The University of Southern Mississippi

The Aquila Digital Community
Dissertations
Spring 2019

Essential Leadership Competencies for College Presidents in a
Metrics-Driven Community College System
Mark McLean
University of Southern Mississippi

Follow this and additional works at: https://aquila.usm.edu/dissertations
Part of the Leadership Studies Commons

Recommended Citation
McLean, Mark, "Essential Leadership Competencies for College Presidents in a Metrics-Driven
Community College System" (2019). Dissertations. 1653.
https://aquila.usm.edu/dissertations/1653

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by The Aquila Digital Community. It has been accepted
for inclusion in Dissertations by an authorized administrator of The Aquila Digital Community. For more
information, please contact Joshua.Cromwell@usm.edu.

ESSENTIAL LEADERSHIP COMPETENCIES FOR COLLEGE
PRESIDENTS IN A METRICS-DRIVEN COMMUNITY COLLEGE
SYSTEM

by
Mark Russell McLean

A Dissertation
Submitted to the Graduate School,
the College of Arts and Sciences
and the School of Interdisciplinary Studies and Professional Development
at The University of Southern Mississippi
in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements
for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy

Approved by:
Dr. Heather M. Annulis, Committee Chair
Dr. H. Quincy Brown
Dr. Cyndi H. Gaudet
Dr. Dale L. Lunsford

____________________
Dr. Heather M. Annulis
Committee Chair

____________________
Dr. Cyndi H. Gaudet
Director of School

May 2019

____________________
Dr. Karen S. Coats
Dean of the Graduate School

COPYRIGHT BY

Mark Russell McLean

2019

Published by the Graduate School

ABSTRACT
Leaders in higher education face more change than ever before in a complex,
challenging, and continually shifting social, political, and economic environment (Kezar
& Holcombe, 2017). As a result, presidents are increasingly accountable for performance
and metrics serve as an important component of accountability (PricewaterhouseCoopers,
2017). However, presidents may not possess the “rare combination of skills that enables
them to be both strong transactional and operational leaders as well as more visionary and
transformational ones” (Pelletier, 2016, p. 31). As a consequence, leadership failure
produces significant adverse results for presidents and institutions including the loss of
positions and the threat of college closures (Featherman, 2014). Therefore, the current
study identifies and prioritizes the essential leadership competencies for college
presidents in a metrics-driven environment. The purposefully selected participant sample
consists of the System President and Institution Chancellors of the Louisiana Community
and Technical College System (LCTCS), selected as a group of experts due to their
participation and experience in the LCTCS metrics-driven environment of LA2020
strategic goals. This Delphi study focuses on the experiences of college presidents in a
metrics-driven environment. Findings suggest the importance of metrics related
leadership competencies and the balancing of factors relating to metrics.
Recommendations are presented for a new higher education leadership competency
model and framework for higher education transformation in a metrics-driven
environment.
Keywords: higher education, leadership competencies, transformation,
accountability, metrics
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CHAPTER I – INTRODUCTION
Leaders in higher education face more change than ever before in a complex,
challenging, and continually shifting social, political, and economic environment (Kezar
& Holcombe, 2017). Deloitte’s 2018 Higher Education Industry Outlook indicates
college and university leaders encounter new disruptions and unprecedented pressures
from internal and external forces across the academic enterprise (Deloitte, 2018). The
higher education industry is “certain to remain in flux for the foreseeable future”
(PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2017, p. 17).
The education industry in the United States represents nearly 10% of the nation’s
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) with an estimated $1.3 trillion in annual expenditures
(Cohen, 2015). Higher education represents approximately 40% of the overall education
industry (Beardsley, 2018). As one of the country’s most unstoppable growth sectors, the
number of higher education institutions rose by over 30% between 1990 and 2010
(Thompson, 2017). America’s higher education institutions function as domestic
economic engines, enabled by the investment of federal and state funds over the past 150
years, and attract students from around the world (Banowsky & Mims, 2016).
However, the higher education industry continues to dramatically shift and evolve
(Deloitte, 2017). Institutional finances rank as a top pressure for colleges and universities
as the industry shifts in financial uncertainty and funding (Pelletier, 2016). Only 53% of
university presidents agree their institution will continue as viable over the next 10 years
(Jaschik & Lederman, 2018). State funding of public institutions for the academic year
ending in 2017 totaled nearly $9 billion below the 2008 level; a period referred to as a
“lost decade in higher education funding” (Mitchell, Leachman, & Masterson, 2017, p.
1

1). Of 49 states analyzed, 44 spent less per student in the academic year ending in 2017
compared to 2008 and state spending overall remains well below historical levels
(Mitchell et al., 2017). Institutions experience the impact of significant state investment
decreases as institutional revenue from state appropriations in 2015 represented on
average only 12%, down from a high of approximately 60% in 1980 (Banowsky & Mims,
2016). Ironically, institutions constructed buildings and expanded facilities during those
35 years with the anticipation of increasing offerings and accommodating more students
(Banowsky & Mims, 2016).
The higher education industry experiences shifts in demographics and enrollment
(Pierce, 2018). College and university enrollment continues six years of decline in the
United States (Busteed, 2018). Projections indicate the current decline in student
enrollment will continue (Pierce, 2018) as the demographics of the traditional student
population continue to evolve (Eshleman, 2018). The national enrollment decline
represents a 2.3% (63,000) single year decrease of first-time college students, 13% single
year decrease of first-time students over the age of twenty-four, and a decline of overall
adult student enrollments by 1.5 million since 2010 (Fain, 2017). Enrollment may have
peaked under the current higher education model between 1970 and 2014 as
undergraduate enrollment increased by over 5.5 million (Auter, 2017). However,
compared to the enrollment peak in 2011, 2.4 million fewer students attend college
(Busteed, 2018).
The higher education industry also experiences shifts in public perception and
confidence as the public questions the value of a degree as costs of college outpace
incomes and student debt hit record high levels (Eshleman, 2018). Over two-thirds of the
2

respondents participating in a survey conducted by New America disagree with the
statement “higher education in America is fine how it is” (Fishman, Ekowo, & Ezeugo,
2017, p. 12). Average college tuition surged 440% nationally over the past 25 years, a
rate four times higher than inflation (Lindsay, 2015), while the growth of the median
household income remains relatively flat (Thompson, 2017). In the last 40 years, tuition
cost rose 1,200%, far outpacing the increase in health-care (634%) and the Consumer
Price Index (279%) during the same period (Cohen, 2015). As enrollment decreases
continue, institutions close at an accelerating rate for over four-straight-years, with 2016
marking the worst year this century (Thompson, 2017). The tuition, enrollment, and
closure statistics cause some experts to predict the higher education industry bubble
destined to burst (Thompson, 2017).
The higher education industry shifts in leader and institutional accountability as
policymakers increasingly hold leaders and institutions accountable to demonstrate
improvement in institutional performance and student outcome measures, a shift from the
traditional focus on inputs such as enrollment (Li & Zumeta, 2015). As a standard of
measurement, metrics are foundational and integral to accountability (Aaserud, 2015).
Due to increasing accountability, higher education leaders and institutions must operate
effectively in an environment focusing on strategic metrics (Soares, Steele, & Wayt,
2016). A metrics-driven environment is an environment that holds leaders accountable
through metrics for achieving strategic results (Podeschi, 2016).
Boards are taking action more quickly and giving presidents less time to work out
problems and achieve results due to extreme economic and academic pressures (Seltzer,
2017a). The challenges college and university presidents face cause struggle and in some
3

cases a loss of employment (Harris & Ellis, 2018). The frequency of involuntary
presidential turnover increases as the number in 2013-2016 nearly doubles (Harris &
Ellis, 2018). The 2001-2004 and 2008-2016 periods represent the highest periods of
presidential turnover in 28 years (Harris & Ellis, 2018). Based on the study conducted by
Harris and Ellis (2018) covering 1,029 presidential terms, across 246 institutions from
1988 to 2016, college and university presidents face challenges contributing to turnover,
including financial controversy, loss of system and board confidence, and poor judgment
and fit for the institution. The American College President Study 2017 conducted by the
American Council of Education projects a higher level of presidential turnover in the near
future due in part to the trend of shorter presidential tenures (American Council on
Education, 2017).
Leadership failure results in significant adverse consequences for presidents and
institutions (Featherman, 2014). Institutions close or merge as the total number of higher
education institutions decrease 9% from a high of 7,416 institutions in 2012-2013 to
6,760 in 2016-2017, the first time below 7,000 higher education institutions since 20092010 (Lederman, 2017). Only 53% of college presidents agree their institution will
remain viable over the next 10 years, while 13% indicate they could envision their
institution closing or merging within five years (Jaschik & Lederman, 2018). Some
extreme projections predict bankruptcy for half of American colleges and universities in
the next 10-15 years (Hess, 2017).
An uptick in the number of institutions closing, merging, or considering merging
provides a somber indication of higher education leadership in the shifting environment
(Lederman, 2018). Many colleges in perilous financial situations across public, private
4

and for-profit institutions will merge to survive (Jaschik & Lederman, 2018).
Approximately one-third of presidents predict more than 10 institutions will close or
merge within the next year, while over 10% predict the possibility of demise for their
institution within the next five years (Lederman, 2018). As accountability pressures
increase and enrollment/revenue metrics decline, some question the ability of institutions
to reinvent themselves (Frey, 2013).
As college presidents focus on achieving strategic results, they must measure
what matters (Ariely, 2010). Psychologists and economists agree, “what you measure is
what you’ll get” (Ariely, 2010, p. 38), because individuals adjust behavior based on
measures they are held against. Presidents and institutions who lack foresight and
innovation to deliver strategic results could risk decreased competitive advantage, or
worse, extinction (Gardner, 2017). As the higher education industry continues to shift
and evolve, so must the skills and capabilities of higher education leaders (Soares et al.,
2016).
Background of the Study
Consensus among stakeholders maintains that higher education costs too much,
delivers too little, and must change (Banowsky & Mims, 2016). While the higher
education industry has grown, the college experience has not dramatically changed over
the past 100 years as students select a major, choose a school, purchase books, attend
classes, complete assignments, take tests, earn grades, graduate, and work to pay off debt
incurred along the way (Hullinger, 2015). Institutions remain reluctant to move away
from decisions, practices, and investments made over the past 100 years that lack
alignment with current industry demands (Banowsky & Mims, 2016). A situation similar
5

to the U.S. government, where almost 20% into the 21st century, the overall structure and
operational model continues seemingly unchanged since the early 20th century,
approximately 100 years later (White House, 2018). Concerns abound whether higher
education, operating in a rapidly evolving world and designed since its inception as
protected from the volatility of outside forces, possesses the ability necessary to adapt
fast enough to society and the industry’s new realities (Seltzer, 2018b).
As the higher education industry experiences dramatic change, institutional
leadership should deploy strategies to approach change and respond proactively across
the academic enterprise to modernize demands (Deloitte, 2018). Leadership,
characterized as an intentional process, should ultimately foster change towards a future
state desired or valued by an institution (Astin & Astin, 2000). Higher education leaders
who are acutely aware of pressures and shifts in the industry and approach change
positively and proactively ensure better positioning for their personal and institutional
future success (PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2017). Higher education leaders and
institutions willing and able to evolve have the greatest prospect for long-term survival,
and those who do not could become “irrelevant bystanders to likely the most dynamic
period in human history” (Lichtman, 2017, p. 1).
Challenging market conditions in the higher education industry no longer provide
an excuse for leaders to avoid scrutiny for individual and institutional performance
(Seltzer, 2018c). While indications signify industry disruption accelerating, many higher
education leaders remain in denial (Cohen, 2015). Some higher education leaders
attempt to justify previous decisions and institutional performance by describing a unique
story that could not result in institutional closure (Seltzer, 2017a). Higher education
6

leaders with an emphasis on survival consider steps their institutions should take to avoid
going out of business and decisions they must make to keep their jobs (Horn, 2018).
Balancing the legacy of institutional history with the requirement of leading for the future
presents a challenge for higher education leaders as they attempt to deliver on a vision for
the future while constrained by decisions of the past (Seltzer, 2018d).
During this time of evolution in the higher education industry, colleges and
universities increasingly look for transformational leaders to take institutions to “the next
level” (Selingo, Chheng, & Clark, 2017, p. 18). Transformational leadership focuses on a
future vision with the overall goal of reinventing the institution and creating a new or
enhanced business model (Ashkenas, 2015). Leaders may need to abandon operating
approaches relatively unchanged in the higher education industry for over a century to
implement new business models and transform institutions (Lichtman, 2017).
Successful leaders in higher education, particularly during challenging times, will
be leaders who have the ability to envision the future and demonstrate the capabilities to
implement a strategic vision (Pelletier, 2016). In a recent study of college presidents, the
American Council on Education advises leaders must leverage metrics and analytics to
improve decision making and address the future (American Council on Education, 2017).
Tennessee Governor Bill Haslam, elected in 2011, leverages metrics to drive strategic
results. Haslam set a goal that 55% of Tennesseans will earn a postsecondary credential
by 2025 (Ratnesar, 2018). Tennessee continues progress towards goal achievement with
results up from 33.3% in 2012 to 40.7% in 2018 (Ratnesar, 2018).
Leaders with a strong focus on strategic priorities, emphasize efficiency and
productivity, and tout accountability for achieving strategic outcomes (Feser, Mayol, &
7

Srinivasan, 2015). Accountability, leading to and evident in a metrics-driven
environment, focuses on the efficiency of resources and emerges as the future
environment for higher education (Li & Zumeta, 2015). Leaders focusing on results,
develop and cast a vision, set strategic objectives, and ensure follow through to achieve
results (Feser et al., 2015).
Effective leadership in higher education may require additional skills for specific
settings (Reille & Kezar, 2010). Leadership solutions to future higher education
challenges require fresh perspectives and a willingness to proactively move in innovative
directions depending on relevant circumstances (Pelletier, 2016). Proactive higher
education leaders address the evolution of change in their respective institutional
environments in creative and innovative ways (Li & Zumeta, 2015). Leadership
approaches should address changing and specific higher education environments to
mitigate the chance of failure in leading change (Buller, 2014).
Higher education leaders must possess the skills and capabilities required for
effectiveness in today’s dynamic higher education industry (Selingo et al., 2017). As
leaders face complex challenges, leadership competencies reflect as building blocks of
knowledge, skills, and abilities to help leaders become more effective (Hollenbeck,
McCall, & Silzer, 2006). Competencies provide support to individuals as stated by
Hollenbeck et al. (2006):
Competencies help individuals by summarizing the experience and insight of
seasoned leaders, specifying a range of useful leader behaviors, providing a tool
that individuals can use for their self-development, and outlining a leadership
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framework that can be used to help select, develop, and understand leadership
effectiveness. (p. 402)
Higher education leaders who do not demonstrate an evolving set of competencies could
face failure in leading organizations forward (Soares et al., 2016). Hollenbeck et al.
(2006) emphasize the importance of identifying essential competencies and competency
modeling as “helpful to both individuals and organizations in developing leadership
skills” (p. 402).
Ideally, higher education leaders possess the required competencies for an
evolving higher education industry (Kezar & Holcombe, 2017). A report by the
American Council on Education emphasizes the importance of evolving leadership
competencies by stating that “a changing environmental context in higher education
requires new leadership skills and approaches” (Kezar & Holcombe, 2017, p. v). Higher
education leaders lacking the capacity to confront challenges with creativity and
innovation, and unwilling to look beyond traditions and comfortable practices, may not
be able to move institutions in new required directions (Pelletier, 2016). Dopson et al.
(2016) convey a sense of urgency to evaluate leadership capabilities and support higher
education leadership development. Leadership ranks as the top concern related to the
current higher education economic model (Soares et al., 2016). As a result, leadership
development and effectiveness need additional empirical exploration, particularly across
differentiated higher education settings (Dopson et al., 2016).
Present and growing concerns exist over ineffective college president leadership,
specifically over not evolving as the higher education industry continues to evolve (Kezar
& Holcombe, 2017). Pelletier (2016) describes the critical nature of the higher education
9

situation: “Leadership is more important than ever, and the choices ahead are more urgent
and complex than those in the past” (p. 34). Higher education institutional leadership,
along with leaders in other industries, must demonstrate an evolving set of competencies
to drive economic model changes and achieve long-term sustainability (Soares et al.,
2016). Therefore, identifying essential leadership competencies can support higher
education leadership development and success (Dopson et al., 2016).
Statement of the Problem
Ideally, college and university presidents possess the necessary competencies to
lead institutions forward in the turbulent higher education environment (Kezar &
Holcombe, 2017). Presidents must envision a new future for higher education and shape
strategies to strengthen their institutions (Pelletier, 2016). In reality, a gap widens
between the demands placed on today’s leaders and their ability to deliver on those
demands (Sturm et al., 2017); higher education leaders may be unprepared to lead
effectively (Dopson et al., 2016). Presidents face an evolving higher education
environment with “pressures from internal and external forces ranging from federal and
state government policy, rule, and regulatory changes to the ongoing challenges and
demands from constituents such as parents, alumni, and students” (Deloitte, 2018, p. 1).
As a result, presidents are increasingly accountable for performance and metrics serve as
an important component of accountability (PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2017). However,
presidents may not possess the “rare combination of skills that enables them to be both
strong transactional and operational leaders as well as more visionary and
transformational ones” (Pelletier, 2016, p. 31). As a consequence, leadership failure
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produces significant adverse results for presidents and institutions including loss of
positions and threat of college closures (Featherman, 2014).
Purpose of the Study
As the demand for presidents to demonstrate an evolving set of competencies
increases, the essential leadership competencies required must be identified for an
environment leveraging metrics to drive institutional change (Soares et al., 2016).
Therefore, the purpose of the current study is to identify and prioritize the essential
leadership competencies for college presidents in a metrics-driven environment.
Identifying and prioritizing leadership competencies can support the ongoing efforts of
presidents to lead successfully in the evolving higher education industry. Additionally,
identifying the leadership competencies can support the development of leaders in higher
education and prepare them to lead and thereby avoid adverse consequences for
themselves and their institutions.
Research Objectives
The objectives of the current study focus on required leadership competencies in
the evolving higher education industry, particularly in a metrics-driven environment. The
research question for this study is, what are the essential and most important leadership
competencies for college presidents in a metrics-driven environment? The research
objectives (RO) below form the basis of the study:
RO1: Describe the demographic attributes of the participants in the study (i.e.,
current role, years in the position, education, and total years of higher
education experience).

11

RO2: Identify the essential leadership competencies for college presidents in a
metrics-driven environment.
RO3: Prioritize the essential leadership competencies for college presidents in a
metrics-driven environment.
Conceptual Framework
The identification and prioritization of the essential leadership competencies for
college presidents in a metrics-driven environment is the outcome of the current study as
illustrated in the conceptual framework (see Figure 1). As depicted in the diagram, the
turbulent and evolving higher education industry presents significant challenges for
college presidents (Kezar & Holcombe, 2017). Current college presidents experience an
environment of increasing accountability where metrics aid in achieving strategic
outcomes (Pelletier, 2015). The higher education shifting landscape and increasing
institutional accountability drive institutions toward a metrics-driven environment (Li &
Zumeta, 2015). A metrics-driven environment increases accountability for higher
education leaders and institutions (PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2017). Identifying and
prioritizing the essential leadership competencies in a metrics-driven environment can
support leader and institutional effectiveness (Soares et al., 2016).
Human capital development, transformational leadership, and leadership
competencies provide the theoretical foundation for the current study. Human capital
development supports the current study from an individual, organizational, and
performance improvement perspective. Swanson and Holton (2009) define human
capital development as “a process of developing and unleashing expertise for the purpose
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of improving performance” (p. 99). Becker (1962) in early writings describes the
“imbedding of resources in people” (p. 9) as “investing in human capital” (p. 9).
Transformational leadership relates to the study from a change leadership and
strategic performance outcome perspective. Avolio, Walumbwa, and Weber (2009)
describe transformational leadership as positively associated with leadership
effectiveness and the leadership effects evidenced in performance outcomes.
Transformational leaders move followers beyond individual self-interests for the good of
the organization and motivate followers to accomplish more than expected in striving for
strategic outcomes (Bass, 1997).

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework
Leadership competencies support leadership development and effectiveness in
this study. Hollenbeck et al. (2006) provide the context that competency models are
“helpful to both individuals and organizations in developing leadership skills” (p. 402).
13

Identifying and developing the abilities essential for leadership success can improve
competence and overall effectiveness (McClelland, 1973).
Significance of the Study
The study supports college presidents and higher education institution success,
contributes to scholarly research, helps improve the practice of leading, enables
leadership development, and applies to multiple stakeholders. College presidents benefit
by having a leadership framework to help understand leadership effectiveness and
institutions benefit by linking leader behaviors to strategic goals (Hollenbeck et al.,
2006). The study contributes to scholarly research on leadership competencies in higher
education. The need and opportunity exist to study preferred competencies in practice
(Eddy, 2012) and add to existing literature by exploring leadership competencies within
specific institutional settings (Reille & Kezar, 2010). Identifying the competencies
enables leaders to assess current capabilities and pursue professional development
opportunities to achieve individual and institutional effectiveness and success. The
current study focuses on identifying and prioritizing the essential leadership
competencies in a higher education metrics-driven environment.
The current research helps improve the practice of leading in a metrics-driven
higher education environment. Leaders of higher education institutions must carefully
consider understanding successful leadership concepts (Kezar & Holcombe, 2017). The
current study leverages the personal insights of college presidents to identify and
prioritize the essential leadership competencies to enable successful leadership practices.
The current research enables leadership development. College presidents rank
leadership development as a top professional development need (Selingo et al., 2017).
14

Individuals and organizations benefit by specifying useful leader behaviors and indicating
the importance of those behaviors (Hollenbeck et al., 2006). The current study focuses
on leading successfully by identifying and prioritizing the essential competencies that
will contribute to higher education leadership development.
The study applies to multiple stakeholders including state and local governments
where accountability and performance expectations of higher education institutions
continue to increase. Professional development leaders can leverage the results of the
study to inform and enhance leadership development opportunities for current and future
leaders. Students can benefit from better-prepared leaders addressing the myriad of
challenges in the higher education industry.
Delimitations
Delimitations are “self-imposed boundaries set by the researcher on the purpose
and scope of the study” (Lunenburg & Irby, 2008, p. 134). The purpose of the current
research is to identify and prioritize the essential leadership competencies of college
presidents during a single point in time and at one state-college system. Studying college
presidents during a single point in time and at one state-college system is a delimitation
because the research does not encompass the national population of college presidents
operating in a metrics-driven environment. Additionally, the study does not include
college presidents of other higher education institutions across the state outside the
system nor leaders below the level of president primarily due to time and resource
constraints.
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Assumptions
Assumptions are “postulates, premises, and propositions that are accepted as
operational for purposes of the research” (p. 135) and may include the “nature, analysis,
and interpretation of the data” (Lunenburg & Irby, 2008, p. 135). The current research
assumes essential leadership competencies required by college presidents in the state
college system are equivalent to those of similarly situated institutional leaders across
other higher education communities. The current research assumes a willingness and
availability to participate by the specific population of interest. Additionally, the current
study assumes transparency and honesty in response to questions posed and that the
responses accurately reflect the professional opinions of study participants.
Definition of Key Terms
The key terms utilized in the current research are defined below.
1. Accountability. “An obligation or willingness to accept responsibility or to
account for one's actions” (Accountability, n.d.) and “greater accountability
pressures,” (p. v) is a challenge facing higher education leadership (Kezar &
Holcombe, 2017).
2. Competencies. “Knowledge, skills, behaviors, and attributes, that are
important for effective leadership and strengthen the probability of achieving
desirable organizational outcomes” (Smith & Wolverton, 2010, p. 61).
3. Culture of inquiry. A culture that is “open to mining the full benefits of what
data reveals” (Pelletier, 2015, p. 7).
4. Data-driven decision making. “Decision makers develop policies and
implement practices informed by relevant data” (Cox et al., 2017, p. 836).
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5. Essential competencies. Essential defined as “of the utmost importance”
(Essential, n.d.) and essential competencies are those essential for “effective
leadership” in higher education (McNair, 2009, p. 206).
6. Involuntary turnover. “Those instances in which the institution terminates or
forces the resignation” (Harris & Ellis, 2018, p. 295) of the college president.
7. Leadership competencies. “The knowledge and skills necessary for effective
leadership” (Sturm et al., 2017, p. 350).
8. Metrics-driven environment. An environment where leaders and institutions
are “accountable for delivering results that are integrated with the overall
business strategy” (Murphy & Zandvakili, 2000, p. 95).
9. Metrics-driven leadership. The capability of college presidents to
“distinguish themselves by using business model thinking to understand their
enterprises” (Soares et al., 2016, p. 36).
10. President. A term used interchangeably for “college, university, and system
presidents and chancellors” (p. 69) across two and four-year institutions
(Astin & Astin, 2000).
11. Transformational leadership. “Builds commitment to organizational
objectives and empowers followers to accomplish those objectives” (Sturm et
al., 2017, p. 352).
Organization of the Study
The presentation of the current study organizes into five chapters. The first and
current chapter presents an overview of relevant background issues, the conceptual
framework of the constructs comprising the research, and the limitations, delimitations,
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assumptions, and key terms contained in the study. The second chapter provides an
overview of relevant literature regarding the components of the current study. The third
chapter outlines the current research design and methodology and includes justification
for both. The fourth chapter provides an analysis of the research findings in the context
of the research purpose and objectives. The fifth and final chapter offers research
findings, conclusions, and recommendations.
Chapter Summary
The chapter addresses changes occurring in the evolving higher education
industry including financial uncertainty and funding, demographics and enrollment,
public perception and confidence, and leader and institutional accountability. The
chapter also discusses leadership’s critical role in successfully performing in the turbulent
higher education environment. Relevant statistics demonstrate the realities of higher
education leadership failure including the closing of institutions and college president
firings. The need to identify and prioritize the essential leadership competencies in a
metrics-driven environment was also addressed.
The research objectives were provided along with the conceptual framework of
the study and the theoretical foundation. The significance of the study was described in
relation to college president and institutional success, leadership development, and the
potential benefit to multiple stakeholders. Following the limitations, delimitations,
assumptions, and definition of key terms, the chapter concluded with the organization of
the study. The literature review in the following chapter addresses the areas noted above
for further exploration of leadership’s critical role in the turbulent and evolving higher
education industry.
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CHAPTER II – LITERATURE REVIEW
As described by Swanson and Holton (2005), “knowledge grounds the researcher
in the field and locates the specific research effort within a scholarly community or
tradition” (p. 423). The purpose of this literature review is to provide a historical
perspective on the tumultuous landscape of higher education. The literature review also
addresses current scholarly research on leadership challenges and opportunities in the
higher education industry and the related scholarly discussion regarding essential
leadership competencies in a metrics-driven environment of increasing accountability.
The literature review directly aligns with the statement of the problem as the need for the
current research and addresses the core elements of the research problem.
Shifting Landscape of Higher Education
Higher education in America has significantly evolved since the first institutions
of higher education were founded nearly 400 years ago. Only 16 years after the
Mayflower arrived bringing Pilgrims to Cape Cod, Harvard College (now known as
Harvard University) was founded in 1636 as the first higher education institution in what
would become the United States (Hofstadter & Smith, 1961). Harvard College was the
first of the colonial colleges including the College of William and Mary, Yale University,
Princeton University, Columbia University, Brown University, Rutgers University, and
Dartmouth College (Cleary University, 2018). Though the colonial colleges were small
in size and limited in scope, they produced “a generation of American leaders and
thinkers whose combination of decisiveness and thoughtfulness literally turned the world
upside down’’ (Thelin, Edwards, Moyen, Berger, & Calkins, 2018, p. 2).

19

Following the American Revolution, colleges began to expand their scope of
educational programs and by the nineteenth century changed radically to include
“practical subjects” (p. 2) such as agriculture and engineering (Cleary University, 2018).
These changes were primarily the result of the passage in 1862 of the First Morrill Act,
the “Land Grant Act,” that donated public lands to states to be sold to generate funds in
support of expanding educational opportunities by the establishment of public colleges
(Lucas, 1994). The roots of many state higher education institutions trace their
beginnings to this transformational legislation (Lucas, 1994). The growth and expansion
continued as “the twentieth century saw the continuing development of large, complex
state-wide systems of public colleges and universities, and the continued expansion of
smaller, private colleges and universities” (Cleary University, 2018, p. 2).
Moving into the second decade of the twenty-first century, the United States
higher education industry continues as a “complex, multi-faceted and multi-layered
enterprise with a diverse array of stakeholders, goals, priorities, and challenges” (Helms,
2015, p. 23). Higher education in the United States represents over $500 billion in annual
expenditures and experiences pressure as the landscape continues to shift (Beardsley,
2018). The Great Recession significantly contributed to the pressure experienced by
colleges and universities as it dramatically impacted the trajectory of government
investment in higher education (Soares et al., 2016).
Li and Zumeta (2015) portray the future as a challenge for the higher education
industry where institutions are expected to deliver results consistent with policyholder
demands while operating in a constrained and tumultuous climate. Colleges must
stabilize enrollments and boost revenue while reducing budgets due to decreasing federal
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and state resources (Podeschi, 2016). Efforts to deliver on the demands require focusing
on operational effectiveness and efficiency, controlling costs, and improving student
success (Deloitte, 2017). Concerning trends emerge as tuition cost rises, enrollment
decreases, and institutions close (Thompson, 2017). Trends in the areas of financial
uncertainty and funding, public perception and confidence, demographics and enrollment,
and leader and institutional accountability are explored in the following sections.
Financial Uncertainty and Funding
A Gallup 2017 report (Auter, 2017) indicates, “the financial future of higher
education in the U.S. is uncertain” (p. 1). In another Gallup survey, only 53% of
university presidents agree their institution will continue as viable over the next 10 years
(Jaschik & Lederman, 2018). Chief financial officers at colleges and universities echo
the overall concern. Seventy-one percent characterize the higher education industry as in
the middle of a financial crisis: the percentage up from 63% and 56% respectively in the
prior two years (Auter, 2017). In many cases, funding decreases drive tuition increases,
faculty reductions, course offering limitations, and the closing of campuses (Mitchell et
al., 2017). Indicators suggest a recognition by senior higher education leaders that the
financial pressures currently experienced will likely persist and may require
organizational structural changes; already occurring in many cases (Lederman, 2018).
The lack of financial resources ranks as the most significant professional
challenge of college presidents responding to a 2015 survey conducted by the American
Council on Education (2017). Institution presidents anticipate changes to revenue
sources will continue for the next five years; 41% projecting decreases in state
appropriations; 75% expecting increases from tuition and fees; and 85% expecting
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revenue from grants, gifts, and contracts to represent a more substantial portion of their
revenue stream over the same timeframe (ACE, 2017). In the same survey, presidents
report a split in characterizing the political climate in their state; 50% characterized the
climate as supportive while 41% characterized the climate as hostile (ACE, 2017). As a
result, many institutions resort to entrepreneurial practices and leverage creativity to
generate new revenue sources to fund projects and meet financial needs (Podeschi, 2016).
Because of competition for state budget dollars and state cost-cutting measures,
many institutions find securing requests for funding appropriations increasingly more
difficult (Harnisch & Lebioda, 2016). While the public higher education industry
continues to rely heavily on governmental appropriations, colleges experience
significantly decreased and lack of funding (Li & Zumeta, 2015). The higher education
industry needs to focus effort and attention on demonstrating institutional value in
addressing state needs to increase the likelihood of securing funding (Harnisch &
Lebioda, 2016). Institutions require more creative strategies and approaches to secure
funding and display ultra-vigilance in substantiating a return on investment (Li &
Zumeta, 2015).
Incentive structures in the United States, referred to as outcome-based or
performance funding, link state appropriations to performance outcomes and represent
three different but related funding models: (a) performance funding, (b) performance
budgeting, and (c) performance reporting (Li & Zumeta, 2015). Performance funding
“links state funding directly and tightly to the performance of public campuses on
individual indicators” (Li & Zumeta, 2015, p. 477). Performance budgeting “allows the
legislature to consider campus achievement on performance indicators as one factor in
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determining allocations” (Li & Zumeta, 2015, p. 477). Performance reporting “does not
formally link appropriations to outcomes but rather depends upon information and
publicity based on specified performance reports to encourage colleges and universities
to improve their performance” (Li & Zumeta, 2015, p. 477). These funding models are
central to the “performance accountability movement” (p. 477) in the U.S. higher
education industry (Li & Zumeta, 2015).
Performance funding policies experience a resurgence over the last decade for
public higher education (Li & Kennedy, 2018). As of 2015, over 27 states implemented
or reintroduced performance funding policies, and the number continues to grow
(McKinney & Hagedorn, 2017). The goal of these policies is to “improve student
retention and completion, and colleges are presumably incentivized by financial rewards
to achieve these goals” (Li & Kennedy, 2018, p. 6). Current performance-based policy
models differ from initial models in two primary ways: (a) an increased emphasis on
rewarding intermediate performance rather than a focus on single outcome metrics such
as graduation rates, and (b) the majority of frameworks allocate base appropriations
rather than bonus funding on performance criteria as bonus funding is often eliminated
during state budget challenges (McKinney & Hagedorn, 2017). Organizations supporting
performance funding include the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, the Lumina
Foundation, and Complete College America (Li & Kennedy, 2018).
As a primary revenue stream in the public funding equation, state funding
demonstrates stagnation over the past 50 years with many institutions experiencing
significant declines (Helms, 2015). State funding remains below historical levels a
decade after the 2008 recession (Mitchell et al., 2017). In attempts to emphasize the
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significance of the changes in the funding equation and demonstrate concern for the
future of public higher education, some describe the evolution as financial starvation and
disinvestment of the public higher education industry (Fabricant & Brier, 2016).
Disruptors in the higher education industry force reform by defunding institutions and
shifting costs to students, an approach viewed by some as a “short-sighted consumer
attitude” (Banowsky & Mims, 2016, “The Parable,” time 13:28). Drastic and disruptive
steps may be required to “break through institutional logjams” (DeMillo, 2017, p. 2).
Others argue the actions constitute free-market reforms with the goal of cutting costs and
making customer satisfaction, measured in student evaluations, the ultimate measure of
success (Banowsky & Mims, 2016). Regardless of the argument, both sides agree
institutions will continue to face funding challenges (Banowsky & Mims, 2016).
Aggregate state funding for the 2016-2017 academic year totals almost $9 billion
below 2008 (Mitchell et al., 2017). The average percentage change in appropriations
across all 50 states in a five-year period from 2009 to 2013 plummets to a negative 16%
with 18 states experiencing more than a 20% decrease and three states reporting over a
50% decrease (Barnshaw & Dunietz, 2015). Most states decreased per-student spending
in the five consecutive years of 2006-2011 and funded 20% less in 2015 compared to
2008 (Soares et al., 2016). Decades of decisions by state legislatures to disinvest in the
higher education industry continue to drive conversations regarding the long-term
viability of higher education institutions (Harnisch & Lebioda, 2016).
For example, in 2015 the State of Louisiana faced a significant decrease in state
appropriations. Overall direct state appropriations decreased from $1.4 billion in 2008 to
$285 million in 2015, representing an 80% reduction (Banowsky & Mims, 2016). The
24

decrease in state appropriations at Louisiana State University (LSU), the state’s flagship
university, fell from 75% to 13.5% during the same period (Banowsky & Mims, 2016).
Furthermore, the cuts in funding continued. In April 2015, the state of Louisiana faced a
$1.6 billion budget shortfall with a projected impact on state higher education of $600
million, the steepest cuts in the history of the country (Banowsky & Mims, 2016). For
LSU, the president communicated the cuts would drop direct state appropriations from
13% ($115 million) to approximately 3% ($28 million) and would require the college
prepare for academic exigency; a bankruptcy (Banowsky & Mims, 2016). Use of the
exigency term sent shockwaves throughout the state and the country. Headlines included
statements from the president indicating the school would have to close for the entire
year, including football season (Banowsky & Mims, 2016). Ultimately, the state of
Louisiana secured the necessary funding by a combination of taxes and credits to mitigate
the proposed 2015 cuts; allowing operations to continue (Banowsky & Mims, 2016).
The spotlight remains on state funding appropriations as higher education is often
the most significant discretionary line item in state budgets and a vulnerable target,
particularly during challenging times (Li & Zumeta, 2015). As states face budget
shortfalls, governors and legislatures often address the challenge by providing flat or
decreased allocations to state higher education institutions (Featherman, 2014). A
publication from the American Council on Education regarding higher education in the
United States indicates, “public funding of colleges and universities has been brought
into question, and calls for cost-cutting and greater accountability by institutions for the
money they receive are on the rise” (Helms, 2015, p. 5).
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The funding evolution in higher education directly impacts state workforce
development in addition to higher education institutions. A study conducted by the
American Association of Colleges and Universities of gubernatorial State of the State
addresses finds that governors acknowledge the role of higher education policy and
institutions in meeting workforce requirements and enabling economic growth (Harnisch
& Lebioda, 2016). The cost of college continues to rise due to changes in the funding
equation. Therefore, the higher education industry must adopt strategies that address
student needs and meet workforce requirements (Featherman, 2014). As found in the
2016 gubernatorial study, policies popular with state chief executives are those that make
education more affordable and facilitate the transition from education to work (Harnisch
& Lebioda, 2016). Adding to the financial challenges institutions face, declines in public
perception and confidence in higher education emerge.
Public Perception and Confidence
A decline in the public perception of higher education exacerbates enrollment
challenges fueled by concerns regarding college affordability and lack of job
preparedness (Pierce, 2018). As public skepticism of institutions continues to grow,
doubt about the value of college and the overall contribution of higher education to the
nation grows (Lederman, 2018). The public questions the value of a degree as the costs
of college outpace incomes and student debt hit record high levels (Eshleman, 2018).
Surveys conducted in recent years highlight the decline in public opinion of the
higher education system (Jaschik & Lederman, 2018). Public perception and confidence
in higher education continue as a concerning and critical element of the shifting
landscape; as only a quarter of the respondents participating in a survey conducted by
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New America agree with the statement “higher education in America is fine how it is”
(Fishman et al., 2017, p. 12). Nevertheless, a majority of college presidents predict
increases in tuition resets and freezes at private and public institutions respectively may
be helpful to public perception while acknowledging the approaches may be harmful to
institutions as a long-term strategy (Jaschik & Lederman, 2018).
The dramatic increase in the cost of higher education, 400% since the early
1980’s, suggest concerns about financial stability may have outpaced demand,
particularly as equivalent increases in quality lack evidence (Auter, 2017). Respondents
to the Gallup 2018 Survey of Presidents attribute affordability and student debt as most
responsible for declining public perception and confidence in higher education
(Lederman, 2018). Ninety-eight percent cited affordability concerns and student debt,
while 95% cited career preparedness concerns (Lederman, 2018). The rise in tuition
costs, 7% a year over the past 30 years and outpacing inflation at 3% per year, likely
serves as a contributing factor to the decline in public trust of the higher education system
(AGB, 2017).
A recent survey provides a glimpse into the level of awareness by college and
university presidents and board of directors of the trends in public perception. Board
members report awareness of the general public’s concern and criticism of higher
education (AGB, 2017). Fifty-seven percent of board members responding to an
Association of Governing Boards survey agree that public perception has declined over
the past decade (AGB, 2017). On a positive note, board members attuned to the public
perception may become valuable enablers for institutional change (AGB, 2017). While
board members indicate the need for higher education business models to change, they
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recognize “internal barriers such as a lack of support from faculty and institutional lack of
willingness as the biggest barriers for change” (AGB, 2017, p. 2). The trustees indicate
that while institutions may be willing to change the models, they may not be capable of
making change required and that “trustees may need to lead innovation in their fiduciary
roles as institutional leaders” (AGB, 2017, p. 1).
Although college presidents indicate an awareness of the decline in public
attitudes regarding higher education (Lederman, 2018), they offer a nuanced perspective.
Many consider the image hit as unfair and influenced by misguided impressions
(Lederman, 2018). In the 2018 survey of college and university presidents conducted by
Inside Higher Ed and Gallup, only 13% of the respondents agree or strongly agree with
the statement “most Americans have an accurate view of the purpose of higher
education” (Jaschik & Lederman, 2018, p. 23). The vast majority of participants from the
same survey of presidents agree or strongly agree that attention to student debt has led the
public to view college as less affordable than the actual cost, that attention to large
college endowments creates a misperception that colleges are wealthier than the reality,
and that some of the amenities colleges offer students create a perception that colleges
have misplaced priorities (Jaschik & Lederman, 2018).
When asked to evaluate how responsible specific factors are in fostering less
favorable images of higher education, college presidents are most likely to point to
concerns about affordability and student debt (Jaschik & Lederman, 2018). Additionally,
the majority of participants from the Inside Higher Ed and Gallup 2018 Survey of
College and University Presidents believe concerns over whether higher education
prepares students for careers are responsible for declining views of higher education
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(Jaschik & Lederman, 2018). Beyond the shifting landscape of public perception and
confidence in higher education institutions, demographic and enrollment shifts add to
higher education industry challenges (Pierce, 2018).
Demographics and Enrollment
The decline in student enrollment continues and serves as a contributing factor to
the financial and public perception challenges institutions face (Pierce, 2018). Overall,
college enrollment fell each year from 2011 through 2014 (Auter, 2017). The trend of
fewer college-age students continues as a demographic shift occurs (Pierece, 2018). Not
only are the demographics of the traditional student population shifting, online and less
expensive options for higher education emerge and become more readily available
(Eshleman, 2018). The alternatives prompt colleges and universities to increase
creativity and innovate as the competition for students intensifies (Beardsley, 2018). The
demographic changes demand institutions continuously reassess the needs of students to
ensure institutions address these needs (Beardsley, 2018).
Enrollment remains a significant concern for presidents as the financial health of
most institutions depends on meeting enrollment targets (Lederman, 2018). As
enrollment may have peaked under the current education model, with a 5.5 millionenrollment increase in the 1970-2014 timeframe, the focus may shift from enrollment to
the college-career transition (Auter, 2017). To this end, institutions have the opportunity
to demonstrate their value to prospective students by aligning programs with workforce
demands and helping students find jobs (Auter, 2017).
Enrollment declines suggest changes to the existing higher education business
model may need to occur (Kezar & Holcombe, 2017). The term business model, in the
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higher education context, encompasses “mission, market and revenue structure of
colleges and universities” (AGB, 2017, p. 12). The business model also includes
considerations about the student population, how institutions provide services to students,
and how institutions and programs receive funding (AGB, 2017). The term business
model initially emerged in the early 2000’s by a Norwegian business researcher, Erik
Brynjolfsson, as a “way of framing how new resource and process approaches could be
‘modeled’ for research, simulation, and analysis purposes” (Soares et al., 2016, p. 14).
Foundational to the business model are the institutional value propositions and structural
alignment of necessary resources to deliver on value propositions (Soares et al., 2016).
The concept requires institutions to utilize common business practices to analyze how
processes and resources are leveraged to deliver value (Soares et al., 2016).
As an indicator of the need for business model changes in higher education,
almost all board members participating in a survey conducted by the American Council
on Education indicate some level of necessary change in higher education business
models (AGB, 2017). The challenges colleges and universities face reveal significant
flaws in the traditional higher education business model (Soares et al., 2016). The
evolution of many large research institutions becoming complex businesses, such as
having hospitals that provide a significant amount of revenue and employment, provides
a glimpse of the depth and breadth of business model changes that may be required in
higher education (Beardsley, 2018). The need for business model changes in higher
education emphasizes the increasing accountability demands leaders and institutions face.
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Leader and Institutional Accountability
A new “accountability movement” (Li & Zumeta, 2015, p. 475), focusing on the
efficiency of resources and holding leaders accountable for institutional results, emerges
in the higher education industry fueled in large part by the increasing cost of higher
education. Accountability and complete transparency, primarily as it relates to financial
management and performance outcomes, become increasingly critical components for
success in higher education (Helms, 2015). State policymakers hold the higher education
industry accountable to improve results in student outcomes and institutional
performance (Li & Zumeta, 2015).
The accountability movement extends the historical approach of annual financial
reporting of revenue and spending dictated by standard reporting and accounting
practices (Helms, 2015). From an accountability perspective, the majority of states
operate at the level of minimal performance reporting while about half of states
incorporate some aspect of performance funding (Li & Zumeta, 2015). Additionally, for
state systems with multiple campuses, system-level coordination appears as a new-found
component of the accountability and funding equation (Helms, 2015). Li and Zumeta
(2015) indicate, “an environment of limited resources also catalyzes policies that call for
greater transparency and justification of institutions’ actions, results and spending
patterns, as is seen in recent performance accountability schemes tied to public funding”
(p. 478).
Accountability is supported by metrics and accountability through metrics means
“making a commitment to a certain action, completing that action, then disclosing how
you performed against that commitment” (Aaserud, 2015, p. 2). An emphasis on
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strategic metrics focuses leaders’ attention on the drivers of sustainable success and
aligns behaviors with the metrics they are held accountable to achieve (Ariely, 2010).
For a metrics-driven environment to achieve its intended strategic results, accountability
must be established (Pelletier, 2015). As college presidents focus on achieving strategic
results, they must change what is measured (Ariely, 2010).
Likierman (2009) offers a word of caution regarding metrics and accountability,
as metrics are proxies for performance, they can be manipulated and may lead to
unintended consequences. Individuals may learn how to optimize a metric without
actually performing (Likierman, 2009). As an example of unintended consequences in
higher education, almost half of presidents responding to a 2018 survey indicate, in their
experiences, pressure to demonstrate increases in completion rates incentivizes cuttingcorners (Jaschik & Lederman, 2018). Likierman (2009) implores leaders to face the
realities of metrics manipulation, in developing effective performance measurement
systems, “rather than resort to wishful thinking and denial” (p. 100). As leader and
institutional accountability increases in the shifting landscape of higher education,
leadership challenges also increase.
Leadership in the Shifting Landscape of Higher Education
The landscape in higher education continues to change and creates a tumultuous
environment for college leaders (Lederman, 2018). The shifting creates challenges and
opportunities for senior higher education leaders as they strive to ensure their institutions
survive in the 21st century (Maimon, 2018). College leaders often find themselves
confronting issues they did not create and may not be able to control (Pierce, 2018).
College presidents must acknowledge the potential for leadership failure (Auter, 2017).
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Leadership Failure
Today’s college and university presidents encounter challenges and minefields
they must survive or face derailment (Harris & Ellis, 2018). Inherent in the president’s
position is the responsibility and acceptance of “ultimate responsibility for the college –
the idea that the buck stops at the president’s doorstep” (Eddy, 2012, p. 38). Due to the
prominence of presidential turnover and derailment, colleges and universities experience
a negative impact (Harris & Ellis, 2018). Leadership failure results in significant costs
for higher education leaders and institutions (Bornstein, 2014).
The cost of leadership failure for college presidents may begin with the loss of
position at an institution (Trachtenberg, Kauvar, & Bogue, 2013). The cost could extend
beyond losing a position as leaders may leave their community and ultimately the higher
education industry (Trachtenberg et al., 2013). The personal reputation of higher
education leaders can be significantly damaged when erosion of trust and confidence in
institutional leadership occurs (Kerr, 2018). The failure of presidential performance may
become front-page news in professional and public press (Trachtenberg et al., 2013).
Additionally, media visibility may cause questioning of lucrative separation agreements
when presidents are perceived responsible for damage to institutions (Legon, 2018).
The cost of leadership failure goes beyond the individual and extends to the
institution. Significant costs for institutions, as a result of higher education leadership
failure, include costs to remove and replace leaders and public relations costs to help
minimize damage to the reputation of institutions and ongoing fundraising efforts
(Bornstein, 2014). Intangible costs may occur such as delays in strategic planning and
negative impact on employee morale (Bornstein, 2014).
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From the perspective of college and university financial supporters, leadership
failure can be viewed as bad investments in leadership by the institution (Trachtenberg et
al., 2013). The University of Southern California recently experienced the impact of
leadership failure (Seltzer, 2018a). Leadership scandals at the University of Southern
California contributed to the nearly $100 million (22%) decrease in institutional fundraising in late 2017 (Seltzer, 2018a). In addition to the cost of decreases in fund-raising,
the cost of higher education leadership failure can also extend to institutional governing
boards.
As institutional governing boards are ultimately responsible for institutional
reputations, higher education leadership failure can have a significant impact on the
reputation of the institution and the governing board (Legon, 2018). The board “may be
the most demoralized” (p. 6) about presidential failure because the board has the ultimate
hiring and firing decision of the college president (Trachtenberg et al., 2013). The board
will “take the brunt of criticism from other constituencies and, in turn, will have to guard
against recrimination” (Trachtenberg et al., 2013, p. 6). Additionally, the board’s
workload will increase while handling the search and replacement process for a new
college president (Trachtenberg et al., 2013).
Negative events historically reported in campus newspapers or local press can be
instantly communicated via social media and significantly increase reputational risk
(Pierce, 2018). Viral videos that negatively impact public perception of higher education
quickly appear showing campus events including leadership comments, controversial
speakers, and protests (Pierce, 2018). Cited as a contributing factor, poor leadership
creates low public perception and confidence in higher education institutions (Auter,
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2017). Leadership is critically important as “higher education faces precarious
circumstances within the current high-stakes economic environment which has given rise
to significant challenges not encountered in the past” (Baltodano, Carlson, Jackson, &
Mitchell, 2012, p. 63).
The negative impact of higher education leadership failure may be significant for
institutions where leaders fail to “think bigger and bolder, not merely different” (p. 7)
thereby missing opportunities to pursue new possibilities (Gardner, 2017). Higher
education leaders should possess the capability to make empirically based decisions to
avoid making wrong moves, particularly moves often driven by following the actions of
competing institutions (Gardner, 2017). As presidents strive to achieve individual and
institutional success, leadership competencies are basic building blocks that help leaders
become more effective (Hollenbeck et al., 2006). Trachtenberg et al. (2013) indicate the
factors contributing to higher education leadership failure are often in the president’s
control:
One can choose and learn to be more humble and less imperial, more open and
less aggressive, more welcoming of divergent opinions and less certain of one’s
own judgment, more ambitious for the future of the institution and less ambitious
about one’s own status. (p. 138)
Leadership Competencies
Leadership competencies serve as critical components of the discussion to the
success and failure of leaders in the higher education shifting landscape. An American
Council on Education report conveys the importance of evolving higher education
leadership competencies stating that, “a changing environmental context in higher
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education requires new leadership skills and approaches” (Kezar & Holcombe, 2017, p.
v). As higher education leaders operate in a dramatically shifting landscape, leaders must
demonstrate a set of continuously evolving competencies (Soares et al., 2016).
The turbulent and tumultuous landscape of higher education requires leaders to
respond by differentiating themselves in preparation for the current and unpredictable
years ahead (Gardner, 2017). Higher education leaders may need to think differently as
they seek opportunities to transform themselves and their organizations (Gardner, 2017).
Leaders inadequately prepared or inhibited by respect for tradition and culture of
consultation may be limited in confronting the myriad of challenges facing the higher
education industry (Featherman, 2014). Higher education leaders should embrace healthy
skepticism and critical reflection of traditional practices and approaches as “dismissing or
resisting innovation misses an opportunity to engage with new organizational structures
and ways of working that are ideally suited to this period of uncertainty and emergence”
(Eshleman, 2018, p. 56).
Higher education leaders must demonstrate an understanding of and
responsiveness to the context and communities where they operate (Cook, 2012). As a
result, the college presidency will continue to change (Kelderman, 2017). An
Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges report (MacTaggart, 2017)
emphasizes the importance of leadership capabilities by stating:
The effectiveness—and, in a growing number of cases, the very survival—of a
college or university requires leaders who make a clear-eyed appraisal of their
institution’s competitive position in the market for higher education services,
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bring an entrepreneurial spirit to their work, and possess the talent to advance the
enterprise in the face of often conflicting demands. (p. 1)
Higher education leaders are best positioned when their processes and approaches align
with the culture, context, and environment (Eshleman, 2018). Leaders play a critically
important role as they assess, make decisions, and drive innovation and change in higher
education institutional settings (Soares et al., 2016).
Leading institutional change in the higher education industry presents a set of
unique challenges as it typically incorporates the necessity of considering input from
multiple stakeholders including committees, faculty, and staff in addition to external
constituencies (Helms, 2015). While many leaders in the higher education industry
recognize their role in leading change to survive and thrive during extraordinarily
challenging times, some choose by default or by design to ignore the signs of dramatic
change (Featherman, 2014). Given the significant demands, successful higher education
leaders remain focused while managing internal and external constituencies and
addressing a myriad of responsibilities (Bornstein, 2014).
The American Association of Colleges and Universities indicates that the leaders
of the state higher education industry will “continue to be the primary actors for
innovation and change in higher education policy” (Harnisch & Lebioda, 2016, p. 1).
The executives, who successfully lead in the higher education industry, typically know
what they want to achieve and articulate a clear vision of the desired future state, or in
other words, start with the end in mind (Deloitte, 2017). Combining a vision with a
desire to lead while balancing the competing interests of stakeholders presents an
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opportunity and level of accountability, which can help ensure the higher education
industry fulfill its goals and obligations (Helms, 2015).
Higher education leaders are often the deciding factor between whether an
institution continues with the status quo or adapts to reflect new environments (Soares et
al., 2016). Changes in higher education, driven by the information technology
revolution, provide an example of positive change occurring in the industry (Featherman,
2014). An American Council on Education Study of College Presidents further
emphasizes the capabilities and environment connection by stating, “leadership that is not
only effective but reflective of the world around it will be key to managing the challenges
of today and the unrevealed challenges of tomorrow” (Cook, 2012, p. 3). Successful
higher education leaders will exhibit the capability of placing a laser focus not only on
goals but also on the process for achieving them (Maimon, 2018). Deloitte’s (2017)
advice to ensure higher education leadership alignment to deliver desirable results is
simply stated, “you won’t get what you don’t measure” (p. 5).
The leadership skills and capabilities necessary to deliver results in a metricsdriven environment may require a fundamental mindset shift for leaders to align strategic
business practices with today’s realities (Sadun, Bloom, & Van Reenen, 2017). A
metrics-driven environment may challenge leader capabilities and paradigms as higher
education leaders strive to deliver better processes and approaches to achieve strategic
targets and results (Pelletier, 2015). Higher education leaders must ensure institutions
leverage the insights data analytics provide (Pelletier, 2015).
Leading in the metrics-driven environment may require new understandings and
ways of working (Eshleman, 2018). The metrics-driven environment challenges leader
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willingness to listen as part of their capabilities skillset and decision making process
(Likierman, 2009). Leadership requires embedding data-driven mindsets and practices in
higher education institutions to ensure institutions capture and leverage data insights
(Education Advisory Board, 2016).
Burns (1978) asserts, “leadership is one of the most observed and least understood
phenomena on earth” (p. 2). Dopson et al. (2016) insist the time is right “to critically
evaluate the concept of leadership in the higher education context, particularly in light of
new demands placed on university leaders and emergent policy, social, and economic
trajectories” (p. 10). Dopson et al. (2016) continue with the assertion that “leadership
development and its effectiveness has not been explored in depth empirically, especially
across university settings” (Dopson et al., 2016, p. 7). An opportunity exists to assess
professional development programs in higher education institutions to determine an
institutions’ preparedness for the future (Klein & Salk, 2013). As presidents experience
new demands due to increasing accountability and the need for transformation in higher
education, they must demonstrate the capability to operate effectively in an environment
leveraging a metrics approach (Soares et al., 2016).
Metrics-Driven Environment
A metrics-driven environment requires leader and institutional capability to
create, understand, communicate, and manage with metrics (Podeschi, 2016). While the
traditional focus of higher education centers on inputs, a metrics-driven environment
places the focus on using data and analytics to achieve strategic outcomes (Fox, 2011).
The proactive use of analytics and the identification of specific measures enables the
assessment of organization problems and opportunities (Phillips & Phillips, 2015). While
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improved data alone does not guarantee improved outcomes, the lack of robust data
guarantees efforts to improve outcomes will not be optimized (Engle & Gates
Foundation, 2016).
Metrics and Analytics
Higher education, increasingly described as an “environment of high stakes
accountability” (p. 2), inextricably link accountability and metrics (Hughes & Wilson,
2017). Metrics-driven environments hold institutions and leaders accountable for
achieving strategic outcomes and results as data and metrics-driven approaches requiring
the use of measures and data to inform decisions and evaluate practices become the norm
(Murphy & Zandvakili, 2000). Measures and metrics used to hold institutions and
leaders accountable should be relevant and aligned with up-to-date strategic outcomes
and business models (Likierman, 2009).
Efforts are underway by institutions such as the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation and the Institute for Higher Education Policy to create metrics frameworks
depicting how states and leading institutions measure performance (Engle & Gates
Foundation, 2016). Given inadequate available information, these efforts strive to
provide answers to questions relating to college access, progression, completion, cost,
and outcomes (Janice & Voight, 2016). The development and adoption of metrics
frameworks can boost college access and success by enhancing the information for policy
and practice decisions while providing a mechanism for leader and institutional
accountability (Engle & Gates Foundation, 2016).
Performance evaluations and feedback provided in annual reviews of college
presidents can be a critical contributor toward accountability and achieving an effective
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metrics-driven environment (Bornstein, 2014). Formal performance reviews remain an
opportunity for presidents to receive guidance on performance; however, not all
presidents participate in a formal performance review process (Bornstein, 2014). A study
of failed presidencies indicates a lack of formal performance evaluations for presidents
(Bornstein, 2014). Aligning, measuring, and continuously monitoring progress toward
intended outcomes should be a component of the performance evaluation process
(Anderson, 2015). Humans modify behaviors based on measures they are evaluated
against (Ariely, 2010). Measures can incentivize individuals to optimize results (Ariely,
2010). Simply stated, measures drive behavior (Ariely, 2010).
Higher education institutions report moving toward greater use of measures and
analytics as the majority of respondents to a leadership survey indicate their institution
has an analytics program and characterize the program as college-wide (Ellucian, 2018).
Investments made by institutions in analytics programs continue to increase as results
from the same survey indicate one in five institutions intend to double their investment in
analytics over the next year to 18 months (Ellucian, 2018). Grajek (2018) provides a
maturity index for analytics that indicates institutional progress toward creating an
analytics informed decision making culture by advancing through defined stages: 5% are
at the experimental stage, 21% initial stage, 46% developing stage, 26% established
stage, and 3% optimized stage.
While supporting a culture of analytics and inquiry, Davenport (2013) cautions to
avoid a culture of advocacy as “figures lie, and liars figure” (p. 123) all too easily. The
consumers of analytics should never pressure for biased results by searching for data to
support a particular argument, the “explicit goal should be to find the truth” (p. 123).
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Analysts set the appropriate cultural tone when expected and encouraged to play the
“devil’s advocate role” (Davenport, 2013, p. 123). Leaders can help higher education
institutions build the desired culture by addressing financial and cultural barriers,
performance issues, and concerns (Ellucian, 2018).
As institutions allocate and prioritize resources toward analytics, some may
consider including predictive analytics in their efforts. Predictive analytics provide data
that “describe conditions, people, and events as they could be in the future and when they
are likely to be that way” (Phillips & Phillips, 2015, p. 11). In higher education,
predictive analytics can be utilized to identify patterns in behavior by exploring past and
current data to determine the potential for student success (Deloitte, 2018). Georgia State
University, utilizing predictive analytics, made adjustments to the evaluation methods of
large courses in support of student success (DeMillo, 2017). As a result, Georgia State
experienced significant performance improvements in time-to-graduation, evidenced by a
22-point increase in the graduation rate and 1,800 additional graduates each year
(DeMillo, 2017).
Leaders of institutions may be praised or scrutinized based on demonstrated and
documented levels of performance (Anderson, 2015). Performance evaluations and
feedback plans should address current and future state metrics and additional indicators
of success to enable effective leadership (Anderson, 2015). The absence of a robust and
strategically aligned performance evaluation process inevitably results in information and
comparisons that may not be relevant to achieving strategic outcomes and may ultimately
lead to decisions that do more harm than good (Likierman, 2009).
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Decision Making
Decision making results can be improved by considering multiple perspectives
and including analytics as one of the “most powerful tools for improving decision
making” (Davenport, 2009, p. 122). Leaders in a metrics and data-driven environment
must demonstrate the capability of combining the “science of analytics with the art of
intuition” (p. 123) to inform and improve decision making (Davenport, 2013). Leaders
must have the capability to take an approach in decision making that utilizes data to
design practices and leverages scientific methods and metrics to evaluate and link the
results to strategic outcomes (Murphy & Zandvakili, 2000). A shift in focus to outcome
measures beyond activity measures represents a change organizations need to make
(Phillips & Phillips, 2016).
Leveraging a data and metrics-driven approach reduces the guesswork of
determining needs and expectations and helps determine the cause and effects of
programs, practices, and interventions (Murphy & Zandvakili, 2000). This capability
may require mindset adjustments to increase the reliance on data and metrics for decision
making versus relying on previous experience, fads, or hype (Schwarz & Murphy, 2008).
Institutions should begin to recognize that using a data and metrics-driven approach to
decision making can enhance the effectiveness and quality of the processes chosen for
implementation (Schwarz & Murphy, 2008).
Data and metrics-driven decision making occurs where decision makers use
relevant data to make decisions, develop policies, and implement practices (Cox et al.,
2017). Higher education leaders, enabled by data and metrics-driven decisions, better
position the organization to effectively respond to increasing financial and societal
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pressures (Gardner, 2017). The requirements of “collecting, analysing, refining and
validating critical information can be a long, arduous and often tedious process—a
process which can often be overlooked, resulting in ill-defined, poorly conceived, biased
and invalid determinations” (Clayton, 1997, p. 373). Bold moves that might be
considered risky higher education leadership decisions may become safer when informed
by and based on a solid empirical foundation (Gardner, 2017). Leaders face increasing
expectations to rely on data and metrics-driven approaches to enable decision making
(Schwarz & Murphy, 2008).
Critical factors in decision making include aligning with mission and building on
a data-informed foundation (Gardner, 2017). Metrics-driven decision making requires
the thorough gathering and interpretation of relevant data and communication of intended
results (Gardner, 2017). While improved decisions cannot be guaranteed by merely
implementing enhanced processes and leveraging data and analytics, doing so can make
favorable outcomes considerably more likely (Davenport, 2009). As decisions are
typically made at the “prerogative of individuals – usually senior executives” (p.117),
some of the decision making unknowns can be alleviated by enhancing the information in
the decision making processes (Davenport, 2009).
Data can be extremely informative in decision making when given the
opportunity to “drive new insight and action in the change process” (Anderson, 2015). A
culture of inquiry (Pelletier, 2015), meaning a culture willing to consider the wide range
of insights the data may reveal and leverages those insights for continuous improvement,
permits an institution to realize the full benefits of data analytics (Pelletier, 2015).
Leaders need to address financial and cultural barriers, such as data silos and competing
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priorities, as they move to achieve a culture of inquiry where analytics programs can
fulfill their purpose of improving higher education institutional outcomes (Ellucian,
2018).
As an example, colleges may focus resources on inputs as they seek large pools of
applicants and low acceptance rates to demonstrate the desirability of the institution
(Featherman, 2014). However, from a metrics-driven perspective, colleges should focus
on student outcomes by designing, offering, and assessing programs to ensure they
achieve desired results (Featherman, 2014). In the end, “the president must take
ownership of all outcomes, good and bad” (Trachtenberg et al., 2013, p. 15).
Pelletier (2015) indicates the importance of nurturing a culture of inquiry by
“training faculty and staff members to understand the insights they can derive from data”
(p. 7). The culture of an organization can “accelerate the application of analytics,
amplify its power, and steer companies away from risky outcomes” (Diaz, Rowshankish,
& Saleh, 2018, p. 1). The evolution of the higher education industry, leadership in the
shifting landscape, and a metrics-driven environment have been addressed in the review
of literature. Theories serve as a foundation for the study and are discussed in the next
section.
Theoretical Foundation
Human capital development, transformational leadership, and leadership
competency modeling provide the theoretical foundation for the current study. Human
capital development relates to the current study from an individual, organizational, and
performance improvement perspective. Transformational leadership underpins the study
from a change leadership and performance outcome perspective. Leadership
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competencies represent the outcome of the study to support leadership development and
effectiveness. The following section addresses the study’s foundational theories and
related components.
Human Capital Development Theory
The theory of human capital development, articulated by Swanson and Holton
(2009), derives from the expectation that human capital development related efforts and
investments in human capital drive performance improvement for an organization.
Swanson and Holton (2009) provide an operational definition of human capital
development as “a process of developing and unleashing expertise for the purpose of
improving performance” (p. 99). Becker (1962) provides an economics-focused
perspective and the foundation for investment in human capital to obtain future returns.
The investment in human capital occurs by the “imbedding of resources in people” (p. 9)
to optimize performance (Becker, 1962). Human capital reflects the relationship between
an organization's investment in employees and the emerging success of the organization
(Phillips & Phillips, 2015). As the current study seeks to identify and prioritize the
leadership competencies essential to drive performance in a system-wide metrics-driven
environment, the theory of human capital development is fundamental and foundational
to the current research.
Swanson and Holton (2009) describe two primary components of human capital
development, organizational development and training and development. Organizational
development is defined as “the unleashing of expertise for the purpose of improving
performance” (Swanson & Holton, 2009, p. 99). Training and development is defined as
“systematically developing expertise for the purpose of improving performance”
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(Swanson & Holton, 2009, p. 99). Leadership development has significant ramifications
for career development, training and development, and organization development; the
three core areas that encompass the field of human capital development (Madsen, 2012).
Human capital development theory takes into account the environment in which
an organization operates. Swanson and Holton (2009) describe the milieu in which an
organization exists as the broader frame for human capital development theory. Human
capital development encompasses the realization that organizations have specific
characteristics and function in shifting landscapes. The development of workplace
expertise, including competence, is critical to maximizing organizational performance
(Smith, 2008). As such, human capital development change efforts should take particular
organization characteristics such as mission, strategy, and structure into consideration in
addition to potential shifting of political and economic environments (Swanson & Holton,
2009).
Human capital development theory and change leadership inextricably link as
performance is the key outcome variable of the human capital development change
process to improve performance. Swanson and Holton (2009) assert that “chasing after
individual or organizational change without first specifying a valid unit of performance is
foolhardy and a waste of time” (p. 99). Metrics-driven performance outcomes must be
established as a foundation and building-block for effective change leadership efforts and
the process of improving performance. As leaders establish outcomes to improve
performance, they must also build commitment to the objectives and empower followers
to achieve the objectives to transform institutions (Sturm et al., 2017).
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Transformational Leadership Theory
Leadership “holds the key” (p. v) in transforming higher education institutions
(Astin & Astin, 2000). The institutional transformation required in the evolving higher
education industry depends on the development and continual improvement of college
leadership, particularly as priorities shift to accountability and performance outcomes
(American Association of Community Colleges, 2013). To achieve the desired
performance outcomes, leaders must increase conscious awareness of the internal and
external drivers of change and transform mental paradigms, behaviors, and the way they
relate to others (Anderson & Anderson, 2001).
Leadership, ultimately a process focused on fostering change, implies movement
from a current to a future state (Astin & Astin, 2000). Transformation triggers when
leaders recognize the status quo lacks sustainability and must fundamentally shift for the
organization to survive and thrive, given evolving and future demands (Anderson, 2015).
The leader serves as the change agent in directing an intentional process toward a
strategic outcome (Astin & Astin, 2000). Transformation occurs when the old state
transforms to a new state and reflects a significant change such that the organization’s
culture and people’s mindsets and behaviors evolve to sustain the change over time
(Anderson & Anderson, 2001).
Transformational leadership positively associates with leadership effectiveness,
and the leadership effects performance outcomes (Avolio et al., 2009). Anderson (2015)
suggests transformational change remains one of the most challenging while most
rewarding endeavors for leaders because it provides an opportunity to achieve dramatic
results. Transformational leadership enables followers to accomplish institutional
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objectives by building commitment to the objectives (Sturm et al., 2017). The
transformational paradigm views leadership through the prism of focusing followers on
the objectives of the institution, beyond individual self-interests (Bass, 1997). As
knowledge work dominates the 21st century, it requires “more envisioning, enabling, and
empowering leadership” (p. 131) which are foundational to transformational leadership
(Bass, 1997). Transformational leaders change organizations (Bass, 1997).
As college presidents model the principles of transformative leadership, they have
the opportunity to transform institutional culture (Astin & Astin, 2000). Transitional
leaders may be able to leverage higher education institutional traditions and rituals as
opportunities, rather than barriers, to initiate change (Astin & Astin, 2000).
Transformational leaders “motivate followers and other constituencies to do more than
they originally expected to do as they strive for higher order outcomes” (Bass, 1997, p.
133). As organizations seek to transform, Huq (2006) identifies internal processes
necessary for a paradigm shift to include utilizing a robust information system to study
processes, changing the organizational structure to improve processes, and empowering
employees to take ownership of operations in a manner that facilitates continuous
learning and personal responsibility.
Transformational leaders display behaviors that “transform and inspire followers
to perform beyond expectations while transcending self-interest for the good of the
organization” (Avolio et al., 2009, p. 423). Leading transformation requires driving a
process of purposeful and integrated continuous events toward desired performance
outcomes (Anderson & Anderson, 2001). Practicing and maintaining a commitment to
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higher education transformative leadership is an ongoing process as the timeframe for
achieving measurable results may be measured in months, or years (Astin & Astin, 2000).
Higher education presents industry-specific challenges and opportunities for
transformational leadership. First, while many may view the challenges in higher
education as solvable with greater financial resources, the resources most critical for
transformative change are readily available – “the personal resources of academic
freedom, autonomy, and critical thinking” (Astin & Astin, 2000, p. 88). Second, a
traditional value in higher education includes the “right, indeed the obligation, to
challenge ideas and to raise questions” (Astin & Astin, 2000, p. 88). Rather than viewing
these traditions as obstacles based on a tendency for critical review, transformational
higher education leaders can leverage the competency of critical thinking as a valuable
asset (Astin & Astin, 2000). As leaders transform and enhance capabilities, they are in an
improved position to address the complex dynamics of transformation in their
organization (Anderson & Anderson, 2001). Competence reinforces commitment and
refers to the “knowledge, skill, and technical expertise required for successful completion
of the transformation effort” (Astin & Astin, 2000, p. 13).
Leadership Competencies
Leadership competencies represent “the knowledge and skills necessary for
effective leadership” (Sturm et al., 2017, p. 350). Leadership effectiveness relates to
competencies required for a person to use in various situations and the balancing of the
competencies depends on the situational context (Hollenbeck et al., 2006). The action
occurs with the “interaction and balance of competencies, how the leader uses those
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competencies, and how appropriate they are in a specific situation” (Hollenbeck et al.,
2006, p. 404).
In early discussions regarding competencies, McClelland (1973) describes
competencies in the context of abilities responsible for job success or “essential to
success in the field” (p. 3). McClelland (1973) advocates a criterion approach to analyze
performance into its components. Criterion is defined as “a standard on which a
judgment or decision may be based” (Criterion, n.d.). Sampling job skills essential to
success can predict efficiency on the job (McClelland, 1973).
McClelland (1973) suggests it may be desirable to “assess competencies that are
more generally useful in clusters of life outcomes, including but not only occupational
outcomes but social ones as well, such as leadership, interpersonal skills, etc.” (p. 9).
Competency clusters refer to “clusters of activities” (p. 446) that define a role (Smith,
2008). Identifying differentiating competencies can be a major component of influencing
performance in organizations (Smith, 2008). Clustering competencies will avoid
“hundreds, even thousands, of specific tests for dozens of different occupations”
(McClelland, 1973, p. 9). Competencies should not be perceived as a checklist of
required traits but rather a starting point for continuous learning (Eddy, 2012).
McClelland (1973) articulates the competency and development connection by
advocating the approach of informing an individual how to improve the characteristic for
which they need to improve competence to increase overall effectiveness. In other
words, making public and explicit the required criterion behavior leads to open
collaboration for improving performance. McClelland (1973) indicates “it is difficult, if
not impossible, to find a human characteristic that cannot be modified by training or
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experience” (p. 8). Learning is a continuous and ongoing process as “no professional
completes their initial training equipped to practice competently for the rest of their life”
(Roscoe, 2002, p. 3). Previous experiences and development influence how leaders
approach current challenges (Eddy, 2012). Experiences such as the “relevant skills and
knowledge acquired while holding past jobs that may be relevant to one’s current job”
(Sturm et al., 2017, p. 360). Organizations should develop individual expertise and
identify quantifiable metrics to measure performance (Smith, 2008).
Leadership demands are increasing due to the challenges leaders face and because
scholar-practitioners continue developing theories and practices requiring more of leaders
(Sturm et al., 2017). As a result, Sturm et al. (2017) caution against focusing on
competence alone in pursuit of understanding leadership. For example, given character
related business scandals over the past decade, Sturm et al. (2017) suggest further
research and discussion on the character and competency connection and the positioning
of character in the meaning of competence for leaders. Literature also indicates the need
for research and theoretical publications on higher education leadership development to
explore new perspectives and methods that may be helpful for practitioners (Madsen,
2012).
The value of leadership competency models persists as a topic of ongoing
discussion and debate. Hollenbeck and McCall argue that uncritical acceptance of
competency models has negative consequences and the assumptions behind competency
models remain problematic (Hollenbeck et al., 2006), The assumptions in question
include: (a) effective leaders are adequately described in a single set of characteristics;
(b) characteristics are independent of each other and of the context, so having more
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characteristics makes a more effective leader; and (c) competencies are the most
appropriate means to consider leader behavior as senior management typically helps
develop and ultimately approves the competencies (Hollenbeck et al., 2006).
Silzer counters the arguments against the assumptions and indicates individuals
and organizations benefit in developing leadership skills from competency models.
Silzer states “developers and users of competency models do not succumb to an overly
simplistic view of leadership effectiveness, and the way forward is a more comprehensive
model of effectiveness” (Hollenbeck et al., 2006, p. 398). Competency models, while not
the prescription for effective leadership, represent an attempt to reflect the knowledge
and lessons learned of experienced leaders to benefit individuals and organizations
(Hollenbeck et al., 2006). Additionally, Silzer acknowledges that “leaders often use a
different set and mix of KSAs moment to moment in their work in order to be effective”
(p. 403), “most users of competency models understand that the KSAs are interactive” (p.
404), and “many competency models for leaders in management and executive positions
were created by the incumbents in those positions and even cross-validated on another
similar group” (Hollenbeck et al., 2006, p. 404). Ultimately, both parties agree on the
need to identify a comprehensive model of leadership effectiveness that integrates
leadership behaviors, circumstances, and performance outcomes (Hollenbeck et al.,
2006).
The closing statement in the 2016-2017 report of the Association of Governing
Boards of Universities and Colleges provides a reflection of the current reality and future
opportunity for the higher education industry. The conclusion of the report is titled,
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“Bold Leadership Is Required” (Pelletier, 2016, p. 34). The Association of Governing
Boards report (Pelletier, 2016) concludes with the following statement:
Challenging times in higher education present both problems and opportunities.
Today’s environment may be daunting, but higher education has successfully
faced challenges before, and will again. Moreover, meeting those challenges will
result in colleges and universities that are stronger and more vibrant than they
were before. In many ways, the opportunities today are boundless – if higher
education is willing to envision a new future and ways to implement that vision.
(p. 35)
Chapter Summary
Indicated by the findings articulated in the literature review, the public higher
education industry continues to experience dramatic change and leaders in the higher
education industry must operate in a metrics-driven environment of increased
accountability where specific leadership competencies are required (Dopson et al., 2016).
However, as also discovered in the literature review, the leadership competencies needed
for leading in a higher education metrics-driven environment of increased accountability
need further exploration (Soares et al., 2016). As a result, and as the literature review
indicates, leaders may be unprepared to innovate and lead the change required for success
(Sturm et al., 2017). The current study contributes to the scholarly body of knowledge by
identifying and prioritizing the essential leadership competencies in a metrics-driven
environment of greater accountability in a college system.
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CHAPTER III – RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
The current chapter encompasses the research design and methodology based on
the purpose and research objectives of the current study. The chapter begins with a
restatement of the study’s purpose and research objectives, then moves to a discussion
regarding the research design. The chapter addresses the population and sample,
instrumentation, and data collection procedures. The chapter concludes with a discussion
regarding validity and reliability and chapter summary.
The purpose of the current study is to identify and prioritize the essential
leadership competencies for college presidents in a metrics-driven environment.
Identifying and prioritizing essential leadership competencies can support college
president and higher education success. Additionally, identifying and prioritizing
essential leadership competencies contributes to scholarly research, enables leadership
development, helps improve the practice of leading, and applies to multiple stakeholders.
The objectives of the current study focus on leadership in the evolving higher
education industry, particularly a metrics-driven environment. The research question for
this study is, what are the essential and most important leadership competencies for
college presidents in a metrics-driven environment? The research objectives (RO) below
form the basis of the study.
RO1: Describe the demographic attributes of the participants in the study (i.e.,
current role, years in the position, education, and total years of higher
education experience).
RO2: Identify the essential leadership competencies for college presidents in a
metrics-driven environment.
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RO3: Prioritize the essential leadership competencies for college presidents in a
metrics-driven environment.
Research Design
The research design section provides a rationale for the methodology required to
address the current study’s primary research question and research objectives. The study
utilizes a qualitative research approach. Merriam and Tisdell (2016) describe qualitative
research as research with a focus on understanding how people interpret their experiences
and the meaning they attribute to their experiences. The current study focuses on the
experiences of college presidents in a metrics-driven environment and uses the Delphi
technique to obtain input from participants through the use of online questionnaires.
Linstone and Turoff (1975) characterize Delphi as “a method for structuring a
group communication process so that the process is effective in allowing a group of
individuals, as a whole, to deal with a complex problem” (p. 3). The process gathers data
from respondents “within their domain of expertise” (Hsu & Brian, 2007, p. 1) and “aims
to achieve a convergence of opinion on a specific real-world issue” (p. 1). The Delphi is
“particularly well-suited to research problems not compatible to linear or precise
analytical techniques, and where subjective judgment on a collective basis could
illuminate new perspectives” (Donohoe, Stellefson, & Tennant, 2012, p. 40).
Hostrop (1973) summarizes the three fundamental objectives of Delphi as (a)
develop a range of responses to a problem, (b) establish consensus regarding a range of
responses, and (c) rank a range of responses to indicate significance. The current study
aligns with the three objectives in the use of Delphi as the study seeks to obtain input
from participants to address the problem as previously stated, achieve consensus of
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participants in the identification of essential leadership competencies, and provide a
ranking of the essential competencies as an indication of priority. Clayton (1997) offers
additional context regarding the use of Delphi stating, “if the objective is the
identification of content based on expert consensus, then the Delphi technique is an
appropriate choice as it may enhance the significant contributions of the panel” (p. 382).
Research employing the Delphi method use individuals with personal knowledge
and experience of the topic under investigation (Hasson, Keeney, & McKenna, 2000).
McKenna (1994) characterizes individuals who are knowledgeable of the topic as “a
panel of informed individuals” (p. 1221). Hasson et al. (2000) assign the title of
“experts” (p. 1010) to the panel of informed individuals participating in a Delphi study.
The following section addresses the panel of informed individuals that comprise the
population and sample for the current study.
Population and Sample
A distinguishing feature and methodology requirement of the Delphi approach
relies on obtaining the opinion of experts (Donohoe et al., 2012). Sandrey and Bulger
(2008) describe the Delphi method as “predicated on the underlying assumption that the
informed judgment from a group of experts is likely to be more reliable and accurate than
the judgment of a single individual or group of non-experts” (p. 136). The Delphi seeks
to obtain the opinions of an intentionally selected group of experts for the purpose of
informed decision making regarding complex problems or issues (Kalaian & Kasim,
2012). The focus on expertise as the requirement for participant selection sets Delphi
apart from more general approaches to survey research (Clayton, 1997).
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Kalaian and Kasim (2012) define experts as “qualified and experienced
professionals and scientists who have the relevant knowledge and expertise about a
particular issue or problem” (p. 1). The term experts in the context of Delphi refers to
individuals who possess the knowledge and experience required to participate in a Delphi
study (Clayton, 1997). Experts for Delphi are “selected for a purpose, to apply their
knowledge to a certain problem on the basis of criteria, which are developed from the
nature of the problem under investigation” (Hasson et al., 2000, p. 1010).
Hsu and Brian (2007) contend the selection of Delphi participants should include
“individuals who are primary stakeholders with various interests related to the target
issue or research effort” (p. 3). As the Delphi method relies on obtaining opinions of
experts over a short timeframe, Delphi study participants are generally found within the
areas of expertise related to the specific problem or issue (Hsu & Brian, 2007). The
statements above related to Delphi participant selection form the foundation for the
population and sample for the current study.
Population Consideration
College presidents operating in a metrics-driven college system comprise the
population for the current study as the research seeks to capture the expert opinion of
college presidents operating in a metrics-driven environment. The researcher used
purposeful sampling to identify the sample participants for the current study. Purposeful
sampling applies where the researcher seeks to gain insight and does so by choosing a
sample from which the insight can be obtained (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Purposeful
sampling occurs when the researcher intentionally selects the study sample participants
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(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). The researcher used purposeful sampling by
intentionally selecting the sample participants for the current study.
Participant selection for Delphi should be based upon objective criteria defined
before the study (Mukherjee et al., 2015). Examples of criteria for participant selection
include direct involvement in the issue or problem and engagement with relevant
organizations (Mukherjee et al., 2015). Additional examples of criteria for participant
selection include consideration as an expert in the particular field and likely to cooperate
during the duration of the research (Stheeman, Van ’t Hof, Mileman, & Van der Stelt,
1995).
Sample Criteria, Selection, and Preparation
The sample for the current study resides within the Louisiana Community and
Technical College System (LCTCS). The LCTCS consists of 12 institutions, governed
by the LCTCS Board of Supervisors. Celebrating two decades of student success, the
LCTCS was established in 1999. Last year, Louisiana's community and technical
colleges served and provided instruction to over 150,000 students, transferred over
15,000 students to four-year institutions across the country, and graduated more than
24,000 students – 80% of whom graduated with a credential in a high-demand, highincome program (LCTCS, 2019). The LCTCS colleges have earned a national reputation
as colleges of excellence and as examples of efficiency and productivity (LCTCS, 2019).
In 2016, Lumina Foundation, one of the nation's most respected educational and
philanthropic organizations, noted that Louisiana has the highest percentage in the nation
of working-age adults who hold a high-quality post-secondary certificate (LCTCS, 2019).
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Further, the state's overall degree attainment rate improved from 48th to 26th in the
nation (LCTCS, 2019).
In 2014, the LCTCS implemented a system-wide plan, Louisiana 2020 (LA2020),
with six strategic and comprehensive goals (LCTCS, 2016). The LA2020 strategic goals
(Appendix A) provide the foundation of annual performance accountability for the
achievement of results by the LCTCS System President and Institutional Chancellors
(Appendix B). The LCTCS and LA2020 strategic goals provide an example of a metricsdriven environment. A metrics-driven environment is an environment where leaders and
institutions are held accountable for achieving results aligned with business strategy
(Murphy & Zandvakili, 2000).
The purposefully selected participant sample for the current study consists of the
System President and Institution Chancellors of the LCTCS. The sample participants
were selected as a group of experts due to their participation and experience in the
LCTCS metrics-driven environment of LA2020 strategic goals. The participant sample is
uniquely qualified to provide expert insight as documented performance toward
achieving the LA2020 strategic goals accounts for 75% of their annual evaluation. The
LCTCS Chancellors are held accountable for the following shared general position
responsibilities, in addition to demonstrating progress toward achieving the LA2020
goals, as part of their annual evaluation assessment: (a) community relations, (b)
legislative relations, (c) educational planning, (d) budget control, (e) personnel and
relations, (f) management activities, (g) constituency relations, (h) professional growth,
(i) strategic planning, (j) institutional audit, and (k) fiscal health index. Appendix C
contains a brief description of the 11 shared general position responsibilities listed above.
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Mukherjee et al. (2015) recommend participant selection objective criteria be
defined prior to a Delphi study. The current study addresses participation selection
requirements by defining and stating the participant selection criteria in advance of the
study. The following criteria formed the basis for participant sample selection for the
current study: (a) current or prior position held of System President or Institution
Chancellor within the LCTCS, (b) position held subsequent to the implementation of the
LA2020 goals (2014-current), and (c) experience participating in the LCTCS LA2020
annual assessment process.
The researcher provided the criteria for participation in the current study to the
Chief Academic Affairs Officer of the LCTCS. The Chief Academic Affairs Officer,
qualified on behalf of the LCTCS to identify individuals who meet the participant
selection criteria, identified 13 individuals for the current study. The LCTCS provided
the names and contact details of identified individuals to the researcher. The researcher
invited all 13 individuals to participate in the current study.
The identified individuals for the current study were geographically dispersed
across the State of Louisiana. The Delphi technique accommodates geographically
dispersed participants as Kalaian and Kasim (2012) describe the technique as an
“iterative and sequential mail or electronic (e-mail or web-based) survey method for
forecasting and decision-making purposes to obtain informed anonymous agreement and
consensus among a panel of experts and leaders in the field on a particular issue or
problem” (p. 1). The Delphi approach can be accomplished by the administration of
multiple sequential online questionnaires that contain the summary feedback of the
aggregate responses of study participants (Kalaian & Kasim, 2012). Delphi offers an
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online communication medium allowing individuals to participate without having to
travel, sometimes considerable distances, to an event or meeting location (Clayton,
1997). As a result, Delphi provided the opportunity for the researcher to solicit the expert
opinion of geographically dispersed participants in an online format for the current study.
In addition to the geographic dispersion of the sample participants, the sample size of the
purposively selected sample for the current study was considered.
Mukherjee et al. (2015) describe Delphi as a technique “particularly suitable for
complex issues where the outcome is not dependent on the sample size of the
respondents, but rather on the different perspectives and expertise of respondents” (p.
1104). No prescribed number of experts are required for participation in Delphi as
studies consist of participants ranging from four to over 1,000 participants (Vernon,
2009). Rowe and Wright (1999) reference studies with as few as three panelists. Hasson
et al. (2000) caution that larger sample sizes generate larger amounts of data which
directly influences the amount of data analysis required. Additionally, larger samples
may cause data handling issues and in turn data analysis challenges (Hasson et al., 2000).
In comparison, too small of a Delphi sample may be considered as not reflecting a
representative pooling of opinions related to the target problem (Hsu & Brian, 2007).
Clayton (1997) places the discussion of sample size in the context that “depending
on the purpose of the study, the complexity and the expertise required, the panel may be
large or small and local, state, national, or international” (p. 378). The number of experts
required in Delphi typically reflect the number necessary to reflect the representative
pooling of participant judgments along with the data processing capability of the
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researcher (Ludwig, 1994). The representativeness of a Delphi panel must be judged on
participant attributes rather than on a statistically representative sample (Powell, 2003).
As researchers do not agree on the optimal number of Delphi participants,
Delbecq, Van de Ven, and Gustafson (1975) recommend researchers utilize the
minimally sufficient number of study participants and seek to validate the participant
feedback throughout the Delphi process. The LCTCS identified 13 individuals who met
the participant criteria for the current study. The sample for the study reflected a range
with a minimum of four and a maximum of 13 participants. All 13 individuals identified
received an invitation to participate in the current study in order to ensure the sample
exceeded a minimum of four.
Regardless of the actual sample size, preparing the sample is an important step
and if not carried out effectively can adversely impact the response rate of participants in
ongoing Delphi rounds (Hasson et al., 2000). Respondents agreeing to participate must
be informed of the actions they are requested to take, how much time their participation
will require, and how the study findings will be used (Hasson et al., 2000). Participants
in the current study were requested to provide their consent to participate in the research.
The informed consent (Appendix D) for participation in the current study was included as
an initial component of the first questionnaire.
Protection of Human Subjects
The researcher for the current study received approval from The University of
Southern Mississippi Institutional Review Board (IRB; Appendix E). Obtaining IRB
approval ensures the protection of study participants and the current research meets the
relevant federal and institutional research standards and guidelines. The LCTCS also
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provided approval (Appendix F) for the current study. The necessity to communicate the
important components of the study’s requirements to participants forms the foundation
for the content in the next section regarding study instrumentation.
Instrumentation
The Delphi approach uses a series of questionnaires for data collection and to
obtain the opinion of experts (Dalkey & Helmer, 1963). Researchers must determine the
data collection instrument for a Delphi study (Day & Bobeva, 2005). The current study
utilizes the Higher Education Leadership Competencies (HELC) model (Smith &
Wolverton, 2010) to identify and prioritize the essential leadership competencies for
higher education presidents in a metrics-driven environment. Deploying the HELC
model in the current study occurs through a series of online questionnaires. Survey
Monkey, an online commercial survey tool, is used to collect expert input in the current
study.
The Smith and Wolverton (2010) HELC model (Appendix G) extends the
research and refines the model initially developed by McDaniel (2002) in collaboration
with former participants of the American Council on Education (ACE) Fellows Program,
senior university administrators, and college presidents. The current HELC is a fivecomponent model and contains a total of 35 leadership competencies (Smith &
Wolverton, 2010). Over 50 publications include references to the HELC model. The
references to the model include articles and studies relating to academic leadership
development (Duc, 2015; Vilkinas & Ladyshewsky, 2011), effective organizational
leadership and change (Coetzee, Visagie, & Ukpere, 2013; Ruben & Gigliotti, 2017), and
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creativity and innovation in higher education (Bijandi, Hassan, Sulaiman, & Baki, 2012;
Hu, Ding, Gu, & Qu, 2014).
The five-components of leadership competencies contained in the current HELC
model are: (a) analytical leadership, (b) communication leadership, (c) student affairs
leadership, (d) behavioral leadership, and (e) external relations leadership (Smith &
Wolverton, 2010). The developers of the current HELC model considered and addressed
content and construct validity in order to strengthen the instrument (Smith & Wolverton,
2010). The developers addressed content validity of the current HELC model by
convening a panel of experts to review and revise McDaniel’s (2002) statements for
clarity while retaining the essence and meaning of the original competency statements
(Smith & Wolverton, 2010). The panel of experts consisted of higher education leaders,
professors, and researchers along with a survey design professor (Smith & Wolverton,
2010). The researchers addressed construct validity by conducting a statistical factor
analysis of participant responses (Smith & Wolverton, 2010). Permission to utilize the
HELC model in the current study is provided in Appendix H.
The developers of the current HELC model recommend surveying higher
education leaders across various environments to gain a more comprehensive
understanding of the competencies required for effective leadership (Smith & Wolverton,
2010). The current study used a Likert-scale in a self-report survey to measure the
perceived importance of the competencies contained in the current HELC model.
Questions related to the competencies were in the form of a 5 point Likert scale: Not
Essential = 1, Slightly Essential = 2, Moderately Essential = 3, Essential = 4, and Very
Essential = 5.
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Table 1 provides the linkage between the research objectives and instrumentation
for the current study, in addition to the outcome of each Delphi round. The current study
involved the collection of demographic data in addressing the first research objective and
expert insights to address the second and third research objectives. The current study
collected data utilizing online questionnaires. The collection of data utilizing online
questionnaires provides an opportunity to increase efficiency in Delphi (Donohoe et al.,
2012).
Table 1
Instrumentation
Research
Objective
RO1, RO2

Delphi
Round
1

Instrument

Result

Questionnaire 1:
Consent; Demographics;
Competency Importance
& Expert Added

Consent Authorization;
Demographics; Competencies
Rated by Importance & Expert
Added Competencies

RO2

2

Questionnaire 2:
Competency Importance

Consensus Achieved on
Essential Competencies Rated
by Importance, Consensus Not
Achieved Resubmit to Round 3

RO2

3

Questionnaire 3:
Competency Importance

Consensus Achieved on
Essential Competencies Rated
by Importance (competencies
not achieving consensus are
reported in study findings)

RO3

4

Questionnaire 4:
Essential Competency
Ranking

Essential Competencies Priority
Ranking

Researcher-developed and self-administered questionnaires comprised the four
Delphi rounds of the current study. Questionnaire 1 (Appendix I) collected participant
demographic data including current role, years in the position, education, and total years
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of higher education experience to address the first research objective. Questionnaire 1
obtained competency importance ratings from participants to address the second research
objective. Also related to the second research objective, Questionnaire 1 provided the
opportunity for participants to recommend leadership competencies they considered
relevant and missing in the current HELC model based on their experience in the LCTCS
metrics-driven environment. Questionnaire 1 addressed the first and second research
objective.
Questionnaire 2 (Appendix J) provided the opportunity for participants to indicate
a rating on competencies not achieving consensus regarding essential in Round 1.
Questionnaire 2 also provided the opportunity for participants to indicate a rating on new
competencies added as a result of Round 1 participant recommendations. Additionally,
Questionnaire 2 provided the optional opportunity for dissenting participants to explain
their view(s). Von der Gracht (2012) recommends providing the opportunity for
participants to provide reasons for their unique evaluation “if estimations strongly deviate
from the group response” (p. 1527) in order to ensure “solely profound statements” (p.
1527) are provided.
Questionnaire 3 (Appendix K) provided the final opportunity for participants to
indicate a rating on competencies not achieving consensus regarding essential in prior
rounds. Questionnaire 3 also provided the final opportunity for participants to comment
on their views. Questionnaires 1, 2, and 3 addressed the second research objective of
identifying the essential leadership competencies for college presidents in a metricsdriven environment.
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Questionnaire 4 (Appendix L) obtained the expert opinion of participants to select
and prioritize the top 10 essential competencies based on their experience in the LCTCS
metrics-driven environment. Questionnaire 4 asked participants to select and place the
top 10 essential competencies in rank order of importance. The list of essential
competencies given to each participant was placed in random order. Questionnaire 4
addressed the third research objective of prioritizing the essential leadership
competencies for college presidents in a metrics-driven environment.
Data Collection
The Delphi technique, used extensively in social science research, obtains input
and seeks to gain consensus among participants through a series of questionnaires
(Keeney, Hasson, & McKenna, 2001). Utilizing Delphi, researchers obtain the “opinions
of ‘experts’ through a series of structured questionnaires (commonly referred to as
rounds)” (Hasson et al., 2000, p. 1009). Structured questionnaires are “completed
anonymously by the ‘experts’ (commonly referred to as the panelists, participants or
respondents)” (Hasson et al., 2000, p. 1009). Expert responses in the current study
remain strictly confidential. In the Delphi process, participants receive summarized
feedback from each completed questionnaire (Hasson et al., 2000). Questionnaires are
part of an “iterative multistage process, designed to transform opinion into group
consensus” (Hasson et al., 2000, p. 1008). The use of questionnaires “enforces the merits
of scientific inquiry” (St. John-Matthews, Wallace, & Robinson, 2017, p. 556).
Delphi success depends upon the selection of experts, the techniques utilized to
obtain the representative insights of study participants, and the overall implementation of
the Delphi method (Campbell & Hitchin, 1968). Delphi researchers should utilize three
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or four rounds to obtain the maximum level of input and participant reflection (Linstone
& Turoff, 1975). Diamond et al. (2014) indicate most Delphi studies run for a prespecified number of rounds. Table 2 provides a week-by-week timeline of the data
collection steps for the current study including the specific week each instrument was
used and the weekly data collection tasks performed by the researcher.
Table 2
Data Collection Plan
Instrument

Week

Researcher Data Collection Task

IRB Form

0

Obtain IRB Approval

Questionnaire 1

1&2

Distribute initial contact email including study introduction,
invitation to participate, informed consent, and launch of
Questionnaire 1

Questionnaire 2

3&4

Questionnaire 3

5&6

Communicate reminders to non-responders
Assess responses to determine consensus, non-consensus,
and expert recommended additional competencies
Distribute Questionnaire 2
Communicate reminders to non-responders
Assess responses to determine consensus, non-consensus
Distribute Questionnaire 3
Communicate reminders to non-responders
Assess responses to determine consensus, non-consensus

Questionnaire 4

7&8

Distribute Questionnaire 4
Communicate reminders to non-responders
Assess responses to determine priority ranking of essential
competencies

In the current study, four rounds of data collection occurred as described below.
The first round contained the list of higher education leadership competencies as reflected
in the current HELC model. Providing participants with a previously developed list of
items for comment reflects a responsive Delphi approach (Vernon, 2009). Compared to
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responsive Delphi, Hasson et al. (2000) describe classical Delphi as beginning with “an
open-ended set of questions that generates ideas and allows participants complete
freedom in their responses” (p. 1011). The responsive Delphi, an acceptable and
common modification of the method, utilizes a structured questionnaire supported by
literature in the first round (Hsu & Brian, 2007).
An additional component of the first round in the current study was the
opportunity for participants to suggest competencies relevant and missing in the current
HELC model. Additional items may be added if respondents suggest them in the first
round of the Delphi study (Mukherjee et al., 2015). The researcher in the current study
used the phrasing provided by respondents to the greatest extent possible by minimally
editing participant suggested competency submissions. Wording provided by participants
in round one of Delphi should be maintained, with the minimal amount of editing as
possible, and communicated to participants in round two (Hasson et al., 2000).
The second round in the current study provided the opportunity for participants to
review the results from the first round, indicate a rating on competencies not achieving
consensus as essential and added in the first round, and an option for dissenting
participants to provide their views. Keeney et al. (2001) provide the foundation for the
current approach, “feedback from round one is provided in the form of a second
questionnaire and opinion is asked on the issues raised” (p. 196). Providing feedback to
participants in subsequent rounds of Delphi typically include the participants own
response in addition to the aggregate response of all study participants (Keeney et al.,
2001).
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The third round in the current study, similar to the second round, provided the
opportunity for participants to review the results from the second round and indicate a
rating on competencies not achieving consensus as essential in previous rounds. Also,
and similar to the second round, dissenting participants were given the opportunity to
provide their views. The third round differed from previous rounds in that competencies
not achieving consensus in the second round, and moving away from consensus in
comparison to the first round results, were not resubmitted to participants in the third
round.
The fourth and final round in the current study moved to the process of ranking
the list of essential competencies identified as a result of the first three rounds. Ludwig
(1997) recommends participants rank-order items to establish priorities among items. All
competencies identified as essential in the previous rounds were placed in random order
and provided to the participants in the current study with a request to select the top 10
and place in priority order.
The Delphi approach provided flexibility for participants in the current study to
respond at a time most convenient in their schedule. Additionally, the Delphi approach
accommodated the geographic dispersion of the study participants throughout the state of
Louisiana. Clayton (1997) encourages “close, cordial and frequent contact” (p. 386) to
achieve high response rates in Delphi studies. The researcher in the current study
communicated and reminded participants through email messages (Appendix M, N, O,
and P). The four questionnaires described in the section above comprised the data
collection phase of the current study. The following section contains a description of the
data analysis required for the current research.
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Validity & Reliability
Hasson et al. (2000) provide the context for validity and reliability in research
indicating “when undertaking any research study, consideration must be given to issues
of reliability and validity” (p. 1012). de Meyrick (2003) describes the Delphi method as
having a long history as a valid research approach. The Delphi method serves as a
valuable and legitimate form of research contributing to progress on complex social
issues and problems (Landeta, 2006). Day and Bobeva (2005) address the reliability of
Delphi as a method that “offers reliability and generalisability of outcomes, ensured
through iteration of rounds for data collection and analysis, guided by the principles of
democratic participation and anonymity” (p. 104). In order to achieve reliable research
results, Delphi researchers must motivate participants to engage in several rounds and
take appropriate steps to reduce participant attrition rates (Mitchell, 1991).
Okoli and Pawlowski (2004) indicate a valid Delphi study must include “rigorous
guidelines for the process of selecting appropriate experts for the study” (p. 15) and
“detailed principles for making design choices during the process” (p. 15). Keeney et al.
(2001) comment on three specific features of Delphi that are particularly important to a
critical review of the approach: (a) sampling and the use of experts, (b), participant
anonymity, and (c) Delphi rounds and analysis. The research design and methodology
for the current study address all three of the specific features for critical review.
Okoli and Pawlowski (2004) extend the discussion of a critical review of Delphi
and the importance of rigor to increase the value of the approach. Increasing rigor
enables Delphi researchers to confidently use the results in future studies and
practitioners to make informed decisions based on study results (Okoli & Pawlowski,
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2004). Day and Bobeva (2005) indicate the rigor of the research findings are enhanced as
the researcher exercises care in executing the Delphi rounds to detect and properly
acknowledge the opinions provided by participants. As a researcher exercises rigor and
care in executing Delphi, the trustworthiness of the study should be considered.
Hasson and Keeney (2011) articulate four main strategies to establish
trustworthiness in a Delphi study: (a) credibility, (b) dependability, (c) confirmability,
and (d) transferability. First, credibility can be viewed as member checks and can be
enhanced by questionnaire iteration and controlled feedback (Engles & Kennedy, 2007).
Nowack, Endrikat, and Guenther (2011) indicate “credibility summarizes the scientific
quality standards of internal validity and reliability, which can be ensured by a
triangulation of methods and data” (Nowack et al., 2011, p. 1607). Second, dependability
can be achieved where the Delphi researcher includes a representative sample of experts
in the study (Cornick, 2006).
Third, confirmability can be assessed by the creation of a detailed record of the
collection and data analysis process conducted by the Delphi researcher (Hasson &
Keeney, 2011). Fourth, transferability can be established by verifying the applicability of
the Delphi study findings (Hasson & Keeney, 2011). The identification of findings that
one group of experts determines important and that can be used for discussion by other
groups (Hasson et al., 2000). Overall, Skulmoski, Hartman, and Krahn (2007) advocate
the use of an audit trail to provide a clear indication of the methodological and analytical
decisions researchers make in order to improve the rigor and substantiate trustworthiness
of research. The current study addresses the four strategies above to establish
trustworthiness. Additionally, the current study addresses the overall recommendation of
73

Skulmoski et al. (2007) by providing the key theoretical and methodological decisions of
the study. Performing the steps described in the section above provides the foundation to
ensure the design and methodology for the current study reflect a quality research
approach.
Chapter Summary
The chapter addressed the Delphi technique as the research design and
methodology for the current study based on the study’s purpose and research objectives.
The chapter began with a restatement of the study’s purpose, and research objectives then
moved to a discussion regarding the Delphi technique. The chapter addressed the
population, instrumentation, and data collection procedures for the current research. An
instrumentation table was provided that depicts the linkages of the instrument to critical
components of the current research. A data collection plan was provided to illustrate the
instrument, timing, and researcher weekly data collection tasks. The chapter concluded
with a discussion of the validity and reliability related to utilizing the Delphi approach in
the current study.
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CHAPTER IV – RESULTS
This chapter provides the data analysis required to address the research objectives
of the current study and is organized around the three research objectives. Additionally,
the four Delphi rounds are analyzed as aligned with the research objectives. Data
collection occurred through the use of online questionnaires. Data analysis occurred in
conjunction with each research objective. Table 3 provides the data analysis plan.
Table 3
Data Analysis Plan
Research Delphi
Objective Round
RO1
1

Instrument
Questionnaire 1

Data Analysis Result
Frequency Distributions – Participant
Demographics

RO2

1, 2, 3

Questionnaire 1, 2, 3

Assessment of Medians – Consensus
on Essential Competencies

RO3

4

Questionnaire 4

Percentage of Responses – Priority
Rankings of Essential Competencies

The first research objective uses frequency distributions to analyze and report
participant demographics. The second research objective uses assessment of medians to
analyze and report consensus on essential competencies. The third research objective
uses percentage of responses to analyze and report priority rankings of essential
competencies. The following sections describe the data analysis in conjunction with each
research objective, Delphi round, and instrument.
RO1 – Participant Demographics
RO1 – Describe the demographic attributes of the participants in the study (i.e., current
role, years in the position, education, and total years of higher education experience).
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The first research objective obtained and analyzed participant demographic
information to describe the current study participants. Trochin (2006) indicates
researchers use descriptive statistics to illustrate quantitative data in an easily identifiable
way. The first research objective uses descriptive statistics to illustrate the demographic
attributes of the participants in the current study. Questionnaire 1 contained questions to
obtain demographic information for each participant. Participant demographic
information was analyzed as reported in Table 4 and described in the narrative that
follows. Participant experience totals almost a half-century in chancellor/director roles
and nearly a quarter millennium of higher education experience.
Table 4
Participant Demographic Characteristics
Attribute
Role
Current Chancellor/Director
Former Chancellor/Director

Number of Participants
8
2

Years of Chancellor/Director Experience
1–4
5–8

4
6

Years of Higher Education Experience
10 – 20
21 – 25
>25

4
2
4

Highest Degree Earned
Doctorate
Master’s

8
2

The sample population size of the current study is 10 individuals who met the
study criteria for participation and participated in the research. The population includes
current/former Institution Chancellors/Directors of the LCTCS. Thirteen individuals
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were identified by the LCTCS as meeting the participant selection criteria for the current
study, and all 13 of the total population were invited to participate. A total of 10
individuals, representing 76.9% of the total population, consented to participate in the
research and participated in the current study. All 10 (100%) of the individuals who
started the study completed the study by participating in all four rounds. From the
sample population of 10 individuals, eight currently hold chancellor/director roles in the
LCTCS and two formerly held chancellor roles in the LCTCS. Eight participants have
earned doctorate level degrees, and two individuals have earned master’s level degrees.
In terms of years’ experience in an LCTCS chancellor/director role, four
participants have between one and four years of chancellor/director experience and six
participants reported between five and eight years of chancellor/director experience. The
total years of service in the LCTCS role of chancellor/director for all 10 participants
represent 48 years. In terms of years of higher education experience, four participants
have between 10 and 20 years of higher education experience, two indicated between 21
and 25 years, and four participants over 25 years of higher education experience. The 10
participants represent a combined 233 total years of higher education experience.
RO2 – Essential Competencies
RO2 – Identify the essential leadership competencies for college presidents in a metricsdriven environment.
The second research objective identified essential leadership competencies for
college presidents in a metrics-driven environment. Study participants identified a total
of 44 essential competencies as a result of the second research objective. The 44
essential competencies reflect 27 competencies contained in the current HELC model and
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17 additional competencies recommended by study participants as relevant and missing
in the current HELC model. The 17 additional essential competencies recommended by
study participants include terms not reflected in the current HELC model such as mission,
metrics, and technology. The current study determines the consensus of participant
opinions in the identification of essential higher education leadership competencies.
Clayton (1997) describes the aim of the Delphi process “to arrive at a level of
consensus among the panel members” (p. 382). The primary objective of many Delphi
studies reflects establishing a consensus of participant opinions (Sandrey & Bulger,
2008). A Delphi can be considered complete upon the convergence of participant
opinion (Fink, Kosecoff, Chassin, & Brook, 1984). The current study uses consensus as
the measure to determine the convergence of opinion of study participants as reflected in
the Delphi rounds described below.
The consensus of participant opinions in the identification of essential higher
education leadership competencies in the current study was determined by statistical
analysis. The use of statistical analysis to determine consensus provides an impartial and
objective analysis and reporting of the collected data from study participants (Hsu &
Brian, 2007). The second research objective uses statistical analysis (assessment of
medians) to identify the essential leadership competencies for college presidents in a
metrics-driven environment. The current study reports the status of consensus on
individual competency statements after a stated number of Delphi rounds. Hsu and Brian
(2007) join other Delphi researchers stating “three iterations are often sufficient to collect
the needed information and to reach a consensus in most cases” (p. 2). Young and
Hogben (1978) describe classic Delphi as having four rounds. Data collection for the
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current study ends after four Delphi rounds. Diamond et al. (2014), in a study of 100
Delphi’s, indicate over three times the number of studies terminated after a specified
number of rounds rather than the achievement of consensus.
After four rounds, the current study results include the list of essential
competency statements where study participants achieved consensus. Additionally, the
study results include the list of competency statements where study participants did not
achieve consensus on essential competencies. Diamond et al. (2014) provide the
perspective regarding consensus that “an optimal approach would be to formally define
criteria a priori, for what constitutes consensus rather than assume it to be an automatic
outcome at the conclusion of a Delphi study” (p. 405). Researchers should provide the
stopping criteria by specifying the maximum number of rounds that a Delphi study will
be performed (Diamond et al., 2014). As a result, a statement indicating four rounds
occurs in advance of the current study as the maximum number of rounds to determine
consensus for the research objectives.
Hasson et al. (2000) indicate researchers may structure the Delphi with a list of
items for individual consideration for consensus (Hasson et al., 2000). In other forms of
Delphi, researchers may structure the study as one broad question where ultimate
consensus must be achieved regarding the group response (Hasson et al., 2000). In a
Delphi study where the ultimate aim is to achieve consensus, “theoretically, the Delphi
process can be continuously iterated until consensus is determined to have been
achieved” (Hsu & Brian, 2007, p. 2). The researcher in the current study defines
consensus criteria in advance, reports the analysis of consensus following each Delphi
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round, and uses number of rounds rather than consensus as the determining factor to end
the study.
The purpose of the consensus method “is to determine the extent of agreement
over a given issue” (Jones & Hunter, 1995, p. 376). The extent of agreement reflects the
consensus measurement (Vernon, 2009). The Delphi researcher uses successive
questionnaires and controlled feedback to obtain the most reliable consensus of
participant opinion (Clayton, 1997). Consensus does not indicate the correct answer has
been found; rather consensus helps identify the collective input that a select group of
participants considers important regarding a particular topic (Hasson et al., 2000).
Literature does not provide a consistent determination of consensus as researchers
have not agreed how to determine when Delphi participants achieve an exact level of
consensus (Holey, Feeley, Dixon, & Whittaker, 2007). Diamond et al. (2014) describe
consensus in Delphi as commonly defined by a measure of central tendency. Field
(2013) defines central tendency as “describing the centre of a frequency distribution of
observations as measured by the mean, mode and median” (p. 871). Armstrong (2001)
concludes the median represents an appropriate measure of central tendency for Delphi
research.
Von der Gracht (2012) indicates measures of central tendency in Delphi studies
are typically analyzed with one or more measures of dispersion that provide the spread of
scores in a distribution. Von der Gracht (2012) describes range, a measure of dispersion,
as the difference between the lowest and highest score in a distribution. Consensus may
be described as the collection of participant opinion around a median response, with
minimal divergence (Brooks, 1979). Holey et al. (2007) indicate the reporting of “range
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and medians, can be used to show whether convergence has occurred, by a movement
toward central tendency” (p. 8).
Diamond et al. (2014), in a report of 98 consensus-based Delphi studies, found
percentage agreement (typically 75%) as the median threshold on the primary measures
assessed as the most common threshold to define consensus. Sandrey and Bulger (2008)
report on the results of a study utilizing the following criteria for consensus: central
tendency rating of 4 or higher in the area of importance and at least 75% of individual
ratings of 4 or higher. For the current study, a competency statement needed a median
rating of at least 4 or higher and achieved a 4 level or higher rating by at least 75% of all
individuals to be identified as an essential competency. Questions related to the
competencies were in the form of a 5 point Likert scale: Not Essential = 1, Slightly
Essential = 2, Moderately Essential = 3, Essential = 4, and Very Essential = 5. The
results of the current study include a report of essential competency statements where
study participants achieved the threshold for consensus. Similarly, the report includes a
list of competency statements where study participants failed to achieve the threshold for
consensus as essential competencies.
Delphi Round 1.
In the first round, when participants were presented with a non-categorized list of
competencies, 26 of the 35 current HELC competencies were identified as essential, and
20 additional competencies were recommended as relevant and missing in the current
HELC model. The 26 essential current HELC competencies represent competencies
across all five current HELC categories (analytical, communication, student affairs,
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behavioral, and external relations). The 20 additional competencies reflect
recommendations received from nine of the 10 study participants.
The data analysis for Round 1 (Questionnaire 1) is based on participant actions in
Round 1 (Figure 2) and includes two components. The first analysis relates to the
importance rating by study participants of competency statements provided to
participants in Questionnaire 1. The second analysis relates to the recommendation of
additional competency statements by study participants as requested in Questionnaire 1.
The data analysis for the two components of Round 1 is described below.

Figure 2. Delphi Round 1 Participant Actions
Essential Competencies. The data analysis for Round 1 includes the assessment
of consensus on the rating of competency importance by study participants of the list of
35 higher education leadership competencies in the current HELC model. Participants
were asked to consider the importance of the competencies (Not Essential = 1 to Very
Essential = 5) as they currently experience or previously experienced the LCTCS
metrics-driven environment of LA2020 goals in the role of college CEO. Participant
ratings were analyzed as reported in Table 5 and described in the narrative below.
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Competency statements may have a different number (identifier) depending on the round
as not all rounds contained the same lists of competencies. Additionally, throughout the
Delphi rounds, current HELC competencies provided to participants did not include the
current HELC category name to avoid the potential for bias.
In Round 1, a total of 26 competencies were identified as essential by study
participants, and nine competencies fell below the essential threshold. The 26 essential
competencies were provided to participants in Round 2 with the opportunity to provide
perspective where their rating of a competency may strongly deviate from the group
response. The 26 essential competencies identified by study participants in the first
round reflect 14 competencies from the current HELC analytical category, five from the
communication category, one from the student affairs category, four from the behavioral
category, and two from the external relations category.
Table 5
Round 1 Consensus Analysis

Competency Statement
1. Fosters the development and creativity of learning
organizations.
2. Demonstrates understanding of academics.
3. Engages multiple perspectives in decision making.
4. Learns from self-reflection.
5. Tolerates ambiguity.
6. Sustains productive relationships with networks of
colleagues.
7. Applies analytical thinking to enhance communication in
complex situations.
8. Facilitates the change process.
9. Demonstrates resourcefulness.
10. Demonstrates ability to diplomatically engage in
controversial issues.
11. Demonstrates negotiation skills.
12. Seeks to understand human behavior in multiple
contexts.
13. Accurately assesses the costs and benefits of risk-taking.
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Rating
(Round 1)
1 2 3 4 5
# # # # #
0 0 2 6 2
2
0
0
4
1

5
4
3
2
5

Group Median /
% Agree
(Round 1)
#/%
4 / 80%

Essential
Threshold
Achieved

2
6
7
2
4

4 / 70%
5 / 100%
5 / 100%
3 / 40%
4 / 90%

Not Achieved
Achieved
Achieved
Not Achieved
Achieved

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
2
0

0

0 0

6 4

4 / 100%

Achieved

0
0
0

0 0
0 0
0 1

2 8
5 4
4 5

5 / 100%
4 / 100%
4.5 / 90%

Achieved
Achieved
Achieved

0
0

0 1
0 2

6 3
5 3

4 / 90%
4 / 80%

Achieved
Achieved

0

0 0

7 3

4 / 100%

Achieved

Table 5 Continued
14. Facilitates effective communication among people with
different perspectives.
15. Demonstrates understanding of complex issues related
to higher education.
16. Responds appropriately to change.
17. Presents self professionally as a leader.
18. Communicates vision effectively.
19. Communicates effectively.
20. Expresses views articulately in multiple forms of
communication.
21. Communicates effectively with multiple constituent
groups in multiple contexts.
22. Responds to issues and needs of contemporary students.
23. Is attentive to emerging trends in higher education.
24. Demonstrates understanding of student affairs.
25. Demonstrates understanding of legal issues.
26. Recognizes the value of a sense of humor.
27. Supports leadership of others.
28. Demonstrates unselfish leadership.
29. Learns from others.
30. Does not take self too seriously.
31. Relates well with governing boards.
32. Applies skills to affect decisions in government
contexts.
33. Demonstrates understanding of advancement.
34. Demonstrates understanding of athletics.
35. Works effectively with the media.

0

0 0

4 6

5 / 100%

Achieved

0

0 1

5 4

4 / 90%

Achieved

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

5
4
2
3
6

4.5 / 100%
4.5 / 90%
5 / 100%
5 / 100%
4 / 80%

Achieved
Achieved
Achieved
Achieved
Achieved

0

0 0

6 4

4 / 100%

Achieved

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0

5
8
4
6
5
5
5
3
7
3
5

2
0
1
1
2
4
5
6
2
3
0

4 / 70%
4 / 80%
3.5 / 50%
4 / 70%
4 / 70%
4 / 90%
4.5 / 100%
5 / 90%
4 / 90%
4 / 60%
3.5 / 50%

Not Achieved
Achieved
Not Achieved
Not Achieved
Not Achieved
Achieved
Achieved
Achieved
Achieved
Not Achieved
Not Achieved

0
5
0

0 1
0 4
0 2

4 5
1 0
5 3

4.5 / 90%
2 / 10%
4 / 80%

Achieved
Not Achieved
Achieved

0
1
0
0
2

3
2
5
3
2
1
0
1
1
4
5

5
5
8
7
2

Note: 1=Not Essential; 2=Slightly Essential; 3=Moderately Essential; 4=Essential; 5=Very Essential

The 14 essential competencies from the current HELC analytical category are the
following: (a) Fosters the development and creativity of learning organizations, (b)
Engages multiple perspectives in decision making, (c) Learns from self-reflection, (d)
Sustains productive relationships with networks of colleagues, (e) Applies analytical
thinking to enhance communication in complex situations, (f) Facilitates the change
process, (g) Demonstrates resourcefulness, (h) Demonstrates ability to diplomatically
engage in controversial issues, (i) Demonstrates negotiation skills, (j) Seeks to
understand human behavior in multiple contexts, (k) Accurately assesses the costs and
benefits of risk-taking, (l) Facilitates effective communication among people with
different perspectives, (m) Demonstrates understanding of complex issues related to
higher education, and (n) Responds appropriately to change.
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The five essential competencies from the current HELC communication category
are the following: (a) Presents self professionally as a leader, (b) Communicates vision
effectively, (c) Communicates effectively, (d) Expresses views articulately in multiple
forms of communication, and (e) Communicates effectively with multiple constituent
groups in multiple contexts. The one essential competency from the current HELC
student affairs category is the following: Is attentive to emerging trends in higher
education. The four essential competencies from the current HELC behavioral category
are the following: (a) Supports leadership of others, (b) Demonstrates unselfish
leadership, (c) Learns from others, and (d) Does not take self too seriously. The two
essential competencies from the current HELC external relations category are the
following: (a) Demonstrates understanding of advancement and (b) Works effectively
with the media.
The nine current HELC competencies that fell below the essential threshold were
provided to participants in Round 2 for rating change consideration. The nine current
HELC competencies that failed to meet the essential threshold by study participants in
the first round reflect two competencies from the current HELC analytical category, three
from the student affairs category, one from the behavioral category, and three from the
external relations category. The two competencies from the current HELC model that
failed to meet the essential threshold from the analytical category are the following: (a)
Demonstrates understanding of academics and (b) Tolerates ambiguity.
The three competencies from the current HELC model that failed to meet the
essential threshold from the student affairs category are the following: (a) Responds to
issues and needs of contemporary students, (b) Demonstrates understanding of student
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affairs, and (c) Demonstrates understanding of legal issues. The competency from the
current HELC model that failed to meet the essential threshold from the behavioral
category is the following: Recognizes the value of a sense of humor. The three
competencies from the current HELC model that failed to meet the essential threshold
from the external relations category are the following: (a) Relates well with governing
boards, (b) Applies skills to affect decisions in government contexts, and (c)
Demonstrates understanding of athletics. Table 5 reflects the rating summary, group
response statistics, and consensus results for each competency.
Recommended Additional Competencies. The data analysis for Round 1 includes
the reporting of additional competencies recommended by study participants.
Participants were given the opportunity to recommend additional competencies
considered missing in the current HELC model, yet relevant as they currently experience
or previously experienced the LCTCS metrics-driven environment of LA2020 goals in
the role of college CEO. Participant recommendations are reported in Figure 3 and
described in the narrative that follows.
In Round 1, a total of 20 competencies were recommended as relevant and
missing in the current HELC model by study participants as they considered their current
or previous experience in the LCTCS metrics-driven environment of LA2020 goals as a
college CEO. As Mukherjee et al. (2015) indicate, additional items may be added if
respondents suggest them in the initial round of a Delphi study. Nine of the 10 study
participants contributed to the recommendations of additional competencies.
Participants were asked to be as specific as possible in recommending additional
competencies. Participants were given the following competency definition in
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consideration of making additional competency recommendations. Competencies are
“the knowledge, skills, behaviors, and attributes, that are important for effective
leadership and strengthen the probability of achieving desirable organizational outcomes”
(Smith & Wolverton, 2010, p. 61). The researcher in the current study reports the
phrasing submitted by respondents (except for minor grammar and spelling edits).
Wording provided by participants in Delphi should be maintained, with minimal editing
as possible, and communicated to participants in a subsequent round (Hasson et al.,
2000). The 20 additional competencies recommended by study participants in Round 1
were provided to participants in Round 2 to obtain a rating of competency importance for
each statement. The two components addressed above, essential competencies and
recommended additional competencies, complete the analysis for Round 1.
Competency Statement
1. Demonstrates understanding of the mission of the college.
2. Demonstrates understanding of the relationship between metrics and mission.
3. Articulates a compelling vision for the college within the context of metrics.
4. Demonstrates understanding of the data relevant to metrics.
5. Makes resource decisions to effect specific outcomes related to metrics.
6. Remains focused on metrics through distractions.
7. Demonstrates willingness to establish an institutional culture of accountability to metrics.
8. Demonstrates ability to evaluate systems for the gathering, tracking, and assessing of success metrics.
9. Is comfortable with stretch and super-stretch goals.
10. Demonstrates understanding of financial reports.
11. Demonstrates understanding of relationship between student enrollment, credit hours, and financial
health.
12. Accurately assesses financial performance relative to annual budget.
13. Demonstrates analytical skills.
14. Demonstrates understanding of fiduciary management as a major component of institutional
operations.
15. Accurately assesses the reception and perception of those around the leader (internal and external) so
others hear, understand, and support.
16. Demonstrates ability to address an audience effectively.
17. Balances institutional interests and political interests.
18. Demonstrates ability to develop partnerships with other higher education entities.
19. Focuses college resources on the needs of the people, partners, and community outside of the
college.
20. Seeks ways to employ technology to optimize institutional and individual performance.

Figure 3. Delphi Round 1 Participant Recommended Additional Competencies
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The 20 competencies recommended in the first round by participants as relevant
and missing in the current HELC model are the following: (a) Demonstrates
understanding of the mission of the college; (b) Demonstrates understanding of the
relationship between metrics and mission; (c) Articulates a compelling vision for the
college within the context of metrics; (d) Demonstrates understanding of the data
relevant to metrics; (e) Makes resource decisions to effect specific outcomes related to
metrics; (f) Remains focused on metrics through distractions; (g) Demonstrates
willingness to establish an institutional culture of accountability to metrics; (h)
Demonstrates ability to evaluate systems for the gathering, tracking, and assessing of
success metrics; (i) Is comfortable with stretch and super-stretch goals; (j) Demonstrates
understanding of financial reports; (k) Demonstrates understanding of relationship
between student enrollment, credit hours, and financial health; (l) Accurately assesses
financial performance relative to annual budget; (m) Demonstrates analytical skills; (n)
Demonstrates understanding of fiduciary management as a major component of
institutional operations; (o) Accurately assesses the reception and perception of those
around the leader (internal and external) so others hear, understand, and support; (p)
Demonstrates ability to address an audience effectively; (q) Balances institutional
interests and political interests; (r) Demonstrates ability to develop partnerships with
other higher education entities; (s) Focuses college resources on the needs of the people,
partners, and community outside of the college; and (t) Seeks ways to employ technology
to optimize institutional and individual performance.
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Delphi Round 2.
In the second round, participants provided perspective on the 26 current HELC
competencies identified as essential in the first round. Participants provided perspectives
where individual ratings were higher or lower than the group median on the following
three essential competencies: (a) Seeks to understand human behavior in multiple
contexts (analytical category), (b) Accurately assesses the costs and benefits of risktaking (analytical category), and (c) Does not take self too seriously (behavioral
category). In the second round, participants also reconsidered their rating in comparison
to the group rating of the nine current HELC competencies that did not achieve the
essential threshold in the first round. As a result of reconsidering ratings, one
competency (Demonstrates understanding of legal issues; student affairs category)
moved to essential from not achieving the essential threshold, seven competencies below
the essential threshold remained unchanged, and one competency below the essential
threshold (Tolerates ambiguity; analytical category) moved farther away from the
essential threshold.
Additionally, in the second round, participants identified 17 competencies as
essential of the 20 recommended additional competencies by study participants in the
first round as relevant and missing in the current HELC model. The 17 essential
additional competencies recommended by study participants include competencies
containing terms not reflected in the current HELC model such as mission, metrics, and
technology. The three recommended additional competencies that did not meet the
essential threshold by study participants in the second round are the following: (a) Is
comfortable with stretch and super-stretch goals; (b) Accurately assesses the reception
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and perception of those around the leader (internal and external) so others hear,
understand, and support; and (c) Demonstrates ability to develop partnerships with other
higher education entities.
The data analysis for Round 2 (Questionnaire 2) is based on participant actions in
Round 2 (Figure 4) and includes three components. The first component analyzes
participant provided perspectives in Round 2 where individual ratings of essential
competencies identified in Round 1 may strongly deviate from the group response. The
second component analyzes participant rating changes in Round 2 of the competencies
that fell below the essential threshold in Round 1. The third component analyzes the
importance rating by study participants in Round 2 of the additional competencies
recommended by study participants in Round 1. The data analysis for all three
components of Round 2 is described below.

Figure 4. Delphi Round 2 Participant Actions
Participant Perspective. The data analysis for Round 2 includes an assessment of
the participant provided perspectives in Round 2 of the essential competencies identified
by study participants in Round 1. In Round 2, participants were provided the rating
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summary, group response statistic, and their rating for each essential competency
identified by study participants in Round 1. Participants were asked to consider their
response compared to the group response as reported in Table 6 and described in the
narrative that follows.
Table 6
Round 2 Individual and Group Response Comparison

Competency Statement
1. Fosters the development and creativity of learning organizations.
2. Engages multiple perspectives in decision making.
3. Learns from self-reflection.
4. Sustains productive relationships with networks of colleagues.
5. Applies analytical thinking to enhance communication in complex
situations.
6. Facilitates the change process.
7. Demonstrates resourcefulness.
8. Demonstrates ability to diplomatically engage in controversial
issues.
9. Demonstrates negotiation skills.
10. Seeks to understand human behavior in multiple contexts.
11. Accurately assesses the costs and benefits of risk-taking.
12. Facilitates effective communication among people with different
perspectives.
13. Demonstrates understanding of complex issues related to higher
education.
14. Responds appropriately to change.
15. Presents self professionally as a leader.
16. Communicates vision effectively.
17. Communicates effectively.
18. Expresses views articulately in multiple forms of communication.
19. Communicates effectively with multiple constituent groups in
multiple contexts.
20. Is attentive to emerging trends in higher education.
21. Supports leadership of others.
22. Demonstrates unselfish leadership.
23. Learns from others.
24. Does not take self too seriously.
25. Demonstrates understanding of advancement.
26. Works effectively with the media.

1
#
0
0
0
0
0

Rating
(Round 1)
2
3
4
#
#
#
0
2
6
0
0
4
0
0
3
0
1
5
0
0
6

5
#
2
6
7
4
4

Group Median /
% Agree
(Round 1)
#/%
4 / 80%
5 / 100%
5 / 100%
4 / 90%
4 / 100%

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
1

2
5
4

8
4
5

5 / 100%
4 / 100%
4.5 / 90%

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

1
2
0
0

6
5
7
4

3
3
3
6

4 / 90%
4 / 80%
4 / 100%
5 / 100%

0

0

1

5

4

4 / 90%

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
1
0
0
2
0

5
4
2
3
6
6

5
5
8
7
2
4

4.5 / 100%
4.5 / 90%
5 / 100%
5 / 100%
4 / 80%
4 / 100%

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

2
1
0
1
1
1
2

8
5
5
3
7
4
5

0
4
5
6
2
5
3

4 / 80%
4 / 90%
4.5 / 100%
5 / 90%
4 / 90%
4.5 / 90%
4 / 80%

Note: 1=Not Essential; 2=Slightly Essential; 3=Moderately Essential; 4=Essential; 5=Very Essential

In Round 1, a total of 26 essential competencies were identified by study
participants. In Round 2, participants were asked to provide perspective where their
unique evaluation may strongly deviate from the group response on essential
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competencies identified by study participants in Round 1. Participants were informed
that the responses would be summarized and presented with study results. Eight
participants provided perspectives. Participant perspectives are provided below in the
following categories: (a) individual rating and group median consistency, (b) individual
rating higher than group median, and (c) individual rating lower than group median.
Individual Rating and Group Median Consistency
Although not asked, participants provided perspectives where their rating did not
strongly deviate from the group response. In other words, participants provided
perspectives where their rating and the group median were consistent. Seven participants
provided perspectives in Round 2 related to the consistency between their rating and the
group median of the 26 essential competencies identified in Round 1. The participant’s
verbatim comments, not competency specific, include the following statements: (a) “I do
not believe that any of my responses deviate strongly from the group response.”, (b) “My
responses were not far from the average.”, (c) “No major deviation.”, (d) “There is very
little variance in my responses from the averages. None more than one number and none
of those variances make or mean significance.”, and (e) “I support the overall evaluation
as valid.”
One participant provided their perspective of an essential competency where their
rating was the same as the group median. The perspective relates to Competency #18:
Expresses views articulately in multiple forms of communication (communication
category). The participant rating for competency #18 was 4 (essential) and the same as
the group median of 4 (essential). The participant provided the following perspective:
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“Because our groups are diverse and because there is such diversity of learning styles,
multiple forms of communication are essential to leadership.”
Two participants provided general perspectives not related to specific essential
competencies identified in Round 1. The participant perspectives are provided below.
•

Largely, my individual responses mirrored the responses of the group median.
In the areas where there was some discrepancy, I believe the variation is
largely a result of the perspective of each competency that may be different
based upon the role differences. As an example, the system CEO deals far
less with the internal issues of colleges than a college CEO does. Therefore,
the perception of the competencies are slightly different.

•

The motivation of responses is the result of a few 'cultural' motivations by the
Chancellors. These motivations are: 1) Trust of the System Office and
direction of leadership, 2) The goals and objectives of Our Louisiana 2020
were well defined and go in the direction of what our mission should be, and
3) There is a mutual trust of the mission and best practice has been shared
across the 12 colleges.
Individual Rating Higher Than Group Median

Two participants provided perspectives in Round 2 related to their higher rating
compared to the group median of two essential competencies identified in Round 1. The
essential competencies are the following: (a) Seeks to understand human behavior in
multiple contexts (analytical category) and (b) Accurately assesses the costs and benefits
of risk-taking (analytical category). The individual participant ratings, group medians,
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and participant perspectives aligned with the respective essential competencies are
described below.
Competency #10: Seeks to understand human behavior in multiple contexts
(analytical category). The participant rating for competency #10 was 5 (very essential)
compared to the group median of 4 (essential). The participant provided the following
perspective:
I am much stronger on item #10 than was the group consensus. My rationale for
this is that our community colleges deal with such a diversity of clientele
(students and employers). As open admissions institutions, we are dealing with a
wide variance of persons with a vast array of motivating and demotivating factors
for participation and engagement with our institutions. As such, I see this
competency of much greater importance than the results indicate.
Competency #11: Accurately assesses the costs and benefits of risk-taking
(analytical category). The participant rating for competency #11 was 5 (very essential)
compared to the group median of 4 (essential). The participant provided the following
perspective:
I believe that given the current environment of higher education, leaders must be
able to successfully determine risk/reward scenarios in order to keep their
institutions thriving. I believe those that do things "the way they always have" or
with little risk, will be left behind by those who have "first mover" advantage.
Individual Rating Lower Than Group Median
One participant provided their perspective in Round 2 related to their lower rating
compared to the group median of one essential competency identified in Round 1. The
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essential competency is the following: Does not take self too seriously (behavioral
category). The individual participant rating, group median, and participant perspective
aligned with the essential competency are described below.
Competency #24: Does not take self too seriously (behavioral category). The
participant rating for competency 24 was 3 (moderately essential) compared to the group
median of 4 (essential). The participant provided the following perspective:
I think you need a good sense of humor and an ability to laugh at oneself, but I
also think that you must have strong sense that the work you are doing is serious
and that in reflecting on your decisions and actions, you must be able to hold
yourself accountable - even in making mistakes.
Rating Change. The data analysis for Round 2 includes an assessment of
participant rating changes in Round 2 of the competencies that fell below the essential
threshold by study participants in Round 1. In Round 2, participants were provided the
rating summary, group response statistic, and their rating for each competency that failed
to meet the essential threshold by study participants in Round 1. Participants were asked
to review and reconsider their rating of competencies that failed to meet the essential
threshold by study participants in Round 1 as reported in Table 7 and described in the
narrative that follows.
In Round 1, a total of nine competencies fell below the essential threshold by
study participants. In Round 2, participants were asked to review the Round 1 results for
competencies that failed to meet the essential threshold by study participants and consider
their response compared to the group response. Participants were given the opportunity
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to change their rating on any of the nine competencies that failed to meet the essential
threshold by study participants in Round 1.
Table 7
Round 2 Rating Change Analysis

Competency Statement
1. Demonstrates
understanding of academics.
2. Tolerates ambiguity.

3. Responds to issues and
needs of contemporary
students.
4. Demonstrates
understanding of student
affairs.
5. Demonstrates
understanding of legal issues.
6. Recognizes the value of a
sense of humor.
7. Relates well with governing
boards.
8. Applies skills to affect
decisions in government
contexts.
9. Demonstrates
understanding of athletics.

Group Median /
% Agree
(Round 1)
#/%
4 / 70%
3 / 40%

Rating Change
Submitted
(Round 2)
None

Group Median /
% Agree
(Round 2)
#/%
4 / 70%

Essential
Threshold
Not Achieved
(no change)
Not Achieved
(moved away from
Essential Threshold)
Not Achieved
(no change)

3 / 30%

4 / 70%

Individual rating
change from
4 to 3
None

3.5 / 50%

None

3.5 / 50%

Not Achieved
(no change)

4 / 70%

4 / 80%

4 / 70%

Individual rating
change from
3 to 4
None

4 / 60%

None

4 / 60%

3.5 / 50%

None

3.5 / 50%

Achieved
(moved from Not
Achieved to Achieved)
Not Achieved
(no change)
Not Achieved
(no change)
Not Achieved
(no change)

2 / 10%

None

2 / 10%

4 / 70%

4 / 70%

Not Achieved
(no change)

Note: 1=Not Essential; 2=Slightly Essential; 3=Moderately Essential; 4=Essential; 5=Very Essential

In Round 2, two participants indicated a rating change and each on separate
competencies: one participant moved a competency rating up (toward the essential
threshold; competency #5: Demonstrates understanding of legal issues; student affairs
category), and one participant moved a competency rating down (away from the essential
threshold; competency #2: Tolerates ambiguity; analytical category). The rating change
toward the essential threshold moved the related competency (#5) to essential. The rating
change away from the essential threshold moved the related competency (#2) farther
away from the essential threshold. The essential competency (#5) was provided to
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participants in Round 3 with the opportunity to provide perspective where their rating of
the competency may strongly deviate from the group response. The eight remaining
competencies that failed to meet the essential threshold by study participants in Round 2
were removed from further consideration and reported in the overall study results in the
last section of this chapter.
Recommended Additional Competencies. The data analysis for Round 2 includes
the assessment of consensus on the rating of competency importance by study
participants of the 20 recommended additional competencies in Round 1. Participants
were asked to consider the importance of the competencies (not essential to very
essential) as they currently experience or previously experienced the LCTCS metricsdriven environment of LA2020 goals in the role of college CEO. Participant ratings were
analyzed as reported in Table 8 and described in the narrative that follows.
Table 8
Round 2 Consensus Analysis

Competency Statement
1. Demonstrates understanding of the mission of the
college.
2. Demonstrates understanding of the relationship
between metrics and mission.
3. Articulates a compelling vision for the college
within the context of metrics.
4. Demonstrates understanding of the data relevant to
metrics.
5. Makes resource decisions to effect specific
outcomes related to metrics.
6. Remains focused on metrics through distractions.
7. Demonstrates willingness to establish an
institutional culture of accountability to metrics.
8. Demonstrates ability to evaluate systems for the
gathering, tracking, and assessing of success metrics.
9. Is comfortable with stretch and super-stretch goals.
10. Demonstrates understanding of financial reports.

1
#
0

Rating
(Round 2)
2
3
4
#
#
#
0
0
5

5
#
5

Group Median /
% Agree
(Round 2)
#/%
4.5 / 100%

Essential
Threshold
Achieved

0

0

1

6

3

4 / 90%

Achieved

0

0

2

3

5

4.5 / 80%

Achieved

0

0

0

4

6

5 / 100%

Achieved

0

0

2

3

5

4.5 / 80%

Achieved

0
0

1
1

1
1

4
4

4
4

4 / 80%
4 / 80%

Achieved
Achieved

0

0

1

6

3

4 / 90%

Achieved

0
0

0
0

3
0

3
2

4
8

4 / 70%
5 / 100%

Not Achieved
Achieved
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Table 8 Continued
11. Demonstrates understanding of relationship
between student enrollment, credit hours, and
financial health.
12. Accurately assesses financial performance relative
to annual budget.
13. Demonstrates analytical skills.
14. Demonstrates understanding of fiduciary
management as a major component of institutional
operations.
15. Accurately assesses the reception and perception
of those around the leader (internal and external) so
others hear, understand, and support.
16. Demonstrates ability to address an audience
effectively.
17. Balances institutional interests and political
interests.
18. Demonstrates ability to develop partnerships with
other higher education entities.
19. Focuses college resources on the needs of the
people, partners, and community outside of the
college.
20. Seeks ways to employ technology to optimize
institutional and individual performance.

0

0

0

2

8

5 / 100%

Achieved

0

0

1

3

6

5 / 90%

Achieved

0
0

0
0

1
0

3
5

6
5

5 / 90%
4.5 / 100%

Achieved
Achieved

0

0

3

5

2

4 / 70%

Not Achieved

0

0

1

5

4

4 / 90%

Achieved

0

0

1

7

2

4 / 90%

Achieved

0

0

4

2

4

4 / 60%

Not Achieved

0

0

0

5

5

4.5 / 100%

Achieved

0

0

2

4

4

4 / 80%

Achieved

Note: 1=Not Essential; 2=Slightly Essential; 3=Moderately Essential; 4=Essential; 5=Very Essential

In Round 2, a total of 17 recommended additional competencies were identified
as essential by study participants, and three competencies fell below the essential
threshold. The 17 essential competencies were provided to participants in Round 3 with
the opportunity to provide perspective where their rating of a competency may strongly
deviate from the group response. The three competencies that failed to meet the essential
threshold are the following: (a) Is comfortable with stretch and super-stretch goals; (b)
Accurately assesses the reception and perception of those around the leader (internal and
external) so others hear, understand, and support; and (c) Demonstrates ability to
develop partnerships with other higher education entities.
The three competencies that failed to meet the essential threshold were provided
to participants in Round 3 for rating change consideration. Table 8 reflects the rating
summary, group response statistics, and consensus result for each competency. The three
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components addressed above (unique perspective, rating change, and recommended
additional competencies) complete the analysis for Round 2.
Delphi Round 3.
In the third round, participants provided perspective on the 18 competencies
identified as essential in the second round. Participants provided perspectives where
individual ratings were higher or lower than the group median on six of the essential
competencies. All six competencies are recommended additional competencies by study
participants as relevant and missing in the current HELC model. The six essential
competencies are the following: (a) Demonstrates understanding of the relationship
between metrics and mission; (b) Demonstrates understanding of financial reports; (c)
Demonstrates understanding of relationship between student enrollment, credit hours,
and financial health; (d) Accurately assesses financial performance relative to annual
budget; (e) Remains focused on metrics through distractions; and (f) Demonstrates
willingness to establish an institutional culture of accountability to the metrics.
In the third round, participants also reconsidered their rating in comparison to the
group rating of the three competencies that did not achieve the essential threshold in the
second round. The three competencies were recommended additional competencies by
study participants as relevant and missing in the current HELC model. No rating changes
were submitted by participants in the third round. As a result, the three competencies
remained below the essential threshold. The three competencies that remained below the
essential threshold are the following: (a) Is comfortable with stretch and super-stretch
goals; (b) Accurately assesses the reception and perception of those around the leader
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(internal and external) so others hear, understand, and support; and (c) Demonstrates
ability to develop partnerships with other higher education entities.
The data analysis for Round 3 (Questionnaire 3) is based on participant actions in
Round 3 (Figure 5) and includes two components. The first component analyzes
participant provided perspectives in Round 3 where individual ratings of essential
competencies identified in Round 2 may strongly deviate from the group response. The
second component analyzes participant rating changes in Round 3 of the competencies
that fell below the essential threshold in Round 2. The data analysis for the two
components of Round 3 is described below.

Figure 5. Delphi Round 3 Participant Actions
Participant Perspective. The data analysis for Round 3 includes an assessment of
the participant provided perspectives in Round 3 of the essential competencies identified
by study participants in Round 2. In Round 3, participants were provided the rating
summary, group response statistic, and their rating for each essential competency
identified by study participants in Round 2. Participants were asked to consider their
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response compared to the group response as reported in Table 9 and described in the
narrative that follows.
Table 9
Round 3 Individual and Group Response Comparison

Competency Statement
1. Demonstrates understanding of legal issues.
2. Demonstrates understanding of the mission of the college.
3. Demonstrates understanding of the relationship between metrics and
mission.
4. Articulates a compelling vision for the college within the context of
metrics.
5. Demonstrates understanding of the data relevant to metrics.
6. Makes resource decisions to effect specific outcomes related to
metrics.
7. Remains focused on metrics through distractions.
8. Demonstrates willingness to establish an institutional culture of
accountability to metrics.
9. Demonstrates ability to evaluate systems for the gathering, tracking,
and assessing of success metrics.
10. Demonstrates understanding of financial reports.
11. Demonstrates understanding of relationship between student
enrollment, credit hours, and financial health.
12. Accurately assesses financial performance relative to annual
budget.
13. Demonstrates analytical skills.
14. Demonstrates understanding of fiduciary management as a major
component of institutional operations.
15. Demonstrates ability to address an audience effectively.
16. Balances institutional interests and political interests.
17. Focuses college resources on the needs of the people, partners, and
community outside of the college.
18. Seeks ways to employ technology to optimize institutional and
individual performance.

1
#
0
0
0

Rating
(Round 2)
2
3
4
#
#
#
0
2
7
0
0
5
0
1
6

5
#
1
5
3

Group Median /
% Agree
(Round 2)
#/%
4 / 80%
4.5 / 100%
4 / 90%

0

0

2

3

5

4.5 / 80%

0
0

0
0

0
2

4
3

6
5

5 / 100%
4.5 / 80%

0
0

1
1

1
1

4
4

4
4

4 / 80%
4 / 80%

0

0

1

6

3

4 / 90%

0
0

0
0

0
0

2
2

8
8

5 / 100%
5 / 100%

0

0

1

3

6

5 / 90%

0
0

0
0

1
0

3
5

6
5

5 / 90%
4.5 / 100%

0
0
0

0
0
0

1
1
0

5
7
5

4
2
5

4 / 90%
4 / 90%
4.5 / 100%

0

0

2

4

4

4 / 80%

Note: 1=Not Essential; 2=Slightly Essential; 3=Moderately Essential; 4=Essential; 5=Very Essential

In Round 2, a total of 18 essential competencies were identified by study
participants. In Round 3, participants were asked to provide perspective where their
unique evaluation may strongly deviate from the group response on essential
competencies identified by study participants in Round 2. All 10 participants provided
perspectives. Participants were informed that the responses would be summarized and
presented with study results. Participant perspectives are provided below in the
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following categories: (a) individual rating and group median consistency, (b) individual
rating higher than group median, and (c) individual rating lower than group median.
Individual Rating and Group Median Consistency
Although not asked, participants provided perspectives where their rating did not
strongly deviate from the group response. In other words, where their rating and the
group median were consistent. Eight participants provided perspectives in Round 3
related to the consistency between their rating and the group median of the 18 essential
competencies identified in Round 2. The participant’s verbatim comments include the
following statements: (a) “Generally, my individual rating was closely aligned with the
overall rating.”; (b) “It looks as though my responses all fall within one point of the
group response... so I do not feel as though there is a strong deviation.”; (c) “No major
deviation from consensus.”; (d) “Do not deviate with any of these results.”; and (e) “My
responses appear to be in line with the responses of the group.”
Four participants provided additional perspectives not related to specific essential
competencies identified in Round 2. The participant perspectives are provided below:
•

“Quite honestly, due to the fact the LCTCS Board, President, and Board
Office prioritized, it was easy to confirm that prioritization. I think this
reflects the consensus support of Our Louisiana 2020.”

•

“I do think there is some indication that the group does not view financial
concerns as critically as I do, but the responses seem to be moving closer to
my views as we progress.”

•

“LA 2020 forced a focus on the metrics. I sometimes found it difficult to
balance quantity vs. quality.”
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•

“Each of the leaders in the survey bring a unique set of life experiences to the
leadership role. So there will be variations of the priorities to some extent.
But overall the leadership role I believe teaches us common skills that are
reflected by the responses indicated in the survey.”
Individual Rating Higher Than Group Median

One participant provided their perspective in Round 3 related to their higher
rating compared to the group median of one essential competency identified in Round 2.
The individual participant rating, group median, and participant perspective aligned with
the respective essential competency are described below. Competency #3: Demonstrates
understanding of the relationship between metrics and mission. The participant rating for
competency #3 was 5 (very essential) compared to the group median of 4 (essential). The
participant provided the following perspective: “I was surprised on this competency
statement that more of my colleagues did not rate this as a five.”
Individual Rating Lower Than Group Median
Three participants provided perspectives in Round 3 related to their lower rating
compared to the group median of five essential competencies identified in Round 2. The
individual participant ratings, group medians, and participant perspectives aligned with
the essential competencies are described below. One participant provided the perspective
regarding the following three related competencies: (a) Competency #10: Demonstrates
understanding of financial reports; (b) Competency #11: Demonstrates understanding of
relationship between student enrollment, credit hours, and financial health; and (c)
Competency #12: Accurately assesses financial performance relative to annual budget.
The participant rating for each of the three competencies was 4 (essential) compared to
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the group median of 5 (very essential). The participant stated: “I was surprised that the
competency statements dealing with financial reports/performance were scored higher by
my colleagues though the LA2020 goals do not directly assess institutional fiscal
performance (Foundation Assets, yes).”
One participant provided their perspective regarding Competency #7: Remains
focused on metrics through distractions. The participant rating for competency #7 was 2
(slightly essential) compared to the group median of 4 (essential). The participant
provided the following perspective: “I believe the metrics should be ingrained into the
basic functioning of the institution so that they are not at the whim of changes or
distractions.”
One participant provided their perspective regarding Competency #8:
Demonstrates willingness to establish an institutional culture of accountability to the
metrics. The participant rating for competency #8 was 2 (slightly essential) compared to
the group median of 4 (essential). The participant provided the following perspective:
“Metrics are what help you achieve goals that are aligned with your mission. Your
culture is representative of much more. In addition, most metrics do not fully grasp all
that occurs at an institution that is important. Drive goals from metrics not culture.”
Rating Change. The data analysis for Round 3 includes an assessment of
participant rating changes in Round 3 of the competencies that fell below the essential
threshold by study participants in Round 2. In Round 3, participants were provided the
rating summary, group response statistic, and their rating for each competency that failed
to meet the essential threshold by study participants in Round 2. Participants were asked
to review and reconsider their rating of competencies that failed to meet the essential
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threshold by study participants in Round 2 as reported in Table 10 and described in the
narrative that follows.
Table 10
Round 3 Rating Change Analysis

Competency Statement
1. Is comfortable with stretch and super-stretch goals.
2. Accurately assesses the reception and perception of those around the
leader (internal and external) so others hear, understand, and support.
3. Demonstrates ability to develop partnerships with other higher
education entities.

1
#
0
0

Rating
(Round 2)
2
3
4
#
#
#
0
3
3
0
3
5

5
#
4
2

Group Median /
% Agree
(Round 2)
#/%
4 / 70%
4 / 70%

0

0

4

4 / 60%

4

2

Note: 1=Not Essential; 2=Slightly Essential; 3=Moderately Essential; 4=Essential; 5=Very Essential

In Round 2, a total of three competencies fell below the essential threshold by
study participants. In Round 3, participants were asked to review the Round 2 results for
competencies that failed to meet the essential threshold by study participants and consider
their response compared to the group response. Participants were given the opportunity
to change their rating on any of the three competencies that failed to meet the essential
threshold by study participants in Round 2. In Round 3, no participants indicated a rating
change on the three competencies. As a result, the three competencies that failed to meet
the essential threshold by study participants in Round 3 were removed from further
consideration and reported in the study overall results in the last section of this chapter.
While study participants did not indicate any rating changes in Round 3, four
participants provided perspectives where their rating differed from the group median on
the three competencies that fell below the essential threshold as discussed above. The
three competencies that failed to meet the essential threshold were additional
competencies recommended by study participants. The individual participant ratings,
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group medians, and participant perspectives aligned with the respective competencies are
described below.
Three participants provided perspectives regarding Competency #1: Is
comfortable with stretch and super-stretch goals. The first participant rating for
competency #1 was 5 (very essential) compared to the group median of 4 (essential). The
first participant provided the following perspective: “I am really surprised by the failure
of the statement related to stretch goals to meet the consensus threshold... as I believe that
to be an important competency.” The second participant rating for competency #1 was 5
(very essential) compared to the group median of 4 (essential). The second participant
provided the following perspective: “Anytime there are stretch goals, and there are, there
is a nervousness about them. This is understandable.” The third participant rating for
competency #1 was 3 (moderately essential) compared to the group median of 4
(essential). The third participant provided the following perspective:
It is my belief that as leaders we need to embrace stretch goals but not obsess over
those goals. When you have a myopic focus on the goals you lose sight of so
many other important factors that lead to the overall success of the college.
One participant provided their perspective regarding Competency #2: Accurately
assesses the reception and perception of those around the leader (internal and external)
so others hear, understand, and support. The participant rating for competency #2 was 5
(very essential) compared to the group median of 4 (essential). The participant provided
the following perspective: “There may be some evolutions of items and that causes
concern for folks (perception) also very understandable.”
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Two participants provided perspectives regarding Competency #3: Demonstrates
ability to develop partnerships with other higher education entities. The first participant
rating for competency #3 was 5 (very essential) compared to the group median of 4
(essential). The participant provided the following perspective: “I believe the rating is
viewed differently depending upon what seat you hold. College CEO's may not see the
importance of partnerships with other higher education entities as being as important.
From the system view, the importance may be greater.”
The second participant rating for competency #3 was 5 (very essential) compared
to the group median of 4 (essential). The participant provided the following perspective:
The competency speaks to "developing" partnerships. OL2020 speaks to the
"How" in addition to the "What" of transferability. Some colleges are mature in
transferability while other colleges continue to emerge. I interpreted this as
colleges had the flexibility to handle items the best way they saw fit to accomplish
goals.
The two components addressed above (unique perspective and rating change)
complete the analysis for Round 3.
Summary Results (RO2)
The second research objective identifies the essential leadership competencies for
college presidents in a metrics-driven environment. To achieve the second research
objective, the essential leadership competencies were identified by measuring the
consensus of participant opinions across the three Delphi rounds discussed above. The
essential competencies and competencies that fell below the essential threshold are
identified and described in the sections below.
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Essential Competencies. The essential competencies identified in the second
research objective reflect the combined essential competencies from the current HELC
model, and the participant recommended additional competencies. Of the 35 current
HELC competencies, a total of 27 were identified as essential by study participants. Of
the 20 recommended additional competencies, a total of 17 were identified as essential by
study participants. The result for the second research objective is a combined total of 44
essential competencies as illustrated in Figure 6.
Higher Education Leadership Competencies (current HELC) – 27 Total
Analytical
1. Fosters the development and creativity of learning organizations.
2. Engages multiple perspectives in decision making.
3. Learns from self-reflection.
4. Sustains productive relationships with networks of colleagues.
5. Applies analytical thinking to enhance communication in complex situations.
6. Facilitates the change process.
7. Demonstrates resourcefulness.
8. Demonstrates ability to diplomatically engage in controversial issues.
9. Demonstrates negotiation skills.
10. Seeks to understand human behavior in multiple contexts.
11. Accurately assesses the costs and benefits of risk-taking.
12. Facilitates effective communication among people with different perspectives.
13. Demonstrates understanding of complex issues related to higher education.
14. Responds appropriately to change.
Communication
15. Presents self professionally as a leader.
16. Communicates vision effectively.
17. Communicates effectively.
18. Expresses views articulately in multiple forms of communication.
19. Communicates effectively with multiple constituent groups in multiple contexts.
Student Affairs
20. Is attentive to emerging trends in higher education.
21. Demonstrates understanding of legal issues.
Behavioral
22. Supports leadership of others.
23. Demonstrates unselfish leadership.
24. Learns from others.
25. Does not take self too seriously.
External Relations
26. Demonstrates understanding of advancement.
27. Works effectively with the media.
Participant Recommended Additional Competencies – 17 Total
1. Demonstrates understanding of the mission of the college.
2. Demonstrates understanding of the relationship between metrics and mission.
3. Articulates a compelling vision for the college within the context of metrics.
4. Demonstrates understanding of the data relevant to metrics.
5. Makes resource decisions to effect specific outcomes related to metrics.
6. Remains focused on metrics through distractions.
7. Demonstrates willingness to establish an institutional culture of accountability to the metrics.
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Figure 6 Continued
8. Demonstrates ability to evaluate systems for the gathering, tracking, and assessing of success metrics.
9. Seeks ways to employ technology to optimize institutional and individual performance.
10. Demonstrates understanding of financial reports.
11. Demonstrates understanding of relationship between student enrollment, credit hours, and financial health.
12. Accurately assesses financial performance relative to annual budget.
13. Demonstrates analytical skills.
14. Demonstrates understanding of fiduciary management as a major component of institutional operations.
15. Demonstrates ability to address an audience effectively.
16. Balances institutional interests and political interests.
17. Focuses college resources on the needs of the people, partners, and community outside of the college.

Figure 6. Expert Identified Essential Leadership Competencies
Not Achieving Consensus as Essential Competencies. As a result of the analysis
conducted for the second research objective, competencies that fell below the essential
threshold were identified. A combined total of 11 competencies failed to meet the
essential threshold as illustrated in Figure 7. The competencies that failed to meet the
essential threshold reflect competencies from the current HELC model and participant
recommended additional competencies.
Higher Education Leadership Competencies (current HELC) – 8 Total
Analytical
1. Demonstrates understanding of academics.
2. Tolerates ambiguity.
Student Affairs
3. Responds to issues and needs of contemporary students.
4. Demonstrates understanding of student affairs.
Behavioral
5. Recognizes the value of a sense of humor.
External Relations
6. Relates well with governing boards.
7. Applies skills to affect decisions in government contexts.
8. Demonstrates understanding of athletics.
Participant Recommended Additional Competencies – 3 Total
9. Is comfortable with stretch and super-stretch goals.
10. Accurately assesses the reception and perception of those around the leader (internal and external) so
others hear, understand, and support.
11. Demonstrates ability to develop partnerships with other higher education entities.

Figure 7. Competencies Below Essential Threshold
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Eight of the 11 competencies that failed to meet the essential threshold are
contained in the current HELC model. In other words, of the 35 current HELC
competencies, a total of eight fell below the essential threshold by study participants.
Three of the 11 competencies that failed to meet the essential threshold were additional
competencies recommended by study participants. In other words, of the 20
recommended additional competencies, a total of three fell below the essential threshold
study participants. The three additional competencies recommended by study
participants that failed to meet the essential threshold are the following: (a) Is
comfortable with stretch and super-stretch goals; (b) Accurately assesses the reception
and perception of those around the leader (internal and external) so others hear,
understand, and support; and (c) Demonstrates ability to develop partnerships with other
higher education entities. The competencies that failed to meet the essential threshold in
the second research objective reflect the combined competencies from the current HELC
model, and the participant recommended additional competencies.
RO3 – Prioritize Essential Competencies
RO3 – Prioritize the essential leadership competencies for college presidents in a
metrics-driven environment.
The third research objective prioritized essential leadership competencies by
study participants. Prioritizing a list of essential competencies provides additional
context to the essentiality of the competencies (Saltsman, 2014). The top 10 prioritized
essential competencies reflect eight competencies recommended by study participants as
relevant and missing in the current HELC model and two competencies contained in the
current HELC model. Additionally, six of the top 10 essential competencies contain a
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metrics related component. The data analysis for the third research objective reflects an
approach to prioritize the list of 44 essential competencies identified by study participants
in the second research objective. The analysis for the third research objective is based on
the data obtained in Round 4 as described below.
The approach to prioritize the list of essential competencies uses participant
ordinal rankings as the basis for analysis. Hsu and Brian (2007) indicate Delphi study
participants may be asked to rank-order items to establish priorities among items.
Prioritizing a list of competencies can serve to increase the appreciation for an
organization’s strategic priorities (Conger & Ready, 2004). Additionally, prioritizing a
limited set of competencies allows an organization to more strongly highlight the
competencies aligned with current strategy and in support of the organization’s strategic
direction (Intagliata, Ulrich, & Smallwood, 2000). Participants in the current study were
requested to select the top 10 essential competencies identified in the second research
objective and place the competencies in priority order. The third research objective uses
statistical analysis (percentage of responses) to prioritize the essential leadership
competencies for college presidents in a metrics-driven environment.
Delphi Round 4.
In the fourth round, participants identified the top 10 essential competencies and
prioritized the list. Participants were presented the list of 44 essential competencies in
random order. As a result, eight of the top 10 essential competencies were competencies
added by study participants as relevant and missing in the current HELC model.
Additionally, six of the top 10 essential competencies contain a metrics component and
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were competencies added by study participants as relevant and missing in the current
HELC model.
The eight essential competencies added by study participants are the following:
(a) Articulates a compelling vision for the college within the context of metrics; (b)
Demonstrates understanding of the mission of the college; (c) Demonstrates
understanding of the relationship between metrics and mission; (d) Demonstrates
willingness to establish an institutional culture of accountability to metrics; (e) Makes
resource decisions to effect specific outcomes related to metrics; (f) Demonstrates
understanding of the data relevant to metrics; (g) Demonstrates ability to evaluate
systems for the gathering, tracking, and assessing of success metrics; and (h)
Demonstrates understanding of fiduciary management as a major component of
institutional operations. The two essential competencies contained in the current HELC
model are the following: (a) Responds appropriately to change (analytical category) and
(b) Communicates vision effectively (communication category).
The data analysis for Round 4 (Questionnaire 4) is based on participant actions in
Round 4 (Figure 8) and analyzes the rankings by study participants of the essential
competencies identified in the second research objective. In Round 4, participants were
provided the essential competencies identified in the second research objective. All
competencies identified as essential in the previous rounds were placed in random order.
Participants were asked to select, and place in priority order, the top 10 most important
leadership competencies as they currently or previously experienced the LCTCS metricsdriven environment of LA2020 Goals as a college CEO.
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Figure 8. Delphi Round 4 Participant Actions
Participants assigned a rank, (1 – 10; 1 = highest importance) to indicate their
recommendation for the top 10 essential competencies and prioritization of the list. The
researcher assigned points to each participant rating (1 = 10 points, 2 = 9 points, so forth)
and determined the priority rank order by total points awarded for each competency.
Participant rankings are analyzed as reported in Table 11. In the event of a tie,
competencies are listed together in the same ranking and listed alphabetically.
Table 11
Round 4 Essential Leadership Competencies Ranking Analysis
Participant Rank Designations
Competency / Rank
Articulates a compelling vision for the college
within the context of metrics.
Demonstrates understanding of the mission of
the college.
Demonstrates understanding of the relationship
between metrics and mission.
Demonstrates willingness to establish an
institutional culture of accountability to metrics.
Demonstrates understanding of fiduciary
management as a major component of
institutional operations.

1
1

2
0

3
3

4
0

5
1

6
1

7
0

8
0

9
0

10
0

Points
Total
45

Top
10
1

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

43

2

1

2

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

42

3

0

1

0

2

0

1

0

2

0

0

34

4

0

2

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

30

5

Makes resource decisions to effect specific
outcomes related to metrics.

0

0

0

2

1

1

1

0

0

0

29

6
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Table 11 Continued
Demonstrates understanding of the data relevant
to metrics.
Communicates vision effectively.

0

1

1

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

26

7

0

0

2

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

23

8

Demonstrates ability to evaluate systems for the
gathering, tracking, and assessing of success
metrics.

0

0

1

0

1

1

1

0

0

0

23

9

Responds appropriately to change.

0

1

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

23

10

Note: Points (Rank 1 = 10 Points, Rank 2 = 9 Points, etc.)

The top 10 competencies clustered into three groups: (a) three competencies
clustered near the top of the list, (b) four competencies clustered in the middle of the list,
and (c) three competencies clustered at the bottom of the list. The three competencies
clustered near the top of the list reflect a mission, vision, and metrics component and are
competencies added by study participants as relevant and missing in the current HELC
model. The three competencies clustered near the top of the list are the following: (a)
Articulates a compelling vision for the college within the context of metrics, (b)
Demonstrates understanding of the mission of the college, and (c) Demonstrates
understanding of the relationship between metrics and mission.
The four competencies clustered in the middle of the list are the following: (a)
Demonstrates willingness to establish an institutional culture of accountability to
metrics, (b) Demonstrates understanding of fiduciary management as a major component
of institutional operations, (c) Makes resource decisions to effect specific outcomes
related to metrics, and (d) Demonstrates understanding of the data relevant to metrics.
The three competencies clustered at the bottom of the list are the following: (a)
Communicates vision effectively (current HELC; communication category); (b)
Demonstrates ability to evaluate systems for the gathering, tracking, and assessing of
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success metrics; and (c) Responds appropriately to change (current HELC; analytical
category).
Summary Results (RO3)
The third research objective prioritized the essential leadership competencies for
college presidents in a metrics-driven environment by identifying the top 10
competencies and placing the competencies in priority order (Table 12). The top three
essential leadership competencies reflect a mission, vision, and metrics component and
were recommended additional competencies by study participants as relevant and missing
in the current HELC model. Eight of the top 10 essential leadership competencies were
recommended additional competencies by study participants as relevant and missing in
the current HELC model. Six of the top 10 essential leadership competencies contain a
metrics related component and were recommended additional competencies by study
participants as relevant and missing in the current HELC model.
Table 12
Top 10 Essential Leadership Competencies Priority Order
Priority
Rank

Competencies
1. Articulates a compelling vision for the college within the context of metrics.

1

2. Demonstrates understanding of the mission of the college.
3. Demonstrates understanding of the relationship between metrics and mission.
4. Demonstrates willingness to establish an institutional culture of accountability to metrics.
5. Demonstrates understanding of fiduciary management as a major component of
institutional operations.
6. Makes resource decisions to effect specific outcomes related to metrics.

2
3
4
5

7. Demonstrates understanding of the data relevant to metrics.
8. Communicates vision effectively.*
9. Demonstrates ability to evaluate systems for the gathering, tracking, and assessing of
success metrics.
10. Responds appropriately to change.*

7
8
8

Note: * current HELC competency

115

6

8

Chapter Summary
The chapter presents the results related to the three research objectives of the
current study. The results include the analysis for each of the four Delphi rounds as
aligned with the research objectives. Additionally, the participant provided perspectives
are reported. The final chapter provides the findings, conclusions, and recommendations
based on the results presented in the current chapter.
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CHAPTER V – CONCLUSIONS
This chapter discusses the study’s three empirical findings, conclusions, and
recommendations. The objectives of this study were accomplished using qualitative
techniques. Three findings as illustrated in Figure 9 are described below. The findings
link to the concepts identified in the literature review. The study’s theoretical foundation
also supports the findings. First, the essential leadership competencies identified for
college presidents in a metrics-driven environment require competencies not reflected in
the current HELC model. Second, six of the top 10 essential leadership competencies
prioritized by college presidents in a metrics-driven environment contain a metrics
component. Third, a metrics-driven environment requires a balance of the factors
relating to metrics.

Figure 9. Summary of Research Findings
Finding 1
Finding 1. The essential leadership competencies identified for college presidents
in a metrics-driven environment includes competencies not reflected in the current HELC
model. The study participants identified 44 essential leadership competencies for college
117

presidents operating in a metrics-driven environment. Twenty-seven of the essential
competencies are contained in the 35 competencies in the current HELC model.
Seventeen of the essential competencies derive from the 20 additional competencies
recommended by study participants.
Conclusion for Finding 1. College presidents in a metrics-driven environment
require essential leadership competencies in addition to those contained in the current
HELC model. The study participants achieved consensus on the identification of
competencies for college presidents in an environment leveraging metrics to drive
innovation and change. As a result, the current HELC model is insufficient to address the
capabilities required for college presidents and higher education leaders in today’s
metrics-driven environment. This study supports the notion that “leadership that is not
only effective but reflective of the world around it will be key to managing the challenges
of today and the unrevealed challenges of tomorrow” (Cook, 2012, p. 3). College
presidents can become ineffective where leadership does not evolve as the higher
education industry continues to evolve (Kezar & Holcombe, 2017). This conclusion is
consistent with literature as higher education leaders should demonstrate an
understanding of successful leadership concepts (Kezar & Holcombe, 2017). Leadership
“holds the key” (p. v) in transforming higher education institutions (Astin & Astin, 2000).
Recommendation for Finding 1. College presidents in a metrics-driven
environment should use the NEW-HELC model to develop capabilities required in
support of individual and institution success. In doing so, the practice of leading can be
improved in a metrics-driven higher education environment. This recommendation is
consistent with literature as higher education leaders should demonstrate an evolving set
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of competencies to manage and react to change (Soares et al., 2016). Additionally,
aligning processes and approaches with the culture, context, and environment positions
higher education leaders for success (Eshleman, 2018).
The NEW-HELC model is a conceptual model, developed based on the results of
the current study. A conceptual model is defined as the end result of bringing together
related concepts to explain or give broader understanding of the topic of interest or
research problem (Dzimińska, Fijałkowska, & Sułkowski, 2018). The NEW-HELC
model categories are illustrated in Figure 10.

Figure 10. NEW-HELC Model Competency Categories
The acronym NEW (Nouveau Expertise Wanted) reflects the following
definitions as defined by Merriam-Webster: Nouveau – “newly arrived or developed,”
Expertise – “the skill of an expert,” and Wanted – “to be necessary or needed.” The
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NEW-HELC model represents the newly developed expertise necessary for college
presidents in a metrics-driven environment and reflects the combined total of 44 essential
leadership competencies. The NEW-HELC model categories and competencies are
illustrated in Figure 11 and described in the narrative that follows.

Figure 11. NEW-HELC Model by Category
The NEW-HELC model essential leadership competencies include 27 current
HELC competencies and 17 additional competencies. The 27 essential current HELC
competencies appear in their current HELC competency category. Of the 17 additional
essential competencies, eight align with current HELC categories and appear in the
current HELC category. The remaining nine align with two additional categories, (a)
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mission and metrics and (b) technology, and appear in the new category. The NEWHELC model is illustrated in Figure 12.

Figure 12. NEW-HELC Model
The recommendation for the first finding is consistent with literature as higher
education leadership solutions require new perspectives and innovative approaches
depending on relevant circumstances (Pelletier, 2016). Therefore, identifying essential
leadership competencies can support higher education leadership development and
success (Dopson et al., 2016). The environment in which an organization exists provides
a broader frame for human capital development (Swanson & Holton, 2009).
121

Finding 2
Finding 2. Six of the top 10 essential leadership competencies prioritized by
college presidents in a metrics-driven environment contain a metrics component. In
other words, the majority of essential leadership competencies prioritized by study
participants for college presidents in a metrics-driven environment include a direct
reference to metrics. The six essential leadership competencies with a metrics
component were added by study participants as illustrated in Figure 13.

Figure 13. Top 10 Leadership Competencies Containing Metrics Component
The top 10 essential leadership competencies reflect two competencies contained
in the current HELC model and eight new competencies added by study participants.
Seven of the top 10 essential leadership competencies are in the mission and metrics
category and represent seven new competencies added by study participants. Two of the
top 10 essential leadership competencies are in the analytical category and represent one
competency contained in the current HELC model and one new competency added by

122

study participants. The remaining essential leadership competency on the top 10 list is in
the communication category and contained in the current HELC model.
Conclusion for Finding 2. Metrics related capabilities serve as an important
component of college president success in a metrics-driven environment. This conclusion
is consistent with literature as prioritizing a list of essential competencies provides
additional context to the essentiality of the competencies (Saltsman, 2014). The study
findings support the concept that successful executives in the higher education industry
typically know what they want to achieve and articulate a clear vision of the desired
future state (Deloitte, 2017). Additionally, successful higher education leaders will
demonstrate the capability of placing a laser focus on goals and the process for achieving
them (Maimon, 2018). Deloitte’s advice to ensure higher education leaders deliver
results is, “you won’t get what you don’t measure” (p. 5).
Recommendation for Finding 2. College presidents in a metrics-driven
environment should communicate the mission and metrics connection by establishing a
culture of accountability in support of metrics. The mission and metrics connection
enabled by accountability aligns with the literature as leaders must ensure follow through
to achieve results in developing and casting vision and setting strategic objectives (Feser
et al., 2015). Metrics and accountability inextricably link as higher education is
increasingly described as an “environment of high stakes accountability” (Hughes &
Wilson, 2017, p. 2). Leader and institution capability must exist in higher education
environments focusing on metrics to create, understand, communicate, and manage with
metrics (Podeschi, 2016). A study participant provided the perspective that “metrics
should be ingrained into the basic functioning of the institution so that they are not at the
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whim of changes or distractions.” The participant added, “metrics are what help you
achieve goals that are aligned with your mission.” These statements are supported by the
concept that to achieve desired results, leaders must increase awareness of the drivers of
change to transform mental paradigms and behaviors (Anderson & Anderson, 2001).
Finding 3
Finding 3. A metrics-driven environment requires leaders effectively balance
factors relating to metrics. Participant perspectives reflect challenges leaders face in
achieving an effective balance of factors relating to metrics. Participant perspectives
include challenges such as (a) balancing the quantity and quality of metrics, (b)
embracing but not obsessing over stretch goals, (c) avoid losing sight of other important
factors due to a myopic focus on goals, (d) successfully determining risk and reward
scenarios, and (e) balancing institutional and political interests.
Conclusion for Finding 3. Successful college presidents in a metrics-driven
environment will be those who ensure effective individual and institutional use of metrics.
As higher education leaders combine vision with a desire to lead, they must balance the
competing interests of stakeholders and accountability requirements to fulfill their
individual and institutional goals (Helms, 2015). The conclusion is supported by
literature as higher education leaders must have the capability to balance a myriad of
responsibilities and manage internal and external demands (Bornstein, 2014).
Recommendation for Finding 3. College presidents in a metrics-driven
environment should enhance their capabilities to ensure effective individual and
institutional use of metrics. As leadership effectiveness relates to the competencies
required for various situations, the balancing of competencies depends on the situational
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context (Hollenbeck et al., 2006). Leadership skills can be developed and enhanced by
identifying essential competencies for the benefit of individuals and institutions
(Hollenbeck et al., 2006). An Association of Governing Boards of Universities and
Colleges report (MacTaggart, 2017) emphasizes the importance of leadership
capabilities:
The effectiveness—and, in a growing number of cases, the very survival—of a
college or university requires leaders who make a clear-eyed appraisal of their
institution’s competitive position in the market for higher education services,
bring an entrepreneurial spirit to their work, and possess the talent to advance the
enterprise in the face of often conflicting demands. (p. 1)
The transformation required in the evolving higher education industry depends on
the continual development of college leadership, particularly as priorities shift to
accountability and performance results (American Association of Community Colleges,
2013).
Limitations
Limitations are not controlled by the researcher and are “factors that may have an
effect on the interpretation of the findings or on the generalizability of the results”
(Lunenburg & Irby, 2008, p. 133). Limitations for the current research relate to the
chosen method for the study, the Delphi approach. These limitations include the
potential of survey fatigue in Delphi and the potential of sample attrition.
First, related to the time requirement of participants, Hasson et al. (2000) caution
about the potential of survey fatigue in Delphi. Survey fatigue may occur as study
participants complete multiple rounds of surveys during a Delphi study (Hasson et al.,
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2000). Second, also related to the time requirement of participants, sample attrition
remains a primary concern of the Delphi approach (Sandrey & Bulger, 2008). However,
St. John-Matthews et al. (2017) indicate a timely turn-around of data collection and
analysis can help ensure minimal attrition. As demonstrated by the study results, all 10
participants starting the study completed the study by completing the four Delphi rounds.
The participant portion of the current study spanned several weeks, so while survey
fatigue and attrition threatened the study, a quick turnaround of data collection and
analysis minimized attrition concerns. The researcher considered the limitations related
to the Delphi approach in the design and execution of the communication plan and
minimized the limitation concerns during the duration of the study.
As an additional limitation, the potential for researcher bias exists as the
researcher in the current study is a faculty member in the LCTCS. The researcher
addresses the potential of researcher bias by exercising care in executing the Delphi
rounds to detect and acknowledge the opinions provided by participants. Additionally,
the researcher provides detailed data analysis of the study results. Performing the steps
described above contributes to a quality research approach.
Finally, the generalizability of results in Delphi research remains a limitation of
the method. Bulger and Housner (2007) indicate “the results of a Delphi investigation
are specific to the panel of experts and are not necessarily repeatable with other groups of
similarly qualified members due to the considerable variation in individual backgrounds
that exist” (p. 78). The current study includes one college system and results may not be
generalizable to other systems, particularly those with a different demographic than that
of the system addressed in this study. Despite the limitations of Delphi described in
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literature, the Delphi method continues as an important approach for achieving consensus
of opinion across academic disciplines (Bulger & Housner, 2007).
Future Research
The current study contributes to scholarly research on leadership capabilities and
success. Based on the study results, the researcher provides four considerations for future
research. First, the researcher recommends studying the impact of a metrics-driven
environment on higher education transformation at the institution, system, and national
level. Second, the researcher recommends using the NEW-HELC model to study the role
of the college CEO in higher education transformational leadership. Third, as the current
study focuses on college CEOs in the LCTCS, the researcher recommends studying
additional levels of higher education leadership and in various institutional systems and
settings. Fourth, the researcher recommends replicating the study in metrics-driven
environments of other industries to determine the generalizability of the study results.
Conclusion
The current study represents the culmination of a journey through the literature
regarding the evolving higher education industry and research to obtain insights from
experts in the field. The literature focuses on changes occurring in the higher education
industry, demands on today’s college presidents, and the theoretical foundation (human
capital development, transformational leadership, and leadership competencies) for the
current study. The insights reflect perspectives and expert identified and prioritized
essential leadership competencies for college presidents in an environment leveraging
metrics to achieve strategic results. The literature and insights address the present
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condition and future trajectory of the higher education industry and the urgency of the
college president’s role in shaping the future reality.
The current challenges and future opportunities facing the higher education
industry require bold leadership. While higher education has successfully faced
challenges before, current leaders and institutions should be willing to envision a new
future and demonstrate capabilities required to enable success. The conclusion, based on
the literature and results of the current study, provides a framework (Figure 14) that
illustrates what college presidents and higher education leaders need to know and do to
transform higher education.

Figure 14. Higher Education Transformation Framework
As illustrated in the framework, the actions required by college presidents and
higher education leaders should be guided by mission, driven by metrics, enabled by
competency, and facilitated by technology. The framework includes the following
actions required by college presidents and higher education leaders to achieve
transformation in the higher education industry: (a) transform institutions and individuals,
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(b) embrace a culture of accountability and metrics, (c) enhance leadership competencies
and capabilities, (d) leverage the NEW-HELC model, and (e) achieve measurable results
based on intentional actions. The actions reflected in the framework are described below.
Transform Higher Education (Institutions and Individuals)
The higher education industry should transform to survive and thrive over the
years and decades ahead. College presidents hold the key to the transformation required
in the higher education industry. Institutional leadership should develop strategies to
proactively approach change to transform the academic enterprise. Higher education
leaders and institutions willing and able to transform hold the greatest prospect for longterm success and survival. College presidents contribute to the transformation of the
higher education industry as they transform their institutions and themselves.
Taking the time required to assess one’s leadership approaches and capabilities is
a critical step in a college president’s journey to transform themselves, their institution,
and the higher education industry. As one study participant stated, “I believe that given
the current environment of higher education, leaders must be able to successfully
determine risk/reward scenarios in order to keep their institutions thriving.” The
participant continued, “I believe those that do things ‘the way they always have’ or with
little risk, will be left behind by those who have ‘first mover’ advantage.” A
transformation that college presidents and higher education leaders can undertake is
embracing a culture of accountability and metrics.
Embrace Culture of Accountability and Metrics
The shifting landscape of higher education includes a focus on institutional and
individual accountability for results. Metrics support accountability as leaders should
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demonstrate the results of their actions toward achieving the institution’s mission and
strategic outcomes. Leaders focused on strategic priorities often credit accountability as
a critical factor in achieving success and metrics as an important component of
accountability. College presidents can create a culture of accountability by modeling the
behavior of holding themselves and others accountable for strategic outcomes and
embedding accountability and metrics in the operational fabric of the institution.
Additionally, college presidents should seek ways to leverage technology in
support of their efforts to optimize individual and institutional performance. As one
study participant stated, “Metrics are what help you achieve goals that are aligned with
your mission.” In order to embrace a culture of accountability, college presidents may
need to enhance their leadership competencies and capabilities.
Enhance Leadership Competencies and Capabilities
Successful leaders in the evolving higher education industry will be those who
can envision the future in alignment with the institution’s mission and demonstrate the
ability to lead the institution toward the destination. College presidents should possess
the competencies and capabilities required for effective leadership in the tumultuous
higher education environment. The dynamic higher education industry requires college
presidents demonstrate an evolving set of competencies in leading institutions forward.
Effective leadership may require new perspectives and skills for different settings based
on relevant circumstances. Competencies are the building blocks of knowledge, skills,
and abilities to enable the enhancement of leadership skills for the benefit of the
individual and institution. College presidents can leverage the NEW-HELC model to
enhance capabilities in support of individual and institution success.
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Leverage NEW-HELC Model
As leadership ranks a topic of concern regarding the current higher education
economic model, the emphasis on evolving leadership competencies in an environmental
context becomes more pronounced. Higher education leaders should look beyond current
approaches and practices toward creativity and innovation to move institutions in new
required directions. As the higher education industry is dynamic and changing, higher
education leadership competency models should be dynamic and represent the new and
changing environment.
The current study participants recommended 20 additional competencies as
relevant and missing in the current HELC model in recognition of the need for
environment specific competencies to enable college president and institution success.
The NEW-HELC model is a result of the need to study leadership in practice and
contribute to the existing literature by exploring leadership competencies within a
specific institutional setting, particularly a metrics-driven environment. College
presidents, higher education leaders, and other stakeholders should leverage the NEWHELC model as a foundation for investment in human capital by developing and
unleashing expertise to improve individual and institutional performance.
The NEW-HELC model provides a starting point for higher education leaders to
create a metrics-driven environment for themselves and their institutions where a metricsdriven environment may not currently exist. Likewise, the NEW-HELC model is a
resource for higher education leaders already operating in a metrics-driven environment
to enhance individual and institutional effectiveness. Leveraging the NEW-HELC model
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provides the opportunity to enable leadership effectiveness by linking leader behaviors to
measurable strategic goals.
Achieve Measurable Results
As college presidents take action and strive to achieve measurable results, they
have the potential to transform the higher education industry, institutions, and
individuals. Embracing a culture of accountability and metrics enables individual and
institutional effectiveness and success. Enhancing leadership competencies and
capabilities demonstrate a commitment and investment in human capital with the
intended outcome of maximizing individual and institutional effectiveness. Leveraging
the NEW-HELC model provides an opportunity for college presidents to internalize and
operationalize the mission, metrics, and technology competencies connection
documented as a result of the current study.
Summary
This chapter provided the study’s three empirical findings, conclusions, and
recommendations. A new higher education essential leadership competencies model and
framework for higher education transformation were included in the findings,
conclusions, and recommendations. The implications of limitations for the current
research were presented. The chapter included considerations by the researcher for future
research.
In summary, the first chapter provided an introduction to the current research and
included the background, statement of the problem, and research objectives in addition to
other significant components for consideration. The second chapter provided a literature
review of the constructs and related theoretical underpinnings of the current study. The
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third chapter provided an overview and an in-depth description of the current research
design and methodology including the population, instrumentation, and data collection.
The fourth chapter provided the data analysis and results related to the three research
objectives and the four Delphi rounds of the current study. The final chapter provided the
three empirical findings, conclusions, and recommendations of the current study. The
combination of the five chapters presents a scholarly discussion of the current research.
As higher education leaders transform, so does the transformation of the higher
education industry. Now is the time for leaders to demonstrate the skill and the will to
deliver changes required to transform institutions and meet the future demands facing the
higher education industry. Successful leaders will be those who envision the future,
demonstrate a sense of urgency, challenge the status quo, navigate political minefields,
embrace accountability and metrics, lead by inspiration, and motivate others to join them
on the journey. The livelihood of students, success of communities, competitiveness of
the United States, and transformation of the higher education industry is at stake.
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APPENDIX A – LA2020 GOALS (LCTCS)

Source: https://oldwww.lctcs.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/OurLouisiana2020.pdf
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APPENDIX B – LCTCS ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK (LA2020 GOALS)
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APPENDIX C – LCTCS CHANCELLOR POSITION RESPONSIBILITIES

Policy # 6.013: Policy Regarding Chancellor/Director Evaluation
Source: https://www.lctcs.edu/policies
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APPENDIX D – INFORMED CONSENT
Questionnaire 1 - Essential Leadership Competencies Study
Section 1: Consent to Participate in Research
This study involves research. Participation in this study is completely voluntary, and
participants may withdraw from this study at any time without penalty, prejudice, or loss
of benefits. The purpose of this study is to identify and prioritize the essential leadership
competencies for college presidents in a metrics-driven environment.
There are no known physical, psychological, social, or financial research-related risks,
inconveniences, or side effects associated with participation in the study. Identifying and
prioritizing leadership competencies can benefit the ongoing efforts of college presidents
to lead successfully in the evolving higher education industry. Individuals participating in
the study will receive a summary of the study final results. Data will be kept confidential,
all records will be retained in a password-protected folder accessible only by the
researcher.
Participants are asked to provide their opinion and feedback, utilizing self-administered
electronic questionnaires, across four rounds of a Delphi study. Total time required to
participate in all four-rounds is estimated to be 50 minutes or less spread over four
questionnaires. Questionnaires are completed electronically and at times determined by
participants.
This project has been reviewed by the Institutional Review Board of The University of
Southern Mississippi (USM) and LCTCS, which ensure that research projects involving
human subjects follow federal regulations. Any questions or concerns about rights as a
research participant should be directed to the Chair of the IRB at 601-266-5998. Any
questions about the research should be directed to Dr. Heather Annulis (USM) at 228214-3494.
Do you consent to participate in this research? Yes or No
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APPENDIX E – USM IRB APPROVAL LETTER
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APPENDIX F – LCTCS APPROVAL
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APPENDIX G – HIGHER EDUCATION LEADERSHIP COMPETENCIES (HELC)
The current Higher Education Leadership Competencies (HELC) below reflects research
conducted by Smith and Wolverton (2010).
Analytical
1.
Fosters the development and creativity of learning organizations.
2.
Demonstrates understanding of academics.
3.
Engages multiple perspectives in decision making.
4.
Learns from self-reflection.
5.
Tolerates ambiguity.
6.
Sustains productive relationships with networks of colleagues.
7.
Applies analytical thinking to enhance communication in complex situations.
8.
Facilitates the change process.
9.
Demonstrates resourcefulness.
10.
Demonstrates ability to diplomatically engage in controversial issues.
11.
Demonstrates negotiation skills.
12.
Seeks to understand human behavior in multiple contexts.
13.
Accurately assesses the costs and benefits of risk-taking.
14.
Facilitates effective communication among people with different perspectives.
15.
Demonstrates understanding of complex issues related to higher education.
16.
Responds appropriately to change.
Communication
17.
Presents self professionally as a leader.
18.
Communicates vision effectively.
19.
Communicates effectively.
20.
Expresses views articulately in multiple forms of communication.
21.
Communicates effectively with multiple constituent groups in multiple contexts.
Student Affairs
22.
Responds to issues and needs of contemporary students.
23.
Is attentive to emerging trends in higher education.
24.
Demonstrates understanding of student affairs.
25.
Demonstrates understanding of legal issues.
Behavioral
26.
Recognizes the value of a sense of humor.
27.
Supports leadership of others.
28.
Demonstrates unselfish leadership.
29.
Learns from others.
30.
Does not take self too seriously.
External Relations
31.
Relates well with governing boards.
32.
Applies skills to affect decisions in government contexts.
33.
Demonstrates understanding of advancement.
34.
Demonstrates understanding of athletics.
35.
Works effectively with the media.
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APPENDIX H – APPROVAL (HELC)
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APPENDIX I – QUESTIONNAIRE 1
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APPENDIX J – QUESTIONNAIRE 2
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APPENDIX K – QUESTIONNAIRE 3
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APPENDIX L – QUESTIONNAIRE 4
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APPENDIX M – COMMUNICATION 1
INTRODUCTION/ROUND 1 EMAIL & REMINDERS

INTRODUCTION/ROUND 1 EMAIL
To: [NAME] – purposefully selected sample; individual messages
From: Mark McLean (Delgado email)
Subject: Faculty Fellowship Research: College CEO Success
Dear [NAME],
You’ve been chosen as an expert to participate in this study because you:
• hold or held the position of President, Chancellor, or Director in the LCTCS
• serve or served in the role after the release of LA2020 Goals
• participate or participated in the LA2020 annual goal assessment process
The research focuses on CEO level leadership in the evolving industry of higher
education. The objective of the study is to identify and prioritize the essential leadership
competencies for college presidents/chancellors in a metrics-driven environment.
Your participation is voluntary, and your responses will remain confidential.
The study involves four iterations of online questionnaires as indicated below.
Questionnaire
Questionnaire 1

Participant Action
Duration*
20 minutes
• Consent to participate
or less
• Provide demographic information
• Rate importance of initial competencies
• Suggest additional competencies
Questionnaire 2 • Provide feedback on essential competencies
15 minutes
or less
• Reconsider rating of competencies
• Rate importance of additional competencies
Questionnaire 3 • Provide feedback on essential competencies
10 minutes
or less
• Reconsider rating of competencies
Questionnaire 4 • Select top 10 from list of essential competencies and 5 minutes or
less
place in priority order
* questionnaires include option to save and return to complete at a later time
Please click on the link to Questionnaire 1 below to participate. Questionnaire 1 is due
[DATE].
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Thank you for your time and consideration. If you have any questions regarding the
study, please contact the researcher, Mark McLean, via email mmclea@dcc.edu or phone
(504) 762-3124.
Link to Questionnaire 1: [INSERT LINK]
Regards,
Mark R. McLean
Faculty Fellowship Recipient,
LCTCS
Assistant Professor,
Delgado Community College
Email: mmclea@dcc.edu
Phone: (505) 762-3124

PhD Candidate,
The University of Southern Mississippi
Email: mark.r.mclean@usm.edu

INTRODUCTION/ROUND 1 EMAIL (FIRST REMINDER)
To: [NAME] – nonrespondents after five business days
From: Mark McLean (Delgado email)
Subject: REMINDER: Faculty Fellowship Research: College CEO Success
Your expertise is requested and there is still time to participate. Questionnaire 1 is due
[DATE].
Please see the initial message below.
FORWARD INITIAL MESSAGE

INTRODUCTION/ROUND 1 EMAIL (SECOND/FINAL REMINDER)
To: [NAME] – nonrespondents; day before final date to participate
From: Mark McLean (Delgado email)
Subject: TOMORROW-FINAL OPPORTUNITY: Faculty Fellowship Research –
College CEO Success
Your expertise is requested and tomorrow (DATE) is the final day to participate.
Please see the initial message below.
FORWARD INITIAL MESSAGE
END OF ROUND 1 COMMUNICATION
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APPENDIX N – COMMUNICATION 2
ROUND 2 EMAIL & REMINDERS

ROUND 2 EMAIL
To: [NAME] – questionnaire 1 completers; individual messages
From: Mark McLean (Delgado email)
Subject: Questionnaire 2 - College CEO Success
Dear [NAME],
Thank you again for participating in this leadership study and completing the first
questionnaire.
For Round 2 of the study:
•
•

The questionnaire should take 15 minutes or less to complete
Use the Save (by clicking Next) feature if you need to return and finish at a later time

Please complete this survey by [DATE]. Click on the link to Questionnaire 2 below to
participate.
Thank you for your time and consideration. If you have any questions regarding the
study, please contact the researcher, Mark McLean, via email mmclea@dcc.edu or phone
(504) 762-3124.
Link to Questionnaire 2: [INSERT LINK]
Regards,
Mark R. McLean
Faculty Fellowship Recipient,
LCTCS
Assistant Professor,
Delgado Community College
Email: mmclea@dcc.edu
Phone: (505) 762-3124

PhD Candidate,
The University of Southern Mississippi
Email: mark.r.mclean@usm.edu
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ROUND 2 EMAIL (FIRST REMINDER)
To: [NAME] – nonrespondents after five business days
From: Mark McLean (Delgado email)
Subject: REMINDER: Questionnaire 2 - College CEO Success
Your expertise is requested and there is still time to participate. Questionnaire 2 is due
[DATE].
Please see the initial message below.
FORWARD INITIAL MESSAGE

ROUND 2 EMAIL (SECOND/FINAL REMINDER)
To: [NAME] – nonrespondents; day before final date to participate
From: Mark McLean (Delgado email)
Subject: TOMORROW-FINAL OPPORTUNITY: Questionnaire 2 - College CEO
Success
Your expertise is requested and tomorrow (DATE) is the final day to participate.
Please see the initial message below.
FORWARD INITIAL MESSAGE

END OF ROUND 2 COMMUNICATION
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APPENDIX O – COMMUNICATION 3
ROUND 3 EMAIL & REMINDERS

ROUND 3 EMAIL
To: [NAME] – questionnaire 2 completers; individual messages
From: Mark McLean (Delgado email)
Subject: Questionnaire 3 - College CEO Success
Dear [NAME],
Thank you again for your ongoing participation in this leadership study and completing
the second questionnaire.
For Round 3 of the study:
•
•

The questionnaire should take 10 minutes or less to complete
Use the Save (by clicking Next) feature if you need to return and finish at a later time

Please complete this survey by [DATE]. Click on the link to Questionnaire 3 below to
participate.
Thank you for your time and consideration. If you have any questions regarding the
study, please contact the researcher, Mark McLean, via email mmclea@dcc.edu or phone
(504) 762-3124.
Link to Questionnaire 3: [INSERT LINK]
Regards,
Mark R. McLean
Faculty Fellowship Recipient,
LCTCS
Assistant Professor,
Delgado Community College
Email: mmclea@dcc.edu
Phone: (505) 762-3124

PhD Candidate,
The University of Southern Mississippi
Email: mark.r.mclean@usm.edu
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ROUND 3 EMAIL (FIRST REMINDER)
To: [NAME] – nonrespondents after five business days
From: Mark McLean (Delgado email)
Subject: REMINDER: Questionnaire 3 - College CEO Success
Your expertise is requested and there is still time to participate. Questionnaire 3 is due
[DATE].
Please see the initial message below.
FORWARD INITIAL MESSAGE

ROUND 3 EMAIL (SECOND/FINAL REMINDER)
To: [NAME] – nonrespondents; day before final date to participate
From: Mark McLean (Delgado email)
Subject: TOMORROW-FINAL OPPORTUNITY: Questionnaire 3 - College CEO
Success
Your expertise is requested and tomorrow (DATE) is the final day to participate.
Please see the initial message below.
FORWARD INITIAL MESSAGE

END OF ROUND 3 COMMUNICATION
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APPENDIX P – COMMUNICATION 4
ROUND 4 EMAIL & REMINDERS

ROUND 4 EMAIL
To: [NAME] – questionnaire three completers; individual messages
From: Mark McLean (Delgado email)
Subject: Questionnaire 4 (FINAL) - College CEO Success
Dear [NAME],
Thank you again for participating in this leadership study and completing the third
questionnaire.
For Round 4 of the study:
•
•

The questionnaire should take 5 minutes or less to complete
Use the Save (by clicking Next) feature if you need to return and finish at a later time

Please complete this survey by [DATE]. Click on the link to Questionnaire 4 below to
participate.
Thank you for your time and consideration. If you have any questions regarding the
study, please contact the researcher, Mark McLean, via email mmclea@dcc.edu or phone
(504) 762-3124.
Link to Questionnaire 4: [INSERT LINK]
Regards,
Mark R. McLean
Faculty Fellowship Recipient,
LCTCS
Assistant Professor,
Delgado Community College
Email: mmclea@dcc.edu
Phone: (505) 762-3124

PhD Candidate,
The University of Southern Mississippi
Email: mark.r.mclean@usm.edu

170

ROUND 4 EMAIL (FIRST REMINDER)
To: [NAME] – nonrespondents after five business days
From: Mark McLean (Delgado email)
Subject: REMINDER: Questionnaire 4 (FINAL) - College CEO Success
Your expertise is requested and there is still time to participate. Questionnaire 4 is due
[DATE].
Please see the initial message below.
FORWARD INITIAL MESSAGE

ROUND 4 EMAIL (SECOND/FINAL REMINDER)
To: [NAME] – nonrespondents; day before final date to participate
From: Mark McLean (Delgado email)
Subject: TOMORROW-FINAL OPPORTUNITY: Questionnaire 4 (FINAL) - College
CEO Success
Your expertise is requested and tomorrow (DATE) is the final day to participate.
Please see the initial message below.
FORWARD INITIAL MESSAGE

END OF ROUND 4 COMMUNICATION
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