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Abstract

LeaderShape is an independent, not-for-profit organization that develops and delivers leadership
development programs primarily targeting college and university students. LeaderShape’s growth
platform includes a strategic goal to reach new market segments within higher education, such as
community colleges, to serve a more diverse student population. Yet an admitted gap exists in
LeaderShape’s understanding of the need, importance, and/or appropriate program characteristics for
community college student leadership development. Through our research questions, this study sought
to uncover:

e community college stakeholder (students and administrators) views on student leader
identity,

e to what extent inclusion of leadership competencies and pedagogical program elements
contribute to student leadership development, and

e potential environmental and sociological constraints to program adoption.

A mixed-methods approach generated breadth via a survey instrument to collect perceived
identity and sociological factor impacts from the student point of view and depth from administrator
semi-structured interviews, a program document review, and historical program effectiveness data. We
used descriptive and comparative statistics (including correlation) and an abductive coding process to
facilitate our analysis.

Our key findings include:

1. Community college students that attended LeaderShape build a strong leader
identity, across leadership competencies, though overall modern leadership
construct coverage differs between (a) LeaderShape and community college

stakeholder expectations and (b) students’ rating of themselves and a “good leader.”



2. Environmental (e.g. funding) and sociological factors (e.g. economic hardship) can
negatively impact student engagement in leadership programs or the ability to
deliver them, with administrators taking a stronger view of the impact than
students.

Our recommendations focus on adjusted content and structural programming approaches to
meet community colleges’ unique sociological, environmental, and student identity needs, including: (a)
further development of program objectives and content to balance modern leadership constructs and
competencies and (b) creation of a program which addresses time, fiscal, and sociological constraints

without sacrificing leadership content quality.
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Organization Context

LeaderShape is an independent, not-for-profit organization that develops and delivers
leadership development programs primarily targeting college and university students. LeaderShape has
trained approximately 91,000 people in over 30 years of providing these programs. LeaderShape’s
definition of leadership is: “living in a state of possibility, making a commitment to a vision, developing
relationships to move the vision into action, [and] sustaining a high level of integrity” (LeaderShape,
2022). LeaderShape offers six programs but we focused on three that align best with our research scope:
Institute, Catalyst, and Resilience. LeaderShape conducts their flagship experience, Institute, as a 4-day
intensive off-site retreat. Though LeaderShape occasionally facilitates Institute themselves, they most
often train college or university staff (or previous Institute participants at the partnering institution) to
deliver the program to their students. Catalyst and Resilience are one-day programs that serve as
abbreviated, yet still rich, pathways to leader identity development and recovering from challenges,
respectively. A 14-member Board of Trustees provides direction, oversight, and vision for the
organization; these members are voluntary and meet formally at least twice a year. An executive
director (full-time) and two staff members (1 full-time, 1 part-time) manage the daily operations,
including program development, business development, and execution of the strategic plan. This core
team was larger in the past; however, during the pandemic the uptake of the in-person programs
decreased and thus the organization downsized its staff accordingly. Additional people volunteer their

time or services to support LeaderShape.

The primary stakeholders for the project are LeaderShape’s executive director and its Board of
Trustees as they are the creators, executors, and monitors of the organization’s 2022-2025 strategic
plan. This research provides the foundation for an understanding and conceptualization of leader
identity and leadership development at community colleges, which supports LeaderShape’s goal to

reach a more diverse student population. This insight will aid LeaderShape in making decisions about
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program and curriculum development to better align with and be more inclusive of this population as
well as a basis to approach community colleges with a more meaningful proposition for partnership and
business development. Community college decision makers and students are also stakeholders, though

more tangentially as primary and secondary consumers of the future targeted and inclusive programs.

Problem of Practice

LeaderShape’s growth platform outlined in their 2022-2025 strategic plan states that they would
like to reach new market segments within higher education to serve a more diverse student population
(LeaderShape, personal communication, 2022). Our conversations with LeaderShape’s executive
director reiterated the organization’s clear desire to engage community colleges and better understand
the leadership development needs of this specific population. Understanding these needs will allow
LeaderShape to design programs that best fit this population, providing an opportunity for community

college students to fully realize their leadership potential and development.

This area of inquiry is very relevant to current workforce needs and challenges. Students will
need leadership skills and knowledge to compete in our rapidly changing economy. In addition, assisting
students in increasing their leadership skills empowers them to become positive social change agents
(Astin & Astin, 2000). Currently, LeaderShape has partnerships with eight community colleges and would
like to double this number to 16 by mid-2023 with the purpose of diversifying the populations they
partner with and expanding their reach into underserved networks. However, for this increase to occur
their existing programming needs revising to better reflect the leadership development needs of
community college students. To date, LeaderShape has not specifically explored leader identity or
leadership development of community college students. The last study they conducted on their
participating institutions and respective student populations was in 2013-2014 and it did not include

research on community colleges.



12

Community college students interested in developing as leaders will need leadership
development skills and abilities to be successful in multiple areas of their lives before and after
graduation. Research shows that students who participate in leadership activities have higher levels of
educational achievement and explicitly exhibit more personal change than students who are not
involved in these activities (Astin, 1993). In addition, students’ lack of leadership development skills and
abilities can affect the perception they have of themselves as leaders. If these issues are not addressed,
these students may be less successful throughout their college career and they may not possess the
skills and abilities needed to compete in the workforce once they graduate or be positive social change
agents. A supposed contributor to this gap is that leadership potential, which resides in every student, is
not often being enhanced in students at the majority of U.S. colleges and universities as many do not

engage in developing students as leaders (Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999).

LeaderShape points to a lower percentage of community colleges (versus traditional 4-year
institutions) deciding to partner with them on their flagship program, Institute, as initial evidence that a
gap exists in their understanding of the need, importance, and/or appropriate program for student
leadership development. Some community colleges still choose to engage with LeaderShape for one of
their one-day programs. In other cases, LeaderShape fails to make the right staff connection or present
the appropriate value proposition for this targeted audience, leading to a reduced reach to the
community college student population. Further, we note an inherent potential bias in LeaderShape’s
approach to this problem of practice: the organization believes that community college students, among
students of other historically underserved groups, “may not typically see themselves as leaders”
(LeaderShape, personal communication, 2022). We aim to prove or disprove this assumption through
our research into how community college stakeholders characterize and envision their development of

leader identity.
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Review of Literature

We reviewed literature related to major themes surrounding our problem of practice, including
student leadership development, modern leadership theory, identity theory, leader identity, and the
community college context. These more targeted views of broad topics (i.e., leadership theory versus
modern leadership theory) provided a reasonable starting point for discovery and refinement. Though
we focused on peer-reviewed articles, we also reviewed seminal books, dissertations with similar topics
and research questions (particularly their references for additional applicable work), leadership

inventories, and national education statistics.

We bound our literature review to target more recent resources (i.e., within the last 10 years,
stretching to 20 if a source represented foundational concepts still referenced or utilized today). Though
we started with a deductive approach given the major themes, we allowed for inductive generation of
search topics and avenues when it related to hybrid themes that included the community college
context given that specificity proved difficult to find. For example, the theme of student leadership
development where the primary research focus or subjects were community college students represent
a fraction of the literature compared to numerous studies with traditional 4-year university students.
Therefore, we realized that the layering of themes may need to drive how we synthesize the literature
and decide on our research questions. Our literature searches were primarily conducted with the aid of
Vanderbilt University library’s search engine and a wide availability of databases, and we also used
Google Scholar for wider searches or to locate resources not present in the Vanderbilt repository. We
engaged Vanderbilt’s interlibrary loan and new materials services to secure more obscure resources.
Finally, when in question, we utilized Ulrichsweb to verify peer-reviewed sources (journals, periodicals,

etc.).
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How have theories about leadership evolved and what are some of the pervasive theories or

constructs in use today?

Modern leadership theory reflects more of the current complexity of organizational, relational,
and personal change than the individual-leader focus of the past. Several recent leadership studies and
research summaries find that the single leadership trait or “heroic” individual-leader focuses of earlier
leadership theories do not adequately address the rapid and constant rate of workforce change nor the
shift in relations with others to effectively accomplish work objectives and personal and professional
growth outcomes (Cunliffe & Eriksen, 2011; Day & Harrison, 2007; Yukl et al., 2019; Yukl & Mahsud,
2010). Even leadership behavior-based taxonomies and established leadership theories (like
transformational leadership) generated prior to this era of rapid change are focusing on a shift from
strictly transactional or “one-size-fits-all” leadership aspects to how they can be applied in a more fluid
or relational manner (Judge et al., 2008; Yukl, 2012). Supporting this movement, qualitative and
guantitative research reveals task-, relations-, and change-oriented behaviors are positively related to
managerial effectiveness. For example, for relations-oriented behaviors there is a significant effect on
subordinate job satisfaction and a positive effect on leaders’ own relational integrity and leadership
effectiveness (Cunliffe & Eriksen, 2011; Judge et al., 2008; Yukl et al., 2019). While these studies support
the shift, several newer leadership theories designed to meet the needs of leaders in this era of change,
like authentic leadership, need additional qualitative or quantitative research to demonstrate their

effectiveness alone and in more “real-life” situations (Kalay et al., 2020).

As suggested by their researchers, some of the more current leadership theories are not
theories at all but instead represent constructs, overlays, or evolutions to existing generally accepted
theories. These constructs offer a means to address current workforce environment needs without a
complete overhaul of the current thinking, offering a complementary, versus competing, approach.

Examples include: a multi-level, identity-based approach (Day & Harrison, 2007); authentic leadership
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(Gardner et al., 2005; Walumbwa et al., 2008); relational leadership (Cunliffe & Eriksen, 2011); and
flexible and adaptive leadership (Yukl & Mahsud, 2010). For example, transformational leadership is a
continued pervasive, well-studied theory and conceptualization, characterized in part by inspirational
motivation and individualized consideration (Judge et al., 2008). Transformational leadership could be
matched with the more modern competencies of moral responsibility and dialogic engagement in
relational leadership to tie in more “real-life” practices and behaviors (Cunliffe & Eriksen, 2011). These
newer constructs expand on and further develop leadership theories rather than needing to stand in
isolation. In addition, the constructs of authentic leadership, relational leadership, and adaptive
leadership mirror parts of LeaderShape’s definition of leadership, particularly, “sustaining a high level of
integrity,” “developing relationships to move the vision into action,” and “living in a state of possibility,”

respectively (LeaderShape, 2022).

Finally, today’s work environment volatility and labor demands call upon higher education and
leadership researchers to devise specific student leadership competencies that can be infused
into traditional academic preparedness to produce graduates with both technical and relational skills.
Leadership competencies, or the “knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics, required to
effectively lead people toward the achievement of organizational goals” (Fowler, 2018, p. 182, as cited
in Seemiller, 2021), are more summative and inclusive of leadership behaviors, skills, attitudes, etc., and
can fluidly be grouped into competency models that fit the environment or population studied. For that
reason, we will use the term “competency” going forward to describe leadership attributes, behaviors,
etc. Seemiller (2013, as cited in Seemiller, 2021) introduced a widely known student leadership
competencies model used in the higher education arena and created as a synthesis of workforce,
leadership, and relational competencies. This model groups 60 competencies into eight categories such
as Interpersonal Interaction, Civic Responsibility, and Personal Behavior (also matching closely with

LeaderShape’s definition of leadership outlined above). This student competency model was compared
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with accredited academic program data to uncover if the competencies were embedded in program
outcomes and to characterize the extent to which they are prevalent and frequent in the current higher
education arena (Seemiller, 2021). The study found substantial prevalence overall for the 60
competencies and provides a picture of the most frequent competencies (Evaluation, Verbal
Communication, and Ethics) (Seemiller, 2021). Important for our research, the findings also highlight
differences in competency coverage between 2-year and 4-year institutions (for example, Verbal
Communication being most prevalent overall; however, Ethics being the next most prevalent for 2-year
institutions versus Evaluation for 4-year institutions) (Seemiller, 2021). The results have implications for
our evaluation and comparison of competencies deemed important by community college stakeholders
and LeaderShape as well as how this might translate to extracurricular, as opposed to academic,

program implementation.

In summary, we conceptualized modern leadership skills, behaviors, etc., overall, as
competencies. We focused on competencies associated with “student to workforce” and modern
leadership needs, specifically, a multi-competency approach inclusive of transformational, adaptive,

relational, and authentic constructs.

How is leader identity developed and what role does it play in leadership development?

Identity theory sees identity as a stable and lasting object propelled by a fundamental dynamic
equilibrium that continuously operates in a self-adjusting feedback loop (Burke, 1991, as cited in
Miscenko et al., 2017). Baltes and Carstensen (1991, as cited in Day & Harrison, 2007) defined identity as
“the culmination of an individual's values, experiences, and self-perceptions” (p. 365) and it is
significantly important in the development of a leader. Identity grounds leaders, helping them
comprehend who they are, their major goals, and their strengths and weaknesses (Day & Harrison,

2007). Identity development, founded on the early work of many including developmental psychologist
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Erikson (1959, as cited in Day & Harrison, 2007), posits that identity develops in conjunction with
environments and experiences that lead to a self-conceptualization spanning the spectrum from simple
to complex. Leader identity, or how one begins to think of themselves as a leader, develops as the
individual gains different, complex leadership knowledge and experiences (Day & Harrison, 2007). The
environments and experiences in which a person’s identity develops can be considered part of the self-

adjusting feedback loop described in identity theory.

Building a leader identity calls for attention to the scaled nature of leader identity and
experience, both in terms of organizational level (more highly developed skills needed at higher levels)
and of personal leadership development (some skills must be mastered before moving to more
sophisticated ones) (Day & Harrison, 2007). Leader identity at its core addresses facets of leadership
development that are less observable but more foundational. For example, LeaderShape believes that
true leadership involves making a commitment to a vision but, before that vision can be realized,
relationships must be cultivated as they are the foundation of making the vision come to life. Also,
according to Clapp-Smith (2019), the development of leadership skills is based on identity practices that
lead a person to ask themselves, “Who am | as a leader?” and “What does effective leadership look like
for me?” These questions allow for a person to critically evaluate their leadership capabilities and make
plans which address their weaknesses, refine their strengths, and close the gaps between the leadership
behaviors they implement from those they just discuss as being important. In addition, according to
Priest and Middleton (2016), the role of identity could be used as a motivating force not only for an
individual’s leadership development, but also have a positive impact on leadership education and
training. However, for that motivating force to be sustained and improve long-term interest in
developing and practicing leadership, the role of being a leader must become a part of the person’s

identity (Priest & Middleton, 2016).
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The identity-based approach presented by Clapp-Smith (2019) links the teaching of leadership
development to an individual’s identity which is embedded in a person’s unique experiences throughout
their life across multiple domains including work, family, friends, and community. This multi-domain
approach to identity development links a person’s past experiences, including those as a leader, to their
current identity as a leader and operates as an instrument of revision for their future leader identity
(Ibarra & Barbulescu, 2010, as cited in Clapp-Smith, 2019). For example, a student’s future identity can
exist parallel to their current identity (Anderson et al., 2012, as cited in Yadusky et al., 2021). This future
identity can act as a guide and motivate students as they work through transitions and developmental
leadership processes (Yadusky et al., 2021). The Clapp-Smith (2019) approach also considers a person’s
distinctive assumptions, interpretations, and life experiences as it pertains to leadership; these accounts
are then used to create a narrative that is unique to the individual’s leadership development. Using this
multiple domain approach allows us to see how the entirety of a person, including their identity, evolves

into a leader (Clapp-Smith, 2019).

According to Miscenko et al. (2017), leader identity progresses along four dimensions: meaning,
strength, integration, and level. The most pertinent dimension for our study is meaning which is
described as how an individual defines leadership (Burke, 2006, as cited in Miscenko et al., 2017).
Students enter leader development programs with their own meaning of leader identity shaped by their
assumptions, interpretations, and life experiences, but that meaning soon changes resulting from a new
set of identity meanings gained from the programs. For example, LeaderShape’s view of leadership
includes that all leaders should live in a state of possibility. When students enter LeaderShape’s
development program it induces self-reflection about what they believe. If students’ identities do not
reflect what the program is teaching, i.e., that they should live in a state of possibility, then the
literature suggests programs facilitate an identity re-construction that would lead to the adoption of a

new meaning of leadership (Day et al., 2009, as cited in Miscenko et al., 2017).
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How can leadership programs effectively develop student leadership potential to prepare them for

the real world?

Leadership development, as defined by Brungardt (1996, as cited in Eich, 2008), incorporates
virtually every type of growth or phase of development that progresses, inspires, and aids in a person’s
leadership potential. Zimmerman-Oster and Burkhardt (1999) concluded that every student possesses
leadership potential which colleges and universities can develop through leadership programs and
activities. According to the literature, leadership programs are a better way to prepare students for
leading in the real world; however, even if a college offers extracurricular leadership opportunities they

are typically not as comprehensive as a formal leadership program (Eich, 2008).

If colleges and universities decide to offer leadership programs, research suggests they should
provide students with high quality learning which means engaging in consistent program development,
practicing the kind of leadership they value in their institution or organization, and not only assisting
students in becoming leaders but aiding them in understanding why it is important to be a good leader
(Eich, 2008). According to Zimmerman-Oster and Burkhardt (1999, as cited in Owen, 2012), the program
should have clear objectives, a sound learning methodology, and a rich, supportive learning
environment. The most successful leadership programs have well-defined theoretical orientations and
include a strong relationship between the missions of the institution and the leadership program
(Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999, as cited in Owen, 2012). Conveying this shared purpose is
believed to be a required step in the success of a leadership program (Morphew & Hartley, 2006, as
cited in Owen, 2012). Even with all these elements in place the question of whether the leadership
programs will be effective for college and university student populations still exists. According to Owen
(2012), decision makers must understand the factors, institutional and programmatic, that shape a

student’s leadership experiences before they can successfully assess and decide whether a leadership
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program’s design and delivery will be effective on their campus. This issue of effectiveness must be

addressed as it is one of the concerns at the heart of student leadership development.

The effectiveness of leadership programs in colleges was demonstrated in a Kellogg Foundation
study of 31 youth leadership development projects conducted by Zimmerman-Oster and Burkhardt
(1999). Their study utilized action research strategies (a method used to develop and test programs
through collaboration in a real-world setting) to assess the process and outcomes of formal leadership
programs on college campuses. One of the programs they assessed was LeaderShape. The longitudinal
study found that students who participated in formal leadership programs had significant positive
changes on measured leadership outcomes and enhanced their overall leadership skills. The study also
revealed that the LeaderShape program successfully increased college students’ ability to create
organizational visions and improved their transformational leadership skills (Zimmerman-Oster &
Burkhardt, 1999). However, while there are many leadership development program evaluation studies
such as the one discussed above, many were situated in an organizational context and thus the
generalizability to student populations is uncertain. Reyes et al. (2019) argue that the leadership
experience, content, and goals of higher education leadership development warrant a different lens.
Additionally, Reyes et al. (2019) also organized a meta-analysis of articles and studies where leadership
development recipients were higher education students and applied the known effectiveness measures
of organizational leadership development to those results to determine effectiveness within higher
education. The results highlight that higher education leadership development programs are effective in
certain measures; however, further research specific to this type of leadership development, its

audience, and attention to potential multiple-variable bias may be fruitful.
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What do we know about the current community college context and environment, especially as

compared to the context of traditional 4-year institutions?

Community college environmental factors, such as institutional objectives, organizational
structure types, and legislative and funding discrepancies, may impact the institutions’ focus and ability
to implement formal, successful leadership programs, especially as compared to traditional 4-year
institutions. Additionally, community colleges are under external pressure to meet increased workforce
and academic outcome demands, including workforce preparedness such as social skills; however, these
institutions may require internal restructuring to do so (Bailey et al., 2015; Calcagno et al., 2008; Castro
& Clyde, 2018; Wyner, 2019). Historically, community college has represented an expansion of higher
education with a focus on opportunity through access (“open-door”) and thus increased throughput
(Bailey et al., 2015; Boggs & McPhail, 2016; Calcagno et al., 2008; Wyner, 2019). However, today’s
workforce needs, legislative reform requests, and public funding criteria call upon community colleges
to additionally produce improved academic outcomes and students that can contribute successfully as
they fill the labor gap (Bailey et al., 2015; Boggs & McPhail, 2016; Calcagno et al., 2008; Wyner, 2019).
This balance of access and success as institutional objectives, with external pressure on the latter, will
continue to influence program decisions, resource allocation, and administration bandwidth (Boggs &

McPhail, 2016).

In-depth research points to a reimagination of student success via attention to or restructuring
of institutional components like program structure, equity, labor market outcome, and support services
(Bailey et al., 2015; Wyner, 2019). Highlighting this is the relation of institutional or organizational type
to organizational effectiveness. Smart and Hamm (1993) found that 2-year colleges with a dominant
adhocracy culture (characterized by entrepreneurship, growth, and adaptability) are perceived to be the
most effective overall organizationally and effective against the specific measure of student personal

development which is most related to our concept of student leadership development (Smart & Hamm,
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1993). Therefore, community colleges with an adhocracy culture may be best suited to partner with
external companies like LeaderShape or approaching colleges with an adhocratic proposition to

leadership programming may yield increased success for organizations like LeaderShape.

From an external support standpoint, national funding data reveals that community colleges
receive less public funding than 4-year institutions, despite educating ~40% of undergraduates and a
higher proportion of underrepresented students (Campbell & Wescott, 2019; Edgecombe, 2022).
Community colleges thus operate with fewer resources than 4-year institutions as they try to affect and
improve the academic outcomes being demanded of them (Edgecombe, 2022). Additionally, declining
public funding calls for the community college to engage in pursuing external funding sources and
creating new aid and tuition structures, taking away focus on extracurricular development (Boggs &
McPhail, 2016). Finally, community colleges experience an interesting counter-intuitive response to
economic cycles. In a downturn, as state support for education is typically cut, community colleges
suffer the most due to their significant dependence on an unequal allotment of public support (Boggs &
McPhail, 2016). However, this is also the time when enrollment increases as those out of work,
especially in more blue-collar jobs, turn to education to gain skills for reemployment (Boggs & McPhail,
2016). Therefore, while literature emphasizes a call for increased academic outcomes and workforce
preparedness at community colleges, including skills related to leadership, more research is necessary to
characterize the exact drivers of academic outcomes (institutional, individual), the extent of their effect,

and the impact of the funding differential on how institutions can address these areas.

Community college student sociological factors, such as personal demographics, college
attendance pattern, and economic status may impact their ability to engage and participate in
leadership opportunities. Based on national data, from a demographic perspective as compared to 4-
year institution students, community college students are more likely to be Hispanic, independent

(characterized as financially independent from their parents), have their own dependents, live off-



23

campus, work full-time, and/or attend college exclusively part-time (Campbell & Wescott, 2019). They
are also slightly more likely to be female, Black, and/or older (by median age) (Campbell & Wescott,
2019). Supporting the data on likeliness to be commuters, part-time attendees, and returning adult
students (those 25 years of age or older and re-entering education after a gap), is recent research
designed to fill a gap in understanding how to engage these students (Jacoby, 2014). This is also
impactful when considering statistics such as greater than 45% of full-time students work and 70% of
part-time students work while attending college, which may influence their educational experience and
ability to participate in extracurricular activities (Campbell & Wescott, 2019; Jacoby, 2014). The
literature suggests interventions to lend support to these students focused on maximizing the shorter
time they tend to spend on campus (e.g., concentrate and focus time into meaningful blocks),
institutional support (via faculty as the most interacted with role on campus and via innovative learning
methodology), and integration of education with students’ work activities (Jacoby, 2014). Finally,
community colleges enroll the most economically challenged students. A 2015 survey of 4,000
community college students revealed that half struggle with food and/or housing security (Goldrick-Rab
et al., 2015, as cited in Boggs & McPhail, 2016). Therefore, outside of school, the understandable
concern of many students is with more entry levels of human need than participation in additional

extracurricular activities.

Project Questions

Research Questions

Three research questions guided this investigation examining community college stakeholders’
definitions and perceptions around leadership competencies and potential environmental and

sociological factors affecting student leader development:
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1. How do different community college stakeholders define competencies necessary for students to

develop as leaders?

2. To what extent does the inclusion of various competencies and pedagogical elements in extra-
curricular leadership development programs contribute to the development of community

college students as leaders (including their leader identity)?

3. What is the relationship between community college environmental and sociological factors and

perceived adoption and success of leadership programs?

The insights this research provides can help inform our partner organization, LeaderShape, as
they design programs or consider program or partner needs that best fit the community college
population, providing an opportunity for community college students to fully realize their leadership

potential and development.

Conceptual Framework

Our theoretical framework blends leadership theory, identity theory, student leadership
development, and the community college context. First, modern leadership theory and constructs
harness the continued expanding and evolving thinking around leadership and assume a complex and
multidimensional definition (Day & Harrison, 2007) rather than earlier theories focused on single-leader
or single-dimension characterizations (traits, skills, behaviors) proposed in the past by many authors and
researchers. Our conceptualization of modern leadership competencies focused on a multi-disciplinary
approach inclusive of transformational, relational, adaptive, and authentic constructs that lends to an
open discovery of how leadership development for community college students may be constructed and
framed as they prepare to enter the modern workforce. Next, our theoretical framework calls upon
identity theory as defined earlier by Baltes & Carstensen (1991, as cited in Day & Harrison, 2007). The

extent to which leadership programs promote leader identity development in sync with the specific
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leader identity needs for the community college student population and environment will reveal

dimensions of effectiveness and gaps to address for growth.

In thinking about leadership development infusing these leadership competencies and
developing students’ leader identity, and assuming every student possesses leadership potential
(Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999), we point to the college or university as an important point of
opportunity and mechanism to craft leadership potential at the student level or stage of development.
The literature gaps in higher education, specifically community college, leadership development
effectiveness lend to our investigation extending this body of knowledge through our second research
question. In addition, our framework addresses not only prevalence but also pedagogical differences in
leadership development program components and the impact on effectiveness. Finally, the community
college context framed and underpinned our investigation given the expectation that these institutions
meet society’s commitment of providing educational opportunities as the foundation for economic
growth and upward mobility (Bailey et al., 2015) through functioning as the primary “on-ramp” toward
bachelor’s degree attainment (access) and as the primary “off-ramp” for immediate job placement
(success), with both objectives serving as a conduit for marginalized and underprepared students to
realize the “American Dream” (Wyner, 2014). Yet while the community college is under pressure to
meet these increased workforce and academic outcome demands, including infusing constructs like
leadership to produce skills ready to meet modern workforce needs, external (declining public funding
and resources), sociological (student demographics and attendance patterns), and environmental
(institutional organization shifts) factors may impede or supersede progress in the focus on student
leadership development and lends toward our research quantifying these impacts to demonstrate the

difference and attention warranted on these institutions versus traditional 4-year institutions.

This research was framed in an institutional context, both directly via participation of

community college administrators currently situated in this context and indirectly via past participation
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of current and former community college student attendees of LeaderShape. This context is shaped by
the continued shortage of qualified workers (which started before the pandemic and is now exacerbated
by the post-pandemic surge for talent) requiring sourcing from new and different avenues like
community colleges and the same workforce environment that the former community college students
currently find themselves a part of. Our practical study goals included reviewing how community college
student leader identity is characterized as they begin their entry or early career within this workforce
and assisting leadership development organizations in addressing the topic effectively for this same
population. Our intellectual goal elaborated on leadership development and identity theory within a

community college stakeholder context.

Our concept map (presented in Figure 1) highlights the intersection of our theoretical
framework elements including highlighting our specific conceptualization of modern leadership. As the
community college context became so important and pervasive to addressing our research focus and
guestions, instead of a fourth component, it is structured as an underpinning mechanism that touches
upon all theoretical and conceptual areas. This also demonstrated the importance of a focus on this

context in our data collection and analysis planning.
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Figure 1

Concept Map
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Project Design

Data Collection

We employed a mixed-methods, largely descriptive study approach as we sought to characterize
the perception of stakeholder groups within a given context (the “what” and “how”) and dive a little
deeper into the “why” their perceptions have formed in this manner. To collect data to answer our
research questions and within our approach framework, our study utilized a closed-ended survey
(including two open-ended questions), semi-structured interviews, a program document review, and a

historical program outcomes data review.
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Survey

To investigate the student as stakeholder aspect of research question #1, we collected data on
how community college students (current or former) define competencies necessary to develop as
leaders. Given their likely more limited maturity in leadership development at this life stage, answering
this question in retrospect and with a lens of significant experience to borrow upon would likely prove
difficult or brought forth as incomplete. Therefore, we collected data on the extent that they perceive
themselves as leaders (i.e., their leader identity), rated against modern leadership competencies, and on
the extent to which they perceive specific competencies define a good leader. The latter we estimated

IM

would best substitute for their “ideal” in terms of leadership competency development, and the
difference between the assessment of their current perception of themselves as leader and their
perception of a good leader on the exact same competencies would surface how much of a gap
currently exists in their leader development. In addition, to answer research question #3, we collected
data from the same population (and via the same instrument) on the degree to which they perceive
sociological factors (noted in literature to affect the community college experience) mediate or
moderate the ability for community college students to participate in leadership development. This

helped quantify the extent to which environment, not just access to programs, may impact the ability to

engage in leadership development activities.

Our study population initially derived from a database (provided by our partner organization) of
people that went through LeaderShape as community college students. Some may still be community
college students and others would have left the community college environment. Purposive sampling
from this database provided easier access to this type of population and saved us from attempting to
engage community colleges directly which we assumed may not yield an acceptable level of response.
The database population attended one of 12 community colleges located in the Western United States

(with a concentration in Arizona). The database contained email addresses obtained at the time of
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attending a LeaderShape program unless LeaderShape had updated current email data from their
ongoing alumni outreach efforts. One potential limitation with sampling from this database was no
guarantee that people were still utilizing or accessing these email addresses and thus we expected some
emails not to reach the intended participants. Given the average tenure at a community college is less
than three years (Bailey et al., 2015), our first thought was to filter the data to exclude any email
addresses tied to a .edu institution for participants that attended more than two years ago. However,
given some potential participants with a .edu address may now be employed by an educational
institution and thus still a viable participant, as well as considering the uncertainty of how many
participants we would be able to reach overall due to the limitation mentioned previously, we decided
to include .edu addresses. Finally, though the dataset included people that attended one of four
LeaderShape programs, we decided to not include participants from one program which focused more
on communication than on leadership as we have conceptualized it for this study. These adjustments led
to sending the survey to an initial potential population of 373 participants. Assuming that only
approximately 20% of the database was still valid and reachable, our goal was to obtain at least 40-50

responses which would equate to a 43-54% response rate.

Employing a closed-ended survey to collect this data corroborated with the data collection
approach of many student leadership identity and development studies we reviewed in literature. We
used Qualtrics as our survey provider. As some previous studies in the literature have done, for research
question #1, we utilized leadership scale instruments designed to measure the degree of leadership
competency (directional, i.e., more or less than the norm). To measure transformational leadership
competencies, we used the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ), a vetted and correlated
instrument that provides a means to inquire both about self-perception of leadership competence and

about perception of leaders in the same (Bass & Avolio, 1995), matching the way we intended to
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uncover the gap in self vs. idealized leader competency level. For example, a competency statement

reflects in two ways as follows?:

As a leader...
| talk optimistically about the future.
The person | am rating...

Talks optimistically about the future.

For our focus, we decided to use the transformational leadership attributes scales within the
MLQ: Idealized Influence (Attributes), Idealized Influence (Behaviors), Inspirational Motivation,
Intellectual Stimulation, Individual Consideration (four statements each). To measure authentic
leadership, we included selected items from the Self-Awareness, Internalized Moral Perspective,
Balanced Processing, and Relational Transparency scales of the Authentic Leadership Self-Assessment
Questionnaire (ALQ) (van de Geest, 2021; Walumbwa et al., 2008). This equates to two questions for
each ALQ scale with some overlap with MLQ statements to reduce repetition and survey length. To
measure relational leadership, we matched the five dimensions of Inclusive, Empowering, Purposeful,
Ethical, and Process-oriented to any statements already selected from the MLQ and ALQ and borrowed
guestions from the Relational Leadership Questionnaire (RLQ) (Carifio, 2010; Komives et al., 2013).
Adaptive leadership is considered still very fluid and no validated, empirical scale exists. As it is still a key
competency and we wanted to investigate given the amount of change leaders experience in today’s
work environment, we mapped four items from the MLQ and ALQ scales to adaptive leadership
competencies of Self-Awareness, Cognitive Complexity, and Social Intelligence. Figure 2 shows the

relationship between our four modern leadership constructs and their associated competencies.

! Copyright © 1995 by Bernard Bass & Bruce J. Avolio. All rights reserved in all media. Published
by Mind Garden, Inc. www.mindgarden.com
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Figure 2

Modern Leadership Constructs and Their Associated Competencies
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In addition, we included sections in the survey to assess the impact of certain sociological
factors on the community college experience, quantify LeaderShape impact at their current stage of
leader development, and demographics questions to summarize the population and use in comparative
purposes (survey export presented in Appendix A). Likert scales, where utilized, employed a common
starting point (0) to aid in comparing means across scales and in relation to other factors. We offered an
incentive to complete the survey: an entry into a drawing for one of two $50 Amazon.com gift cards
(increased from $25 after the initial contact yielded a subpar response rate). A second survey consisting
of only the information to be entered into the drawing (name and email address) was linked to the
primary survey to route the participant from one to the other; however, no data was shared between
the surveys to maintain confidentiality (i.e., there was no tie to name or email address to the original

survey data).

Our recruitment scheme consisted of an initial email and two subsequent reminder emails (sent
at approximately two weeks and four weeks after the initial) with the survey link included and sent by
LeaderShape on our behalf. Potential survey respondents have familiarity with LeaderShape and thus
communications generated from them stood an increased chance of email views and survey completion.

After the initial recruitment email was sent, we removed from further survey communications any
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bounced-back emails and any emails entered into the drawing that matched our initial list (and thus we
assumed completed the survey). The initial recruitment email generated only a few (< 5) responses. We
adjusted the first reminder email wording to emphasize the participants’ importance given their
LeaderShape participation and increased the incentive; yet, after two reminder emails, we still only had
14 viable responses. Attempting a new strategy, we asked LeaderShape to send out a final survey
announcement via social media in hopes of pulling in any community college students that subscribed to
their media channels. LeaderShape posted an announcement on LinkedIn, Facebook, and Instagram.
This yielded an additional 425 responses. Though the postings clearly requested responses from people
that were community college students at the time of attending LeaderShape, unfortunately the majority
of responses from the social media push were from bots, 4-year university attendees, or people that had
not attended LeaderShape at all. We discerned the distinctions through a safeguard in place asking each
participant to list the name of the community college they attended. This allowed us to disregard
responses not from our target audience and when combined with the 14 original responses, led to a

final 57 viable responses, meeting our response target.

Final Sample Demographics.

The sample of 57 responses represented up to 22 different community colleges, still mostly
concentrated in the western United States and included a new contingent from a college in New York.
As we did not ask which community college the first 14 respondents attended, we cannot
determinatively name their institutions though we know they would have come from one of 12 listed in
the LeaderShape database. Demographic questions in our survey focused on personal demographics
(e.g., gender, race, ethnicity) and descriptions of the respondents’ community college experience (e.g.,
community college completion, attendance status, employment status, etc.). Full statistics are included
in Appendix B, Table 4. Comparison data, where available, is presented from the National Center for

Education Statistics (NCES; representing national 2-year institution data), Maricopa County Community
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College District (MCCCD; representing the 10-college system where the majority of the 373 initially
contacted respondents attended community college), and LeaderShape community college attendee
data (which generated the initial 373 potential survey population). This lent context and sources for
reference from national, local, and LeaderShape attendee perspectives when looking at our final

sample’s demographic characteristics.

There were a few demographic characteristics that fell outside of the context norms. First, in
terms of gender, the majority of our population (57.1%) identified as male and most of the remainder,
female (39.3%). This is a flipped opposite of NCES and MCCCD comparison data where approximately
55-57% identify as female. Given the range between female and male percentages still resides around a
mid-range, this does not represent a large discrepancy. Second, with regard to race and ethnicity, we
noticed that our population reported a much higher percentage of people identifying as American Indian
or Alaskan Native (28.6%) compared to single digit percentages in the comparison data. We noted that
we did not include ‘Hispanic, Latino/a/x, or of Spanish origin’ as a category within our race question
while the comparison datasets did. Instead, per the latest diversity statistics guidance, we created a
separate question for this under a construct of ethnicity. Knowing that many in our final sample
attended college in the Western United States, particularly Arizona, we wondered if some respondents
indicated American Indian or Alaskan Native as their race either due to having that heritage or to the
absence of Hispanic as an option. To determine this, we created a test Hispanic race category by
redistributing the number of responses to every race category that also indicated “Yes” to the separate
ethnicity question into its own bucket. Doing this yielded a lower percentage of people identifying as
American Indian or Alaskan Native (19.6%), however, this still remains above the single digit norms.
Shifting to thinking on survey response behavior as a possible cause, we noted that American Indian or
Alaskan Native was the first option in the list of potential responses and wondered if placement bias

(i.e., to speed up completion, selection of the first option) was at play. This did not occur for many other
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demographic questions and thus does not provide a strong explanation. Finally, we noted that one of
the administrator interviewees mentioned a high percentage of American Indian students at one of the
community colleges engaged with LeaderShape; however, that institution is not represented in the
survey observations where college attended is included (74% of the final sample). Therefore, a firm
rationale for the higher than expected response to the American Indian and Alaskan Native race

guestion option remains elusive.

Third, three-quarters of our final population transferred to a 4-year college or university as
compared to 34% of MCCCD students overall (MCCCD, 2022). This triangulates with the experience of
the community college administrators we interviewed who witness more students involved in
leadership activities on campus furthering their education at a 4-year institution (and potentially a
greater propensity to attend full-time as demonstrated in our statistics). Finally, quite bafflingly, 46.4%
of the final population indicated they lived on-campus through the majority of their community college
experience. While we learned that some community colleges now have residential options (dorms, etc.),
that is not the case for the up to 22 colleges represented in our population. One member of our
research team who worked for a community college in the past recalled that some students who live in
close proximity to campus (even as close as across the street) may consider that “on-campus.” To test a
theory that a larger proportion of the social media respondents transferred to a 4-year institution,
where they would be more likely to reside on-campus, and instead completed LeaderShape there, we
looked at data that might confirm this direction such as the percentage of the social media population
attending Institute (more often a 4-year institution program) and the percentage of those saying they
resided on campus. Three of the five measures tested indicated a closer affinity to 4-year institution
attendance; as it was not overwhelmingly conclusive, we could not surmise this fully accounts for the

curious response. Another possibility is whether the survey item was mistakenly read by some as
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residing on-campus through the majority of their college (versus community college) experience, given

many transferred to 4-year institutions where they may have lived in on-campus housing.

Addressing some of the independent variables in our comparative analyses, the majority (64.9%)
attended LeaderShape’s flagship Institute program and it has been 2-3 years since attending
LeaderShape for nearly half (45.6%) of the sample. Eighty-four percent indicated that they somewhat to
strongly agreed that LeaderShape was a valuable experience in developing their capacity to lead. Finally,
67.9% are now employed full-time or part-time while 17.9% are still students. Full descriptive statistical

results for these variables are also included in Appendix B, Table 1.

Interviews

A total of eight interviews were conducted with community college administrators to investigate
portions of research questions #1 and #3. Six of the interviews were conducted via Zoom and two
administrators completed the student leadership development questionnaire we created as an
alternative to a face-to-face interview for those administrators who could not meet synchronously. The
convenience sample of administrators consisted of two community college administrators who have
worked with LeaderShape for many years, two administrators who work at community colleges that
have engaged with LeaderShape in the past, and four administrators from other community colleges
from across the country who had never worked with LeaderShape.

The process of finding our interviewees began with the executive director of LeaderShape
sending an email invitation to four community college administrators she worked with in the past. The
first two administrators were from the same community college in Arizona and replied immediately.
Both contacts, the Student Services Director and the Coordinator of Student Life & Leadership, agreed to
face-to-face interviews. The other two contacts were the Director of Student Affairs at a community

college in New York and the Coordinator for Student Engagement at a different college in Arizona. These
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latter two administrators were contacted seven times but never responded to invitations or voicemail
messages.

We asked the Student Services Director to recommend other administrators for us to interview.
She provided two additional contacts within her school district that she thought would be appropriate;
they had not worked with LeaderShape directly but could give us general information on student
leadership development within the community college. Both contacts were administrators in the
Student Life & Leadership department on different campuses and agreed to be interviewed for the
study.

The last four interviewees were from community colleges who had no connection with
LeaderShape. Two of these administrators were from a community college in Texas, identified as part of
our peers’ existing professional network. One administrator, the Associate Vice Chancellor for Student
Engagement & Academic Success, agreed to complete the student leadership development
guestionnaire. The other administrator, the Executive Dean of Academic Advising and Special Programs,
scheduled a face-to-face interview.

The last two administrators were a part of our own professional network. The first, the Vice
President for Strategy and Organizational Effectiveness at a community college in New Mexico, agreed
to complete the questionnaire. The second, the Associate Vice President of External Affairs,
Development, & K-12 Operations at a community college in Michigan, agreed to be interviewed. We
invited another administrator from this college to interview or complete the questionnaire, but they did
not reply to our invitations.

The first part of the interview pertained to research question #3. Literature reveals that
community college environmental factors may impact the institutions’ focus and ability to implement
formal successful leadership programs; the questions asked in this portion of the interview would assist

us in discovering if this was the case for institutions that worked with LeaderShape. We asked questions
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about the outcomes of a successful leadership program for community college students; factors that
should be included in a leadership program for it to be successful and long-lasting; how their institution
has been affected by factors that could possibly impact the adoption and implementation of a successful
leadership program; and lastly, the extent to which public funding or other factors affected the focus of
the institution on implementing leadership programs. Also, in this part of the interview we asked
administrators specific questions regarding their partnership with LeaderShape. For example, why their
institution partnered with LeaderShape, what they were hoping to get from the partnership, and the
challenges they faced in the partnership. These questions were not asked in the interviews with
administrators whose organizations were not partnered with LeaderShape.

The second part of the interview consisted of a sorting exercise using Google Jamboard to
discuss leadership qualities or characteristics the administrators believe students should possess if they
wish to be good leaders. The interviewees reviewed 13 statements based on competencies for three
leadership constructs: transformational, authentic, and relational leadership. These leadership
competencies were summative and inclusive of leadership behaviors, skills, attitudes, etc., and could
fluidly be grouped into competency models that fit the environment or population studied. Key to our
triangulation with the leader competencies from a student point of view, we also mapped these
competencies to the leadership competencies in our survey. We asked administrators to place the
competency statements into four categories: 0-Not very important, 1-Somewhat important, 2-
Important, and 3-Very important. After all of the interviews were completed we ranked the statements
according to the administrators’ selections. The full interview protocol, questions, and the student
leadership questionnaire (interview alternative) are presented in Appendices C-E.

Program Document Review

To investigate research question #2, we reviewed LeaderShape’s current program design and

state of the competencies in their program in comparison to the literature. LeaderShape’s executive
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director indicates that the program has evolved but was not able to share specifics. Their evolution may
track with the shift in leadership theory as it has evolved from the single leadership trait or “heroic”
individual-leader focuses of earlier leadership theories to newer leadership theories that are designed to
meet the needs of leaders in this era of change.

We used the current program design to examine the pedagogical elements of the LeaderShape
Institute program. Research suggests that colleges and universities who offer leadership programs
should provide students with high-quality learning and have clear objectives, a sound learning
methodology, and a rich, supportive learning environment. The present design of the Institute program
was examined in comparison to information found in literature to determine if LeaderShape met the
pedagogical elements that compose a high-quality, successful student leadership program.

Data Analysis

Survey

Descriptive Statistics — Frequency, Range, Scale Validity, Mean, Standard Deviation.

We used the statistical software package R to analyze all closed-ended survey data. For all
statistics, blank responses were excluded from the variable (column) calculations or where a statistical
analysis depended on a complete observation (row). Descriptive statistics were generated for closed-
ended categorical variables including demographic data, starting with frequency (both count and
percentage) and range (listed for Likert scale questions/statements) (see Appendix B, Tables 2, 4-5).
Each item measured via Likert scale was also checked for normal distribution or skew via frequency bar
plots; all presented an expected distribution curve a bit skewed to the left indicating higher frequency of
leadership behaviors for “good leaders.” Then, for all items that rolled up to competency scales, the
respective scale’s individual items were grouped into two versions: “good leader” (the scale items

relating to respondents’ assessment of a good leader against the specific competency) and “self”
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assessment (the paired, similarly worded items relating to respondents’ assessment of themselves
against the same competency) (Appendix B, Table 3). Scale items were only reported in aggregate, not
as individual statistics per scale statement (for example, the four items under Individual Consideration

are reported aggregated as one metric), unless further tests demonstrated low reliability as a grouping.

Cronbach’s alpha was calculated on each of the scales to confirm internal consistency and
reliability, i.e., if responses were consistent between scale items. Though internal consistency has
already been proven for the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) scales through its historical use
and vetting, we still ran a Cronbach analysis in our study to confirm and compare against the scale’s
global results. Our reference standard for alpha was the generally accepted rule that 0.6 to 0.7 is
acceptable and > 0.8 is very good (Ursachi et al., 2015). Therefore, for our data, if alpha was 0.6 or
greater for one or both of the “good leader” and “self” scale scores for a given competency, we
considered the scale valid. If not, we did not aggregate the scale items into an overall scale score but
instead kept them as individual items to still evaluate in further descriptive analyses. This occurred for
two competencies: Relational Transparency (Authentic Leadership) and Empowering (Relational
Leadership). Cognitive Complexity and Social Intelligence (both Adaptive Leadership) were each only
represented by a single item on our survey and thus were not scales to begin with and remained in their

individual state for further comparison.

In preparation for calculating the mean and standard deviation for items bound by a Likert scale,
the observations for all categorical variables of this type were converted to continuous values, i.e., the
numerical equivalents of their descriptive scale points. For each competency scale, a new variable
comprised of the row means across the scale’s respective competency statements was created. Then,
mean and standard deviation were computed on the competency scale variables (both “good leader”
and “self” except for the items noted above that remained in their individual scale item states), each

sociological factor variable, the LeaderShape program effectiveness question (“In general, LeaderShape
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was a valuable experience in developing my capacity to lead.”), and the one continuous variable present
in our survey: the percentage a respondent attributes LeaderShape to how they define themselves as a

leader today.

Descriptive and Inferential Statistics — Correlation and Statistical Significance.

For competency scales, we ran a Pearson correlation between the means for each
corresponding “good leader” and “self” ratings and determined if they were moderately to highly
correlated (i.e., 0.5 or above). We also tested statistical significance via a paired t-test, mimicking the
analysis typically done for pre- and post- test data where rated items are exactly the same for each
measurement. Similarly, overall “good leader” and “self” aggregate means (i.e., housing the individual
28 statement items for each) were calculated and tested for correlation and statistical significance
(Appendix B, Table 3). Additionally, the difference between the overall means was produced to
characterize the gap in competency assessment. We intended for this gap statistic to be a key indicator
of the hurdle that respondents need to bridge in order to exhibit competencies of a “good leader.” This
gap would then be used as the dependent variable and evaluated against the following independent
variables: LeaderShape program, years since LeaderShape attendance, LeaderShape effectiveness in
leader development, and current employment status. These comparisons would aid in characterizing
LeaderShape’s impact on the gap that the programs seek to minimize. The gap ended up being quite
minimal (.01) and while the overall means were correlated, they were not statistically different from
each other. Therefore, we selected the overall “self” rating to stand in as the dependent variable in
further analyses. However, the gap and the paired “good leader”/“self” competency correlations and
significance still aided us in answering research question #1, how community college students (or former

students in this case) define competencies necessary for them to develop as leaders.
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The sociological factors (characteristics of the community college student experience) question
block contained a closed-ended Likert scale rating on factor likeliness to affect student participation and
two open-ended questions posed to understand why respondents rating factors as Extremely or
Moderately Likely think they have an effect and their thoughts on ways to make participation more
likely. The closed-ended question’s seven factors were analyzed for inter-relatability and correlation by
running a factor analysis and generating a full correlation table (correlation method: Pearson). This shed
light on factor contribution in relation to one another, lending insight into research question #3, what
the relationship might be between community college sociological factors and perceived adoption of
leadership programs from the student point of view. Responses to the two open-ended questions were
exported as text and informally reviewed deductively for rationales regarding factor effect and
participation idea generation. Findings from both the quantitative and qualitative sociological factor
analyses were triangulated with the community college administrators’ points of view on similar factors

affecting students.

To inform our investigation into different aspects of research questions #1 and #2 regarding self-
competency assessment and program effectiveness, we looked at comparisons of responses to different
guestions via crosstabs between a categorical and a continuous variable: 1) how the overall “self”
aggregate mean changes by program attended, years since attendance, and current employment status;
and 2) how LeaderShape program effectiveness changes by program attended and years since
attendance. After reviewing the crosstabs, a one-way ANOVA was performed to determine statistical
significance among the results. If the p-value was greater than 0.05 indicating significance, tests to
confirm normality and homogeneity were conducted (Residuals v. Fitted, Normal Q-Q graphs, and the
Levene test). If the data passed these tests, a pairwise comparison via Tukey HSD (honestly significant
difference) determined which individual pairings showed statistical significance. For the comparison

between two continuous variables, such as LeaderShape program effectiveness and overall “self” rating,
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a Pearson correlation was first run and, if highly or moderately correlated, continued with a t-test for
significance. Finally, to indicate if competencies within a competency group (for example, the four
transformational leadership competencies) have statistically significant differences in self rating, thereby
helping inform our research on to what extent and what order community college students demonstrate

modern leadership competencies, a one-way ANOVA was used to determine significance.

Descriptive graphical analysis presents some of the aforementioned data in a consumable
manner for our partner organization. To provide a comparison of different stakeholders’ definitions of
competencies necessary for students to develop as leaders (research questions #1 and #2), four data
points were compared (side-by-side table-view comparison and summarization): 1) the descriptive

2 u

statistics from the community college students’ “good leader” assessment of the competency scales, 2)
the mean scores from the competency data derived from the community college administrators
interviews, 3) the competencies LeaderShape currently includes in their programming to demonstrate
the degree of alignment across the groups, and 4) competencies the literature defined as best practices
for student leadership development effectiveness. This comparison triangulated the leadership
competencies deemed “important” across community college stakeholders, national leadership

inventory “norms,” our partner organization, and the literature, uncovering differences that may play

into community college student leader development toward the modern leadership construct.

Interviews

All administrator interviews were recorded and their transcripts were used to create codes. We
used an abductive coding process which values both inductive and deductive approaches to coding but
mainly relies on the expertise, experience, and intuition of researchers (Wheeldon & Ahlberg, 2011). The
coding process began after initially reviewing transcripts from four community college administrator

interviews. Reviewing the administrator comments provided direction in creating inductive codes for the
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interviews. We then examined the literature to determine deductive codes to use in coding the
interviews. A few of the inductive codes we created were also found in literature, so their labels were

changed to deductive.

The inductive and deductive codes were used to create a preliminary codebook with 12 color-
coded themes that included examples from the literature for the deductive codes and examples from
the interviews for the inductive codes. We then associated codes with respective themes. However,
after reviewing the themes and codes, we determined the structure of our coding (putting one or two
codes under numerous themes) was inefficient. We reviewed coding guidance from qualitative research
sources (Qualitative Research: Bridging the Conceptual, Theoretical, and Methodological by Ravitch and
Carl and Fundamentals of Qualitative Research: A Practical Guide by Bhattacharya) and revised the
theme and code balance. We created three themes with multiple related codes housed under them. The

three themes, each assigned a different color, and the number of codes related to them are:

e student outcomes of leadership development programs (deductive): five related codes;

e environmental factors, i.e., financial status, attendance status, etc. (deductive): four related

codes; and

e leadership development programming at community colleges (deductive and inductive): six

related codes.

Explanations and examples were added to each theme and its respective codes to create the final

codebook (see Appendix F).

We each coded the same interview to check interrater reliability. After comparing our coding
techniques, we agreed there were only small differences and the majority of our coding followed a

similar pattern. We came to a resolution regarding areas where there were differences in our coding.
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During the coding comparison process we realized there were a couple of codes where the wording in
our explanations needed to be adjusted and/or clarified. Changes were made to these explanations and
the codebook was finalized. We color-coded the transcripts based on our thematical analysis and

comparison of administrator responses to the themes and codes in the codebook.

Finally, we tabulated the leadership competency statement rankings from the administrator
card sorting exercises. Descriptive statistics were run first as categorical, Likert scale-based data
(frequency and range) and then converted to continuous where means and standard deviations were
devised (Appendix B, Table 5). The frequency and mean were used in a comparative visual analysis of
the competencies important per other groups and constructs mentioned earlier (students, LeaderShape,

and literature), indicating the competencies’ relative importance to success as a leader.

Program Document Review

For the program design data, we compared the pedagogical elements of the current
LeaderShape Institute program to elements of a high-quality leadership program as described in the
literature. There are seven elements of a high-quality leadership program: (a) consistently develops their
programs; (b) values of the program and institution align, there is a strong relationship between the two
entities; (c) a sound learning methodology; (d) a rich and supportive learning environment; (e) teaching
students why it is important to be a good leader; (f) objectives are clearly stated and described; and (g)
the program is based on well-defined theoretical orientations (Zimmerman-Oster and Burkhardt, 1999).
The full comparison of LeaderShape’s Institute program against these elements, including notes of any
gaps, is presented in Appendix G.

To facilitate comparative analysis, we aligned LeaderShape’s definition of leadership as stated in
their 2022-2023 Program Guide (LeaderShape, 2022) with our modern leadership model and

competencies (Figure 3). Their leadership definition guides overall program development, though
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offerings have additional specific competency focuses. Similarly, we aligned Seemiller’s (2013, 2019)
student competencies model with our construct and competency definition (Figure 3).
Figure 3

Translation of LeaderShape and Student Competencies Leadership Models to Constructs and
Competencies
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Historical Program Effectiveness Data

LeaderShape provided past survey data on their effectiveness question, “In general,
LeaderShape was a valuable experience in developing my capacity to lead,” which is answered by
participants immediately after attending a LeaderShape session. Though LeaderShape collects this data
each session, they have not in the past aggregated it for all community college participants. We
aggregated the community college and 4-year institution data by program type and ran descriptive
statistics: frequency (count and percentage), range, mean, and standard deviation. We then triangulated
this data with the responses to this same question within our survey, characterizing a time-delay view of
program effectiveness for community college students and insights into the difference institutional

environments make as compared to 4-year institution students.



Findings and Recommendations

Research Question #1: How do different community college stakeholders define competencies
necessary for students to develop as leaders?

Finding #1, Stakeholder Competency Definition: Community college students that attended
LeaderShape align themselves slightly more with an Authentic Leadership profile while students’
image of a “good leader” and administrators reflect a more balanced modern leadership profile.
The means of leadership competencies, represented by scales within our student survey and
statement items in our administrator interview protocol (found in Appendix B, Tables 3 and 5), were
rank ordered to uncover the highest average scores. Figure 4 reveals the top five competencies for
student self-assessment, student “good leader” assessment, and administrator estimation of
importance, and with an overlay of which leadership constructs each competency represents. More
than five items are listed due to ties in means and inclusion of Adaptive competencies represented by

single, unscaled competency statements in italics; the latter displayed to show potential indication of

the Adaptive construct without definitive inclusion since validated scales do not exist.

46
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Figure 4

Top Five Competencies Ranked by Students and Administrators with Alignment to Constructs
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All three groupings (students’ self-assessment, students’ “good leader” assessment, and
administrators) place importance on the individual competencies of Inclusive, Idealized Influence
(Behaviors), and Balanced Processing, representing competency agreement points across community
college stakeholders. Students place slightly more emphasis on an Authentic Leadership construct
profile (via the competencies: Self-Awareness, Internalized Moral Perspective, and Balanced Processing)
across their self-assessment while their assessment of a “good leader” and the administrators’ collective
view are increasingly distributed among Transformational, Relational, and Authentic constructs.
Students also place two Adaptive Leadership competency statements in their top five, however, since
these are individual statements rather than scales due to the absence of a validated assessment, we
note their inclusion but do not weigh them similarly to the scaled competencies (and administrators

were not provided Adaptive competency statements given the lack of validated scales and the “one

statement per competency” approach we used in their sorting exercise).
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The more balanced modern leadership profile highlighted by administrators via the even mix of
constructs in their top five is headlined by the competencies of Inclusive (“Respects the differences in
others; values equity and involvement”; Relational Leadership) and Intellectual Stimulation (“Openness
to new and different perspectives”; Transformational Leadership). When probed regarding the
importance of these specific competencies, administrators mentioned that you cannot lead without
listening to perspectives that are different than your own and learning about and respecting the
differences in people.

Administrators shared thoughts on other characteristics necessary for student leadership
development. For example, they relayed that feedback is needed when making decisions because as one
expressed, “No decision should be made in a vacuum with only your thoughts and opinions”
(administrator respondent, 2022). Even if the feedback provided is not used, it is as another
administrator stated, “important to the team to know you asked for their feedback and listened to it”
(administrator respondent, 2022). The importance of listening to others was consistently mentioned in
the interviews as a skill that must be possessed to be a good leader, so much so that one administrator
stated:

If you cannot silence your opinion in your brain long enough to listen to new and different

perspectives that may not be your own...there's no way you can lead. A good leader is a good

follower, and a good leader always has to mirror what they expect. (administrator respondent,

2022).

Administrators also put a high value on listening to others even when they disagree with you
and finding mutual areas of an issue that can be agreed upon. In addition, they stated that it was of the
utmost importance that leaders recognize and learn about the differences in people “and how that

changes the dynamics of the group” (administrator respondent, 2022). Finally, leaders must go beyond
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just learning about differences, they must respect them. If they do not respect differences it is, as one
administrator put it, “a knock against you as a leader...” (administrator respondent, 2022).

Research Question #2: To what extent does the inclusion of various competencies and pedagogical
elements in extra-curricular leadership development programs contribute to the development of

community college students as leaders (including their leader identity)?

Finding #1, Pedagogical Element Inclusion: LeaderShape’s Institute program meets the majority of the
elements of a high-quality leadership development program.

Zimmerman-Oster and Burkhardt (1999) concluded that every student possesses leadership
potential which can be developed through leadership programs and activities. These leadership
programs should provide students with high quality learning which, according to research, consists of
seven elements. We compared LeaderShape’s Institute program (their flagship experience) to these
seven elements to characterize the degree of agreement with these quality standards. The program met
four of the seven elements: consistently develops their program, alignment between the values of the
institution and the program with a strong relationship between the two entities, sound learning
methodology, and rich and supportive learning environment. The three elements that they do not meet
(according to the program information we had access to) are: teaching students why it is important to
be a good leader, objectives are clearly stated and described, and a program based on well-defined
theoretical orientations. The results of the comparisons are described below and further in Appendix G.

The first element they meet is being consistently involved in program development.
LeaderShape annually reviews and makes changes to the curriculum for all of their programs. The only
time they have not followed this guideline is during the pandemic when they had no choice but to
postpone the annual review.

The second element we compared is the alignment between an institution and LeaderShape’s
values. The literature states that there needs to be a strong relationship between the two entities in

order for the program to be considered high-quality. From what was conveyed to us in the interviews
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with community college administrators, the Institute program does align with the values of the
institution. As one administrator stated:

...the partnership that we had with LeaderShape was so strong that we knew we always had

someone that we could go to. We knew what to expect. We knew that they would have

resources available for us. And | think just that, having that relationship for so many years with

the same people, um, helped us to be successful. (administrator respondent, 2022)

In addition, the Institute program helps students identify their personal values then act in ways that are
consistent with them, become more self-aware and self-reflective, develop relationships, and become
community oriented which were all valued by the organization.

A sound learning methodology is the third element of a high-quality leadership program that
LeaderShape meets. They have a set methodology that they use for each of their programs. However,
one administrator voiced concern regarding the use of the StarPower simulation with the community
college population. The administrator stated: “I really do think that the curriculum is sound, but | do
think [that] to be mindful of the population served by this...” (administrator respondent, 2022). For
example, “Those things that I've seen with StarPower in particular, have left students really in a bad
space, and so because it brings up so much. And now it's public for everybody to see, you know”
(administrator respondent, 2022). LeaderShape “needs to be prepared for the potential reactions, and
how they prepare for that is really...like doing what you're doing, talking to the people at the community
colleges and finding out what are the lived experiences of our students” (administrator respondent,
2022). Despite these concerns, the activities and simulations LeaderShape uses for Institute are
considered to be strong and well-established as they have been using them for years with great success.

In order for a leadership program to be high-quality it must provide the fourth element that
LeaderShape meets which is a rich and supportive learning environment. This type of learning

environment is created on the first day of Institute when students are asked to create a “Family
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Cluster.” A “Family Cluster” becomes their primary reference group throughout the 4-day program,
offering each member feedback and support (LeaderShape, 2022). In addition to the reference group
formed, one of the outcomes of Institute that is a focus of the 4-day event is “Develop relationships that
honor the dignity of individuals and groups in the context of equity and social systems” (LeaderShape,
2022, p. 5). LeaderShape believes that relationships must be cultivated before a person can commit to a
vision as they are a component of true leadership and the foundation of making a vision come to life
(LeaderShape, 2022).

Although LeaderShape’s program design explores what leadership means, the first element
LeaderShape’s program does not meet is teaching students why it is important to be a good leader in
addition to assisting them in becoming leaders. Objectives of the program are clearly stated and
described to participants is the second element of a high-quality leadership program that LeaderShape
does not meet. On the first day of Institute the learning outcomes and purpose for the program are
stated; however, the objectives of the daily activities that make up the program are not communicated
or described to participants. The third element that LeaderShape does not meet is that the program
should be based on well-defined theoretical orientations. Nothing in the program documentation
indicates that Institute is based on theory. Although the DiSC instrument administered to students on
the second day has been rigorously evaluated in terms of reliability and validity, per our review of
available documentation, other parts of the program have not been assessed in such a manner.
Finding #2, LeaderShape Competency Alignment: LeaderShape’s primary focus on the Relational
Leadership (RL) construct syncs with community college students’ desired leader identity profile
(“good leader”) and is confirmed by administrators.

We triangulated competencies and constructs presented in our modern leadership model across
four focuses: literature (student leadership competencies model) (Seemiller, 2019), LeaderShape’s

philosophy and leadership definition, student ratings regarding exhibition frequency from a “good

leader” (considered their “ideal” leader identity) from our survey, and administrators’ estimation of
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importance from our interviews (Figure 5). We, again, list the top five competencies for each group;
where more than five items are listed it is due to ties in means and inclusion of Adaptive competency
statements.

Figure 5

Triangulation of Leadership Competencies and Constructs Across Groups

Lit: Student Leadership Student “Good Leader” Administrators
Competencies i Assessment
PR T BABrcEdF TR

Ethical Purposeful Inclusive Intellectual Stimulation®
g LSdr B Inclusive
: |
o
g . ) . Intellectual
£ P Moral Process-oriented" Idealized Influence Stimulation
3 Perspective (Attributes/Behaviors)*
Balanced
Social Intelligence: Ethical dealized Infl I dF ing Processing
Listening (Behaviors)*
+ Writing Social Intelligence: Process-oriented*
(no competency/construct ' | Listening*

match)

Authentic Leadership Authentic Leadership

Constructs

*: tie in overall mean

e et ——

Individual Adaptive
Leadership competency
statements

LeaderShape’s leadership competencies represent Transformational, Authentic, and Relational
Leadership competencies overall but have a heavy emphasis on Relational competencies (Purposeful,
Inclusive, and Ethical). Within the students’ top five competencies exhibited by a “good leader” overall,
the two constructs with the most competencies are Relational Leadership and Transformational
Leadership. Therefore, the construct of Relational Leadership imparted by LeaderShape’s programming
may be transferring into students’ desired leader identity and this construct is also noted by
administrators as important for student leadership development. The Relational Leadership (RL)
competency of Inclusive matches across LeaderShape, students’ desired identity, and administrators;

however, other RL competencies mentioned by all groups largely differ.
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Student leadership competencies from literature, denoted by prevalence of Level 1 college
academic programs (defined by Seemiller, 2019, as: Diploma, Certificate, Associate Degree, Post-
Associate Certificate, i.e., closest to community colleges) with these competencies and matched with
critical workforce competencies, were also translated into competencies aligning to our definition of
four modern leadership constructs. Transformational Leadership (TL) accounted for 40% of the
prevalent competencies (one competency, Writing, was not translated as there are no close competency
matches), and TL was also a construct floating to the top for both students’ desired identity and
administrators’ assessment of importance. Interestingly, this is not a top overall construct for
LeaderShape’s programming, though on a competency level, literature and LeaderShape align on the TL
competency of Inspirational Motivation. Administrators presented the most holistic approach and
match to our modern leadership construct model and given their experience with student leadership
programs and view into workforce needs, it may signal that LeaderShape’s emphasis on Relational
Leadership could inhibit a more well-rounded community college student identity.

Finally, at an overall competency level across all four focus groups, Inclusive (RL), Intellectual
Stimulation (TL), and Balanced Processing (AL) surfaced as most mentioned, signaling alignment in their
importance for inclusion, practice, and likely contribution to student identity. The latter two were
missing only in LeaderShape’s definition, presenting a potential opportunity for inclusion.

Finding #3, Student Leader Identity Strength: Community college students build a leader identity close
to their “ideal” across modern leadership competencies though they may not be exhibiting these
competencies at a high frequency yet.

Self-rating as a Measure of Identity.

Following our evaluation of the extent that various competencies included in programming
match competencies that students and administrators rate as important to development of student

leader identity, we now turn our focus to the degree to which our data found that LeaderShape may

contribute to student identity. When comparatively looking at students’ self-assessment and “good
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III

leader” (or “ideal” identity) aggregate means for frequency of exhibiting competencies, they rate their
exhibition of leadership competencies as almost equal to someone they know that is a good leader
(means/standard deviations: self: 2.52+0.57, “good leader”: 2.53+0.62; presented in Figure 6). This
comparative assessment is also highly correlated (Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.91). This indicates

III

a strong leader identity since it is so close to someone they perceive as “ideal” — a good leader.
Therefore, the “gap” we hypothesized existed in their leader identity is not present for our sample

population.

Figure 6

Average Student Overall Competency Means and Standard Deviations: Self and “Good Leader”

Average Leadership Competency Ratings & Standard Deviation
scale: Frequently, if not always (4) to Not at all (0)

Overall Selfrating Overall "Good leader" rating

Students’ average frequency of exhibiting these behaviors, however, lies between Sometimes
(2) and Fairly Often (3), indicating that though they have a strong leader identity, they are not quite yet
demonstrating leadership behaviors at a high frequency (though interestingly neither are the “good

leaders” they focused on).
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Finding #4, Obtained Identity Impacts: Community college students’ current leader identity and
perceived effectiveness of LeaderShape are impacted by time and LeaderShape program attended.

Students’ self-assessment of competency frequency, and thus a measure of their self-identity, is
impacted by the number of years since attending LeaderShape and their current employment status.
ANOVA results show that students’ average self-rating is higher 4-7 years after attending LeaderShape
(statistically significant (p < .05) from 0-3 years out), peaks at 6-7 years after attendance, and then
begins to decline (Figure 7). Students’ average self-rating is higher (and statistically significant, p < .05)
and firmly at a frequency of “Fairly often” for those employed full-time versus those employed part-time
or still a student (Figure 8). Interestingly, being employed full-time is higher but not statistically

significant than being unable to work (though the latter has a very low sample respectively).

Figure 7 Figure 8
Average Self-Rating by Years Since Attending Average Self-Rating by Employment Type
LeaderShape
Average "Self" Competency Rating by Years Since Attendance Average "Self"' Competency Rating by Employment Type
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Both years since attending and full-time employment may signal a component of additional

experience that boosts personal leader identity. We also were interested in the effect of LeaderShape
program type on students’ average self-rating and found that it does not significantly change per

program attended.



56

Program Effectiveness as a Measure of Obtained Identity.

Another angle to building an identity is how a student perceives a program’s effectiveness and
impact on their leadership abilities. LeaderShape measures effectiveness and impact post-attendance
via degree of agreement to the statement: “In general, LeaderShape was a valuable experience in
developing my capacity to lead.” In our survey, half (54%) of students strongly agree or agree with this
statement. The average response was between Agree (5) and Somewhat agree (4) (range: 0 — Strongly
disagree to 6 — Strongly agree).

LeaderShape program attended slightly impacts students’ effectiveness ratings with Resilience
rated somewhat higher, though not significantly different, in effectiveness than Institute or Catalyst
(Figure 9).

Figure 9
Average LeaderShape Effectiveness Rating by Program Type

Average LeaderShape Effectiveness by Program Type
scale: Strongly Agree (6) to Strongly Disagree (0)
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We then compared LeaderShape’s post-evaluation data to how respondents rated effectiveness
in our survey and found that time moderates the relationship between the program attended and

community college (CC) student effectiveness rating (Figure 10).
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Figure 10

LeaderShape Effectiveness Rating by Program Across Attendee Type and Time
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Overall ratings (all attendee types) for Institute and Catalyst (no overall data for Resilience
available from LeaderShape) are higher immediately after attending the course as compared to how
students rate the program effectiveness today. Ratings for these same two programs immediately after
attending LeaderShape are not materially different for type of attendee (community college vs. 4-year
institution student).

Program Contribution as a Measure of Obtained Identity.

Finally, we included a survey question to assess the perceived contribution of LeaderShape to
students’ current definition of themselves as a leader (“What percentage of how you define yourself as a
leader today do you attribute to your LeaderShape experience?”). We found that students attribute, on
average, approximately 2/3 of how they define themselves as a leader today to their LeaderShape

experience and this attribution ranges from 43% to 88%.
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Research Question #3: What is the relationship between community college environmental and
sociological factors and perceived adoption and success of leadership programs?

Finding #1, Environmental Factor Impact: Lack of funding affects community colleges’ ability to offer
extracurricular activities including leadership programs.

Many community colleges have experienced a loss of state funding and now only receive funds
from property taxes and fees and student tuition. Due to these losses, they cannot afford an appropriate
number of staff members and do not have enough resources to implement leadership development
programs or to make the ones that they do have the best that they could be. As one community college
administrator stated, “Low staffing has hurt student life offices because we can’t get students what they
need from us” (administrator respondent, 2022).

In addition to several community colleges being cut from the state budget, there has also been a
significant drop in enrollment after the pandemic. One administrator we interviewed provided detailed
information about the funding issues their college is facing:

And then the pandemic comes in 2020 and that has impacted our enrollment. As you probably

know, community colleges have been adversely impacted by the pandemic. Our college

enrollment is down. Our specific college is down 26% from 2019; fall 2019 to fall 22 we were
down 26% (from 8800 to 5200). Given the fact that the majority of our funds come from tuition,
student fees, and we have a governing board that refuses to raise property taxes further...

(administrator respondent, 2022)

These colleges are at a financial standstill and it is affecting students in a significant way.

The administrators we interviewed expressed that LeaderShape itself is not an expensive
program; however, the required expenditures for the college to hold Institute make affording the
program nearly impossible. An administrator who worked with LeaderShape for several years stated:

Money is always a challenge. But it's not actually the program [LeaderShape] itself that is the

concern or the user expense. It's the housing. It's feeding and housing people for a week, 70 plus
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people for a week at a community college budget that's a challenge. (administrator respondent,

2022)

LeaderShape’s other programs, Catalyst and Resilience, are more manageable in regard to the amount
of funds the college expends to conduct them and the sociological factors that community college
students face.

Finding #2, Sociological Factor Impact: Sociological factors can negatively impact student engagement
in leadership programs; however, the degree of perceived impact differs between administrators and
students with administrators taking a stronger view.

Administrator View.

Administrators perceive that many of the students who attend community college have so many
obligations outside of school they cannot participate in extracurricular activities such as leadership
development programs. Administrators have a hard time getting students to commit to being involved
in leadership development programming because of their commitments outside of school, i.e., family
obligations, work, taking care of elderly parents, etc.

The community college population is primarily comprised of post-traditional students. As one
administrator we interviewed stated:

...it's just the population of students we serve. So many of them have so many more obligations

outside of school that do not allow them the time to focus on their own leadership

development. When we have parents and students that are taking care of families who are
working multiple jobs...their schedules are very tight where they know what time they have to
come to class then they have to leave right away to get to their next job... (administrator

respondent, 2022)

The majority of the students at community colleges are trying to gain the knowledge they need for self-
improvement so they can focus on having the career they desire and create a better life for themselves

and their families. The administrators we interviewed recognized the multiple responsibilities of their
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students; for example, when asked about what impacts student engagement in extracurricular activities
an administrator stated:

...our students are managing all sorts of life circumstances. A lot of them are caregivers [to

elderly parents]. A lot of them are working. A lot of them have other responsibilities and are

working multiple jobs and are attempting to go to school to get... to not have to work so many
jobs, right? So, they come to school, they learn what they need to learn, then they leave, and

they go do their life. (administrator respondent, 2022)

According to administrators, many students would like to attend leadership development
programs but cannot overcome the barriers that prevent their participation. This is particularly true of
LeaderShape’s Institute program where students spend four days immersed in the program. Students
find it very difficult to participate in Institute because as one administrator expressed:

...the commitment of the students to have to spend a week at an institute that, um, thatis a

huge barrier for them...trying to figure out if students would be able to forgo work or time with

their family for that amount of time right. So that was a barrier. (administrator respondent,

2022)

These barriers must be taken into consideration when planning leadership development programs and
other extracurricular activities for students at community colleges.

Student View.

Community college students rate the likeliness that seven sociological factors might affect
participation in extra-curricular leadership development programs like LeaderShape, on average,
between Neither Likely nor Unlikely (3) and Slightly Likely (4), and closer to the former (aggregate
mean/standard deviation: 3.28+1.10, Figure 11). These factors are moderately to highly correlated with
one another (Pearson, correlation coefficients between 0.48 and 0.65). The neutral likeliness rating is

surprising given what we know from the literature and administrators about the impact of sociological
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factors on the community college experience. In hindsight, however, these respondents were able to
participate in LeaderShape, despite any obstacles, and thus may tend toward rating the factors with a
lower impact.

Figure 11

Average Student Likeliness Rating Across Sociological Factors

Average Student Likeliness Rating for Factor Effect on Participation
scale: Extremely Likely (6) to Extremely Unlikely (0)

1L

Adult student Economic hardship Commuter to Part-time work Part-time Full-time Full-time work
status (i.e., 25 years campus outside of studies attendance attendance outside of studies
of age or dlder)

IS

w

]

-

When looking at the frequency of factors at the more likely end of the scale, economic hardship
is the factor most cited as Extremely Likely or Moderately Likely to affect participation (22%), followed

by being a student >25 years old (17%), and being a commuter (16%) (Figure 12).
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Figure 12
Sociological Factors Rated by Students as Extremely or Moderately Likely to Affect Participation

Frequency of Factors Rated "Extremely Likely" or "Moderately Likely"
Economic hardship

Adult student status (i.e., >25 years of age)

Commuter to campus

Full-time work outside of studies 13%
Part-time attendance 11%
Part-time work outside of studies 11%

Full-time attendance 10%

When asked why characteristics like these might affect participation, some students noted that
stresses about time and money may prohibit focus on extra-curricular activities: “If a student is stressed
about time or money, they are typically going to have their blinders on and less likely to even consider
extra-curricular activities, even if those activities may be helpful for them and their development”
(student respondent, 2022). Though a need to work full or part-time outside of school did not surface in
the top three factors most likely to affect participation, for some it is related to economic hardship in
that it is a resulting activity necessary to remedy economic stress. Another factor mentioned most likely
to impact participation was age with some students feeling that students 25 years of age or older may
be too occupied or not feel connected to the younger population they may be participating with.

When asked about their thoughts on ways to make participation more likely for students
experiencing these factors, students called for alternate approaches such as different methodologies
(online, text), different timing (weekend or evening options for any program and allowing students with
children or work commitments to leave at night and come back in the morning for the residential
Institute program), or community college student-dedicated sessions so participants can be around

those who are like-minded and come from similar situations.
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Recommendations

The overarching theme for our recommendations centers around a more targeted and focused
effort to meet community college stakeholders at their points of need and unique situational

characteristics around student leadership development.

The Community College Program Approach

Recommendation: LeaderShape should seek adjusted programming approaches for community
colleges to meet unique sociologic and environmental needs for this population or find ways to
mitigate these factors within program design.

e Qption: Create and market a hybrid Resilience / Catalyst program which addresses time, fiscal,

and sociological constraints without sacrificing leadership content quality.

Our survey results find that Resilience was rated slightly higher by students over Institute or
Catalyst. Though the percentage of the sample that attended Resilience was low (10%), it is worth
noting that it generated a higher effectiveness score among this population as it is comprised of three 1-
hour asynchronous online modules, effectively meeting community college time and fiscal needs. Our
recommendation is to pair the balanced construct content of Catalyst with desired Resilience program
structure components, particularly online engagement, for a more targeted approach for this
population. Our concern with recommending only Resilience for community college students is in its
fairly singular Adaptive Leadership focus. We wonder if, long-term, the absence of other modern
leadership constructs may contribute to a more muted leadership identity. The act of looking for
synergies from both programs may also generate additional insight for LeaderShape into why Catalyst is
rated lower in effectiveness and stimulate changes in that program that benefit it, and every participant,
overall. Finally, this recommendation would be less time and resource intensive for LeaderShape versus

creating an entirely new program from scratch.
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Community college stakeholders expressed the desire to develop students as leaders and
provided situational context as to why that can be a challenge in the community college environment. In
terms of time, community college students that attended LeaderShape expressed sociological factors
that lead to activities, such as the need to work full or part-time, that may inhibit full participation in a
longer, residential program like LeaderShape’s 4-day flagship program, Institute. Literature supports this
concern with 67% of 2-year public institution students working full or part-time versus 58% for 4-year
students and a bigger differential between 2-year and 4-year students working full-time specifically (32%
versus 17% respectively) (Campbell & Wescott, 2019). Four-year institutions are the targeted institution
type for the Institute program and, given these statistics, there may be less of a time constraint for them

to attend. Catalyst and Resilience can be completed in one day or less, mitigating the factor of time.

Regarding fiscal measures, from the perspective of the community college itself, a lack of state
funding combined with a decrease in enrollment after the pandemic is an issue that is difficult for the
colleges to overcome. These fiscal issues have led to low staffing and an inability to pay for the
resources required to conduct leadership programs such as Institute. Catalyst and Resilience are more
cost effective for community colleges because they do not require the same expenses as Institute. From
a student perspective, economic hardship was mentioned most frequently as extremely or moderately
likely to affect participation in extra-curricular activities. Though the cost of LeaderShape, regardless of
the program, is borne by the institution, the community college student may still experience economic
stress in attending a multi-day program like Institute via missed work time or having to utilize childcare,
two situations mentioned by students in our survey. Some students also mentioned approaches that
LeaderShape could adopt to mitigate time and fiscal concerns, namely: different methodology (online,

text) or different timing (weekends/evenings).
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e Alternative: Seek community college-supportive structural and/or process changes for Institute.

Knowing that Institute is LeaderShape’s flagship program, with significant development and
years of refinement plus the opportunity for higher revenue for LeaderShape, should LeaderShape wish
to continue to market Institute to community colleges, we recommend allowing for more flexibility in
program structure to better meet community college time and fiscal needs. From a student sociological
factor perspective, we suggest considering a shift in the attendance policy, for example, as one student
mentioned in our survey, allowing students with children or work commitments to leave at night and
come back in the morning. Changing the attendance process would be beneficial from the institution’s
fiscal perspective as well. The college could lower their cost of conducting the program by having all
students leave at the end of the day and come back the next instead of paying to house them for the
duration of the program. The college could then offer these students a stipend for gas to help with the
expense of traveling each day. Also, since the students would not be spending the night on-site the

college could save additional money by providing a reduced number of meals.

Program Content Alignment

Recommendation - Alignment of Leadership Competencies: To more closely align with community
college stakeholder expectations, we recommend further development of program objectives and
content to balance modern leadership constructs and competencies.

The first part of our recommendation is recognition of a best practice LeaderShape is employing
and encouragement for them to continue: infusion of the Inclusive leadership competency in their
program objectives and elements. Literature points to the increasing importance of inclusion as a
leadership competency for college students (Komives et al., 2013; Seemiller, 2013). Additionally, this
was supported by our research as community college students that attended LeaderShape rated their
own and a “good leader’s” frequency of exhibiting this behavior as most or next highest. In addition,

community college administrators rated it as the most important competency for student development.
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To enhance the match with modern leadership theory and community college administrator
expectations, we also recommend infusing content around Intellectual Stimulation (Transformational
Leadership) and Balanced Processing (Authentic Leadership). These competencies are a component of
the student leadership competencies mentioned as best practices from literature (Seemiller, 2019) and
by community college stakeholders regarding importance; however, they are missing from
LeaderShape’s definition of leadership. In addition, Intellectual Stimulation, in Seemiller’s (2019)
definition of “Evaluation, Learning and Reasoning” before translation into our construct, is also noted as
a critical workforce leadership competency. An example of how Intellectual Stimulation and Balanced
Processing might be reflected in LeaderShape content is through reinforcement of problem solving

through seeking differing perspectives.

Finally, though the Adaptive Leadership construct did not have a validated scale for its
respective competencies, inclusion of adaptive leadership statements in the survey allowed us to get a
read on suitability. Seemiller’s (2019) student leadership competencies and students’ estimation of a
“good leader” both included the Adaptive Leadership competency of “Social Intelligence: Listening” as
important and thus may be worth further investigation by LeaderShape as to the potential benefits for

inclusion.

Recommendation — Pedagogical Theoretical Orientations: LeaderShape should include the theoretical
orientations for program activities and simulations in their promotional and informational content.

Our recommendation addresses one of the elements of a high-quality leadership program that
LeaderShape’s Institute programs did not meet, which was being based on well-defined theoretical
orientations. We suspect that LeaderShape’s program does meet this element, however they do not
advertise this information when providing information about the programs. For example, the DiSC

instrument used to assess students’ personalities on the second day has been thoroughly evaluated and

is reliable and valid; however, this information is not provided to clients or participants. The theoretical
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orientations of the other LeaderShape activities/simulations, such as Star Power and Earthquake, are
not mentioned or addressed in any of LeaderShape’s documents. Therefore, we strongly suggest that
LeaderShape conducts their own research regarding the theoretical orientations of their activities and
simulations used in each of their programs. This information will give credibility to their leadership
development programs and change and improve the way they promote their program, strengthening
their proposal to partner with the institution.

Limitations

In terms of study limitations, first, the community college student population in our study
already attended a leadership development program. Given their experience, responses may be skewed
to project a stronger leader identity and more muted impact of sociological factors than students that
have not attended a program. External validity, at least to the general community college student
populations at the institutions attended by our survey populations, should be confirmed through a
future study or survey with paired comparison of leadership program attendees and non-attendees
from the same institution to characterize any differences.

Second, without a comparison to LeaderShape attendees from 4-year institutions, our
recommendations to the organization represent planning for a separate set of program elements or
structures which adds complexity to their program model. Comparing to 4-year institution attendees
may reveal areas that are consistent across attendee type, thus promoting solutions that apply to all, or
areas that have a significant difference, thus confirming the necessity for alternate program aspects for
community college students.

Third, we only have self-ratings for community college students in our study. The Dunning-
Kruger Effect posits that an individual may be somewhat unaware of their true competence (or not have
the right level of confidence about their competence), and thus, self-rating may be underestimated or

overestimated and might benefit from an objective external view (The Decision Lab, 2023). Therefore,
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our study’s focus on the view of self without triangulation to an external observer’s rating of the same
characteristics surfaces a gap in corroboration of the degree respondents actually exhibit competencies
in their work or extra-curricular activities and the potential impact it may have on those organizations.

Last, our study would have benefitted from an administrator sample that included more who
worked directly with LeaderShape. Only two of the eight administrators we interviewed had worked
directly with LeaderShape. It would have been beneficial to get the perspectives from more
administrators who worked with LeaderShape to get a broader scope of the experiences various colleges
have had with them in terms of programming, environmental, and sociological factors.

Conclusion

This capstone supported LeaderShape, a non-profit organization that provides student
leadership development programs, in their strategic expansion to the community college population.
Our study sought to uncover community college stakeholder (students and administrators) views on
student leader identity, appropriate program characteristics, and potential environmental and
sociological constraints to program adoption in order to provide targeted program recommendations.
Literature on community college student leadership development is scarce so our theoretical and
conceptual framework focused on three angles: modern leadership theory bounded by four leadership
constructs, identity theory and its relation to student leader identity, and student leadership
development research and best practices. The community college context, including external,
sociological, and environmental factors impacting stakeholders, underpins these angles.

With a goal of uncovering community college stakeholder perceptions and insights, our
guestions focused on characterizing student leader competency definition and identity, contribution of
competencies and program elements to student leader development, and the community college
context impact on program adoption and success. A mixed-methods approach generated breadth via a

survey instrument to collect perceived identity and sociological factor impact from students and depth
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from administrator semi-structured interviews, a program document review, and historical program
effectiveness data.

Data analysis revealed key findings around our questions, such as:

1. Community college students that attended LeaderShape build a leader identity close to
their image of and “ideal” leader across leadership competencies though construct
coverage differs between LeaderShape and community college stakeholders.

2. At least one of LeaderShape’s programs meets the majority of the elements of a high-
quality leadership development program.

3. Environmental (e.g. funding) and sociological factors (e.g. economic hardship) can
negatively impact student engagement in leadership programs or the ability to deliver
them.

Given these findings, our recommendations focus on adjusted content and structural programming
approaches to meet community colleges’ unique sociological, environmental, and student identity
needs.

In conclusion, this research provides LeaderShape with a starting point to speak to specific
community college stakeholder needs regarding student leadership development. This may lead to
increased engagements with community colleges, both supporting LeaderShape’s realization of their
strategic goal and, importantly, building leadership potential in community college students, a key

population that is often overlooked.



70

References

Astin, A. W. (1993). What matters in college: Four critical years revisited. Jossey-Bass.

Astin, A. W., & Astin, H. S. (2000). Leadership reconsidered: Engaging higher education in social change.

W. K. Kellogg Foundation.

Bailey, T. R., Jaggars, S. S., & Jenkins, D. (2015). Redesigning America’s Community Colleges: A Clearer

Path to Student Success. Harvard University Press.

Bass, B., & Avolio, B. J. (1995). Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire. Mind Garden.

Boggs, G. R., & McPhail, C. J. (2016). Practical leadership in community colleges: Navigating today’s

challenges. John Wiley & Sons.

Calcagno, J. C,, Bailey, T., Jenkins, D., Kienzl, G., & Leinbach, T. (2008). Community college student
success: What institutional characteristics make a difference? Economics of Education Review,

27(6), 632—645. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2007.07.003

Campbell, T. & Wescott, J. (2019). Profile of undergraduate students: Attendance, distance and remedial
education, degree program and field of study, demographics, financial aid, financial literacy,
employment, and military status: 2015—-16. National Center for Education Statistics.

https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2019/2019467.pdf

Carifio, J. (2010). Development and validation of a measure of relational leadership: Implications for
leadership theory and policies. Current Research in Psychology, 1.

https://doi.org/10.3844/crpsp.2010.16.28

Castro, D. & Clyde, C. (2018). College education as a powerful incubator of social and emotional

development. Social Innovations Journal, 44.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2007.07.003
https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2019/2019467.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3844/crpsp.2010.16.28

71

https://socialinnovationsjournal.org/editions/issue-44/112-new-innovative-strategy-

articles/2760-college-education-as-a-powerful-incubator-of-social-and-emotional-development

Cunliffe, A. L., & Eriksen, M. (2011). Relational leadership. Human Relations, 64(11), 1425-1449.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726711418388

Day, D. V., & Harrison, M. M. (2007). A multilevel, identity-based approach to leadership development.
Human Resource Management Review, 17(4), 360-373.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2007.08.007

Edgecombe, N. (2022). Public funding of community colleges. Community College Research Center.

https://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/publications/public-funding-community-colleges.html

Eich, D. (2008). A grounded theory of high-quality leadership programs: Perspectives from student
leadership development programs in higher education. Journal of Leadership & Organizational

Studies, 15(2), 176-187. https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051808324099

Gardner, W. L., Avolio, B. J., Luthans, F., May, D. R., & Walumbwa, F. (2005). “Can you see the real me?”

A self-based model of authentic leader and follower development. The Leadership Quarterly,

16(3), 343-372. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2005.03.003

Jacoby, B. (2014). Engaging commuter, part-time, and returning adult students. In Quaye, Stephen John
& Harper, Shaun R. (Eds.), Student engagement in higher education (2nd ed., pp. 305-322).

Taylor & Francis.

Judge, T.A., Woolf, E.F., Hurst, C., & Livingston, B. (2008). Leadership. In Barling, J. (Ed.), The Sage

handbook of organizational behavior (pp. 334-352). Sage Publishing.


https://socialinnovationsjournal.org/editions/issue-44/112-new-innovative-strategy-articles/2760-college-education-as-a-powerful-incubator-of-social-and-emotional-development
https://socialinnovationsjournal.org/editions/issue-44/112-new-innovative-strategy-articles/2760-college-education-as-a-powerful-incubator-of-social-and-emotional-development
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726711418388
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2007.08.007
https://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/publications/public-funding-community-colleges.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051808324099
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2005.03.003

72

Kalay, E., Brender-llan, Y., & Kantor, J. (2020). Authentic leadership outcomes in detail-oriented
occupations: Commitment, role-stress, and intentions to leave. Journal of Management and

Organization, 26(5), 832—849. https://doi.org/10.1017/im0.2018.8

Komives, S. R, Lucas, N., & McMahon, T. R. (2013). Exploring leadership: For college students who want

to make a difference. John Wiley & Sons.

LeaderShape. (2022). Program catalog 2022-2023.

Maricopa County Community College District/MCCCD. (2022). Fast facts: 2022-2023.

https://www.maricopa.edu/about/institutional-data/dashboards/fast-facts

Miscenko, D., Guenter, H & Day, D. V. (2017). Am | a leader? Examining leader identity development
over time. The Leadership Quarterly, 28, 605-620.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.01.004

Owen, J. E. (2012). Examining the design and delivery of collegiate student leadership development
programs: Findings from the multi-institutional study of leadership institutional survey: A

national report. National Clearinghouse for Leadership Programs.

Priest, K. L., & Middleton, E. (2016). Exploring leader identity and development. New Directions for

Student Leadership, 2016(149), 37-47.

Reyes, D. L., Dinh, J., Lacerenza, C. N., Marlow, S. L., Joseph, D. L., & Salas, E. (2019). The state of higher
education leadership development program evaluation: A meta-analysis, critical review, and
recommendations. The Leadership Quarterly, 30(5), 101311.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2019.101311

Seemiller, C. (2013). The student leadership competencies guidebook: Designing intentional leadership

learning and development. John Wiley & Sons.


https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2018.8
https://www.maricopa.edu/about/institutional-data/dashboards/fast-facts
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2019.101311

73

Seemiller, C. (2021). Preparing leaders of tomorrow: An analysis of leadership competencies within
accredited academic program learning outcomes. Journal of Leadership Studies, 15(1), 6-27.

https://doi.org/10.1002/jls.21737

Smart, J. C., & Hamm, R. E. (1993). Organizational culture and effectiveness in two-year colleges.

Research in Higher Education, 34(1), 95-106. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00991865

The Decision Lab. (2023). Cognitive biases: A list of the most relevant biases in behavioral economics.

https://thedecisionlab.com/biases

Ursachi, G., Horodnic, I. A., & Zait, A. (2015). How reliable are measurement scales? External factors with
indirect influence on reliability estimators. Procedia Economics and Finance, 20(2015), 678-686.

https://doi.org/10.1016/52212-5671(15)00123-9

van de Geest, G. (2021, January 20). Are you on authentic leader? Complete the questionnaire to find

out! LinkedIn. https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/you-authentic-leader-complete-questionnaire-

find-out-van-de-geest/

Walumbwa, F. O., Avolio, B. J., Gardner, W. L., Wernsing, T. S., & Peterson, S. J. (2008). Authentic
leadership: Development and validation of a theory-based measure. Journal of Management,

34(1), 89-126. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307308913

Wheeldon, J. & Ahlberg, M. K. (2011). Visualizing social science research: Maps, methods, & meaning.

Sage Publications.

Wyner, J. S. (2019). What excellent community colleges do: Preparing all students for success. Harvard

Education Press.


https://doi.org/10.1002/jls.21737
https://thedecisionlab.com/biases
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2212-5671(15)00123-9
https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/you-authentic-leader-complete-questionnaire-find-out-van-de-geest/
https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/you-authentic-leader-complete-questionnaire-find-out-van-de-geest/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307308913

74

Yadusky, K., Kheang, S., & Hoggan, C. (2021). Helping underprepared students succeed: Minimizing
threats to identity. Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 45(6), 423-436.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10668926.2020.1719939

Yukl, G. (2012). Effective leadership behavior: What we know and what questions need more attention.

Academy of Management Perspectives, 26(4), 66—85. https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2012.0088

Yukl, G., & Mahsud, R. (2010). Why flexible and adaptive leadership is essential. Consulting Psychology

Journal: Practice and Research, 62(2), 81-93. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019835

Yukl, G., Mahsud, R., Prussia, G., & Hassan, S. (2019). Effectiveness of broad and specific leadership

behaviors. Personnel Review, 48(3), 774-783. https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-03-2018-0100

Zimmerman-Oster, K., & Burkhardt, J. C. (1999). Leadership in the making: A comprehensive
examination of the impact of leadership development programs on students. The Journal of

Leadership Studies, 6(3/4), 50-66.


https://doi.org/10.1080/10668926.2020.1719939
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2012.0088
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019835
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-03-2018-0100

Appendix A: Survey Instrument

Note: Per contract with the inventory provider, individual competency scale items except for one
example are redacted given their intellectual property.

Leadership Gompetencies and the Community College Experience (in conjunction with LeaderShape)

Intro

VANDERBILT
UNIVERSITY

Welcome! Our project is interested in your perceptions regarding leadership and identity development. As a
former participant of LeaderShape while attending cormmunity college, you have been specifically selected to
provide your perspective.

You will be asked to answer some questions relevant toleadership competencies and the impact of community
college experience factors on participation in leadership development programs. Your responses will be kept
completely confidential.

The survey should take around 15 minutesto complete. Your participation in this project is voluntary and you
have the right to withdraw at any point. For your participation and completion of the survey, you are eligible to be
entered into a drawing for one of two $50 Amazon.com e-gift cards.

The Principal Investigators of this project can be contacted at sharon.m.gloyer@vanderbilt.edu or
tammy.mattison@vanderbilt.edu.

By selecting the option below to proceed, you acknowledge:
* Your participation in the project is voluntary.
+ You are 18 years of age or older.
* You are aware that you may choose to terminate your participation at any time for any reason.

() | agree, begin the survey

) | donot agree; | do not wish to participate
LeaderShape Experience

The following questions relate to your LeaderShape experience and the extent to which it shapes your identity as
a leader today. Please indicate your answers by selecting the appropriate responses.

Which LeaderShape program did you attend?
() Catalyst

() Courageous Dialogue

) Institute

~ .
() Resilience

Which community college did you attend while participating in LeaderShape?

How many years has it been since you attended LeaderShape?
] 01
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(] 45
() 67
) 89

] 10+

In general, LeaderShape was a valuable experience in developing my capacity to lead.

Somewhat Neither agree nor
Strongly disagree Disagree disagree disagree Somewhat agree Agree Strongly agree
-~ ~ . ~ - ~ P
@] @] @] 9] @] @] Q

What percentage of how you define yourself as a leader taday do you attribute to your LeaderShape experience?

Percentage

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Percentage of how you
define yourself as a
leader attributed to your
LeaderShape
experience

Leadership Competencies

In this section, we would like to know your perceptions on leadership competencies. Please indicate your
answers by selecting your desired responses.

Thinking about someone you know personally (i.e., teacher, supervisor, advisor, mentor, family member, etc.)
that you consider to be a good leader, describe the leadership style of this individual as you perceive it.
Judge how frequently each statement fits the person you are describing.

Use the following rating scale: Not at all (0}, Once in a while (1), Sometimes (2), Fairly often (3), Frequently, if not
always (4)

If an item is irrelevant, or if you are unsure or do not know the answer, leave the answer blank.
Frequently, if not

Not at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairly often always
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