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ABSTRACT
Washington State Community College Leaders: Perceptions of the 2018 American
Association of Community Colleges Competencies for Community College Leaders
by Teresa A. Vines McDermott
Purpose: The two-fold purpose of this study was to understand how Washington state
community college vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members serve in
leadership positions with the Washington Association of Community and Technical
Colleges (WACTC) and the Faculty Association of Community and Technical Colleges
(FACTC) rate the importance of the 2018 American Association of Community Colleges
(AACC) Competencies for Community College Leaders, Third Edition and to compare
the differences between the three groups’ views of the importance of the AACC
competencies.
Methodology: A descriptive, non-experimental quantitative methodology was used for
this study. The sample was 55 community college vice presidents, deans, and academic
faculty members serving in leadership positions with the WACTC and FACTC. They
were also affiliated with subgroups of the two organizations focused on academic affairs
or student services. These subgroups were targeted because research indicates over half
of community colleges presidents descend through the ranks of academic affairs or
student services. The sample was selected through purposeful, non-probability sampling.
Findings: The 2018 AACC skills were found to be exceptionally important to all three
groups studied: vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty. Combined, the groups
stressed the highest relevance of three primary competency/focus areas. The study also
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underscored need for community colleges to cultivate growth and development of its
leaders to enhance student success and improve institutional performance.
Conclusions: The data gathered established a need for all community college leaders to
deepen their understanding of the AACC competencies and apply this competency
framework to their own personal growth and development to strengthen their current
positions and prepare for new professional prospects.
Recommendations: Community colleges should use these findings to create an
evaluation instrument that evaluates community college leaders using the AACC
competencies. These findings should be used by boards of trustees, in partnership with
other stakeholders, to recruit new community college leaders. These findings should be
used to construct in-house leadership development programs at community colleges to
retain and develop future community college leaders and guide succession planning.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
Institutional transformation cannot take place without the development and
continual improvement of a college’s leadership. (American Association of
Community Colleges [AACC] 2013, p. 2)
Public community colleges in America have served a critical role in their
communities for nearly 120 years. Since their inception, these institutions have offered
the first two years of education for transfer to a four-year college or university,
occupational training for the workforce, and community enrichment classes. The first
public two-year community college was established in 1901, Joliet Junior College in
Joliet, Illinois (Joliet Junior College, 2019; Koos, 1925). By 1923, 50 public community
colleges were in operation, primarily located in the Midwest and California (Koos, 1925).
The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES, 2019) reported 297 public
community colleges operating by 1950 and 846 by 1980.
Today, a public or private community college can be found in each of the 50
states (NCES, 2019). The membership database of the AACC reported 1,050 institutions
in operation at the beginning of 2020. There were 942 state colleges, 35 tribal colleges,
and 73 private colleges among those. The AACC community colleges had a combined
enrollment of 11.8 million students in fall 2018, with 6.8 million taking credit-bearing
classes and 5 million choosing non-credit classes (AACC, 2020, p. 1). The majority of
students enrolled in credit-bearing classes, 4.4 million, did so part-time, with 2.4
enrolling full-time. Nearly one third of students at community colleges were the first
generation in their family to attend college (AACC, 2020).
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With the significant growth of community colleges throughout the years,
presidents were confronted with a myriad of social, political, and fiscal challenges to
their environments. These challenges shaped how stakeholders viewed the role of
community colleges. For example, Joliet Junior College initially offered students the first
two years of a liberal arts education prior to transfer to a four-year college or university
(McCarthy, 2011; Vaughan, 1985). However, merely two decades after the creation of
community colleges, occupational training was added to their mission. This was
compelled by employers’ needs for a skilled workforce to keep up with 20th-century
inventions and reinventions in science, technology, transportation, and communication
(Cohen & Brawer, 1989; Witt, 1994). Developmental education, community education
classes, and student support services also became core functions of community colleges
during this time (Coley, 2000).
Tillery and Deegan (1985) described the growth of community college missions
across five generations since its inception. The first generation (i.e., 1900–1930)
operated as an extension of high schools, and the second generation (i.e., 1930–1950)
served as junior colleges (Geller, 2001). The third generation, community college, lasted
from 1950–1970. The fourth generation, the comprehensive community college, lasted
from 1970–1985. Lastly, the new college represented the fifth generation (1985–1999).
Terry O'Banion coined the term learning community college, which Geller (2001) has
labeled the sixth generation.
During the 20th century as community colleges evolved to meet the conditions of
growing economies, so did the presidents who led them through the many stages of
development. Similarly, today's community college presidents are expected to grow as
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leaders and enhance their talents to meet the needs of a 21st-century economy, consisting
of continual changes in population growth, globalization, and changing student
demographics (Cohen, Brawer, & Kisker, 2014; Vaughan, 1989). Although the first
presidents were chosen primarily for their scholarly credentials and teaching experience,
subsequent presidents were chosen to focus largely on the administrative oversight of the
institution (Vaughn, 1985). Presidents must manage the demands from a myriad of
internal stakeholders, such as boards of trustees, faculty, staff, students, and unions.
They also must manage the expectations of numerous external stakeholders, including
city, state, and federal governments; business and industry; and community and civic
organizations. Ultimately, their leadership position makes them accountable for the
overall performance of the college (Cohen, Brawer, & Kisker, 2014).
Consequently, it is necessary for community college presidents to continuously
develop their competencies to address the conflicting demands on their ever-changing
institutions. Researchers have asserted current presidents need vastly different
competencies than their predecessors. According to Mrig and Sanaghan (2017), these
leaders must also be anticipatory thinkers, effective facilitators, risk-tolerant, supportive
of creativity and innovation, courageous decision-makers, and resilient. However, with
the impending vacancies of community college presidents attributed to retirements,
transitions, resignations, terminations for ineffectiveness, or disagreements with
stakeholders (e.g., boards, faculty, unions), the pipeline of well-trained leaders to fill
these roles may be insufficient. Emerging leaders need the necessary competencies to
address the challenges ahead of them, yet what those competencies are is up for debate,
as is the requisite leadership development experiences beneficial for their personal
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development. These are just a few of the issues community college stakeholders must
address during the hiring and evaluation process of a president.
Numerous professional associations and publications representing higher
education interests have administered surveys and conducted interviews with presidents
of community colleges with consistent results revealing an impending leadership crisis.
Organizations conducting such research have included: Achieving the Dream, the AACC,
American Council on Education (ACE), the Aspen Institute, the Council of Independent
Colleges, and Inside Higher Education. The American College President Study
conducted by the ACE (2017) noted 54% of all two-year and four-year public, private,
and for-profit college and university presidents over the age of 60 planned to retire in five
years. The survey conducted by Inside Higher Education assessed the talent pool of
potential community college presidents, wherein their survey results indicated only 29%
of respondents were impressed with the field of potential candidates to replace them
(Jaschik & Lederman, 2017). Interviews conducted for the Crisis and Opportunity report
by the Aspen Institute and Achieving the Dream (2013) projected there would be 500
new presidents at the helm of community colleges by 2017.
In response to the findings from surveys and interviews conducted by professional
associations and researchers, the AACC identified a competency framework to support
the development of new and emerging community college leaders. The first edition was
published in 2005, which was later updated to a second edition in 2013. The third and
most recent edition was released in 2018 and includes faculty in the category of
community college leaders. The recent edition of the competency framework also
examines how leadership development can help community college leaders and faculty
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address some of the key challenges confronting their environments, such as the
improvement of student completion rates, innovation and creativity with educational
delivery methods during an era of dwindling resources, and short-term education to
support career progression. In addition, the AACC wanted to assist institutions with
identifying potential future employees (AACC, 2005, 2013, 2018).
More importantly, the all-encompassing intent for the development of the AACC
competency framework was to help existing community college leaders and new and
aspiring community college presidents assess their skills using the competency
frameworks as depicted below. Accordingly, this would contribute to their continued
improvement and growth and ultimately to the success of their individual institutions. It
also provided a competency framework for both the institution’s internal and external
stakeholders to evaluate the effectiveness of the president.
Table 1 depicts the changes to the AACC Competencies for Community College
Leaders as developed in 2005 and modified in 2013. The changes in 2013 included the
addition of one new competency (i.e., institutional finance, research, fundraising, and
resource management) and the removal of two competencies (i.e., professionalism and
resource management), reducing the framework from six to five competencies. However,
the competencies were substantially revised by the AACC in 2018 in response to the
changing leadership mandates associated with the ever-evolving environments of
community colleges.
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Table 1
AACC Competencies for Community College Leaders
Competency

2005 2013
Organizational strategy
X
X
Communication
X
X
Collaboration
X
X
Community college advocacy
X
X
Institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource management
X
Professionalism
X
Resource management
X
Note. The 2005 data are adapted from “AACC Competencies for Community College
Leaders,” by AACC, 2005 (p. 4), in AACC Competencies for Community College
Leaders. Copyright 2005 by AACC. The 2013 data are adapted from “AACC
Competencies for Community College Leaders,” by AACC, 2013 (p. 6), 2013, in AACC
Competencies for Community College Leaders. Copyright 2013 by AACC.

As noted, in 2018 the AACC reworked the competency framework and expanded
it to 11 main competencies/focus areas (see Table 2) comprised of a combined 59
subcompetencies.

Table 2
AACC Main Competencies, 2018
Competency
Organizational culture
Institutional infrastructure
Governance, institutional policy, Information and analytics
and legislation
Student success
Advocacy and mobilizing/
motivating others
Fundraising and
Institutional leadership
relationship cultivation

Communications
Collaboration
Personal traits and
abilities

In parallel, several leadership development programs exist in Washington state.
However, it is unclear if these programs align their curriculum with the AACC
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competencies. It is also unknown if and how community colleges use the competencies
to hire and evaluate the performance of community college leaders. This creates
confusion and leaves a void for those who wish to move into a presidency or senior
leadership role. To position themselves to thrive during these leadership transitions, it is
important for the Washington State Community and Technical College system better
understand the significance of the AACC competencies from an operational lens.
Background
Early Higher Education in the United States
The origins of higher education in the United States began with the establishment
of Harvard College in 1636 in Cambridge, Massachusetts. Harvard and other early U.S.
colleges were modeled after the universities of Oxford and Cambridge in England. Their
mission was to provide a liberal arts education to the future leaders of the church and
state in colonial America. Although referred to as liberal arts education, the curriculum
was somewhat prescriptive over four years of study and included the study of classic
authors, math, natural philosophy, physics, debate, and the languages of Latin and Greek
(McCarthy, 2011; Potter, 1944; Thelin, 2011).
The growth and change of America during the 18th and 19th centuries ushered in
the need for expanded higher education as the population rapidly grew due to
immigration and the westward expansion of societies in the United States. Elementary
and secondary school attendance grew, placing even greater demands on higher
education. These growing economies and industrialization also pressured communities
for skilled workers. Colleges were encouraged to train students in the liberal arts and
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provide practical skills for careers. This also led to the creation of additional higher
education institutions in the 19th and 20th centuries, specifically community colleges.
Introduction of Community Colleges in the United States
Although Joliet Junior College in Illinois was given the designation by many
researchers as the first two-year public institution in 1901, some scholars contend
otherwise. By their accounts, other institutions existed in the early 1800s in such forms
as six-year programs, normal schools, or private two-year colleges as those noted below:
•

Monticello College (1835) in Illinois,

•

Lasell Junior College (1851) in Massachusetts,

•

Susquehanna University (1858) in Pennsylvania, and

•

Vincennes University (1899) in Indiana (Geller, 2001; Lasell University,
2020; Lewis & Clark Community College, 2020; Susquehanna University,
2020; Vincennes University, 2020).

These six-year programs were considered extensions of high schools, normal colleges
were schools for teacher preparation, and some private schools catered to women (Geller,
2001).
University presidents, the early advocates for junior colleges, had something
different in mind for these two-year institutions (McCarthy, 2011). Their hope was to
ease the burden on institutional capacity at four-year institutions. These presidents also
viewed their universities as research institutions. They wanted to train the gifted students
and leave the education, primarily occupational training, of the average students to
community colleges (McCarthy, 2011). To further advance their intentions, these
advocates proposed awarding a two-year degree to students at the completion of a
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community college education, thereby hoping students would be satisfied with their
accomplishment and less inclined to pursue any further higher education (Brint &
Karabel, 1989).
At that time, most community college students had different intentions for their
educational goals (Brint & Karabel, 1989; McCarthy, 2011). They wanted to complete a
liberal arts education in preparation for classes at the four-year institutions. Community
college presidents also considered it their duty to educate the masses; 20th-century
working class citizenry of their communities. Both community college students and
presidents of the day believed continuing their education at the university was the best
means to upward mobility and social and economic progress (Brint & Karabel, 1989;
McCarthy, 2011).
Importance of Community Colleges
Since their early roots, community colleges have established themselves as
“economic engines for the nation” (Boggs, 2010, p. 2). These institutions assumed a
much broader role throughout the decades than envisioned by their early supporters.
Along with providing a transfer option to the four-year universities, community colleges
offer a variety of professional/technical degrees and credentials to meet specific
workforce training and industry needs. They also partner with businesses to upgrade the
skills of employees in response to ongoing technological advances. In 2006, more than
50% of all students awarded a bachelor’s degree previously attended a community
college (McPhee, 2006). Other significant findings about community colleges noted by
the AACC (2009) indicated they:
•

certified approximately 80% of first responders (e.g., police, firefighters);
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•

trained approximately 60% of allied healthcare workers;

•

served nearly 40% of international students in U.S. institutions;

•

served nearly half of all U.S. undergraduates, including 43% of African
American, 45% of Asian/Pacific Islander, 52% of Hispanic, and 52% of
Native American undergraduates; and

•

awarded over 900,000 certificates and associate degrees each year.

The AACC Facts and Figures (2020) reported about national community college
participation for the prior year:
•

11.8 million individuals enrolled in either credit or non-credit classes,

•

59% qualified for some type of student financial aid,

•

50% were from traditionally underserved populations,

•

29% were first generation to attend college,

•

20% were students with disabilities, and

•

15% were single parents.

These statistics give only a glimpse into the varied student demographics
attending community colleges and their divergent needs. Yet, these institutions continue
to fulfill their expected responsibilities of providing open admissions, access, and
affordable education for their communities. For many individuals, community colleges
provide education and training toward a better way of life. Cole (1997) asserted,
“Education is the single most consistent and powerful instrument for the advancement of
an individual and people” (p. 37). It is further noted these same individuals typically
become leaders in their communities through public service and civic engagement
(National Commission on Community Colleges, 2008).
10

Community College Presidents
The president functions as the chief executive leader of the community college.
Although the president is considered the person in charge, the board provides broad
governance for the institution (Vaughn, 1986). The board is responsible for hiring the
president; however, they typically receive input from faculty, staff, and community
members when selecting a new president. Weisman and Vaughan (2007) administered
the Career and Lifestyle Survey (CLS) to community college presidents and reported
53% of presidential tasks included internal activities: administrative, college meetings,
and informal meetings or interactions. Over one third (34%) of their tasks involved
external relations: community activities, fundraising, and legislative advocacy. In
addition, 19% of their time was spent on professional development and other activities:
professional meetings, reading or writing, and teaching (Weisman & Vaughan, 2007).
Vaughn (1986, 1989, 1998), one of the leading researchers on the community
college presidency, further stressed the president’s role was to provide the educational
leadership for the institution, wherein the academic dean/chief academic officer provided
the academic leadership. He further described the president as the face of the institution
and the individual responsible for managing, communicating, and interpreting the
mission and educational initiatives to all stakeholders. Yet, Vaughan (1989) had
cautioned presidents to also understand their personal limitations. He advised them to
leave the day-to-day operations to other campus leaders, thereby reserving time for such
things as scholarly work and examination of the overall institution.
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Leadership Crisis
Jaschik and Lederman (2017) shared one in four colleges replaced presidents in
2015 due to the presidents’ ineffectiveness or conflicts with trustees or faculty. Smith
(2016) reported the number of presidential transitions due to either resignation or
terminations doubled from 134 to 269 between 2011 and 2015. Smith further stated
performance issues, decision-making errors, and/or conflicts with trustees and faculty as
some of the reasons for these presidential departures. Frequently, these departures create
turmoil for the institutions; inside and out. In some instances, turnover caused
organizations to lose stakeholder trust, prompted closer scrutiny from funding entities,
and generated concerns about the institutions ability to meet the education and training
demands of its communities (AACC & Association of Community College Trustees,
2018).
Along with the resignations, transitions, and terminations are the ongoing
projected retirements of community college presidents. ACE sounded an alarm as early
as 1986 about the looming shortage of community college leadership due to impending
retirements. Thirty years later, the organization’s 2017 study disturbingly showed similar
findings (ACE, 1986, 2017). Three consecutive studies conducted by Gallup (2017,
2018, 2019) on community college presidents noted at least 21% plan to retire in the next
two years. Further, compounding the leadership crisis is the anticipated retirements of
faculty and other senior community college administrators, many belonging to the baby
boom generation, born between 1946–1964, who typically serve as the pipeline to replace
college presidents. Combined, these factors are expected to create a loss of historical
knowledge and experience in community college systems nationwide as many of these
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individuals have worked at their particular institutions for at least 20 years (Amey &
VanDerLinden, 2002; Shults, 2001).
Leadership Competencies
Whether gained through a doctorate or other advanced degree in education, on the
job training, or a professional leadership development program, stakeholders concur
community college presidents must have essential competencies to be effective leaders
(Amey & VanDerLinden, 2002). To help with the leadership preparation of community
college presidents, the AACC identified leadership development as a priority in 2003
with their Leading Forward project. This project led to the identification and publication
of a set of six critical competencies for community college leaders in 2005: (a)
organizational strategy, (b) resource management, (c) communication, (d) collaboration,
(e) community college advocacy, and (f) professionalism (AACC, 2005, p. 3). The 2nd
edition of the competency framework, released in 2013, contained five competencies: (a)
organizational strategy, (b) communication, (c) collaboration, (d) community college
advocacy, and (e) institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource (AACC, 2013,
p. 6).
Overall, the AACC’s competency framework was developed to help leaders
understand and evaluate their progression along the leadership continuum, whether as an
emerging leader, someone new to the job, or an existing community college president
(AACC, 2005, 2013, 2018). The third edition of framework AACC (2018) contained 11
main competencies/focus areas – with an expanded 59 combined sub-competencies:
•

organizational culture

•

governance
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•

institutional policy and legislation

•

student success

•

institutional leadership

•

institutional infrastructure, information and analytics

•

advocacy and mobilizing/motivating others

•

fundraising and relationship cultivation

•

communication

•

collaboration

•

personal traits and abilities.

AACC President and CEO, Walter Bumphus, emphasized the expanded list of 11
main competencies or focus areas would serve as tools for leaders to respond
appropriately to the needs of their institutions. Bumphus further conveyed the framework
supported “student success and access,” which has become the “North Star for
community colleges” (as cited in AACC, 2018, p. 3).
The AACC work also confirmed the importance of the competencies to
community college leaders who participated in the Leading Forward project, as they each
rated the competencies “essential to the effective performance of a community college
leader” (AACC, 2005, p. 2). Since the release of the first edition of the competencies,
researchers have continued to examine how they align with practice and reviewed them
for future enhancements in response to the varying community college environments
throughout the United States (Eddy, 2012; Nevarez & Wood, 2010).
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Statement of Research Problem
Weisman and Vaughan (2002, 2007) reported turnovers of community college
presidents continued to increase due to resignations and retirements. In 2007, their CLS
survey indicated the average age of community college presidents was 58 years and 84%
of those respondents intended to retire in the next 10 years. This retirement number was
up 15% from their first CLS survey conducted in 1998. As a result of these impending
retirements, community colleges are expected to face a leadership void negatively
impacting their ability to meet the needs of their communities. The following graphic
depicts the responses to the 2006 CLS survey.

Figure 1. Estimated years until retirement. From “The Community College Presidency
2006,” by I. M. Weisman, and G. B. Vaughan, 2007, in Research Brief Leadership Series
No. 1, American Association of Community Colleges, p. 6. In the public domain.

Additionally, the traditional pipeline for community college presidency has been
senior-level administrators and faculty. However, the majority of these individuals are
over the age of 50 and retiring at the same rate (Shults, 2001). According to Weisman
and Vaughan (2007), 55% of community college presidents previously served in an
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academic position. Moreover, 88% had teaching experience at a community college
before assuming their first presidency, 49% previously taught full-time, and 48%
previously taught part-time during their careers (Weisman & Vaughan, 2007).
At the same time, the job of the community college president has become more
complex, as they must juggle the expectations of both internal and external stakeholders.
Presidents revealed one third of their time was spent on external relations requiring
contact with either government officials, business and industry leaders, or K-12 school
representatives. More than 90% also reported they served on local community boards
and participated in community service. Thus, presidents are increasingly required to
understand how these external entities operate and balance expectations from internal
stakeholders (Weisman & Vaughan, 2002, 2007).
In terms of preparing community college presidents to handle the complexities of
their role in the 21st century, the AACC (2013) stressed, “the expectations we have of
our leaders are different from past expectations . . . priorities must shift towards greater
accountability and improving student success” (p. 2). As a result, the AACC advocated
for transformational leaders who can use such things as risk-taking and change
management skills, as described in their competency framework. Yet, adoption of the
AACC competencies by community college leaders, leadership preparation, and higher
education doctoral programs have been slow and limited to a few (Eddy, 2009).
Ongoing changes in the community college environment and the impending turnover and
retirements of its presidents are expected to present a leadership crisis for institutions,
which could negatively impact their ability to meet community needs. Hence, the
leadership development of aspiring community college presidents and its future leaders is
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vital to student success (AACC, 2005, 2013, 2018). Despite Washington state
community colleges’ membership in the AACC, it’s uncertain how many colleges are
familiar with the competency framework, find them important, and/or understand how to
use them to prepare future leaders for success. Additional research is needed to better
understand the perceptions of vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members
serving in leadership positions in the Washington state community college system about
the importance of AACC competencies and differences in perceptions between the three
groups.
Purpose Statement
The two-fold purpose of this study was to understand how Washington state
community college vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members serving in
leadership positions with the Washington Association of Community and Technical
Colleges (WACTC) and the Faculty Association of Community and Technical Colleges’
(FACTC) rated importance of the 2018 AACC competencies for community college
leaders, 3rd edition and to compare differences between the three groups’ views of the
importance of the AACC competencies.
Research Questions
The following research questions guided this study.
1. How do Washington state community college vice presidents, deans, and
academic faculty members that serve in leadership positions with the
Washington Association of Community and Technical Colleges and the
Faculty Association of Community and Technical Colleges rate the
importance of the 2018 AACC competencies?
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2. To what extent do Washington state community college vice presidents,
deans, and academic faculty members that serve in leadership positions with
the Washington Association of Community and Technical Colleges and the
Faculty Association of Community and Technical Colleges differ in their
ratings of the 2018 AACC competencies?
Significance of the Problem
The imminent turnover and retirements of community college leaders are
expected to leave a void in the leadership pipeline, with more than 50% planning to retire
in the next five years (ACE, 2017). As a result of these upcoming vacancies, a number of
colleges and universities, professional associations, and national organizations undertook
initiatives to ensure community college leaders have the necessary competencies to lead
these institutions. In particular, the AACC initiated its Leading Forward project in 2003,
which resulted in the identification of six competencies introduced in 2005, later refined
to five competencies in 2013 and recently expanded in 2018 to 11 main
competencies/focus areas (AACC, 2005, 2013, 2018).
Nevertheless, it is unknown to what extent community college leaders,
specifically in Washington state, are familiar with and/or are utilizing the AACC
competency framework. This study will help:
•

community college presidents understand the importance of the AACC
competencies for themselves and their community college leaders;

•

community college leaders assess their leadership competencies and
effectiveness;
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•

aspiring community college presidents to determine their preparedness for the
position;

•

professional associations, national organizations and professional
development personnel employed at community colleges to design
professional development training to offer their memberships; and

•

guide boards of trustees and community college hiring committees in the
screening and selection process of future community college leaders.
Definitions

Administrators of Color Leadership Program (AOCLP) is a one-year program
designed to prepare Washington state community college administrators of color to
assume an executive leadership position (SBCTC, 2020a, para. 4).
American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) is a national advocacy
organization representing more than 1,000 two-year institutions. The AACC was
established in 1920 and considers itself the “voice of America’s community colleges”
(AACC, 2020, p. 1).
Community college is a public higher education institution, also referred to as a
junior college or two-year college, providing the first two years of studies for transfer or
technical education.
Community college leaders are defined in this study as community college vice
presidents, deans, and academic faculty members serving in leadership positions with
WACTC and FACTC.
Community and Technical College Leadership Development Association
(CTCLDA; formerly known as The Association) is a professional association providing
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knowledge, experience, and professional connections through conferences and leadership
training for Washington state administrators and exempt staff (SBCTC, 2020b, para. 5).
Competency framework refers to the AACC (2005, 2013, 2018) recognized core
leadership skills for community college leaders.
Dean’s Academy is a 1-year leadership training program for Washington state
workforce deans (SBCTC, 2020c, p. 1).
Dean is an individual that serves in a midlevel position, who leads other
contributors of the organization, typically reporting to a vice president, is responsible for
specific departments of the institution, such as basic education, enrollment, instruction,
student development, and workforce development.
Faculty refers to an individual who teaches at a College.
Faculty leaders are defined in this study as individuals who teach at a college and
serve in leadership positions with WACTC and FACTC.
Faculty Association of Community and Technical Colleges (FACTC) is a
Washington state board for community and technical colleges (SBCTC) organization
working to address critical system-wide instructional issues, improve teaching and
learning, and enhance communication among education and policy groups focused on
issues relevant to faculty (SBCTC, 2020d, para. 1).
Leadership development experiences are defined as activities and assignments
improving knowledge, skills and abilities of leaders.
President is an individual providing overall administration of the College and
ensures adherence to the mission, vision, and values of the institution.
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State Board for Community and Technical Colleges (SBCTC) is a governorappointed board of nine member advocates coordinating and administering activities of
Washington's 34 public community and technical colleges (SBCTC, 2020e, para. 1).
Vice President is an individual serving in an executive or senior-level position,
who typically reports to the president and is responsible for a large functional area of the
institution, such as business affairs, diversity and equity, human resources, instruction,
and student affairs.
Washington Association of Community and Technical Colleges (WACTC) is
an organization of community college presidents in Washington state acting on common
issues to develop uniform procedures for member colleges when appropriate and work
with the SBCTC and its stakeholders (SBCTC, 2020h, para. 1).
Washington Education Leadership Association (WELA) is a one-year
leadership training program to help aspiring Washington state senior administrators
develop a valuable network of colleagues and connections throughout the college system
and learn communication, leadership, and career skills. (SBCTC, 2020i, para. 1).
Delimitations
This study was delimited to community college vice presidents, deans, and
academic faculty members serving in leadership positions at one of the 34 public
community and technical colleges in Washington state. The study was further delimited,
based on time, costs, and accessibility of all parties, to the following two professional
organizations, WACTC and FACTC, and were affiliated with a subgroup focused on
academic affairs or student services.
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Organization of the Study
There are five chapters in this study followed by references and appendices.
Chapter I includes the background, statement of research problem, purpose of study,
research questions, significance of study, definitions of terms, and delimitations. Chapter
II provides a comprehensive review of the literature as it pertains to higher education in
the United States, specifically evolution of community colleges, and leadership
competencies and development of community college leaders. Chapter III presents the
methodology of this study as it relates to research design, selection of population and
sample, instrumentation choice, and data collection process. Chapter IV presents the data
analysis and findings of the study. Chapter V provides a summary of the study, findings,
conclusions, and recommendations for further research.
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
Leadership should be born out of the understanding of the needs of those who
would be affected by it.
-Marian Anderson, allauthor.com, para. 1
In response to the projected leadership crisis in community colleges, the
American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) created a competency
framework to support the development of leaders such as presidents (i.e., current, new
and aspiring), mid- and senior-level leaders, and faculty (AACC, 2018). The intent of the
competency framework was to further equip community college presidents and leaders
with the necessary skills to help them guide their institutions in meeting the needs of an
evolving 21st-century workforce for the communities they serve. The AACC has
encouraged the use of its competency framework in university-based programs,
national/state-based programs, and grow-your-own (GYO) programs. Researchers have
continued to examine the use of the competency framework since the first edition was
released in 2005. Subsequently, over the last 15 years, the AACC has released two more
iterations of the competency framework in 2013 and 2018.
This chapter presents a review of the relevant research on higher education, the
AACC competency framework, and transformational leadership theory, including
references to works by Downton (1973), Burns (1978, 2003), Bass (1985), and Bryman et
al. (2011). This chapter is divided into five parts. Part I offers a historical overview of
higher education in the United States. Part II gives a background of community colleges.
Part III examines community college presidents. Part IV discusses community college
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leadership development. Lastly, Part V provides the theoretical framework and an
overview of the AACC competencies since their inception in 2005.
History of Higher Education in the United States
The 17th-century New England colonial colleges are the underpinning of the
higher education system in the United States. These early colonial colleges were
essential with helping the colonists launch their religious freedom and acquire relief from
the economic hardship of European England (McCarthy, 2011; Synder, 1993; Thelin,
2007). The colonists believed their religious freedom could be ensured by education of
its citizens (Geiger, 2016). To accomplish this, colonial colleges trained clergymen for
the ministry and developed future leaders for public service to assist in the growth and
establishment of a new country. (Rudolph, 1962, 1990). It is estimated one fourth of
graduates prior to 1865 became ministers (Tewksbury, 1932). Rudolph (1962)
mentioned four objectives of the university, to “create thinkers, scholars, gentlemen and
worthy public servants” (p. 30). “It needed leaders disciplined by knowledge and
learning, it needed followers disciplined by leaders, it needed order” (Rudolph, 1962, p.
7). Consequently, the belief of leadership for the common good of a society, rather than
self-interest, was the purpose of their education (Morison, 1936). This opinion was
reiterated by Brubacher and Willis (1997), who recounted eight of the nine colonial
colleges were founded by a religious group to promote the teachings of Christianity and
prepare their students for a public occupation.
Early Colleges and Universities
Harvard College in Cambridge, Massachusetts was the first religious colonial
college established in 1636 by the Puritans (Geiger, 2016; Harvard, 2020). The founders
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of Harvard College had backgrounds in higher education, as many were university
graduates from either Cambridge or Oxford of England. The teachings at Harvard
College consisted of a liberal arts curriculum with a substantial emphasis on Christian
values along with the instruction of Latin and Greek languages (McCarthy, 2011). The
first students attending Harvard College ranged from 12 to 19 years of age. There were
nine students in Harvard’s first graduating class of 1642. A pipeline of future students
for Harvard College was ensured with the passage of the Act of 1647 by the General
Court of Massachusetts to establish secondary and grammar schools (Thwing, 1906).
The passage of the Act of 1647 also paved the way for establishment of eight additional
colonial colleges. Yet, it was nearly 60 years after establishment of Harvard College
before the opening of the second college in 1693, The College of William & Mary in
Virginia. There were 125 years between the opening of the first and ninth colonial
college in 1769, Dartmouth College in New Hampshire. Table 3 presents the first nine
colleges established in the United States.
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Table 3
The First Institutions of Higher Education Established in Colonial America
Year
1636
1693
1701
1746
1754
1755
1764
1766

School
Harvard College
The College of William & Mary
Yale College (Collegiate School of
Connecticut)
Princeton College (College of New
Jersey)
Columbia University (King’s College)
University of Pennsylvania (College
and Academy of Philadelphia)
Brown University (College of Rhode
Island)
Rutgers (Queens College)

Location
Massachusetts
Virginia
Connecticut

Founders
Puritans
Anglicans
Congregationalists

New Jersey

New Light
Presbyterians
Anglicans
Only nonsectarian
college
Baptists

New York
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
New Jersey

Dutch Reformed
Church
1769 Dartmouth College
New Hampshire Congregationalists
Note. The data are adapted from “History of American Higher Education,” by M. C.
McCarthy, 2011, Peter Lang. In the public domain.

The majority of the early colonial colleges were ruled by clergymen, with a few
government officials on the boards (McCarthy, 2011). The colonies tried to keep a
balance of authority between the clergy and college administrators during the
construction of these colleges. The Puritans believed in the New World, it was critical for
no single religion have a footing in higher education. Because the state provided primary
support in the form of land and/or money, these universities were dubbed "joint churchstate" colleges (Geiger, 2016, p. 16). However, a shift toward nonclergy leadership
spread in the mid-1700s. This shift to a nonclergy leadership eventually led to little or no
financial support from states as religious diversity and tolerance grew. Public oversight
became the norm for governance rather than religious groups. Curriculum changes
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occurred to support the needs of useful knowledge, in addition to practical subjects, as the
prevailing leaders of colleges and the new republic governments deemed essential for a
new society transforming into its independence (Geiger, 2016).
Background of Community Colleges
Often called a 20th-century U.S. innovation, community colleges are 2-year
public institutions providing college transfer education and workforce training programs
that lead to an associate degree or certificate. At their inception, these two-year public
institutions were commonly called junior colleges (Brint & Karabel, 1989). Joliet Junior
College of Illinois, established in 1901, is considered the first public community college
in the United States (Koos, 1925; McCarthy, 2011). William Rainey Harper, the founder
and first president of the University of Chicago, is attributed with starting the community
college movement. Although Harper is widely credited as the founder of this movement,
he was influenced by other educators and their writings early in his career: Henry
Tappan, president of the University of Michigan (1852), William Mitchell, trustee of the
University of Georgia (1859), and William Watts Folwell, president of the University of
Minnesota (1870; Cohen & Brawer, 1989; Koos, 1925; McCarthy, 2011; Palinchak,
1969).
It would be nearly 50 years after Tappan’s (1851) proposed creation of a 2-year
college before action was taken by Harper. The community college model of higher
education began as a partnership between the University of Chicago and Joliet High
School in Illinois. The leaders of these two schools, William Rainey Harper and J.
Stanley Brown, collaborated to offer college-level courses at the high school to transfer to
the university. The expectation was to prepare students for either university studies or
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occupational work after completion of high school. Thus, allowing 4-year institutions to
focus on providing research and advanced studies for the most promising students
(McCarthy, 2011; Skinner & Miller, 2011).
Growth of Community Colleges
The number of community colleges rapidly grew during the 20th century. There
were reportedly nine community colleges operating in 1901 (Koos, 1925; McCarthy,
2011). Their growth doubled and at times tripled over the ensuing decades. During the
1920s there were more than 200 community colleges, with 600 in existence by the 1940s.
By the 1980s, the number of community colleges had reached 1,200 – doubling during a
span of some 40 years (Cohen, Brawer, & Kisker, 2014; Reynolds, 1965). Until the
1960s, most community colleges were extensions of local high schools (Pedersen, 2000).
However, during the 1970s, a shift occurred wherein governance would transfer to the
community college. At this same time, one community college was opening each week
(McCarthy, 2011). This growth was spurred on by a myriad of factors, such as the
enactment of the G.I. Bill and the civil rights acts, a growing baby boom population and
worker retraining to support a growing economy (Phillippe & Sullivan, 2005). At the
start of the 21st century, the number of community colleges stood at 1,050 (AACC,
2020). Today, these institutions educate nearly 12 million students each year and account
for 46% of all undergraduates in higher education (AACC, 2020).
Table 4 presents an overview of the growth and decline in the number of
community colleges for approximately the last 25 years.
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Table 4
Number of Community Colleges from 2006–2020
Type
2020 2017 2015 2013 2010 2009 2008 1996
Public
942
982
992
986
991
988
987
968
Tribal
35
36
35
31
31
31
31
27
Independent
73
90
96
115
143
158
177
137
TOTAL
1,050 1,108 1,123 1,132 1,165 1,177 1,195 1,132
Note. Adapted from “Building a Nation of Learners by Advancing America’s Community
Colleges,” by AACC, 2020. In the public domain.

Expansion of Higher Education
The need for more colleges was generated by a growing country and expanding
economy. Nevertheless, colleges’ capacities to serve more students were limited because
of their size and financial constraints experienced during war time. The U.S.
Revolutionary War caused great upheaval from 1775 to 1784 for colleges, as many of
their buildings were occupied by the military or sustained significant damage during the
war (Geiger, 2016). Most suspended operations or offered limited instruction during the
war. Following the war, more support for higher education was generated due to the
country’s efforts to promote self-government and an enlightened society serving public
needs rather than self-interests.
Higher education institutions of the late 18th and early 19th centuries included
public and private colleges and universities awarding technical, liberal arts, bachelors,
and master’s degrees. Many of these institutions were established with support from
wealthy philanthropists and the federal government. For instance, John Hopkins
University (1876), Carnegie Mellon University (1900), and the University of Chicago
(1890) were established with endowments from wealthy philanthropists (Veysey, 1965).
Colleges sought university status by expanding with the additions of medical and law
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schools or private societies focused on science, history, or architecture. The universities
were mostly research focused, and admission and registration varied by institution
(McCarthy, 2011).
Nearly 1,000 institutions of higher education served almost 160,000 students at
the start of the 200th century (NCES, 1992; Synder, 1993). According to the Carnegie
Classification of Institutions of Higher Education, there were 4,324 degree-granting postsecondary institutions in 2017. The combined enrollment of these institutions was
reportedly over 20 million students (Congressional Research Service, 2019). A national
dialogue on higher education and the passage of the following five Congressional acts
contributed to the expansion of colleges and universities to support the upward mobility
of its citizens:
•

Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944 (also known as G.I. Bill of Rights)

•

Higher Education for American Democracy Report of 1947 (also known as
Truman Commission Report)

•

Civil Rights Act of 1964

•

Higher Education Act of 1965

•

Equity in Educational Land-Grant Status Act of 1994

The passage of the G.I. Bill provided aid in the form of tuition and living
expenses to World War II veterans (Altschuler & Blumin, 2009). The Truman
Commission Report, named after President Harry Truman, examined the higher
education system and its role in supporting democracy. The report was considered
radical for its time. Several key recommendations of the report contributed to the
development of a curriculum relevant to a growing economy, expanding access to federal
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financial aid and the growth of a community college system (Gilbert & Heller, 2013;
Hutcheson, 2007). The Civil Rights Act forbade discrimination in civil rights and
employment based on race, color, religion, sex or national origin, such as voting, access
to government services and public education (Bernstein, 1996; LOC, 2020). The Higher
Education Act (HEA) expanded support for education through access to federal
scholarships and loans (Bernstein, 1996). The HEA oversees federal higher education
programs and seeks to strengthen their institutional resources and support students with
financial assistance. Since its passage in 1965, the HEA has been reauthorized eight
times: 1968, 1972, 1976, 1980, 1986, 1992, 1998 (American Council on Education
[ACE], 2020; Congressional Research Service [CRS], 2018).
Lastly, it would be more than 100 years before the passage of the Equity in
Educational Land-Grant Status Act of 1994, sometimes called the third Morrill Act. This
act provided annual endowments to tribal colleges and universities (TCU). The TCUs
offered a liberal arts education with an expanded focus and curriculum to cover the
history and traditions of U.S. indigenous peoples. Examples of TCUS include Blackfeet
Community College, Sitting Bull Community College, and Northwest Indian College.
Today, the United States has a total of 109 land-grant institutions, with at least one in
every state and territory and the District of Columbia (Association of Public Land-grant
Universities [APLU], 2020; Baird, 1996; CRS, 2019; First Americans Land-grant
Colleges & Organization Network, 2007).
The passage of the first Morrill Act of 1862 and the second one in 1890, provided
federal government support to colleges and universities to help them expand higher
education to the working-class men and women. Although the curriculum was primarily
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directed toward farmers, their families, and rural communities, they also offered courses
for women that focused on home economics (APLU, 2020; CRS, 2019; Wood, 2009).
The first Morrill Act of 1862 provided federal support with a land donation of 30,000
acres to colleges and universities. These institutions were also referred to as land-grant
institutions (APLU, 2020; Cross, 1999; CRS, 2019). These land-grant colleges provided
a liberal and practical curriculum for the working classes focusing on agriculture and
mechanical education along with military tactics. Examples of the earliest land-grant
institutions included Michigan State University in 1885, Texas A&M University in 1871,
and The Ohio State University in 1870 (APLU, 2020; CRS, 2019).
The second Morrill Act of 1890 expanded support in the form of annual monies to
previous land-grant colleges. More specifically, institutions accepting monies at this time
either agreed to prohibit racial discrimination in their admissions policies or use the
monies to establish or support separate institutions to serve African Americans.
However, rather than change their admission policies, many institutions established
separate land-grant institutions. Where schools already existed to serve African
Americans, their acceptance of monies gave them a land-grant designation (CRS, 2019;
National Institute of Food and Agriculture, 2020). As a consequence, the second Morrill
Act of 1890 led to the creation of what is more commonly referred to as Historically
Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs). Examples of HBCUs are Florida A&M
University (1887), Prairie View University (1876), and Virginia State University (1882;
Mayberry, 1991; Roebuck & Murty, 1993). By 1930, there were 121 HBCUs in
operation. That number has declined today, with only 101 HBCUs in existence in the
country. This number has gone unchanged since 1980 (NCES, 2018).
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Evolving Mission of Community Colleges
Along with the progression of community colleges came an evolution in their
mission. Koos (1925) referred to the junior college movement as that of democratizing
education. Future researchers and scholars in their writings have used the terms
democracy’s college or the people’s college to describe the varied functions of these
institutions (Boggs, 2010; Coley, 2000; Mahoney, 1997; Topper & Powers, 2013). At
their inception, community colleges offered a liberal arts or general education
curriculum. By the 1920s, their curriculum also included training to support primarily
three occupations: teaching, agricultural and office skills. The curriculum was further
expanded during the 1930s to help meet the demands of a changing economy and provide
vocational training programs for the unemployed due to the Great Depression (Brint &
Karabel, 1989; Tewksbury, 1932). In the late 1940s, following World War II, the focus
expanded again to support education for returning veterans awarded G.I. Bill benefits
(AACC, 2015; Weiger, 1999).
Despite their shifting mission during the first 50 years, these institutions still
closely resembled the structure of elite four-year institutions in their curriculum and
policies around admissions. However, by the 1960s, community colleges fully embraced
the mission it is more commonly known for today as providing open access education
and opportunities for all (Boggs, 2004; Cohen, Brawer, & Kisker, 2014).
By the 21st century, community colleges offered a wide category of programs and
awarded both certificates and associate degrees (i.e., for university transfer or
occupational training), and in some states, baccalaureate degrees (Cohen, Brawer, &
Kisker, 2014; Coley, 2000). The number of associate degrees awarded by community
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colleges in 1997 reached 460,000, with the largest degrees conferred in liberal arts,
general studies, and humanities at 168,000; surpassing the next highest field of study by
50%, health professions and related sciences at approximately 77,000 (Coley, 2000;
Phillippe & Patton, 2000; Phillippe & Sullivan, 2005). Yet, 15 years later, the number of
associate degrees and certificates awarded by community colleges in occupational
education surpassed other areas at 67% (Dougherty, Lahr, & Morest, 2017).
By 2018, community colleges awarded approximately 1.4 million degrees and
certificates; of those 852,000 were associate degrees, 580,000 were certificates and
19,000 were baccalaureate degrees (AACC, 2020). Baccalaureate degrees were a new
addition to the community college offerings starting in 2000. Today, nearly 200 of the
1,050 community colleges offer baccalaureate degrees (AACC, 2020). Thus, due to the
varied missions imposed upon them from a myriad of stakeholders, community colleges
have become complex institutions since their inception more than a century ago (Bailey,
2002). As a result, community colleges are grappling with the issue of whether they can
continue to be all things to all people and what will open access mean to its constituents
in the future.
Challenges Facing Community Colleges Today
For most of the 20th century, community colleges faced challenges associated
with those of past decades, such as shifting enrollment patterns, the ups and downs of an
expanding and contracting economy, and providing relevant education and training to
meet workforce needs. However, the 21st century has ushered in some additional
challenges for community colleges including a revolving presidential door, changing
student demographics, accountability for student completion, expanding global economy,

34

shared governance, reduction in funding, and rapidly changing technology (AACC, 2012;
Duderstadt, 2009 Thomas, 2002).
Along with the changing community college student populations in terms of age
and gender across time, the most recent decades have seen a notable growth in the
number of low-income and students of color. Reindl (2007) noted African American and
Latino populations between the ages of 18 and 44 are predicted to climb to a combined
10 million by 2025, according to the U.S. Census Bureau. Further, stating these are the
populations who usually attend community colleges. Despite the fact these groups attend
community college, their completion rates are much lower than those of whites, taking an
average of six years to acquire a degree or certificate. These student populations confront
a variety of obstacles, including being underprepared for college-level courses, which
forces them to enroll in developmental courses and further delays their program
completion (Ma & Baum, 2016). Also, many of these student populations attend parttime to juggle the demands of work, family, and school. To address the difficulties,
Reindl (2007) has urged community colleges to investigate techniques to increase student
performance and gather and evaluate data on their effectiveness.
Leadership crisis. A review of the literature indicates leading policy
organizations, researchers, and professional associations have written about the
impending presidency and leadership crisis in higher education, specifically community
colleges, for more than four decades (McNair, 2010; Shults, 2001; Weisman & Vaughan,
2007). ACE reported on the impending retirements of college presidents in their first
American College President study in 1986, wherein it noted 13% were over the age of
60. Subsequent ACE studies reported presidents were becoming increasingly older, with
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58% over 60 years of age in 2012, compared to 49% in 2006 (ACE, 2012; Cook, 2012;
Ross & Green, 2000). The ACE studies also revealed governing boards of community
colleges had a limited pool of candidates to select from when a president retired because
many senior administrators (e.g., vice presidents, provosts) had little interest in the
position or were close to retirement age (ACE, 2012; Cook, 2012; Ross & Green, 2000).
Junior administrators were also less likely to have the opportunity to gain skills,
leadership experience, and mentorship prior to taking on more senior jobs in the
organization. In fact, at many institutions, the exodus of retiring executives and teachers
had already begun, resulting in a loss of historical knowledge and expertise in higher
education (Cook, 2012; Skinner & Miller, 2011).
A 2016 survey on CEOs compensation from the American Association of
Community Colleges (AACC) indicated 35% of sitting community college presidents
planned to retire by 2020 and 80% were expected to retire by 2025 (Phillippe, 2016).
The retirements and aging of community college presidents have been reported in the
Career and Lifestyle Surveys (CLS) since 1984, with retirements progressively increasing
from 68% in 1996 to 79% in 2001 and 84% in 2006 (Weisman & Vaughan, 2007). Other
community college leaders were also projected to retire at an alarming rate. Thus,
worsening the leadership crisis as many of these leaders traditionally make-up the
pipeline for the presidency. It is no coincidence retirements of these groups are occurring
at similar rates, as most of these individuals started their positions during the 1960s and
1970s when community colleges were rapidly opening (Schults, 2001).
Along with retirements, presidential turnovers have also contributed to the
community college leadership crisis. A study by Inside Higher Ed and Gallup reported
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one in four community colleges had a presidential turnover in 2015 (Jaschik &
Lederman, 2017). Similarly, Smith (2016), reported 269 presidential turnovers in the
nation’s 1,132 community colleges in 2015 associated with either resignations or
terminations. Although some of the presidents voluntarily left the position, the majority
of turnovers were attributed to terminations due to conflicts with either the board, faculty,
or students. Presidential ineffectiveness associated with management of the institution
and financial issues were also stated as reasons for terminations (Smith, 2016).
Changes in the community college. For decades, community colleges have
faced pressures to react to the changing needs of its constituency by providing relevant
and timely education and training. As economies fluctuated and technologies evolved,
they were expected to be always responsive and nimble (Boggs, 2012). In many
instances, community colleges had to modify their programs, adjust curriculum, and
invest in new equipment to meet industry demands for a skilled workforce. Along with
these challenges, was the added pressure to ensure new programs were aligned with their
mission, staying in their budgets. For some institutions these changing workforce
demands and budget constraints would limit their programing offerings, forcing them to
become niche community colleges. Thus, shifting their initial desires of being
comprehensive community colleges as assumed by its constituencies (Cohen, Rifkin,
Lee, McKinney, & Yamasaki, 1998).
As a result of these issues, future community college presidents will be required
to have a wide range of skills to lead these institutions through transition. According to a
report from the Aspen Institute and Achieving the Dream (2013), presidents must address
seven elements driving transformation for community colleges in the 21st century:
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•

increasing political pressure to improve graduation rates and productivity

•

state funding cuts to public higher education

•

increasing college costs

•

changing student demographics

•

for-profit college competition

•

changing industry job skills and demand for targeted training

•

technological advancements

Other researchers have conveyed similar findings in their studies, and question
whether community colleges can continue to provide open and accessible education,
experiencing an ongoing decrease in state support (Cohen, Rifkin, Lee, McKinney, &
Yamasaki, 1998; Mitchell, Leachman, & Masterson, 2017). According to the Center on
Budget and Policy Priorities, public colleges and universities experienced nearly a $9
billion reduction in funding between 2017 and 2008 (Mitchell et al., 2017). Cohen,
Rifkin, Lee, McKinney, and Yamasaki (1998) described at least five additional trends
and challenges confronting institutions:
•

an increase in incoming student needs for remedial and developmental
education;

•

growing segment of the population with basic education and English
language acquisition needs;

•

the institutional need to balance curriculum and programs to meet both
transfer and vocational training needs;

•

Growing reliance on part-time faculty versus full-time faculty to save costs;
and
38

•

the need to seek funding and support from local resources and partnerships,
causing many institutions to establish foundations to offset dwindling
resources.

Shifting student demographics. Community college student demographics have
changed considerably since their start nearly 120 years ago. There were an estimated 100
students attending these institutions at their inception in 1901, with the majority being
men (McCarthy, 2011). Some 20 years later, the student population was approximately
20,000 (Koos, 1925). According to the U.S. Department of Education, by the 1960s
enrollment stood at 800,000 (NCES, 2018). The numbers continued to explode during
the 1970s to over 2.3 million, wherein the majority of students were still men at 1.4
million and women at 900,000 with a little more than 50% attending full-time. However,
by the 1980s enrollment in community colleges doubled to 4.8 million, with the majority
of students being women at 2.8 million and men at 2 million (NCES, 2018). During this
same time there was also a major shift in the enrollment status of students to part-time
rather than full-time attendance. The upward trend in overall enrollment continued until
2013 when it peaked at 8 million. Thereafter, enrollment has continued to gradually
decline and currently stands at 6.8 million. Of those, 2.4 million students attend full-time
and 4.4 million students attend part-time. Also, the majority of students continued to be
women and over the past 10 years enrollment has remained at 57% women and 43% men
(AACC, 2013, 2020; NCES, 2020). These shifting student demographics have placed
increasing demands on abilities of community colleges and preparedness of their
respective presidents to address the needs of these students (AACC, 2019; Aspen
Institute and Achieving the Dream, 2013; Boggs, 2004; Davis, Dent, & Wharff, 2015).
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Table 5 gives a brief summary of the community college student enrollment from 2008 –
2020 for approximately the last 12 years.

Table 5
Community College Student Enrollment from 2008–2020
Type
2020
2017
2015
2013
2010
2009
2008
Students
11.8
12.2
12.4
13
12.4
11.7
11.5
Credit
6.8
7.2
7.4
8
7.4
6.7
6.5
Non-credit
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
Note. Adapted from “Building a Nation of Learners by Advancing America’s Community
Colleges,” by AACC, 2020, and from “Community College Student Profile,” by NCES,
2016. In the public domain.

As data reporting has improved over the decades, community colleges are able to
capture a better breakdown of their student profiles. The data from two organizations
tracking community college statistics, such as the AACC Fast Facts and the National
Center for Education Evaluation reported the following characteristics about students
attending 2-year institutions:
•

Twenty percent of students have a disability (e.g., mental, mobility, hearing,
learning).

•

The combined enrollment is 11.8 million students when combining credit (6.8
million) and non-credit (5 million) classes.

•

Racial diversity represents 50% of the student population; with Hispanics
being the fastest growing population – 26%, up 10% since 2010.

•

Average student age is 28.
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•

One third of all undergraduate students attended community college; an older
and more racially diverse population than in years past (AACC, 2020; Beer,
2016; NCEE, 2016; NCES, 2016).

Community Colleges in Washington State
The first junior college in Washington state, Everett Community College, opened
in 1915 with 42 students. This independent school was an extension of Everett High,
where it was also located. It closed in 1923 due to low enrollment (Fountain &
Tollefson, 1989; State Board for Community and Technical Colleges [SBCTC], 2020e;
Terrey, 1997). The second junior college, and now oldest, Centralia College opened in
1925. Three more junior colleges followed shortly thereafter: (a) Mt. Vernon College,
now Skagit Valley College, in 1926; (b) Yakima Valley Community College in 1928; and
(c) Grays Harbor College in 1930. A total of eight junior colleges existed by 1941, with
an approximate enrollment of 1,000 students (Fountain & Tollefson, 1989; Terrey, 1997;
SBCTC, 2020e).
Over the next 20 years, only four more junior colleges were in operation by 1961,
bringing the total to 12. This limited growth was due to the 1941 legislative act
prohibiting junior colleges from opening in counties where a 4-year institution or
university already existed. Despite the fact the act barred expansion of junior colleges, it
did allow state support for these schools, which were previously all funded locally
(Fountain & Tollefson, 1989; SBCTC, 2020e; Terrey, 1997). The passage of another act
in 1945 placed junior colleges under the local control of the public-school system
(Fountain & Tollefson, 1989; SBCTC, 2020e; Terrey, 1997; Yarrington, 1969).
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A new legislative act passed in 1961 removed restriction on junior college
expansions, wherein they also became known as community colleges (Giles, 1969;
SBCTC, 2020e; Yarrington, 1969). By 1961, the state’s junior college enrollment was
25,443 (Terrey, 1997; Yarrington, 1969). The Community College Act of 1967 would
once again usher in new changes for these institutions. This act separated them from the
jurisdiction of public schools and created community college districts, with separate
oversight boards, responsible for providing education and training in a designated service
area. It also established the State Board for Community College Education to provide
overall coordination for community colleges. These 1961 and 1967 Acts led to the
creation of at least 12 additional institutions serving more than 100,000 students over the
next decade (Fountain & Tollefson, 1989; SBCTC, 2020e, Terrey, 1997). Another act,
passed in 1991, added the state’s five vocational technical institutes under the same
control as community colleges and resulted in renaming the State Board for Community
College Education to the State Board for Community and Technical Colleges (SBCTC,
2020e).
Today, the Washington state system is comprised of 34 public community and
technical colleges divided into 30 districts. The SBCTC is governed by a nine-member
board appointed by the governor. Three colleges operate as districts under a designated
chancellor: (a) Pierce College in District 11, (b) Seattle Colleges in District 6, and (c)
Community Colleges of Spokane in District 17. Each college is overseen by a president.
As a result of a 2005 legislative action, 28 of these institutions now offer applied
baccalaureate programs in addition to associate degrees (SBCTC, 2020e). Every year,
SBCTC serves about 363,000 students, accounting for 59% of all students enrolled in
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public higher education in Washington state (SBCTC, 2020e). Table 6 shows a list of
Washington state community colleges, along with their founding dates, whether they
have a branch campus, the counties they serve, and the number of their college district.

Table 6
Establishment of Washington State Community and Technical Colleges
Date
1925
1926

College
Centralia College
Skagit Valley

1928

Yakima Valley College

1930

Grays Harbor College

1933

Clark College

Campuses
Centralia, Morton
Mt Vernon, Oak
Harbor, Friday
Harbor, Langley,
Anacortes
Yakima,
Grandview
Aberdeen, Elma,
Ilwaco, Raymond
Vancouver

1934

Lower Columbia College

Longview

1939

Wenatchee Valley College

Wenatchee, Omak

1940
1941

Bates Technical College
Everett Community
College *Originally
opened in 1915, but
closed in 1923 due to low
enrollment
Renton Technical College
Clover Park Technical
College
Olympic College

Tacoma
Everett, Monroe

1941
1942
1946
1949
1955
1957

Lake Washington Institute
of Technology
Columbia Basin College
Bellingham Technical
College

Renton
Lakewood,
Puyallup
Bremerton,
Poulsbo, Shelton
Kirkland,
Redmond
Pasco, Richland
Bellingham
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Counties served
Lewis, Thurston
Island, San Juan,
Skagit

Dist
12
4

Kittitas, Klickitat,
Yakima
Grays Harbor,
Pacific
Clark, Skamania,
Klickitat
Cowlitz,
Wahkiakum
Chelan, Douglas,
Okanogan
Pierce
Snohomish

16

King
Pierce

27
29

Kitsap, Mason

3

King, Snohomish

26

Benton, Franklin
Whatcom

19
25

2
14
13
15
28
5

Table 6 (continued)
Establishment of Washington State Community and Technical Colleges
Date
1961
1961

College
Highline College
Peninsula College

1962

Big Bend Community
College
South Puget Sound
Community College
Spokane Community
College

1962
1963
1964
1965
1965
1966
1966
1967
1967
1967

Shoreline Community
College
Green River College
Tacoma Community
College
Bellevue College
Seattle Central College
Edmonds
Pierce College Fort
Steilacoom
Spokane Falls Community
College

Campuses
Des Moines
Port Angeles, Port
Townsend, Forks
Moses Lake

Dist
9
1

Adams, Grant,
Lincoln
Thurston

18

Ferry, Lincoln, Pend
Oreille, Spokane,
Steven, Whitman
King, Snohomish

17

Auburn,
Enumclaw, Kent
Tacoma, Gig
Harbor
Bellevue
Seattle
Lynnwood
Lakewood

King

10

Pierce

22

King
King
Snohomish
Pierce

8
6
23
11

Spokane

Ferry, Lincoln, Pend
Oreille, Spokane,
Stevens, Whitman
Asotin, Columbia,
Garfield, Walla
Walla
Whatcom

17

Olympia, Lacey
Spokane
Seattle

1967

Walla Walla Community
College

Walla Walla,
Clarkston

1967

Whatcom Community
College
South Seattle College
North Seattle College

Bellingham

1969
1970

Counties served
King
Clallam, Jefferson

Seattle
Longview

24

7

20
21

King
6
Cowlitz,
6
Wahkiakum
1994 Cascadia College
Bothell
Snohomish, King
30
1999 Pierce College Puyallup
Puyallup
Pierce
11
Note. Dist. = college district. Adapted from “Established colleges close to home,” by
SBCTC, 2020f In the public domain.
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Community College Presidents
The early 2-year college presidents were either secondary school teachers or
university professors. Most of today's presidents rose through the ranks of community
colleges, which were formed by leaders in the 1960s and 1970s (Vaughan, 1986, 1989;
Vaughan & Weisman, 1998). A national study by Moore, Twombly, and Martorana
(1985) reported 46% of presidents were founding presidents of their institution.
Sullivan (2001) categorized community college presidents into four generations,
with each generation operating in a different environment than their predecessor:
“founding fathers, good managers, collaborators, and millennium generation” (p. 559).
The founding fathers were regarded as the pioneers of the community college movement,
according to Sullivan (2001). The good managers led during a period when community
colleges grew significantly as a consequence of consistent financial support from local,
state, and federal sources. The collaborators led during a period of limited resources and
differing expectations from various stakeholders. The millennium generation led in the
21st century and were more likely to have the political knowledge and abilities to steer
their institutions in the succeeding decades (Sullivan, 2001).
Over the previous 120 years, the number of community college presidents has
increased dramatically. By the end of 1901, there were eight community college
presidents and/or executives at 2-year institutions. By 1922, there were 207 community
college presidents, and by the 1960s the number had more than tripled to 663.
(McCarthy, 2011). There are 1,051 community college presidents and institutions listed
in the current AACC membership database (2019); 941 are public, 35 are tribal, and 75
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are independent. According to a Gallup survey of community college presidents
conducted in 2019:
•

54% of these presidents were over the age of 60;

•

67% were male, compared to 90% in 1991;

•

45% had been their position for more than 5 years; and

•

58% had previously served as president of another institution for 5 years or
more (Jaschik & Lederman, 2019; Vaughan, 2001).

Role of Community College Presidents
Prior to the 1960s, there was little documentation about the community college
president’s role (Olson-Nikunen, 2004; Vaughan, 1986). That changed in subsequent
decades with the growth of community colleges and an interest in their success by
supporters and researchers alike. The role of the community college president became
more complex as they had to grapple with changing needs and demands of its
stakeholders, citizenry, and an expanding global environment. New pressures amplified
their positions and responsibilities much beyond what their predecessors had envisioned
(Hockaday & Puyear, 2000; Rocklin, 1999; Vaughan, 1986). According to Lewis (1989),
“They have had to deal with financial crises, demands for shared governance,
increasingly militant faculty, collective bargaining, and a highly politicized environment,
both internally and externally” (p. 2). Rushing (1976) cautioned community college
presidents not to “easily be lured into drawing from the experience of routine institutional
problems. . . .More important is the need to face broader issues and prepare to deal
successfully with future pressures before those pressures become crises” (p. 2). Rushing
added ensuing trends of the work force and economy will present new administrative
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pressures for community college presidents due to financial pressures from reduced
funding, demands for shared governance, and increased government regulations. Thus,
warranting from them a greater involvement in the areas of fundraising, development.
and legislative advocacy to affect policies on higher education. The president must also
set the tone for college culture, creating “a feeling of pride in a college with ‘dirt’ under
its fingernails” (Rushing, 1976, p. 14).
Vaughan’s (1986, 1998) and Weisman and Vaughan’s (2002, 2007) studies on
community college presidents indicated these leaders typically spent more than half their
time (i.e., 53%) on internal activities, 34% on external relations, and 19% on professional
development and other activities. According to Vaughan (1986), the president is the
overall leader for the institution. He further added community college presidents are
considered the face of the institution, responsible for managing, relationship building
with appropriate stakeholders, and communicating and interpreting the mission, vision,
values, and educational initiatives.
Pathways to the Community College Presidency
Weisman and Vaughan have conducted career and lifestyle surveys on
community college presidents since 1986. The Weisman and Vaughan (2002) report
revealed presidents travel three traditional pathways to a community college presidency:
55% come from academic affairs, 8% from student affairs, and 6% from business affairs.
Their surveys additionally noted most community college presidents had worked the
majority of their careers in higher education, with 35% assuming their first presidency as
an internal candidate. Other researchers have also indicated academic affairs was the
most common path to a community college presidency (Amey & VanDerLinden, 2002;
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Barwick, 2002; Duree, 2007; Eddy, 2010; Schmitz, 2008). Yet, ACE (2017) revealed
those coming from outside of academic affairs (i.e., 18%) and higher education (i.e.,
13%) is increasing.
According to Jaschik and Lederman's surveys of community college presidents
(2017, 2018, 2019), 61% of respondents strongly or moderately agreed that there were no
obvious paths to prepare for the community college presidency. Other academics and
professional organizations have emphasized the significance of bringing these disparate
paths to the community college president together to address the looming leadership
crisis caused by retirements or turnover (Bragg, 2004; Jaschik & Lederman, 2017). They
have also wondered if aspiring leaders possessed required skills to become community
college presidents, and if not, how they could acquire those skills (AACC, 2018; ACE,
2017). The sections following discuss pathways taken by the majority of community
college presidents.
Academic affairs. The most common pathway to a community college
presidency has historically been from the role of the chief academic officer (Weisman &
Vaughan, 2007). These presidents reportedly progressed through the ranks of tenured
faculty, then moved to faculty chair, provost, and/or dean. The position of faculty chair
or leader and other leadership positions emerged as enrollment grew and presidents
needed to delegate responsibilities to assist with managing and advancing the mission of
the institution (Craig, 2005). This traditional academic career path accounted for 40% of
the presidents surveyed (ACE, 2017; Weisman & Vaughan, 2007). These numbers were
a reflection of the close association that community college presidents indicated they had
with their chief academic officer, the number two position at their institution. Therefore,
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often resulting in a personal recommendation of their chief academic officer for a future
community college presidential position (Weisman & Vaughan, 2007).
Student affairs. The second most common pathway to a community college
presidency has typically been through student affairs. By 2011, those coming from
student affairs in the role had doubled from 8% to 17%, but had subsequently decreased
to 13% by 2016 (ACE, 2017). Along with the studies conducted since 1984 by Weisman
and Vaughan (1996, 2002, 2007), these findings were similar to studies conducted over
the years by other researchers and professional associations (Schmitz, 2008).
Business and industry. Prior to taking on their current positions, the majority of
community college presidents had worked in higher education. Nonetheless, community
college presidents are occasionally hired from the business, industry, and nonprofit
sectors (Ezarik, 2010; Strom, Sanchez, & Downey-Schilling, 2011). The most common
being individuals with a former connection to the community college in some capacity,
such as alumni or former board member. In particular, individuals from business and
industry are often desired because they bring business management skills and experience
considered beneficial to the academic setting (Ezarik, 2010; Pope & Miller, 2005; Strom
et al., 2011). Over a 10-year period, the number of community college presidents from
outside higher education increased nearly 10% from 2.8 to 13% (ACE, 2017; Weisman &
Vaughan, 2007).
Leadership Competencies for Community College Presidents
Traditionally, early community college presidents were selected for their
academic backgrounds; comprised of both a teaching experience and scholarly work
(Rushing, 1976; Vaughan & Weisman, 1998). Today's community college presidents are
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expected to expand on the skills of their predecessors from the 1960s and beyond to lead
in a rapidly changing and complex higher education environment. Depending on who you
ask, the suggested competencies for community college presidents differ. According to
community college presidents who participated in the career and lifestyle surveys over
the past 3 decades, the recommended competencies should consist of aspects such as
communication, consensus building, delegation, fiscal management, fund-raising,
interpersonal skills, leadership, negotiation, prioritization, problem solver, and
technology (Vaughan & Weisman, 1998; Weisman & Vaughan, 2002, 2007).
Similarly, along with some of the aforementioned competencies, other scholars
included decision-making, facilitation, collaboration, management, and political
astuteness to the list (Gleazer, 1980; Mrig & Sanaghan, 2017). One former community
college president even likened the requisite competencies for this position as those
needed to “be more like a mayor” (Vaughan & Weisman, 1998, p. 151). Yet, no
president is expected to have all these competencies equally. But they can be developed
and refined as they advance through their career either with training, professional
development, and mentoring. Nonetheless, by the time they assume their first
community college presidency, they should have honed these competencies and the
ability to select a leadership team to compliment them (Goff, 2002; Kerr & Gade, 1986).
Community College Leadership Development
Although educating and developing students comes natural to community college
leaders, there has been less focus on the development of its community college leaders
(Day, 2000; Day, Fleenor, & Atwater, Sturm, & McKee, 2014). Researchers have called
for further exploration of leadership development for community college administrators
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and presidents throughout the decades (Day, 2000; Day et al., 2014). They have further
written leadership development should focus on the collaborations between its leaders,
followers. and teams, not just the individual (Day, 2000; Day et al., 2014). It was not
until the mid-1980s the literature began to discern the skills needed for a leadership role
and why some leaders were more effective than others (Moore et al., 1985). The sparsity
of research on this topic was attributed to the fact community colleges were focused on
their establishment and development rather than leadership development until the late
1970s. Recent studies have identified the three most common approaches to community
college leadership development as university-based programs, national/state-based
programs, and grow your own programs (Kirkland, 2016; Piland & Wolf, 2003; Thomas,
2019).
The Kellogg Foundation has been instrumental in providing funding to support
research in higher education, in particular an initiative leading to a partnership with the
AACC to create the junior college leadership program (JCLP) in 1959. The JCLP
programs were housed at several universities between the 1960s and mid-1970s to extend
educational opportunities to local communities. The JCLP identified 12 4-year
universities in seven states (i.e., California, Colorado, Florida, Michigan, New York,
Texas, and Washington) to develop leaders to guide and lead program development,
curriculum, and business operations for these growing 2-year institutions. The programs
were also intended to ensure community colleges could provide a comprehensive
education for its students, rather than focus on transfer to 4-year institutions (Amey,
2006; Moore et al., 1985; Parker & Bailey, 1965; Vaughan, 1983). Graduates of JCLP
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programs were in demand during the 1960s and 1970s as community colleges opened at
the rate of one per week (Moore et al., 1985; Vaughan, 1983).
University-Based Academic Programs
Clark University is credited with offering the earliest formal community college
leadership degree program in 1893 under guidance of G. Stanley Hall (Goodchild, 1996).
There was modest growth in university-based degree programs until the 1920s. More
degree programs were added to meet the need for leaders with the rapid expansion and
growth of community colleges starting in the 1960s (Goodchild, 1996). According to the
Council for the Study of Community Colleges (2021), there are 37 degree and nondegree
community college-relevant programs, courses, and training in the United States today.
These university degree granting programs award masters or doctorate degrees or
certificates; whereas, nondegree programs are primarily comprised of short-term
institutes or seminars.
Early research showed university-based master’s or doctoral programs did not
always align their curriculum to the leadership development needs for community college
leaders and presidents (Friedel, 2010; Keim, 1994; Hammons & Miller, 2006; Strom et
al., 2011). These early programs lacked structure, design, and effectiveness and varied
among each institution. Rather than practical application of skills needed to perform the
job, programs focused on theoretical work (Friedel, 2010; Keim, 1994; Hammons &
Miller, 2006; Strom et al., 2011). When colleges started surveying previous program
participants about their experiences, they discovered they consistently advocated for
curriculum revisions (Forthun & Freeman, 2017; Friedel, 2010). In particular, they
stressed the importance of using feedback from community college practitioners and
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leaders in developing and updating curricula for their community college leadership
development programs (Forthun & Freeman, 2017; Friedel, 2010).
The majority of participants in community college leadership doctorate programs
were aspiring community college leaders who worked in higher education and
understood their institutions were more diverse and their students had varied needs
(Hagedorn & Purnamasari, 2014). Friedel (2010) also mentioned these programs have
provided the majority of future leaders and Wallin (2006) noted the doctoral degree was
the preferred degree when boards recruited community college presidents. According to
ACE (2012), 85% of community college presidents held a doctoral degree.
National/State-Based Programs
As early as the 1980s, a variety of local, state, and national organizations and
professional associations have offered leadership development programs to address the
leadership crisis in higher education (Kirkland, 2016). Although the length of these
programs varied, the majority were short-term cohort models with a common aspect of
mentoring embedded into the curriculum (Eddy, 2010; Kim, 2003; Romano, 2020).
According to Romano (2020), one organization in particular, the American Association
of Community Colleges (AACC) focused on community college leadership development
with their future leaders institute (FLI) and future leaderships institute advanced (FLIA).
The AACC programs were geared toward enhancing the skills of aspiring community
presidents, senior and midlevel administrators and faculty in such areas as
communication, collaboration, and organizational strategy.
Aside from the AACC programs, Kirkland (2016) described two other prominent
leadership development programs in a study catering to leaders in higher education: The
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chair academy with the Maricopa Community College District at Mesa Community
College and the executive leadership institute (ELI) with the league for innovation in the
community college. The chair academy was launched as a pilot program in 1992. Its
initial target audience was academic department faculty chairs and midlevel
administrators. It has grown into a world-wide program with over 6,000 alumni (Chair
Academy, 2021; Frohrib, 2002; Kirkland, 2016). Like the chair academy, the ELI has
grown into an international organization since its founding in 1968. However, the ELI
program is directed at aspiring community college presidents who are currently serving
as senior-level administrators, rather than midlevel administrators. (Kirkland, 2016;
League for Innovation, 2021).
Although the target audiences varied for the aforementioned leadership
development programs, they all focused on enhancing leadership skills of community
college leaders. These leaders were expected to be innovators or change agents who
could transform their institutions to meet the needs of a constantly changing environment
(Frohrib, 2002). These programs have also publicized their success primarily on
participant satisfaction surveys and/or the participant’s advancement into a senior-level
administrator or presidency position. Yet, what researchers found lacking in these
programs was a systematic structure assessing participants leadership skills before and
after the program to determine their effectiveness and ultimately participant success in
their particular positions (Forthun & Freeman, 2017).
Grow Your Own Programs
GYO leadership development programs are a relatively new practice to higher
education since the 1990s. Whereas these programs have been a common practice used
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in succession planning with corporate entities for almost two centuries (Cota, 2006;
Rielle & Kezar, 2010; Rothwell, 2002, 2005). Henderson (2007) and Hollinger (2013)
also wrote about the GYO practice and connection to biblical times. Researchers Stone
(1995), Jeandron (2006), and Rielle and Kezar (2010) cited effectiveness of these
programs with developing potential leaders at a local level. Their success most notably
stemmed from being narrowly focused on a particular institution, convenience, and
affordability (Eddy, 2009; Piland & Wolf, 2003; Shults, 2001; Vaughan, 2001). GYO
programs are usually short-term, lasting no more than a year. Common topics in GYO
programs are team development and collaboration, institutional mission and purpose,
budgeting, funding, culture and values, college trends and concerns, governance, and
ethics. These programs were also acknowledged for having strong mentoring
components, evidence of professional development goals, and hands-on work
assignments (Cota, 2006; Rielle & Kiezar, 2010; Watts & Hammon, 2002).
According to Bornheimer (2010), GYO leadership development programs
contributed to filling a local need, but they lacked overall ability to meet leadership gaps
at regional and national levels. Additionally, Bornheimer (2010) noted these programs
had challenges with sustainability and remaining relevant to the changing needs of the
higher education environment. The majority also lacked structure and had a local
institutional bias. For example, many lacked such items as learning theories in the
curriculum, alignment with widely published leadership competencies identified by the
AACC, external speakers exposing participants to national trends and promising
practices, and collaboration with regional organizations (Kirkland, 2016; Rielle & Kezar,
2010).
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Community College Leadership Development in Washington State
Although Washington state has had community and technical colleges for almost
a century, little is known about leadership development programs in the early decades.
The SBCTC web site, on the other hand, documented various leadership development
programs that had been in place for the last 20 years. With the support of SBCTC's
Washington executive leadership academy (WELA), these programs have focused on
leadership development to help existing and prospective community college leaders
improve their talents. WELA, the longest running leadership development program,
accepted its first cohort in 2001 with eight participants completing a year-long academy.
Before going on hiatus in 2019, WELA had a total of 18 cohorts comprised of 217
participants. According to the SBCTC, during its hiatus, WELA is revamping its
curriculum as they strive for continuous improvement to “ensure we are current,
responsive and relevant for future leadership challenges” (SBCTC, 2020i), para. 1).
Following creation of WELA, several other leadership development programs
were established by SBCTC community college professionals to address the leadership
gaps in its system, such as administrators of color leadership program (AOCLP),
community and technical college leadership development association (CTCLDA), social
justice leadership institute (SJLI), and the workforce deans’ academy. The abovementioned programs were established in the last 15 years. Most of these programs are 1
year in duration and have an informal mentorship component, with the exception of the
CTCLDA. The AOCLP, one of the newest leadership development programs, was
established in 2015. It focuses on developing administrators of color for executive
leadership positions in the SBCTC system. The CTCLDA, now called the association,
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focuses on leadership development for administrators and exempt staff through
conferences and training (SBCTC, 2020b, para. 5). The SJLI focuses on helping
participants build skills to become “culturally responsive social justice leaders” (SBCTC,
2020g, para. 1). Lastly, the workforce deans’ academy focuses on both leadership and
practical skills for professionals in the area of workforce and professional/technical
education (SBCTC, 2020c, para. 1).
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical underpinning for this study was the AACC competencies for
community college leaders and transformational leadership. For the past 40 years,
transformational leadership has been examined more extensively than any other
leadership theory, according to a survey of the literature (Bryman, Collinson, Jackson, &
Uhl-Bien, 2011). When building its competency framework, the AACC (2005, 2013,
2018) also employed transformational leadership theory as a foundation. A framework
that will be a "living document" that will "evolve over time to address changing human
and institutional demands" (AACC, 2005, p. 2).
The term transformational leadership was first mentioned by Downton (1973).
Burns (1978, 2003) elaborated on the term's meaning in his research, describing it as the
leader setting the example and inspiring the vision for the organization's followers to
attain a specific goal. Subsequently, the transformational leadership theory was
organized into four components by Bass (1985) and later referred to as the four “I s” (see
Figure 2):
•

Idealized Influence (II): These leaders are admired, respected, and trusted.
Followers identify with and want to emulate their leaders. Among the things
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the leader does to earn credit with followers is to consider followers’ needs
over his or her own needs. The leader shares risks with followers and is
consistent in conduct with underlying ethics, principles, and values.
•

Inspirational Motivation (IM): Leaders behave in ways that motivate those
around them by providing meaning and challenge to their followers’ work.
Individual and team spirit is aroused. Enthusiasm and optimism are
displayed. The leader encourages followers to envision attractive future
states, which they can ultimately envision for themselves.

•

Intellectual Stimulation (IS): Leaders stimulate their followers’ effort to be
innovative and creative by questioning assumptions, reframing problems, and
approaching old situations in new ways. There is no ridicule or public
criticism of individual members’ mistakes. New ideas and creative solutions
to problems are solicited from followers, who are included in the process of
addressing problems and finding solutions.

•

Individualized Consideration (IC): Leaders pay attention to each individual’s
need for achievement and growth by acting as a coach or mentor. Followers
are developed to successively higher levels of potential. New learning
opportunities are created along with a supportive climate in which to grow.
Individual differences in terms of needs and desires are recognized (Burgess,
2016. Adapted from Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003).
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Figure 2. Transformational leadership. The “4 I s” adapted from Burgess, 2016, as cited
in Avolio and Bass, 1991.

The latest edition of the AACC competencies were revised with institutional
transformation in mind: “This component was a critical factor in the revision as the goal
is to prepare leaders capable of spearheading change at all levels within the institution”
(AACC, 2018, p. 4). A globalized economy has created complex environments for
community college leaders. As a result, it warrants they have an understanding of the
transformational leadership practices and other theories (Kouzes & Posner, 2012;
Northouse, 2016). Hence, it helps them to navigate their changing environments, apply
new technologies, and respond to the needs of a growing and diverse student populations
(Cooney & Borland, 2018).
American Association of Community Colleges Competencies
The AACC, which was founded in 1920, presents itself as the "voice of America's
community colleges" (AACC, 2021, para. 1). The AACC represents approximately
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1,200 associate-degree-granting member institutions with over 12,000 million students
enrolled (AACC, 2021). Along with advocacy and service, leadership development has
been an important part of AACC’s (2021) three-fold purpose and their work is comprised
of being a:
National voice and advocacy for the community college mission; serve as
a national information resource; create opportunities for peer networking
and interaction at all levels, professional initiatives, dialogue, and
community-building; facilitate collaboration among AACC and
stakeholders; encourage a shared commitment to the community college
movement; and offer leadership and career development opportunities.
(para. 3 )
According to Bragg (2004), estimates of 700 presidents, 1,800 senior
administrators, and 30,000 faculty retirements and turnovers in community colleges over
the succeeding years have many people wondering who will be ready to head these
institutions. Understanding the intricacies of the position and competencies required for
these roles is necessary to ensure community colleges maintain a pipeline of
transformational leaders to continue their work.
As a result, the AACC created a competency framework to assist current
community college leaders in assessing their skills, seeking opportunities for
advancement, and future leaders in preparing for senior administration or presidential
positions. The ultimate goal is to contribute to the president's and institution's success
and effectiveness. More particularly, reducing termination-related turnover and ensuring
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the institution's and its resources' stability (AACC, 2006, 2013, 2018; Eddy, 2012;
Ottenritter, 2012).
In 2003, the AACC launched the FLI to help future community college leaders
strengthen their leadership skills (Wallin, 2002, 2012; Wallin & Johnson, 2007). This was
in response to the declared leadership crisis caused by the approaching retirements of
community college presidents, senior administrators, and faculty, many of whom were
members of the baby boomer age (Shults, 2001; Vaughan & Weisman, 1998, 2002;
Weisman & Vaughan, 2007). The first edition of the AACC competency framework for
aspiring community college leaders was created based on comments from FLI
participants and other community college specialists. The FLI and FLIA were founded
shortly afterwards to assist aspiring community college presidents in their development.
After their release, the AACC competencies were incorporated into the curricula of these
abovementioned institutes.
The FLI and FLIA demonstrated their effectiveness over the years as more than
two thirds of the 700 participants either became community college presidents or senior
administrators. Although the AACC competency framework was the foundation of this
program, it was never intended to be static and needed to be regularly adjusted to meet
the changing needs of the community college environment (AACC, 2020; Wallin, 2012).
First Edition of AACC Competencies
In February 2006, the AACC released the inaugural version of its competencies
for community college leaders. The inspiration for the first edition of the competencies
began in 2003 as a result of four leadership summits convened by the AACC with
funding from the W. K. Kellogg Foundation's Leading Forward grant that supported
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(AACC, 2005). Between November 2003 and March 2004, these leadership summits
were held with community college specialists from four different constituency groups
listed below. The American college testing, known today simply as ACT, conducted a
qualitative analysis of the summit discussions, which the AACC subsequently applied to
the community college setting:
•

AACC affiliate councils

•

college and state GYO programs

•

colleges in underserved areas

•

university programs (AACC, 2005)

As part of the development process, the AACC distributed an electronic poll to
summit participants and the leading forward national advisory panel in the fall of 2004 to
ensure that their discussions were captured, resulting in six important competencies. As a
result, the six qualities identified as very or extremely important for community college
leaders by survey participants were reaffirmed: (a) organizational strategy, (b) resource
management, (c) communication, (d) collaboration, (e) community college advocacy, and
(f) professionalism.
Despite the fact these skills were critical for community college leaders, survey
respondents stated they had not received formal training in these areas nor were they a
part of any known leadership programs (AACC, 2006). The AACC board of directors
approved the first competency framework in April 2005. Nonetheless, several scholars
have observed there is still a need to promote these qualities, incorporate them into
leadership development program curriculum, and examine the competency framework for
improvement on a regular basis (AACC, 2006; Ottenritter, 2012).
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To that end, following the release of the first edition of the AACC competencies,
a host of researchers began to examine how presidents, community college leaders, and
trustees rated their importance, preparedness in the competencies, development of these
competencies, and their use in leadership development programs. Duree (2007) and
Taylor (2007) presented some of the earliest findings about the use of the competencies
outside of the AACC’s initial test groups. Between 2008 and 2013, at least six further
studies on the importance of the first version of the AACC competencies were published
in various states, specifically covering community college leaders in the southern region
of the United States. These studies comparable findings included the following:
•

Communication, collaboration, community college advocacy, and
professionalism were the four AACC characteristics for which most survey
participants mentioned they were prepared (Boswell & Imroz, 2013; Haney,
2008; Hassan, 2008; McNair, 2009; Schmitz, 2008; Stubbe, 2008).

•

Participants suggested the AACC competencies be used to improve
curriculum of university doctorate leadership development programs and
professional development organizations (Boswell & Imroz, 2013; Haney,
2008; Hassan, 2008; McNair, 2009; Schmitz, 2008; Stubbe, 2008).

•

The studies also suggested technology be included in the competency
framework and adjustments to organizational strategy and resource
management competencies, to better correspond with the needs of the
institutions' changing contexts (Boswell & Imroz, 2013; Haney, 2008; Hassan,
2008; McNair, 2009; Schmitz, 2008; Stubbe, 2008).
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Second Edition of the AACC Competencies
The second edition of the AACC’s competency framework was released in
August 2013. The framework was revised to be used as a progression in one’s leadership
development. The 2013 version contained five competencies, rather than six:
organizational strategy; institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource
management; communication; collaboration; and community college advocacy. Two
competencies were removed: resource management and professionalism, and one
competency was added to the list: institutional finance, research, fundraising, and
resource management (AACC, 2013). The AACC noted as leaders progressed in their
roles, their competencies evolve and deepen with time in the position. They also viewed
the updated framework from the perspective of an emerging leader, a new CEO in their
first 3 years on the job and a CEO with more than 3 years on the job (AACC, 2013).
Researchers examined the second edition of the AACC competency framework to
gauge their level of importance to either community college presidents, executive-level
administrators, department chairs, and trustees. Between 2014 – 2019 at least five other
researchers conducted studies on the second edition of the AACC competencies covering
leaders from the midwestern and rural coastal southeast areas of the United States
(Rothstein, 2016; Harkins, 2017; Kelley, 2017; Davis, 2018; Thomas, 2019). Although
the order of ratings for the AACC competencies varied in each of these researcher’s
studies and targeted participants, they all reported them as important in the leadership
development of their respective target populations with some distinct findings in the
following areas:
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•

Rothstein (2016) noted presidents primarily honed and/or acquired their
AACC competencies through job experience, expanded responsibilities and
volunteer committees and the benefits of having a mentor rather than trainings
or leadership development programs.

•

Harkins (2017) noted the AACC competencies had not considered the unique
challenges of leading rural and smaller community colleges – mainly little
emphasis was placed on skill-building in the area of conflict and relationship
management.

•

Kelley (2017) noted diversity and inclusion competencies were missing in the
AACC framework.

•

Thomas (2019) noted study participants lacked overall familiarity with one of
the competencies: institutional finance, research, fundraising, and resource
management, although this study is dated 2019, the research was conducted
on the second edition or 2013 competencies.

Third Edition of the AACC Competencies
Researchers have been curious about the importance, development, and use of the
AACC competencies following their initial release in 2005. The latest edition of the
AACC competency framework was released in 2018 and is noticeably different than the
previous versions. The framework was expanded to 11 main competencies/focus areas
with a combined 59 subcompetencies. The AACC considered how the competency
framework should support various jobs at the community college, including faculty,
midlevel, and senior-level leaders, in addition to the CEO position. The upgraded
competency framework also included a focus on items such as a focus on student access
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and success, institutional reform, and instructions for professional advancement and/or
improving present position. All upgraded characteristics were geared toward assisting
institutions in meeting the needs of community colleges in the 21st century (AACC,
2018).
More recent studies conducted by Kirkman (2020), Lavorgna (2020), and Slocum
(2020) focused on the revised 2018 edition of the AACC competencies. Lavorgna (2020)
focused on chief academic officers across the United States and noted many of the
participants had concerns with three of the AACC competency categories: fundraising
and relationship cultivating, institutional infrastructure, and information and analytics.
Holton (2020) focused on presidents in Oregon and Washington and noted consistency
with findings from other scholars’ research about the importance of the AACC 2005 and
2013 competencies. Kirkman (2020) focused on department chairs at a mid-Atlantic
suburban community college. According to Kirkman (2020), although findings from the
study supported previous research about the importance of the AACC competencies, they
did not apply to the same degree as other community college leaders, primarily because
the scope of responsibilities for department chairs is unique and department chairs have
limited exposure to college functions in some focus areas. Each of the above studies
identified a need for future research to better understand the importance of the expanded
competency framework across all areas of the community college, with the aim of better
preparing future leaders. Of special note, none of the research mentioned above had
examined community college leaders in Washington state until a 2020 study conducted
by Holton.
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Summary
This review of the literature covered a variety of topics beginning with the history
of higher education in the United States, which included an overview of the earliest
colleges and universities and the expansion of higher education. The background of
community colleges, their growth, and evolving mission was explored. The research
explained a myriad of challenges presented to community colleges over the past 120.
Also, the research reveals an expanded list of challenges for the 21st-century community
college, such as a revolving presidential door, accountability for student completion, an
expanding global economy, shared governance, and rapidly changing technology.
Numerous studies have revealed looming retirements and turnover of community college
presidents. Other community college leaders are projected to retire at the same rate, thus
presenting a limited pipeline for the presidency. Research also showed community
colleges continued to rapidly change due to industry demands for a skilled workforce, yet
budget constraints reduced their ability to react to these needs. Their shifting student
demographics, specifically those students who have a disability, and an older and more
racially diversity populations, have necessitated additional student support services also
presenting increased demands on these institutions limited budgets and resources.
Due to impending retirements and turnover of community college presidents, it is
important to have a pipeline of leaders with necessary competencies to step into these
complex roles. The research has revealed limited success from leadership development
programs, either university-based academic, national/state based, or grow your own, in
training future community college leaders for these roles. Nevertheless, the AACC has
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developed a competency framework few leadership development programs use or are
even familiar with.
A synthesis matrix (see Appendix A) was used to organize the variables presented
in this literature review. The researcher used the problem statement and research
questions to begin researching the identified competencies important to community
college leaders. Key concepts were pulled from each article referenced and used as
headings for the matrix. This process enabled the researcher to view the literature in a
table format, clearly see patterns and similarities and differences, and draw conclusions
about the relationship between ideas presented in the articles. In this way, the larger
study topic was broken into subtopics revealing the major themes serving as the headings
for this chapter.
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY
Research is formalized curiosity. It is poking and prying with a purpose.
-Zora Neale Hurston, allauthor.com, para. 1

Chapter I introduced the study and background to the research. The chapter
provided the research questions, statement and significance of the research problem,
definitions, delimitations, and organization of the study. Chapter II reviewed the
literature focused on higher education, community college leaders, leadership
competencies, and leadership development. Chapter III presents the methodology used to
conduct this research study. It further presents the purpose statement and research
questions, along with the research design, population, sample, instrumentation, data
collection procedures, and data analysis techniques. Chapter III also presents necessary
detail to replicate this study, along with the steps used in the research to increase
reliability and validity of the findings.
Purpose Statement
The two-fold purpose of this study was to understand how Washington state
community college vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members serving in
leadership positions with the Washington Association of Community and Technical
Colleges (WACTC) and the Faculty Association of Community and Technical Colleges
(FACTC) rated the importance of the 2018 American Association of Community
Colleges (AACC) competencies for community college leaders, 3rd edition and to
compare differences between the three groups’ views of the importance of the AACC
competencies.

69

Research Questions
The following two questions guided this study.
1. How do Washington state community college vice presidents, deans, and
academic faculty members that serve in leadership positions with the
Washington Association of Community and Technical Colleges (WACTC)
and the Faculty Association of Community and Technical Colleges (FACTC)
rate the importance of the 2018 AACC competencies?
2. To what extent do Washington state community college vice presidents,
deans, and academic faculty members that serve in leadership positions with
the Washington Association of Community and Technical Colleges
(WACTC) and the Faculty Association of Community and Technical
Colleges’ (FACTC) differ in their ratings of the 2018 AACC competencies?
Research Design
The researcher used a descriptive, non-experimental design for this quantitative
study. “Quantitative research design emphasizes objectivity in measuring and describing
phenomena” (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p. 21). In contrast, qualitative studies
examine meanings associated with human experiences (Patton, 2015). In quantitative
research, data are collected with minimal involvement from the researcher through polls,
questionnaires, and surveys, and findings are reported in numbers and statistics to explain
data collection (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). Quantitative research also entails
collecting data from a sample to generalize concepts, predict results, or examine
relationships (Creswell, 2014; Roberts, 2010). Hence, this study used a quantitative
research methodology to address the two research questions.
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Population
McMillan and Schumacher (2010) described a population as a total group of
individuals who conform to specific criteria to which survey results can be generalized.
The population for this study was community college vice presidents, deans, and
academic faculty members serving in leadership positions for one of the 34 community
and technical colleges in the Washington state system. On average, each institution had a
combined 30 individuals who fit into the three groups, resulting in a population of
approximately 1,020.
This population typically spans functional areas at a community college such as
instruction, student services, and business affairs. In Washington state, functional areas
also included workforce development, diversity and equity, and institutional research.
These leaders are customarily responsible for student completion and success;
advancement of access; commitment to diversity, equity, and inclusion; and compliance
with accreditation by supporting teams to accomplish institutional goals. More
importantly, Jensen and Giles (2006) stated executive level leaders “set a tone that
encourages teaching and learning” in the institution (p. 24). Given these factors, they
were deemed the most suitable population to survey for this study as they customarily
have the most knowledge about the topic under exploration.
Target Population
A target population is defined as a smaller segment with the same characteristics
of the larger population to which findings are intended to be generalized (Creswell,
2012). When populations are too large, the researcher narrows down participants to a
reasonable size or target population for research. Target populations are also aimed at
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reducing research cost and time, making it easier to administer, securing higher
participation rates and ensure rich data (Creswell, 2012).
The target population for this quantitative study was approximately 272
individuals. These participants were drawn from two professional organizations in the
State Board for Community and Technical College (SBCTC) system with a focus on
community college governance, WACTC and FACTC, and were affiliated with a
subgroup focused on academic affairs or student services. These subgroups were
targeted because research indicates over half of community college presidents descend
through the ranks of academic affairs or student services (American Council on
Education [ACE], 2017). Table 7 outlines the target population.

Table 7
Target Population
Professional organization
WACTC

FACTC
Total

Subgroups
Instruction commission
Student services commission
Advising and counseling council
Admissions and registration council
Articulation and transfer council
Council for basic skills
Workforce education council
Non-applicable

Target #
34
34
34
34
34
34
34
34
272

The target population was selected from these organizations because the identified
commissions act on matters referred by its members and WACTC, the organization of
community college presidents. Given their involvement in the larger governing
organizations, they have unique knowledge of the breadth of issues facing the
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Washington state community college system. They also act on common issues, develop
uniform procedures for member colleges when appropriate, and work with the SBCTC
and its stakeholders (SBCTC, 2020h). Councils report to commissions and focus on
subject areas, professional development, and compliance. The FACTC works to address
critical system-wide instructional issues, improve teaching and learning, and enhance
communication among education and policy groups focused on issues relevant to faculty
(SBCTC, 2020d).
Sample
A sample is a subset with the same characteristics as the target population from
wherein the data are collected (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). Researchers use a
sample to generalize findings when it is unfeasible to study a large population (Creswell,
2003; Patten, 2012; Patton, 2015). To identify the sample, the researcher started with the
target population of 272 individuals, a confidence level of 95%, and a margin of error of
5%. These data points were put into a quantitative research sample size calculator and a
recommended sample size of 160 professionals was identified as optimal. Roberts (2010)
reminded researchers the sample size pertains to the number of individuals sought to
participate in the study, rather than the desired respondents.
Sampling Procedures
Purposeful sampling, a nonprobability method, was used for this study. This
approach involves selecting study participants representative of the topic (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010). For the purpose of this research, nonprobability sampling was
selected because the researcher wanted to access opinions of individuals familiar with the
role of the president and its unique challenges and were representative of the population
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that are most likely to ascend into a presidency. As such, research participants were
intentionally selected from community college vice presidents, deans, and academic
faculty members serving in leadership positions at one of the 34 community and technical
colleges in Washington state and involved in the professional organizations noted in the
target population section. The first 55 individuals to complete the instrument were
included in the sample.
The following sampling procedures were used to obtain the sample.
•

The researcher obtained a respected leader in the Washington State Board for
Community and Technical Colleges (i.e., Deputy Executive Director of
Education) to endorse the research. She provided a letter of endorsement to
include with all invitations to participate in the study (see Appendix B).

•

The researcher obtained a member list from the SBCTC web site for the two
targeted commissions and five councils of the WACTC and the lead FACTC
representative for each of the 34 community and technical colleges.

•

Contact information was compiled in a Microsoft Excel document and
potential participants were emailed the endorsement letter (see Appendix B),
an invitation/introductory cover letter to participate in the study (see Appendix
C), Brandman University research participant bill of rights (see Appendix D),
and the informed consent form (see Appendix E) describing the study,
procedures, and controls to protect participant confidentiality, and the link to
the survey instrument. By continuing with the electronic survey, participants
will acknowledge they have reviewed and understand the informed consent
and agree to participate in the study. The researcher also provided contact

74

information for a virtual meeting or telephone discussions if participants had
any questions.
•

A follow-up reminder email was sent 2 weeks after the initial request to
increase response rates.
Instrumentation

To collect data, the researcher selected an online survey using a low-cost tool,
SurveyMonkey. Surveys are used as a common practice in education research to acquire
evidence to generalize about large populations using a small sample. They provide
information in three categories about the variables: a description, exploration of a
relationship, or explanation of the why (McMillian & Schumacher, 2012). Surveys are
administered either face-to-face, electronically, or by mail to obtain data about participant
attitudes, perceptions, beliefs, and/or behaviors (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010; Patten
2012; Schutt, 1996). For this study, the researcher reviewed similar studies to examine
the AACC competencies in relation to community college leaders. In particular, the
rating portion of the survey instrument used by the researcher was developed based on
the surveys used in the AACC 2004 pilot study and by Duree (2007), Haney (2008),
Hassan (2008), Ross (2017), and Taylor (2007). These instruments served as the
foundation for this study. The researcher removed questions not aligning with the
research questions of this study and updated the instrument with the latest competencies.
Changes were also made to the survey instrument to align terminology with the
researcher’s study.
To address Research Question 1, the survey consisted of 11 questions for each
main competency/focus area and 59 subcompetencies – using a four-point Likert scale to
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determine how community college vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members
serving in a leadership position rated the AACC competencies they perceived as the most
important to success of aspiring community college presidents. The response options
were: 1 = not important, 2 = minimally important, 3 = somewhat important, and 4 = very
important. To ensure consistency with the published model of the competency
framework, the researcher used the exact wording and organization of the 11 main
competencies and 59 subcompetencies identified by the 2018 AACC Competencies for
Community College Leaders (see Table 8).

Table 8
2018 AACC Competencies for Community College Leaders
Competency
1. Organizational
culture
2. Governance,
institutional
policy, and
legislation
3.Student success

Subcompetencies
Mission, vision, and values of the community college
Culture of the institution and the external community
Organizational structure of the community college
Governance structure
College policies and procedures
Board relations
Student success
Consistency between the college’s operation and a studentfocused agenda
Data usage
Program/performance review
Evaluation for improvement
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Table 8 (continued)
2018 AACC Competencies for Community College Leaders
Competency
4. Institutional
leadership

5. Institutional
infrastructure

6. Information and
analytics
7. Advocacy and
mobilizing/
motivating
others
8. Fundraising and
relationship
cultivation

9.Communications

Subcompetencies
Be an influencer
Support team building
Performance management
Lead by example
Problem-solving techniques
Conflict management
Advocate for professional development across the institution
Customer service
Transparency
Strategic operational planning
Budgeting
Prioritization and allocation of reproduces
Accreditation
Facilities master planning and management
Technology master planning
Qualitative and quantitative data
Data analytics
Community college ideals
Stakeholder mobilization
Media relations
Marketing and social media
Fundraising
Alumni relationships
Media relationships
Legislative relations
Public relations
Workforce partnerships
Presentation, speaking and writing skills
Active listening
Global and cultural competence
Strategies for multi-generational engagement
Email etiquette
Fluency with social media and emerging technologies
Consistency in messaging
Crisis communications

77

Table 8 (continued)
2018 AACC Competencies for Community College Leaders
Competency
10.Collaboration

Subcompetencies
Interconnectivity and interdependence
Work with supervisor
Institutional team building
Collective bargaining
11. Personal traits
Authenticity
and abilities
Emotional intelligence
Courage
Ethical standards
Self-management and environmental scanning
Time management and planning
Familial impact
Forward-looking philosophy
Embrace change
Note. Adapted from “AACC Competencies for Community College Leaders,” by
AACC, 2018 (p. 51, in AACC Competencies for Community College Leaders. Copyright
2018 by AACC.

To address Research Question 2, the researcher examined differences between the
respondents employed as community college vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty
members. To conduct this comparison, the survey instrument required participants to
provide some basic demographic information such as current position title (e.g., vice
president, dean, faculty), functional area (e.g., instruction, student services,
administrative services), and highest level of education.
To ensure integrity of the instrument, the researcher reviewed similar studies to
examine the AACC competencies (Duree, 2007; Haney, 2008; Hassan, 2008; Ross, 2017;
Taylor, 2007) to clarify wording of the survey instrument prior to administering a pilot
test. A copy of the final research instrument can be found in Appendix F.
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Pilot-Testing
Pilot tests allow researchers to practice something in the environment in which it
will be used; pilot tests are intended to help minimize threats to internal validity and
helps ensure reliability (Patton, 2002). A draft of the survey with directions was pilot
tested, after institutional review board approval, to ascertain clarity, check for potential
wording and grammar issues, and elicit feedback for improvements. The pilot test was
administered online via SurveyMonkey to one vice president, one dean, and one faculty
leader who were not part of the study participants and represented Washington state
community colleges. Based on the pilot test, minor wording changes were made, and the
final version of the survey is provided in Appendix F.
Validity
In quantitative research, validity is based upon the accuracy of findings (i.e.,
internal validity) and whether findings can be generalized to the larger population (i.e.,
external validity; Patten & Newhart, 2017). Patten and Newhart (2017) also emphasized
“perfect validity is elusive” (p. 61). Nonetheless, researchers assert internal validity
occurs if the instrument accurately measures what it was intended to measure (McMillan
& Schumacher, 2010). To ensure validity of the instrument used in this quantitative
study, the researcher reviewed similar studies and reports examining the AACC
competencies, and asked participants to rate the competencies based on the exact wording
for the 3rd edition. This method aligned with prior research on the competencies and
ensured the survey was an accurate representation of the competencies.
In addition, the researcher also consulted peer researchers with professional
backgrounds in higher education, specifically community college administration. The
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instrument was pilot tested with three community college administrators who met the
study criteria. The individuals from the pilot test were not included in the final study.
This additional step ensured questions were clear and a valid representation of the
competencies.
Reliability
Reliability occurs in research when the instrument results are stable and similar
results are realized over time, particularly if the study was replicated (Patten, 2014;
Patton, 2005; Roberts, 2010). Another indication of reliability in quantitative research is
the finding of minimal to no errors with the data collection (McMillian & Schumacher,
2012). Each participant was asked the same questions in the same order using a
consistent procedure to increase reliability of the data collection. Also, the two sections
of the survey were developed based on instruments used in the AACC 2004 pilot study
and by authors Duree (2007), Haney (2008), Hassan (2008), Ross (2017), and Taylor
(2007). These studies were already found to be reliable.
Data Collection
Data collection entails gathering and organizing of information to determine
relationships, identify similarities and differences, and answer research questions; it
requires the researcher to follow established protocols and adhere to guidelines to protect
participant privacy (Creswell, 2014; McNabb, 2013). Prior to data collection, the
researcher received approval from the Brandman University institutional review board to
conduct the study, which included completion of the National Institutes of Health office
of extramural research web-based training course “Protecting Human Research
Participants” (see Appendix G).

80

Participant Recruitment
Following approval from the Brandman University institutional review board, the
researcher called and followed-up with an email to the deputy executive director of
education for the SBCTC to explain the study and request an endorsement letter (see
Appendix B) to share with the WACTC commissions and councils and the FACTC
representative for the 34 community and technical colleges. The following steps were
taken:
•

The researcher obtained a member list, readily accessible from the SBCTC
web site, of the two targeted commissions and five councils of the WACTC
and the lead FACTC representative for each of the 34 community and
technical colleges.

•

Contact information was compiled in a Microsoft Excel document and
potential participants were emailed an invitation/introductory letter (see
Appendix C) to participate in the study, including a link to the survey
instrument (see Appendix F), Brandman University Research Participant Bill
of Rights (see Appendix D), and the informed consent form (see Appendix E)
describing the study, procedures, and controls to protect participant
confidentiality. By continuing with the electronic survey, participants
acknowledged they have reviewed and understand the informed consent and
agree to participate in the study The researcher was also available for virtual
meetings or by telephone if participants had any questions.

•

A follow-up reminder email was sent 2 weeks after the initial request to
increase response rates.
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Data Collection Procedures
Data were collected using a low-cost survey tool, SurveyMonkey. Patten and
Newhart (2017) stated surveys are a common type of quantitative data collection wherein
participants are asked to rate or rank their attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors. Surveys are
especially popular in education because of their versatility, efficiency, and low cost,
which is why the researcher selected it as a suitable means to collect the quantitative data.
A copy of the data collection instrument can be found in Appendix F. The researcher
used the following data collection procedures.
•

An invitation (see Appendix C) was emailed to the potential sample list
including an invitation to participate, an explanation of the study, the
participant’s bill of rights, the informed consent form, and assurance all
responses would be kept confidential. The invitation also contained a link to
the survey instrument.

•

The survey for this study was administered using a SurveyMonkey. The
researcher chose an electronic survey: (a) to easily disseminate the survey to a
broad group, (b) to minimize the impact of time on both the survey
participants and researcher due to varied Washington state community college
geographical locations, (c) to minimize cost to the researcher, and (d) to allow
amble time for participants to respond to the survey. By continuing with the
electronic survey, participants acknowledged they have reviewed and
understand the informed consent and agree to participate in the study. The
survey can be found in Appendix F.
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•

The researcher monitored response rates and sent reminder emails to potential
participants at the end of the 1- and 2-week marks.

•

Once the response rate reached the 55 mark, the survey was closed, and the
returned surveys were examined for completeness upon receipt and assigned a
code number for anonymity.

•

Responses were downloaded from SurveyMonkey and entered into the
statistical package for social sciences (SPSS) software application.

To ensure confidentiality of the research participants, data were secured on a
password-protected computer to which only the researcher could access. All identifying
information was removed from the data file. Upon completion and publication of the
study, all electronic data will be stored for 3 years after which point, they will be
destroyed.
Data Analysis
Quantitative data analysis encompasses a review of the entire dataset to determine
organization and clarity. It also entails interpretation of the data to establish meaning
and/or implications and their relationship to the research questions and purpose of the
study (McNabb, 2013; Patton, 2002; Roberts, 2010). The researcher used SPSS to
analyze the data. SPSS is a quantitative analysis software application widely used by
academicians in the social sciences, natural sciences, and business fields (Field, 2017).
For Research Question 1, which asked how participants rated the importance of
the AACC competencies, the researcher used descriptive statistics to describe the data,
specifically the mean and standard deviation. The mean represents the average response
across all participants and standard deviation represents how consistent participants were
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in their responses (Patten & Newhart, 2017). The mean and standard deviation were
calculated for each of the 59 AACC subcompetencies in the 11 main competencies/focus
areas.
For Research Questions 2, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
performed to assess differences between the three groups: community college vice
presidents, deans, and academic faculty members serving in leadership positions, which
asked how the ratings of the three groups differed. The F-ratio was used to calculate a
value or degree of difference in the means based on the variances of the groups. When
three or more groups/samples are compared on one or more independent variables,
ANOVA is used (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). Post-hoc analyses were used to
evaluate specific differences between the groups for competencies and leadership
experiences indicating a significant difference on the ANOVA.
Limitations
Limitations are acknowledged weaknesses in a study affecting the findings, yet
are often beyond the researcher’s control (Creswell, 2014; Patten, 2012; Patton, 2015;
Roberts, 2010). However, through careful preparation a researcher can minimize the
impact limitations have on the validity and reliability of the study (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010). The researcher considered the following limitations and employed
varied strategies to decrease their impact to the study.
The first limitation was time. Community college leaders have demanding
schedules and many competing priorities to balance during the school terms. This was a
possible factor to the number of responses to the survey. To mitigate this limitation, the
researcher used a 2-week data collection window and sent a reminder to those who had
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not responded after 2 weeks. The researcher also worked with the community colleges to
administer the survey at a time during the year not interfering with other college priorities
(e.g., start of a new term, final grades due).
Inability to regulate the location and surroundings of where participants
completed the survey was another limitation of this quantitative investigation. It is likely
participants took the survey in a distracting atmosphere, limiting their ability to properly
reflect on and answer the survey questions. To overcome this constraint, participants
were informed about the projected length of time it would take to complete the survey
and were advised to do it in a location minimizing distractions and allowing for proper
thought.
A third limitation resulted from the impact of the COVID-19 global pandemic and
the collection of data during this time frame. The COVID-19 global pandemic forced a
modification to the data collection plan, turning to a full online survey and eliminating
any in-person contact with potential participants. This further limited ability to control
the respondent’s environment and interact with potential participants to increase response
rates. Due to time constraints to complete this study and the unknown length of time the
pandemic would last, the study proceeded despite the COVID-19 global pandemic.
Summary
The methodology used for this quantitative investigation was provided in this
chapter. The purpose statement and research questions were restated. A description of
the population, sample, and instruments used to describe replies from participants were
all included in the research design. Description of the data gathering and analysis
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techniques were then given. Finally, the study's limitations were presented, along with
recommendations for minimizing their influence
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CHAPTER IV: RESEARCH, DATA COLLECTION, AND FINDINGS
To know how much there is to know is the beginning of learning to live.
Dorothy West, AZquotes, 2020, p. 1
The goal of this study was to examine how community college vice presidents,
deans, and academic faculty members serving in leadership positions with the
Washington Association of Community and Technical Colleges (WACTC) and the
Faculty Association of Community and Technical Colleges (FACTC) rated the
importance of the 2018 American Association of Community and Technical Colleges
(AACC) competencies for community college leaders, and to determine how they may
differ in their ratings of the 2018 AACC competencies. This chapter summarizes the
methodology, population, and sample size, and reviews the study's purpose statement and
research questions. Data are then presented and examined. This quantitative study used
a descriptive nonexperimental design. SurveyMonkey, an online survey platform, was
used to collect data for the study. The chapter concludes with a summary of findings.
Purpose Statement
The two-fold purpose of this study was to understand how Washington state
community college vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members serving in
leadership positions with WACTC and FACTC rated the importance of the 2018 AACC
competencies for community college leaders (i.e., 3rd edition) and to compare differences
between three groups’ views of the importance of the AACC competencies.
Research Questions
The following research questions guided this study:
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3. How do Washington state community college vice presidents, deans, and
academic faculty members that serve in leadership positions with the
Washington Association of Community and Technical Colleges (WACTC)
and the Faculty Association of Community and Technical Colleges (FACTC)
rate the importance of the 2018 AACC competencies?
4. To what extent do Washington state community college vice presidents,
deans, and academic faculty members that serve in leadership positions with
the Washington Association of Community and Technical Colleges
(WACTC) and the Faculty Association of Community and Technical Colleges
(FACTC) differ in their ratings of the 2018 AACC competencies?
Research Methods and Data Collection Procedures
This study employed a descriptive, nonexperimental quantitative methodology.
The purpose of the study was to examine the differences between and assess the
importance of views from vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members on the
AACC competencies for aspiring community college presidents in 11 main competency
or focus areas:
•

organizational culture

•

governance, institutional policy, and legislation

•

student success

•

institutional leadership

•

institutional infrastructure

•

information and analytics

•

advocacy and mobilizing/motivating others
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•

fundraising and relationship cultivation

•

communication

•

collaboration

•

personal traits and abilities

All members of the sample served in leadership positions in the WACTC and FACTC.
To conduct the comparison, the survey instrument required participants to provide
some basic demographic information such as current position title, functional work area,
and highest level of education completed. Data were collected electronically using an
online survey tool, SurveyMonkey. The quantitative survey used a 4-point Likert type
scale consisting of 11 questions for each main competency or focus area and their
combined 59 subcompetencies. Fifty-five community college leaders from three groups
completed the survey. A Likert type scale was used to determine mean and frequency of
use. Mean was determined as 1 = not important, 2 = minimally important, 3 = somewhat
important, and 4 = very important. After the survey was closed, the researcher
downloaded participant responses from SurveyMonkey and entered data into the
statistical package for social sciences (SPSS) software application. Thereafter, data were
analyzed to identify differences.
Population
A population is defined as a collection of people meeting certain characteristics
used to generalize survey data (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). The participants in this
study were community college vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members
working in leadership roles at one of Washington's 34 community and technical colleges.
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Each institution had an average of 30 people in each of three categories, for a total
population of about 1,020 people.
This population usually includes people working in areas like instruction, student
services, and business affairs at a community college. Workforce development, diversity
and equity, and institutional research are other functional areas in the Washington state
community college system. These leaders are typically in charge of student completion
and success, access advancement, dedication to diversity, equity and inclusion, and
accreditation compliance, and assist teams to achieve institutional goals. According to
Jensen and Giles (2006), executive level leaders “set a tone that supports teaching and
learning” (p. 24) throughout the institution. Because of these criteria, the three groups
were chosen as the most appropriate population for this study. They also have the most
expertise on the topic under examination for this study.
Target Population
A target population is a subset of the larger population with similar characteristics
to whom the findings are intended to be applied (Creswell, 2012). When populations
become too large, researchers reduce the number of participants to a manageable number,
or target population. Target populations are also intended to reduce research costs and
study time by making it easier to administer, ensuring higher participation rates and
ensuring rich data are collected (Creswell, 2012).
The target population for this study included Washington state community college
vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members serving in leadership positions
with the WACTC and the FACTC. This quantitative study had a target population of
roughly 272 people. The WACTC and the FACTC are two professional organizations in
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the State Board for Community and Technical College (SBCTC) system with a focus on
community college governance; and all survey participants were affiliated with a
subgroup focused on academic affairs or student services. These subgroups were chosen
because research has shown more than half of community college presidents have come
from academic affairs or student services departments (ACE, 2017). See Table 7 for
target population details.
Because the identified commissions and WACTC, the organization of community
college presidents, act on topics reported by their members, the target population was
chosen from these organizations. These members have unique awareness of the scope of
challenges facing the Washington state community college system due to their
involvement in broader governing groups. They also address common challenges,
develop uniform procedures for member colleges as needed, and collaborate with the
SBCTC and other stakeholders (SBCTC, 2020h). Councils report to commissions and
focus on subject areas, professional development, and compliance. The FACTC has
striven to solve significant system-wide instructional concerns, improve teaching and
learning, and promote communication between education and policy groups concerned
with faculty issues (SBCTC, 2020d).
Sample
Vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members from Washington state
community colleges serving in leadership positions with the WACTC and FACTC were
included in the sample. They were also linked by subgroups of the two organizations,
groups focusing on academic affairs and student services. These subgroups were chosen
because research has shown more than half of community college presidents come from
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academic affairs or student services departments. Purposeful, nonprobability sampling
was used to choose the sample.
A sample is a subset of the target population from which data have been collected
sharing the same characteristics (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). When it is impossible
to investigate a wide population, researchers use a sample to generalize their findings
(Creswell, 2003; Patten, 2012; Patton, 2015). The researcher began by selecting a sample
from a target group of 272 people with a confidence level of 95% and a margin of error
of 5%. These data points were entered into a quantitative research sample size calculator,
which determined a sample size of 160 professionals as most appropriate. Roberts (2010)
reminded research sample size pertains to the number of individuals sought to participate
in the study, rather than the desired respondents. A total of 55 people responded to the
online survey via SurveyMonkey for this study, equating a 35% return rate.
Demographic Data
Demographic data were collected from the 55 participants answering all the
responses through an online survey. Although 65 individuals started the survey, 10 did
not complete all the questions. Table 9 shows demographic data from the sample.
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Table 9
Participant Demographics
Type
Position
Vice president
Dean/associate dean
Faculty
Functional area
Student services
Academic affairs/instruction
Administrative services
Degree
Bachelor’s
Master’s
Doctoral

n

%

13
33
9

23.6
60.0
16.4

9
42
4

16.4
76.4
7.3

1
29
25

1.8
52.7
45.5

The demographics included information about respondents’ positions, functional
work areas, and highest level of education completed (See Figures 3, 4, and 5). Most
participants worked as deans (60%). A little more than three fourths (76.4%) of
respondents worked in the academic affairs/instruction functional area. Although the
highest level of education completed for respondents was a master’s degree (52.7%),
almost half held a doctoral degree (45.5%).
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Figure 3. Participants by position title.
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Figure 4. Participants by functional work area.
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Figure 5. Participants by education level.

Presentation and Analysis of Data
SurveyMonkey, an online survey platform, was used to collect data. The survey
results are described in this section. The quantitative data collected align with the study’s
two research questions aimed at examining the importance of AACC competencies to
vice presidents, deans and faculty members and then comparing their differences.
The AACC competences were designed to help institutions achieve success,
effectiveness, and resource stability (AACC, 2018). Even though the AACC competency
framework was developed over 15 years ago and has been considered critical to
community college leadership development, how it has been used to train prospective
leaders has been unclear (AACC, 2005). Eddy (2009) revealed community college
leadership development programs have been slow to adopt the AACC competencies. The
looming retirements of community college presidents and senior leaders, and increasing
complexities of their jobs are likely to cause a leadership crisis for many institutions
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which might limit their ability to respond to workforce and community needs. Given
these dynamics, it is essential for presidents to understand the competencies’ importance.
Analysis of Data for Research Question 1
Using a 4-point Likert scale, the first research questions asked, “How do
Washington state community college vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty
members that serve in leadership positions with the Washington Association of
Community and Technical Colleges (WACTC) and the Faculty Association of
Community and Technical Colleges (FACTC) rate the importance of the 2018 AACC
competencies?”. A mean rating was calculated for the 59 subcompetencies for each of
the respondent groups. Table 10 displays the means by competency for the combined
groups.

Table 10
Competency Ratings for Combined Groups by Category
Competency

Total

1. Organizational culture
1.1 Mission, vision, and values of the community college
1.2 Culture of the institution and the external community
2. Governance, institutional policy, and legislation
2.1 Organizational structure of the community college
2.2 Governance structure of the community college
2.3 College policies and procedures
2.4 Board relations
3. Student success
3.1 Student success
3.2 Consistency between the college’s operation and a
student focused agenda
3.3 Data usage
3.4 Program/performance review
3.5 Evaluation for improvement
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M

SD

3.75
3.53

0.48
0.63

3.76
3.71
3.67
3.04

0.47
0.46
0.58
0.84

3.85
3.71

0.36
0.46

3.79
3.44
3.71

0.46
0.61
0.46

Table 10 (continued)
Competency Ratings for Combined Groups by Category
Competency

Total

4. Institutional leadership
4.1 Be an influencer
4.2 Support team building
4.3 Performance management
4.4 Lead by example
4.5 Problem-solving techniques
4.6 Conflict management
4.7 Advocate for professional development across the
institution
4.8 Customer service
4.9 Transparency
5. Institutional infrastructure
5.1 Strategic and operational planning
5.2 Budgeting
5.3 Prioritization and allocation of resources
5.4 Accreditation
5.5 Facilities master planning and management
5.6 Technology master planning
6. Information and analytics
6.1 Qualitative and quantitative data
6.2 Data analytics
7. Advocacy and mobilizing/motivating others
7.1 Community college ideas
7.2 Stakeholder mobilization
7.3 Media relations
7.4 Marketing and social media
8. Fundraising and relationship cultivation
8.1 Fundraising
8.2 Alumni relationships
8.3 Media relationships
8.4 Legislative relations
8.5 Public relations
8.6 Workforce partnerships
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M

SD

3.62
3.63
3.58
3.73
3.77
3.81
3.44

0.49
0.66
0.64
0.53
0.43
0.44
0.54

3.35
3.87

0.76
0.40

3.67
3.65
3.83
3.40
3.23
3.29

0.47
0.48
0.38
0.60
0.67
0.64

3.56
3.54

0.61
0.64

3.73
3.54
3.13
2.98

0.53
0.54
0.60
0.61

3.04
2.81
3.08
3.62
3.58
3.54

0.68
0.74
0.71
0.63
0.54
0.58

Table 10 (continued)
Competency Ratings for Combined Groups by Category
Competency

Total

M
9. Communication
9.1 Presentation, speaking, and writing skills
3.69
9.2 Active listening
3.88
9.3 Global and cultural competence
3.73
9.4 Strategies for multigenerational engagement
3.48
9.5 Email etiquette
3.58
9.6 Fluency with social media and emerging technologies
2.92
9.7 Consistency in messaging
3.60
9.8 Crisis communications
3.75
10. Collaboration
10.1 Interconnectivity and interdependence
3.90
10.2 Work with supervisor
3.37
10.3 Institutional team building
3.63
10.4 Collective bargaining
3.46
11. Personal traits and abilities
11.1 Authenticity
3.85
11.2 Emotional intelligence
3.79
11.3 Courage
3.65
11.4 Ethical standards
3.98
11.5 Self-management and environmental scanning
3.69
11.6 Time management and planning
3.52
11.7 Familial impact
3.38
11.8 Forward-looking philosophy
3.46
11.9 Embrace change
3.75
Note. Likert scale ratings were 1 = not important, 2 = minimally important, 3 =
somewhat important, and 4 = very important.

SD
0.51
0.32
0.53
0.64
0.61
0.55
0.57
0.48
0.30
0.60
0.53
0.58
0.41
0.46
0.52
0.14
0.47
0.50
0.66
0.64
0.44

Beginning with the highest ratings in Table 11, only 2 of the 59 subcompetencies
received M > 3.9, meaning few participants rated the items as very important (i.e., ethical
standards, M = 3.98; and interconnectivity and interdependence, M = 3.90. When
examined as a combined group, no competencies were assigned a 4 = very important to
any subcompetency. More than two thirds or 69% (n = 41) of the subcompetencies, M >
3.5. Fifteen or 25% of the subcompetencies received a mean score between 3.0 – 3.5.
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Overall, the combined group rated nearly all (n = 56) of the subcompetencies as
somewhat important (i.e., M > 3.0). For the remaining three subcompetencies, M < 3.0 or
minimally important. Table 11 displays the means and standard deviations for all three
groups combined, from highest to lowest.

Table 11
Competency Ratings for Combined Groups by Mean
Competency

Total

Personal traits and abilities: 11.4 Ethical standards
Collaboration: 10.1 Interconnectivity and interdependence
Communication: 9.2 Active listening
Institutional leadership: 4.9 Transparency
Personal traits and abilities: 11.1 Authenticity
Student success: 3.1 Student success
Institutional infrastructure: 5.3 Prioritization and allocation of
resources
Institutional leadership: 4.6 Conflict management
Personal traits and abilities: 11.2 Emotional intelligence
Student success: 3.3 Data usage
Institutional leadership: 4.5 Problem-solving techniques
Governance, institutional policy, and legislation: 2.1
Organizational structure of the community college
Communication: 9.8 Crisis communications
Organizational culture: 1.1 Mission, vision, and values of the
community college
Personal traits and abilities: 11.9 Embrace change
Advocacy and mobilizing/motivating others: 7.1 Community
college ideas
Communication: 9.3 Global and cultural competence
Institutional leadership: 4.4 Lead by example
Governance, institutional policy, and legislation: 2.2
Governance structure of the community college
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M
3.98
3.90
3.88
3.87
3.85
3.85
3.83

SD
0.14
0.30
0.32
0.40
0.41
0.36
0.38

3.81
3.79
3.79
3.77
3.76

0.44
0.46
0.46
0.43
0.47

3.75
3.75

0.48
0.48

3.75
3.73

0.44
0.53

3.73
3.73
3.71

0.53
0.53
0.46

Table 11 (continued)
Competency Ratings for Combined Groups by Mean
Competency

Total

Student success: 3.2 Consistency between the college’s
operation and a student focused agenda
Student success: 3.5 Evaluation for improvement
Communication: 9.1 Presentation, speaking, and writing skills
Personal traits and abilities: 11.5 Self-management and
environmental scanning
Governance, institutional policy, and legislation: 2.3 College
policies and procedures
Institutional infrastructure: 5.1 Strategic and operational
planning
Institutional infrastructure: 5.2 Budgeting
Personal traits and abilities: 11.3 Courage
Collaboration: 10.3 Institutional team building
Institutional leadership: 4.2 Support team building
Fundraising and relationship cultivation: 8.4 Legislative
relations
Institutional leadership: 4.1 Be an influencer
Communications: 9.7 Consistency in messaging
Communications: 9.5 Email etiquette
Fundraising and relationship cultivation: 8.5 Public relations
Institutional leadership: 4.3 Performance management
Information and analytics: 6.1 Qualitative and quantitative data
Advocacy and mobilizing/motivating others: 7.2 Stakeholder
mobilization
Fundraising and relationship cultivation: 8.6 Workforce
partnerships
Information and analytics: 6.2 Data analytics
Organizational culture: 1.2 Culture of the institution and the
external community
Personal traits and abilities: 11.6 Time management and
planning
Communications: 9.4 Strategies for multigenerational
engagement
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M
3.71

SD
0.46

3.71
3.69
3.69

0.46
0.51
0.47

3.67

0.58

3.67

0.47

3.65
3.65
3.63
3.63
3.62

0.48
0.52
0.53
0.66
0.63

3.62
3.60
3.58
3.58
3.58
3.56
3.54

0.49
0.57
0.61
0.54
0.64
0.61
0.54

3.54

0.58

3.54
3.53

0.64
0.63

3.52

0.50

3.48

0.64

Table 11 (continued)
Competency Ratings for Combined Groups by Mean
Competency

Total
M
3.46
3.46
3.44

Collaboration: 10.4 Collective bargaining
Personal traits and abilities: 11.8 Forward-looking philosophy
Institutional leadership: 4.7 Advocate for professional
development across the institution
Student success: 3.4 Program/performance review
3.44
Institutional infrastructure: 5.4 Accreditation
3.40
Personal traits and abilities: 11.7 Familial impact
3.38
Collaboration: 10.2 Work with supervisor
3.37
Institutional leadership: 4.8 Customer service
3.35
Institutional infrastructure: 5.6 Technology master planning
3.29
Institutional infrastructure: 5.5 Facilities master planning and
3.23
management
Advocacy and mobilizing/motivating others: 7.3 Media
3.13
relations
Fundraising and relationship cultivation: 8.3 Media
3.08
relationships
Fundraising and relationship cultivation: 8.1 Fundraising
3.04
Governance, institutional policy, and legislation: 2.4 Board
3.04
relations
Advocacy and mobilizing/motivating others: 7.4 Marketing and
2.98
social media
Communications: 9.6 Fluency with social media and emerging
2.92
technologies
Fundraising and relationship cultivation: 8.2 Alumni
2.81
relationships
Note. Likert scale ratings were 1 = not important, 2 = minimally important, 3 =
somewhat important, and 4 = very important.

SD
0.58
0.64
0.54
0.61
0.60
0.66
0.60
0.76
0.64
0.67
0.60
0.71
0.68
0.84
0.61
0.55
0.74

The standard deviation is a measure of how the data spread out in comparison to
the mean. Data are clustered around the mean when the standard deviation is low;
therefore, the data are more reliable. A high standard deviation indicates data are more

101

dispersed around the mean; therefore, the data are less reliable. Table 12 displays the
standard deviation for all three groups combined, from highest to lowest. Ethical
standards (SD = 0.14), interconnectivity and interdependence (SD = 0.30), active
listening (SD = 0.32), student success (SD = 0.36), and prioritization and allocation of
resources (SD = 0.38) were five subcompetencies with the highest standard deviation
from the mean of 1.0. As a result, replies were more dispersed or less reliable for these
scores than others. In contrast, two thirds of the groups’ responses (n = 37) about the
subcompetencies were clustered more around the mean, with standard deviations ranging
from 0.50 to 0.84; thus, indicating greater reliability. Overall, the majority of the groups’
replies to the online survey were concentrated around the mean for a low standard
deviation, indicating results were highly reliable.

Table 12
Competency Ratings for Combined Groups by Standard Deviation
Competency
Governance, institutional policy, and legislation: 2.4 Board relations
Institutional leadership: 4.8 Customer service
Fundraising and relationship cultivation: 8.2 Alumni relationships
Fundraising and relationship cultivation: 8.3 Media relationships
Fundraising and relationship cultivation: 8.1 Fundraising
Institutional infrastructure: 5.5 Facilities master planning and
management
Institutional leadership: 4.2 Support team building
Personal traits and abilities: 11.7 Familial impact
Institutional leadership: 4.3 Performance management
Information and analytics: 6.2 Data analytics
Communications: 9.4 Strategies for multigenerational engagement
Personal traits and abilities: 11.8 Forward-looking philosophy
Institutional infrastructure: 5.6 Technology master planning
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Total
M
SD
3.04 0.84
3.35 0.76
2.81 0.74
3.08 0.71
3.04 0.68
3.23 0.67
3.63
3.38
3.58
3.54
3.48
3.46
3.29

0.66
0.66
0.64
0.64
0.64
0.64
0.64

Table 12 (continued)
Competency Ratings for Combined Groups by Standard Deviation
Competency
Fundraising and relationship cultivation: 8.4 Legislative relations
Organizational culture: 1.2 Culture of the institution and the external
community
Communications: 9.5 Email etiquette
Information and analytics: 6.1 Qualitative and quantitative data
Student success: 3.4 Program/performance review
Advocacy and mobilizing/motivating others: 7.4 Marketing and social
media
Institutional infrastructure: 5.4 Accreditation
Collaboration: 10.2 Work with supervisor
Advocacy and mobilizing/motivating others: 7.3 Media relations
Governance, institutional policy, and legislation: 2.3 College policies
and procedures
Fundraising and relationship cultivation: 8.6 Workforce partnerships
Collaboration: 10.4 Collective bargaining
Communications: 9.7 Consistency in messaging
Communications: 9.6 Fluency with social media and emerging
technologies
Fundraising and relationship cultivation: 8.5 Public relations
Advocacy and mobilizing/motivating others: 7.2 Stakeholder
mobilization
Institutional leadership: 4.7 Advocate for professional development
across the institution
Advocacy and mobilizing/motivating others: 7.1 Community college
ideas
Communications: 9.3 Global and cultural competence
Institutional leadership: 4.4 Lead by example
Collaboration: 10.3 Institutional team building
Personal traits and abilities: 11.3 Courage
Communications: 9.1 Presentation, speaking, and writing skills
Personal traits and abilities: 11.6 Time management and planning
Institutional leadership: 4.1 Be an influencer
Communications: 9.8 Crisis communications
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Total
M
SD
3.62 0.63
3.53 0.63
3.58
3.56
3.44
2.98

0.61
0.61
0.61
0.61

3.40
3.37
3.13
3.67

0.60
0.60
0.60
0.58

3.54
3.46
3.60
2.92

0.58
0.58
0.57
0.55

3.58
3.54

0.54
0.54

3.44

0.54

3.73

0.53

3.73
3.73
3.63
3.65
3.69
3.52
3.62
3.75

0.53
0.53
0.53
0.52
0.51
0.50
0.49
0.48

Table 12 (continued)
Competency Ratings for Combined Groups by Standard Deviation
Competency

Total
M
SD
3.75 0.48

Organizational culture: 1.1 Mission, vision, and values of the community
college
Institutional infrastructure: 5.2 Budgeting
3.65
Governance, institutional policy, and legislation: 2.1 Organizational
3.76
structure of the community college
Personal traits and abilities: 11.5 Self-management and environmental
3.69
scanning
Institutional infrastructure: 5.1 Strategic and operational planning
3.67
Personal traits and abilities: 11.2 Emotional intelligence
3.79
Student success: 3.3 Data usage
3.79
Governance, institutional policy, and legislation: 2.2 Governance
3.71
structure of the community college
Student success: 3.2 Consistency between the college’s operation and a
3.71
student focused agenda
Student success: 3.5 Evaluation for improvement
3.71
Institutional leadership: 4.6 Conflict management
3.81
Personal traits and abilities: 11.9 Embrace change
3.75
Institutional leadership: 4.5 Problem-solving techniques
3.77
Personal traits and abilities: 11.1 Authenticity
3.85
Institutional leadership: 4.9 Transparency
3.87
Institutional infrastructure: 5.3 Prioritization and allocation of resources
3.83
Student success: 3.1 Student success
3.85
Communications: 9.2 Active listening
3.88
Collaboration: 10.1 Interconnectivity and interdependence
3.90
Personal traits and abilities: 11.4 Ethical standards
3.98
Note. Likert scale ratings were 1 = not important, 2 = minimally important, 3 =
somewhat important, and 4 = very important.

0.48
0.47
0.47
0.47
0.46
0.46
0.46
0.46
0.46
0.44
0.44
0.43
0.41
0.40
0.38
0.36
0.32
0.30
0.14

Analysis of Data for Research Question 2
The second research questions asked, “To what extent do Washington state
community college vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members that serve in
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leadership positions with the Washington Association of Community and Technical
Colleges (WACTC) and the Faculty Association of Community and Technical Colleges
(FACTC) differ in their ratings of the 2018 AACC competencies?” Table 13 presents the
overall competency ratings by each participant group.

Table 13
Competency Ratings by Participant Group
Competency
1. Organizational culture
1.1 Mission, vision, and values of the
community college
1.2 Culture of the institution and the
external community
2. Governance, institutional policy, and
legislation
2.1 Organizational structure of the
community college
2.2 Governance structure of the
community college
2.3 College policies and procedures
2.4 Board relations
3. Student Success
3.1 Student success
3.2 Consistency between the college’s
operation and a student focused
agenda
3.3 Data usage
3.4 Program/performance review
3.5 Evaluation for improvement

VPs
M

SD

Deans/ADs
M
SD

3.69

0.63

3.79

0.42

3.67

0.50

3.62

0.51

3.58

0.61

3.22

0.83

3.85

0.38

3.79

0.42

3.56

0.73

3.62

0.51

3.73

0.45

3.78

0.44

3.38
3.15

0.65
0.99

3.79
3.00

0.48
0.83

3.67
3.00

0.71
0.71

3.83
3.75

0.39
0.45

3.84
3.68

0.37
0.48

3.89
3.78

0.33
0.44

3.92
3.50
3.67

0.29
0.52
0.49

3.74
3.42
3.77

0.44
0.62
0.43

3.78
3.44
3.56

0.67
0.73
0.53
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Faculty
M
SD

Table 13 (continued)
Competency Ratings by Participant Group
Competency
4. Institutional leadership
4.1 Be an influencer
4.2 Support team building
4.3 Performance management
4.4 Lead by example
4.5 Problem-solving techniques
4.6 Conflict management
4.7 Advocate for professional
development across the institution
4.8 Customer service
4.9 Transparency
5. Institutional infrastructure
5.1 Strategic and operational planning
5.2 Budgeting
5.3 Prioritization and allocation of
resources
5.4 Accreditation
5.5 Facilities master planning and
management
5.6 Technology master planning
6. Information and analytics
6.1 Qualitative and quantitative data
6.2 Data analytics
7. Advocacy and mobilizing/motivating
others
7.1 Community college ideas
7.2 Stakeholder mobilization
7.3 Media relations
7.4 Marketing and social media

VPs
M

SD

Deans/ADs
M
SD

3.58
3.67
3.42
3.67
3.67
3.83
3.33

0.51
0.65
0.67
0.49
0.49
0.39
0.49

3.65
3.58
3.65
3.71
3.81
3.77
3.39

0.49
0.67
0.61
0.59
0.40
0.50
0.56

3.56
3.78
3.56
3.89
3.78
3.89
3.78

0.53
0.67
0.73
0.33
0.44
0.33
0.44

3.42
3.92

0.67
0.29

3.39
3.84

0.62
0.45

3.11
3.89

1.27
0.33

3.50
3.58
3.75

0.52
0.51
0.45

3.74
3.61
3.84

0.44
0.50
0.37

3.67
3.89
3.89

0.50
0.33
0.33

3.17
3.08

0.58
0.67

3.42
3.16

0.56
0.64

3.67
3.67

0.71
0.71

3.08

0.51

3.26

0.63

3.67

0.71

3.67
3.58

0.49
0.67

3.48
3.52

0.68
0.63

3.67
3.56

0.50
0.73

3.50
3.42
3.08
2.83

0.80
0.51
0.79
0.58

3.84
3.65
3.13
3.00

0.37
0.49
0.50
0.63

3.67
3.33
3.22
3.11

0.50
0.71
0.67
0.60
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Faculty
M
SD

Table 13 (continued)
Competency Ratings by Participant Group
Competency

VPs

8. Fundraising and relationship cultivation
8.1 Fundraising
8.2 Alumni relationships
8.3 Media relationships
8.4 Legislative relations
8.5 Public relations
8.6 Workforce partnerships
9. Communications
9.1 Presentation, speaking, and writing
skills
9.2 Active listening
9.3 Global and cultural competence
9.4 Strategies for multigenerational
engagement
9.5 Email etiquette
9.6 Fluency with social media and
emerging technologies
9.7 Consistency in messaging
9.8 Crisis communications
10. Collaboration
10.1 Interconnectivity and
interdependence
10.2 Work with supervisor
10.3 Institutional team building
10.4 Collective bargaining
11. Personal traits and abilities
11.1 Authenticity
11.2 Emotional intelligence
11.3 Courage
11.4 Ethical standards
11.5 Self-management and
environmental scanning
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M

SD

Deans/ADs
M
SD

Faculty
M
SD

3.17
2.58
3.17
3.67
3.42
3.33

0.72
0.79
0.72
0.65
0.51
0.78

2.94
2.87
2.97
3.52
3.61
3.58

0.63
0.62
0.71
0.68
0.56
0.50

3.22
2.89
3.33
3.89
3.67
3.67

0.83
1.05
0.71
0.33
0.50
0.50

3.58

0.51

3.65

0.55

4.00

0.00

3.83
3.58
3.25

0.39
0.51
0.62

3.87
3.81
3.52

0.34
0.48
0.63

4.00
3.67
3.67

0.00
0.71
0.71

3.67
2.83

0.49
0.58

3.58
2.94

0.62
0.51

3.44
3.00

0.73
0.71

3.50
3.58

0.67
0.67

3.58
3.84

0.56
0.37

3.78
3.67

0.44
0.50

3.75

0.45

3.94

0.25

4.00

0.00

3.25
3.67
3.33

0.62
0.49
0.49

3.42
3.65
3.42

0.56
0.55
0.62

3.33
3.56
3.78

0.71
0.53
0.44

3.83
3.75
3.75
4.00
3.83

0.39
0.45
0.45
0.00
0.39

3.84
3.84
3.65
3.97
3.68

0.45
0.37
0.49
0.18
0.48

3.89
3.67
3.56
4.00
3.56

0.33
0.71
0.73
0.00
0.53

Table 13 (continued)
Competency Ratings by Participant Group
Competency

VPs

Deans/ADs
Faculty
M
SD
M
SD
M
SD
11.6 Time management and planning
3.50 0.52 3.55 0.51 3.44 0.53
11.7 Familial impact
3.50 0.52 3.45 0.57 3.00 1.00
11.8 Forward-looking philosophy
3.25 0.97 3.48 0.51 3.67 0.50
11.9 Embrace change
3.75 0.45 3.74 0.44 3.78 0.44
Note. Likert scale ratings were 1 = not important, 2 = minimally important, 3 =
somewhat important, and 4 = very important. VPs = vice presidents. ADs = associate
deans.

Vice presidents. Individual survey responses for vice presidents disclosed the
following results and differences. Compared to deans and faculty members, vice
presidents’ rating differences were notably higher in three competency areas (See Table
14):
•

data usage for vice presidents (M = 3.92) versus deans (M = 3.74),

•

organizational structure of the community college for vice presidents (M =
3.85) versus faculty (M = 3.56), and

•

self-management and environmental scanning for vice presidents (M =
3.83) versus faculty (M = 3.5).
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Table 14
Highest Competency Ratings by Vice Presidents
Competency

VPs

Deans/ADs
M
SD

Faculty
M
SD

M
SD
2. Governance, institutional policy, and
legislation
2.1 Organizational structure of the
3.85 0.38 3.79 0.42 3.56 0.73
community college
3. Student success
3.3 Data usage
3.92 0.29 3.74 0.44 3.78 0.67
11. Personal traits and abilities
11.5 Self-management and
3.83 0.39 3.68 0.48 3.56 0.53
environmental scanning
Note. Likert scale ratings were 1 = not important, 2 = minimally important, 3 =
somewhat important, and 4 = very important. VPs = vice presidents. ADs = associate
deans.

Table 15 reveals vice presidents rated more than 50 % (30 of 59) of the
subcompetencies lower compared to deans (11) and faculty (13). It should be noted vice
presidents rated all subcompetencies low in the main competency or focus area of
institutional infrastructure; whereas, this did not occur with any other subcompetency.
Also, of their lowest rated subcompetencies, three areas were rated below a (M < 3.0): (a)
marketing and social media (M = 2.83), (b) fluency with social media and emerging
technologies (M = 2.83), and (c) alumni relationships (M = 2.58).
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Table 15
Lowest Competency Ratings by Mean for Vice Presidents
Competency

VPs
M
SD

2. Governance, institutional policy, and
legislation
2.2 Governance structure of the community
college
2.3 College policies and procedures
3. Student Success
3.1 Student success
4. Institutional leadership
4.3 Performance management
4.4 Lead by example
4.5 Problem-solving techniques
4.7 Advocate for professional development
across the institution
5. Institutional infrastructure
5.1 Strategic and operational planning
5.2 Budgeting
5.3 Prioritization and allocation of
resources
5.4 Accreditation
5.5 Facilities master planning and
management
5.6 Technology master planning
7. Advocacy and mobilizing/motivating
others
7.1 Community college ideas
7.4 Marketing and social media
8. Fundraising and relationship cultivation
8.2 Alumni relationships
8.5 Public relations
8.6 Workforce partnerships
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Deans/ADs
M
SD

Faculty
M
SD

3.62 0.51 3.73

0.45 3.78 0.44

3.38 0.65 3.79

0.48 3.67 0.71

3.83 0.39 3.84

0.37 3.89 0.33

3.42
3.67
3.67
3.33

0.61
0.59
0.40
0.56

0.67
0.49
0.49
0.49

3.65
3.71
3.81
3.39

3.56
3.89
3.78
3.78

0.73
0.33
0.44
0.44

3.50 0.52 3.74
3.58 0.51 3.61
3.75 0.45 3.84

0.44 3.67 0.50
0.50 3.89 0.33
0.37 3.89 0.33

3.17 0.58 3.42
3.08 0.67 3.16

0.56 3.67 0.71
0.64 3.67 0.71

3.08 0.51 3.26

0.63 3.67 0.71

3.50 0.80 3.84
2.83 0.58 3.00

0.37 3.67 0.50
0.63 3.11 0.60

2.58 0.79 2.87
3.42 0.51 3.61
3.33 0.78 3.58

0.62 2.89 1.05
0.56 3.67 0.50
0.50 3.67 0.50

Table 15 (continued)
Lowest Competency Ratings by Mean for Vice Presidents
Competency

VPs
M
SD

Deans/ADs
M
SD

Faculty
M
SD

9. Communication
9.1 Presentation, speaking, and writing
3.58 0.51 3.65 0.55 4.00 0.00
skills
9.2 Active listening
3.83 0.39 3.87 0.34 4.00 0.00
9.3 Global and cultural competence
3.58 0.51 3.81 0.48 3.67 0.71
9.4 Strategies for multigenerational
3.25 0.62 3.52 0.63 3.67 0.71
engagement
9.6 Fluency with social media and
2.83 0.58 2.94 0.51 3.00 0.71
emerging technologies
9.8 Crisis communications
3.58 0.67 3.84 0.37 3.67 0.50
10. Collaboration
10.1 Interconnectivity and interdependence 3.75 0.45 3.94 0.25 4.00 0.00
10.2 Work with supervisor
3.25 0.62 3.42 0.56 3.33 0.71
10.4 Collective bargaining
3.33 0.49 3.42 0.62 3.78 0.44
11. Personal traits and abilities
11.1 Authenticity
3.83 0.39 3.84 0.45 3.89 0.33
11.8 Forward-looking philosophy
3.25 0.97 3.48 0.51 3.67 0.50
Note. Likert scale ratings were 1 = not important, 2 = minimally important, 3 =
somewhat important, and 4 = very important. VPs = vice presidents. ADs = associate
deans.

Deans. Individual survey responses from deans showed the following results and
differences. None of the deans gave any of the subcompetencies a 4.0 rating (see Table
13). Table 16 displays deans rated stakeholder mobilization subcompetency significantly
higher than their faculty counterparts at M = 3.65, compared to M = 3.33 for faculty.
Table 16 also illustrates the four lowest rated subcompetencies (M < 3.0) by deans were:
(a) fundraising (M = 2.94), (b) alumni relationships (M = 2.87), (c) media relationships
(M = 2.97), and (d) fluency with social media and emerging technology (M = 2.94).
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Three of 4 subcompetencies rated by Deans fell under the main competency of
fundraising and relationship cultivation.

Table 16
Highest and Lowest Competency Ratings by Means for Deans
Competency

VPs
M
SD

Deans/ADs
M
SD

Faculty
M
SD

7. Advocacy and mobilizing/motivating
others
7.2 Stakeholder mobilization
3.42 0.51 3.65 0.49 3.33 0.71
8. Fundraising and relationship cultivation
8.1 Fundraising
3.17 0.72 2.94 0.63 3.22 0.83
8.2 Alumni relationships
2.58 0.79 2.87 0.62 2.89 1.05
8.3 Media relationships
3.17 0.72 2.97 0.71 3.33 0.71
9. Communication
9.6 Fluency with social media and
2.83 0.58 2.94 0.51 3.00 0.71
emerging technologies
Note. Likert scale ratings were 1 = not important, 2 = minimally important, 3 =
somewhat important, and 4 = very important. VPs = vice presidents. ADs = associate
deans. Bold indicates lowest mean score; italics indicates highest mean score.

Faculty. Table 17 illustrates individual survey responses from faculty disclosed
the following results and differences. Faculty were the only group who rated at least four
subcompetencies as very important with M = 4.0, compared to deans (no
subcompetencies) and vice presidents (only one). The subcompetencies rated as very
important by faculty were: (a) presentation, speaking and writing skills; (b) active
listening; (c) interconnectivity and interdependence; and (d) ethical standards. Faculty
also rated 75% (44 of 59) of the subcompetencies above a M > 3.5, compared to deans at
69% (41 of 59) and vice presidents at 64% (38 of 59).
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Table 17
Highest Competency Ratings by Mean for Faculty
Competency

VPs
M

SD

Deans/ADs
M
SD

Faculty
M
SD

9. Communication
9.1 Presentation, speaking, and writing
3.58 0.51 3.65 0.55 4.00 0.00
skills
9.2 Active listening
3.83 0.39 3.87 0.34 4.00 0.00
10. Collaboration
10.1 Interconnectivity and
3.75 0.45 3.94 0.25 4.00 0.00
interdependence
11. Personal traits and abilities
11.4 Ethical standards
4.00 0.00 3.97 0.18 4.00 0.00
Note. Likert scale ratings were 1 = not important, 2 = minimally important, 3 =
somewhat important, and 4 = very important. VPs = vice presidents. ADs = associate
deans.

Table 18 shows faculty also had significantly higher ratings and mean differences
in at least 15 of the 59 subcompetencies, compared to the two other groups. These
ratings and differences were especially noticeable for the institutional infrastructure and
communications main competency. Conversely, vice presidents also gave these same
two main competencies the lowest ratings.
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Table 18
Highest Competency Ratings by Mean Difference for Faculty
Competency

VPs
M

SD

Deans/ADs
M
SD

Faculty
M
SD

4. Institutional leadership
4.2 Support team building
3.67 0.65 3.58 0.67 3.78
4.4 Lead by example
3.67 0.49 3.71 0.59 3.89
4.7 Advocate for professional
3.33 0.49 3.39 0.56 3.78
development across the institution
5. Institutional infrastructure
5.2 Budgeting
3.58 0.51 3.61 0.50 3.89
5.4 Accreditation
3.17 0.58 3.42 0.56 3.67
5.5 Facilities master planning and
3.08 0.67 3.16 0.64 3.67
management
5.6 Technology master planning
3.08 0.51 3.26 0.63 3.67
8. Fundraising and relationship cultivation
8.3 Media relationships
3.17 0.72 2.97 0.71 3.33
8.4 Legislative relations
3.67 0.65 3.52 0.68 3.89
9. Communications
9.1 Presentation, speaking, and writing
3.58 0.51 3.65 0.55 4.00
skills
9.2 Active listening
3.83 0.39 3.87 0.34 4.00
9.4 Strategies for multigenerational
3.25 0.62 3.52 0.63 3.67
engagement
9.7 Consistency in messaging
3.50 0.67 3.58 0.56 3.78
10. Collaboration
10.4 Collective bargaining
3.33 0.49 3.42 0.62 3.78
11. Personal traits and abilities
11.4 Ethical standards
4.00 0.00 3.97 0.18 4.00
Note. Likert scale ratings were 1 = not important, 2 = minimally important, 3 =
somewhat important, and 4 = very important. ADs = associate deans.

0.67
0.33
0.44

0.33
0.71
0.71
0.71
0.71
0.33
0.00
0.00
0.71
0.44
0.44
0.00

Table 19 further shows there was a noteworthy mean rating difference between
faculty (M = 3.00) compared to vice presidents (M = 3.50) for the subcompetency of
familial impact. Furthermore, alumni relationships was the only subcompetency rated
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below a 3.0 by faculty (M = 2.89). Similarly, both vice presidents (M = 2.58) and deans
(M = 2.87) also rated alumni relationships lower than M = 3.0.

Table 19
Lowest Competency Ratings by Mean Difference for Faculty
Competency

VPs
M

SD

Deans/ADs
M
SD

Faculty
M
SD

8. Fundraising and relationship cultivation
8.2 Alumni relationships
2.58 0.79 2.87 0.62 2.89
11. Personal traits and abilities
11.7 Familial impact
3.50 0.52 3.45 0.57 3.00
Note. Likert scale ratings were 1 = not important, 2 = minimally important, 3 =
somewhat important, and 4 = very important. ADs = associate deans.

1.05
1.00

Summary
The survey asked participants to use a 4-point Likert type scale to rate the
importance of 11 main competency or focus area and 59 corresponding subcompetencies.
SurveyMonkey was used to conduct the survey. Overall, data showed participants rated
competencies differently in several ways. First, faculty rated 40 of 59 subcompetencies
(i.e., nearly three fourths) a rating of 3.5 or above compared to vice presidents, who only
gave 29 of the 59 (i.e., less than one half) a rating of 3.5 or above. Next, vice presidents
rated 24 of 59 subcompetencies a rating between 3.0 – 3.5 compared to faculty, who only
gave 14 of 59 subcompetencies (i.e., less than one third) the same rating Lastly, deans
rated only four of 59 subcompetencies notably lower than the other two groups; whereas,
vice presidents rated approximately one half of them lower.
The survey's data and results were presented in Chapter IV. Chapter V delves
deeper into the major findings, unexpected findings, conclusions, implications for action,
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and recommendations for further research. The researcher's concluding remarks and
reflections on the study are found in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER V: FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Not everything that is faced can be changed; but nothing can be changed until it is
faced.
James Baldwin, Kinfolk, 2021, para. 1
The findings, conclusions, and recommendations of this study are described in
Chapter V. This chapter restates the purpose statement and research questions, and
summarizes the study’s research methods, population, and sample. This chapter also
contains the study's major findings, including unexpected findings and conclusions drawn
from data analysis. Lastly, conclusions and reflections are offered, and implications for
research, recommendations for future research, and concluding remarks are presented.
Purpose Statement
The two-fold purpose of this study was to understand how Washington state
community college vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members serving in
leadership positions with the Washington Association of Community and Technical
Colleges (WACTC) and the Faculty Association of Community and Technical Colleges’
(FACTC) rated the importance of the 2018 American Association of Community
Colleges (AACC) Competencies for Community College Leaders, third edition, and to
compare the differences between the three groups’ views of the importance of the AACC
competencies.
Research Questions
The following research questions guided this study:
1. How do Washington state community college vice presidents, deans, and
academic faculty members that serve in leadership positions with the Washington
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Association of Community and Technical Colleges (WACTC) and the Faculty
Association of Community and Technical Colleges (FACTC) rate the importance
of the 2018 AACC competencies?
2. To what extent do Washington state community college vice presidents, deans,
and academic faculty members that serve in leadership positions with the
Washington Association of Community and Technical Colleges (WACTC) and
the Faculty Association of Community and Technical Colleges (FACTC) differ in
their ratings of the 2018 AACC competencies?
Research Method and Data Collection Procedures
This study was a descriptive, nonexperimental quantitative study. The researcher
used a quantitative instrument and data analysis to answer 59 research questions about
the 11 main competency/focus areas of the 2018 AACC competencies. The 59 survey
questions were based on similar instruments used in studies about the first two editions of
the AACC competency framework (AACC, 2005, 2013). The structured questions were
developed using the theoretical underpinning of the AACC Competencies for Community
College Leaders and transformational leadership. The survey also asked for basic
demographic information about the participants: job title, functional work area, and
highest level of education.
The 2018 AACC competencies were rated on a 4-point Likert type scale via
online survey. A survey link was emailed to participants. SurveyMonkey was used to
collect data. The data was analyzed statistically using the Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS) software application. The researcher analyzed the data after the
statistical analysis to compare the differences.
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Population
Community college vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members
serving in leadership capacities at one of Washington's 34 community and technical
institutions took part in this survey. Institutions provided roughly 1,020 possible
participants total, with an average of 30 people in each of the three categories per
institution. This population usually includes people working in areas such as instruction,
student services, and business affairs at a community college. Other functional areas in
the Washington state community college system include workforce development,
diversity, equity, and inclusion, and institutional research.
These community college leaders are often in charge of student completion and
success, access advancement, commitment to diversity, equity, and inclusion, and
accreditation compliance by helping their teams to reach institutional goals. Based on
these criteria, these leaders were determined as the most appropriate population for this
investigation. They also had the most knowledge about the subject under investigation
for this study.
Target Population
Vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members of Washington state
community colleges working in leadership positions with the WACTC and the FACTC
were the target population for this study. Approximately 272 people could have
participated in this quantitative study investigation. The WACTC and FACTC are two
professional organizations linked with the State Board for Community and Technical
College (SBCTC) system focused on community college governance. Participants were
also affiliated with a subgroup focused on academic affairs or student services. The target
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population was chosen from these organizations because WACTC, the organization of
community college presidents, and the identified commissions have acted on topics
reported by their members.
Sample
The study was limited to vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members
from community colleges who served as members of the WACTC and FACTC,
representing all 34 community and technical colleges in Washington state. These three
groups were also tied to the academic affairs and student services sections of WACTC
and FACTC. These subgroups were chosen because more than half of community
college presidents come from academic affairs or student services. In addition, the
researcher had professional experience and relationships in the state’s community college
system.
Demographic Data
An online survey request was emailed via Survey Monkey to Washington state
community college leaders serving on the WACTC and FACTC. The poll was
completed by nearly one fifth of the 272 invitees, or 55 respondents. More specifically,
the sample consisted of nine faculty, 13 vice presidents, and 33 deans. In addition,
demographic information was collected including respondent job title, functional work
area, and highest level of education. Sixty percent of respondents were deans (n = 33),
76.4% were employed in the academic affairs/instruction functional area (n = 42), 52.7%
achieved a master’s degree as their highest level of education (n = 29), and 45.5% had a
doctoral degree (n = 25).

120

Major Findings
Data gathered from the 55 respondents demonstrated the significance of the 2018
AACC competencies to Washington state community college leaders, including vice
presidents, deans, and academic faculty. When the differences between the three groups
were evaluated, faculty rated 75% of the subcompetencies above a mean of 3.5 (out of
4.0), whereas deans rated 69% of the subcompetencies and vice presidents rated 64% of
the subcompetencies above a mean of 3.5. Additionally, faculty were the only group to
give a 4.0 to four subcompetencies, compared to one subcompetency for vice presidents
and no subcompetencies for deans. The study’s major findings are organized based on
the two research questions, with support from data analysis in Chapter IV and the
literature review in Chapter II.
Research Question 1
How do Washington state community college vice presidents, deans, and
academic faculty members that serve in leadership positions with the Washington
Association of Community and Technical Colleges (WACTC) and the Faculty
Association of Community and Technical Colleges (FACTC) rate the importance of the
2018 AACC competencies?
Finding 1: Transformational Leadership
There was common agreement about the importance of AACC competencies,
designed using transformational leadership theory as a foundation. Survey respondents
(vice presidents, deans, and faculty) rated 41 of 59 subcompetencies as important (M >
3.5 or 69%). They also rated nearly all subcompetencies, 56 of 59 (95%), as somewhat
important (M > 3.0). Other scholarly research has shown consistency with the findings
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about the importance of the competencies and one’s ability to model the competencies,
whether the target research population was presidents, chief academic officers,
community college leaders, or department chairs (Holton, 2020; Kirkman, 2020;
Lavorgna; Slocum, 2020).
Finding 2: Collaborative Leadership
Participants from three groups rated 78% (7 out of 9) of the institutional
leadership subcompetencies with M > 3.5 (i.e., transparency, conflict management,
problem-solving techniques, lead by example, support team building, be an influencer
and performance management). According to the literature, community college leaders
must be able to distribute power and engage others at their institution to function well and
guide innovation. A new approach to the distribution of power should be required for
future Washington state leaders (Pascarella & Cook, 1978, as cited in King, 1990).
Finding 3: Ethical Standards
Across all through groups, the ethical standards subcompetency received the
highest rating of 3.98. This was a notable result. Vice presidents, deans and faculty also
provided a M = 3.5 rating for 78% (7 of 9) of the subcompetencies in the major
competency/focus area of personal traits and abilities, where ethical norms were also
specified (i.e., ethical standards, authenticity, emotional intelligence, embrace change,
self-management and environmental scanning, courage, and time management and
planning). Literature supported this conclusion, indicating prospective community
college leaders have been very concerned about ethical standards (AACC, 2005, 2013,
2018). Boggs (2003) underlined the importance of community college leaders
demonstrating their concern for their constituents by doing the right thing. When
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interviewing community college presidential candidates, trustees placed a high value on
ethics in looking for someone who would uphold ethical standards and not jeopardize the
college's ability to carry out its mission (Aspen Institute & Achieving the Dream, 2013).
Finding 4: Communications Skills
The three participant groups rated 88% (7 of 8) of the subcompetencies from the
main competency/focus area of communications with at least M > 3.5 (i.e., active
listening, crisis communications, global and cultural competence, presentation, speaking
and writing skills, consistency in messaging, email etiquette, and strategies for
multigenerational engagement). Literature has supported this conclusion, emphasizing
“an effective community college leader demonstrates strong communications skills, leads
and fully embraces the role of community college spokesperson” (AACC, 2018, p. 59).
These communication skills have included aspects such as comfort giving presentations;
actively listening, understanding, and embracing the value of different cultures; and
familiarity with crisis management (AACC, 2018). Over the last 30 years, community
college presidents have been asked to complete career and lifestyle surveys, revealing
their declaration about the importance of effective communications skills as a leader
(Vaughan & Weisman, 1998; Weisman & Vaughan, 2002, 2007).
Research Question 2
To what extent do Washington state community college vice presidents, deans,
and academic faculty members that serve in leadership positions with the Washington
Association of Community and Technical Colleges (WACTC) and the Faculty
Association of Community and Technical Colleges (FACTC) differ in their ratings of the
2018 AACC competencies?
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Finding 1: Board Relations
Compared to the other two groups, vice presidents, rated the board relations
subcompetency the lowest of any competency (M = 2.58), in contrast with deans (M =
2.87) and faculty (M = 2.89). Although vice presidents have typically not had direct
working relationships with the board, this finding contradicts literature suggesting
presidents’ constituency pools have consisted of a variety of stakeholders; yet one group
should be considered most important – the governing board. Presidents are hired by the
boards, and both the president’s and institution’s effectiveness are dependent upon the
president’s working relationships with the governing board (Vaughan & Weisman, 1998).
Finding 2. Fundraising and Relationship Cultivation
Deans rated 50% (3 of 6) of the subcompetencies in the fundraising and
relationship cultivation main competency/focus area (i.e., fundraising, alumni
relationships, and media relationships) lower than faculty members. Similarly, the three
groups rated alumni relationships the lowest, or least important competency (M = 2.8),
and media relationships (M = 3.08). According to the AACC (2018), an effective
community college leader must “be familiar with successful strategies for engaging
alumni in support of the college” as they are interconnected with the communities they
serve. Literature has suggested a good fundraiser has competencies as a good president
(Miller, 1991 as cited in Miller, 2013). The literature further has stated a president must
understand how to communicate with the media, especially in times of crisis.
Finding 3: Institutional Infrastructure
Compared to vice presidents and deans, faculty gave a higher rating to the main
competency/focus area of institutional infrastructure (i.e., budgeting, accreditation,
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facilities master planning and management, and technology master planning). Literature
has suggested vice presidents and deans have usually been expected to be more fluent and
involved directly in matters related to institutional infrastructure; whereas faculty have
focused primarily on teaching infrastructure and student success (Cooney & Borland,
2018).
Unexpected Findings
Two unexpected findings emerged from this study. First, data revealed faculty, as
opposed to vice presidents, rated the importance more highly of the main
competency/focus area of institutional infrastructure and its subcompetencies for
presidents. As the role of a vice president is more focused typically on the overall big
picture of the organization (i.e., strategic and operational planning, budgeting,
prioritization and allocation of resources, accreditation, and facilities master planning and
management), it was expected vice presidents would rate this area as more important
compared to faculty. This appears to be in stark contrast to how faculty view the role,
responsibilities, and priorities for aspiring presidents compared to vice presidents and
deans.
Secondly, another unexpected finding revealed faculty had significantly higher
ratings and mean differences in at least 25% (15 out of 59) of the subcompetencies
compared to the other two groups. The most notable differences for higher ratings and
mean differences of these subcompetencies were seen in the five main competency/focus
areas of institutional leadership, institutional infrastructure, fundraising and relationship
cultivation, communication, and collaboration. Again, this exposed how distinctly
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different faculty viewed the expected competencies for aspiring CEOs compared to vice
presidents and deans.
Conclusions
The main findings of this survey were used to draw conclusions on how
community college leaders viewed the importance of the 2018 AACC Competencies for
Community College Leaders and how their ratings differ. The major findings and
evidence from the literature are included in these conclusions. Both research questions
are addressed in the following conclusions. It is also worth noting ethics are intertwined
into each of the conclusions, as without ethics the president is unable to build and
maintain trust with their constituent groups. When interviewing community college
presidential candidates, trustees noted they placed a high value on ethics in looking for
someone who would uphold ethical standards and not jeopardize the college's ability to
carry out its mission (Aspen Institute & Achieving the Dream, 2013).
Conclusion 1: Nurture Transformational Leadership Skills
Washington state community college presidents should continuously nurture their
transformational leadership skills. The value of the AACC skills has been acknowledged
widely by community college leaders. Based on soft skills, the AACC competencies
were developed to assist current and future community college leaders in developing,
improving, and assessing their leadership abilities (Bass, 1985). It is not a coincidence
nearly three quarters (73%) of the subcompetencies and survey questions focused on soft
skills, as community college subordinates respect someone with the talents to engage
others in a common objective (AACC, 2018; Kouzes & Posner, 2012). Cooney and
Borland’s (2018) results from a national survey communicated community college
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leaders should understand transformational leadership to help navigate their complex and
ever-changing environments. Transformational leaders are individuals who can help
their colleges address the changing human and institutional demands of their
environments. Presidents who display these abilities are known as transformational
leaders. Internal and external community college stakeholders regard a president who
can lead by example and motivate the organization’s followers to achieve certain
objectives as a transformative leader (Burns, 1978, 2003). It is equally important for a
competent community college leader to model and respect ethical standards such as
“promoting trust, good behavior, fairness and/or kindness” (AACC, 2018, p. 61) when
executing their tasks and in their everyday interactions with constituents to meet the
community college's mission. To lead their complicated, diverse, and growing
institutions, presidents must have a broader skill set than just scholarly qualifications and
teaching experience (Rushing, 1976; Vaughan & Weisman, 1998).
Conclusion 2: Expand Capacity Building
Washington state community college presidents should expand capacity building
below the presidential level to strengthen external relations. Community colleges play a
critical role in meeting workforce demands of the communities where they are located.
In 2019, they provided open admissions to educate and train 11.8 million students
(AACC, 2020). This has only been possible by raising funding and building partnerships
with a variety of external stakeholders, like alumni and the media. In the event an
institution is faced with crisis, leaders can elicit support from both strong alumni and
strong media relationships to help navigate the crisis and respond quickly to unexpected
situations. Although other members of the institution play a part in these areas, the
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president is responsible ultimately for their success. And although other professionals
may oversee alumni and media relations, the president must still work with students,
alumni, and key media contracts for the benefit of the college. This includes when the
president works alongside his or her leadership team on fundraising activities to cultivate
donors, secure funds to support entrepreneurial endeavors, fund student scholarship, and
support program development and expansion. The attributes defining a good fundraiser
are like those distinguishing a good president, notably the capacity to engage key
stakeholders to realize the community college mission (Miller, 1991 as cited in Miller,
2013). It also entails engaging support from other internal stakeholders successfully such
as administrators, faculty, and staff, through training to articulate the college’s story to
cultivate and maintain these relationships. During these interactions with a wide range of
stakeholders, presidents must listen to and respond to their concerns and interests. As a
result, their high ethical standards can lead to more positive interactions and outcomes for
the college (Freeman, 2010). The result of this study indicates there is work to be done in
this area.
Conclusion 3: Engaging Others in Self Governance
Washington state community college presidents would benefit from engaging
others in shared governance (i.e., institutional leadership). The AACC (2018) stated, “An
effective leader understands the importance of interpersonal relationships, personal
philosophy, and management skills to creating a student-centered institution” (p. 26).
Through shared governance, community college presidents should work with all internal
stakeholders to become an active and positive participant in the institution’s decisionmaking processes. Shared governance allows stakeholders to work together for the
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common good of the institution. As such, it is important for institutions to have a written
policies establishing how stakeholders participate in decision-making processes.
Although the policy provides guidelines for the institution to follow, stakeholders look to
the president to demonstrate observable high ethical standards with honesty and integrity
in their interactions (Pope & Miller, 2005).
The new goal should be to enhance subordinate abilities and confidence rather
than controlling them (Pascarella & Cook, 1978 as cited in King, 1990). Implementing
change and transformation across the organization necessitates leadership at all levels
(AACC, 2018). To solve challenges and evaluate their effectiveness, effective problemsolving entails soliciting creative and alternative solutions from all stakeholders inside
the institution. In addition, institutions have developed in-house leadership development
programs to prepare future leaders and support succession planning with the goal of
helping leaders to better understand the community college environment and ensure
student success and institution stability as a result (Eddy, 2005).
Implications for Action
Institutional leaders and those aspiring to be presidents at community colleges
should consider the following implications from this study. These findings may offer
people currently in leadership roles with the required competencies to become successful
leaders promoting student achievement and eliciting institutional change. Furthermore,
they could serve as a guide to assist boards of trustees with evaluating their CEOs and
succession planning.
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Implication 1
AACC competencies should be used to develop an evaluation instrument to assess
community college leaders. A 360-degree review process should engage all stakeholders
connected to the institution to guarantee varied opinions. The purpose of this feedback is
to help the leader to understand their own strengths and weaknesses, to provide insight on
areas of their work needing improvement, and to assess the leader’s potential to lead
change. By observing how others are graded, team members can set their own
expectations for performance and conduct goals. Both design and implementation of the
process must be considered for the process to promote performance behaviors and
outcomes.
Implication 2
These findings should be used to recruit new leaders for community colleges. Job
advertisements, interview questions, and candidate evaluation rubrics should use
language from the AACC competencies. The community college environment is rapidly
changing, and skillful leaders committed to increasing student success and completion are
required.
Implication 3
Community college human resources departments should use these findings to
create in-house leadership development programs to develop future leaders. These
programs will address not only the expected void in the pipeline, but they can also be
used for retention. If these programs are structured properly around the AACC
competencies, they will support succession planning efforts.
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Recommendation for Further Research
Various possibilities for further research are provided below.
Recommendation 1
This study should be replicated using a mixed method (quantitative and
qualitative) approach to see what leadership development experiences were found most
beneficial by Washington state community leaders in developing their skills in each of
the AACC competency areas. The qualitative data would provide more insight into
community college leaders’ viewpoints, and how and where they learned about the
AACC competencies. This type of study would also add more depth to the conclusions
and would be useful for deciphering quantitative data inconsistencies (Creswell, 2003).
Recommendation 2
This study should be replicated to focus on other populations or constituent
groups in community colleges (i.e., trustees, classified staff, alumni, and employers).
The research could involve an examination of these populations using AACC
competencies and their perspectives of what competencies are required for an effective
community college president.
Recommendation 3
The study should be replicated with a diverse group of community college leaders
from different backgrounds (i.e., race, gender, and sexual orientation). Student
demographics have changed dramatically over the last decades, showing more diverse
student populations (AACC, 2020). This expanded research would add a new
perspective to the higher education lens by looking at experiences and values of diverse
populations, especially at senior administrative levels. The results may also provide
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stronger knowledge about how to assist diverse populations in leadership roles.
Culturally diverse work environments are necessary to meet the needs of a global
workforce; bringing together different perspectives and experiences to address current
and emerging challenges in higher education would be beneficial.
Concluding Remarks and Reflections
I chose this research topic because I have always been intrigued by what makes a
good leader, and I have always wanted to enhance my leadership skills. In my opinion,
leadership is about building a positive, self-governing team to achieve its full potential
and produce positive results for the organization. I have never failed to learn something
from another leader, especially when learning what not to do. As I aim to be the best
version of myself, my essential goal is to bring out the best in others.
When I started my research in 2014, I used the 2013 AACC Competencies for
Community College Leaders, second edition as the framework. The 2018 AAC
competencies, 3rd edition, was released before I could finish my research. Because the
2018 edition was altered significantly from the 2013 edition, I had to make considerable
changes to my study to represent the most recent version of the competency framework.
Due to considerable adjustments to the newest edition of the AACC competencies, I was
concerned about the length of the online survey (59 questions) and the time needed to
complete the survey. I hoped this would not prevent me from receiving enough
responses. I expected to the COVID-19 global pandemic to have an impact on the
number of people willing to participate in the survey due to increased responsibilities,
extended work hours, unpredictable work/life patterns because of remote work, burnout,
social connection restrictions, and other factors. Many of these community college
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leaders were experiencing pandemic fatigue (e.g., emotional, psychological, social, and
spiritual). Despite this, I received enough responses to make the study feasible.
I thought about how and when I first learned about the AACC Competencies for
Community College Leaders when reviewing responses to my research study. I recall
vaguely reading about the competencies in studies and articles released by research
scientists and professional groups over ten years ago. However, they were never
introduced explictly or referenced in any leadership training during my professional
career in higher education. I feel it would be extremely advantageous to incorporate the
2018 AACC Competencies for Community College Leaders into community college
leadership development program curricula in Washington state, particularly at those
institutions in the SBCTC system.
There has been a leadership crisis in community colleges for many years.
According to the American Council on Education (ACE) in 2017, 54% of presidents
polled planned to retire over the next 5 years. As the 5-year mark approaches, this
prediction is coming true (Whitford, 2020). Because the future of community college
leadership in Washington state is so important, implementing the AACC competencies
will better prepare institutions for succession planning by building a pipeline of skilled
community college leaders for many years to come. The time is now.
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APPENDIX B – RESEARCH LETTER OF CONSIDERATION

Letter of Consideration
September 24, 2021
Dear Community and Technical College Colleagues,
Teresa McDermott, Associate Dean for Basic Studies and Career Services at Olympic
College, is a doctoral student at the University of Massachusetts Global (formerly
Brandman University). She is conducting a study that aims to increase our understanding
of the 2018 American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) competencies (third
edition) to better prepare our institutions for succession planning.
As an integral part of her study, Ms. McDermott wants to survey current Washington
state community college vice presidents, deans, and faculty members that serve in
leadership positions with the Washington Association of Community and Technical
Colleges and the Faculty Association of Community and Technical Colleges (FACTC) to
identify how they rate the importance of the competencies. The study will also compare
the differences between the three groups’ views of the importance of the AACC
competencies.
I encourage you to respond to Ms. McDermott’s request by completing the survey by
October 8, 2021. The survey should take no more than 20 minutes to complete. It will be
time well spent for the future of Washington state community college leadership. If you
would like a copy of the final results, please contact her at XXX@email or by phone at
xxx-xxx-xxxx.
Thank you for your consideration and helping one of our leaders complete their
dissertation!
Sincerely,
Carli Schiffner, PhD
Deputy Executive Director of Education
State Board for Community & Technical Colleges
XXX@email
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APPENDIX C – INVITATION LETTER
Dear Community College Leader,
My name is Teresa McDermott, Associate Dean for Transitional Studies and Career
Services at Olympic College. I am a doctoral student at the University of Massachusetts
Global (formerly Brandman University). My dissertation is exploring how Washington
state community college vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members that serve
in leadership positions with the Washington Association of Community and Technical
Colleges (WACTC) and the Faculty Association of Community and Technical Colleges
(FACTC) rate the importance of the 2018 AACC competencies, Third Edition. The study
will also compare the differences between the three groups’ views of the importance of
the AACC competencies.
I am writing to invite you to participate in this study, which has been approved by the
Brandman University Institutional Review Board. The online survey should take
approximately 20 minutes to complete. The information you provide in your survey
responses will be valuable in the development, retention, recruitment, and selection of
current and future community college leaders.
As described in the attached informed consent, your participation in this study is
completely optional, and you have the right to withdraw at any time. All survey responses
will be kept confidential. There will be no collection of personally identifiable
information. The Brandman University Institutional Review Board has given their
approval to this project (BUIRB). You will receive an email from SurveyMonkey to
participate and complete the survey by October 8, 2021.
As a community college leader, I understand how valuable your time is. I have learned
about the nature of your work and the demands on your time from my research and
professional experience. As a result, I would like to express my gratitude for you taking
the time to read my request. I hope you will consider taking part in the study.
Please feel free to contact me at: XXX@email or xxx-xxx-xxxx or my research advisor,
Dr. Cheryl-Marie Hansberger, at XXX@email.
Sincerely,
Teresa McDermott
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APPENDIX D – BILL OF RIGHTS

BRANDMAN UNIVERISTY INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD
Research Participant’s Bill of Rights
Any person who is requested to consent to participate as a subject in an experiment, or who is
requested to consent on behalf of another, has the following rights:
1. To be told what the study is attempting to discover
2. To be told what will happen in the study and whether any of the procedures, drugs or devices
are different from what would be used in standard practice.
3. To be told about the risks, side effects or discomforts of the things that may happen to
him/her.
4. To be told if he/she can expect any benefit from participating and, if so, what the benefits
might be.
5. To be told what other choices he/she has and how they may be better or worse than being in
the study.
6. To be allowed to ask any questions concerning the study both before agreeing to be involved
and during the course of the study.
7. To be told what sort of medical treatment is available if any complications arise.
8. To refuse to participate at all before or after the study I started without any adverse effects.
9. To receive a copy of the signed and dated consent form.
10. To be free of pressures when considering whether he/she wishes to agree to be in the study.
If at any time you have questions regarding a research study, you should ask the researchers to
answer them. You also may contact the Brandman University Institutional Review Board, which is
concerned with the protection of volunteers in research projects. The Bra ndman University
Institutional Review Board may be contacted either by telephoning the Office of Academic Affairs at
(949) 341-9937 or by writing the Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs, Brandman University, 16355
Laguna Canyon Road, Irvine, CA, 92618
Brandman University IRB

Adopted

November 2013
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APPENDIX E – ELECTRONIC INFORMED CONSENT
INFORMATION ABOUT: Washington State Community College Leaders:
Perceptions of the 2018 American Association of Community College Competencies for
Community College Leaders.
RESPONSIBLE INVESTIGATOR: Teresa McDermott
THE FOLLOWING WILL BE INCLUDED IN THE ELECTRONIC SURVEY:
You are being asked to participate in a research study conducted by Teresa McDermott,
MSM, a doctoral student from the School of Education at UMASS GLOBAL. The twofold purpose of this research study was to understand how Washington state community
college vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members that serve in leadership
positions with the Washington Association of Community and Technical Colleges
(WACTC) and the Faculty Association of Community and Technical Colleges’ (FACTC)
rated the importance of the 2018 American Association of Community Colleges (AACC)
Competencies for Community College Leaders, Third Edition and to compare the
differences between the three groups’ views of the importance of the AACC
competencies.
Your participation in this survey is voluntary. You may choose not to participate. If you
decide to participate in this electronic survey, you can withdraw at any time.
The survey will be conducted via SurveyMonkey and will take approximately 20 minutes
to complete. Your responses will be confidential. The survey questions will pertain to
your rating of the importance of the competencies to Washington state community
college leaders. The results of this study will be used for scholarly purposes only.
a) No information that identifies me will be released without my separate consent
and that all identifiable information will be protected to the limits allowed by law.
If the study design or the use of the data are to be changed, I will be so informed
and my consent reobtained. There are minimal risks associated with participating
in this research. I understand that the Investigator will protect my confidentiality
by keeping the identifying codes secured on a password-protected computer that
is available only to the researcher. All information will be identifier-redacted and
my confidentiality will be maintained. Upon completion and publication of the
study, all electronic data and research materials will be securely stored for three
years after which point, they will be destroyed.
b) I understand that I may refuse to participate in or I may withdraw from this study
at any time without any negative consequences. Also, the investigator may stop
the study at any time. I understand that if I have any questions, comments, or
concerns about the study or the informed consent process, I may write or call the
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Office of the Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs, UMASS GLOBAL, at 16355
Laguna Canyon Road, Irvine, CA 92618, (949) 341-7641.
If you have any questions about completing this survey or any aspects of this research,
please contact Teresa McDermott at XXX@email or by telephone at xxx-xxx-xxxx; or
Dr. Cheryl-Marie Hansberger, Advisor, at XXX@email.
ELECTRONIC CONSENT: Please select your choice below.
Clicking on the “agree” button indicates that you have read the informed consent form
and the information in this document and that you voluntarily agree to participate. If you
do not wish to participate in this electronic survey, you may decline participation by
clicking on the “disagree” button.
____AGREE: I acknowledge receipt of the complete Informed Consent packet and “Bill
of Rights.” I have read the materials and give my consent to participate in the study.
____DISAGREE: I do not wish to participate in this electronic survey.
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APPENDIX F – INSTRUMENT
Welcome to this survey on the perceptions of Washington state Community College
Leaders of the 2018 American Association of Community Colleges Competencies for
Community College Leaders, Third Edition.
This brief survey is being conducted to examine how Washington state community
college vice presidents, deans, and academic faculty members that serve in leadership
positions with the Washington Association of Community and Technical Colleges
(WACTC) and the Faculty Association of Community and Technical Colleges (FACTC)
rated the importance of the 2018 AACC competencies. This study will also compare the
differences between the three groups’ views of the importance of the AACC
competencies.
The survey should take approximately 20 minutes to complete. Your participation is
voluntary, and your responses will be kept confidential. No personally identifiable
information will be collected, and responses will be aggregated with community college
leaders across multiple community colleges.
If you have any questions or comments about the survey, please contact the researcher
Teresa McDermott by email at: XXX@email or by telephone at xxx-xxx-xxxx.
By continuing to complete the survey, you acknowledge that you have reviewed the
Informed Consent form, had all your questions answered, and are volunteering to
participate in this study.
SECTION 1
Demographic Information
1.

2.

Current Position Title (select one)
(1)

_____ Faculty

(2)

_____ Dean/Associate Dean

(3)

_____ Vice President/Provost

Current Functional Area (select one)
(1)

_____ Academic Affairs/Instruction

(2)

_____ Administrative Services

(3)

_____ Student Services
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(4)

3.

_____ Other (please specify)

Highest Level of Education (select one)
(1)

_____ Bachelor’s Degree in

(2)

_____ Master’s Degree in

(3)

_____ Doctoral Degree in

(4)

_____ Other (please specify)

SECTION 2
AACC Competencies
To the Respondent: Please read each of the illustrated competencies for aspiring CEOs
below and rate on a scale of 1 to 4 (1 = not important, 4 = very important) the relative
importance of the illustrated competencies as being essential for effective community
college leadership.

Very

1.2

Competency: Mission, vision, and values of the community college.
Behavior: Demonstrate tangible outcomes from your past and current
performance that show you embrace the community college mission,
vision, and values.
Competency: Culture of the institution and the external community.
Behavior: Gather research on institutions with positions that you are
interested in pursuing and speak with colleagues to get a sense of the
institutional culture. Understanding the culture of the institution will
greatly assist you in determining your “fit” with it.

Somewhat

1.1

Minimally

An effective community college leader embraces the mission, vision, and
values of the community college, and acknowledges the significance of the
institution’s past while charting a path for its future.

Not

1. Organizational Culture

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4
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Very

Competency: Organizational structure of the community college.
Behavior: Be familiar with all of the core functions that must be
addressed through the institution’s organizational structure and the
positions responsible for those functions.

Somewhat

2.1

Minimally

An effective leader is knowledgeable about the institution’s governance
framework and the policies that guide its operation.

Not

2. Governance, Institutional Policy, and Legislation

1

2

3

4

2.2

2.3

2.4

Competency: Governance structure.
Behavior: Understand the role that the governance structure of the
college plays in effective leadership. Be familiar with the dynamics of
appointed versus elected boards and shared governance, including
committees and councils.
Competency: College policies and procedures.
Behavior: Understand standard policies that govern the college’s
operations in the academic and student affairs areas—in particular,
those that have direct impact on students, so that you can articulate
your direct experience with them.
Competency: Board relations.
Behavior: Be familiar with members of your prospective board of
trustees, including what they are passionate about and how you can
best articulate your vision for their institution in ways that resonate
with them.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

Not

Minimally

Somewhat

Very

3. Student Success

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

An effective leader supports student success across the institution, and
embraces opportunities to improve access, retention, and success.
3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

Competency: Student success.
Behavior: Be knowledgeable about effective student success strategies,
how to build faculty and administrative support for their
implementation, and how to scale successful practices across an
institution.
Competency: Consistency between the college’s operation and a
student-focused agenda.
Behavior: Understand how to evaluate the college’s operations using a
student-focused agenda. Be willing and able to provide examples of
ways to streamline operations in order to promote a more studentfocused environment.
Competency: Data usage.
Behavior: Understand and demonstrate how to use data to advance a
student success agenda.
Competency: Program/performance review.
Behavior: Be familiar with the basic components of program and
performance review. Have the ability to demonstrate how these reviews
are implemented on your campus and be able to articulate any
improvements that resulted from the reviews.
Competency: Evaluation for improvement.
Behavior: Understand your strengths and weaknesses and continually
evaluate your performance in those areas where you need to improve.
Seek opportunities to sharpen your skills.
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4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9
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Very

4.2

Competency: Be an influencer.
Behavior: Understand the role of the CEO as a leader who has the
ability to influence others, particularly in the external community. Also
learn to appreciate the value of the internal team and work across silos
to form partnerships.
Competency: Support team building.
Behavior: Demonstrate ways in which you have engaged in effective
team building activities with peers and subordinates. Articulate how
these experiences have assisted you in developing as a leader.
Competency: Performance management.
Behavior: Have firsthand knowledge of and experience with
performance management for staff. A leader seeking a CEO position
should have experience with supervising and evaluating staff.
Competency: Lead by example.
Behavior: Demonstrate ways in which you have led your team by
setting the example.
Competency: Problem-solving techniques.
Behavior: When approaching a problem, seek to learn what attributed
to the problem, use all the resources available to develop alternate
solutions, choose and implement a solution and evaluate its
effectiveness.
Competency: Conflict management.
Behavior: Have the ability to cite instances where you used a sound
process to manage conflicts. Be able to articulate the steps in
successful conflict management and have the ability to address the
situation when a conflict has come to a resolution and not all parties
are happy with or respectful of the final decision.
Competency: Advocate for professional development across the
institution.
Behavior: Find opportunities to engage in professional development
with more focus on improving college operations. Many colleges do
not support professional development for employees looking to leave
the institution. Be willing to invest in your own professional
development.
Competency: Customer service.
Behavior: Have a customer service focus. Be able to demonstrate how
you make customer service a priority in the work that you do at the
college.
Competency: Transparency.
Behavior: Always be open, honest, and forthright. Do not harbor a
hidden agenda. Be clear about your motivation.

Somewhat

4.1

Minimally

An effective leader understands the importance of interpersonal relationships,
personal philosophy, and management skills to creating a student-centered
institution.

Not

4. Institutional Leadership

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

Minimally

Somewhat

Very

An effective community college leader is fluent in the management of the
foundational aspects of the institution, including the establishment of a
strategic plan, financial and facilities management, accreditation, and
technology master planning.
5.1 Competency: Strategic and operational planning.
Behavior: Have a strong understanding of the college’s strategic
planning process, in particular how it relates to accreditation. Be able
to provide examples demonstrating your engagement in the college’s
planning process, and how your team implemented goals to support
student success.
5.2 Competency: Budgeting.
Behavior: Understand the college’s budgeting process. Be able to
demonstrate that you have effective budget management skills. Also,
have the ability to demonstrate how to address unforeseen budget
challenges that may arise in a fiscal year.
5.3 Competency: Prioritization and allocation of resources.
Behavior: Understand how to prioritize human, financial, and capital
resources to advance the priorities of the institution. Possess the skills
necessary to successfully navigate situations where resources are
impacted by competing interests.
5.4 Competency: Accreditation.
Behavior: Ability to clearly demonstrate understanding of regional
accrediting standards and have some familiarity with the requirements
of the accreditor for the institution where you are applying for a
presidency. Should be able to provide illustrations that show your
active engagement in initial accreditation or a reaffirmation process.
5.5 Competency: Facilities master planning and management.
Behavior: Understand the core components of facilities master
planning so that as a potential new president you understand the
complexities of capital outlay/ construction of new facilities, deferred
maintenance, etc.
5.6 Competency: Technology master planning.
Behavior: Have an understanding of the steps involved in technology
master planning for a college, including how technology will be
integrated immediately and over time to enhance teaching and learning.

Not

5. Institutional Infrastructure

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4
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Minimally

Somewhat

Very

An effective community college leader understands how to use data in ways
that give a holistic representation of the institution’s performance and is open
to the fact that data might reveal unexpected or previously unknown trends or
issues.
6.1
Competency: Qualitative and quantitative data.
Behavior: Have firsthand experience with using multiple types of data
sources to inform decision-making. Have the ability to provide
examples of the types of data used, the ways that the data were used to
make an informed decision, and outcomes as a result of the decision.
6.2
Competency: Data analytics.

Not

6. Information and Analytics

1

2

3

4

Behavior: Understand how to use data to discover valuable
information about the institution’s performance and to support
decision-making. Be able to demonstrate how you have used data to
support a decision to improve student success.

1

2

3

4

Minimally

Somewhat

Very

An effective community college leader understands and embraces the
importance of championing community college ideals, understands how to
mobilize stakeholders to take action on behalf of the college, and understands
how to use all of the communications resources available to connect with the
college community.
7.1
Competency: Community college ideals.
Behavior: Have the ability to clearly and concisely articulate the
mission of the community college and take the opportunity to
demonstrate your passion for two-year colleges.
7.2
Competency: Stakeholder mobilization.
Behavior: Demonstrate ways that you have mobilized internal and/or
external stakeholders to support the mission and goals of the
community college.
7.3
Competency: Media relations.
Behavior: Understand the parameters of engaging with the media, and
that each institution may have different protocols. Always have a key
elevator speech and talking points that illustrate the college’s priorities.
7.4
Competency: Marketing and social media.
Behavior: Demonstrate ways that you have used marketing and social
media tools to advance the college’s agenda. Recognize that employers
look at the social media activity of potential candidates, so be
thoughtful about the kinds of posts you publish and positions on issues
that you take or have taken in the past.

Not

7. Advocacy and Mobilizing/Motivating Others

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

Not

Minimally

Somewhat

Very

8. Fundraising and Relationship Cultivation

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

An effective community college leader cultivates relationships across sectors
that support the institution and advance the community college agenda.
8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

Competency: Fundraising.
Behavior: Have familiarity with effective fundraising strategies. Be
able to provide examples of strategies that your team has employed to
support the college’s fundraising efforts.
Competency: Alumni relationships.
Behavior: Be familiar with successful strategies for engaging alumni
in support of the college.
Competency: Media relationships.
Behavior: Have an understanding of the key components of effective
media relations and the rules of engagement with members of the
media. Be knowledgeable about how to handle difficult situations
being covered by the media, and work to hone your skills in this area.
Competency: Legislative relations.
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8.5

8.6

Behavior: Understand your state’s legislative process, including
budgeting. Demonstrate ways in which you have played a role
advancing the college’s priorities through legislation and policy
changes.
Competency: Public relations.
Behavior: Maintain awareness that as an employee of the institution
you are always representing the college. Institutional representation is
everyone’s responsibility.
Competency: Workforce partnerships.
Behavior: Be able to demonstrate how you developed partnerships
that enhanced the workforce opportunities for your region. Give
specifics around the type of partnership, the goals of the partnership,
and the outcomes.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

Not

Minimally

Somewhat

Very

9. Communications

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

An effective community college leader demonstrates strong communication
skills, leads and fully embraces the role of community college spokesperson.
9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

9.5

9.6

9.7

Competency: Presentation, speaking, and writing skills.
Behavior: Practice your communication skills. Provide examples of
presentations that you have given with favorable feedback. Speak to
writing skills and your comfort level with verbal and written
communication.
Competency: Active listening.
Behavior: Understand the importance of active listening. Be able to
share experiences that you have had in using active listening
techniques in a situation and share what you learned as a result.
Competency: Global and cultural competence.
Behavior: Understand and embrace the value of different cultures and
the need to expose students to aspects of the global community that
may be different than their own. Demonstrate opportunities where you
have put this philosophy into action.
Competency: Strategies for multigenerational engagement.
Behavior: Be knowledgeable about generational differences and how
they can impact the way that an individual engages with the college.
Speak to your observations of how colleges have adapted their
strategies to reach individuals from different generations.
Competency: Email etiquette.
Behavior: Be cognizant of email etiquette and rules governing
communications in writing. In cases where tone and message can
potentially be misinterpreted, ask a colleague for feedback before
sending.
Competency: Fluency with social media and emerging technologies.
Behavior: Keep abreast of emerging technologies that can support the
community college mission.
Competency: Consistency in messaging.
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9.8

Behavior: Develop your messaging in support of community colleges.
If you tout this philosophy throughout the search process, understand
that you must continue this messaging into the presidency.
Competency: Crisis communications.
Behavior: Be familiar with key components of crisis management and
communications. Be able to reference specific examples of your
college dealing with a crisis and the response to that crisis.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

Minimally

Somewhat

Very

An effective community college leader develops and maintains responsive,
cooperative, mutually beneficial, and ethical internal and external relationships
that nature diversity, promote the success of the college community, and
sustain the community college mission.
10.1 Competency: Interconnectivity and interdependence.
Behavior: Understand and appreciate the interconnectivity and
interdependence between faculty, staff, and administration in
advancing student success initiatives.
10.2 Competency: Work with supervisor.
Behavior: Have knowledge of the strategies that you can use to work
effectively with your supervisor.
10.3 Competency: Institutional team building.
Behavior: Show support for team building at the college. Be willing to
share your experience with building and supporting teams, including
the types of team building activities you have supported.
10.4 Competency: Collective bargaining.
Behavior: Be familiar with the general tenets of collective bargaining.

Not

10. Collaboration

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4
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Somewhat

Very

11.1 Competency: Authenticity.
Behavior: Know who you are as a leader, including your skills and the
opportunities that you have to improve. Doing so will assist you in
determining your “fit” with institutions in search of a CEO.
11.2 Competency: Emotional intelligence.
Behavior: Provide examples of times that you have had to keep your
cool in high-stress situations. Illustrate how you have maintained
composure in dealing with difficult situations.
11.3 Competency: Courage.
Behavior: Demonstrate occasions when you have been courageous in
advancing an unpopular program or initiative because it was in the best
interest of the institution.
11.4 Competency: Ethical standards.
Behavior: Approach your interactions with students, peers, and
college leaders by promoting trust, good behavior, fairness, and/or
kindness.

Minimally

An effective leader possess certain personal traits and adopts a focus on honing
abilities that promote the community college agenda.

Not

11. Personal Traits and Abilities

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

11.5 Competency: Self-management and environmental scanning.
Behavior: Be responsible for yourself and your aspirations.
Understand the importance of preparing yourself to achieve your goals,
and recognize the climate of your current institution and the
implications that pursuing new opportunities can have on your current
position.
11.6 Competency: Time management and planning.
Behavior: Utilize proven time management and planning skills. Have
the ability to demonstrate how you have used these skills to prioritize
multiple projects with overlapping due dates.
11.7 Competency: Familial impact.
Behavior: Understand the impact that the presidency can have on your
spouse/partner and children. Develop a plan for preparing your
spouse/partner and children for this new reality.
11.8 Competency: Forward-looking philosophy.
Behavior: Demonstrate ways that you have been an early adopter in
relation to changes that have occurred within the sector.
11.9 Competency: Embrace change.
Behavior: Demonstrate ways in which you have embraced change as a
way to improve services for students, rather than embracing change for
the sake of change.
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1
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4
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2

3

4
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3

4
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3

4

1
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3
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