to undertake a critical examination of the doctorate in 

education (EdD) through dialogue, experimentation, critical feedback, and evaluation” (CPED, 

2020, para. 1). An initial consortium of 25 schools joined CPED in 2007, and the project has 

since expanded to over 100 colleges working together to fundamentally change the doctor of 

education degree. 

Long before these national efforts, Barlow (1974) asked about courses and other elements 

that should be included in a doctoral program to prepare educational administrators, at a time 

when such education was not required for the position. The most frequently noted courses as 

essential from respondents were administrative in nature: vocational education (19 of the 20 

respondents), human relations (17 respondents), curriculum development (16 respondents), 

finance (16 respondents), and the community college (15 respondents). Educational research was 

noted as desirable, but not essential. 

This focus on administrative experiences is not to say that research does not have its 

place within a community college leader’s doctoral education, but examinations as early as 

Barlow’s (1974) study placed the ability to conduct research in a secondary role. Respondents 

believed that courses in statistics and educational research were desirable within a doctoral 

program, but only seven and four respondents respectively found them to be essential 
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components. By comparison, measurement (more commonly referred to today as assessment or 

evaluation) was ranked as essential by 12 of the 20 respondents. Perhaps most telling were 

written comments, as one respondent noted that “a research degree is not desirable” (p. 37) and 

another added that “the discipline of writing should not be deleted; students should be able to 

write a research paper” (p. 37). Decades before the increased accountability of the George W. 

Bush and Barack Obama presidential administrations, leaders emphasized the ability to interpret 

data and assess effectiveness over the ability to conduct formal research. 

Is Doctoral Education Enough? 

 

Debates aside, earning a doctoral degree shows positive personal qualities as well as 

professional skills. A participant in Barlow’s (1974) study noted that “anyone in the community 

college that pursues a doctorate is ambitious and wants to move up the ladder to the president” 

(p. 37). Intentionality is important in the doctoral journey, otherwise candidates may hold an 

advanced degree, but possess few of the skills required for the position.  

These disconnections persisted nearly 30 years later among chief academic officers. 

Brown et al. (2002) found that seven of the top 10 skills emphasized in doctoral programs were 

not rated among the top 10 recommended workplace skills, including all three related to research 

and methodology. In addition, respondents felt that 31 of the 48 needed workplace skills were 

underemphasized in doctoral education. The authors concluded that “the striking difference in 

rankings between the two categories suggests that these [research] skills might be 

overemphasized in doctoral programs of study” (para. 29). The authors recommended programs 

specifically aimed at preparing community college leaders, as well as programs that collaborated 

with its students, alumni, and local community college leadership in both course and curriculum 

development (Brown et al., 2002). 
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McNair and Phelan (2012) asked six community college leaders about their experiences, 

with an emphasis on the AACC’s competencies for community college leaders. All six leaders 

earned a doctoral degree (four Ed.D., two Ph.D.) and emphasized its importance in developing 

skills such as “planning, organizational strategy, assessment methodologies, research and 

resource management” (pp. 87-88). The leaders added, however, that practical experiences were 

essential, and that they acquired many of those experiences through seeking out professional 

development, connecting with mentors to see leadership in action, and by taking risks in areas 

they previously had little experience. One leader noted, “Having a doctorate shows you can stick 

to something over a long period of time and pull it off. The doctorate helps a person develop 

good habits of the mind, but you need experience to go with this” (McNair & Phelan, 2012, p. 

88). Others interviewed confirmed this quote, noting that personal characteristics in concert with 

formal education created true leadership development. From these interviews, the authors 

concluded that “the doctorate is more than an important credential for community college 

presidents, but when used in combination with skill development is more likely to ensure the 

overall success of the president” (p. 88). 

While postgraduate education reigns in preparing community college leaders, doctoral 

students in doctoral programs often have unanticipated issues to reconcile (Friedel, 2010). 

Attrition in doctoral programs is high, and graduates may not keep up with anticipated openings 

in some geographic areas. The majority of community colleges in the United States are in rural 

areas, without easy access to postgraduate education for their employees (Eddy, 2009). Without 

many internal candidates, these community colleges have to partner with other colleges, conduct 

nationwide searches at significant costs to the institution, and create grow your own leader 

programs. 
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The AACC Competencies and Doctoral Education 

 

The AACC (2005) meant for doctoral programs to use the competencies for curriculum 

development, noting that “supporting leaders with exposure to theory, concepts, cases, guided 

experiences, and other practical information and learning methodologies is essential” (p. 2). The 

AACC (2013) was more specific in its second edition of the competencies, calling for the 

rethinking of many program models and curriculum components so that programs could meet the 

needs of future leaders. The AACC revived the debate about the fundamental purpose of doctoral 

degrees for higher education administrators by asking doctoral programs “whether their goal is to 

develop practitioners capable of hitting the ground leading the institution from their first day on 

the job, or if their goal is to develop researchers that are simply able to write about the 

institution” (AACC, 2013, p. 4). 

This change in tone may have been the result of research conducted on the AACC 

competencies after their release in 2005. While community college leaders rated the 

competencies themselves very highly (Boswell & Imroz, 2013; Hassan et al., 2009; McNair, 

2009), they rarely cited doctoral education as the primary venue for how they gained an 

understanding of each competency. A majority of California administrators rated only 

organizational strategy of the first edition’s six competencies as one that could be learned via 

doctoral education (McNair, 2009). While nearly 70% of those surveyed thought doctoral 

education was a good venue to gain knowledge of the organizational strategy competency, it was 

still rated lower than on-the-job training (85%), mentoring (83%), and professional development 

(73%). 

The results were similar in New York and Florida, where a majority of leaders felt 

doctoral study contributed to their growth in only the organizational strategy and professionalism 
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competencies. Participants also rated other experiences more frequently in the development of 

the same competencies, including challenging job assignments, progressive job responsibilities, 

and mentoring (Hassan et al., 2009). While more Pennsylvania respondents rated doctoral 

education as significant in the development of the organizational strategy and professionalism 

competencies than in previous studies, responses were nearly non-existent for doctoral education 

assisting in the development of the other four competencies (Boswell & Imroz, 2013).  

Doctoral Program Innovations 

 

A number of CPED institutional efforts resulted in substantial changes to their doctoral 

programs, or in some cases the outright ending them. It was the latter in the case of Lynn 

University, which ended its doctor of philosophy program in global leadership and began a 

doctor of education program after an alumni survey indicated that their alumni were more likely 

to be educational practitioners than researchers or faculty members after earning their degrees 

(Taylor & Storey, 2011). A self-study also found that an alarming number of students completed 

coursework but were unable to articulate what they learned into their dissertation proposals. 

Because students consistently lacked the rigor necessary to conduct research, faculty concluded 

that it was not the students who were flawed; it was the degree that was flawed. The program’s 

redesign shifted from a dissertation to two capstone choices: consultancy or action research. The 

program’s primary goal is now “to produce scholar practitioners who possess the cognitive, 

affective and performance skills which will enable them to obtain and perform in a variety of 

educational leadership roles” (p. 8). 

Another CPED institution that underwent a significant overhaul was the University of 

Central Florida. Although they had a well-established doctor of education program, UCF became 

interested in change after examining 10 years of data and finding a 40% graduation rate within 
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four years. Driven by its current students instead of its alumni, a thorough self-study led to a 

curriculum redesign with a practitioner-based research focus, renamed an executive doctor of 

education degree in educational leadership. What stood out from the redesign was that the new 

program “represents an interconnected set of learning experiences, one building on another, with 

greater structure for students, and transparency of outcomes among all faculty” (Taylor & 

Storey, 2011, p. 11). The program also catered directly to full-time professionals, with both more 

structure in ensuring completion within four years and more faculty support of its students. 

Browne-Ferrigno and Muth (2010) studied another CPED institution anonymously from 

the inception of its redesigned program through the graduation of the program’s first participants. 

The institution designed its doctor of education program specifically for working professionals in 

the state’s community colleges, limiting its cohort to current community college employees. The 

program also created a closed cohort with the goal of becoming a generative learning 

community, described by the authors as “carefully constructed, consciously nurtured over time, 

and maintained and transformed through collaborative efforts by all involved individuals” (p. 2). 

Learner-centered instruction influenced program outcomes, and classes consistently focused on 

professional reflection and group solutions to problems, including a group dissertation process. 

While not all feedback related to group interactions was positive, the program had higher 

retention and completion rates than its predecessor, and most participants noted having 

transformative learning experiences while in the program (Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2010). The 

authors also noted that “the program featured here shows clear pathways to success in making 

the kinds of sometimes radical changes warranted and preferred” (p. 11). 

While some institutions made structural changes to existing programs without explicitly 

addressing community college leadership, others expanded the curriculum to include community 
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college leadership. Morgan State University first created a course in the urban community 

college in 1999, and then developed an urban community college leadership doctoral program 

based on high demand for the initial course. The cohort-based model was designed with working 

professionals in mind, and all enrollees from the initial course applied for admission. The 

program was created to “offer students a stimulating, highly structured, year-round program of 

study” (McPhail, 2000, p. 2), where students were at the center of learning from both faculty and 

one another. Unlike other doctoral programs highlighted, Morgan State University’s program 

followed Barlow’s (1974) recommendation of including an internship within doctoral study, 

which focused specifically on providing participants with experience in an urban setting. 

When the AACC revised its competencies for community college leaders in 2013, there 

was a specific message included for community college leadership doctoral programs. While the 

second edition praised programs by noting that they “provide a tremendous service in educating 

potential leaders regarding skills critical to success,” (p. 4) it called for the rethinking of program 

models and curriculum components so that programs could meet the needs of future leaders. 

Individual doctoral programs took heed of this guidance, utilizing the AACC competencies for 

community college leaders to evaluate their practices and adapt to changing needs. 

The University of Florida identified three strands of leadership development within their 

program: traditional coursework, the dissertation process, and the developmental of interpersonal 

competencies, recognizing a perceived gap in the third strand. Adapting the AACC’s 

competencies to the doctoral program, faculty wove leadership development throughout the 

already existing cohort-based program. By adopting the theme throughout the curriculum, as 

opposed to a standalone leadership course, students were able to continuously work both with 
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each other and with campus mentors to strengthen leadership skills and emotional intelligence 

(Campbell et al., 2010). 

The State of California also recognized the need for change within community college 

leadership in 2006 after analyzing pending retirement patterns and the corresponding lack of 

qualified candidates to fill those positions. Legislative action amended the state’s Master Plan for 

Higher Education to create a doctoral degree in higher education that could be completed in three 

years by professionals working full-time in education. Once authorized, the California State 

University system partnered with area community colleges to review the AACC’s published 

competencies and determine the needs of its leaders. With faculty members hired and its first 

cohort initiated in fall 2009, the authors highlighted the university/community college 

partnerships while wondering about the ability to complete a doctoral program, including 

dissertation, in three years (Friedel, 2010). 

Grow Your Own Leader Programs 

 

While in-house professional development has been a mainstay for decades, many grow 

your own leader (GYOL) programs have proliferated in the last two decades. In a study of 16 

such programs by the AACC, only two of them were in existence before 2000 (Jeandron, 2006). 

When asked why they created their programs, college leadership cited a common theme: staff 

turnover. For example, Metropolitan Community College (MCC) in Nebraska anticipated a 50% 

turnover in total personnel by 2015. Facing this stark turnover and needing to bolster succession 

planning, “MCC considers its lead@mcc academy an investment in the future as the college 

provides its employees a structured opportunity to enhance their leadership skills” (p. 7). 

Another early example was the development of the Massachusetts Community College 

Leadership Academy (MCCLA). Like other programs, its creation stemmed from a perceived 
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leadership gap. Discussions began with the presidents of the state’s 15 community colleges. One 

community college president, the director of the Community College Presidents’ Council 

(CCPC), and a retired higher education faculty member developed a model that linked 

community colleges to the University of Massachusetts (UMASS) Amherst. The group secured 

funding from each of the state’s 15 community colleges, the CCPC and UMASS Amherst, as 

well as the commitment from the community colleges to rotate site hosting and cover in kind 

costs incurred in doing so (Crosson et al., 2005). 

The first class of MCCLA had 30 participants, who participated in a year-long curriculum 

with the following set of curricular goals: 

Enhance understanding of important community college issues and their leadership 

implications, deepen understanding of leadership in general and the Fellows’ own 

leadership in particular, link theory and practice through the research, planning, and 

implementation of a significant college project, facilitate professional networking, and 

provide an opportunity for graduate credit and possible access to Ed.D. study. (para. 18) 

The participants met monthly for seven months, with pre-assigned readings and written 

assignments, book discussions, guest speakers, and networking opportunities. The MCCLA 

culminated with a five-day residency. While participants reported difficulties balancing the high 

expectations of the MCCLA with their full-time positions, they reported high satisfaction and a 

deepening understanding for each of the stated curricular goals (Crosson et al., 2005). 

The Alabama Community College Leadership Academy is another example of a state-

wide program created through collaboration. Developed by the Alabama Community College 

System, the University of Alabama System, and the Alabama Commission on Higher Education, 

its mission “is to prepare community college leaders by enhancing their leadership and 
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management skills for an environment of change and to promote active partnership with 

postsecondary education” (The University of Alabama, 2020, para. 1). Instruction begins with a 

four-day residency, followed by four two-day events held at various campuses around the state. 

Unlike the MCCLA, participants must pay their own way through the event, unless officially 

sponsored by their host institution. Payment includes continuing education unit (CEU) credit, or 

up to six graduate-level credits from the University of Alabama, and the program now boasts 376 

graduates since inception. 

Other GYOL programs, like the creation of a Doctor of Education degree in California, 

came from the urging of state legislative bodies. The Louisiana Community and Technical 

College System (LCTCS) Board of Supervisors charged its president to develop a program after 

determining “that the pipeline for future leaders was either non-existent or disjointed” (Jeandron, 

2006, p. 8). LCTCS President Walter Bumphus compared the leadership pipeline to running a 

relay race: 

We take positions as leaders and run as fast and as hard as we can, but we also need to 

understand and realize that at some point, we must pass the baton of leadership in a way 

that the other person in this relay will have a leg-up on the competition and be able to 

ultimately take the baton and cross the finish line. (p. 8) 

Jeandron’s (2006) study of grow your own leader programs provided a framework for 

institutions to create and implement a program. The planning process begins with securing buy-

in from current leadership, creating a home base for planning, defining logistical needs, and 

securing funding. Only after infrastructure is secured should program development occur, 

including program curriculum and learning objectives, the application and selection processes, 
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course readings, and course assignments, which could include projects, mentoring, and speakers. 

Lastly, the study emphasized the need to evaluate the program and modify as needed. 

 Reille and Kezar (2010) also examined grow your own leader programs, noting the lack 

of literature on how to customize such a program to meet institutional or system needs. By 

studying 15 programs, the authors first found common logistics and components and then 

examined an institution with many of those commonalities in more depth. Kept anonymous by 

the authors, the institution used mentoring and job shadowing, the AACC competencies for 

community college leaders, and an integration of campus culture throughout the curriculum. 

Based on the study and other research, the authors emphasized the need for grow your 

own programs so that training can be both learned and intentionally practiced at a participant’s 

home institution. Other recommendations included customizing programs and implementing 

year-long efforts, as opposed to programs such as a week-long institute. While much of the 

literature promotes program strengths, Reille and Kezar (2010) also pointed out program 

limitations, including the opportunity for programs to introduce biases based on institutional 

culture. Should institutions simply attempt to replicate current practices, the results would be to 

“grow their own leaders” based on personal goals, not “grow our own leaders” based on 

institutional goals (para. 49). 

Summary 

 

Regardless of the method taken or the data set examined, a point of consensus is that 

there are more leaders retiring than there are prepared replacements. Community colleges, 

national organizations, and doctoral programs have adapted in a variety of ways to fill this gap. 

Doctoral programs with a focus on the community college have proliferated both in number and 

scope. Many community colleges and systems have expanded their efforts to prepare potential 
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leaders, while others have looked outside of higher education to meet their needs. Research has 

consistently called the leadership gap a challenge, a crisis, or worse. But like many issues facing 

America’s community colleges, this challenge has led to responsiveness, flexibility, and 

innovation. This literature review captured aspects of this journey that led to the creation of the 

AACC competencies for community college leaders, as well as highlighted community college 

and doctoral program innovations. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY AND METHODS 

 

The primary purpose of this chapter is to provide the methodological framework for the 

study, including research design, methods used, instrument creation, data collection, and data 

analysis. The purpose of this study was to examine the relative importance, perceived 

competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for community 

college leaders. A second purpose of the study was to determine if differences exist between 

emerging, new, and veteran leaders regarding the importance, perceived competence level, and 

acquisition sources each competency. Five research questions guided the study: 

 Research Question 1: To what degree do emerging, new, and veteran community college 

leaders believe the AACC competencies for community college leaders are important for 

community college leaders to possess? 

 Research Question 2: To what degree do emerging, new, and veteran community college 

leaders perceive their own competence of each of the AACC competencies for community 

college leaders? 

 Research Question 3: Are there significant differences between the importance and 

perceived competence levels of each of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders? 

 Research Question 4: What acquisition sources do emerging, new, and veteran 

community college leaders believe are important surrounding the attainment of each of the 

AACC competencies for community college leaders? 

 Research Question 5: Are there significant differences between respondent demographics 

and the importance, perceived competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the 

AACC’s competencies for community college leaders? 
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The following hypotheses were developed to answer the study’s research questions:  

Research Question 1: To what degree do emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders 

believe the AACC competencies for community college leaders are important for community 

college leaders to possess? 

 Hypothesis 1: All respondent types (emerging, new, and veteran) believe the AACC 

competencies for community college leaders are important for community college leaders 

to possess. 

 Hypothesis 2: There are no significant differences among the importance levels of each 

of the AACC competencies for community college leaders. 

 Hypothesis 3: There is a positive relationship between respondent type (emerging, new, 

and veteran) and the importance of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders, meaning that veteran community college leaders will believe each of the AACC 

competencies to be more important than emerging and new community college leaders. 

 Hypothesis 4: There is no relationship between educational attainment and the 

importance of the AACC competencies for community college leaders. 

Research Question 2: To what degree do emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders 

perceive their own competence of each of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders? 

 Hypothesis 5: There is a positive relationship between respondent type (emerging, new, 

and veteran) and perceived competence levels of the AACC competencies for community 

college leaders, meaning that veteran community college leaders perceive themselves to 

be more competent in each of the AACC competencies for community college leadership 

than emerging and new community college leaders. 
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 Hypothesis 6: There is a positive relationship between educational attainment and the 

perceived competence levels of the AACC competencies for community college leaders, 

meaning that the more advanced the degree a respondent has earned, the higher they will 

perceive their competence level. 

Research Question 3: Are there significant differences between the importance and competence 

levels of each of the AACC competencies for community college leaders? 

 Hypothesis 7: There are significant differences across all respondent types (emerging, 

new, and veteran) between the importance and perceived competence levels of each of 

the AACC competencies for community college leaders. 

Research Question 4: What acquisition sources do emerging, new, and veteran community 

college leaders believe are important surrounding the attainment of each of the AACC 

competencies for community college leaders? 

 Hypothesis 8: All respondent types believe professional experiences are more important 

than formal education in the attainment of each of the AACC competencies for 

community college leaders. 

Research Question 5: Are there significant differences between respondent demographics and the 

importance, perceived competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s 

competencies for community college leaders? 

 Hypothesis 9: There is no relationship between gender and the importance, perceived 

competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for 

community college leaders. 
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 Hypothesis 10: There is no relationship between age and the importance, perceived 

competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for 

community college leaders. 

 Hypothesis 11: There are significant differences between respondents employed by a 

campus and respondents employed by the systems office and the importance, perceived 

competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for 

community college leaders. 

Research Design 

 

 Studies surrounding the AACC competencies for community college leaders have taken 

the forms of quantitative research (e.g., Hassan et al., 2009; McNair, 2009), qualitative research 

(e.g., McNair et al., 2011), and mixed-methods research (e.g., Sinady et al., 2009). Given the 

study’s research questions, it was critical to gain the perspectives of both a large number and 

variety of community college leaders. The research questions were written such that a 

quantitative approach was necessary to respond, as “quantitative research questions inquire about 

the relationships among variables that the investigator seeks to know” (Creswell, 2014, p. 143). 

 The study was a descriptive nonexperimental survey research design. Descriptive 

research at its core catalogs information and phenomena. It does not attempt to define why 

something is; it defines that something is or is not the case. The study was nonexperimental in 

design because answering the research questions did not require a need to separate participants 

into experimental and control groups with features that could be manipulated (Johnson, 2001). 

Despite technology making it easier for respondents to ignore survey attempts, survey research is 

lauded for its effectiveness in reaching a large number of respondents with the same questions in 

a short timeframe (Dillman et al., 2009). Survey research was used for its ability to capture 
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information in the same way, at approximately the same time, to have a thorough depiction of 

respondents’ answers. This research was cross-functional in nature as it captured one set of 

information, collected during one period in time (Merriam & Simpson, 2000). 

Study Location 

 

Ivy Tech Community College (hereafter referred to as “the College”) is Indiana’s singly-

accredited community college system, and as the state’s sole community college has become the 

largest singly-accredited community college system in the United States (ITCC, 2020a). The 

College serves students through more than 40 campus and site locations, and transitioned its 

governance structure from 14 academic regions to 19 campuses in 2017 (Brown, 2017; ITCC, 

2020a). Central administration is provided through a systems office that provides oversight and 

guidance to the College’s academic programs and functional units. 

Individual academic programs are housed within one of seven schools, with academic 

deans and program chairs reporting both to their chief campus academic officer and a systems 

office lead (ITCC, 2020b). At the systems level, five vice presidents aligned with the state’s top 

five workforce sectors report to a senior vice president for workforce alignment created by state 

legislation (Indiana General Assembly, 2016), while transfer programs report to the provost. 

Program curricula are managed via statewide curriculum committees which until recently served 

as the College’s sole faculty governance structure. Campus-based faculty councils were 

established as part of the College’s restructuring process (Brown, 2017). Individual faculty 

members do not have the opportunity for tenure and staff are not unionized (ITCC, 2020b).  

Participants 

 

Unlike other studies regarding the AACC competencies that limited participation to 

particular positions such as community college presidents and/or board of trustees’ members 
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(Boswell & Imroz, 2013; Hassan et al., 2009; McNair, 2009), participants were sought from 

among a larger pool of campus faculty and staff members throughout the College. Working with 

the College’s human resources department, a 287-person respondent population was identified 

that consisted of all staff members classified at the College’s E-3 (executive director) level, as 

well as all administrative faculty members (Deans and higher). These parameters were used to 

create a population that both had a sufficient number of eligible respondents (emerging, new, and 

community college leaders) while not being so large that eligible respondents would be a small 

percentage of the total population. 

Participants were classified as emerging community college leaders, new community 

college leaders, and veteran community college leaders, as described by the American 

Association of Community Colleges in the second edition of the AACC Competencies for 

Community College Leaders (AACC, 2013). Study participants self-identified their respondent 

type, as it was difficult to determine the status of emerging, new, and veteran community college 

leaders through examination of job titles or other institutional factors. Recognizing that the 

researcher was an employee of the College at the time the survey was administered, care was 

taken to ensure the integrity of the study through the use of the College’s Institutional Research 

department in introducing the study to participants and in collecting data. 

Survey Instrument 

 

 Data for the study were collected through the creation and implementation of an online 

questionnaire (see Appendix A) designed to collect the information necessary to answer the 

study’s five research questions. The questionnaire was modeled after Hassan et al.’s (2009) study 

of the first edition of the AACC competencies, allowing for comparative study whenever 

possible. The questionnaire used the precise language describing each of the second edition of 



 62 

 

the AACC competencies and the underlying skills recommended for each in regard to emerging, 

new, and veteran community college leaders. Participants answered questions regarding the 

importance of the competencies via the following four-point Likert scale: (1) not important, (2) 

minimally important, (3) moderately important, and (4) very important. A similar scale was used 

to assess perceived self-competence: (1) not competent, (20) minimally competent, (3) 

moderately competent, and (4) very competent. Using the same descriptors (not, minimally, 

moderately, and very) allowed for direct comparison of mean scores between importance and 

perceived self-competence. The order in which the choices are presented matters, as Hartley and 

Betts (2010) found that mean scores of identical surveys were significantly higher when the most 

positive choice was on the left side of the survey instead of the right. Again, in symmetry with 

Hassan et al.’s (2009) study, choices were presented from left to right. 

 The questionnaire was divided into sections that explored each of the study’s research 

questions surrounding importance, perceived self-competence, and how each competency is 

acquired. First, questions ascertained each participant’s thoughts surrounding the importance of 

each competency for emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders. Second, questions 

allowed each participant to assess their level of proficiency surrounding each competency. Third, 

participants were asked how they believed they have gained skills in each competency, utilizing 

the 14-item list used in Hassan et al.’s (2009) examination of the same topic: (a) graduate 

programs (e.g., degree or certificate), (b) in-house programs (e.g., grow-your-own programs – 

college programs, (c) workshops (e.g., Presidents Academy, Future Leaders, ICCD, AACC), (d) 

challenging job assignments (e.g., new position, built team from scratch), (e) hardship (e.g. 

failures, career setbacks, downsizing, problem employees), (f) feedback (e.g., supervisor, peers, 

subordinates, team), (g) mentor/coaching, (h) personal reflection, journaling, (i) networking with 
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colleagues, (j) progressive administrative responsibilities within the community college (e.g., 

director, dean, vice president), (k) from previous business experience, (l) from previous military 

experience, (m) from previous government experiences), and (n) other. Using the same list 

allowed for comparative examination of how leaders feel they have gained (or will gain) each 

competency. Other categorical data for comparative analysis included gender, age, degree 

attainment, and campus location. 

The questionnaire was built as an online survey, with electronic infrastructure supported 

by the Qualtrics system. Using Qualtrics allowed for the assignment of individual response codes 

to minimize the potential for duplicate responses. The questionnaire was administered online to 

allow for the convenient collection of mass data in a cost-effective manner (Evans & Mathur, 

2005). Electronic surveys also allow for a cost-effective way to reach a large number of 

participants, which in this case was a pool of 287 potential respondents. The downsides of both 

the electronic instrument and outreach were that they take little effort to ignore and can become 

lost among other electronic messaging (Dillman et al., 2009). An endorsement from College 

president Sue Ellspermann was sent to the respondent population to encourage participation. 

To ensure reliability and validity of the questionnaire, the questionnaire was pilot tested 

before formal implementation. Pilot testing occurred with community college faculty and staff 

outside of Indiana, seeking feedback on the instrument after its completion (Creswell, 2014). 

Pilot testing also occurred with doctoral student researchers and the Ball State University 

Research Design Studio to ensure validity by reviewing the questions versus the intended 

information to be collected. 
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Data Collection Process 

 

Approval to conduct the study was sought by the submission of procedures and other 

materials (e.g., survey instrument, consent form) to the institutional review boards of both Ball 

State University (home institution) and the College (research site). Additional permission was 

also gained via College leadership to ensure the study does not interfere with current human 

resources surveys and College-wide strategic planning efforts. Once permission was granted, the 

following processes were implemented: 

1. Access was granted to use the individual email addresses of eligible faculty and staff to 

participate in the study. Individual invitations came via the blind carbon copy feature, 

which allowed both for a personal request while keeping individual email addresses 

confidential (Dillman et al., 2009). 

2. The initial contact email was sent during a relatively quiet portion of the spring semester 

academic calendar in an attempt to balance the nature of the academic calendar within the 

population. Dillman et al. (2009) emphasized, “each contact for a web survey is designed 

to meet a specific goal but has to work within the entire set of contacts, and timing is 

important to the overall effect” (p. 278). 

3. The initial contact email was sent early in the working day, as “an email request received 

first thing in the morning can be handled before one gets into the major demands of the 

day” (Dillman et al., 2009, p. 280). Subsequent reminder emails followed a similar 

format regarding time of day. 

4. The questionnaire was available for completion for three weeks, with reminders sent out 

to the population with 10 days and three days remaining in the data collection period. The 

three-contact strategy outlined by Dillman et al. (2009) was implemented, with the 
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second contact serving as both a thank you to those who participated and a reminder to 

those who have not, with the final contact emphasizing that the timing of the study is 

about to end (see Appendix B). 

Data Analysis 

 

 Upon the completion of the survey, data were collected and inputted into SPSS for data 

analysis. While the nature of data analysis varied based on each research question, common 

goals for analysis included the comparison of the mean scores of each participant category to 

search for statistically significant differences in the importance of each competency, perceived 

self-competence of each competency, and how these competencies were gained. Means among 

the competencies were also compared when applicable, to see if there were significant 

differences among the competencies. While previous studies did not find significant differences 

among the competencies (Boswell & Imroz, 2013; Hassan et al., 2009; McNair, 2009), the 

unique nature of the College’s system as a statewide, singly-accredited institution could have 

presented different results. Data were also analyzed by degree attainment and other categorical 

data to see if themes emerged between those who have earned a doctoral degree and those who 

have not, if there were differences between gender and age classifications, and if there were 

differences between working on a campus or the statewide systems office. 

 Both descriptive and inferential statistics were used in data analysis. Descriptive statistics 

allowed individual participant data to be brought together into an easy-to-organize form, and 

while aggregate respondent answers may have covered up individual insights (Gresham, 1991), it 

was aggregate perceptions of the AACC competencies that were the subject of the study. 

Inferential statistics were important when comparing the means of different groups, such as the 

responses of new and emerging leaders versus veteran community college leaders. Inferential 
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statistics assisted in determining if there were statically significant differences between groups. 

Inferential statistics were also used to see if there are statistically significant differences within 

demographic categories, such as gender and age classifications, and if there were differences 

between working on a campus or the statewide systems office.  

 Initial decisions regarding inferential statistics were to use one-way analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) and one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), based on the fact that 

there would be three or more independent groups when related to respondent type (emerging, 

new, and veteran community college leaders), educational attainment (bachelor’s degree, 

master’s degree, doctoral degree, and other degree), and age (30-39, 40-49, 50-59, and 60+). But 

to ensure the accuracy of ANOVA and MANOVA calculations, it is important to have similar-

sized groups to be analyzed. As it became apparent after survey collection that groups were not 

evenly distributed, the decision was made to combine respondent type, educational attainment, 

and age categories to create two groups in each case of relatively the same size. 

The result of each combination (emerging and new community college leaders into one 

category, bachelor’s and master’s degree holders, doctoral degree and other degree holders, ages 

30-39 and 40-49, and ages 50-59 and 60+) was the reduction to two groups each for respondent 

type, educational attainment, and age. These combinations created more balanced groups and 

allowed for the use of independent-sample and paired-sample t-tests to examine statistical 

significance. These decisions were made in consultation with Ball State University statistician 

Kianre Eouanzoui and verified by Dr. William Knight, assistant provost for institutional research 

and effectiveness at Miami University. Data analysis by research question was as follows. 

(a) To what degree do emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders believe the 

AACC competencies for community college leaders are important for community college leaders 
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to possess? This research question was analyzed using mean, median, mode, and standard 

deviation. In addition, paired-sample t-tests were used to compare means of individual 

competency means against each other, as well as among respondent types (e.g., emerging, new, 

and veteran community college leader) and educational attainment level. 

(b) To what degree do emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders believe 

they possess each of the AACC competencies for community college leaders? This research 

question was analyzed using mean, median, mode, and standard deviation as well as paired-

sample t-tests to compare means of individual competencies against each other, as well as among 

respondent types and educational attainment level. 

(c) Are there significant differences between the importance and perceived self-

competence levels of each of the AACC competencies for community college leaders? This 

research question was analyzed by using paired-sample t-tests to compare the importance mean 

scores to their corresponding perceived self-competence mean scores for each competency as 

well as among respondent types.  

 (d) What sources do emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders believe are 

important surrounding the attainment of each of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders? This research question was analyzed using mean, median, mode, and standard deviation 

as well as paired-sample t-tests to compare individual means among respondent types and 

educational attainment. 

(e) Are there significant differences between respondent demographics and the 

importance, perceived competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s 

competencies for community college leaders? This question was analyzed using paired-sample t-
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tests to compare individual means between women and men respondents, age categories and 

campus location. 

Summary 

 

 This chapter outlined the methods required to address the purposes of this study, which 

were to examine the importance and acquisition of each of the AACC’s competencies for 

community college leaders within the Ivy Tech Community College system, as well as to 

ascertain how current and future leaders throughout the system gained these competencies. Using 

a descriptive nonexperimental survey research design, participants had the opportunity to share 

their perceptions of the AACC competencies and how those competencies were gained by 

emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders. Data were collected by utilizing an 

online questionnaire shared with participants solicited from among College faculty and staff. 

Using descriptive and inferential statistics, participant data were analyzed by competency and 

among participant groups to answer each of the study’s five research questions.  



  

 

CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS 

 

The primary purpose of this study was to examine the relative importance, perceived self-

competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for community 

college leaders. A second purpose of the study was to determine if differences exist among 

emerging, new, and veteran leaders regarding the importance, perceived competence level, and 

acquisition sources of each competency. Community college leaders were surveyed from Ivy 

Tech Community College, Indiana’s statewide singly-accredited community college system. 

Five research questions guided the study: Five research questions guided the study: 

 Research Question 1: To what degree do emerging, new, and veteran community college 

leaders believe the AACC competencies for community college leaders are important for 

community college leaders to possess? 

 Research Question 2: To what degree do emerging, new, and veteran community college 

leaders perceive their own competence of each of the AACC competencies for community 

college leaders? 

 Research Question 3: Are there significant differences between the importance and 

perceived competence levels of each of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders? 

 Research Question 4: What acquisition sources do emerging, new, and veteran 

community college leaders believe are important surrounding the attainment of each of the 

AACC competencies for community college leaders? 

 Research Question 5: Are there significant differences between respondent demographics 

and the importance, perceived competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the 

AACC’s competencies for community college leaders? 
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The following hypotheses were developed to answer the study’s research questions:  

Research Question 1: To what degree do emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders 

believe the AACC competencies for community college leaders are important for community 

college leaders to possess? 

 Hypothesis 1: All respondent types (emerging, new, and veteran) believe the AACC 

competencies for community college leaders are important for community college leaders 

to possess. 

 Hypothesis 2: There are no significant differences among the importance levels of each 

of the AACC competencies for community college leaders. 

 Hypothesis 3: There is a positive relationship between respondent type (emerging, new, 

and veteran) and the importance of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders, meaning that veteran community college leaders will believe each of the AACC 

competencies to be more important than emerging and new community college leaders. 

 Hypothesis 4: There is no relationship between educational attainment and the 

importance of the AACC competencies for community college leaders. 

Research Question 2: To what degree do emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders 

perceive their own self-competence of each of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders? 

 Hypothesis 5: There is a positive relationship between respondent type (emerging, new, 

and veteran) and perceived self-competence levels of the AACC competencies for 

community college leaders, meaning that veteran community college leaders perceive 

themselves to be more competent in each of the AACC competencies for community 

college leadership than emerging and new community college leaders. 
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 Hypothesis 6: There is a positive relationship between educational attainment and the 

perceived self-competence levels of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders, meaning that the more advanced the degree a respondent has earned, the higher 

they will perceive their self-competence level. 

Research Question 3: Are there significant differences between the importance and perceived 

self-competence levels of each of the AACC competencies for community college leaders? 

 Hypothesis 7: There are significant differences across all respondent types (emerging, 

new, and veteran) between the importance and perceived self-competence levels of each 

of the AACC competencies for community college leaders. 

Research Question 4: What acquisition sources do emerging, new, and veteran community 

college leaders believe are important surrounding the attainment of each of the AACC 

competencies for community college leaders? 

 Hypothesis 8: All respondent types believe professional experiences are more important 

than formal education in the attainment of each of the AACC competencies for 

community college leaders. 

Research Question 5: Are there significant differences between respondent demographics and the 

importance, perceived self-competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s 

competencies for community college leaders? 

 Hypothesis 9: There is no relationship between gender and the importance, perceived 

self-competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for 

community college leaders. 
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 Hypothesis 10: There is no relationship between age and the importance, perceived self-

competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for 

community college leaders. 

 Hypothesis 11: There are significant differences between respondents employed by a 

campus and respondents employed by the systems office and the importance, perceived 

self-competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for 

community college leaders. 

Survey Respondents 

 

 Two hundred and eighty-seven Ivy Tech Community college administrative faculty and 

staff members were invited to participate in the research, and 129 respondents completed the 

instrument, resulting in a participation rate of 44.9%. Sixty-eight respondents were women 

(52.7%) and 43 were men (33.3%), with 18 respondents (14.0%) choosing not to disclose their 

gender. Of respondents who shared their age category, 16.3% were between the ages of 30-39, 

25.6% were between the ages of 40-49, 31% were between the ages of 50-59, and 13.2% were 

60 or older. Because of variation among age categories, the 30-39 and 40-49 age categories were 

combined and compared to the 50-59 and 60+ combined age categories for statistical analysis. 

 By highest degree earned, 7.8% earned a bachelor’s degree, 45.7% earned a master’s 

degree, 31.8% earned a doctoral degree, and 2.3% earned some other degree, such as a juris 

doctorate. For statistical analysis and to create two groups of similar size, bachelor’s and 

master’s degree holders were combined into one category and compared to doctorate and juris 

doctorate degree holders. Sixty-two percent of respondents worked at one of the College’s 19 

campuses, while 25.5% worked in the statewide systems office, with the remaining 12.5 percent 

not disclosing their office location. 
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 Lastly, of the 124 respondents who identified as one of the AACC’s types of community 

college leaders, 10 respondents (7.8%) identified as emerging community college leaders, 31 

respondents (24.0%) identified as new community college leaders, and 83 respondents (64.3% 

identified as veteran community college leaders. The emerging and new community college 

leaders’ data were combined into one category for the purpose of statistical analysis, because so 

few respondents identified as emerging community college leaders. See tables one and two for 

detailed respondent demographic information. 

Table 1    

    

Respondent Demographics 

 

Variable  n % 

Gender    

  Female 
 

68 52.7 

  Male 
 

43 33.3 

  Did not disclose  18 14.0 

    

Age    

  30-39  21 16.3 

  40-49  33 25.6 

  50-59  40 31.0 

  60+  17 13.2 

  Did not disclose  18 14.0 

    

Highest Degree Attainment 

  Bachelor’s degree  10 7.8 

  Master’s degree  59 45.7 

  Doctoral degree  41 31.8 

  Other terminal degree (e.g. JD, MD) 3 2.3 

  Did not disclose  16 12.4 

    

Primary Work Location   

  An Ivy Tech campus 80 62.0 

  Ivy Tech Systems Office 33 25.5 

  Did not disclose  16 12.4 

 
 
 
 

   



 74 

 

Table 2    

    

Respondent Demographics by AACC Leadership Category (Respondent Type) 

 

Variable  n % 

Leadership Category    

  Emerging community college leader 10 7.8 

  New community college leader 31 24.0 

  Veteran community college leader 83 64.3 

  Did not disclose 5 3.9 

 

Research Question One 

 

Research question one asked to what degree do emerging, new, and veteran community 

college leaders believe the AACC competencies for community college leaders are important for 

community college leaders to possess. When asked to identify the importance of each of the 

AACC’s competencies for community college leaders, survey respondents overwhelmingly 

validated the importance of each competency. Mean scores for each of the competencies on a 

four-point scale, with one indicating a competency was not important and a four indicating a 

competency was very important, were in rank order: communication (3.94), organizational 

strategy (3.92), collaboration (3.91), institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource 

management (3.82), and community college advocacy (3.71). Median and mode scores for all 

competencies were a four, or “very important.” Standard deviations varied from a low of 0.233 

(communication) to a high of 0.538 (community college advocacy).  

 Examining individual frequencies emphasizes the overwhelming view of the importance 

of the AACC competencies. All but nine respondents indicated that organizational strategy was 

“very important.” All respondents chose either very important or moderately important for the 

institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management, communication, and 

collaboration competencies. Lastly, all but three respondents indicated that community college 
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advocacy was either very important or moderately important. Summarized results regarding the 

importance of each competency are shown in table three. 

Table 3      

 

Importance of AACC Competencies for Community College Leadership 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Organizational 

Strategy 

Institutional 

Finance, 

Research, 

Fundraising, 

and 

Resource 

Management 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Communication 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Collaboration 

 

 

 

 

Community 

College 

Advocacy 

N 124 124 123 124 124 

Mean 3.92 3.82 3.94 3.91 3.71 

Median 4 4 4 4 4 

Mode 4 4 4 4 4 

Std. deviation 0.302 0.384 0.233 0.285 0.538 
Note. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 2 = minimally 

important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
 

Hypothesis One 

 

Hypothesis one stated that all respondent types (emerging, new, and veteran) believe the 

AACC competencies for community college leaders are important for community college leaders 

to possess. To analyze this hypothesis, importance data were analyzed by individual respondent 

type. Full data by respondent type can be found in table four. Means for emerging community 

college leaders varied from a low of 3.80 (communication) to a high of 4.00 (collaboration). 

Means for new community college leaders varied from a low of 3.61 (community college 

advocacy) to a high of 3.94 (organizational strategy and communication). Means for veteran 

community college leaders varied from a low of 3.72 (community college advocacy) to a high of 

3.96 (communication). With all mean scores above the midpoint between somewhat important 

and very important (3.5) on a four-point scale, the data support hypothesis one, and all 

respondent types believe the competencies are important. 
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Table 4      

 

Respondent Importance Means, By Respondent Type 

 

 

 

 

 

Leadership 

Category 

 

 

 

 

Organizational 

Strategy 

Institutional 

Finance, 

Research, 

Fundraising, 

and Resource 

Management 

 

 

 

 

 

Communication 

 

 

 

 

 

Collaboration 

 

 

 

Community 

College 

Advocacy 

Emerging 

(n=10) 

3.90 3.90 3.80 4.00 3.90 

New 

(n=31) 

3.94 3.68 3.94 3.90 3.61 

Veteran 

(n=83) 

3.92 3.87 3.96 3.90 3.72 

Note. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 2 = minimally 

important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
      

Hypothesis Two 

 

Hypothesis two stated that there are no significant differences among importance levels 

of each of the AACC competencies for community college leaders. To compare importance 

levels among the competencies, paired-sample t-tests were conducted between each possible 

competency pairing for a total of 10 paired-sample t-tests. There were not significant differences 

among three competency pairs: (a) organizational strategy and communication, (b) 

organizational strategy and collaboration, and (c) communication and collaboration. These 

means were nearly identical across total respondents (communication = 3.94, organizational 

strategy = 3.92, collaboration = 3.91). 

 There were significant differences at the .05 level between three competency pairings: (a) 

institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management and organizational 

strategy, (b) institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management and 

collaboration, and (c) institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management and 

community college advocacy. In addition, there was a significant difference at the .01 level 
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between institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management and 

communication. Lastly, there were significant differences at the .001 level between three 

pairings involving community college advocacy: communication, collaboration, and 

organizational strategy. With statistically significant findings for seven competency pairings, 

hypothesis two was not correct. A full comparison of importance means is found in table five. 

Table 5      

 

Statistical Differences Among Importance Means 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AACC Competency 

 

 

 

 

Org. 

Strategy 

Institutional 

Finance, 

Research, 

Fundraising, 

and Resource 

Management 

 

 

 

 

 

Comm. 

 

 

 

 

 

Coll. 

 

 

 

Community 

College 

Advocacy 

Org. Strategy      

Institutional Finance, 

Research, Fundraising, and 

Resource Management 

0.010*     

Comm. 0.469 0.003**    

Coll. 0.820 0.027* 0.250   

Community College 

Advocacy 

.000*** 0.019* .000*** .000***  

Note. * ρ < .05. ** ρ < .01. *** ρ < .001. 
 

Hypothesis Three 

 

Hypothesis three stated that there is a positive relationship between respondent type 

(emerging, new, and veteran) and the importance of the AACC competencies for community 

college leaders, meaning that veteran community college leaders will believe each of the AACC 

competencies to be more important than emerging and new community college leaders. Because 

there were only 10 respondents self-identified as emerging community college leaders, emerging 

and new community college leaders were combined into one group, with veteran community 

college leaders left as a stand-alone category. This resulted in a shift from utilizing MANOVA to 
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t-tests for statistical analysis. To determine whether or not there was a positive relationship 

between respondent type and the importance levels of the AACC competencies for community 

college leaders, independent sample t-tests between the emerging/new and veteran community 

college leaders were conducted for each of the five competencies. Comparing the means between 

the combined emerging/new community college leaders and the veteran community college 

leaders, there were no significant differences between groups among the five competencies.  

While there were not data to support the assertion of a positive relationship in hypothesis 

three, there are still practical differences to consider. Veteran community college leaders found 

the institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management competency to be more 

important than emerging and new community college leaders did. With fundraising often not 

acquired in advance of when it is needed (Klingaman, 2012; Wenrich & Reid, 2003), emerging 

and new community college leaders may not realize the weight of its importance until too late. 

Veteran community college leaders also found communication to be more important than 

emerging and new community college leaders did, although with mean scores at 3.9 and above, 

both groups found communication to be very important. Full results are shown in table six: 

Table 6       

 

Importance Means, Emerging and New v. Veteran Community College Leaders  

 

 

 

AACC Competency 

Emerging/

New 

(n=41) 

 

Veteran  

(n=83) 

 

Mean 

Diff. 

 

t 

 

df 

 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Organizational Strategy 3.93 3.92 0.01 0.21 122 0.837 

Institutional Finance, 

Research, Fundraising, and 

Resource Management 

3.73 3.87 -0.14 -1.71 122 0.092 

Communication 3.90 3.96 -0.06 -1.18 122 0.240 

Collaboration 3.93 3.90 0.03 0.44 122 0.660 

Community College Advocacy 3.68 3.72 -0.04 -0.40 122 0.694 
Note. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 2 = minimally 

important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
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Hypothesis Four 

 

Hypothesis four stated that there is no relationship between educational attainment and 

the importance of the AACC competencies for community college leaders. Because relatively 

few respondents held bachelor’s degrees and juris doctorate degrees compared to master’s 

degrees and doctoral degrees, the four attainment groups were combined into two groups: those 

holding a master’s degree or less and those holding some form of doctoral degree. This resulted 

in a shift from utilizing MANOVA to t-tests for statistical analysis. To determine whether or not 

there was a relationship between educational attainment and the importance levels of the AACC 

competencies for community college leaders, independent sample t-tests between the 

bachelor’s/master’s degree holders and doctorate/juris doctoral degree holders were conducted 

for each of the five competencies. Comparing the means between the combined emerging/new 

community college leaders and the veteran community college leaders, there were no statistically 

significant differences between groups among the five competencies, leading to a correct 

hypothesis. Full results are shown in table seven. 

Table 7       

 

Importance Means, By Educational Attainment 

 

 

 

AACC Competency 

Bachelor’s/

Master’s 

(n=69) 

Doctoral

/JD  

(n=44) 

 

Mean 

Diff. 

 

t 

 

df 

 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Organizational Strategy 3.93 3.91 0.02 0.31 111 0.754 

Institutional Finance, Research, 

Fundraising, and Resource 

Management 

3.83 3.80 0.03 0.41 111 0.686 

Communication 3.91 3.98 -0.07 -1.35 111 0.179 

Collaboration 3.91 3.91 0.00 0.07 111 0.943 

Community College Advocacy 3.74 3.64 0.10 0.97 111 0.334 
Note. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 2 = minimally 

important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
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Research Question Two 

 

Research question two asked to what degree emerging, new, and veteran community 

college leaders believe they possess each of the AACC competencies for community college 

leadership. When asked to self-identify perceived self-competence levels for each of the 

AACC’s five competencies for community college, survey respondents believed they were 

moderately competent to very competent in each of the five competencies. Mean scores for each 

of the competencies, in rank order, were: collaboration (3.69), communication (3.59), 

organizational strategy (3.43), institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource 

management (3.15), and community college advocacy (3.11). Median scores varied from three 

(Institutional Finance, Research, Fundraising, and Resource Management and Community 

College Advocacy) to four (Collaboration and Communication) with a median of 3.5 for 

Organizational Strategy. Standard deviations were higher than each competency’s corresponding 

standard deviation related to the importance of each competency, ranging from 0.499 

(Collaboration) to 0.714 (Community College Advocacy). Full data on self-perceived 

competence can be found in table eight. 

Table 8      

 

Perceived Self-Competence of AACC Competences for Community College Leadership 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Organizational 

Strategy 

Institutional 

Finance, 

Research, 

Fundraising, 

and Resource 

Management 

 

 

 

 

 

Communication 

 

 

 

 

 

Collaboration 

 

 

 

Community 

College 

Advocacy 

N 122 121 121 122 122 

Mean 3.43 3.15 3.59 3.69 3.11 

Median 3.5 3 4 4 3 

Mode 4 3 4 4 3 

Std. deviation 0.630 0.691 0.511 0.499 0.714 
Note. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not competent, 2 = minimally 

competent, 3 = moderately competent, and 4 = very competent 
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 Examining individual frequencies showed that a substantial number of respondents 

believed themselves to be minimally competent at multiple competencies. While only one and 

two respondents found themselves to be minimally competent at communication and 

collaboration respectively, 18 respondents rated themselves as minimally competent in the 

institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management competency, and 22 

respondents rated themselves as minimally competent at community college advocacy. In 

addition, only 37 respondents rated themselves as very competent at community college 

advocacy, and 38 respondents rated themselves highly at institutional finance, research, 

fundraising, and resource management. 

Hypothesis Five 

 

Hypothesis five stated that there is a positive relationship between respondent type 

(emerging, new, and veteran) and perceived competence levels of the AACC competencies for 

community college leaders, meaning that veteran community college leaders perceive 

themselves to be more competent in each of the AACC competencies for community college 

leadership than emerging and new community college leaders. 

When disaggregated by respondent type, veteran community college leaders perceived 

their self-competence levels to be higher than emerging and new community college leaders for 

all competencies, ranging from a low mean score of 3.17 for community college advocacy to a 

high mean score of 3.74 for collaboration. Subsequently, new community college leaders as a 

respondent type perceived their competence levels to be higher than emerging community 

college leaders for every competency except institutional finance, research, fundraising, and 

resource management. New community college leader competency levels ranged from a low 

mean score of 2.90 for institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management to a 
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high mean score of 3.65 for collaboration. Emerging community college leaders ranged from a 

low mean score of 2.90 for community college advocacy to a high mean score of 3.40 for 

collaboration. Table nine outlines comparisons among respondent types for all competencies. 

Table 9      

 

Perceived Self-Competence Means, By Respondent Type  

 

 

 

 

 

Leadership 

Category 

 

 

 

 

Org. 

Strategy 

Institutional 

Finance, 

Research, 

Fundraising, 

and Resource 

Management 

 

 

 

 

 

Communication 

 

 

 

 

 

Collaboration 

 

 

 

Community 

College 

Advocacy 

Emerging (n=10) 3.10 3.20 3.30 3.40 2.90 

New (n=30) 3.23 2.90 3.55 3.65 3.00 

Veteran (n=80) 3.56 3.23 3.64 3.74 3.17 
Note. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not competent,  

2 = minimally competent, 3 = moderately competent, and 4 = very competent 
 

To determine if there was a positive relationship between respondent type and the 

importance levels of the AACC competencies for community college leaders, independent 

sample t-tests were conducted between emerging/new and veteran community college leaders for 

each of the five competencies. Comparing the means between the combined emerging/new 

community college leaders and the veteran community college leaders, there was a significant 

difference between groups for one competency: organizational strategy. 

While there were not data to support this hypothesis for four of the five competencies, 

veteran community college leaders had higher perceived self-competence than emerging and 

new community college leaders across all competencies. In order of magnitude, perceived 

competence scores were higher for veteran community college leaders in community college 

advocacy (0.04), communication (0.15), collaboration (0.19), institution finance, fundraising, 

and resource management (0.26), and organizational strategy (0.36). Full results are shown in 

table 10 below. 
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Table 10       

 

Perceived Self-Competence Means, Emerging and New v. Veteran Community College Leaders  

 

AACC Competency 

 

Emerging/

New 

(n=41) 

 

Veteran  

(n=81) 

 

Mean 

Difference 

 

 

t 

 

 

df 

 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Organizational Strategy 3.20 3.56 -0.36 -3.09 120   0.002* 

Institutional Finance, 

Research, Fundraising, and 

Resource Management 

2.98 3.23 -0.26 -1.97 119 0.052 

Communication 3.49 3.64 -0.15 -1.53 119 0.128 

Collaboration 2.98 3.17 -0.19 -1.64 120 0.105 

Community College Advocacy 3.68 3.72 -0.04 -1.45 120 0.150 
Note. * ρ < .01. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not competent,  

2 = minimally competent, 3 = moderately competent, and 4 = very competent 

       

Hypothesis Six 

 

Hypothesis six stated that there is a positive relationship between educational attainment 

and the perceived self-competence levels of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders, meaning that respondents with terminal degrees (e.g. doctoral degrees) have higher 

perceived self-competence levels than respondents without terminal degrees. Respondents with a 

bachelor’s degree had mean scores from a low of 2.89 for organizational strategy to a high of 

3.89 for collaboration. Respondents with a master’s had mean scores from a low of 3.03 for 

community college advocacy to a high of 3.64 for collaboration. Respondents earning a doctoral 

degree had mean scores from a low of 3.10 for institutional finance, research, fundraising, and 

resource management to a high of 3.73 for collaboration. Respondents earning other degrees 

(such as a juris doctorate) had mean scores from a low of 3.33 for three competencies 

(organizational strategy, communication, and community college advocacy) to a high of 3.67 for 

two competencies (institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management and 

collaboration). 
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There was variation among levels of educational attainment when comparing individual 

competency mean scores. Specifically, respondents with a bachelor’s had higher perceived self-

competence mean scores than other educational attainment levels in four of the five AACC 

competencies for community college leadership: (a) institutional finance, research, fundraising, 

and resource management, (b) communication, (c) collaboration, and (d) community college 

advocacy. Conversely, respondents with a master’s degree had lower perceived self-competence 

scores than other educational attainment levels in four of the five competencies: (a) 

organizational strategy, (b) communication, (c), collaboration, and (d) community college 

advocacy. 

Because relatively few respondents held bachelor’s degrees and juris doctorate degrees 

compared to master’s degrees and doctoral degrees, the four attainment groups were combined 

into two groups: those holding a master’s degree or less and those holding some form of doctoral 

degree. This resulted in a shift from utilizing MANOVA to t-tests for statistical analysis. To 

determine if there was a relationship between educational attainment and the perceived self-

competence levels of the AACC competencies for community college leaders, independent 

sample t-tests between the bachelor’s/master’s degree holders and doctorate/juris doctoral degree 

holders were conducted for each of the five competencies. Comparing the means between the 

combined emerging/new community college leaders and the veteran community college leaders, 

there were no significant differences between groups among the five competencies. With no 

statistically significant differences, this hypothesis was not correct. Full results are shown in 

table 11. 
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Table 11       

 

Perceived Self-Competence Means Comparison, By Educational Attainment 

 

 

 

AACC Competency 

Bachelor’s

/Master’s 

(n=72) 

Doctoral/

JD  

(n=41) 

 

Mean 

Diff. 

 

 

t 

 

 

df 

 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Organizational Strategy 3.35 3.59 -0.24 -1.93 111 0.056 

Institutional Finance, 

Research, Fundraising, and 

Resource Management 

3.17 3.10  0.07  0.52 110 0.603 

Communication 3.62 3.59  0.03  0.34 110 0.732 

Collaboration 3.68 3.73 -0.05 -0.52 111 0.602 

Community College Advocacy 3.11 3.12 -0.01 -0.08 111 0.939 
Note. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not competent,  

2 = minimally competent, 3 = moderately competent, and 4 = very competent 

 

Research Question Three 

 

 Having examined importance and competence separately in research questions one and 

two respectively, research question three asked if there are significant differences between 

respondents’ perceptions of the importance of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders and their corresponding perceived self-competence of each competency. In the case of 

each competency, the mean score describing importance was higher than the mean of 

respondents’ competence. Variances between importance and competence were as narrow as 

0.22 for collaboration (3.91 importance mean v. 3.69 competence mean) and 0.67 for 

institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management (3.82 importance mean v. 

3.15 competence mean). To determine if statistically significant differences existed, paired-

sample t-tests were conducted of each importance mean and its corresponding competence mean. 

The mean importance and competency scores of each competency were statistically significant at 

the .001 level, as shown in table 12.  
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Table 12        

        

Importance Means v. Perceived Self-Competence Means, By Competency 

 

 

 

AACC Competency 

Imp. 

Mean 

Comp. 

Mean 

Mean 

Diff. 

 

t 

 

df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

 

Organizational Strategy 

 

3.92 

 

3.43 

 

0.49* 

 

8.76 

 

121 

 

0.000* 

Institutional Finance, 

Research, Fundraising, and 

Resource Management 

3.82 3.15 0.67* 10.71 120 0.000* 

Communication 
 

3.94 3.59 0.35* 7.39 119 0.000* 

Collaboration  3.91 3.69 0.22* 4.81 121 0.000* 

Community College Advocacy 3.71 3.11 0.60* 10.11 121 0.000* 
Note. * ρ < .001.  

 
 

Hypothesis Seven 

 

Hypothesis seven stated that there are significant differences across all respondent types 

(emerging, new, and veteran) between the importance and perceived self-competence levels of 

each of the AACC competencies for community college leaders. For emerging and new 

community college leaders, the difference between various importance means and competency 

means varied from 0.41 (communication) to 0.75 on a four-point scale (institutional finance, 

research, fundraising, and resource management). The range was narrower for veteran 

community college leaders, varying from 0.17 (collaboration) to 0.53 (institutional finance, 

research, fundraising, and resource management). 

To determine if there were significant differences between respondent type and the 

importance levels of the AACC competencies for community college leaders, paired sample t-

tests were conducted between the emerging/new and veteran community college leaders for each 

of the five competencies. The results were the same as when respondent types were combined: 

the difference between the importance means and the perceived self-competence means of both 

the combined emerging/new community college leaders and the veteran community college 
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leaders were significant at the 0.001 level for each of the ten comparisons. With statistically 

significant differences for each of the AACC competencies for community college leadership, 

this hypothesis was proven correct. Full results are shown in tables 13 and 14. 

Table 13       

 

Importance v. Perceived Self-Competence Means, Emerging and New Community College Leaders  

 

 

AACC Competency 

Imp. 

Mean 

Comp. 

Mean 

Mean 

Diff. 

 

t 

 

df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Organizational Strategy 3.93 3.20 -0.73 6.04 40 0.000* 

Institutional Finance, Research, 

Fundraising, and Resource 

Management 

3.73 2.98 -0.75 5.87 39 0.000* 

Communication 3.90 3.49 -0.41 4.86 40 0.000* 

Collaboration 3.93 3.59 -0.44 3.55 40 0.001* 

Community College Advocacy 3.68 2.98 -0.70 6.02 40 0.000* 
Note. * ρ < .001. 
 

Table 14       

 

Importance v. Perceived Self-Competence Means, Veteran Community College Leaders  

 

 

AACC Competency 

Imp. 

Mean 

Comp. 

Mean 

Mean 

Diff. 

 

t 

 

df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Organizational Strategy 3.92 3.56 -0.36 6.86 80 0.000* 

Institutional Finance, Research, 

Fundraising, and Resource 

Management 

3.86 3.23 -0.53 9.12 80 0.000* 

Communication 3.96 3.63 -0.33 5.58 78 0.000* 

Collaboration 3.91 3.74 -0.17 3.32 80 0.001* 

Community College Advocacy 3.73 3.17 -0.56 8.17 80 0.000* 
Note. * ρ < .001. 
 

Research Question Four 

 

Research question four asked what sources emerging, new, and veteran community 

colleges believe are important surrounding the attainment of each of the AACC competencies for 

community college leaders. Respondents consistently ranked five acquisition sources highest in 

how they attained each competency: challenging job assignments, feedback, mentoring/coaching, 
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networking with colleagues, and progressive responsibilities within the community college 

setting. These acquisition sources, in varying order, were ranked the top five most important 

acquisition skills for four of the five AACC competencies: organizational strategy, institutional 

finance, research, fundraising, and resource management, communication, and collaboration. 

Only mentoring/coaching was not in the top five acquisition sources for the community college 

advocacy competency, replaced by outside workshops/institutes. Table 15 delineates the top 

acquisitions sources for each competency. 

Table 15      

 

Top Acquisition Sources by Competency, All Respondents, Mean Score and (Ranking) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

 

 

 

 

Org. 

Strategy 

Institutional 

Finance, 

Research, 

Fundraising, 

and Resource 

Management 

 

 

 

 

 

Comm. 

 

 

 

 

 

Coll. 

 

 

 

Comm. 

College 

Advocacy 

Challenging job assignments 3.67 (1) 3.37 (2) 3.51 (2) 3.55 (1) 3.06 (4) 

Feedback 3.51 (3) 3.34 (3) 3.55 (1) 3.46 (2) 3.01 (5) 

Mentoring/coaching 3.47 (4) 3.30 (4) 3.33 (4) 3.29 (5) xxx 

Networking with colleagues 3.40 (5) 3.20 (5) 3.18 (5) 3.46 (2) 3.32 (1) 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.54 (2) 3.42 (1) 3.40 (3) 3.39 (4) 3.17 (2) 

Outside workshops/institutes     3.10 (3) 
Note. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important,  

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 

 By contrast, doctoral education programs consistently ranked in the lower half of the list 

of 14 acquisition sources for each competency. By competency, doctoral education ranked ninth 

of all acquisition sources for community college advocacy, tenth for collaboration, tied for tenth 

with personal reflection/journaling as an acquisition source for institutional finance, research, 

fundraising, and resource management, and eleventh for both organizational strategy and 

communication. The only acquisition sources that consistently ranked lower than doctoral 

education programs as an acquisition source for the AACC competencies for community college 
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leadership were previous military experiences, previous government experiences, and other 

experiences not listed. Doctoral education programs did rank slightly higher than personal 

reflection/journaling as an acquisition source for collaboration and community college advocacy. 

Full rankings for each of the five AACC competencies are outlined in table 16. 

Table 16      

 

Acquisition Source Importance Means, All Respondents, Mean Score and (Ranking) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

 

 

 

 

 

Org. 

Strategy 

 

Institutional 

Finance, 

Research, 

Fundraising, 

and Resource 

Management 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comm. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Coll. 

 

 

 

 

Comm. 

College 

Advocacy 

Doctoral education programs 2.52 (11) 2.18 (T10) 2.42 (11) 2.33 (10) 2.29 (T9) 

In-house programs  2.86 (8) 2.54 (9) 2.54 (9) 2.79 (8) 2.70 (7) 

Outside workshops/institutes 2.99 (7) 2.56 (8) 2.64 (7) 2.81 (7) 3.10 (3) 

Challenging job assignments 3.67 (1) 3.37 (2) 3.51 (2) 3.55 (1) 3.06 (4) 

Hardship 3.04 (6) 2.95 (6) 3.00 (6) 2.97 (6) 2.58 (8) 

Feedback 3.51 (3) 3.34 (3) 3.55 (1) 3.46 (2) 3.01 (5) 

Mentoring/coaching 3.47 (4) 3.30 (4) 3.33 (4) 3.29 (5) 3.00 (6) 

Personal reflection/ journaling 2.60 (9) 2.18 (T10) 2.50 (10) 2.30 (11) 2.28 (11) 

Networking with colleagues 3.40 (5) 3.20 (5) 3.18 (5) 3.46 (2) 3.32 (1) 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.54 (2) 3.42 (1) 3.40 (3) 3.39 (4) 3.17 (2) 

From previous business exp. 2.54 (10) 2.78 (7) 2.63 (8) 2.60 (9) 2.29 (T9) 

From previous military exp. 1.51 (14) 1.41 (14) 1.46 (14) 1.51 (14) 1.46 (14) 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.82 (13) 1.90 (13) 1.78 (13) 1.82 (13) 1.80 (13) 

Other experiences not listed 2.29 (12) 2.14 (12) 2.22 (12) 2.07 (12) 2.03 (12) 
Note. T = tied ranking. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 

 

Hypothesis Eight 

 

Hypothesis eight stated that all respondent types believe professional experiences are 

more important than formal education in the attainment of each of the AACC competencies for 

community college leaders. When examined by each AACC competency, emerging community 

college leaders rated doctoral education as high as 3.00 (organizational strategy) and as low as 
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2.13 (collaboration). New community college leaders rated doctoral education as high as 2.65 

(organizational strategy) and as low as 2.27 (institutional finance, research, fundraising, and 

resource management). Veteran community college leaders rated doctoral education as high as 

2.43 (organizational strategy) and as low as 2.12 (institutional finance, research, fundraising, and 

resource management). All importance means of doctoral education by respondent type for the 

AACC competencies for community college leadership are provided in table 17. 

Table 17      

 

Importance of Doctoral Education to Acquiring Competencies, By Respondent Type 

 

 

 

 

 

Leadership 

Category 

 

 

 

 

Org. 

 Strategy 

Institutional 

Finance, 

Research, 

Fundraising, 

and Resource 

Management 

 

 

 

 

 

Communication 

 

 

 

 

 

Collaboration 

 

 

 

Community 

College 

Advocacy 

Emerging (n=8) 3.00 2.50 2.63 2.13 2.57 

New (n=27) 2.65 2.27 2.48 2.44 2.48 

Veteran (n=77) 2.43 2.12 2.38 2.32 2.20 
Note. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 

 

Similar to earlier analyses of acquisition sources of all respondents, doctoral education 

programs consistently ranked in the lower half of the list of acquisition sources for each 

competency by individual respondent type. Examining emerging and new community college 

leaders as a combined respondent type, doctoral education ranked as high as ninth of 14 

acquisition sources (organizational strategy and community college advocacy) and as low as 

eleventh (institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management).  

Doctoral education fared even worse among veteran community college leaders, with 

rankings of tenth or lower for all competencies (tenth for collaboration, eleventh for the other 

four competencies). The only competencies ranked as less important than doctoral education to 

veteran community college leaders were previous government experience, previous military 
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experience, and other experiences not listed. With professional experiences ranking higher than 

doctoral education across all AACC competencies for community college leadership, this 

hypothesis was correct. Tables 18 and 19 provide full mean score listings for emerging/new and 

veteran community college leaders respectively. 

Table 18      

 

Acquisition Source Importance Means by Competency, Emerging and New Community College 

Leaders, Mean Score and (Ranking) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

 

 

 

 

Org. 

Strategy 

Institutional 

Finance, 

Research,  

Fundraising, 

and Resource 

Management 

 

 

 

 

 

Comm. 

 

 

 

 

 

Coll. 

 

 

 

Comm. 

College 

Advocacy 

Doctoral education programs 2.74 (9) 2.32 (11) 2.51 (10) 2.37 (10) 2.50 (9) 

In-house programs  3.20 (6) 2.77 (7) 2.83 (7) 3.11 (6) 2.97 (7) 

Outside workshops/ institutes 3.09 (7) 2.69 (8) 2.66 (9) 2.86 (7) 3.12 (T3) 

Challenging job assignments 3.69 (1) 3.29 (3) 3.34 (3) 3.43 (3) 3.12 (T3) 

Hardship 2.89 (8) 2.63 (9) 2.86 (6) 2.77 (8) 2.53 (8) 

Feedback 3.54 (3) 3.34 (2) 3.60 (1) 3.46 (2) 3.03 (5) 

Mentoring/Coaching 3.63 (2) 3.46 (1) 3.49 (2) 3.34 (4) 3.18 (2) 

Personal reflection/journaling 2.64 (11) 2.06 (13) 2.49 (11) 2.31 (11) 2.09 (12) 

Networking with colleagues 3.37 (4) 3.23 (4) 3.20 (4) 3.57 (1) 3.29 (1) 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.26 (5) 3.17 (5) 3.06 (5) 3.14 (5) 3.00 (6) 

From previous business exp. 2.69 (10) 3.14 (6) 2.79 (8) 2.74 (9) 2.47 (10) 

From previous military exp. 1.69 (14) 1.46 (14) 1.71 (14) 1.74 (14) 1.71 (14) 

From previous gov’t exp. 2.11 (13) 2.12 (12) 2.00 (13) 2.03 (13) 2.06 (13) 

Other experiences not listed 2.36 (12) 2.42 (10) 2.27 (12) 2.30 (12) 2.16 (11) 
Note. T = tied ranking. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important,            

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
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Table 19 

     

 

Acquisition Source Importance Means by Competency, Veteran Community College Leaders,  

Mean Score and (Ranking) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

 

 

 

 

Org. 

Strategy 

Institutional 

Finance, 

Research, 

Fundraising, 

and Resource 

Management 

 

 

 

 

Comm. 

 

 

 

 

Coll. 

 

 

 

Comm. 

College 

Advocacy 

Doctoral education programs 2.43 (11) 2.12 (11) 2.38 (11) 2.32 (10) 2.20 (11) 

In-house programs 2.70 (8) 2.44 (9) 2.41 (10) 2.65 (8) 2.58 (8) 

Outside workshops/ institutes 2.95 (7) 2.51 (8) 2.64 (7) 2.79 (7) 3.09 (3) 

Challenging job assignments 3.66 (2) 3.41 (2) 3.58 (1) 3.61 (1) 3.04 (4) 

Hardship 3.12 (6) 3.09 (6) 3.06 (6) 3.06 (6) 2.60 (7) 

Feedback 3.49 (3) 3.34 (T3) 3.53 (3) 3.45 (3) 3.00 (5) 

Mentoring/Coaching 3.40 (5) 3.34 (T3) 3.26 (4) 3.26 (5) 2.92 (6) 

Personal reflection/journaling 2.58 (9) 2.23 (10) 2.51 (9) 2.30 (11) 2.36 (9) 

Networking with colleagues 3.42 (4) 3.18 (5) 3.17 (5) 3.41 (4) 3.32 (1) 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.68 (1) 3.54 (1) 3.56 (2) 3.51 (2) 3.25 (2) 

From previous business exp. 2.47 (10) 2.61 (7) 2.56 (8) 2.53 (9) 2.21 (10) 

From previous military exp. 1.43 (14) 1.38 (14) 1.35 (14) 1.41 (14) 1.35 (14) 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.69 (13) 1.80 (13) 1.68 (13) 1.73 (13) 1.70 (13) 

Other experiences not listed 2.26 (12) 2.01 (12) 2.19 (12) 1.96 (12) 1.97 (12) 
Note. T = tied ranking. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important,          

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 

 

 While there was general consistency in analyzing doctoral education by respondent type, 

there are stark differences in the views of doctoral education when analyzed by respondents’ 

level of degree attainment. Respondents with bachelor’s degrees and master’s degrees as their 

highest level of degree attainment consistently rated a doctoral education as minimally 

important, with mean scores as low as 1.78 on a four-point scale for bachelor’s degree holders 

(communication and collaboration). Only one competency (organizational strategy) had a mean 

score above 2.00. Respondents with master’s degrees had similar mean scores, as low as 1.86 on 

a four-point scale (institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management) and 

only one competency (organizational strategy) with a mean score above 2.00. 
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 Conversely, respondents with doctoral degrees believed that doctoral education was 

considerably more important than other respondents. Mean scores for the importance of doctoral 

education for the AACC competencies varied from a low mean score of 2.71 for institutional 

finance, research, fundraising, and resource management to a high mean score of 3.24 for 

organizational strategy. Four of the five competencies had mean scores higher than 3.00 on a 

four-point scale. Mean scores for each of the competencies by degree attainment are listed in 

table 20. 

Table 20      

 

Importance of Doctoral Education to Acquiring Competencies, By Educational Attainment 

 

 

 

 

 

Degree 

Attainment 

 

 

 

 

Org. 

Strategy 

Institutional 

Finance, 

Research,  

Fundraising, 

and Resource 

Management 

 

 

 

 

 

Communication 

 

 

 

 

 

Collaboration 

 

 

 

Community 

College 

Advocacy 

Bachelor’s 

(n=10) 

2.11 1.89 1.78 1.78 2.00 

Master’s  

(n=59) 

2.10 1.86 2.00 1.91 1.95 

Doctorate 

(n=41) 

3.24 2.71 3.17 3.10 2.88 

Other (e.g. JD) 

(n=3) 

2.00 2.00 2.33 1.67 1.67 

Note. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
      

 Doctoral education was also ranked higher in comparison to other acquisition sources by 

those with doctoral degrees than it did when analyzed by respondent type, with mean scores 

ranked either fifth or sixth of the 14 acquisition sources surveyed. While these rankings were 

higher than rankings of all respondents, which varied from ninth to 11th of the 14 acquisition 

sources, doctoral education still consistently ranked lower than progressive responsibilities 

within the community college setting, challenging job assignments, networking with colleagues, 
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feedback (for four of the five competencies), and mentoring/coaching (for four of the five 

competencies). Full mean score analysis by acquisition source for each of the AACC 

competencies can be found in table 21. 

Table 21      

 

Acquisition Source Importance Means by Competency, Respondents with Doctoral Degrees, Mean 

Score and (Ranking) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

 

 

 

 

Org. 

Strategy 

Institutional 

Finance, 

Research, 

Fundraising, 

and Resource 

Management 

 

 

 

 

 

Comm. 

 

 

 

 

 

Coll. 

 

 

 

Comm. 

College 

Advocacy 

Doctoral education programs 3.24 (6) 2.71 (T6) 3.17 (6) 3.10 (6) 2.88 (5) 

In-house programs  2.78 (9) 2.41 (9) 2.55 (10) 2.78 (9) 2.80 (8) 

Outside workshops/ institutes 2.98 (8) 2.34 (10) 2.56 (9) 2.90 (8) 3.12 (3) 

Challenging job assignments 3.68 (2) 3.23 (3) 3.51 (1) 3.41 (3) 2.98 (4) 

Hardship 3.00 (7) 2.68 (8) 2.88 (7) 2.93 (7) 2.41 (9) 

Feedback 3.34 (5) 3.07 (5) 3.46 (2) 3.37 (4) 2.85 (6) 

Mentoring/Coaching 3.39 (T3) 3.22 (4) 3.22 (5) 3.20 (5) 2.83 (7) 

Personal reflection/journaling 2.69 (10) 2.20 (11) 2.71 (8) 2.51 (10) 2.39 (10) 

Networking with colleagues 3.39 (T3) 3.24 (2) 3.37 (4) 3.55 (1) 3.24 (2) 

Progressive admin. 

responsibilities within the 

comm. coll. setting 

3.73 (1) 3.52 (1) 3.44 (3) 3.49 (2) 3.27 (1) 

From previous business exp. 2.39 (11) 2.71 (T6) 2.49 (11) 2.44 (11) 2.07 (11) 

From previous military exp. 1.38 (14) 1.40 (14) 1.35 (14) 1.42 (14) 1.38 (14) 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.54 (13) 1.78 (13) 1.59 (13) 1.66 (13) 1.61 (13) 

Other experiences not listed 2.33 (12) 2.12 (12) 2.10 (12) 2.10 (12) 2.05 (12) 
Note. T = tied ranking. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important,          

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
 

 Research Question Five 

 

The fifth and final research question examined whether or not significant differences 

existed among various respondent demographic factors, such as gender, age, and the office 

location between an Ivy Tech campus and the Ivy Tech statewide systems office. 
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Hypothesis Nine 

Hypothesis nine stated that there is no relationship between gender and the importance, 

perceived competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for 

community college leaders. To test this hypothesis, respondent data from those identifying as 

women were compared to those identifying as men (no respondents identified as a different 

gender when asked) regarding the importance level, perceived competence level, and acquisition 

sources of the AACC competencies. 

 Both men and women believed the AACC competencies to be important, with mean 

scores by both genders of 3.7 or higher for all five competencies. Both men and women ranked 

the relative importance of the competences in the same order: (1) communication, (2) 

organizational strategy, (3) collaboration, (4) institutional finance, research, fundraising, and 

resource management, and (5) community college advocacy. To determine if there were 

significant differences between gender and the importance of the AACC competencies, 

independent-sample T-tests were conducted for each of the five competencies. While women 

found each competency to be slightly more important than men did, there was no statistical 

significance between gender and any of the five competencies, as outlined in table 22. 

Table 22        

 

Importance Means, By Gender 

 

 

AACC Competency 

Women 

(n=68) 

Men 

(n=43) 

Mean 

Difference 

 

t 

 

df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Organizational Strategy 3.92 3.91 0.01 -0.33 109 0.745 

Institutional Finance, 

Research, Fundraising, and 

Resource Management 

3.82 3.79 0.03 -0.63 109 0.530 

Communication 
 

3.95 3.93 0.02 -0.58 109 0.565 

Collaboration  3.92 3.86 0.06 -1.80 109 0.074 

Community College Advocacy 3.72 3.70 0.02 -0.39 109 0.695 
Note. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
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Both men and women also believed themselves to be competent in each of the AACC 

competencies for community college leadership, with mean scores by both genders of 3.12 or 

higher for all five competencies. There was slight variation in how women and men ranked their 

perceived self-competence of the competencies, although they shared the same top three 

competencies: (1) collaboration, (2) communication, and (3) organizational strategy. The fourth 

highest mean competence score for women was institutional finance, research, fundraising, and 

resource management (3.13 mean score), followed by community college advocacy (3.12). Men 

had these competencies in reverse, with community college advocacy (3.16 mean score) 

followed by institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management (3.14).  

To determine if there were significant differences between gender and the perceived 

competence of the AACC competencies, independent-sample t-tests were conducted for each of 

the five competencies. While men perceived their competence to be higher than women for each 

of the AACC competencies for community college leadership, there were no statistical 

significances between gender and any of the five competencies, as outlined in table 23. 

Table 23        

 

Perceived Self-Competence Means, By Gender 

 

 

AACC Competency 

Women 

(n=68) 

Men 

(n=43) 

Mean 

Difference 

 

t 

 

df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Organizational Strategy 3.40 3.49 -0.09  0.73 109 0.467 

Institutional Finance, 

Research, Fundraising, and 

Resource Management 

3.13 3.14 -0.01  0.08 108 0.939 

Communication 
 

3.57 3.67 -0.10  0.93 108 0.353 

Collaboration  3.67 3.72 -0.05 -0.48 109 0.636 

Community College Advocacy 3.12 3.16 -0.04 0.33 109 0.740 
Note. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not competent, 

2 = minimally competent, 3 = moderately competent, and 4 = very competent 
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 To determine if there were significant differences between gender and the acquisition 

sources of the AACC competencies, independent-sample t-tests were conducted for each of the 

14 acquisition sources across each of the five competencies. Of the 70 independent-sample T-

tests conducted, all but 12 lacked statistical significance. Eight of the 14 acquisition sources 

lacked statistical significance across all five AACC competencies: (1) doctoral education 

programs, (2) hardship, (3) personal reflection/journaling, (4) networking with colleagues, (5) 

pervious business experience, (6) previous military experience, (7) previous government 

experience, and (8) other experiences not listed. 

Of the remaining six acquisition sources and gender comparisons, challenging job 

assignments was statistically significant in three AACC competencies (communication, 

collaboration, and community college advocacy). In-house programs (communication and 

community college advocacy), feedback (organizational strategy and communication), 

mentoring/coaching (organizational strategy and institutional finance, research, fundraising, and 

resource management), and progressive administrative responsibilities within a community 

college setting (collaboration and community college advocacy) had statistically significant 

differences with two AACC competencies). Lastly, outside workshops/institutes had a 

statistically significant difference within the organizational strategy competency. 

This hypothesis was correct regarding gender and the importance and perceived self-

competence of the AACC competencies, with no statistically significant differences. Although 

statistically significant differences existed for 12 of the acquisition source comparisons, this 

alone is insufficient to show a relationship between gender and the acquisition sources of the 

competencies, as no acquisition source was different across all competencies. Full evaluations of 

each acquisition source and AAAC competency are shown below in tables 24-28. 
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Table 24       

 

Organizational Strategy Acquisition Source Importance Means, By Gender 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

Women 

(n=68) 

Men 

(n=43) 

Mean 

Difference 

 

t 

 

df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Doctoral education programs 2.67 2.30 0.37 -1.76 107 0.082 

In-house programs 3.01 2.67 0.34 -1.95 108 0.054 

Outside workshops/institutes 3.18 2.72 0.36 -3.08 108     0.003** 

Challenging job assignments 3.73 3.58 0.15 -1.38 108 0.172 

Hardship 3.13 2.86 0.29 -1.64 108 0.104 

Feedback 3.63 3.37 0.26 -2.10 108   0.038* 

Mentoring/Coaching 3.67 3.23 0.44 -3.50 108       0.001*** 

Personal reflection/ journaling 2.63 2.58 0.05 -0.28 106 0.778 

Networking with colleagues 3.42 3.42 0.00   0.01 108 0.995 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.66 3.37 0.29 -1.97 108 0.052 

From previous business exp. 2.48 2.67 -0.19   0.96 108 0.338 

From previous military exp. 1.55 1.49 0.06 -0.37 107 0.714 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.85 1.81 0.04 -0.19 108 0.852 

Other experiences not listed 2.28 2.30 -0.02   0.11 99 0.912 
Note. * ρ < .05. ** ρ < .01. *** ρ < .001. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 

1 = not important, 2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
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Table 25       

 

Institutional Finance, Research, Fundraising, and Resource Management Acquisition Source 

Importance Means, By Gender 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

Women 

(n=68) 

Men 

(n=43) 

Mean 

Difference 

 

t 

 

df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Doctoral education programs 2.25 2.12 0.13 -0.65 106 0.515 

In-house programs 2.67 2.40 0.27 -1.45 108 0.151 

Outside workshops/institutes 2.61 2.53 0.08 -0.42 108 0.674 

Challenging job assignments 3.45 3.30 0.15 -1.08 108 0.284 

Hardship 3.01 2.88 0.13 -0.71 108 0.481 

Feedback 3.39 3.30 0.09 -0.63 108 0.532 

Mentoring/Coaching 3.45 3.14 0.31 -2.05 108   0.042* 

Personal reflection/journaling 2.13 2.26      -0.13   0.70 108 0.487 

Networking with colleagues 3.27 3.14 0.13 -0.79 108 0.434 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.56 3.26 0.30 -1.97 107 0.051 

From previous business exp. 2.81 2.74 0.07 -0.29 108 0.774 

From previous military exp. 1.42 1.40 0.02 -0.22 107 0.823 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.88 1.93      -0.05   0.24 106 0.814 

Other experiences not listed 2.21 2.10 0.11 -0.50 101 0.621 
Note. * ρ < .05. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important,  

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
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Table 26       

 

Communication Acquisition Source Importance Means, By Gender 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

Women 

(n=68) 

Men 

(n=43) 

Mean 

Difference 

 

t 

 

df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Doctoral education programs 2.47 2.40  0.07 -0.34 107 0.736 

In-house programs 2.72 2.28  0.44 -2.26 108   0.026* 

Outside workshops/institutes 2.70 2.60  0.10 -0.57 108 0.571 

Challenging job assignments 3.63 3.35  0.28 -2.06 108   0.042* 

Hardship 3.12 2.84  0.28 -1.53 108 0.130 

Feedback 3.70 3.37  0.33 -2.58 108   0.011* 

Mentoring/Coaching 3.48 3.19  0.27 -1.92 108 0.057 

Personal reflection/journaling 2.53 2.51  0.02 -0.10 107 0.923 

Networking with colleagues 3.23 3.14  0.09 -0.53 107 0.598 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.52 3.26  0.26 -1.73 108 0.086 

From previous business exp. 2.61 2.70 -0.09  0.41 107 0.680 

From previous military exp. 1.45 1.49 -0.04  0.27 106 0.787 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.75 1.84 -0.09  0.46 108 0.646 

Other experiences not listed 2.26 2.19  0.07 -0.33 101 0.741 
Note. * ρ < .05. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important,  

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
 

Table 27       

 

Collaboration Acquisition Source Importance Means, By Gender 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

Women 

(n=68) 

Men 

(n=43) 

Mean 

Difference 

 

t 

 

df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Doctoral education programs 2.42 2.23  0.19 -0.86 107 0.394 

In-house programs 2.97 2.58  0.39 -1.90 108 0.060 

Outside workshops/institutes 2.91 2.70  0.21 -1.13 108 0.262 

Challenging job assignments 3.70 3.37  0.33 -3.09 108     0.003** 

Hardship 2.99 2.95  0.04 -0.19 108 0.854 

Feedback 3.52 3.40  0.12 -1.08 108 0.282 

Mentoring/coaching 3.36 3.19  0.17 -1.18 108 0.239 

Personal reflection/journaling 2.28 2.37 -0.09  0.46 108 0.645 

Networking with colleagues 3.52 3.44  0.18 -0.51 107 0.610 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.54 3.21  0.23 -2.12 108   0.036* 

From previous business exp. 2.54 2.72 -0.18  0.86 108 0.392 

From previous military exp. 1.48 1.58 -0.10  0.60 107 0.552 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.78 1.91 -0.13  0.67 108 0.507 

Other experiences not listed 2.03 2.17 -0.14  0.64 102 0.522 
Note. * ρ < .05. ** ρ < .01. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 

1 = not important, 2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
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Table 28       

 

Community College Advocacy Acquisition Source Importance Means, By Gender 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

Women 

(n=68) 

Men 

(n=43) 

Mean 

Difference 

 

t 

 

df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Doctoral education programs 2.28 2.33 -0.05  0.23 106 0.818 

In-house programs 2.91 2.44  0.47 -2.31 107   0.023* 

Outside workshops/institutes 3.25 2.95  0.39 -1.70 106 0.093 

Challenging job assignments 3.24 2.83  0.41 -2.52 106   0.013* 

Hardship 2.64 2.51  0.13 -0.69 107 0.494 

Feedback 3.11 2.91  0.20 -1.21 107 0.230 

Mentoring/Coaching 3.11 2.91  0.20 -1.15 107 0.254 

Personal reflection/journaling 2.18 2.37 -0.19  1.51 107 0.135 

Networking with colleagues 3.42 3.23  0.19 -1.41 107 0.163 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.35 2.98  0.37 -2.19 107   0.030* 

From previous business exp. 2.26 2.37 -0.09  0.52 107 0.604 

From previous military exp. 1.52 1.37  0.15 -1.00 104 0.322 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.77 1.86 -0.09  0.40 106 0.689 

Other experiences not listed 1.97 2.14 -0.17  0.83 102 0.407 
Note. * ρ < .05. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important,  

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
 

Hypothesis 10 

 

Hypothesis 10 stated that there is no relationship between age and the importance, 

perceived self-competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies 

for community college leaders. To test this hypothesis, the original survey age ranges of those 

between ages 30 and 39, 40 and 49, 50 and 59, and 60 and older were combined into two groups: 

respondents between 30 and 49 and respondents 50 and older. This resulted in a shift from 

utilizing MANOVA to t-tests for statistical analysis. 

 Respondents of both age groups believed the AACC competencies of community college 

leadership to be important, with mean scores across age groups above 3.6 on a four-point scale. 

Respondents ages 30-49 believed communication to be the most important competencies (3.92 

mean score), followed by organizational strategy and collaboration (each at 3.91), institutional 
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finance, research, fundraising, and resource management (3.69), and community college 

advocacy (3.61). Respondents ages 50 and older believed communication to be most important 

(3.96), followed by organizational strategy, collaboration, and institutional finance, research, 

fundraising, and resource management (each at 3.93), and community college advocacy (3.77).  

To determine whether or not there were significant differences among age ranges and the 

importance of the AACC competencies for community college leaders, independent sample t-

tests between the two age groups of community college leaders were conducted for each of the 

five competencies. While the importance means for those 30-49 were lower than those 50 and 

older for all five competencies, only one result was significant: institutional finance, research, 

fundraising, and resource management. Full results are shown in table 29 below: 

Table 29        

 

Importance Means, By Age Group 

 

 

AACC Competency 

30-49 

(n=54) 

50+ 

(n=57) 

Mean 

Difference 

 

t 

 

df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Organizational Strategy 3.91 3.93 -0.02 -0.39 109 0.701 

Institutional Finance, 

Research, Fundraising, and 

Resource Management 

3.69 3.93 -0.24 -3.43 109   0.001* 

Communication 
 

3.92 3.96 -0.04 -0.93 108 0.356 

Collaboration  3.91 3.93 -0.02 -0.43 109 0.669 

Community College Advocacy 3.61 3.77 -0.16 -1.55 109 0.126 
Note. * ρ < .001. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
 

Respondents across both age ranges believed that they were competent in each of the 

AACC competencies for community college leadership, with all perceived competence mean 

scores but one above 3.0 on a four-point scale (2.98 for 30-49 year old respondents’ perceived 

self-competence of community college leadership). Both age ranges believed they were most 

competent at the collaboration and communication competencies, followed by the organizational 

strategy competency. Respondents 50 and older were rated their competence lowest for the 
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institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management competency, while 30-49 

year old respondents rated community college advocacy lowest.  

To determine if there were significant differences between age ranges and the perceived 

self-competence of the AACC competencies for community college leaders, independent sample 

t-tests between the two age groups were conducted for each of the five competencies. While 

respondents 50 and older perceived their competence to be higher than their 30-49 year old 

counterparts for each of the AACC competencies for community college leadership, only one 

result was significant: organizational strategy. Full results are shown in table 30 below: 

Table 30        

 

Perceived Self-Competence Means, By Age Group 

 

 

AACC Competency 

30-49 

(n=54) 

50+ 

(n=57) 

Mean 

Difference 

 

t 

 

df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Organizational Strategy 3.28 3.58 -0.30 -2.53 109   0.013* 

Institutional Finance, 

Research, Fundraising, and 

Resource Management 

3.06 3.21 -0.15 -1.20 108 0.234 

Communication 
 

3.54 3.68 -0.14 -1.47 108 0.145 

Collaboration  3.65 3.75 -0.10 -1.13 109 0.262 

Community College Advocacy 2.98 3.23 -0.25 -1.83 109 0.070 
Note. * ρ < .05. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 

  

To determine if there were significant differences between age groups and the acquisition 

sources of the AACC competencies, independent-sample t-tests were conducted for each of the 

14 acquisition sources across each of the five competencies. Of the 70 independent-sample t-tests 

conducted, all but three lacked statistical significance. The three statistically significant 

differences were: (1) mentoring/coaching and the organizational strategy competency, (2) 

previous business experience and the institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource 

management, and (3) hardship and the communication competency. 
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This hypothesis was correct regarding age and the AACC competencies, with only one 

statistically significant difference occurring in each five-competency comparison for importance 

and perceived self-competence. In these comparisons, no competency was statistically significant 

for both importance and perceived self-competence. In addition, only three statistically 

significant differences existed out of 70 acquisition source comparisons, and no acquisition 

source was different across all competencies. Full evaluations of each acquisition source and 

AAAC competency is shown below in tables 31-35.  

Table 31       

 

Organizational Strategy Acquisition Source Importance Means, By Age Group 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

30-49 

(n=53) 

50+ 

(n=57) 

Mean 

Difference 

 

t 

 

df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Doctoral education programs 2.33 2.67 -0.34 -1.66 107 0.100 

In-house programs 2.94 2.81  0.13  0.78 108 0.440 

Outside workshops/institutes 2.98 3.02 -0.04 -0.24 108 0.810 

Challenging job assignments 3.72 3.63  0.09  0.11 108 0.427 

Hardship 3.00 3.07 -0.07 -0.42 108 0.673 

Feedback 3.53 3.47  0.06  0.42 108 0.673 

Mentoring/coaching 3.62 3.33  0.29  2.16 108   0.033* 

Personal reflection/journaling 2.59 2.58  0.01  0.05 108 0.957 

Networking with colleagues 3.32 3.47 -0.15 -1.32 108 0.189 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.53 3.56 -0.03 -0.23 108 0.818 

From previous business exp. 2.57 2.53  0.04  0.20 108 0.843 

From previous military exp. 1.47 1.57 -0.10 -0.66 107 0.512 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.91 1.77  0.14  0.70 108 0.486 

Other experiences not listed 2.31 2.23  0.08  0.41 99 0.685 
Note. * ρ < .05. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
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Table 32       

 

Institutional Finance, Research, Fundraising, and Resource Management Acquisition Source 

Importance Means, By Age Group 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

30-49 

(n=53) 

50+ 

(n=57) 

Mean 

Difference 

 

t 

 

df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Doctoral education programs 2.10 2.27 -0.17 -0.88 106 0.382 

In-house programs 2.62 2.47 0.15 0.79 108 0.434 

Outside workshops/institutes 2.55 2.60 -0.05 -0.27 108 0.785 

Challenging job assignments 3.32 3.42 -0.10 -0.72 108 0.473 

Hardship 2.81 3.09 -0.28 -1.52 108 0.133 

Feedback 3.36 3.30 0.06 0.11 108 0.668 

Mentoring/Coaching 3.34 3.26 0.08 0.49 108 0.662 

Personal reflection/journaling 2.08 2.25 -0.17 -1.00 108 0.321 

Networking with colleagues 3.13 3.26 -0.13 -0.79 108 0.430 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.36 3.48 -0.12 -0.80 107 0.427 

From previous business exp. 3.02 2.56 0.46 2.23 108   0.028* 

From previous military exp. 1.38 1.45 -0.07 -0.55 107 0.585 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.96 1.85 0.11 0.52 105 0.607 

Other experiences not listed 2.24 2.04 0.20 0.98 101 0.330 
Note. * ρ < .05. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
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Table 33       

 

Communication Acquisition Source Importance Means, By Age Group 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

30-49 

(n=53) 

50+ 

(n=57) 

Mean 

Difference 

 

t 

 

df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Doctoral education programs 2.32 2.52 -0.20 -0.91 107 0.363 

In-house programs 2.54 2.56 -0.02 -0.12 107 0.907 

Outside workshops/institutes 2.51 2.79 -0.28 -1.68 108 0.096 

Challenging job assignments 3.42 3.60 -0.18 -1.34 108 0.184 

Hardship 2.79 3.19 -0.40 -2.23 108   0.028* 

Feedback 3.57 3.53  0.04  0.29 108 0.772 

Mentoring/Coaching 3.36 3.32 -0.16  0.27 108 0.785 

Personal reflection/journaling 2.42 2.57 -0.15 -0.83 107 0.407 

Networking with colleagues 3.02 3.32 -0.30 -1.88 107 0.062 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.25 3.54 -0.29 -1.97 108 0.051 

From previous business exp. 2.69 2.56  0.13  0.61 108 0.545 

From previous military exp. 1.44 1.48 -0.04 -0.26 107 0.795 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.89 1.68  0.21  1.05 108 0.294 

Other experiences not listed 2.20 2.20  0.00  0.00 101 0.999 
Note. * ρ < .05. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
 

Table 34       

 

Collaboration Acquisition Source Importance Means, By Age Group 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

30-49 

(n=53) 

50+ 

(n=57) 

Mean 

Difference 

t df Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Doctoral education programs 2.15 2.52 -0.37 -1.69 107 0.096 

In-house programs 2.81 2.81 0.00 0.02 108 0.983 

Outside workshops/institutes 2.70 2.93 -0.23 -1.24 108 0.216 

Challenging job assignments 3.53 3.56 -0.03 -0.28 108 0.779 

Hardship 2.83 3.09 -0.26 -1.55 108 0.124 

Feedback 3.47 3.42 0.05 0.41 108 0.682 

Mentoring/Coaching 3.38 3.19 0.19 1.34 107 0.182 

Personal reflection/journaling 2.19 2.39 -0.20 -1.07 106 0.289 

Networking with colleagues 3.36 3.55 -0.19 -1.34 107 0.184 

Progressive admin. resp. within 

the comm. coll. setting 

3.26 3.51 -0.25 -1.59 108 0.116 

From previous business exp. 2.74 2.46 0.28 1.36 108 0.178 

From previous military exp. 1.55 1.50 0.05 0.30 107 0.766 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.92 1.74 0.18 0.98 108 0.329 

Other experiences not listed 2.02 2.09 -0.07 -0.36 102 0.722 
Note. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
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Table 35       

 

Community College Advocacy Acquisition Source Importance Means, By Age Group 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

30-49 

(n=53) 

50+ 

(n=57) 

Mean 

Difference 

t df Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Doctoral education programs 2.13 2.41 -0.28 -1.34 106 0.184 

In-house programs 2.67 2.74 -0.07 -0.31 107 0.757 

Outside workshops/institutes 3.06 3.14 -0.08 -0.47 106 0.643 

Challenging job assignments 3.02 3.09 -0.07 -0.42 106 0.675 

Hardship 2.46 2.65 -0.19 -1.06 107 0.294 

Feedback 3.00 3.00  0.00  0.00 107 1.000 

Mentoring/Coaching 3.10 2.93  0.17  0.96 107 0.342 

Personal reflection/journaling 2.12 2.42 -0.30 -1.66 107 0.101 

Networking with colleagues 3.33 3.33  0.00 -0.05 107 0.964 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.13 3.21 -0.08 -0.44 107 0.663 

From previous business exp. 2.13 2.42 -0.29 -1.34 107 0.185 

From previous military exp. 1.48 1.45  0.03  0.22 104 0.824 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.80 1.81 -0.01 -0.02 106 0.988 

Other experiences not listed 1.90 2.13 -0.23 -1.11 102 0.269 
Note. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 

 

Hypothesis 11 

 

Hypothesis 11 stated that there are significant differences between respondents employed 

by a campus and those employed by the systems office and the importance, perceived self-

competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for community 

college leaders. 

Both employees at individual Ivy Tech Community College campuses and the statewide 

systems office believe the AACC competencies to be important, with mean scores by office 

location of 3.69 or higher for all five competencies. Both campus and systems office employee 

ranked the relative importance of the competences in the same order: (1) communication, (2) 

organizational strategy, (3) collaboration, (4) institutional finance, research, fundraising, and 

resource management, and (5) community college advocacy. The only difference between 
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groups was that there were identical means scores among communication, organizational 

strategy, and collaboration for systems office employees, where campus employees had slight 

mean score differences (0.03 among the three competencies). Full results are shown in table 36. 

Table 36        

 

Importance Means, By Office Location 

 

 

 

AACC Competency 

 

Campus 

(n=80) 

Systems 

office 

(n=33) 

 

Mean 

Difference 

 

 

t 

 

 

df 

 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Organizational Strategy 3.90 3.97 -0.07 -1.11 111 0.268 

Institutional Finance, 

Research, Fundraising, and 

Resource Management 

3.81 3.82 -0.01 -0.07 111 0.944 

Communication 
 

3.92 3.97 -0.05 -0.91 110 0.367 

Collaboration  3.89 3.97 -0.08 -1.40 111 0.165 

Community College Advocacy 3.69 3.73 -0.04 -0.35 111 0.728 
Note. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 

 

Both employees at individual campuses and the statewide systems office also believed 

themselves to be competent in each of the AACC competencies for community college 

leadership, with mean scores of 3.09 or higher for all five competencies. Similar to gender, there 

was slight variation in how campus and systems office employees ranked their perceived 

competence of the competencies, although they shared the same top three competencies: (1) 

collaboration, (2) communication, and (3) organizational strategy. The fourth highest mean 

competence score for campus employees was institutional finance, research, fundraising, and 

resource management (3.16 mean score), followed by community college advocacy (3.11). 

Systems office employees had these competencies in reverse, with community college advocacy 

(3.12 mean score) followed by institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource 

management (3.09). Systems office employees as a group had higher perceived self-competence 

of the communication, collaboration, and community college advocacy competencies, while 
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campus-based employees had higher perceived self-competence of the organizational strategy 

and institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management competencies. 

To determine if there were significant differences between office location and the 

perceived competence of the AACC competencies, independent-sample t-tests were conducted 

for each of the five competencies. Employees working on a campus as a group perceived higher 

self-competence in the organizational strategy and institutional finance, research, fundraising, 

and resource management competencies, while systems office employees perceived themselves 

of higher competences in the communication and collaboration competencies. Mean scores for 

the community college advocacy competency were virtually identical, with the systems office 

mean score (3.12) being just 0.01 higher than the campus employee mean score (3.11). While 

there were differences in mean scores of 0.16 for communication and 0.15 for organizational 

strategy, there were no statistical significance between office location and any of the five 

competencies, as outlined in table 37. 

Table 37        

 

Perceived Self-Competence Means, By Office Location 

 

 

 

AACC Competency 

 

Campus 

(n=80) 

Systems 

office 

(n=33) 

 

Mean 

Difference 

 

 

t 

 

 

df 

 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Organizational Strategy 3.48 3.33  0.15  1.07 111 0.286 

Institutional Finance, 

Research, Fundraising, and 

Resource Management 

3.16 3.09  0.07  0.51 110 0.612 

Communication 
 

3.56 3.72 -0.16 -1.48 110 0.143 

Collaboration  3.69 3.73 -0.04 -0.39 111 0.701 

Community College Advocacy 3.11 3.12 -0.01 -0.06 111 0.953 
Note. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not competent, 

2 = minimally competent, 3 = moderately competent, and 4 = very competent 
 

To determine if there were significant differences between office location and the 

acquisition sources of the AACC competencies, independent-sample t-tests were conducted for 
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each of the 14 acquisition sources across each of the five competencies. Of the 70 independent-

sample t-tests conducted, all but six lacked statistical significance. Only four of the 14 

acquisition sources had statistical significance across any of the five AACC competencies: (1) 

personal reflection/journaling, (2) networking with colleagues, (3) previous government 

experience, and (4) other experiences not listed. 

Three of the four acquisition sources had statistical significance in one of five AACC 

competencies: personal reflection/journaling and organizational strategy, networking with 

colleagues and community college advocacy, and other experiences not listed and institutional 

finance, research, fundraising and resource management. Previous government experience is the 

acquisition source that stood out in its significant differences between campus respondents and 

respondents from the statewide systems office. There were statistically significant differences in 

three of the five AACC competencies: organizational strategy, communication, and 

collaboration. 

This hypothesis was not correct regarding office location and the AACC competencies, 

with no statistically significant difference occurring in each five-competency comparison for 

importance and perceived self-competence. In addition, only six statistically significant 

differences existed out of 70 acquisition source comparisons, and no acquisition source was 

significant across all competencies. Full evaluations of each acquisition source and AAAC 

competency is shown below in tables 38-42. 
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Table 38       

 

Organizational Strategy Acquisition Source Importance Means, By Campus Location 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

 

 

Campus 

(n=80) 

Systems 

Office 

(n=32) 

 

Mean 

Difference 

 

 

t 

 

 

df 

 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Doctoral education programs 2.56 2.44  0.12  0.53 109 0.599 

In-house programs 2.85 2.88 -0.03 -0.13 110 0.897 

Outside workshops/institutes 2.95 3.09 -0.14 -0.87 110 0.386 

Challenging job assignments 3.64 3.75 -0.11 -0.96 110 0.339 

Hardship 3.04 3.06 -0.02 -0.14 110 0.891 

Feedback 3.45 3.66 -0.21 -1.48 110 0.142 

Mentoring/Coaching 3.45 3.53 -0.08 -0.55 110 0.586 

Personal reflection/journaling 2.49 2.88 -0.39 -2.11 108   0.037* 

Networking with colleagues 3.36 3.50 -0.14 -1.08 110 0.281 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.60 3.41  0.19  1.25 110 0.216 

From previous business exp. 2.45 2.75 -0.30 -1.37 110 0.172 

From previous military exp. 1.47 1.63 -0.16 -0.95 109 0.343 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.66 2.22 -0.56 -2.75 110     0.007** 

Other experiences not listed 2.26 2.38 -0.12 -0.60 101 0.552 
Note. * ρ < .05. ** ρ < .01. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 

1 = not important, 2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
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Table 39       

 

Institutional Finance, Research, Fundraising, and Resource Management Acquisition Source 

Importance Means, By Campus Location 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

 

 

Campus 

(n=80) 

Systems 

Office 

(n=32) 

 

Mean 

Difference 

 

 

t 

 

 

df 

 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

 

Doctoral education programs 

 

2.13 

 

2.31 

 

-0.18 

 

-0.88 

 

108 

 

0.385 

In-house programs 2.59 2.44  0.15  0.73 110 0.469 

Outside workshops/institutes 2.46 2.81 -0.35 -1.80 110 0.074 

Challenging job assignments 3.34 3.44 -0.10 -0.63 109 0.531 

Hardship 3.04 2.72  0.32  1.60 110 0.112 

Feedback 3.34 3.34  0.00 -0.04 110 0.968 

Mentoring/Coaching 3.31 3.25  0.06  0.19 110 0.853 

Personal reflection/journaling 2.18 2.19 -0.01 -0.07 110 0.947 

Networking with colleagues 3.14 3.34 -0.20 -1.15 110 0.252 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.46 3.34  0.12  0.66 109 0.509 

From previous business exp. 2.69 3.00 -0.31 -1.36 110 0.177 

From previous military exp. 1.38 1.47 -0.09 -0.65 109 0.517 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.78 2.19 -0.41 -1.85 106 0.068 

Other experiences not listed 1.97 2.57 -0.60 -2.67 103   0.009* 
Note. * ρ < .01. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
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Table 40       

 

Communication Acquisition Source Importance Means, By Campus Location 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

Campus 

(n=80) 

Systems 

Office (n=32) 

Mean 

Diff. 

 

t 

 

df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Doctoral education programs 2.39 2.50 -0.11 -0.46 109 0.648 

In-house programs 2.59 2.41  0.18  0.89 109 0.374 

Outside workshops/institutes 2.68 2.56  0.12  0.61 110 0.543 

Challenging job assignments 3.56 3.38  0.18  1.27 110 0.208 

Hardship 2.99 3.03 -0.04 -0.22 110 0.827 

Feedback 3.55 3.56 -0.01 -0.08 110 0.933 

Mentoring/Coaching 3.29 3.44 -0.15 -0.88 110 0.385 

Personal reflection/journaling  2.42 2.72 -0.30 -1.47 109 0.144 

Networking with colleagues 3.25 3.00  0.25  1.41 109 0.163 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.45 3.28  0.17  1.01 110 0.315 

From previous business exp. 2.58 2.75 -0.17 -0.71 109 0.477 

From previous military exp. 1.43 1.55 -0.12 -0.71 108 0.481 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.65 2.09 -0.44 -2.15 110   0.034* 

Other experiences not listed 2.11 2.50 -0.39 -1.71 103 0.090 
Note. * ρ < .05. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
 

Table 41 

      

 

Collaboration Acquisition Source Importance Means, By Campus Location 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

Campus 

(n=80) 

Systems 

Office (n=32) 

Mean 

Diff. 

 

t 

 

df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Doctoral education programs 2.42 2.13  0.29  1.23 109 0.222 

In-house programs 2.85 2.66  0.19  0.87 110 0.388 

Outside workshops/institutes 2.84 2.75  0.09  0.43 110 0.669 

Challenging job assignments 3.53 3.63 -0.10 -0.78 110 0.438 

Hardship 2.96 3.00 -0.04 -0.20 110 0.839 

Feedback 3.46 3.44  0.02  0.19 110 0.853 

Mentoring/Coaching 3.29 3.28  0.01  0.06 109 0.950 

Personal reflection/journaling 2.30 2.31 -0.01 -0.06 110 0.951 

Networking with colleagues 3.48 3.41  0.07  0.47 109 0.641 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.41 3.34  0.07  0.41 110 0.687 

From previous business exp. 2.53 2.78 -0.25 -1.13 110 0.261 

From previous military exp. 1.46 1.66 -0.20 -1.17 109 0.244 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.69 2.16 -0.47 -2.29 110   0.024* 

Other experiences not listed 1.99 2.26 -0.27 -1.22 104 0.225 
Note. * ρ < .05. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 
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Table 42       

 

Community College Advocacy Acquisition Source Importance Means, By Campus Location 

 

 

 

Acquisition Source 

 

Campus 

(n=80) 

Systems 

Office 

(n=32) 

 

Mean 

Difference 

 

 

t 

 

 

df 

 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Doctoral education programs 2.38 2.06  0.32  1.40 108 0.165 

In-house programs 2.80 2.45  0.35  1.57 109 0.120 

Outside workshops/institutes 3.10 3.10  0.00  0.02 108 0.982 

Challenging job assignments 3.05 3.10 -0.05 -0.27 108 0.787 

Hardship 2.55 2.65 -0.10 -0.48 109 0.631 

Feedback 2.96 3.13 -0.17 -0.92 109 0.361 

Mentoring/Coaching 2.99 3.03 -0.04 -0.23 109 0.816 

Personal reflection/journaling 2.28 2.29 -0.01 -0.08 109 0.941 

Networking with colleagues 3.23 3.55 -0.32 -2.10 109   0.038* 

Progressive admin. resp. 

within the comm. coll. setting 

3.21 3.06  0.15  0.77 109 0.441 

From previous business exp. 2.25 2.39 -0.14 -0.58 109 0.564 

From previous military exp. 1.44 1.53 -0.09 -0.59 106 0.556 

From previous gov’t exp. 1.73 2.00 -0.27 -1.22 108 0.226 

Other experiences not listed 1.99 2.13 -0.14 -0.65 104 0.519 
Note. * ρ < .05. Survey questions were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 1 = not important, 

2 = minimally important, 3 = moderately important, and 4 = very important 

 

Summary 

 

Chapter four provided the analysis of data surrounding the importance level, perceived 

self-competence levels, and acquisition sources of the AACC competencies for community 

college leadership from Ivy Tech Community College faculty and staff respondents. 

Respondents found the AACC competencies to be important, and there were not significant 

differences by respondent type and educational attainment. Similarly, respondents found 

themselves to be competent in each of the AACC competencies for community college 

leadership, and there were not significant differences by respondent type and educational 

attainment. Significant differences did exist, however, when analyzing the relative importance of 

the competencies and respondents’ perceived self-competence. Respondents found the 

competencies significantly more important than their perceived competence. 
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 When it came to acquisition sources of the AACC competencies for community college 

leadership, respondents consistently ranked professional acquisition sources such as challenging 

job assignments and progressive responsibilities within the community college setting above 

doctoral education. This was consistent by respondent type and educational attainment, with no 

statistical significance when analyzed by these factors. That gender and age had no relationship 

with the importance, perceived competence, and acquisition sources of the AACC competencies 

was confirmed, while the hypothesis that there would be a significant difference between 

respondents from Ivy Tech campuses and the statewide systems office was not confirmed by 

statistical analysis. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION 

 

 This study examined the relative importance, perceived self-competence level, and 

acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for community college leaders 

according to community college leaders from Ivy Tech Community College, Indiana’s statewide 

singly-accredited community college system. This study also examined the relative differences 

among various characteristics of the respondent population (respondent type, educational 

attainment, gender, age, and office location) regarding the importance, perceived self-

competence level, and acquisition sources of each competency. 

This study is meant to further the research base surrounding the AACC’s competencies 

for community college leadership (e.g. Boswell & Imroz, 2013; Hassan et al., 2009; Kools, 2010, 

McNair, 2009; McNair et al., 2011) in an effort to better understand how community college 

leaders gain the competencies necessary for community college leadership, as well as help guide 

future community college leaders on how to gain the skills necessary to be successful in 

replacing retiring community college leaders. This chapter will also examine the limitations of 

this study, suggest areas for future research, and discuss the findings related to the study’s five 

research questions and related hypotheses: 

Research Question 1: To what degree do emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders 

believe the AACC competencies for community college leaders are important for community 

college leaders to possess? 

 Hypothesis 1: All respondent types (emerging, new, and veteran) believe the AACC 

competencies for community college leaders are important for community college leaders 

to possess. 
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 Hypothesis 2: There are no significant differences among the importance levels of each 

of the AACC competencies for community college leaders. 

 Hypothesis 3: There is a positive relationship between respondent type (emerging, new, 

and veteran) and the importance of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders, meaning that veteran community college leaders will believe each of the AACC 

competencies to be more important than emerging and new community college leaders. 

 Hypothesis 4: There is no relationship between educational attainment and the 

importance of the AACC competencies for community college leaders. 

Research Question 2: To what degree do emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders 

perceive their own competence of each of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders? 

 Hypothesis 5: There is a positive relationship between respondent type (emerging, new, 

and veteran) and perceived self-competence levels of the AACC competencies for 

community college leaders, meaning that veteran community college leaders perceive 

themselves to be more competent in each of the AACC competencies for community 

college leadership than emerging and new community college leaders. 

 Hypothesis 6: There is a positive relationship between educational attainment and the 

perceived self-competence levels of the AACC competencies for community college 

leaders, meaning that the more advanced the degree a respondent has earned, the higher 

they will perceive their self-competence level. 

Research Question 3: Are there significant differences between the importance and perceived 

self-competence levels of each of the AACC competencies for community college leaders? 
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 Hypothesis 7: There are significant differences across all respondent types (emerging, 

new, and veteran) between the importance and perceived self-competence levels of each 

of the AACC competencies for community college leaders. 

Research Question 4: What acquisition sources do emerging, new, and veteran community 

college leaders believe are important surrounding the attainment of each of the AACC 

competencies for community college leaders? 

 Hypothesis 8: All respondent types believe professional experiences are more important 

than formal education in the attainment of each of the AACC competencies for 

community college leaders. 

Research Question 5: Are there significant differences between respondent demographics and the 

importance, perceived self-competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s 

competencies for community college leaders? 

 Hypothesis 9: There is no relationship between gender and the importance, perceived 

self-competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for 

community college leaders. 

 Hypothesis 10: There is no relationship between age and the importance, perceived self-

competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for 

community college leaders. 

 Hypothesis 11: There are significant differences between respondents employed by a 

campus and respondents employed by the systems office and the importance, perceived 

self-competence level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for 

community college leaders. 
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Before discussing findings of the study, a brief discussion is necessary as to why new 

findings surrounding the second edition (2015) of the AACC competencies for community 

college leaders are relevant when the third edition (2018) was released soon after this study was 

undertaken. While the competencies themselves have again been revised, the five competencies 

listed in the second edition are present in the third edition in either identical form or with slight 

revisions. These particular competencies are also present in similar form in the first edition 

(2005) of the competencies. Taken across the three editions, these competencies have been 

guiding community college leaders for 15 years, which is more than enough time for them to be 

proactively implemented into leadership development and doctoral education programs, as 

referenced in chapter two of this study. The competencies that carry forward directly from the 

first edition also allow for longitudinal study through the use of the survey instrument created by 

Hassan et al. (2009). Any study of the third edition will require the creation of a new survey 

instrument to encompass both new competencies and a variety of new audiences. 

The Importance of the AACC Competencies for Community College Leadership 

 

 The first research question examined the degree to which emerging, new, and veteran 

community college leaders believed the AACC competencies for community college leaders are 

important for community college leaders to possess. Responses regarding the importance of the 

AACC competencies were analyzed by individual competency as well as by comparing each of 

the competencies to one another to determine relative importance. All competencies were found 

to be important by all respondent types, but significant differences existed within a majority of 

paired competencies. There were not significant differences between importance and respondent 

type (emerging, new, and veteran) or between importance and educational attainment level. 
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That respondents found each of the competencies to be important validated research both 

surrounding the creation of the competencies themselves (AACC, 2013) and by previous studies 

(Boswell & Imroz, 2013; Hassan et al., 2009; Kools, 2010, McNair, 2009). What stood out was 

the near-universal agreement from respondents regarding the organizational strategy, 

communication, and collaboration competencies. With mean scores above 3.9 for each 

competency, this consensus is far clearer than in previous research around the AACC 

competencies, such as Hassan’s (2008) analysis of New York community college presidents, in 

which no competency scored higher than 4.5 on a five-point Likert scale. Similarly, Boswell and 

Imroz’s (2013) study of Pennsylvania community college leaders had a range of 4.30 to 4.51 for 

the competencies. 

Differences Among the Competencies 

 

While there was consistency among the AACC competencies all being important to 

respondents as a whole and by each respondent type as hypothesized, the relative importance of 

the competencies in Indiana varied from previous research. In particular, the community college 

advocacy competency was the least important of the AACC competencies in this study, which is 

unlike any previous study. In New York, community college advocacy tied as the most important 

competency (Hassan et al., 2009), while it was second of six competencies in Pennsylvania 

(Boswell & Imroz, 2013). In California, 98 to 100% of respondents ranked community college 

advocacy as very important, varying by individual subcategories within the survey instrument 

(McNair, 2009). Community college advocacy’s lower ranking compared to the other AACC 

competencies went against the hypothesis that there are no significant differences among the 

importance levels of each of the AACC competencies for community college leaders. 
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Community college advocacy was significantly lower than each of the other AACC 

competencies in paired t-tests, accounting for all but three instances of statistical significance.  

This relatively lower ranking seems out of place given community colleges’ need to 

advocate for their position relative to baccalaureate-granting institutions, but the nature of 

community colleges within each state studied could account for relative differences. Unlike the 

other states studied, the College’s position as the only community college in Indiana may 

minimize community college advocacy in a way that states with multiple community colleges 

vying for funding may occur in more depth. Likewise, a statewide system may allow campus-

based respondents to leave direct advocacy to the statewide systems office, where advocacy 

occurs with the state legislature. In addition, a lack of local funding for the College could allow 

campus-based respondents to minimize the need for advocacy in their local communities. 

Respondent Type 

 

 It was hypothesized that a positive relationship existed between respondent type and the 

importance of the AACC competencies, meaning that veteran community college leaders 

believed each of the AACC competencies to be more important than emerging and new 

community college leaders. While differences between respondent types were not statistically 

significant, there are still differences among respondent types that may be practically relevant. A 

gap exists between new and emerging community college leaders and veteran community 

college leaders related to the institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource 

management, communication, and the community college advocacy competencies. 

In each case, emerging and new community college leaders considered these 

competencies to be relatively less important. These gaps could be a result of relatively few 

emerging and new community college leaders completing the survey instrument relative to 
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veteran community college leaders, or it could indicate a change in perception at the juncture 

between pursuing one’s first community college leadership position and attaining it. In this case, 

elements of community college leadership could be perceived as more important than they 

actually are once in a leadership role, only to return to relative importance with years of 

experience in leadership positions. 

Educational Attainment 

 

 Unlike respondent type, respondents validated the hypothesis that there was no 

relationship between educational attainment and the importance of the AACC competencies for 

community college leaders. With the vast majority of respondents having earned either their 

master’s degree or their doctoral degree, there does not appear to be a differentiation between the 

importance of the AACC competencies and earning a doctoral degree. This is in line with the 

assertion that “the core competencies are hard to disagree with as they represent ideals” (McNair, 

2009, p. 210). Under this analysis, whether or not specific competencies were studied in a 

doctoral program would not be relevant to their importance. 

 The only substantial difference in mean scores was the importance of community college 

advocacy between respondents with bachelor’s and master’s degrees and respondents with 

doctorate and juris doctorate degrees. The mean score of the importance of community college 

advocacy to those with doctoral degrees was the lowest of any mean score for any educational 

attainment level. This data point alone does not provide conclusions, but could only further 

emphasize the unique nature of the College’s relative lack of need for advocacy within the state’s 

higher education landscape. 
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Perceived Self-Competence of the AACC Competencies for Community College 

Leadership 

The second research question examined the degree to which emerging, new, and veteran 

community college leaders believed they possessed each of the AACC competencies for 

community college leadership. Responses regarding the perceived self-competence of the AACC 

competencies were analyzed by individual competency as well as by comparing each of the 

competencies to one another to determine relative importance. Respondents found themselves to 

be competent in each of the AACC competencies, but significant differences exist among the 

relative competence of the competencies. There were not significant differences between 

importance and respondent type (emerging, new, and veteran) and between importance and 

educational attainment level. 

 Unlike the near consensus around the importance of the AACC competences, there was 

variation from respondents around their perceived competence of the competencies. As measured 

by standard deviation, the competencies from smallest to largest standard deviations were 

collaboration (0.499), communication (0.511), organizational strategy (0.630), institutional 

finance, research, fundraising, and resource management (0.691), and community college 

advocacy (0.714). By comparison, the range of standard deviations for the importance of each 

AACC competency was from as low as 0.233 for communication to as high as 0.538 for 

community college advocacy. All five competencies had larger standard deviations for perceived 

competence than importance, as shown in table 43. 
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Table 43      

 

Standard Deviations, Importance v. Perceived Self-Competence of AACC Leadership 

Competencies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Organizational 

Strategy 

Institutional 

Finance, 

Research, 

Fundraising, 

and Resource 

Management 

 

 

 

 

 

Communication 

 

 

 

 

 

Collaboration 

 

 

 

Community 

College 

Advocacy 

Importance 0.302 0.384 0.233 0.285 0.538 

Perceived Self-

Competence 

 

0.630 

 

0.691 

 

0.511 

 

0.499 

 

0.714 

 

 This greater variation could be from a variety of factors. Similar to McNair’s (2009) 

findings that “the level of agreement persisted even when the data were disaggregated according 

to each person’s position at the college” (p. 210), everyone can believe competencies are very 

important, even if they themselves are not experts in those competencies. Respondents in mid-

level positions with the College may not have been aware of a particular competency as part of 

being a community college leader, such as the need for fundraising experience highlighted in 

previous research (Cook, 1997; Klingaman, 2012; Wenrich & Reid, 2003). This ignorance could 

lead to a lower perceived self-competence. Conversely, respondents may have had particularly 

poor experiences attempting a particular competency, leading to lower perceived self-

competence. Lastly, respondents may be aware that they had not yet had the opportunity to 

consistently practice skills within the competencies, leading to a lower perceived self-

competence. 

Differences Among the Competencies 

 

 As a group, respondents rated themselves as competent in each of the AACC 

competencies. Half or more of respondents perceived themselves as very competent in three of 
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the AACC competencies: communication, collaboration, and organizational strategy. Fewer than 

half of respondents believed they were very competent at the community college advocacy and 

institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management competencies.  

 Communication and collaboration are skills practiced early and frequently throughout 

higher education. Conversely, institutional finance, research, fundraising and resource 

management may not necessarily be a required competency for early career and even mid-level 

positions in higher education. This leads to fewer professional opportunities to gain skills within 

this competency, sometimes not until actually in leadership positions themselves (Cook, 1997; 

Wenrich & Reid, 2003). Without practice skills are difficult to master. 

 Community college advocacy is not a set of technical skills often thought of like other 

competencies. Articulated by the AACC, “an effective community college leader understands, 

commits to, and advocates for the mission, and goals of the community college on the local, 

state, and national level” (2013, p. 11). While rated the lowest of the AACC competencies in 

terms of relative importance, this does not also correlate to lower perceived self-competence. 

The AACC added that emerging community college leaders should “recognize there are multiple 

government programs at the state and federal levels that contribute to the funding of a college’s 

students and programs” and “recognize there is an interplay of public perception and 

policymaking that can impact college operations” (2013, p. 11).The vagueness of the 

descriptions may have led to an inability to fully measure one’s own competence. 

 Events occurring at the College could have also been a contributing factor in the inability 

of respondents to properly measure community college advocacy. At the time the survey was 

administered, the College was completing a yearlong planning process that led to the creation of 

a new College strategic plan, including a new College mission and vision. With a new mission, 
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vision, and strategic plan, respondents may not have been as confident in their ability to 

articulate these concepts to others, leading to lower perceived self-competence.  

Respondent Type 

 

 It was hypothesized that a positive relationship existed among respondent types and the 

perceived competence of the AACC competencies, meaning that veteran community college 

leaders believed they were more competent in each of the competencies than emerging and new 

community college leaders. While not statistically significant for four of the five competencies, 

veteran community college leaders did perceive themselves to be more competent than their 

colleagues in each of the competencies. From a practical perspective this is not surprising, as 

veteran community college leaders have likely had more opportunities to hone their skills related 

to the AACC competencies than emerging and new community college leaders. 

Comparing veteran community college leaders to their emerging and new counterparts, 

both the largest mean score difference and only statistically significant difference was the 

organizational strategy competency (0.36 higher mean score). Organizational strategy is often 

only theoretical until in leadership positions. Specifically, faculty and staff focused primarily on 

student needs without having to supervise/manage teams, set and meet organizational goals, and 

face complex situations would not have the practical experience gained from leading 

departments, divisions, or campuses. More time in leadership positions could lead to higher 

competence levels. 

Conversely, community college advocacy mean scores were virtually identical (0.04 

higher mean score for veteran community college leaders). Paired with the fact that community 

college leadership had the highest rated perceived self-competence levels for both groups, this 

could indicate that both groups have had ample experience in these areas through entry-level, 
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mid-career, and leadership positions. In addition, community college advocacy may be well-

ingrained into College operations at all levels of the organizational chart. 

Educational Attainment 

 

 Similar to respondent type, it was hypothesized that there is a positive relationship 

between educational attainment and the perceived competence levels of the AACC competencies 

for community college leaders, meaning that respondents with terminal degrees have higher 

perceived self-competence levels than respondents without terminal degrees. Results were 

mixed, with doctoral degree holders of all types (including juris doctorates) having higher mean 

scores than bachelor’s and master’s degree holders for the organizational strategy, collaboration, 

and community college advocacy competencies. Conversely, bachelor’s and master’s degree 

holders had slightly higher mean scores as a group for the institutional finance, research, 

fundraising and resource management and communication competencies. There were no 

statistically significant differences among the competencies. 

 That the largest perceived self-competence mean score difference (0.24) exists for 

organizational strategy with doctoral degree holders rating themselves more competent points to 

the potential of doctoral degree holders gaining skills in this competency through their advanced 

education. This is in line with previous research that doctoral programs can prepare practitioners 

for the organizational strategy competency far better than the other competencies (McNair, 

2009). But with doctoral education being ranked low as an important acquisition source, this 

difference could be that holding a doctoral degree simply increased the likelihood of respondents 

to be in positions that required strong organizational strategy or providing more opportunities to 

access more important acquisition sources. 
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Outliers existed with the subset of bachelor’s degree recipients versus other educational 

attainment levels, leading to disparities similar to emerging community college leaders versus 

other respondent types. While also a small subset of respondents, bachelor’s degree holders rated 

themselves as more competent than those with advanced degrees in four of the five AACC 

competencies, organizational strategy being the exception. There are two divergent thoughts on 

these disparities. One is that these respondents received a wealth of training outside of advanced 

degrees that led to strong skillsets in the AACC competencies for community college leaders. 

The other is that because of a lack of advanced education on these topics, they lack the 

knowledge necessary to know that they lack knowledge in these areas. 

Differences in Importance and Perceived Self-Competence of the AACC Competencies for 

Community College Leadership 

 The third research question examined whether or not there were significant differences 

between respondents’ perceptions of the importance of the AACC competencies for community 

college leaders and their corresponding perceived self-competence of each competency. To 

determine significance by competency and to make comparisons among the competencies, each 

competency was analyzed individually to compare importance and self-competence. 

Respondents found their self-competence in each of the AACC competencies to be significantly 

lower than the relative importance of each competency. Significant differences also existed when 

disaggregated by respondent type (emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders), but 

there were not significant differences across respondent types. 

By this measure, the largest gap exists between the importance (3.82) and self-

competence means (3.15) of the institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource 

management competency, with a 0.67 mean score difference. This aligns with discrepancies 
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found in the literature (Cook, 1997; Klingaman, 2012; Wenrich & Reid, 2003) that community 

college leaders rarely are prepared for financial and fundraising needs before obtaining 

leadership positions. Following closely behind is community college advocacy (3.71 importance 

v. 3.11 perceived self-competence, a 0.60 mean score difference), and then organizational 

strategy (3.92 importance v. 3.43 perceived self-competence, a 0.49 mean score difference). 

Communication and collaboration had smaller gaps of 0.35 and 0.22 respectively, although the 

differences were still significant at the 0.001 level. High perceived self-competence means for 

communication and collaboration, while still statistically significant relative to their 

corresponding high importance means, speak well to respondents’ proficiencies. 

For the purposes of this study, comparing importance and perceived self-competence is a 

way to measure the difference between the actual and the ideal, as it was in McNair’s (2009) 

study of California community college leaders. The closer the perceived self-competence mean 

to its importance mean, the closer respondents are to achieving what they rate ideal mastery of 

each competency. While having no gap between the actual and the ideal sounds like equilibrium, 

a crucial distinction also lies in the relative importance of each competency. Achieving 

equilibrium for a competency that respondents do not deem as important is not as vital to the 

success of community college leaders as achieving equilibrium for a competency with higher 

relative importance. What does it mean to have statistical significance between importance and 

perceived-self competence? It means that respondents have much work to do to achieve the high 

ideals they have set for the importance of the competencies.  

Acquisition Sources for the AACC Competencies for Community College Leaders 

 

The fourth research question examined what sources community college leaders believed 

were important surrounding the attainment of each of the AACC competencies for community 
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college leaders. Responses regarding the acquisition sources of the AACC competencies were 

analyzed by individual competency as well as by comparing each of the competencies to one 

another to determine relative importance of each acquisition source. Respondents found the same 

five acquisition sources to be most importance across most competencies: (1) challenging job 

assignments, (2) feedback, (3) mentoring/coaching, (4) networking with colleagues, and (5) 

progressive responsibilities within the community college setting. Doctoral education ranked no 

higher than ninth out of 14 acquisition sources for any of the competencies. 

All respondent types (emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders) found 

professional experiences to be more important acquisition sources than doctoral education, with 

veteran community college leaders consistently finding doctoral education less important than 

other respondent types in the acquisition of the competencies. Those who had earned a doctoral 

degree found doctoral education to be a more important acquisition source than those who had 

not, but still found doctoral education to be a less important acquisition source for the AACC 

competencies than the above-listed top five acquisition sources. 

The Power of Professional Experiences 

 

 While there was variation as to which acquisition source was most important for each of 

the competencies, the fact that challenging job assignments, feedback, mentoring/coaching, 

networking with colleagues, and progressive responsibilities within the community college 

setting are consistently high-ranked acquisition sources speaks to the power of professional 

experiences. Challenging job assignments was the most important acquisition source for two 

competencies: organizational strategy and collaboration. Progressive administrative 

responsibilities within the community college setting was the most important acquisition source 

for the institution finance, fundraising, and resource management competency. Feedback was the 
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most important acquisition source for communication. Lastly, networking with colleagues was 

the most important acquisition source for community college advocacy. 

A common thread among challenging job assignments and progressive administrative 

responsibilities within the community college setting is the idea of learning by doing. Perhaps 

because it is through challenging job assignments where organizational strategy is best put to the 

test, or that the best way to complete challenging assignments is to collaborate with others. For 

institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management, it may simply be the 

ability to be exposed to the concepts as they climb the administrative ladder. 

The other common thread found among these professional experiences is learning from 

the experiences of others. For communication, feedback from others is in itself communication. 

How did I do? What went well? What did not go well? Receiving feedback, whether formal or 

informal, allows for adjustments before the next experience. For community college advocacy, 

the ability to connect with others within the community college setting is an opportunity to 

understand why the community college mission is important and how to share that mission with 

others. Mentoring/coaching, while not the top acquisition source for an individual competency, 

was ranked in the top five for all competencies except community college advocacy. More 

formal than feedback, mentoring/coaching is an opportunity to reflect on one’s experiences with 

someone else for the purpose of improvement. As mentors/coaches are often more experienced 

than those they mentor/coach, the mentor/coach relationship can have positive impact on job 

performance (Campbell et al., 2010; McNair & Phelan, 2012; Reille & Kezar, 2010). 

The combination of action and reflection for improvement creates a cycle for continuous 

learning, whereby plans are developed and goals are set, plans are implemented, efforts are 

assessed and evaluated, and then adjustments are made for future efforts. This process in practice 
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mirrors experiential learning’s four phases: (1) abstract conceptualization (the thinking phase), 

(2) active experimentation (the acting phase), (3) concrete experience (the experiencing phase), 

and (4) reflective observation (the reflecting phase). When learning cycles occur and then build 

onto the next learning cycle, learners can bring the totality of their experiences to the next 

situation (Kolb, 2015). 

 Survey respondents validated previous research surrounding acquisition sources of the 

AACC competencies for community college leaders. Using the same list of acquisition sources, 

New York and Florida community college presidents were asked more generally which sources 

contributed to their development of each competency. Even without the relative weighting of 

mean scores, doctoral education was identified less frequently than professional experiences. By 

raw count across the competencies, progressive job responsibilities, challenging job assignments, 

and networking were considered more frequently than doctoral education. When broken down by 

individual competency, doctoral education ranked in the top three acquisition sources of the 

second edition’s five competencies just once, for organizational strategy. Doctoral education 

ranked second for the professionalism competency, but this competency was not included in the 

second edition of the AACC competencies for community college leaders (Hassan et al., 2009). 

California community college leaders were asked the same question in a different way, 

being asked the best ways each competency could be acquired and developed. Even with 

multiple choices allowed for each competency, for only the organizational strategy competency 

did a majority of respondents choose doctoral education. Totals for the other competencies 

varied from 48.9% (community college advocacy) to 38.9% (communication and collaboration). 

Conversely, on the job training, mentoring, and professional development were chosen 70% or 

more of the time for each other AACC competencies, with on the job training and mentoring 
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cited more than 80% of the time for four of the five second edition AACC competencies. Unlike 

the survey of New York and Florida’s community college leaders, California leaders were asked 

what competencies could be acquired through doctoral education. The results were positive, with 

two-thirds or more of respondents indicating each competency could be acquired in this manner. 

The disconnect between the actual and the possible, however, was between 25-30 percentage 

points by competency (McNair, 2009). 

Respondent Type 

 

 It was hypothesized that all respondent types believe professional experiences are more 

important than formal education in the attainment of each of the AACC competencies for 

community college leaders. This hypothesis was confirmed when acquisition source data were 

disaggregated by emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders. Emerging and new 

community college leaders ranked doctoral education as high as ninth (organizational strategy 

and community college advocacy) and as low as eleventh (institutional finance, research, 

fundraising, and resource management) of 14 acquisition sources. Veteran community college 

leaders ranked doctoral education as tenth or lower for all competencies. 

 While it was not formally hypothesized which group of community college leaders would 

find doctoral education least important, a positive relationship between respondents with doctoral 

degrees and educational attainment would be logical, as more veteran community college leaders 

may have experienced doctoral education than other respondent types; the inverse was true. 

Veteran community college leaders found doctoral education less important as an acquisition 

source for all but the collaboration competency. All veteran community college leaders also 

ranked doctoral education below a 2.50 mean score as an acquisition source (the midpoint 

between “moderately important” and “minimally important” on the survey instrument). 
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The Role of Doctoral Education in Acquiring the AACC Competencies for Community 

College Leaders 

 The fact that doctoral education did not rank as a vital acquisition source compared to 

professional experiences for the AACC competencies for community college leadership is 

apparent. Again using a 2.50 mean score as a guide, doctoral education only met this threshold as 

an acquisition source for the organizational strategy competency (2.52 mean score). In 

descending order, mean scores for doctoral education as an acquisition source for the remaining 

competencies were communication (2.42), collaboration (2.33), community college advocacy 

(2.29), and institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management (2.18). 

The differences in perceptions of doctoral education as an acquisition source for the 

competencies appear to lie solely in whether or not respondents completed their doctoral degrees. 

Of all data points measured by the survey instrument, the comparison between those who held a 

doctoral degree and those who did not provided the greatest differences in mean scores. Those 

with bachelor’s and master’s degrees barely rated doctoral education as minimally important, 

with each group having a 2.0 mean score with two of the five competencies, with organizational 

strategy being the only competency both groups believed a doctoral education was minimally 

important. In contrast, those with doctoral degrees rated doctoral education as moderately 

important (3.0 mean score) for the organizational strategy, communication, and collaboration 

competencies. Mean scores for the remaining competencies were both well above the 2.5 mean 

threshold used to measure all respondents. As doctoral degree holders were just 36% of 

respondents, overall data are weighted more heavily by respondents without doctoral degrees. 

 Even though respondents with doctoral degrees felt doctoral education played a more 

important role in acquiring the AACC competencies for community college leadership, doctoral 
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education’s highest ranking among acquisition sources was fifth for community college 

advocacy, consistently ranking sixth for the other competencies. Doctoral education was again 

outranked by challenging job assignments, feedback, mentoring/coaching, networking with 

colleagues, and progressive responsibilities within the community college setting. While doctoral 

education is more important to those who completed it than those who had not, it is still of 

secondary importance to professional experiences. 

 Regardless of its place among rankings for the competencies, doctoral education has and 

will continue to be a vital part of many community college leaders’ journeys. Higher education 

leaders have held doctoral degrees for centuries; it is only the recent professionalization of higher 

education and lack of leaders from within that have led to trustees seeking presidents from 

outside of higher education (Dennison, 2001). Even holding a doctor of education degree is 

viewed in some circles as insufficient when compared to a doctor of philosophy degree (Zambo 

et al., 2014). In order to be viewed as legitimate within the academy when meeting with 

counterparts from baccalaureate institutions, community college leaders will want to have 

doctoral degrees if their outside experiences do not make up for not having one. It is how the 

skills gained in these programs can be augmented by the AACC competencies for community 

college leaders that can change important experiences to essential ones. 

Demographic Factors and the AACC Competencies for Community College Leadership 

 

The fifth research question examined whether or not significant differences existed 

between various respondent demographic factors, such as gender, age, and the office location 

between an Ivy Tech campus and the statewide systems office. Responses regarding the 

importance, perceived self-competence, and acquisition sources of the AACC competencies were 

analyzed by individual competency as well as by comparing each of the competencies to one 
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another to determine relative importance of each acquisition source. Statistical analysis 

confirmed hypotheses surrounding the importance and perceived self-confidence of the 

competencies by gender, but significant differences were identified surrounding acquisition 

sources. Hypotheses analyzing age as a demographic factor were confirmed, with no significant 

differences surrounding the important, perceived self-confidence, and acquisition sources of the 

AACC competencies. Lastly, hypotheses were not confirmed surrounding campus location 

versus the College systems office and the importance and perceived self-confidence of the 

AACC competencies, with no significant differences existing. Significant differences were 

confirmed within the analysis of acquisition sources when examining office location. 

Gender and the AACC Competencies 

 

 Similar to other comparisons, the near-universally high importance of each of the 

competencies does not lead to significant differences among any subgroups. Women found each 

of the AACC competencies to be more important than men, and women had lower perceived 

self-confidence than men of each of the competencies. This lower perceived self-confidence was 

not significant, but when examined together show that the differences between the importance 

and perceived self-confidence levels for women were larger for each of the AACC competencies, 

both when compared to men and to all respondents, with these differences driven in part by 

lower perceived self-confidence. Results of these differences are shown in table 44. 
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Table 44        

 

Importance v. Perceived Self-Competence, By Gender 

 

 Women (n=68) Men (n=43) 

AACC Competency Imp. Self-Comp. Diff. Imp. Self-Comp. Diff. 

Organizational Strategy 3.92 3.40 0.52 3.91 3.49 0.42 

Institutional Finance, 

Research, Fundraising, and 

Resource Management 

3.82 3.13 0.69 3.79 3.14 0.65 

Communication 
 

3.95 3.57 0.38 3.93 3.67 0.26 

Collaboration  3.92 3.67 0.25 3.86 3.72 0.14 

Community College Advocacy 3.72 3.12 0.60 3.70 3.16 0.54 

 

 As it is highly improbable that women are simply less competent regarding the AACC 

competencies for community college leadership, one must take a look at the self-perception 

element of the study. These results could point to elements of overconfidence in men 

respondents and a relative lack of confidence in women respondents. If this is the case, these 

results would be consistent with gender-specific studies in higher education, where women had 

increased doubt in their abilities, especially as they climbed ranks within an institution’s 

organizational chart (Parkman, 2016; Vaughn et al., 2020). As many leadership development 

programs and professional experiences are not designed with gender-based leadership in mind, 

these one-size-fits all approaches may only reinforce institutionalized sexism among community 

college leaders. 

 More frequent differences occurred among the acquisition sources of the AACC 

competencies for community college leaders. Six of the 14 acquisition sources reviewed in the 

study had statistically significant differences: (1) in-house programs, (2) outside 

workshops/institutes, (3) challenging job assignments, (4) feedback, (5) mentoring/coaching, and 

(6) progressive administrative responsibilities within the community college setting. Of these 

competencies, only in-house programs did not have statistically significant differences between 
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two or more of the competencies. In each of the 12 instances of statistically significant 

differences, women found the acquisition source to be more important than men did. 

Women also generally found the 14 acquisition sources more important than men did, 

with higher mean scores for 53 of 70 independent acquisition source analyses. This assessment 

included higher mean scores for doctoral education than men for all five competencies. Higher 

assignment of importance to the various acquisition sources is consistent with higher importance 

mean scores for each of the competencies from women respondents. Men respondents had higher 

mean scores than women respondents with only five acquisition sources: (1) previous business 

experience (4 instances), (2) previous government experience (4 instances), (3) personal 

reflection/journaling (3 times), (4) other experiences not listed (3 times), (5) previous military 

experience (2 instances). None of these 17 instances were significantly higher, however. 

Potential differences between genders and the importance of various acquisition sources 

may come from activities that men disproportionately participate in compared to their women 

colleagues, such as business experience, government experience, and military experience. Other 

experiences not listed are not possible to further quantify in the study. Personal 

reflection/journaling is not traditionally a gender-centric activity, so there is no immediate 

explanation for this difference. 

At first the review of these data were surprising; while differences were not statistically 

significant, the consistent differences across gender were not expected. Stepping into personal 

reflection for a moment, as a long-tenured employee of the College at the time of the study, I had 

worked alongside highly qualified men and women from campuses and the statewide systems 

office. It did not make sense to me that women did not see themselves with similar perceived 

self-competence to men. It took others not being surprised by the results to lead me to examining 
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my biases and how they affect my views of the data. While examining one’s positionality is not 

an explicit requirement of quantitative research, my implicit bias as a cis-gender White man 

blurred my recognition around gender roles in professional settings. Coupled with my 

assumption that if I view someone as competent then they must also view themselves as 

competent, this led to my initial elimination of impostor syndrome as an occurrence among 

women respondents.  

Age and the AACC Competencies 

 

 Respondents aged 50 and older found each of the AACC competencies for community 

college leaders to be more important than respondents aged 30-49, but with a statistically 

significant difference occurring only for the institutional finance, research, fundraising, and 

resource management competency. A significant difference in this category is in alignment with 

research that many community college professionals are not exposed to finance and fundraising 

as early and mid-career professionals (Cook, 1997; Wenrich & Reid, 2003). Similarly, 

respondents aged 50 and older had higher perceived self-competence in each of the competences 

than respondents 30-49, but the difference was only statistically significant for the organizational 

strategy competency. It is logical that older respondents perceive their own competence higher 

than their younger counterparts, as age also typically reflects years of professional experience. 

No different than practice of a physical skill, more time spent practicing a professional skill 

provides a greater opportunity for mastery. 

 While statistically significant differences were found in just three acquisition source 

analyses, respondents aged 30-49 generally found the acquisition sources less important in 

obtaining the AACC competencies, with lower mean scores in 41 out of 70 analyses. 

Respondents aged 30-49 found doctoral education, outside workshops/institutes, hardship, and 
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progressive administrative responsibilities within the community college setting to be less 

important for obtaining all competencies than their counterparts aged 50 and older. Younger 

respondents also had lower mean scores surrounding challenging job assignments, personal 

reflection/journaling, and networking with colleagues for four of the five competencies. When 

younger respondents found an acquisition source to be more important, they did so consistently 

across competencies. Younger respondents had higher mean scores for all five competencies 

than older respondents regarding feedback, and had higher mean scores for four additional 

acquisition sources for four of the five competencies: (1) mentoring/coaching, (2) previous 

business experience, (3) previous government experience, and (4) other experiences not listed. 

 Looking at the acquisition sources through the lens of younger respondents provides 

potential rationale for these differences. If younger respondents have not yet had the opportunity 

to experience particular acquisition sources yet in their careers, they may be less likely to think 

of them as particularly important. Younger respondents may not have even considered doctoral 

education, much less completed it. Similar logic applies for younger professionals who have not 

yet had challenging job assignments, have not experienced professional hardship, or have had 

fewer experiences upon which to reflect/journal. And while younger professionals still have 

colleagues, their network may be limited to peers at their home institution. 

 Conversely, younger professionals may lean on acquisition sources that they have easier 

access to as early and mid-career professionals: feedback and mentoring/coaching. Early and 

mid-career professionals are more likely to be receiving feedback because of their relative 

positions within organizational charts, and are more likely to be receiving coaching/mentoring 

than the older professionals who are more likely to be on the giving side of these interactions. 

Regular interactions with these acquisition sources could lead to greater importance from their 
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recipients. But mean score comparisons are a two-way street. Older respondents with longer 

professional tenures have likely built strong professional networks upon which they can rely, had 

progressive administrative responsibilities within the community college setting, and had both 

more challenging job assignments and the professional hardship that can accompany them.  

Office Location and the AACC Competencies 

 

 Unlike other respondent subsets based on demographic factors, it was hypothesized that 

the location of employees on individual campuses versus the statewide systems office would lead 

to significant differences in the importance, perceived self-competence, and acquisition sources 

of the AACC competencies. This hypothesis was based on the differences in typical job 

responsibilities of the statewide systems office versus individual campuses. Importance means 

were virtually identical between the two groups, with no difference in mean scores greater than 

0.08 between campus-based and systems office respondents, leading to no statistical 

significance. There were also no significant differences in perceived self-competence means, 

with campus-based respondents having slightly higher mean scores for the organizational 

strategy and institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management competencies, 

with systems office respondents having slightly higher mean scores for the communication, 

collaboration, and community college advocacy competencies. 

 Systems office respondents believed the various acquisition sources to be generally more 

important than campus-based respondents in acquiring the AACC competencies, with higher 

mean scores for 47 out of 70 analyses. Systems office respondents rated five acquisition sources 

higher than campus-based respondents for all competencies: (1) personal reflection/journaling, 

(2) previous business experience, (3) previous military experience, (4) previous government 

experience, and (5) other experiences not listed. As statewide systems office employees at the 



 142 

 

College are generally more likely to have alternative backgrounds to a career in postsecondary 

education, it is likely that respondents’ own experiences led to higher importance to these 

competencies.  

While only six of the 70 acquisition source analyses had statistically significant 

differences, five of them occurred within these five acquisition sources, three with previous 

government experiences alone. That the College’s president came from the government sector as 

the state’s lieutenant governor may have had conscious or unconscious sway on the importance 

of this acquisition source. Conversely, campus-based respondents only rated one acquisition 

source as more important across all five competencies: progressive administrative 

responsibilities within the community college setting. This is the most likely way campus-based 

leaders achieved their leadership positions. 

Conclusions 

 

 This study added to the literature surrounding the AACC competencies for community 

college leadership, and how these competencies can be acquired by practitioners seeking to be 

the next generation of community college presidents and chancellors. By understanding the 

importance, perceived self-competence, and acquisition sources of the competencies, 

professionals of all levels can improve their skills while seeking future leadership opportunities. 

The proactive professional development of future community college leaders is essential to 

sustaining community colleges in an increasingly complex environment. 

 As validated both by the American Association of Community Colleges in the creation of 

(2005) and revisions to (2013, 2018) the competencies for community college leaders, this study 

added to the growing body of literature (e.g., Boswell & Imroz, 2013; Hassan et al., 2009; Kools, 

2010, McNair, 2009; McNair et al., 2011) that the competencies, in any iteration, are important. 
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While the competencies themselves have been revised since this study was conducted, 

organizational strategy, institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management, 

communication, collaboration, and community college advocacy remain bedrock elements of 

community college leadership. That community college advocacy was relatively less important 

in this study compared to other studies may indicate factors for the College to consider for future 

professional development, or could simply be related to the College’s place within the state’s 

higher educational context. When paired with lower competence levels relative to other 

competencies, there may be an opportunity for the College to help its leaders and employees 

better understand the College’s mission and why the community college is important to the 

state’s education and workforce development efforts. 

 That respondents considered themselves to be generally competent in each of the AACC 

competencies is positive news. But perhaps the most telling conclusion from the study was how 

wide of a gap exists between respondents’ importance and perceived self-competence levels of 

each of the competencies. While differences between actual and ideal are to be expected, that 

these differences were all significant to the 0.001 level indicates opportunities for system-wide 

professional development. In addition to the noted lower perceived self-competence levels 

around the community college advocacy competency, relatively lower self-competence levels for 

institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management point to opportunities for 

professional development for both current and future leaders to better understand and feel 

confident around the College’s financial structure and fundraising efforts. 

 Similar to validating previous research around the importance of the AACC 

competencies for community college leadership, this study validated previous research (Hassan, 

et al., 2009) surrounding the relative importance of various acquisition sources for attaining the 



 144 

 

competencies. Specifically, this study reinforced previous findings that professional experiences 

far outweigh other experiences, including doctoral education. This finding was confirmed both 

by respondents with and without doctoral degrees. That respondents with doctoral degrees do not 

find doctoral education to be an important acquisition source for the same competencies that 

drive their work as community college leaders has implications for both the community college 

setting and for doctoral programs. Why are doctoral degrees expected for leadership positions at 

community college campuses if they are not preparing leaders in the ways the profession has 

deemed to be important? This is the problem statement that community college leadership 

programs at the doctoral level are attempting to answer for the future of both professions. 

 Unanticipated in the study’s research questions were the consistent differences between 

women and men. That women respondents believed the AACC competencies for community 

college leadership to be important, that each acquisition source was generally more important in 

acquiring the competencies, but then perceived themselves as less competent in each competency 

than their men counterparts potentially speak to larger gender issues at the College and across 

community college leadership. Targeted interventions for women community college leaders 

around the competencies could reap substantial benefits for its community college leadership 

pipeline. 

 Farther down the leadership pipeline are younger respondents, who more expectantly had 

lower perceived competence levels than their older counterparts, but also had a gap from older 

respondents in the importance of the institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource 

management competency. Awareness of this area will be vital so that early and mid-career 

professionals can gain experiences in finances and fundraising, bucking the trends found in 

previous research. Targeted interventions will also be important around organizational strategy, 
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the competency where younger respondents’ perceived self-competence levels were significantly 

lower than older respondents. And while younger respondents recognized the importance of 

feedback and mentoring/coaching in their acquisition of the AACC competencies for community 

college leaders, they will need exposure to the various professional development opportunities 

their older counterparts rated as important, such as in-house programs and outside 

workshops/institutes. These opportunities can set younger professionals up for success as they 

attempt to climb the organizational chart. 

Implications for Practice 

 

 Having reviewed findings and conclusions, there are a number of opportunities for 

audiences to use these findings to guide their personal and professional decision-making. 

Individuals both considering and already holding leadership positions, community colleges, and 

doctoral education programs may be informed by this study’s results and findings.  

Current and Future Community College Leaders 

 

 As the AACC competencies for community college leaders have again been validated as 

universally important, these five competencies and the specific skill areas within each are a 

roadmap for future success. Both current and future community college leaders can use the 

perceived self-competence and acquisition source data to find the best ways to improve their 

skills around needed competencies. 

Supporting previous research (Cook, 1997; Klingaman, 2012; Wenrich & Reid, 2003), 

both current and future community college leaders will benefit greatly from experiences with 

fundraising and finance, especially before having to do so firsthand. Mid-level staff and faculty, 

such as unit directors, program chairs, and academic deans, can find individual and/or 

collaborative opportunities to budget and fundraise for smaller dollar amounts, allowing for 
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practice and perhaps even mistakes to then prepare for more difficult opportunities that come 

with progressive responsibilities. Similarly, emerging and new community college leaders can 

specifically seek opportunities to learn and practice organizational strategy, guided by the 

statistically significant difference in perceived self-competence levels between themselves and 

veteran community college leaders. 

Individual professionals, regardless of experience level, can evaluate aggregate data on 

competency acquisition sources to ensure that they are seeking professional development in 

appropriate ways to further develop each competency. One may not be rewarded monetarily for 

seeking out challenging job assignments, but this was rated as the most important or second most 

important acquisition source for every competency except community college advocacy. Using 

emerging/new community college leader acquisition source data, future leaders can seek out both 

mentoring opportunities and feedback, so they can learn from veterans how they can further 

grow. As veteran community college leaders rated networking with colleagues as an important 

acquisition source for the competencies, emerging and new community college leaders can use 

these data points to ensure that they expand their professional networks, both within their 

campus and across community colleges when possible. 

 Future community college leaders considering doctoral education have the opportunity to 

do something many of their predecessors did not: proactively weigh doctoral programs against 

the ability to directly acquire each of the AACC competencies for community college leaders. 

While one could surmise from the data that doctoral education is not an important acquisition 

source of the competencies, it could instead be some doctoral education programs focus on the 

competencies more than others. As the number and variety of community college leadership 
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programs grow around the country, those considering doctoral education can proactively seek 

programs that teach to the competencies. 

Community College Professional Development 

 

 While individuals have ample opportunities to gain from the research of this study, many 

of these opportunities will not be available to community college leaders without proactive 

professional development from within the community college. How community colleges train 

and develop their staff will go a long way towards filling the anticipated gaps occurring from the 

retirements of community college leaders (Shults, 2001; Tekle, 2012). 

 The College currently employs a multi-tiered talent development system for its faculty 

and staff with the purpose of succession planning. Entry-level and mid-level professionals may 

apply to be part of an annual 30-person Leadership Academy. Current College leaders may also 

apply to participate in an annual 12-person Pathways to Peak Leadership series. Both programs 

are a combination of workshops, individual coaching, and an individual development plan, as 

well as individual and/or projects to implement what is being learned (ITCC, 2020c). 

In-house programs such as these were identified by respondents as a mid-tier acquisition 

source for developing the AACC competencies for community college leaders, ranging from 

seventh (community college advocacy) to ninth (institutional finance, research, fundraising, and 

resource management and communication) out of 14 acquisition sources. Using the 

competencies as the framework for these in-house programs could strengthen existing programs 

for participants. With respondents having identified lower perceived self-competence around the 

organizational strategy, institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management, 

and community college advocacy competencies, program development around these three 
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competencies in particular could meet the specific needs of both the College and its future 

leaders. 

With data around which acquisition sources are most important in the development of the 

AACC competencies, the College can also now create additional opportunities for these 

important acquisition sources to occur. While 360 degree assessments are available for the few 

who are selected to participate in the Pathways to Peak Leadership series, providing more 

opportunities for future leaders to receive feedback could provide positive results. Both 

mentoring/coaching and networking with colleagues are also built into the current in-house 

programs, but wide-scale formal mentoring/coaching programs and formal network-building 

opportunities could also provide more opportunities for professional growth. 

Another important area of growth for the College is the development of future women 

leaders to narrow the perceived self-competence gaps existing between the genders. Since the 

collection of data for this study, the College’s Foundation has expanded the Circle of Ivy, a 

membership-based philanthropic program for women at the College that now boasts more than 

750 members. In addition to charitable giving Circle of Ivy “both empowers and celebrates 

women making an impact in their community” (Ivy Tech Foundation, 2020). The Circle of Ivy 

infrastructure provides the College an opportunity to build on this philanthropic network for the 

purposes of further developing its women leaders specifically around the AACC competencies 

for community college leaders. Since both the College president and provost are women, this is a 

unique opportunity for the College to build women leaders for years to come. 

Doctoral Education Programs 

 

The final group to be able to use this study’s findings for positive change is doctoral 

education programs. While doctoral education is not a formal farm system for community 
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college leaders, the fact that many community college leaders hold doctoral degrees (Freidel, 

2010; Weisman & Vaughan, 2001) means that doctoral programs have the unique opportunity to 

meet the specific needs of these leaders through their coursework and research opportunities. 

Doctoral programs with an emphasis in community college leadership are doing their students a 

disservice if they are not already using the AACC competencies for community college leaders 

as a curricular guidebook. Its list of working competencies under the now-expanded 11 focus 

areas read like a list of learning objectives for various course syllabi. Entire programs of study 

can be designed around these 11 focus areas, as opposed to single-course offerings on the 

American community college. 

For programs that are already using the competencies within coursework, understanding 

perceived self-competence can provide faculty a framework for areas to emphasize. If faculty 

and curriculum developers focus on lower mean scores for the organizational strategy and 

institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management competencies, then 

doctoral coursework has the opportunity to provide community college leaders to opportunity to 

hone these particularly needed competencies. This is not the opportunity to develop courses with 

titles like “Organizational Strategy and the Community College” or “Finance in Higher 

Education,” however. One-off survey courses may miss out on the practical skills needed for 

administrations, instead providing the theoretical frameworks behind concepts. These courses 

have a place in the curriculum, but the competencies instead need to be interwoven among 

doctoral courses, scaffolding knowledge throughout a doctoral program, just like many research 

programs provide surveys of social science research before going in depth into qualitative, 

quantitative, and mixed-methods research. 
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The final consideration for doctoral programs is the actual degree types offered to meet 

the goals of both research and administration for community college leaders. As noted in the 

argument among many Doctor of Education programs trying to mimic Doctor of Philosophy 

programs (Shulman et al., 2006), doctoral program coordinators could reconsider the course mix 

and the specific goals of a capstone experience. Every course recommendation comes at the 

expense of a currently-listed course, and doctoral programs need to balance the need for 

scholarly research with the need for strong practitioners and administrators. The requirement of a 

dissertation in community college leadership programs provides doctoral students the 

opportunity to create and implement a study with further research implications, but without 

proper planning may not provide the same roadmap for future work as an administrator. 

With doctoral education rated consistently low by respondents as an acquisition source 

for the competencies, now is the opportunity for doctoral programs to reconsider their 

overarching goals. Can programs offer different degree types to meet needs that may compete in 

traditional Ed. D. and Ph. D. programs? Might there be an opportunity for an administrator’s 

doctorate along the lines of the original doctor of education degree? A degree with the 

practitioner in mind, with project-based learning and the immediate application of skills to 

current jobs and thoughtful planning for future leaders? Ideas like this run counter to the 

scholarly goals of many doctoral programs. 

Does every doctoral student with a future career in community college leadership need to 

write a dissertation to demonstrate their knowledge? Or can they lead a multi-faceted project on 

their campus that requires specific demonstration of the AACC competencies for community 

college leadership? The opportunity for doctoral students to work in concert with their campuses 

and doctoral programs to improve programs and prove innovative concepts can provide both 



 151 

 

actionable items that benefit campuses and provide best practices for other community colleges. 

Community college leadership programs have the opportunity to pioneer (or bring back from the 

Ed.D’s roots) a focus on the practitioner-scholar. 

Limitations 

 

 While the study was robust, the parameters of this study did not allow for a 

comprehensive understanding of the awareness of and perceptions surrounding the AACC 

competencies for community college leaders. While the results of this study could be compared 

to that of previous research (e.g., Boswell & Imroz, 2013; Hassan et al., 2009; McNair, 2009), 

this study is not generalizable to all community college leaders across the United States. The 

College was studied in part because of the unique nature of the singly-accredited statewide 

system. This by design makes similarities to other studies coincidental, although similarities are 

still helpful to the overarching narratives surrounding the importance of the AACC competencies 

for community college leadership. 

 There is also no guarantee that the results from this study are truly representative of the 

College as a whole, as the determination of who to invite to participate in the study also created 

limitations. To ensure a viable sample of emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders 

participated, participation was limited to particular College human resources classifications. Any 

limitation will exclude potential respondents, but this particular limitation excluded both staff 

members at lower levels of the College’s organization chart, as well as faculty members that 

were not administrative faculty. Both of these subsets could have had emerging community 

college leaders, whose input was limited in the study. A well-balanced group of emerging, new, 

and veteran community college leaders is necessary for results to be generalized. 
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 In addition, the relatively low response rate of 44.9 % brings into potential question the 

viability of the results. If respondent breakdowns by gender, age, educational attainment, and 

office location are not approximately the same percentages of the 287 eligible respondents, then 

data analysis of those demographic factors may lead to an increased likelihood of results from 

respondents not to be representative of the entire population. Large disparities in one or more 

demographic factors may also affect aggregate results as well. That this information on the 

population as a whole is not available for review and comparison is an additional limitation, as 

one cannot verify if the respondents reflect the population. 

  Assuming respondents are representative of the population, there are limitations in how 

the data were collected against what results represent. Specifically, the notion of perceived self-

competence is not the same as competence. People may overestimate or underestimate their own 

abilities, leading to scoring that does not measure one’s own abilities. There is little to be done 

with this limitation, short of scored quantitative assessments or measurements conducted by 

supervisors of their direct reports to validate perceived self-competence measures. But these 

measurements lose their anonymity, leading to their own set of limitations of use in research. 

In addition, the examination of ranked results may not represent each respondent’s true 

rankings of various competencies and acquisition sources. Respondents were not asked to rank 

among competencies and acquisition sources; they were asked to rate each individually. Had the 

survey instrument included rank-order questions, respondents may have had differing opinions 

on competencies and acquisition sources when ranking multiple items that all scored the same on 

a Likert scale question. The truest way to determine rank order is to ask respondents to rank 

order items themselves. Lastly, any statistical differences found, no matter how the strong the 

correlation, do not indicate causation (Kisley & Kendall, 2011). For example, when examining 
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the statistically significant differences between respondents’ importance and perceived self-

competence means for the AACC competencies for community college leaders, high importance 

did not cause lower perceived self-competence, and vice versa. 

Future Research 

 

 Even as this study adds to the growing body of research surrounding the AACC 

competencies for community college leaders, there are ample opportunities to further explore 

how the competencies shape community college leaders. The most obvious area of research is 

validating the third edition of the competencies (AACC, 2018). The reinvention of the 

competencies as 11 focus areas with 59 competencies for six audiences does not invalidate 

research on the first two editions of the competencies, but it does require study regarding the 

importance, perceived self-competence, and acquisition sources of these competencies. Just as 

there were opportunities to dive deeper into how emerging, new, and veteran community college 

leaders each interacted with previous editions of the competencies in their work, there are now 

opportunities to explore deeply how faculty, mid-level leaders, senior-level leaders, aspiring 

CEOs, new CEOs, and CEOs use the competencies to guide their work. Simply having six 

classifications within previous editions would have provided rich opportunities for study. 

Creating a survey instrument to accomplish these ends will be a momentous task, so considering 

both qualitative and mixed-methods research will be important for researchers to find ways to 

gather both breadth and depth of data while not turning respondents away with a cumbersome 

survey instrument.  

 The role of doctoral education in the acquisition of the AACC competencies for 

community college leaders is also worthy of study. As community college leadership doctoral 

programs integrate the competencies in their work, what effects are the proactive integration of 
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the competencies having on the next generation of community college leadership doctoral 

students and graduates? Will doctoral education become a more important venue for community 

college leaders to gain the skills they need to be successful? The concept of doctoral education 

being a de facto requirement for community college leaders is not changing, so perhaps doctoral 

education programs can change to meet the needs of these leaders. Longitudinal research on 

community college leadership doctoral students, their doctoral program experiences, and the use 

of the competencies in their professional practice would be invaluable to both faculty and 

practitioners alike. 

 Given the results of this study, further exploration in how gender intersects the AACC 

competencies for community college leaders may yield important results for the profession. As 

more women ascend to the community college presidency, understanding how they are 

supported through the ranks could set up more women for success as community college leaders. 

In addition, studying the efficacy of programs specifically designed for women (such as the 

College’s Circle of Ivy philanthropic circle), could lead to the validation of best practices that 

could be used across the country. Qualitative examinations of how women leaders at the College 

progressed through their careers could provide additional perspectives to the growing literature 

base of women and leadership in the community college setting. 

Not even considered in this study were how race or gender identity could intersect with 

the competencies. No edition of the competencies explicitly includes diversity, equity, and 

inclusion, although “AACC understands the importance of creating an environment that 

embraces diversity,” (2018, p. 5). Perhaps the nationwide reexamination of race relations, 

beginning with the death of George Floyd at the hands of the Minneapolis Police Department 

and the demonstrations immediately followed, as well as the disproportionate effects that the 
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COVID-19 pandemic had on communities of color both medically and economically will lead to 

another review. Additional research may accelerate this process. 

 In addition to wide-scale research surrounding the third edition of the AACC 

competencies for community college leaders, there are additional opportunities to explore the 

competencies further with the respondent population. This study showed potential disconnects 

among the competencies’ importance, perceived self-competence, and acquisition sources. As 

the College considers ways to further prepare its faculty and staff as leaders, again surveying 

emerging, new, and veteran community college leaders may provide insights as to the success of 

those interventions. Further exploring the disconnect between doctoral education and the 

acquisition of the competencies, perhaps using qualitative methods instead of surveys, could 

yield rich data on how doctoral education influences the College’s current and future leaders to 

expand or modify current offerings. The intersection of the nation’s largest singly-accredited 

community college and the AACC competencies for community college leaders should continue 

to be a fertile ground for research. 

Summary 

 

 The fifth and final chapter discussed the findings outlined in chapter four. Guided by the 

study’s research questions, this study analyzed the second edition of the AACC competencies for 

community college leaders, as viewed through the lens of respondents at Ivy Tech Community 

College. By modifying previous surveys, this study added to the growing body of literature 

surrounding the competencies, as well as provided implications for the College, doctoral 

education programs, and community college leadership as a concept. This chapter also outlined 

the study’s limitations to consider when designing future research. Lastly, as previous research 

around the competencies inspired this study, this study provided as many questions that could 
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inspire future research as it does answers. Understanding community college leadership will be 

vital in preparing future generations of community college leaders so that they may provide 

guidance to the institutions that educate the majority of America’s postsecondary students. 
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

 

Study Title   
The AACC Competencies for Community College Leaders: Importance, Perceived Competence, 

and Acquisition Sources from within a Statewide System 

 

Study Purpose and Rationale 

 The purpose of this study is to examine the relative importance, perceived competence 

level, and acquisition sources of each of the AACC’s competencies for community 

college leaders. 

 A second purpose of the study is to determine if differences exist between emerging, 

new, and veteran leaders regarding the importance, perceived competence level, and 

acquisition sources each competency. 

 

Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria 

 You must be a full-time employee of Ivy Tech Community College, who is either an 

administrative faculty members by HR classification, or have a staff classification of E-3 

(executive director) or higher. Unclassified staff will also be included. 

 You must be 18 years or older to participate. 

 

Participation Procedures and Duration 

 Participation in this study includes engaging in an anonymous online survey administered 

through Qualtrics. 

 This survey will take approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete.  

 

Data Anonymity 

 Your identity will be kept anonymous. 

 No identifying information will be collected through the survey. 

 

Storage of Data 

 Data will be stored within the Principal Investigator’s password-protected Qualtrics 

account, a password-protected laptop, and within the Principal Investigator’s cloud 

storage drive provided by Box.com. 

 Only the research team will have access to the raw data. 

 The data will be retained for two years. It will then be permanently deleted or shredded. 

 

Risks or Discomforts 

 There are no anticipated risks or discomforts associated with participating in this study.   

 

Benefits 

 There are no anticipated benefits associated with participating in this study.   

 

Voluntary Participation 

 Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you are free to withdraw 

your permission at any time for any reason without penalty or prejudice from the 
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investigator. Please feel free to ask any questions of the investigator at any time during 

the study. 

 

IRB Contact Information 

 For questions about your rights as a research subject, please contact the Director of the 

Office of Research Integrity, Ball State University, Muncie, IN 47306, (765) 285-5070, 

irb@bsu.edu. 

 

Electronic Consent 

I agree to participate in this research project, entitled The AACC Competencies for Community 

College Leaders: Importance, Perceived Competence, and Acquisition Sources from within a 

Statewide System. I have had the study explained to me and my questions have been answered to 

my satisfaction. I have read the description of this project and give my consent to participate. I 

understand that I may print a copy of this electronic consent form to keep for future reference. 

 

To the best of my knowledge, I meet the inclusion/exclusion criteria for participation (described 

on the previous page) in this study. 

 

Researcher Contact Information 

 

Principal Investigator:      

 

Mike Slocum 

Doctoral Student, Ball State University 

Adult, Higher, and Community Education Program 

Ball State University 

Telephone: (317) 373-5350    

Email: mpslocum@bsu.edu    

 

 

Q1: Into which of these categories would you place yourself, as defined by the American 

Association of Community Colleges? 

 

- Emerging community college leader - A faculty or staff member interested in leading a 

community college in a leadership position, having not yet achieved a leadership 

position. 

- New community college leader - A community college leader in the first three years of 

their first leadership role. 

- Veteran community college leader – A community college leader with three or more 

years’ experience in a leadership role. 

 

Q2: Please read the definitions below of each of the AACC’s competencies for community 

college leaders. Then rate the relative importance of each competency importance for community 

college leaders on a scale of 1 to 4, with 1 being not at all important and 4 being very important: 

 

mailto:irb@bsu.edu
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Organizational Strategy - An effective community college leader promotes the success of all 

students, strategically improves the quality of the institution, and sustains the community college 

mission based on knowledge of the organization, its environment, and future trends. 

 

 Not 

important 

Minimally 

important 

Moderately 

important 

Very 

important 

Organizational Strategy 1 2 3 4 

 

Institutional Finance, Research, Fundraising, and Resource Management - An effective 

community college leader equitably and ethically sustains people, processes, and information as 

well as physical and financial assets to fulfill the mission, vision, and goals of the community 

college. 

 

 Not 

important 

Minimally 

important 

Moderately 

important 

Very 

important 

Institutional Finance, Research, 

Fundraising, and Resource 

Management 

1 2 3 4 

 

Communication - An effective community college leader uses clear listening, speaking, and 

writing skills to engage in honest, open dialogue at all levels of the college and its surrounding 

community; promotes the success of all students; ensures the safety and security of students and 

the surrounding college community; and sustains the community college mission. 

 

 Not 

important 

Minimally 

important 

Moderately 

important 

Very 

important 

Communication 1 2 3 4 

 

Collaboration - An effective community college leader develops and maintains responsive, 

cooperative, mutually beneficial, and ethical internal and external relationships that nurture 

diversity, promotes the success of all students, and sustains the community college mission. 

 

 Not 

important 

Minimally 

important 

Moderately 

important 

Very 

important 

Collaboration 1 2 3 4 

 

Community College Advocacy - An effective community college leader understands, commits 

to, and advocates for the mission, vision, and goals of the community college on the local, state, 

and national level. 

 

 Not 

important 

Minimally 

important 

Moderately 

important 

Very 

important 

Community College Advocacy 1 2 3 4 

 



 172 

 

Q3: To what degree would you rate your own competence level for each of the AACC 

competencies for community college leaders, with 1 being not competent and 4 being very 

competent? 

 

Organizational Strategy - An effective community college leader promotes the success of all 

students, strategically improves the quality of the institution, and sustains the community college 

mission based on knowledge of the organization, its environment, and future trends. 

 

 Not 

competent 

Minimally 

competent 

Moderately 

competent 

Very 

competent 

Organizational Strategy 1 2 3 4 

 

Institutional Finance, Research, Fundraising, and Resource Management - An effective 

community college leader equitably and ethically sustains people, processes, and information as 

well as physical and financial assets to fulfill the mission, vision, and goals of the community 

college. 

 

 Not 

competent 

Minimally 

competent 

Moderately 

competent 

Very 

competent 

Institutional Finance, 

Research, Fundraising, and 

Resource Management 

1 2 3 4 

 

Communication - An effective community college leader uses clear listening, speaking, and 

writing skills to engage in honest, open dialogue at all levels of the college and its surrounding 

community; promotes the success of all students; ensures the safety and security of students and 

the surrounding college community; and sustains the community college mission. 

 

 Not 

competent 

Minimally 

competent 

Moderately 

competent 

Very 

competent 

Communication 1 2 3 4 

 

Collaboration - An effective community college leader develops and maintains responsive, 

cooperative, mutually beneficial, and ethical internal and external relationships that nurture 

diversity, promotes the success of all students, and sustains the community college mission. 

 

 Not 

competent 

Minimally 

competent 

Moderately 

competent 

Very 

competent 

Collaboration 1 2 3 4 

 

Community College Advocacy - An effective community college leader understands, commits 

to, and advocates for the mission, vision, and goals of the community college on the local, state, 

and national level. 

 

 Not 

competent 

Minimally 

competent 

Moderately 

competent 

Very 

competent 
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Community College 

Advocacy 
1 2 3 4 

 

Q4: A variety of experiences contribute to the development of competencies. Below is a list of 

experiences that may help leaders acquire each of the AACC competencies for community 

college leaders. For each competency, please indicate how important the following experiences 

were to your development, with 1 being not at all important and 4 being very important: 

Organizational Strategy Not 

important 

Minimally 

important 

Moderately 

important 

Very 

important 

Doctoral education programs (e.g., 

degree or certificate) 
1 2 3 4 

In-house programs (e.g., grow-

your-own leader programs) 
1 2 3 4 

Professional association 

conferences and workshops (e.g., 

AACC, NISOD, Aspen Institute) 

1 2 3 4 

Challenging job assignments (e.g., 

new positions, built a team from 

scratch) 

1 2 3 4 

Hardship (e.g., failures, career 

setbacks, downsizing, handling 

problem employees) 

1 2 3 4 

Feedback (e.g., supervisor, peers, 

subordinates, team) 
1 2 3 4 

Mentoring/Coaching 1 2 3 4 

Personal reflection/journaling 1 2 3 4 

Networking with colleagues 1 2 3 4 

Progressive administrative 

responsibilities within the 

community college setting (e.g., 

Director, Dean, Vice Chancellor) 

1 2 3 4 

From previous business experience 1 2 3 4 

From previous military experience 1 2 3 4 

From previous government 

experience 
1 2 3 4 

Other (fill in the blank) 1 2 3 4 

 

Institutional Finance, Research, 

Fundraising, and Resource 

Management 

Not 

important 

Minimally 

important 

Moderately 

important 

Very 

important 

Doctoral education programs (e.g., 

degree or certificate) 
1 2 3 4 

In-house programs (e.g., grow-

your-own leader programs) 
1 2 3 4 
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Professional association 

conferences and workshops (e.g., 

AACC, NISOD, Aspen Institute) 

1 2 3 4 

Challenging job assignments (e.g., 

new positions, built a team from 

scratch) 

1 2 3 4 

Hardship (e.g., failures, career 

setbacks, downsizing, handling 

problem employees) 

1 2 3 4 

Feedback (e.g., supervisor, peers, 

subordinates, team) 
1 2 3 4 

Mentoring/Coaching 1 2 3 4 

Personal reflection/journaling 1 2 3 4 

Networking with colleagues 1 2 3 4 

Progressive administrative 

responsibilities within the 

community college setting (e.g., 

Director, Dean, Vice Chancellor) 

1 2 3 4 

From previous business experience 1 2 3 4 

From previous military experience 1 2 3 4 

From previous government 

experience 
1 2 3 4 

Other (fill in the blank) 1 2 3 4 

 

Communication Not 

important 

Minimally 

important 

Moderately 

important 

Very 

important 

Doctoral education programs (e.g., 

degree or certificate) 
1 2 3 4 

In-house programs (e.g., grow-

your-own leader programs) 
1 2 3 4 

Professional association 

conferences and workshops (e.g., 

AACC, NISOD, Aspen Institute) 

1 2 3 4 

Challenging job assignments (e.g., 

new positions, built a team from 

scratch) 

1 2 3 4 

Hardship (e.g., failures, career 

setbacks, downsizing, handling 

problem employees) 

1 2 3 4 

Feedback (e.g., supervisor, peers, 

subordinates, team) 
1 2 3 4 

Mentoring/Coaching 1 2 3 4 

Personal reflection/journaling 1 2 3 4 

Networking with colleagues 1 2 3 4 

Progressive administrative 

responsibilities within the 
1 2 3 4 
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community college setting (e.g., 

Director, Dean, Vice Chancellor) 

From previous business experience 1 2 3 4 

From previous military experience 1 2 3 4 

From previous government 

experience 
1 2 3 4 

Other (fill in the blank) 1 2 3 4 

 

Collaboration Not 

important 

Minimally 

important 

Moderately 

important 

Very 

important 

Doctoral education programs (e.g., 

degree or certificate) 
1 2 3 4 

In-house programs (e.g., grow-

your-own leader programs) 
1 2 3 4 

Professional association 

conferences and workshops (e.g., 

AACC, NISOD, Aspen Institute) 

1 2 3 4 

Challenging job assignments (e.g., 

new positions, built a team from 

scratch) 

1 2 3 4 

Hardship (e.g., failures, career 

setbacks, downsizing, handling 

problem employees) 

1 2 3 4 

Feedback (e.g., supervisor, peers, 

subordinates, team) 
1 2 3 4 

Mentoring/Coaching 1 2 3 4 

Personal reflection/journaling 1 2 3 4 

Networking with colleagues 1 2 3 4 

Progressive administrative 

responsibilities within the 

community college setting (e.g., 

Director, Dean, Vice Chancellor) 

1 2 3 4 

From previous business experience 1 2 3 4 

From previous military experience 1 2 3 4 

From previous government 

experience 
1 2 3 4 

Other (fill in the blank) 1 2 3 4 

 

Community College Advocacy Not 

important 

Minimally 

important 

Moderately 

important 

Very 

important 

Doctoral education programs (e.g., 

degree or certificate) 
1 2 3 4 

In-house programs (e.g., grow-

your-own leader programs) 
1 2 3 4 
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Professional association 

conferences and workshops (e.g., 

AACC, NISOD, Aspen Institute) 

1 2 3 4 

Challenging job assignments (e.g., 

new positions, built a team from 

scratch) 

1 2 3 4 

Hardship (e.g., failures, career 

setbacks, downsizing, handling 

problem employees) 

1 2 3 4 

Feedback (e.g., supervisor, peers, 

subordinates, team) 
1 2 3 4 

Mentoring/Coaching 1 2 3 4 

Personal reflection/journaling 1 2 3 4 

Networking with colleagues 1 2 3 4 

Progressive administrative 

responsibilities within the 

community college setting (e.g., 

Director, Dean, Vice Chancellor) 

1 2 3 4 

From previous business experience 1 2 3 4 

From previous military experience 1 2 3 4 

From previous government 

experience 
1 2 3 4 

Other (fill in the blank) 1 2 3 4 

 

Remaining questions are categorical in nature and allow for the analysis of comparison data. 

 

Q5: What is the highest education level you have attained? (dropdown menu) 

- Bachelor’s degree 

- Master’s degree 

- Doctoral degree (Ed.D. or Ph.D.) 

- Other terminal degree (e.g., J.D., M.D., etc.) 

 

Q6: Who is your employer within the Ivy Tech Community College system? 

- One campus/multiple campuses 

- Systems office 

 

Q7: (If Q6 = One campus/multiple campuses) Which campus is your primary work location? 

If assigned to a site, please choose the campus affiliated with your site location. (dropdown 

menu) 

- Lake County 

- Valparaiso 

- Michigan City 

- South Bend/Elkhart 

- Fort Wayne 

- Lafayette 
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- Kokomo 

- Marion 

- Muncie 

- Anderson 

- Terre Haute 

- Indianapolis 

- Richmond 

- Bloomington 

- Columbus 

- Evansville 

- Sellersburg 

- Madison 

- Lawrenceburg 

 

Q8: What is your gender? 

- Male 

- Female 

- Other 

 

Q9: Into what range does your age fall? 

- Under 30 

- 30-39 

- 40-49 

- 50-59 

- 60 and above 
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APPENDIX B: EMAIL RECRUITMENT MESSAGES 

 

Email One, Sent During the Week of Monday, April 16, 2018 

 

Subject Line: Share your thoughts on community college leadership 

 

Ivy Tech Community College faculty and staff:  

 

Your participation is requested in a study regarding thoughts and perceptions of the American 

Association of Community College’s competencies for community college leadership. Published 

in 2005 and revised in 2013, the competencies were created in part to help the growing need for 

leaders to replace a growing wave of retiring community college leaders. For many institutions, 

the competencies serve as a roadmap for individuals who are interesting in being community 

college leaders, as well as those who are already in community college leadership positions. This 

study will explore what College faculty and staff believe are most important among the 

competencies, as well as the most important ways to gain those skills and competencies. The 

current edition of the competencies may be reviewed in full here. 

 

Your participation in this study would consist of completing a 15-minute survey regarding the 

AACC competencies. This survey is anonymous, with data regarding degree attainment and 

campus location collected for the purpose of categorical data analysis. All data will be analyzed 

on an aggregate basis, without the ability to recognize individual answers. Full-time employees, 

part-time employees, and adjunct faculty are all welcome to participate. If you are not currently 

employed by the College at the time of the study, you are unfortunately not eligible to 

participate.  

 

If you are interested in participating, please click the link below to complete the Qualtrics 

survey. If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant, please feel free to 

contact the Director, Office of Research Integrity, Ball State University, Muncie, IN 47306, 

(765) 285-5070 or at irb@bsu.edu and/or [ITCC IRB contact person/not yet established]. 

 

SURVEY LINK HERE 

 

Thank you for your consideration! 

 

  

http://www.aacc.nche.edu/newsevents/Events/leadershipsuite/Documents/AACC_Core_Competencies_web.pdf
mailto:irb@bsu.edu
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Email Two, To Be Sent During on Friday, April 27, 2018 

 

Subject Line: Share your thoughts on community college leadership (follow up) 

 

Ivy Tech Community College faculty and staff:  

 

This is a follow up message to a previous request to participate in research study. If you have 

already responded to this request or do not have an interest in participating, please disregard this 

message. 

 

Your participation is requested in a study regarding thoughts and perceptions of the American 

Association of Community College’s competencies for community college leadership. Published 

in 2005 and revised in 2013, the competencies were created in part to help the growing need for 

leaders to replace a growing wave of retiring community college leaders. For many institutions, 

the competencies serve as a roadmap for individuals who are interesting in being community 

college leaders, as well as those who are already in community college leadership positions. This 

study will explore what College faculty and staff believe are most important among the 

competencies, as well as the most important ways to gain those skills and competencies. The 

current edition of the competencies may be reviewed in full here. 

 

Your participation in this study would consist of completing a 15-minute survey regarding the 

AACC competencies. This survey is anonymous, with data regarding degree attainment and 

campus location collected for the purpose of categorical data analysis. All data will be analyzed 

on an aggregate basis, without the ability to recognize individual answers. Full-time employees, 

part-time employees, and adjunct faculty are all welcome to participate. If you are not currently 

employed by the College at the time of the study, you are unfortunately not eligible to 

participate.  

 

If you are interested in participating, please click the link below to complete the Qualtrics 

survey. If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant, please feel free to 

contact the Director, Office of Research Integrity, Ball State University, Muncie, IN 47306, 

(765) 285-5070 or at irb@bsu.edu and/or [ITCC IRB contact person/not yet established]. 

 

SURVEY LINK HERE 

 

Thank you for your consideration! 

 

  

http://www.aacc.nche.edu/newsevents/Events/leadershipsuite/Documents/AACC_Core_Competencies_web.pdf
mailto:irb@bsu.edu
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Email Three, To Be Sent During on Friday, May 4, 2018 

 

Subject Line: Share your thoughts on community college (final request) 

 

Ivy Tech Community College faculty and staff:  

 

This is a final request to participate in research study. If you have already responded to this 

request or do not have an interest in participating, please disregard this message. 

 

Your participation is requested in a study regarding thoughts and perceptions of the American 

Association of Community College’s competencies for community college leadership. Published 

in 2005 and revised in 2013, the competencies were created in part to help the growing need for 

leaders to replace a growing wave of retiring community college leaders. For many institutions, 

the competencies serve as a roadmap for individuals who are interesting in being community 

college leaders, as well as those who are already in community college leadership positions. This 

study will explore what College faculty and staff believe are most important among the 

competencies, as well as the most important ways to gain those skills and competencies. The 

current edition of the competencies may be reviewed in full here. 

 

Your participation in this study would consist of completing a 15-minute survey regarding the 

AACC competencies. This survey is anonymous, with data regarding degree attainment and 

campus location collected for the purpose of categorical data analysis. All data will be analyzed 

on an aggregate basis, without the ability to recognize individual answers. Full-time employees, 

part-time employees, and adjunct faculty are all welcome to participate. If you are not currently 

employed by the College at the time of the study, you are unfortunately not eligible to 

participate.  

 

If you are interested in participating, please click the link below to complete the Qualtrics 

survey. If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant, please feel free to 

contact the Director, Office of Research Integrity, Ball State University, Muncie, IN 47306, 

(765) 285-5070 or at irb@bsu.edu and/or [ITCC IRB contact person/not yet established]. 

 

SURVEY LINK HERE 

 

Thank you for your consideration! 

 

http://www.aacc.nche.edu/newsevents/Events/leadershipsuite/Documents/AACC_Core_Competencies_web.pdf
mailto:irb@bsu.edu

