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ABSTRACT
Institutions of higher education invest countless resources in developing leadership skills in students; however, the majority of students choose not to engage in the collegiate experiences shown to develop the skills that contribute to success after college.  In order to stay true to their stated missions and the needs of society, institutions of higher education need to find ways to engage all students in leadership development.  Existing research related to participation in leadership development activities and leadership development among non-leader students is negligible.  
The purpose of this study was to determine if students who have not identified themselves as leaders have similar perceptions of their skills typically associated with leadership as self-identified leaders when the exclusivity of the term “leadership” was removed.  Further, this study explored factors that may be linked to students’ plans to develop their leadership skills, barriers to leadership development, and various circumstances that might encourage participation.
While the statistical analysis of the leadership skills scales showed there was a difference in perception of skills between four different groups of self-identified leaders and non-leaders, finding minimal differences in mean scores on all scales between student leaders and non-leaders indicates that leadership in-and-of-itself was an elite notion that impacts self-efficacy but not the potential for engagement in leadership opportunities.  Removing the exclusivity of leadership from leadership development in higher education may open the door for all students to become engaged ultimately helping bridge the gap between the promises of higher education and the skill acquisition expected from the world beyond. 
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Preparing members of society for roles as leaders in their professions as well as in their communities has long been a central goal of higher education (Astin & Astin, 2000; Chambers, 1992; Keeling, 2006; National Task Force on Civic Learning and Demographic Engagement, 2012; Owen, 2012; Roberts & Ullom, 1989; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999).  The original institutions of higher education helped train clergy―the nation’s first political, social, and professional leaders (Brubacher & Rudy, 1976).  The Morrill Act of 1862 opened the door of higher education to common people and sought to expand the higher education curricula to include the practical skills needed for an increasingly industrialized economy (Herren & Edwards, 2002).  As higher education has evolved into a comprehensive curriculum offered to a broader audience, the goal of educating members of society to be leaders has remained.  In fact today many college mission statements contain commitments to develop leaders or prepare students for professional and community responsibility in a global society (McIntire, 1989; Miller, D., 1997).  For example, the mission statement of the institution studied for this research study was: 
[The University] exists to help students learn by providing transformative education experiences to students so that they may become productive, creative, ethical and engaged citizens and leaders serving our global community. [The University] contributes to the intellectual, cultural, economic and social advancement of the communities and individuals it serves.      
The goals of institutions of higher education are rooted in their commitment to preparing leaders.  According to Komives (1996), “colleges and universities have accepted, indeed have advanced, their special role in producing graduates who are prepared to engage in leadership both as citizens and as professionals in their career fields” (p. 2).  The world expects that a bachelor’s degree encompasses more than subject matter expertise.  In fact, many college campuses seek to ensure that the bachelor’s degree includes well-rounded experience by providing leadership training in addition to subject matter theory.  
Recent trends in providing leadership development programs on college campuses demonstrate that institutions recognize their responsibility in leadership training (Arens, 2004; Boatman, 1999; Cress, Astin, Zimmerman-Oster, & Burkhardt, 2001; Owen, 2012; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999).  Colleges and universities are investing both financial and human resources to provide a variety of leadership development opportunities to the students on their campuses.  However, many students are not taking advantage of opportunities to learn the basic leadership skills necessary for success beyond college (Cress et al., 2001).  Despite the resources colleges and universities devote to the development of leadership skills through purposeful programs, training sessions, and organization experiences, the majority of students choose not to engage in the collegiate involvement experiences that serve as the foundation for development of these skills (Cavins, 2006; McCannon & Bennett, 1996; Tyree, 1996).  This apparent lack of engagement in leadership opportunities is not based on a lack of opportunities provided by most institutions.  Even touting open invitations to all students, it is difficult for colleges and universities to engage the majority of students in leadership development.  Further, leadership opportunities provide personal and professional benefits such as interpersonal skills, problem-solving, and academic success (Havlik, 2006; Cooper, Healy, & Simpson, 1994).  The disparity between the benefits of leadership development to students and the lack of engagement in these opportunities is troublesome.   
While the characteristics of students in our universities today varies greatly from those attending the early universities, the goal of creating leaders still exists.  In colonial colleges, in addition to subject mastery, leadership skill development was expected of all students and was systematically built into the curriculum.  Today, this expectation still exists but students’ success in higher education is primarily evaluated based on mastery of subject matter and leadership skill development is an elusive component of the higher education experience for many students.  While the reasons are unclear, the majority of students in higher education do not choose to participate in leadership development opportunities on campus (Van Velsor & Wright, 2012).  According to Hiller (2006), “The way we think about ourselves as leaders and what we believe leadership to be are important guides of subsequent thoughts and actions in the leadership domain" (p. 2).  
Understanding if there is a connection between self-perceptions about leadership and participation on campus could prove to be vital in how institutions encourage more students to engage in beneficial opportunities on campus.  The present study seeks to determine if students’ beliefs about leadership and their perceptions of their leadership skills could be determining factors for their participation or non-participation in leadership development opportunities.  Specifically, according to Komives, Owen, Longerbeam, Mainella, and Osteem (2005), students gain confidence in their leadership abilities as they have meaningful experiences, which lead students to get more involved and become more active in groups.  “Once they acknowledged that they were leaders or had leadership potential, they began to incorporate that identity into their sense of self” (Komives, Owen, Longerbeam, Mainella, & Osteem, 2005, p. 600).  For students, acknowledging this potential raised leadership self-efficacy, which encourages engagement in leadership development opportunities (Dugan & Komives, 2010).  If colleges and universities are committed to developing leaders to support the demands of society, all students must engage in the opportunities necessary to foster their leadership development.
Background
Institutions of higher education exist to provide a comprehensive education in a wide range of disciplines, and are known for their dedication to furthering knowledge through research.  Beyond its broad curricula, “higher education is in the business of producing educated, mature, ethical and contributing citizens and leaders” (Astin & Astin, 2000, p.11).  To professionals in business, industry, and graduate education, the bachelor’s degree is synonymous with content expertise and proficiency as well as aptitude in the interpersonal skills associated with leadership (American College Personnel Association, 1996; Banerji, 2007; Meixner, n.d.; National Association of Colleges and Employers (NACE), 2007a; NACE, 2007b; Reed, 2002; Vance, 2007).  Obtaining a degree from an institution of higher education is often seen as a prerequisite for success in a global economy (The White House, 2013).  Moreover, the public relies on colleges to fill this role in society.  Communities rely on colleges and universities to provide well educated leaders for their businesses, community organizations, government, medical facilities and schools.  This fundamental need is mirrored in the expectations of parents and students entering institutions of higher education.  Despite this goal, until the end of the twentieth century, institutions only offered minimal programs or curricula aimed specifically at leadership development.  Leadership development was not specifically taught in the classroom.  Instead, student organizations served as the primary avenue for students to learn and practice the leadership skills necessary for life after college (Roberts & Ullom, 1989; Tyree, 1996).  Institutions of higher education often relied on student organizations to fulfill their mission to develop leaders.  Based on the stated goals of higher education, college and university graduates need to possess the leadership knowledge and skills necessary to fill their communities’ need for leaders.  
Contemporary trends in higher education show a renewed focus on leadership development.  Their missions and activities are comprised of elements that serve to develop students’ leadership capacity in the classroom, on campus, and in the community.  The needs and expectations of society now require institutions of higher education to stand by the promises made since their founding in the 17th Century.  These promises now suggest a curriculum rooted in comprehensive subject matter education and supported by fundamental training in leadership skills (Komives, 1996).  Despite efforts to provide co-curricular leadership development opportunities, the majority of students do not participate (Roberts, 2007).  Numerous leadership programs available on many campuses require applications, selection or even election.  The gap between the stated mission and the desired outcome increases because only a small percentage of students choose, are selected, or are able to become involved.  "Colleges cannot force students to participate in organized campus activities or perform leadership roles.  However, they can and should be accountable for creating conditions that promote such behavior" (Kuh, 1995, p. 150).  To increase engagement in leadership opportunities, institutions have expanded their offerings.  Knowing that many students do not engage in activities outside of the classroom, many institutions have added the promotion of leadership to their curricula.  The existence of these programs does not necessarily correlate with students’ participation.  Simply creating programs and courses centered on leadership development does not necessarily mean that students will participate.
Institutions with comprehensive definitions of leadership have the potential to provide more opportunities for students to engage in leadership development.  Opportunities for leadership development can exist in various programs, courses, or activities (Boatman, 1999, p. 326).  Students on campus have been provided increased opportunities to be involved in leadership development.  While colleges and universities play a central role in the development of future leaders, students do not always understand the importance of their participation in leadership development opportunities.  Administrators need systematic tactics for assisting students in developing their leadership skills and competencies (Posner & Brodsky, 1992, p. 237).  Establishing ‘everyone is welcome’ policies is not sufficient to open the door for leadership development for all students.  Boatman (1999) urges institutions to ask if it is “appropriate to consider the entire college as a leadership development laboratory” (p. 326).  The entire campus can serve as a setting for leadership development because leadership development can occur in both formal and informal ways in- and out-of-the-classroom.   
For all students to participate in leadership development initiatives, intentional targeted efforts for students who are non-identified leaders are essential.  Currently, existing leadership development opportunities are often designed for individuals with specific characteristics or for selected groups of students.  “Today’s students are a heterogeneous mix – racially, religiously, ethnically, and socioeconomically – much of which comprises of first-generation students and new immigrants” (National Task Force on Civic Learning and Democratic Engagement, 2012, p. 45).  A broader range of opportunities that serves the distinct needs of a diverse student body is advised if leadership development accessibility is the goal for all students.  
Despite the fact that many leadership development opportunities are touted as “for all students”, institutions’ tacit definition of leadership is limiting.  For colleges and universities defining leadership development outcomes begins with defining leadership.  This task is often an insurmountable obstacle for institutions.  As James MacGregor Burns (1978) noted: “Leadership is one of the most observed and least understood phenomena on earth” (p. 3).  Institutions’ values and cultures provide the foundation for their view of leadership.  While leadership has been defined in different ways, institutions of higher education espouse leadership development as a desired outcome for students (Astin & Astin, 2000). While defining leadership is difficult, the results of leadership development are evident.  For example, students who engage in leadership development opportunities show “gains in leadership skills such as interpersonal skills, problem-solving, and cognitive development” (Havlik, 2006, p. 19).  Other benefits include increases in interpersonal communication skills (Bialek & Lloyd, 1998), decision making skills (Cress et al., 2001), and academic success (Cooper, Healy, & Simpson, 1994).  Ultimately, the value of leadership development is well documented; however this consensus does not translate into participation by all students.  
Colleges and universities have varied opinions about how to develop leaders, but most have established some type of leadership education program (Boatman, 1999).  Since the turn of the century, the number of collegiate leadership development programs has risen considerably in recent years to over 1,000 programs nationally (Cress et al., 2001; Scott, 2004).  The structure and goals of these programs tend to be as diverse as the institutions that house them.  Although it is important for the values, traditions, and character of a particular institution to shape its leadership development initiatives, the legitimacy of leadership development within higher education required some standardization.  The Council for the Advancement of Standards (CAS) developed a set of standards for leadership training, education, and development initiatives to serve as a framework for leadership programs in higher education.  Based on these standards, college leadership programs should be intentional, coherent, theory-based, pluralistic, and responsive to individual needs.  As such, a leadership program should embrace three aspects – all of which should promote cognitive, affective, psychological, and behavioral outcomes: (a) opportunities for competency building; (b) training, educational, and developmental activities; and (c) multiple methods of delivery (CAS, n.d.).  
Institutions disagree about what should be included in leadership development programs and the best methods of delivery.  The premise that involvement in campus activities leads to student development and learning, including the development of leadership skills and abilities is supported by a substantial body of theory and research (Astin, 1993a; Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  Out-of-class experiences such as involvement in campus activities appear to be more influential in students’ academic and intellectual development than many university officials realize (Terenzini, Pascarella & Blimling, 1996).  Through participation in out-of-class activities, students learn leadership skills such as conflict resolution, confrontation skills, crisis management, team building, organization, community development strategies, communication skills, interpersonal skills, diversity, goal setting, and general leadership (Arens, 2004).  The effects of participation in leadership programs are not limited to the development of leadership skills.  For example, Caruso (1981) identified additional outcomes from leadership development such as academic credit, retention, developing individual qualities, developing life skills, interpersonal relations, increased productivity, and contributing to mental and physical health.  
The life skills they obtained are ones that are regularly being called crucial and most important for our graduates―the ability to work with diverse groups of people; proficiency in interpersonal communication and public speaking; the ability to work in and lead teams. (Bialek & Lloyd, 1998, p. 6)  
By participating in out-of-class activities, students gain many of the experiences and skills necessary for success after college. 
The dilemma facing institutions of higher education is engaging all students.  Student government, clubs, service and honor societies, and fraternity and sororities have traditionally been the vehicle for students to learn leadership skills (Tyree, 1996, p. 32).  The majority of college students choose not to engage in out-of-class opportunities to develop their skills despite the documented benefits associated with them.  According to Shertzer and Schuh (2004), “generally, the same student leaders participate repeatedly and dominate campus life.  They are relied upon and in turn feel encouraged and supported” (p. 128).  Despite higher education’s desire to engage all students, it is unclear why the majority of students do not participate in these beneficial experiences.  
Administrators are not the only people at institutions that notice only a fraction of the student body is involved.  Engaged students are aware of their peers’ beliefs.  When asked, student leaders agree that “a big reason why some people do not become leaders or engage in leadership activities is because these people do not think they have the capabilities to be leaders” (Shertzer & Schuh, 2004, p. 124).  To be sure, despite institutions’ good intentions, providing leadership development opportunities alone does not prompt students to become engaged.  “Disengaged students have indicated that they did not feel qualified for leadership, that they were not intelligent enough for the responsibility, and that their personalities limited their ability to lead” (Shertzer & Schuh, 2004, p. 126).  Unfortunately, many students, both those who are engaged and unengaged, perceive that leadership development is not for the masses.  
The creation of leadership development programs on campuses supports the notion that leadership can be learned; however, most students felt that leaders were very special individuals, often born with their qualities (Shertzer & Schuh, 2004).  Over time, theories of leadership have evolved from pre-classical theories that include trait and behavioral theories of leaders to post-industrial theories based on a relational process focused on leadership.  Despite the ‘everyone can lead’ mantra of popular culture literature (Bennis, 2009; Buckingham, 2005; Godin, 2008; Kouzes & Posner, 2003; Maxwell, 2005) it seems colleges and universities have not translated these ideals to the experience they provide for every student.  Research indicates that “leadership potential exists in every student and that colleges and universities can develop this potential through leadership programs and activities” (Cress et al., 2001, p. 23).  Even though institutions try to provide a holistic environment for leadership development for all students, the majority of students choose not to participate.  It begs the question: Are there factors that limit student engagement in leadership opportunities?  
It is important to understand the factors that influence students’ decision to become involved and take on a leadership role.  Individual and environmental factors act in concert as a catalyst for engagement in leadership development opportunities.  
Influences on whether or not students choose to get involved in leadership opportunities, or consider themselves a leader, might be external to the student.  Student leaders often receive substantial praise, support, and opportunities, while those who are not engaged as leaders do not. (Shertzer & Schuh, 2004, p. 112)  
In addition, personal beliefs, institutional environment and interactions with adult mentors can be important factors in students’ decision to get involved.  These realities of leadership development illustrate that "no one single approach works for all students” (Felsheim, 2001, p. 29).  In short, institutions of higher education are faced with the challenge of developing students into leaders in an environment where the majority of students, perhaps due to their perceptions and beliefs about themselves or external factors, choose not to engage in the programs, activities, and courses linked to leadership development.  Specifically, this study explored the gap between the stated mission of higher education and the realities of student engagement in leadership opportunities on campus by examining the perceptions of unengaged students.
Statement of the Problem and Purpose
Institutions of higher education invest countless resources in developing leadership skills in students; however, the majority of students choose not to engage in the collegiate experiences shown to develop the skills that contribute to success after college (Cavins, 2006; McCannon & Bennett, 1996; Tyree, 1996).  By choosing not to engage in leadership development, students do not get the opportunity to develop the leadership abilities that can make them more competitive for life after college.  Colleges and universities miss out on the impact engaged students make on campus in terms of the social atmosphere and the connection involved students typically have with their alma mater as future alumni through personal giving and recruitment efforts (Henning, 2012).  Failure to engage all students also has implications for institutions because their missions are misaligned with the “product” they are trying to produce.  Institutions are spending resources that students are not utilizing for their leadership development, businesses and other organizations are not getting the leaders they need for operation and growth, and society is not obtaining the type of qualified leaders that it requires to thrive.  Parents and students, through state and federal financial aid programs and loans, are being deceived into believing the promise of higher education; that by attending students become ready for life after college as individuals who are not only content experts but also who are trained to be leaders.  Leadership is multidimensional and is evolving to meet the demands of the global society.  As a complex phenomenon, leadership requires individuals to have a wide range of knowledge and competencies and the insight to know when being a follower is most appropriate.  In order to stay true to their missions and the needs of society for individuals ready to serve as leaders, institutions of higher education have to find ways to engage all students in leadership development, not just the select few who are chosen.  
Previous research has shown a linkage between disengaged students and their beliefs in their abilities (Dugan & Komives, 2010; Mattern & Shaw, 2010).  Despite evidence that leadership can be learned, by their own admission, students identify leadership as restricted to only certain individuals (Shertzer & Schuh, 2004).  These beliefs might be related to the connotation of the word leadership itself and the vocabulary associated with it.  The present study was significant based on the non-leader student population being studied.  Existing research related to participation in leadership development activities and leadership development among non-leader students was negligible.  This study examined first-year students’ perceptions of their skills that would typically be associated with leadership without classifying them as such during the study.  This approach helped determine if students who did not identify themselves as leaders, per se, actually have similar perceptions of their skills that are typically associated with leadership.  This study also explored factors that might be related to students’ choice to participate or not to participate in leadership development activities and the circumstances that influence this choice.  The findings of this study will enable colleges and universities to develop strategies to engage all students in leadership development, implement a tiered approach to reach the diverse leadership capacities of their students, or narrow their leadership development mission.  
Research Questions
	The following research questions were addressed:
1. Were there significant differences in perceived leadership skills between first-year students based on their leadership identification?  
2. What factors might be related to participation or lack of participation in leadership development activities?    
3. Were there circumstances that would encourage students who did not identify as leaders to engage in leadership development activities?    
Research Design
The purpose of this study was to compare the perceived leadership skills of first-year students according to their classification as institution-identified student leaders (on leadership scholarship), self-identified student leader participants (involved on campus), self-identified student leader non-participants (not involved on campus), and non-leader non-participants.  This study employed the ex post facto method to determine if, when the exclusivity of the term leadership was removed, students who did not identify themselves as leaders have similar perceptions of their skills typically associated with leadership as identified leaders.  This study explored factors that might be related to students’ choice to participate or not participate in leadership development activities.  The circumstances that might influence this choice were also explored.  The study used the Student Skills Assessment Survey (SSAS) (Appendix A), which was a modified version of the Student Leadership Outcomes Inventory (Vann, 2004, Appendix B).  
The Student Leadership Outcomes Inventory (SLOI) was developed with input from employers, student organization advisors and student leaders, surveys, focus groups, and interviews.  It was originally piloted in 1997 and has been continually refined since that time.  The SLOI was a web-based survey that relies on self-report responses to questions designed to measure interpersonal, intrapersonal and practical skill development attributable to leadership experience.  The SSAS was also a web-based survey designed to assess students’ perceptions of skills that are typically associated with leadership.  The primary differences between the SSAS and the SLOI were the omission of the term leadership in the title of the survey and the exclusion of questions asking about specific leadership experiences.  These changes were made in order to remove any preconceived notions the subjects might have about leaders and leadership.  Specific details about the differences between the SLOI and the SSAS can be found in Chapter 3.  Like the SLOI, the SSAS uses a Likert-type scale.  Additional questions were added at the end of the SSAS.  In order to maintain the original validity of the SLOI when developing the SSAS the researcher did not modify the wording of the questions used to assess leadership skills.  The reliability of the SLOI was measured by internal consistency: Cronbach’s alpha of .98 to .85 (Vann, 2004).  
The sample for this study was all traditional aged (18-20), first-year students attending a large regional metropolitan public institution, with an approximate first-year enrollment of 2,000 students.  Four target groups were identified within this sample: 1) institution-identified student leaders (those who received a leadership scholarship); 2) self-identified leader participants (those who were involved on campus); 3) self-identified leader non-participants (those who were not involved on campus); and 4) non-leader non-participants (non-identified leaders who were not involved on campus).  The students self-identified themselves into one of the above named groups.  The first group, institution-identified student leaders, included students who receive one of two leadership scholarships, President’s Leadership Council or Leaders of Tomorrow.  The second group, self-identified leader participants, was those students who did not receive a leadership scholarship from the institution but who consider themselves leaders.  These students might have held leadership roles in school, place of worship, community sponsored organizations, or other organizations during high school.  They might also have attended leadership camps, retreats, or other workshops.  Self-identified student leader participants choose to participate in student organizations and/or take a leadership course during college.  The third group, self-identified leader non-participants were similar to the self-identified leader participants in their perceptions of themselves as leaders but they choose not to participate in student organizations or other leadership development opportunities.  Non-leader non-participants make up the fourth group of study participants.  When asked, these students did not consider themselves to be leaders.  Regardless of prior experiences, these students did not consider themselves to have leadership skills or abilities.  These students did not participate on campus.  
Significance of the Study
Leadership is a concept in our society that for many people conjures certain personal characteristics and abilities.  While leadership is multidimensional phenomenon, these preliminary notions about leadership are significant.  Students’ perceptions of themselves as leaders and their perception of leadership are significant factors when evaluating their decision to engage in leadership development opportunities or not.  Within the considerable literature related to leadership development, regardless of one’s definition of leadership, it is commonly understood that leadership is learnable.  There are many characteristics that in-and-of-themselves are not always considered part of leadership but that when found working in tandem with other characteristics are the essence of leadership (Arens, 2004; Dillahunty Wooton, 2006; McElvey, Hall, & Lynch, 1997).  Evaluating individuals’ perceptions of their characteristics, without the popular connotation of the concept of leadership might uncover leadership potential in those who would not consider themselves leaders.  This insight could aid college and university administrators in marketing and recruiting all students for the leadership development programs that are vital to their future as leaders in society after college.  Finding no difference in the perception of leadership skills between student leaders and the students who were non-leader non-participants could support the opinion that leadership in-and-of-itself is an elite notion that impacts self-efficacy but not the potential for engagement in leadership opportunities.  Ultimately, this finding could support leadership development for the entire student population, not just those pre-disposed to leadership.  In this case, leadership development programs might have to be disguised to reach those excluded based on self-perceptions.  
Regardless of the amount and types of opportunities available, student identity related to leadership needs to be considered.  Self-identity and beliefs about leadership are important components of understanding leadership phenomena (Hiller, 2006).  Institutions of higher education tout leadership development as an obtainable opportunity for all students.  Unfortunately, all students might not believe in this same leadership potential.  Before students choose to engage in leadership development opportunities, they need to recognize their own potential.  Because most student leadership development research is conducted using involved students, understanding leadership development in uninvolved students is difficult because these students are often excluded from research (Komives et al., 2005; Reed, 2002).  This issue presents the challenge of determining why certain individuals or populations are not participating in programs.  Students might choose not to participate in leadership development opportunities on campus based on their personal time constraints and/or the availability of development opportunities outside of the campus environment.  However, this assessment might be incomplete.  According to Shertzer and Schuh (2004), “a student’s definition of leadership may play a significant role in whether or not the student perceives him/herself as a leader” (p. 112).  This perception might be the determining factor in whether students choose to participate or not participate on campus.  
Unfortunately for colleges and universities, in terms of leadership, uninvolved students have reported a lack of confidence, lack of capabilities, and lack of opportunities (Shertzer & Schuh, 2004).  On the other hand, student leaders revealed that support from others, opportunities, their background, and the environment were empowering.  In the case of leadership programs, students’ perceptions about who the program targets impacts their decision whether or not to participate.  When leadership development efforts are available to all students, the students’ decision to participate is influenced by their perceptions of themselves as leaders.  Understanding these perceptions is a key to broadening involvement in leadership development opportunities and the impact of these leadership programs and courses, ultimately helping bridge the gap between the promises of higher education and the skill acquisition expected from the world beyond.  


Limitations
There were a few limitations to the present study.  First, the research was conducted on one campus and only with full-time traditional aged first-year students at a large regional metropolitan public institution.  The data collected might not be representative of students from other institutions.  This might affect the generalizability of the findings for other institutions, students who are not traditional aged or those who are past their first-year in college.  Second, the findings of this study were based on self-reported data using an on-line survey.  Participants could have responded to the questions with inaccurate perceptions of their skills, rather than their actual skills.  This might affect the reliability of the results.  Further, the survey used for this study incorporated fixed questions and answers which might have prevented a complete exploration of the participants’ skills and experiences.  The response rate for this study was dependent on the participants’ willingness to complete the survey.  It is often difficult to get unengaged students to participate in research about their involvement, therefore an incentive was offered to students to increase their willingness to participate in the study.
Assumptions
The researcher made several assumptions in this study.  First, when self-reporting personal skills and experiences, the question remains whether the respondents’ self-reports will be realistic and accurate.   For this study it was presumed that the participants’ responses to the survey represented a truthful perspective of their skills and experiences.  Related to the students’ experiences, it was assumed that students in all study groups have had experiences that they did not classify as being linked to leadership.  Further, the researcher assumed that students possess skills that they might not classify as being linked to leadership.  The researcher assumed that removing the term “leadership” from the survey title did not affect the students’ understanding of the skills under investigation.  Finally, it was assumed that the validity statistics from the Student Leadership Outcomes Inventory hold for the Student Skills Assessment Survey because the scales used to measure leadership skills did not change.  
Definition of Terms
	For the purposes of this study, the following definitions were used.
Co-curricular involvement.  This type of involvement occurs outside of the classroom during students’ time in college and can include engagement both on-campus and off-campus.
First-year students.  These students are attending college for the first time.  This group was selected for the study in order to control the institutional impact on their perception of their skills.  For the purpose of this study, traditional aged first-year students (age 18-20) who graduated high school in the spring of 2011 and matriculated at the study institution in the fall of 2011 were studied.  
Institution-Identified Leaders.  These students received a leadership-based scholarship.
Leadership.  Leadership is an inherently relational process of working with others to accomplish a goal or to promote change.  
Leadership skills.  These are the cognitive and affective skills necessary to effectively lead others and are characterized by competencies such as communication skills, successful group interactions, time management, organizational skills, community building, and decision making.  
Non-Identified Leaders.  These students did not self-identify as leaders and did not receive leadership scholarships.
Self-Identified Leaders.  These students identified themselves as leaders, but did not receive leadership scholarships based on their experiences through high school.  These students might have been considered for leadership-based scholarships but did not receive one from the institution.
Student leadership development.  This term is used to describe the facilitation or leadership development through organized programs, training sessions, and/or courses that provide leadership education to students on a college or university campus.
Summary
	The promises made by institutions of higher education to develop leaders and the expectations of their constituents have led to a surge in leadership development programs and courses at colleges and universities across the nation.  Komives et al. (2004) developed a Leadership Identity Development model that provides insight into the developmental processes students experience related to leadership.  The Leadership Identity Model validates the notion that students can learn leadership.  This fact, coupled with the availability of leadership development opportunities provided by colleges and universities, supports higher education’s intrinsic goal of developing leaders for society.  Unfortunately, the majority of college students fail to engage in these critical leadership development opportunities.  Rather than continuing to develop more programs and courses, administrators and leadership educators need to explore the underlying issues related to the lack of engagement in leadership opportunities among all students, not just a select few.  
This study was designed to evaluate students’ perceptions of their leadership skills in a context that attempted to eliminate their preconceived notions about leadership.  Prior studies have shown a connection between disengaged students and their beliefs in their abilities (Astin & Astin, 2000).  In this study, the term leadership was removed in order to provide a fair comparison of the perceived skills of students who identify as leaders to those of students who did not identify as leaders.  The findings of this study provide leadership educators information about the students who choose not to become or not to identify themselves as student leaders.  New promotion and/or delivery methods for leadership programs and courses designed for college students are suggested.
In this chapter, a brief overview of the importance of leadership development for college students and the challenge institutions of higher education face in urging all students to engage in leadership development opportunities was presented.  After defining the problem, the research design and significance of the study were described.  The next chapter presents a thorough review of the literature.  The research design, including methodologies, study participants, instrumentation, and definition of terms, are outlined in chapter three.  Chapter four provides the data analysis and results for this study.  A discussion of the conclusions, implications and recommendations is the focus of chapter five.  


CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This study compared the perceived skills of first-year students attending a large regional metropolitan public institution according to their classification as institution-identified student leaders (on leadership-based scholarship), self-identified student leader participants, self-identified student leader non-participants, or students who were non-identified leaders.  There is substantial literature associated with the impact of curricular and co-curricular leadership development on students.  This chapter reviews the historical data, theory, and research on which this study was based.  This literature review is divided into the following sections: (1) Definition and History of Leadership; (2) Role of Higher Education in Leadership Development; (3) Leadership Development of College Students; (4) Leadership Self-Efficacy; (5) Leadership Identity Development; (6) Outcomes of Leadership Development; (7) Engaging Students in Leadership Development; and (8) Leadership Skill Assessment.  
Definition and History of Leadership
According to James MacGregor Burns, leadership is “one of the most observed and least understood phenomenon” (Burns, 1978, p. 2).  Leadership is a multidisciplinary field in research, theory and practice (Middlebrooks & Allen, 2009, p. ix).  Over the years, numerous ideas, theories, and models of leadership have attempted to explain leadership in ideal terms.  “Neither the scholars nor the practitioners have been able to define leadership with precision, accuracy, and conciseness so that people are able to label it correctly when they see it happening or when they engage in it” (Rost, 1991, p. 6).  In 1993, the number of definitions of leadership generated from academic analysis topped 350 (McKinley, Birkenholz, & Stewart, 1993).  Today this number is presumably higher.  An Internet search of popular culture literature about leadership yields over 60,000 titles, illustrating the intense interest and elusiveness of leadership mastery (Amazon.com, March 2012).  A scan of the literature about leadership available for consumers today underscores the vast range of perceptions and definitions of leadership that exist.  According to Dillahunty Wooten (2006), “current literature defines leadership as a mixture of traits, behaviors, influence, power, politics, authority, change, goal achievement, management, and transformation” (p. 38).  
The evolution of leadership theory is thoroughly described in Rethinking the “L” Word in Higher Education by Kezar, Carducci, and Contreras-McGavin (2006).  This monograph provides a review of past and current theories on leadership and summarizes the significant developments in research over the past two decades.  While the leadership theories described by the authors serve as a foundation for understanding leadership development, their monograph focused on how leadership is utilized in higher education from a university administrator’s perspective versus a student perspective.  The practical application components of this monograph are distinct to academic leadership and therefore distantly connected to leadership development in college students.  What is universal about leadership, regardless of the context is the difficulty in defining what makes a good leader.  According to the authors, “leadership is multidimensional and an evolving concept that has changed over time as social mores and beliefs have changed” (p. 176).  An overview of leadership theories is provided in the paragraphs that follow.  
Over time, a shift in the underlining basis of leadership led theorists to identify two broad categories for leadership theories, namely the industrial paradigm and the post-industrial paradigm.  In the industrial paradigm, theories of leadership are leader-centric and individualistic in nature, formal and hierarchical in structure (Tyree, 1998).  In these theories, leadership is synonymous with leaders.  Leaders have characteristics, traits, and/or behaviors that equate with leadership.  As the understanding of who could lead evolved, the theories of leadership expanded into what is now known as post-industrial theories.  These later theories examined leadership as a process, and leaders are no longer synonymous with leadership (Kezar, Carducci, & Contreras-McGavin, 2006).  The post-industrial paradigm “suggests that leadership is a relational, transformative, process-oriented, learned, and change-directed phenomenon” (Dugan, 2006b, p. 335).  Specific individual characteristics and behaviors could be attributed to leadership under this paradigm.  This leadership paradigm requires the participation of a greater number of people with an understanding of leadership and the skills required to lead.  Leadership is no longer a behavior of leaders but the result of relationships between and among individuals.  This type of leadership is transformational.  According to Northouse (2001), transformational leadership is a process that changes and transforms individuals and groups because the motivations and needs of the followers are taken into account.  
Conventional wisdom defines leadership as “the process by which the leader exerts intentional influence over others to move toward a vision” (Arminio et al., 2000, p. 497).  Similarly, in higher education, the Council for the Advancement of Standards (CAS) defines leadership as “an inherently relational process of working with others to accomplish a goal or to promote change” (CAS, n.d.).  Most leadership programs seek to empower students to enhance their self-efficacy as leaders and understand how they can make a difference whether as positional leaders or active participants in a group or community process.  Leadership development relies on students to establish relationships with whom they interact.  The CAS Standards state that “colleges need to develop not just better leaders, but more leaders” (CAS, 2003, p. 196).  The CAS definition of leadership does not change the goal behind the mission of higher education but rather it changes the process necessary to achieve it.  
More specifically, modern approaches to leadership development have opened the door for leaders to emerge who might have been excluded in earlier theories.  “Rapid advancements in technology, increasing globalization, complexity, and interconnectedness call for new ways of leading, relating, learning, and influencing change” (Komives et al., 2005, p. 593).  Society requires a different kind of leader than those developed in the early years of higher education in the United States.  While traditional thinking holds that leadership is reserved for special individuals in positions of leadership (Wielkiewicz, 2000), it is now believed that “leadership is everyone’s business” (Kouzes & Posner, 2003, p. 383).  Unlike in the industrial paradigm, leadership is something an individual can learn and be taught (Brungardt & Crawford, 1996; Komives et al., 2006c; McKinley, Birkenholz, & Stewart, 1993; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999).  The evolution of our understanding of leadership as learned, rather than innate, aligns with higher education’s leadership development mission.  
Prevailing approaches focus on leadership development as “a relational process of people working together to accomplish change or to make a difference that will benefit the common good” (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998, p. ix).  Servant leadership and the Social Change Model of Leadership are two examples of contemporary leadership development theories.  In Servant Leadership, individuals find themselves acting as both a leader and a follower at various times with the goal of serving other people’s needs (Tyree, 1998).  The servant leader understands that the relationship with the followers is paramount.  Leadership therefore is not only about achieving a goal but also about strengthening the relationship with followers in the hope that they become more empowered to act.  
The Social Change Model of Leadership is a leadership process based on collaborative relationships that share the goal of betterment of others and society (Tyree, 1998).  This model of leadership development “approaches leadership as a purposeful, collaborative, values-based process that results in positive social change” (National Clearinghouse for Leadership Programs, n.d., What is SCM section, para. 1).  The Social Change model was created specifically for use with college students.  It serves as the foundation for much of the recent research about college students and is arguably the most widely used model for leadership development in higher education today (Dugan & Komives, 2010).  
Regardless of how it is defined, leadership is not a passing trend but central to the human condition (Wren, 1995).  The belief that leadership can be learned has changed how higher education has approached its leadership development mission.  For graduates of higher education, leadership skills and abilities will be useful “whether one is seated in the executive suite or standing on the front line on Wall Street, Main Street, or College Avenue” (Posner, 2009, p. 1-2).  The review of the historical frameworks of leadership provides insight into leadership development in higher education.  
The Role of Higher Education in Leadership Development

	A hallmark of higher education is preparing college graduates to lead as effective members of society (Arens, 2004; AACU, 2002; Baxter Magolda, 2004; Cavins, 2006; McIntire, 1989; Miller, D., 1997; National Task Force, 2012, Owen, 2012).  When higher education was founded during the early 1600’s in the United States, young males were sent to college to become educated in the classics and return home to serve as leaders in their communities.  In addition to learning how to study in their courses, students learned about social responsibility and how to navigate political waters.  As the number of colleges expanded over the years, they were viewed as a public investment and a way to educate leaders who could be contributing members of society (AACU, 2002; Bennett, 2006, Cavins, 2006; Komives, 1996; Meixner, n.d.; Rudolph, 1962/1990).  This viewpoint of the role of higher education opened the door for more students to attend college.  However, even as the type of student attending college broadened, the goal of educating community leaders has remained consistent.  This commitment to educating and developing students is evident in college and university mission statements and leadership development programming (Arens, 2004; Astin & Astin, 2000; Boatman, 1999; Chambers, 1992; Dugan, 2006b; Owen, 2012; Roberts & Ullom, 1989; Tull, 2004; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999).  Throughout time our expectations of leaders have changed.  For example, while traditionally masculine traits and characteristics were once lauded in leadership; Appelbaum, Audet and Miller (2003) argued that good leadership now includes traditionally feminine traits and characteristics for both genders (p. 49).  Top down leadership models have shifted to collaborative approaches (Outcalt, Faris, McMahon, Tahtakran, & Noll, 2001; Shertzer & Schuh, 2004; Tyree, 1998).  While the roles individuals play and the challenges that face our society have evolved, the need for leaders has remained constant.  
The challenges facing society are increasingly complex and higher education is positioned to help address these challenges by developing the next generation of leaders.  Higher education continues to have a vital role to play in the development of future leaders (AACU, 2002; Arens, 2004; Chambers, 1992; Posner & Brodsky, 1992; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999).  Some scholars argued that higher education’s role in developing leadership skills in students is one of the greatest and most important challenges it faces (Komives, 1996; Wisniewski, 2010).  Research shows that the number of college and university leadership programs is increasing to meet the need for effective leaders for an increasingly complex global society (Cavins, 2006; Chambers, 1992; Day, 2001; Komives, Dugan et al., 2006b; Coers, Lorensen, & Anderson, 2009; Fischer, Overland, & Adams, 2010; Niehaus & Komives, 2009; Owen, 2012; Posner & Brodsky, 1992; Rosch & Schwartz, 2009; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999).  
Throughout history, higher education has evolved its curriculum and technologies to meet society’s changing needs.  Based on the complex challenges faced by society, the leadership development mission of higher education must mirror this evolution.  Social problems such as race relations, growing economic challenges, weakening public school systems, environmental decline, and reduced civic engagement are evidence of the weakening American society.  Our society is facing a crisis of leadership.  As Tyree (1996) states, 
The leadership problem lies, not in the fact that we need to develop better leaders, but in the fact that we need to develop more leaders – more people who are willing to help solve problems, more people who are committed to full participation in the lives of their communities. (p. 32) 
Tougher economic times have increased pressure from employers and policy makers for institutions of higher education to produce a skilled workforce.  For students this pressure is compounded because many are juggling multiple demands including financial and work related pressures and family obligations.  For many students, professional success and competitiveness in the job market was identified as “the primary reason for pursuing a college degree (How Students View & Value Liberal Education, 2005, p. 38).  While this obligation to the private good is a worthwhile endeavor, higher education has a greater calling and also serves the public good.  
Specifically, colleges and universities play a critical role in our democratic society by preparing and inspiring students to be engaged members of society.  Administrators in higher education, policy makers, and other stakeholders in higher education must thoughtfully consider student learning and development in order to serve both the public and private good (AACU, 2002; Keeling, 2006; National Task Force, 2012; Pasque, 2010).  According to contemporary scholars, higher education’s obligation to society extends beyond simply providing graduates for roles to support economic priorities.  While this role is important, institutions must blend this priority with their responsibility to be and to provide leaders who can champion social justice in the world (Pasque, 2010, p. 168).  Students need to learn to think critically about the world around them, be a voice for social change and be empowered to act for the public good (AACU, 2002; National Task Force, 2012).  Higher education can and should prepare students for success and participation in both arenas.  Institutions are positioned to address these major economic, societal, and environmental issues through effective leadership development (Day, 2001; Fischer, Overland, & Adams, 2010).  According to McDougall (2009), “it is imperative for students to understand their interconnectedness to the world around them.  Leadership programs need to equip their students with the necessary knowledge and training to tackle pressing issues in their local, national and global communities” (p. 7).  Based on their inherent purpose, institutions of higher education are poised to confront the leadership shortage in society.   
To meet society’s demand for educated leaders, institutions will have to expand their concept of leaders and leadership development.  The number and type of leadership development opportunities provided on college and university campuses is at an all-time high (Cress et al., 2001; Scott, 2004; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999).  Unfortunately, increased numbers of programs do not always indicate successful leadership development (Cavins, 2006).  Despite their efforts, few institutions achieve their leadership development goals and “even fewer do so with quality for more than a mere handful of students” (Komives, 1996, p. 2).  Colleges and universities often limit the scope of their leadership development initiatives to select students because leadership educators can have underlying narrow views of students they see as potential leaders.  Students who have shown interest in and/or potential for leadership are the intended recipients of leadership development opportunities on campus.  University resources are often allocated to support thousands of students in leadership positions but unfortunately students are recruited, trained, advised, supervised, assessed, and sometimes paid for leadership positions, not leadership skills.  The view that student leaders are those who hold leadership positions must be replaced with the concept that all students have the potential to lead (Cress et al., 2001).  “Colleges need to develop not just better leaders, but more leaders, and that efforts should be directed toward the entire student body” (Miller, 1997, p. 111).  There is a disconnect in higher education between the belief that leadership can be learned and the reality of leadership development opportunities on campus.  
Leadership Development of College Students
An understanding of the leadership development of college students must begin with a basic understanding of student involvement in college.  According to Baxter Magolda (1996), “the undergraduate experience has long been divided into two worlds: curriculum-in which learning and cognitive development are in the foreground – and co-curriculum-in which personal and affective development are in the foreground” (p. 17).  The curriculum refers to in-class experiences and the co-curriculum consists of out-of-class experiences.  The link between campus involvement and student development is well established (Astin, 1993a; Kuh, 2009; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  According to Astin (1984), involvement is “the amount of physical and psychological energy that the student devotes to the academic experience” (p. 297).  In other words, the quantity and quality of effort put forth by each individual student most determines the development that occurred during the college years (Dugan & Komives, 2010; Felsheim, 2001; Kuh, 1995; Meixner, n.d.).  Based on this understanding of involvement, an involved student could be a student who actively participates in a co-curricular student organization or a student who actively participates in their academic pursuits and who does not participate out-of-class.  
Involvement in various in-class and out-of-class settings contribute to learning and personal development and often provides students with the leadership opportunities necessary to excel in college and in their careers after college (Arboleda, Wang, Shelly II, Whalen, 2003; Astin, 1993a; Coers, Lorensen, & Anderson 2009; Cooper et al., 1994; Emerick, 2005; Felsheim, 2001; Fincher & Shalka, 2009; Foley, 2005; Hernandez, Hogan, Hathaway, & Lovell, 1999; Meixner, n.d.; Wood, 2005).  For students, their experiences in college include engagement in both in- and out-of-class experiences.  Through engagement, students from all educational and social backgrounds gain the skills and competencies needed for success after college; they are more likely to achieve their educational and personal goals and experience the benefits associated with earning a degree (Kuh, 2009, p. 698).  Preparing students to meet the needs of the changing global society discussed previously requires students to be engaged in their own learning and development.  
The relationship between engagement through involvement in college and leadership development is inherent in the college experience for students.  Research indicates that college students can and do increase their leadership skills during college (Chambers, 1992; Coers, Lorensen, & Anderson, 2009; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005), and these results can be attributed in part to involvement in college (Astin, 1993a; Kuh, 2009; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  Based on the relationship between involvement and leadership development, “leadership development programs have become an integral component of the holistic student-development goals of student affairs” (Arminio et al., 2000, p. 497).  To increase engagement in leadership opportunities, institutions have expanded their offerings.  Traditionally, leadership development has been reserved as a part of the co-curriculum.  The last 30 years have seen colleges and universities responding to the expanding need for societal leaders by developing curricular and co-curricular leadership programs (Arens, 2004; Rosch & Schwartz, 2009).  Today, for example, many institutions have expanded their efforts, to include leadership development in the classroom that is academic in nature such as courses specifically about leadership or through assigned group projects that utilize leadership skills for completion.  This link increases the availability of leadership development opportunities to all students because leadership development is not solely dependent on formalized leadership development programs and/or courses but rather focused on their program of study.  
While formalized programs have resulted in developmental gains for students, leadership development is not limited to structured settings.  “Leadership can be learned in many places” (Komives, 1996, p. 3).  Like other areas of student development, leadership development needs to be holistic and as such it has to be delivered in holistic ways.  “Leadership potential exists in every student and colleges and universities can develop this potential through leadership programs and activities” (Cress et al., 2001, p. 23).  Recognizing that potential exists in all students, the Council for the Advancement of Standards (CAS) developed guidelines for leadership development on campus.  
College leadership programs should be intentional, coherent, theory-based, pluralistic, and responsive to individual needs.  As such, the program should embrace three aspects – all of which should promote cognitive, affective, and behavioral outcomes: a) opportunities for competency building; b) training, educational, and developmental activities; and c) multiple methods of delivery. (Meixner, n.d.)  
These CAS guidelines provide the framework for the holistic leadership development necessary for students today.
Many campuses base their leadership development efforts on the CAS guidelines.  There are three basic types of leadership programs on college campuses today: (1) training for leadership and organizational effectiveness for students in leadership positions; (2) lectures and discussions on topics related to leadership in an academic setting; and (3) practical training for students in professional fields (McIntire, 1989).  Most institutions rely on trial and error to determine the best type of leadership development opportunities for their students.  “To date, there is no accrediting body for leadership programs, nor is any anticipated in the foreseeable future” (Roberts, 2007, p. 135).  While the best method for leadership development with college students is uncertain, the link between both curricular and co-curricular involvement and leadership development in college students is potentially clearer.  
Today’s college students represent a vast array of characteristics, beliefs, and experiences.  Woodward (1994) suggests a need for multiple leadership approaches if leaders are going to meet the challenges and “be effective in a complex and pluralistic society” (p. 94).  As such, a one-size fits all approach to leadership development will not work for all students.  Leadership development cannot be the job of a few designated staff members providing co-curricular leadership development experiences.  Students and higher education administrators alike must realize and take on the responsibilities and experiences needed for preparation and practice of leadership (Coers, Lorensen, & Anderson, 2009).  Unfortunately, providing leadership development opportunities on campus is not enough to ensure student engagement.  Students enter higher education with diverse backgrounds, experiences, and self-perceptions; and these factors contribute to their choices related to engagement in- and out-of-the-classroom.  
Leadership Self-Efficacy
The unique ways that an individual perceives, evaluates, and constructs the self, including self-perceptions of ability, is an important component of leadership development.  Understanding the role of self-efficacy provides insight into the determinants of human behavior that affect the effort and persistence that an individual is willing to extend in a given situation.  Self-efficacy beliefs are domain specific and influence one’s motivations, choice of actions, amount of effort one will put into a task, and the degree of perseverance in light of adversity (Bandura, 1997).  Specifically, self-efficacy influences how and why students become involved.  According to Bandura (1995), self-perceptions, which he calls beliefs of self-efficacy, help determine what individuals do with the knowledge and skills they possess.  According to McComb (2007), 
…as self-efficacy is related to choice of action, with individuals choosing to participate in activities that they hold higher degrees of self-efficacy for, it follows that individuals with lower leadership self-efficacy will avoid opportunities for participating whereas individuals with higher levels of leadership self-efficacy will choose to participate.  (p. 8)
Self-efficacy is reported to relate to the number of leadership attempts an individual makes as well as to the choice of involvement in a leadership role (Dugan & Komives, 2010; Mattern & Shaw, 2010; McCormick, Tanguma, & Lopez-Forment, 2002).  Understanding the influence of self-efficacy in students’ decisions related to participation in leadership development is an important component of addressing society’s need for leaders.   
Students choose the type of involvement, action, or behaviors they pursue.  The concept of self-schema helps individuals see what is possible for them.  Self-schema consists of self-confidence, self-esteem and self-efficacy.  Self-esteem, self-confidence, and self-efficacy are often used interchangeably, but they are separate constructs.  “Self-confidence is a generalized sense of competence that has been considered a personal trait; thus it is not subject to change.  In contrast, self-efficacy is a personal belief, a self-judgment about one’s specific task-specific capabilities” (McCormick et al., 2002, p. 36).  Although these constructs cannot be completely separated, self-esteem and self-confidence are considered traits while self-efficacy is an individual’s belief.  Because self-efficacy is a belief that is subject to change based on experience, it can be the key to increasing participation in leadership development on campus.
Self-efficacy stems from four sources of influence, which when combined with social relationships, develop and strengthen an individual’s sense of efficacy.  The primary source of self-efficacy is mastery experiences.  For example, mastery experiences are those individual accomplishments or experiences that decrease self-doubt or reinforce previous positive experiences and can give a sense of accomplishment and success.  These experiences allowed students to build their leadership skills and exposed them to leadership in different contexts.  As Fincher (2008) found, “a mastery experience in high school (e.g. presenting in front of a class or involvement in a student group) is often very different than college.”  However, students who have been encouraged to participate in leadership-related mastery experiences prior to college are more likely to have a higher sense of leadership self-efficacy (p. 51).  Likewise, Dugan and Komives (2007) noted the greater students’ participation in mastery experiences during college, the greater their leadership self-efficacy.  Seniors, compared to first-year students, are more likely to have a higher sense of leadership self-efficacy because they have had a longer amount of time in college to engage in mastery experiences.  
Decisions about involvement are at least partially influenced by individuals’ self-efficacy, or their self-appraisal of their ability to perform or participate.  According to Dugan and Komives (2010), “a number of studies identified empirical connections between individuals’ levels of self-efficacy for leadership and leadership-related skills, attempts to take leadership roles, and performance effectiveness” (p. 528).  For many students there is a gap between their perception of their skills and reality.  Students lacking confidence in skills they actually possess will be less likely to engage in tasks requiring those skills (Mattern & Shaw, 2010; Wilson, 2009).  Mattern and Shaw (2010) offer caution to leadership educators.  “Although self-efficacy beliefs are highly predictive of performance, they are not always accurate or representative of the student’s true capabilities” (p. 666).  For many students, their choice to become engaged in activities that promote skill development is hindered by self-efficacy.  While some research has shown that individuals go to great lengths to maintain or verify their self-perceptions, it is believed that self-concept is malleable (Seli, 2006, p. 19).  
By providing an environment filled with mastery experiences that challenge individuals’ current self-efficacy related to leadership development, colleges and universities can open doors for a wider range of students to engage in leadership development opportunities.  Leadership self-efficacy is influenced by the involvement choices of an individual, and whether or not she/he can successfully participate in the leadership process (Wilson, 2009).  If colleges and universities want to change behavior (engagement in leadership opportunities), then it is necessary to change self-concept related to that behavior.  Providing a post-industrial view of leadership expands the notion of who can be a leader and what behaviors leaders possess.  This view of leadership focuses on leadership as a relational process-oriented phenomenon and not the specific behaviors of a specific type of individual.  Opening doors to engagement in leadership development might require a focused effort to more accurately define leadership for students.  
Leadership Identity Development
Empirical research related to college student leadership has grown rapidly over the past several years and has included gender, ethnicity and other demographics and experiential variables as factors within student leadership development.  This research has focused primarily on student leaders’ practices and effectiveness, their experiences in leadership and the impact of college in general and leadership programs in particular, on the development of leadership skills and abilities (McComb, 2007).  Leadership identity development has only been described in the literature over the past decade and is primarily the result of the work of Komives and her colleagues.  This section of the literature review summarizes their work.   Komives et al. (2004; 2005) studied leadership identity development and believe that understanding the process is central to creating leadership programs that facilitate leadership development.  Students construct a leadership identity over time by moving “from being dependent on others to ultimately seeing and valuing their interdependence with others” (Komives et al., 2004, p. 3).    
Until recently, little was known about how students develop their leadership identity.  Traditionally, research on leadership has included leadership theory, styles, behaviors, or teaching leadership skills.  According to Komives et al. (2004), “understanding the process of leadership identity development is central to teaching leadership and facilitating the learning of leadership” (p. 1).   For the first time, using grounded theory research methods, a research team explored the processes a person goes through and what environmental influences support the development of leadership identity which resulted in the Leadership Identity Development model.  This model “frames development as a student’s capacity to increase his or her self-efficacy within the specific domain of relational leadership” (Wagner, 2009, p. 29).  According to Komives et al. (2006c), the first step for students to develop a leadership identity is to become aware of their potential.  This stage of leadership identity development begins with a view of leadership as external and is concluded when a transition occurs that allows students to see their own potential.  
Stage two, exploration/engagement, is marked by involvement in a variety of activities.  While leadership is still viewed as external, students feel connected to their activities and can begin to relate to others in a group context.  As they move through this stage, students narrow their activities and seek a deeper involvement in the activities in which they participate.  Feedback from adults about their leadership potential encourages students to transition to stage three, leader identified.  In stage three, students view leadership as something the leader does.  Followers, therefore, support the work the leader is trying to accomplish.  During the first part of this stage, an emerging phase, students try new roles and identify skills and abilities they need to be effective as leaders.  Phase two, an immersion phase, involves students practicing their skills but believing that the ultimate responsibility lies with the leader.  In stage three, students find themselves to be both dependent as follower and independent as a positional leader.  Older peers and adults continue to be important in helping students develop their leadership identity.  According to Komives et al. (2004), the transition from stage three to stage four is critical because they have begun to understand the complexity of leadership.  They see the value of diverse perspectives and realize they cannot accomplish tasks alone (p. 3).  Students begin to shift from dependence and independence to interdependence.  Leadership differentiated is stage four in leadership identity development.  In this stage, students are very aware that leadership is a group process.  Students in positional roles seek to be a facilitator, a community builder, and engage in participative practices.  Leadership is no longer dependent on having a leadership title or position.  Like stage three, this stage includes an emerging and an immersion phase.  Peers and adults shift to become mentors and help students create meaning from their experiences.  Students transition to the next stage when they become aware of the need to develop younger leaders and when their personal purpose or passion becomes apparent.  
Stage five, generativity, is signified by an awareness of the importance of generating and regenerating their groups.  Students work to create a leadership pipeline by teaching, mentoring, and sponsoring younger peers.  They begin to see their organizations as a part of a bigger whole with system perspectives.  Their individual leadership philosophy becomes congruent with their values and they realize that learning leadership is a lifelong endeavor.  As they begin to prepare to leave college, students begin to transition to stage six, integration/synthesis.  Stage six “reflects the integrated awareness that the student knows with confidence they can work effectively with others in diverse work settings to accomplish shared goals” (Komives et al., 2004, p. 4).  Students in this stage understand organizational complexity and are able to determine how they can fit into an organization while being true to their values.  
According to Komives et al. (2006c), the process of transitioning from an external view of leadership (others are leaders) to exploring interactions with peers is usually facilitated by an adult’s acknowledgement of the student’s potential.  This recognition is followed by an evolving view of leadership from positional to process oriented.  As students go through these developmental processes, they begin to see leadership is entrenched in a purpose related to the greater good.  Their leadership identity develops as they realize they want to and can have a role in that greater purpose (p. 412).  For higher education administrators, students’ identity related to leadership should be considered when establishing the amount and types of opportunities available on campus.
The Leadership Identity Development model provided an important foundation for the present study.  Throughout students’ leadership identity development, outside influences such as the role of adults and peers, opportunities for involvement and personal reflection impact the development process (Wagner, 2009, p. 14).  These aspects also contribute to the students’ development of leadership self-efficacy.  The LID model begins when a student becomes aware of their potential.  As noted in the previous section, students with low leadership self-efficacy do not believe they have potential and therefore choose not to become engaged in the developmental opportunities that foster their self-efficacy.  Unfortunately, many capable students face what Brookfield (1995) refers to as the “Imposter Syndrome,” the unvoiced fear of not being worthy or the feeling of not being as adequate or as capable as other people perceive or evaluate you to be.  The present study explored the period before this first stage of LID can occur.  The researcher maintains that students who cannot get past the exclusivity of leadership will not be able to begin the process of developing their own leadership identity.  In other words, unless higher education administrators intervene, these students’ leadership identity development is stalled.  
Outcomes of Leadership Development
The relationship between involvement and leadership development outcomes has been established in the literature.  The benefits of participation in college provide similar benefits to leadership development programs (Astin, 1984; Bialek & Lloyd, 1998; Cooper et al., 1994; Cress et al., 2001; Havlik, 2006; Kuh, 2009; Miller, 2003; Striffolino & Saunders, 1989; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999).  Gains from involvement on campus support the goal of a holistic development for students and help students to develop the skills that are critical to their success as students and graduates.  Specifically, leadership experiences in college have been associated with gains in organizational skills and interpersonal competence (Cress, 2001; Kuh 1995), development of skills and abilities related to later career success (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005), increased self-confidence and improved communication, improved social adjustment, commitment to civic responsibility (Cress et al., 2001), and increased efficacy for leadership (Komives et al., 2006c).  Additionally, students who are involved evidenced more growth and maturity than uninvolved students (Felsheim, 2001; Williams & Winston, 1985).  Involved students are also more satisfied with college and experienced more skill development than students who report little or no involvement (Arens, 2004; Badura et al., 2000; Chambers, 1992; Cress et al., 2001; Felsheim, 2001, Kuh, 2009).  Involvement in college provides the student development outcomes desired by higher education and their business and societal constituents.  
Leadership programs provide students with a means to become involved with the well-being of their campus, preparing them for future leadership roles in their professional life (Havlik, 2006, p. 12).  Specifically, research has concluded that participants of formalized leadership programs demonstrated significant growth across leadership skills and several leadership-related measures.  These include civic responsibility, multicultural awareness, understanding leadership theory, awareness of personal and societal values, and success in academic and career goals (Cooper et al., 1994; Cress et al., 2001).  Through involvement, students gain behaviors related to leadership skills such as: effectively working with people, public speaking skills, time management, effective writing and interpersonal communication, organizational skills, conflict resolution, working as a team, planning and visioning, and relationship building.  Improved self-confidence, personal responsibility for actions, interdependence, appreciation for others, and increased social and political awareness are also observed (AACU, 2002; Bialek & Lloyd, 1998; Chambers, 1992; Cooper et al., 1994; Day, 2001; Felsheim, 2001; Fincher & Shalka, 2009; Keeling, 2006; McCannon & Bennett, 1996; Newton, 1991; Terenzini et al., 1996; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999).  Some of the most improved skills noted in the literature are civic/social awareness, communication skills, self-esteem, problem-solving, galvanizing action, and conflict resolution.  The extensiveness of positive gains from involvement on campus and specifically from leadership development suggests a clear benefit for students and society.  
The positive outcomes associated with leadership development extend beyond skill development for the students.  Leadership development for students also benefits the institution.  Student involvement outside the classroom has also been linked to students’ learning and development, as well as persistence and retention (McGlynn, 2008; Tinto, 1993; University of California, 2011; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999).  Leadership programs are one way institutions can integrate students into the college experience and have been positively related to persistence and satisfaction (Astin, 1993a; Felsheim, 2001; Kuh, 1995; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Striffolino & Saunders, 1989).  Finally, academic success is an area that is positively affected by involvement in leadership activities (Astin, 1993a; Cooper et al., 1994; Kruger, 2010; Striffolino & Saunders, 1989).  Astin emphasizes the role of student involvement in students’ learning.  Gains in development are directly proportional to physical and psychological energy students devote (Evans, Forney, Guido, Patton & Renn, 2009).  The positive outcomes associated with involvement in college reinforce its importance for all students.  Posner (2004) suggests leadership development opportunities are affecting the leadership behavior of those who are involved in them (p. 455).  The positive outcomes associated with leadership development; namely, student learning and development, persistence, retention, satisfaction and academic success are increasingly important considering the rising costs associated with higher education and the demands for accountability.     
	One of the classic questions for educators is how students’ experiences during the collegiate years prepare them for the workplace.  “Whether educators like it or not, the increased commoditization of a college degree has created greater public expectation that a college education should result in career success” (Roberts, 2007, p. 64).  Involvement in leadership programs prepare students for the changing demands of society and their careers after college (AACU, 2002; Bialek & Lloyd, 1998; CAS, n.d.; How Students View & Value Liberal Education, 2005; National Task Force, 2012; Roberts & Ullom, 1989).  Employers are demanding interpersonal skills that are learned through leadership development programs.  Experiences inside and outside the classroom help college graduates enter the workplace with the real world, practical experiences employers desire (Felsheim, 2001; Kuh, 1995; Lester, 2011; Micari et al., 2010; Roberts, 2007).  According to Bialek and Lloyd (1998): 
The life skills they obtain are the ones that are regularly being called crucial and most important for our graduates – the ability to work with diverse groups of people; proficiency in interpersonal communication and public speaking; the ability to work in and lead teams. (p. 6)  
College leadership experiences are a more powerful predictor of job success than college grades or selectivity of the college attended (Bialek & Lloyd, 1998; Shertzer & Schuh, 2004; Striffolino & Saunders, 1989).  To address the question of accountability to business and industry, higher education must involve all students in leadership development so they can attain the skills required to be successful in their careers.  
Throughout higher education in America, countless resources are being dedicated to leadership development because the positive outcomes are clear; however, this investment is not translating to students’ choice to participate.  Students who are not involved are not exposed to the experiences that may prepare them to be competitive after college.  When students are not involved, institutions miss out on the impact student leaders make on campus through events, programs, civic engagement, and the general student life of the campus.  Perhaps a greater concern than the impact on student life is the gap between the stated mission to develop leaders for society and the underprepared graduate.  This disconnect is likely troubling for numerous constituents due to the amount of resources dedicated to programs and other opportunities in which only a select few participate.    
Engaging Students in Leadership Development
	The benefits associated with leadership development programs on college campuses are well established.  For example, student engagement in leadership development programs is associated with confidence (Bialek & Groves, 1998).  “Most [students] seemed to believe that only certain people can be leaders” (Shertzer & Schuh, 2004, p. 117).  The result of this dynamic suggests a significant challenge for college and university administrators trying to live up to their institution’s mission.  Institutions across the country have or are forming programs specifically geared toward developing leadership skills in their students.  Many, however, focus specifically on developing the skills of student leaders rather than providing leadership development opportunities for any student, possibly meaning that a large number of students are not gaining the leadership skills necessary for their futures beyond higher education.  Research has shown that despite disseminating ‘open to everyone’ publicity, only select students chose to participate in co-curricular programs.  
Students’ self-ratings on leadership and related skills are the strongest predictors of skill ratings at the end of college (Moriarty & Kezar, 2000).  The challenge for higher education is engaging students in these opportunities.  The number of students who participate in programs that develop leadership “is minuscule compared to the whole student population” (Tyree, 1996, p. 2).  For example, “of over 50,000 responders, around 2.5% of Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL) student participants report being involved in a curricular or co-curricular leadership certificate program, 1.1% report participating in a leadership capstone experience, .08% report being involved in a leadership minor, and .08% report being involved in a leadership major” (Owen & Komives, 2007, p. 5).  Contrary to many practitioners’ estimates, the MSL found that approximately 60% of college students report having some degree of involvement in short-term leadership programs. That number drops sharply for moderate and long-term programs (Dugan & Haber, 2007).  These findings could be attributed to self-selection bias of students who opt to participate in studies couched in leadership.  Furthermore, these findings suggest that at minimum, 40% of students remain uninvolved in leadership development programs and presumably are not developing the skills necessary for success after college.  
Shertzer and Schuh (2004) studied factors influencing the decision to become involved.  Their study included five disengaged students in a sample who were not student leaders.  Both student leaders and non-student leaders agreed that lack of capability and confidence were constraining beliefs held by those not involved in leadership activities.  Interestingly, the non-leaders felt a lack of opportunity and a lack of support, while student leaders felt there were numerous opportunities for leadership involvement.  “The proposition that non-leaders do not perceive the availability of activities or encouragement for involvement recognizes that there may be inherent differences between [the engaged and the non-engaged students]” (McComb, 2007, p. 42).  There might be inherent differences between student leaders and non-leaders based on this difference in perception of the availability of activities and encouragement.  
Diverse student populations also require a range of leadership development opportunities.  These differences should be taken into account when colleges and universities develop leadership development programs so that students from all types of experiences and backgrounds are welcome (Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Roberts, 2007).  The most effective way to impact college students is through a comprehensive approach to leadership development (Boatman, 1999; Foley, 2005; McIntire, 1989; Roberts & Ullom, 1989).  Institutions of higher education need to direct their leadership development efforts toward providing access to leadership development opportunities to all students.  In order to participate, numerous programs available on many campuses require applications, selection, or even elections (Kuh, 2009; Roberts, 2007).  The unintended effect of these processes can be the creation of a barrier for students to become engaged.  The goal of leadership development initiatives should be to instill empowering beliefs in all college students.  
	Both individual and environmental factors might play a role in motivating or limiting leadership involvement by college students.  Individual or internal factors include lack of confidence or self-efficacy, underestimation and undervaluing of abilities, and fear of negative evaluation.  Environmental or external factors include a perception of a chilly institutional climate, a lack of role models, and beliefs about leadership as hierarchical and directive (McComb, 2007).  According to Felsheim (2001), the factors that contribute to students’ decisions to become involved can be summarized in several categories.  First, personal characteristics such as ethnicity, gender, and prior experience influence involvement.  Adult mentors, role models, or university officials can provide encouragement for students to engage in leadership development.  The atmosphere and opportunities available on campus also play a role in students’ choice whether or not to become involved (p. 31).  Understanding the factors that influence students’ decisions to participate can help bridge the gap between participation and non-participation among college students.   
Student leaders have been described by several researchers.  The characteristics commonly include: popularity, social self-confidence, leadership ability, affluence, well-educated parents, public speaking ability, and extrovert personalities (Astin, 1993a; Dugan & Komives, 2010; Shertzer & Schuh, 2004).  In reality, the relationship between these characteristics and actual leadership skills is limited.  On most campuses, student leaders have been defined as students who currently hold an office in a student organization, class, or club on a college campus or who work as paraprofessionals on campus (Arens, 2004, p. 10).  By this definition, not all students are considered to be leaders.  “Generally, the same student leaders participate repeatedly and dominate campus life.  They are relied upon and in turn feel encouraged and supported” (Shertzer & Schuh, 2004, p. 128).  Student leaders feel empowered and confident.  They report “changes since college entry that were statistically greater than changes for non-participants in the development of social and personal values, leadership ability and skills, civic responsibility, multicultural awareness and community orientation, and leadership understanding and commitment” (Cress et al., 2001, p. 19).  Evidence supports the positive outcomes associated with being recognized as a student leader.  Students who did not participate did not experience the same gains as their participating peers.  
Many students have limiting definitions of leadership.  They feel that leaders were very special individuals, often born with their qualities and skills (Rosch & Schwartz, 2009; Shertzer & Schuh, 2004).  Emory, a student leader, stated simply, “Some people just don’t think they can be leaders” (Shertzer & Schuh, 2004, p. 125).  This student’s belief about leadership is supported by research that shows that disengaged students indicated “they did not feel qualified for leadership, that they were not intelligent enough for the responsibility, and that their personalities limited their ability to lead” (Shertzer & Schuh, 2004, p. 126).  These perceptions promote constraining beliefs that limit participation in leadership programs and lead to disempowerment (Astin & Astin, 2000; Wisner, 2008).  According to Hiller (2006) our thoughts and actions in the leadership domain are guided by our beliefs about leadership and our identity related to leadership (p. iii).  Empowering students to participate in leadership development opportunities on campus will require addressing their inaccurate beliefs about their leadership potential through marketing that dispels myths and/or individualized contact and encouragement.    
Student engagement in leadership development programs is associated with confidence.  Uninvolved students have reported lack of confidence, lack of capabilities, and lack of opportunities.  On the other hand, student leaders revealed that support from others, the opportunities, and the environment were empowering.  The difference in perception about the availability of opportunities begs the question about equal access to leadership development opportunities on campus (Fincher & Shalka, 2009).  Creating leadership development programs is often not enough to reach disengaged students.  Confidence is a result of meaningful experiences.  According to Komives (1996), “as their confidence builds, they are willing to take risks to get more involved and were empowered to take on more active group roles” (p. 600).  This transition indicates that these engaged students are beginning to be able to incorporate a leadership identity into their sense of self.  Unfortunately, leadership educators’ time is usually consumed with helping student leaders develop, not with seeking out disengaged students and overcoming their reluctance to participate.  
	 Understanding leadership development in uninvolved students is difficult because these students are often excluded from research (Komives et al., 2005; Reed, 2002).  This lack of research on uninvolved students can be attributed to the conclusion that student leaders are easier to engage and therefore more likely to participate in research studies.  Students’ choice to get involved in leadership development opportunities might be linked to career goals and fear that it would interfere with studies.  Full-time employment and family responsibilities might also decrease the likelihood of participation.  Typically this influence is limited in traditional aged college student populations.  The challenge lies in that “personal beliefs about not having time, not feeling welcome to participate, and lacking the status of formal leadership to legitimize their role were the kinds of mindsets that held students back” (Roberts, 2007, p. 204).  Background characteristics, conflicting priorities, and time constraints related to course load and employment are all factors that limit participation in leadership development for many students.
According to Shertzer and Schuh (2004), “influences on whether or not students choose to get involved in leadership opportunities, or consider themselves a leader, might be external to the student” (p. 112).  Some participants report a significant event or intervention led to their involvement.  Adult influences and peer influences impact students’ involvement (Arens, 2004; Casper, 2004; Komives et al., 2005; Shertzer & Schuh, 2004).  Adults such as faculty and parents provide encouragement, mentoring, a safe place, and role modeling to students (Felsheim, 2001; Komives et al., 2005; McCannon & Bennett, 1996; Moriarty & Kezar, 2000).  Older peers also play a role in encouraging students to get involved in campus (Komives et al., 2005).  Prior and past leadership involvement also contributes to leadership development.  Staempfli’s (2000) research found that involvement in extracurricular activities was beneficial for those surveyed in terms of personal, social, and academic growth and self-esteem and leadership development (p. 81).  Students are influenced to participate in leadership development opportunities in a variety of ways such as adult and peer encouragement, extra-curricular activities, mentoring, and previous leadership activities.  Other leadership experiences can positively influence students to participate in leadership development.  
Leadership educators are charged with encouraging all students to develop leadership skills.  Additional support and more opportunities might be required to reach some of the disengaged students (Moriarty & Kezar, 2000; Shertzer & Schuh, 2004).  Reaching all students will take a programmatic shift on most campuses.  Institutions need to “inoculate leadership practices that tap the talent of many participants rather than a few and develop followers who see that they are essential to leadership and are indeed leaders themselves” (Komives, 1996, p. 2).  Identifying and removing the barriers to participation is one step toward this goal; however, as previously discussed, simply providing programs is not always enough to initiate engagement.  Removing barriers to participation is not the only requirement for developing effective leaders.  Whitt (1994) found that creating deliberatively encouraging environments is as important to developing leaders as eliminating barriers (p. 443).  Creating environments that encourage participation in leadership development requires an individualized approach that considers students’ backgrounds, experiences, and self-identity related to leadership.  An individualized approach may require initial inventories to assess current abilities and different formats for leadership development including individual consultation, small group activities, and retreats.  
Empowering students requires higher education administrators to understand students’ self-perceptions related to leadership and address any discrepancies.  Roberts (2007) concluded that colleges and universities need to “change the purpose of leadership programs away from leader development focused on individuals to helping all students develop their skills and capabilities in leadership” (p. 143).  Further, Roberts asserts that forcing student participation in leadership development experiences does not result in the necessary changes in student self-efficacy related to leadership.  Colleges and universities have an obligation to create conditions and opportunities that empower students.  Like other elements of student success, leadership development efforts need to be front loaded into the first-year thus giving students the tools they need to be successful throughout college (Astin, 1985; Levitz & Noel, 1989; Striffolino & Saunders, 1989).  Engaging students beginning their first-year of college optimizes the potential for leadership development, career success, and ultimately the positive impact on society.
Leadership Skill Assessment
	Many researchers have developed and/or used a wide variety of instruments to assess perceptions of leadership skills (Badura et al., 2000; McElvey et al., 1997; Posner & Brodsky, 1992; Posner & Kouzes, 1998; Turrentine, 2001; Tyree, 1998; Vann, 2004; Wielkiewicz, 2000).  Some believe that the development of instruments specific to leadership development in college is warranted (Adams & Keim, 2000; Buckner & Williams, 1995; Tyree, 1998).  Most research on leadership is derived from self-report data.  Turrentine (2001) asserts that any bias from student self-reports tend to be over reporting positive behaviors and under rating the quality of their performance (p. 369).  When evaluating students, researchers tend to assume that students’ self-reports are both honest and accurate.  When comparing computer self-administered questionnaires with interviewer-administered paper-and-pencil questionnaires, computer responses were found to be less inhibited than those given on paper (Turrentine, 2001).  
The first study evaluating leadership in the general student body was the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL).  The MSL was designed to examine a wide variety of student leadership development experiences, including student involvement in curricular programs such as participation in a leadership major or minor, certificate program, or capstone experience (Owen & Komives, 2007, p. 5).  The participant campuses were purposely selected to ensure diversity in location, size, Carnegie classification institution type, and inclusion of specific types of colleges including historically Black Colleges and Universities, Hispanic Serving Institutions, women’s colleges, religiously affiliated colleges, and community colleges (Komives et al., 2006a, p. 5).  To date, the MSL data collection has included over 300,000 student participants from across 250 institutions (“Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership,” About MSL, 2012).   The findings from this study help shape our understanding of leadership development in college. 
Findings from this study supported the notion that leadership can and is learned in a variety of ways on a college campus (Komives et al., 2006a).  The study found that pre-college experiences impact students in college.  “What students came to college with largely explained how they developed in college” (Dugan & Komives, 2007, p 13).  The findings of this study also demonstrated “the influence of the collegiate environment on college student leadership development” (p. 14).  Prior experiences served as a catalyst for the success of many students’ leadership development through collegiate experiences.  Purposeful interventions such as discussions about socio-cultural issues, mentoring, campus involvement in clubs and organizations, community service, opportunities for positional leadership roles, and formal leadership programs influence leadership development.  Regarding the duration of leadership programs, the MSL asserts that “short, moderate and long-term experiences all had a significant effect on Leadership Efficacy in comparison with no training” (Komives et al., 2006b, p. 16).  Based on the results of the MSL, the authors make ten recommendations for leadership development practitioners to enrich campus leadership programs: 
1. Discuss socio-cultural issues everywhere; 
2. Get students involved in at least one organization; 
3. Get students to at least one leadership program; 
4. Diffuse leadership programs across the institution; 
5. Focus on members not just positional leaders; 
6. Discourage too much breadth of involvement; 
7. Develop mentoring relationships; 
8. Design distinct programs for specific groups;
9. Align students’ self-perceptions of leadership competence and confidence; 
10. Build bridges with K-12 educators. (Komives et al., 2006b, p. 19) 
Previous research has shown that it is important and possible to assess leadership skills.  Using web-based instruments designed to measure self-perceptions was an appropriate tool for gathering data.  
Summary
A desired outcome of institutions of higher education is to prepare future leaders for society.  Institutions are facing increased accountability pressures from their constituents and the public to prepare college graduates to participate in solving the complexities of the modern world.  Despite this goal, most institutions have traditionally focused their efforts on identified student leaders and paid only minimal attention to the leadership development of all students.  Colleges and universities tout ‘everyone is welcome’ curricular and co-curricular programs but their efforts result in minimal participation (Van Velsor & Wright, 2012).  The gap between intended opportunities and the reality of participation might be the result of students’ self-perception about the intended audience for these programs.  If colleges and universities are truly committed to developing leaders to support the demands of society, more efforts are needed to reach the uninvolved, unengaged students while continuing to support the development of all student leaders.  
The review of literature established a foundation for this study by examining: (1) Definition and History of Leadership; (2) Role of Higher Education in Leadership Development; (3) Leadership Development of College Students; (4) Leadership Self-Efficacy; (5) Leadership Identity Development; (6) Outcomes of Leadership Development; (7) Engaging Students in Leadership Development; and (8) Leadership Skill Assessment.  Students who become engaged in leadership development experiences can and do improve their skills.  It is evident that these experiences foster students’ leadership identity development.  The challenge for higher education is engaging students when their self-efficacy influences their decisions about whether to participate or not.  Higher education cannot meet the demands of society and achieve its mission unless all students are afforded appropriate opportunities to develop their leadership skills and choose to engage in the available opportunities; therefore, the research questions for this study were developed.  In the subsequent chapter, a description of the study’s research design is presented.  The purpose of this study, the research questions, and data collection procedures are described in detail.  The population studied and the instrument is identified and described.  

CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH DESIGN
Education as a field of study has borrowed from the traditions of disciplines such as psychology, sociology and anthropology and adapted them to the investigation of educational problems.  In education, multiple methods of inquiry have commonly been employed.  Research design should be based on the nature of the research problem or issue being addressed, the researchers’ personal experiences and the audience for the study (Creswell, 2009).  Specifically, the research problem in the present study focused on self-evaluation of skills generally associated with leadership and is discussed in more detail below.  Further, based on the researcher’s positivist philosophy and ten years working with student leaders in the field of student affairs, collecting data that could potentially be generalized to higher education and would be useful to students was important in determining the research design.  
The research questions in the current study sought to describe the relationship between students’ perceptions of their own skills typically associated with leadership and identification as a leader or non-leader.  This study explored factors that might be related to students’ choice to participate or not participate in leadership development activities and circumstances that might prompt leadership development for non-leader participants.  Knowing that leadership skills can be measured through self-assessment provided a foundation for this study.  Combined with the understanding of how leadership skills can be assessed, the nature of the research questions for this study led to a quantitative research design.  
Quantitative methods as a strategy of inquiry are based on the analysis of data that can be represented numerically.  Using surveys for data collection is one technique that allowed the researcher to provide a quantitative or numerical description of the attitudes or opinions of a population by studying a sample of that population (Creswell, 2009).  According to Gall, Gall, and Borg (2003), survey or questionnaire research has been frequently employed in the social and behavioral sciences to gain insights into the traits, attitudes, and feelings of subjects that are not directly observable.  Surveys can employ closed-ended, forced-choice questions and open-ended questions.  Open-ended questions, once codified, allow for quantitative data analysis using inferential statistics.  Like other data collection methods, using surveys has advantages and disadvantages.  Surveys allow researchers to collect data from a large sample of people in a timely way.  Reliability across research subjects and increased anonymity are also advantages to using surveys.  Data collected using quantitative research methods are typically more generalizable than data collected through qualitative research methods because there is a larger number of cases from which to draw conclusions.
There are also disadvantages to the use of surveys for data collection.  When using surveys with only forced choice questions, subjects lack flexibility in their response.  While the researcher has taken steps to make sure the subjects have an adequate understanding of the research topic, the subjects are unable to ask for clarification if they did not understand the questions being asked.  Additionally, with attitudinal studies, the survey responses are disconnected from predicted behaviors and/or actions. Open-ended questions included in the survey allow the researcher to generate more in-depth information.  When surveys are administered away from the researcher, like with web-based surveys, the researcher cannot ask additional probing questions based on the subjects’ responses.  On the other hand, qualitative methods would allow for the researcher to explore nuances related to each subject being studied.  Using surveys for the present study allowed the researcher to study a large number of students in a standardized way with little time commitment from the respondents.  
Obtaining data from the largest sample possible is important in quantitative research.  “The larger the sample, the more likely the research participants’ scores on the measured variables will be representative of the population” (Gall et al., 2003, p. 176).  A larger sample increases internal validity, which is the extent to which the independent variable, rather than an extraneous factor, produced the observed effect (McMillan, 2000, p. 208).  It was unclear from existing literature what proportion of the general population identifies themselves as leaders or non-leaders.  Using a simple random sample for the present study ensured there was an equal probability of including subjects from the target groups being studied.  While surveys allow for a large number of respondents, obtaining a significant response rate is often problematic when using surveys.  An individual’s personal characteristics and environmental factors influence survey response rate.  According to Laguilles, Williams, and Saunders (2011), individuals’ decisions whether or not to participate hinged on the level of importance they placed on the survey factors such as topic, length, sponsoring organization, presence of an incentive, and perceived confidentiality (p. 540).  Institutional and student body characteristics can also affect survey response rates.  For example, the response rate for the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) varied from 14%-70% across over 300 institutions (National Survey of Student Engagement, 2003).  
Online survey tools such as Survey Monkey have made it easy for researchers to survey large numbers of people efficiently when computer access is not a limiting factor.  Based on comparatively low cost and ease of distribution, web-based surveys have become commonplace in higher education despite a documented declining response rate over the past four decades (Laguilles, Williams, & Saunders, 2011, p. 538-539).  Responses rates for web surveys range from 7 to 44 percent (Schonlau, Fricker & Elliott, 2002, p. 20).  For the present study, the ideal response rate was 16% after applying a 95 percent confidence interval and 5 percent sampling error.  
The significance of the present study was the population being investigated because non-leader students have not previously been studied.  As evidenced in the literature review, research related to participation in leadership development activities and leadership development among non-leader students was negligible.  The purpose of this study was to compare the perceived leadership skills of first-year students attending a large regional metropolitan public institution according to their classification as institution-identified student leaders (on scholarship), self-identified student leaders, and students who were non-identified leaders and explore factors that might be related to participation or lack of participation in leadership development activities.  The circumstances that might influence this choice were also explored.  Using an ex post facto design, this study examined first-year students’ perceptions of their skills, typically associated with leadership, without classifying them as such during the study in order to determine if first-year students possess the skills typically associated with leadership when the term leadership was removed.  An ex post facto design allows the researchers to explore potential relationships that already exist without manipulating them.  The researcher modified an existing questionnaire used to assess student leadership development.  The questionnaire measured students’ perceptions regarding their experiences and their skills that are typically associated with leadership.  This chapter details the approach used to address the research questions.  
Research Questions
The purpose of this study was to determine if students who did not identify themselves as leaders have similar perceptions of their skills, typically associated with leadership, as self-identified leaders when the exclusivity of the term leadership was removed.  This study explored factors that might be related to students’ choice to participate or not participate in leadership development activities.  The circumstances that might influence this choice were also explored.  The following research questions were addressed:
1. Were there significant differences in perceived leadership skills between first-year students based on their leadership identification?  
2. What factors might be related to participation or lack of participation in leadership development activities?
3. Were there circumstances that would encourage students who did not identify as leaders to engage in leadership development activities?
Conceptual Framework
	The following conceptual framework, which utilizes existing theories about student development, guided the investigation.  Existing research provides insights into the leadership development process, the factors that influence it, and the outcomes associated with leadership development.  The factors that influence participation and relative outcomes for students who were non-identified leaders were not known.  For the purposes of this study it was assumed that both institution-identified and self-identified leaders have higher self-perception of their own skills that are typically associated with leadership than their non-leader peers.  Research shows that self-efficacy, the choice to become involved, and leadership identity development are connected and impact each other (Dugan & Komives, 2010).  For example, the higher the students’ self-efficacy, the more likely they are to become involved.  Likewise, involvement is an integral part of the leadership identity development process defined by Komives et al (2004).  
The relationship between self-perception, becoming involved, and leadership identity development have a circular relationship because each impacts the others and it is difficult to determine which comes first (Wilson, 2009).  This relationship is hindered when students choose not to become involved.  The literature review outlined the positive relationship between involvement in college, increased leadership skills, and increased leadership identity development.  Ultimately, when students develop their leadership skills and leadership identity through involvement in college, the result is positive outcomes for students, institutions, and society.  It was assumed that many students who were non-identified leaders choose not to engage in co-curricular opportunities provided within their college environment.  As a result, a large percentage of students might choose to attend classes only.  Little is known about these students’ involvement outside of the college or university settings including social, religious, family, and/or job related commitments.  While these factors may be limited for traditional aged college students, campuses like the research institution with a primarily commuter campus may face greater challenges engaging students in leadership development opportunities with these competing forces.  Likewise, some students identify as leaders but choose not to be involved on campus but might be involved outside the institution.  This study sought to determine if students who were non-identified leaders perceive they have the skills typically associated with leadership as was assumed with their institution-identified and/or self-identified peers.  
The Leadership Identity Development (LID) model begins with a view of leadership as external to the individual and concludes when a transition occurs that allowed the student to see his/her own potential (Komives, Longerbeam, Owen, Mainella, & Osteem, 2006, p. 406).  This study focused on students before the first stage of LID (becoming aware of their own potential) occurs for them because, the researcher maintains, students who believe in the exclusivity of leadership will not be able to begin the process of developing their own leadership identity.  In other words, the exclusivity of leadership might stall or even prevent students from beginning their leadership identity development.  A connection to the involvement cycle (self-perception, becoming involved, and leadership identity development) might exist.  Determining if students who were non-identified leaders have similar perceptions about their skills as their leadership-identified peers, but were hindered by the exclusivity of leadership as a concept, would shift the way administrators and leadership educators approach the mission of higher education related to developing leaders for their institutions and society.  For example, this connection would require changes in how they provide and promote leadership development opportunities.  The variables that impact engagement in leadership development opportunities in college were explored in the present study.   
Setting
This study was conducted at a large regional metropolitan public institution located in the Midwest.  The university awards baccalaureate and master’s degrees.  Traditional aged students, between 18 and 24 years old, represented approximately 75 percent of the 17,000 undergraduate student population.  Approximately two-thirds of students are enrolled full-time (minimum 12 credit hours).  While the majority of students are considered commuters, over half of the student body was from the metropolitan area and lives within ten miles of campus.  On campus students have greater access to campus programs and services and may be more engaged in campus life.  Approximately 1,700 students live on campus.  There was not a residency requirement for students.  
Like many colleges and universities, this university includes leadership in its stated mission.  The stated mission of the university was: 
The [university] exists to help students learn by providing transformative education experiences to students so that they might become productive, creative, ethical and engaged citizens and leaders serving our global community. [The university] contributes to the intellectual, cultural, economic and social advancement of the communities and individuals it serves.    
This university had taken specific steps beyond including leadership development in its mission.  This university details its focus on leadership development in its “call to action.”  Specifically, 	
	[The university] is the Leadership University, delivering education based on our shared values of Community, Character, and Civility.  [The university] transforms each student by focusing our resources on the Central Six tenets of transformative learning.  All students will be transformed with: Discipline Knowledge, Leadership, Research, Scholarly, and Creative Activities, Service Learning and Civic Engagement, Global and Cultural Competencies, and Health and Wellness.  Transformative learning is a holistic process that places students at the center of their own active and reflective learning experience.   
In addition to the traditional functional units such as Academic Affairs, Student Affairs, and Administration and Finance, the study institution established a division focused on leadership development for students, faculty, staff, and community members that was directed by an executive director who reports to the university president.  The university employs six full-time employees solely focused on leadership development for college students, faculty, staff and administrators at the university and individuals in the surrounding community.  Four of these professionals are dedicated to student leadership development.  An additional three staff members spend half of their time working with student leadership organizations.  There were over 200 recognized student organizations on this campus including social, religious, and academic organizations.  In addition to involvement opportunities for the general student body, residence life offers 12,000 programs yearly for the students living on campus.  This university also offered a leadership minor that can be added to any undergraduate degree program.  Finally, this institution offers more scholarships for students based solely on leadership than any other institution in the state where it is located.  
Participants
	The research was conducted by canvassing first-year students at the study’s institution.  The sample for this study was all traditional aged (18-20), first-year students, approximately 2,000, who attended a large regional metropolitan public institution during the 2011-2012 academic year.  Four targeted groups were identified within this sample: (1) institution-identified student leaders (those who received a leadership scholarship); (2) self-identified leader participants (those who were involved on campus); (3) self-identified leader non-participants (those who were not involved on campus); and (4) non-leader non-participants (non-identified leaders who were not involved on campus).  The participants in this study self-identified themselves into one of the four groups named above in the survey used in this study.  This information allowed for sub-group comparisons in the study.
The first group, institution-identified student leaders, included students who receive one of two leadership scholarships: President’s Leadership Council; or Leaders of Tomorrow.  Students who receive these scholarships participate in a four-year cohort based program.  Students in these scholarship programs were selected through a rigorous competitive selection process that includes an application with essays, recommendation letters, and an interview.  Approximately fifty students were selected for these scholarships from a pool of more than 1000 applications.  The applicant pool was generated from the applications for all university scholarships.  All applicants for general university scholarships were considered for the leadership scholarships because the application does not give applicants the option to opt in or out of consideration for the leadership scholarships.  During their first semester at college, students in these scholarship programs have required retreats, were required to take a for-credit leadership course, and were required to participate in student organizations on campus.
	The second group, self-identified leader participants, consisted of those students who did not receive a leadership scholarship from the institution but who considered themselves leaders.  For example, this group of students might or might not have been considered for a leadership scholarship from the university.  They might have held leadership roles in school, church, and/or community sponsored organizations during high school.  This group of students might also have attended leadership camps, retreats, or other workshops prior to college.  Self-identified student leader participants chose to participate in student organizations and/or take a leadership course during their first semester at college.  
	The third group, self-identified leader non-participants were similar to the self-identified leader participants in their perceptions of themselves as leaders but they chose not to – or were not able to – participate in student organizations or other leadership development opportunities on campus.  For example, this group of students might or might not have been considered for a leadership scholarship from the university.  They might have held leadership roles in school, church, and/or community sponsored organizations during high school yet did not participate in college.  This group of students might also have attended leadership camps, retreats, or other workshops prior to college.  
Non-leader non-participants made up the fourth group of study participants.  When asked, regardless of prior experiences, these students did not consider themselves to be leaders.  During their first year of college, these students will not likely choose to become engaged in leadership development programs.  It was important to consider the perceptions of this group of students because they are part of the institution’s mission aimed at all students.  Kuh et al. (2005) argued that “one way to use student engagement data effectively is to identify the least engaged students” (p. 315).  Kuh goes on to point out that it makes sense, with limited time and resources, to target interventions designed for students who are minimally, if at all, engaged on campus.  
Design
	This study employed an ex post facto research design.  The researcher asked students to report their perceptions about their skills.  The researcher used inferential statistical analysis in order to compare the responses from the four groups of students previously identified in order to determine if students who were non-identified leaders had similar perceptions of their leadership skills as institution-identified or self-identified leaders when the exclusivity of the term “leadership” was removed.  The researcher also investigated factors related to participation or lack of participation in leadership development activities.  The circumstances that might influence this choice were also explored.  
Instrumentation
In educational research, when collecting information that cannot be observed (prior experiences, feelings, attitudes, and beliefs) questionnaires are commonly used (Gall et al., 2003).  A questionnaire was developed for measuring students’ perceptions of skills that are typically associated with leadership.  This instrument, Student Skills Assessment Survey (SSAS) (Appendix A), was a modified version of the Student Leadership Outcomes Inventory (SLOI) (Vann, 2004) (Appendix B).  According to Kitchenham and Pfleeger (2002), rather than developing a new instrument, “researchers usually rely on using existing instruments, perhaps tailored slightly to accommodate variations on a common theme” (p. 20).  It was necessary to modify the Student Leadership Outcomes Inventory because it was originally designed to be administered to identified student leaders in order to evaluate their leadership skills based on their leadership experiences throughout their collegiate experience.  Rather than using the SLOI to study upper-classmen students, the SSAS was administered to first-year students.  The present study is significant to the field because it addressed an existing gap in the literature about non-leader students.  As evidenced in the literature review, research related to participation in leadership development activities and leadership development among non-leader students was negligible.  The present study focused on removing the exclusivity of leadership in order to study non-leader first-year students with limited exposure to leadership development opportunities in college.  
The Student Leadership Outcomes Inventory (SLOI) was developed with input from employers, student organization advisors and student leaders, surveys, focus groups, and interviews.  It was originally piloted in 1997 and has been continually refined since that time.  The SLOI is web-based survey that relies on self-reported responses to questions designed to measure interpersonal, intrapersonal and practical skill development attributable to leadership experience.  The SSAS is also a web-based survey that relies on self-reported responses and assesses students’ perceptions of skills that are typically associated with leadership.  Both surveys use a Likert-type scale; however, the SSAS does not contain references to leadership.  In order to maintain the original validity of the SLOI when developing the SSAS, the researcher did not modify the wording of the questions used to assess leadership skills.  The reliability of the SLOI was measured by internal consistency: Cronbach’s alpha .85 to .98 (Vann, 2004).  Permission to use the SLOI was gained from the instrument’s author (Appendix C).  
The SLOI begins with an introduction that identifies the research subject as a student leader on campus.  What follows are several questions related to the student leader’s most significant leadership experience in college.  The SLOI asked the research subject to use this experience as the framework for responding to the questions on the inventory.  The SLOI utilized nine scales designed to evaluate the students’ leadership skills.  In order to remove the students’ preconceived notions about leaders and leadership, the researcher intentionally excluded the term leadership from the title and instructions of the SSAS.  The scales used to measure leadership skills were not changed from the SLOI to the SSAS; however, one scale, Career Development, was removed since the SSAS was administered to first-year students who might not necessarily have or need a career development plan at this stage in their academic careers.  
The SSAS consisted of eight scales from the SLOI.  Each of the scales in the SSAS was used to measure the skills of participants without identifying the skills as related to leadership.  In the first scale of the SSAS, participants rated themselves on seven items designed to examine their skills related to self-management.  Sixteen items in the second scale examined the participants’ interpersonal skills.  The third scale of the SSAS asked participants to rate themselves on five items related to problem-solving and decision making.  In the fourth scale, six items examined cognitive development and critical analysis.  Organization and planning was the focus of fifteen items in the fifth scale.  The term “leading” was left in one item in this section because the construct of leading cannot be changed to another term that only defines a portion of the construct.  Modern approaches to leadership separate the leader (the person) from leadership, the act or process (Kezar et al., 2006).  Based on the assumed differences between the concepts of “leader” and “leading,” students that did not identify as leaders can still respond about their perceptions of leading.  The sixth scale consisted of five items used to evaluate self-confidence.  In the seventh scale of the SSAS, participants rated themselves on three items related to multicultural competencies.  The final scale, technology, consisted of two items.  
There were two sections of the SLOI not included in the SSAS.  Section II of the SLOI pertains to the nature of advisement the student received from their organization advisor.  This was not relevant to the present study because the research subjects in this study were not asked about organization involvement at the beginning of the survey as in the SLOI.  Section III of the SLOI pertains to leadership training experiences the student participated in during college.  Because the present study focused on first-year students and first-year students are not assumed to have participated in leadership development opportunities at this point in their college career, this section of the SLOI was not used in the SSAS.  
Demographic information was requested in two general areas.  Using the research institution’s category definitions, participants were asked about their personal characteristics (age, gender, and race) and about their status as a student (course of study, enrollment status, class standing, and high school GPA).  These data were used to insure the study sample was representative of the population. For the purpose of the study, the researcher used the study institutions’ definitions for demographic characteristics.  This was a limiting factor in the present study because female/male relates to sex and not to gender identity (woman/man).  Because students’ gender identity interacts with their leadership identity, future research should use the more accurate definition for gender as leadership identity is explored.  Obtaining age, enrollment status, and class standing allowed the researcher to eliminate respondents who did not match the desired participant characteristics.  Questions regarding personal characteristics were included in order to identify commonalities, if any, among groups.  The original SLOI asked similar demographic questions.  
In an attempt to classify students as leaders or non-leaders and explore if, and under what circumstances, non-leader students plan to develop their leadership skills, the SSAS included a significant additional section not found in the SLOI.  Participants identified themselves in one of the four study groups: (1) institution-identified student leaders (“I receive a leadership scholarship from the university.”); (2) self-identified leader participants (“I did not receive a leadership scholarship but I consider myself a leader.”); (3) self-identified leader non-participants (“I have leadership skills but do not want to participate in leadership on campus at this time.”); and (4) non-leader non-participants (“At this time, I do not consider myself a leader.”).  Students were asked if they plan to develop their leadership skills in college and if so, what the type of leadership development activities in which they might participate.  The students who responded that they did not wish to develop their leadership skills during college were asked about the barriers that prevent them from developing their leadership skills.   These students were also asked two questions that attempt to ascertain if they plan to develop leadership skills and if so, what circumstances would be required for their participation to occur.  A complete copy of the SSAS appears in the Appendix A.  
An important consideration in the development of the SSAS was if removing the term “leadership” from the instrument impacted the participants’ ability to understand and accurately respond to the questions.  To evaluate the SSAS for clarity, a pilot study was conducted by the researcher.  In order to shield the participants of the proposed study from any preconceived notions about the study, five randomly selected first-year students attending a nearby institution were identified for the pilot study.  These students were contacted by the researcher via email and asked to take the web-based SSAS noting which, if any, questions were unclear.  They were also asked to take note of how long the survey took to complete and if there were any technical problems associated with the survey.  The students in the pilot study did not provide any other comments or questions that needed to be addressed by the researcher prior to completing the proposed study.  The results of the pilot study indicated no confusion or technical problems.  
Variables
Independent variables in this study included the four research groups: (1) institution-identified student leaders (those who received a leadership scholarship); (2) self-identified leader participants (those who were involved on campus); (3) self-identified leader non-participants (those who were not involved on campus); and (4) non-leader non-participants.  The demographic covariates analyzed were: gender, racial background, major field of study, hours of work outside of class, and high school GPA.  The factors that influence participation or non-participation were also important variables in this study.  The demographic characteristics age, gender, and racial background were used to ensure the sample was representative of the population.  The relevant dependent variables were the perception of skills classified under the survey headings: (1) Self-Management; (2) Interpersonal Skills; (3) Problem-Solving/Decision Making; (4) Cognitive Development/Critical Analysis; (5) Organization and Planning; (6) Self-Confidence; (7) Multicultural Competencies; (8) and Technology.   The surveys were coded based on the student’s self-selected leadership identification.  Demographic data were collected in this study to provide additional information about the generalizability of the findings.  All study participants were asked if they planned to develop their leadership skills while in college.  Students who answered “yes” to this question were asked about their interest in various types of leadership development opportunities.  Student who answered “no” or “not sure” to this question were asked follow-up questions about barriers to leadership development and if they were interested in developing their leadership skills in life and if so, under what circumstances.  The completed questionnaire responses were stored in a secured electronic database.  
Data Collection Procedures
The researcher began the study by obtaining approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) for Research Involving Human Subjects at both the institution where the data were collected and the institution where the researcher was completing her doctoral study.  
The Student Skills Assessment Survey (SSAS) was designed using an online survey program.  In order to control for the impact of the university environment, which purportedly promotes leadership development for all students, the survey was administered to first-year students.  The plan for distributing the survey to first-year students was discussed with the Vice President for Enrollment Management, who then gave permission for obtaining the current list of first-year students.  On-line data collection procedures and the use of university student e-mail accounts were discussed with the Vice President for Academic Affairs and the Vice President for Information Technology.  Since this was a web-based survey, once approvals were granted, first-year students were sent an email describing the study through their university issued email accounts (Appendix E).  This email included a link to the informed consent page, which included further information about the study.  The informed consent page can be found in Appendix D.  Students were also informed that by completing the survey they had the opportunity to be included in a prize drawing for one of four $50 gift cards (iTunes, gasoline, Amazon.com, and Target).  At the bottom of the informed consent page students found a link to the survey.  Informed consent was gained before participants were allowed to continue to the actual survey.  Students were given a one-month period to complete the survey.  After the initial email request, students were sent two reminders via email.  
Once the survey was complete, students were directed to a web page thanking them for their participation, and explaining the optional entry into a prize drawing.  The researcher followed strict measures to ensure that the students’ identifying information could not be linked to their responses.  A link to a separate survey was provided so that participants could enter their email address into a drawing for a prize in a separate location from the Student Skills Assessment Survey.  At the end of the data collection period the prize drawing was completed using an on-line random number generator and the four winners were notified via email.  
Data Analysis Procedures
In this study, the researcher compared the perceived skills of first-year students.  The sample for this study was all traditional aged (18-20), first-year students attending a large regional metropolitan public institution, equaling 2,887 students.  These students were asked to complete the SSAS.  Once all of the responses were collected from participants, the data were downloaded from the online survey to SPSS for analysis.  While the SSAS was coded based on identification as a leader or non-leader, students’ confidentiality was protected because there were no personal identifiers collected in the SSAS.  
The study employed multiple data analysis strategies.  The data analysis strategy for each research question is described below. 
1. Were there significant differences in perceived skills generally associated with leadership between first-year students based on their leadership identification?
Descriptive research provides a foundation for understanding educational problems by describing the nature of the environment and variables associated with the phenomenon of investigation (Creswell, 2009).  Because little was known about the perceived leadership skills in college students who were non-identified leaders, descriptive statistics were calculated for the research groups for each of the eight scales in the SSAS.  Respondents were asked one open-ended question in the SSAS related to this research question.  These data were coded into categories based on themes based on Creswell’s data analysis strategy (Creswell, 2009).  After reviewing all of the data collected, the data was reduced to develop general categories.  Sub-categories were then developed to further explore the data.  Narrative examples of the responses were included in the findings.
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used for comparing the means of the four research groups for each of the eight scales in the SSAS.  This data analysis strategy was used for comparing the amount of between-group variance in individuals’ scores with the amount of within-group variance. The analysis included the use of a post-hoc test, the Levene statistic, to determine if the assumption of homogeneity of variance held for the ANOVA.  A significant Levene statistic indicates that equal variances cannot be assumed and therefore the likelihood of a Type I error is increased while reporting an F statistic.  Type I errors occur when a difference is reported when in fact there is no difference.  When a significant Levene statistic occurs, the Welch statistic might be used as an alternative to the ANOVA F statistic for indicating group differences (Stevens, 1999, p. 91).  According to Stevens (1999), this statistic is warranted with unequal variances and unequal group size (p. 91).  The unequal size of the four study groups indicated the need for an additional post-hoc measure, the Tukey test.  This procedure is valuable “for determining where the differences lie after the F statistic has indicated there is a significant overall difference” (Stevens, 1999, p. 86).  In order to evaluate the blocking variables: age, gender, racial background, major field study, hours worked outside of class, and high school GPA a ANCOVA was conducted for each of the eight scales on the SSAS.      
2. What factors might be related to participation or lack of participation in leadership development activities?
Factors that might influence participation for college students include time limitations, family obligations, work, financial constraints, and other obligations.  All study participants were asked about their plan to develop their leadership skills during college.  Descriptive statistics including a cross-tabulation was used to evaluate differences between and among the four groups.  Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was also used to evaluate differences among the four study groups when asked about their plan to develop their leadership skills during college.  Based on the answer to this question, participants were asked follow-up questions.  Participants who responded “yes” to the question about their plan to develop their leadership skills during college were asked about the likelihood of their participation in five different types of leadership development opportunities.  
Participants who responded “no” or “not sure” to the question about their plan to develop their leadership skills during college were asked about the impact of eight different barriers to their participation in leadership development.  Inferential statistics were used to evaluate differences among the four study groups when asked about barriers to their participation in leadership development.  
Finally, study participants who indicated “no” or “not sure” when asked if they plan to develop their leadership skills were asked two additional questions to assess the importance they place on leadership development and their interest in developing leadership skills at some point in life.  Inferential statistics were used to evaluate differences among the four groups on these questions.  
3. Were there circumstances that would encourage students who did not identify as leaders to engage in leadership development activities?
Participants who responded “no” or “not sure” to the survey question about their plan to develop their leadership skills during college were asked about circumstances that might impact the likelihood of the leadership skill development at some point in life.  Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to evaluate the non-leader non-participants when asked about circumstances that would encourage their leadership development during college.  This information was used in making recommendations to university administrators and staff responsible for leadership development. 
Limitations
There were a few limitations to the present study.  First, the research was conducted on one campus and only with full-time traditional aged first-year students at a large regional metropolitan public institution.  The data collected might not be representative of students from other institutions.  This might affect the generalizability of the findings for other institutions, students who are not traditional aged or those who are past their first-year in college.  Second, the findings of this study were based on self-reported data using an on-line survey.  Participants could have responded to the questions with inaccurate perceptions of their skills, rather than their actual skills.  This might affect the reliability of the results.  Further, the survey used for this study had fixed questions and answers which might have prevented a complete exploration of the participants’ skills and experiences.  The response rate was for this study was dependent on the participants’ willingness to complete the survey.  It is often difficult to get unengaged students to participate in research about their involvement, therefore an incentive was offered to students to increase their willingness to participate in the study.

Summary
This chapter provided the research design that was employed to examine students’ perceptions of their skills in a context that attempts to eliminate their preconceived notions about leadership.  The findings of this quantitative study provide college and university administrators information about the students who choose not to become or did not identify themselves as student leaders.  The implications based on the findings of this study will be consequential.  Finding no significant difference between groups suggests administrators and leadership educators should expand the leadership development offerings currently found in higher education.  Additional questions provide evidence that participants see themselves as leaders in certain situations or at another time in life.  They might not choose to be engaged in leadership development opportunities on campus because of other off-campus interests and/or commitments.  One of the greatest challenges faced by leadership educators is centered on the semantics of the term leadership because different language is used to describe the same skills; or perhaps worse, the same language is used to describe different skills.  This challenge might be easier to address when administrators better understand how students perceive their leadership skills without the semantics of the term leadership.  The results and data analysis for this study provide insight into this issue and will be presented in the subsequent chapter.


CHAPTER 4
DATA RESULTS AND ANALYSIS
	The following chapter contains the analysis of survey data and presentation of the results.  The purpose of this study was to compare the perceived leadership skills of first-year students according to their classification as institution-identified student leaders (on scholarship), self-identified leader participants (involved on campus), self-identified leader non-participants (not involved on campus), and non-leader non-participants.  This study explored factors that might be related to students’ choice to participate or not participate in leadership development activities on campus.  The circumstances that might influence this choice were also explored.  A summary of the survey distribution and response and the demographic characteristics of the participations are provided first.  Subsequent sections explore the results for the data analysis related to each research question.  All statistical analyses were conducted using SPSS for Windows statistical software package, version 20.0.
Survey Distribution and Response
	The participants of this study were traditional aged (18-20), first-year students at a large regional metropolitan public institution.  A list of first-year students (less than 30 credit hours earned) was provided by the Office of Information Technology.  It included 2,887 names and email addresses.  This list did not filter out part-time students or students who were not traditional aged (18-20).  The initial invitation to participate in the study was sent out to all 2,887 students via their university issued email account.  A total of 595 students completed the SSAS.  Before data analysis, the responses were filtered to include only traditional aged, full-time, first-year students.  This was completed using the responses to three survey questions that specifically asked for this information.  In total, 279 surveys were used in the data analysis.  For the present study, the ideal response rate was 16% after applying a 95 percent confidence interval and 5 percent sampling error.  The overall response rate for this study was approximately 21%, but after the results were filtered to only include traditional aged full-time first-year students the response rate was 10%.  The characteristics of the sample compared to the population are described in the next section.  
Demographic Characteristics of the Participants
	The following section outlines the characteristics of the study’s participants.  Descriptive statistics for these variables include frequencies and percentages for age, gender, race, and leadership self-identity.  Eighteen year olds represented 51.8% of the participants (n=145), 19 year olds represented 40.4% of the participants (n=113), and 20 year olds represented 7.9% of the participants (n=22).  The majority of the participants were female (74.6%, n=209; Males 25.4%, n=70).  Sax, Gilmartin and Bryant (2003) asserted that a higher response rate from female college students is expected.  At the research institution full-time first-year students are 47.5% male and 52.5% female.  A disproportionate number of females participated in the study compared to the institution’s numbers.    
Participants were asked to report their race based on the research institution’s category definitions.  The participants reported race as follows: African American/Black 7.9% (n=22), American Indian/Alaskan Native 5.0% (n=14), Asian/Pacific Islander 5.0% (n=14), Caucasian/White 71.4% (n=200), Hispanic 3.9% (n=11), Two or More Races 3.9% (n=11), Not Declared .7% (n=2), Other .7% (n=2).  The sample population mirrored the racial characteristics of the study institution.  The total student population at the study institution reported race as follows: African American/Black 9.3%, American Indian/Alaskan Native 4.0%, Asian/Pacific Islander 3.2%, Caucasian/White 60.7%, Hispanic 6.2%, Two or More Races 5.0%, Not Declared 4.0%.  
	Participants were asked to self-identify themselves into one of four groups used for data analysis.  The groups in the study were: (1) institution-identified student leaders (those who received a leadership scholarship); (2) self-identified leader participants (those who were involved on campus); (3) self-identified leader non-participants (those who were not involved on campus); and (4) non-leader non-participants (non-identified leaders who were not involved on campus).  Institution-identified student leaders represented 6.8% of the participants (n=19).  Each year approximately 50 students accept a leadership scholarship from the institution.  These students represent about 2% of first-year students.  Self-identified leader participants represented 41.6% of the participants (n=116).  Self-identified leader non-participants represented 36.2% of the participants (n=101).  Non-leader non-participants represented 15.4% of the participants (n=43).  The total number of participants who indicated they participate in leadership development on campus (institution-identified leaders and self-identified leader participants) was 135 participants.  The total number of participants who indicated they did not participate in leadership development on campus (self-identified leader non-participants and non-leader non-participants) was 144 participants.  The demographic characteristics (age, gender, and race) by selected self-identity related to leadership can be found in Appendix F.  
	Descriptive statistics including frequencies and percentages for the gender of the participants by study group were determined.  A greater number of institution-identified student leaders were female (7.7%) compared to male (4.3%).  While females represented the largest percentage of study participants (n=209, 74.9%), a smaller portion of females considered themselves leaders by self-identifying as either self-identified leader participants or self-identified leader non-participants (Females 74.6%; Males 87.1%).  Within these two study groups, the females were closely divided between participants (37.8%) and non-participants (36.8%).  A greater number of self-identified leader male participants indicated they were participants (52.9%) versus the non-participants (34.3%).  Finally, more female participants considered themselves non-leader non-participants (17.7%) when compared to the male participants (8.6%).  Details about the gender of participants by study group can be found in Appendix F.  
	Descriptive statistics including frequencies and percentages for the race of the participants by study group were determined.  Among African American/Black respondents, the majority (90.5%) indicated they were leaders (institution-identified leaders 4.8%; self-identified leader participants 62.0%; self-identified leader non-participants 23.8%).  Hispanic respondents mirrored African American/Black respondents in their leadership self-identity (overall 90.9%; institution-identified leaders 9.1%; self-identified leader participants 54.5%; self-identified leader non-participants 27.3%).  While the majority (85.0%) of Caucasian/White respondents identified as leaders, African American/Black and Hispanic respondents were more likely to be leadership participants (African American/Black 62.0%; Hispanic 54.5%) than Caucasian/White respondents (40.0%).  Among American Indian/Alaskan Native respondents, the majority (82.4%) indicated they were leaders, but they were equally divided between self-identified leader participants (35.3%) and self-identified leader non-participants (35.3%).  Further details about the race of participants by study group can be found in Appendix F.  
Data Analysis of Research Questions
The following section provides the results of the data analysis.  The results of the study are presented in terms of the three research questions.
1. Were there significant differences in perceived leadership skills between first-year students based on their leadership identification?  
Because little was known about the perceived leadership skills in college students who were non-identified leaders, descriptive statistics were calculated for the research groups on each of the eight scales in the SSAS.  The results of this data analysis are displayed in Table 4.1.  A graphic representation of the data can be found in Figures 4.1-4.5.  The scale used to evaluate the skills/attributes for each scale in the SSAS was 1 to 6 where 1 = “Little/No Skills” and 6 = “Highly Skilled.”  In addition to descriptive statistics, narrative examples of responses to an open-ended question related to this research question are provided below.


Table 4.1

SSAS Scale by Study Groups
	
Self-Management
	n
	M (SD)
	95% CI

	
Institution-Identified Leaders
	
19
	
4.67 (.51)
	
[4.43, 4.92]

	
Self-Identified Leader Participants
	
116
	
4.80 (.62)
	
[4.69, 4.92]

	
Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants
	
101
	
4.70 (.62)
	
[4.58, 4.83]

	
Non-Leader Non-Participants
	
43
	
4.47 (.75)
	
[4.24, 4.70]

	

Interpersonal Skills
	n
	M (SD)
	95% CI

	
Institution-Identified Leaders
	
19
	
4.83 (.56)
	
[4.56, 5.10]

	
Self-Identified Leader Participants
	
116
	
4.81 (.63)
	
[4.69, 4.93]

	
Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants
	
101
	
4.65 (.54)
	
[4.55, 4.76]

	
Non-Leader Non-Participants
	
43
	
4.27 (.83)
	
[4.01, 4.53]

	
Problem Solving/Decision Making
	n
	M (SD)
	95% CI

	
Institution-Identified Leaders
	
19
	
4.96 (.60)
	
[4.67, 5.25]

	
Self-Identified Leader Participants
	
11
	
5.00 (.70)
	
[4.88, 5.13]

	
Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants
	
10
	
4.77 (.78)
	
[4.61, 4.92]

	
Non-Leader Non-Participants
	
43
	
4.66 (.82)
	
[4.41, 4.91]

	Cognitive Development/
Critical Analysis
	n
	M (SD)
	95% CI

	
Institution-Identified Leaders
	
19
	
4.57 (.68)
	
[4.24, 4.90]

	
Self-Identified Leader Participants
	
11
	
4.78 (.75)
	
[4.64, 4.92]

	
Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants
	
10
	
4.59 (.70)
	
[4.46, 4.73]

	
Non-Leader Non-Participants
	
43
	
4.43 (.80)
	
[4.18, 4.68]



Table 4.1 continued
	
Organization and Planning
	n
	M (SD)
	95% CI

	
Institution-Identified Leaders
	
19
	
4.90 (.73)
	
[4.55, 5.25]

	
Self-Identified Leader Participants
	
11
	
4.86 (.70)
	
[4.73, 4.99]

	
Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants
	
10
	
4.53 (.83)
	
[4.37, 4.69]

	
Non-Leader Non-Participants
	
43
	
4.15 (1.09)
	
[3.81, 4.48]

	
Self-Confidence
	n
	M (SD)
	95% CI

	
Institution-Identified Leaders
	
19
	
5.12 (.93)
	
[4.67, 5.56]

	
Self-Identified Leader Participants
	
11
	
5.09 (.78)
	
[4.94, 5.23]

	
Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants
	
10
	
4.94 (.84)
	
[4.77, 5.11]

	
Non-Leader Non-Participants
	
43
	
4.37 (1.07)
	
[4.04, 4.70]

	


Multicultural Competencies
	n
	M (SD)
	95% CI

	
Institution-Identified Leaders
	
19
	
5.24 (.66)
	
[4.93, 5.56]

	
Self-Identified Leader Participants
	
116
	
5.39 (.76)
	
[5.25, 5.53]

	
Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants
	
101
	
5.22 (.86)
	
[5.05, 5.39]

	
Non-Leader Non-Participants
	
43
	
5.31 (.82)
	
[5.06, 5.56]

	
Technology
	n
	M (SD)
	95% CI

	
Institution-Identified Leaders
	
19
	
5.18 (.79)
	
[4.81, 5.56]

	
Self-Identified Leader Participants
	
116
	
5.12 (.98)
	
[4.95, 5.30]

	
Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants
	
101
	
5.06 (1.05)
	
[4.85, 5.27]

	
Non-Leader Non-Participants
	
43
	
4.85 (1.22)
	
[4.47, 5.22]



	The mean scores indicated the highest perceived skill areas across all study groups were in the Multicultural Competencies (M=5.31), Technology (M=5.06), Self-Confidence (M=4.92), and Problem Solving/Decision Making (M=4.86) scales.  The mean scores indicated the lowest perceived skill areas were Cognitive Development/Critical Analysis (M=4.64) and Organization and Planning (M=4.63).  Self-identified leader participants have the highest mean scores for self-perception of skills on the Self-Management, Problem Solving/Decision Making, Cognitive Development/Critical Analysis, and Multicultural Competencies scales.  Institution-identified leaders have the highest mean scores on the Interpersonal Skills, Organization and Planning, Self-Confidence, and Technology scales.  Participants who self-identified as non-leader non-participants had the lowest mean score on all scales except Multicultural Competencies where they had the second highest score.  

Figure 4.1.  Mean scores on SSAS scales by study group.  This figure illustrates the mean scores on each SSAS scale by study groups.

Figure 4.2.  Mean scores for institution-identified leaders on SSAS Scales.  This figure illustrates the mean scores on each SSAS scale for institution-identified leaders (n=19).

Figure 4.3.  Mean scores for self-identified leader participants on SSAS scales.  This figure illustrates the mean scores on each SSAS scale for self-identified leader participants (n=116). 


Figure 4.4.  Mean scores for self-identified leader non-participants on SSAS scales.  This figure illustrates the mean scores on each SSAS scale for self-identified leader participants (n=101). 


Figure 4.5.  Mean scores for non- leader non-participants on SSAS scales.  This figure illustrates the mean scores on each SSAS scale for non-leader non-participants (n=43). 
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used for comparing the means of the four research groups for each scale in the SSAS.  This data analysis strategy was used for comparing the amount of between-group variance in individuals’ scores with the amount of within-group variance.  The analysis included the Levene statistic, if needed the Welch statistic, and the Tukey test.  The results of the data analysis for the four participant groups on each scale of the leadership skills measures in the SSAS follow.  First, the Levene statistic was evaluated to test the homogeneity of variance assumption for the ANOVA.  The Levene statistic was significant for the Interpersonal Skills (p=.016) and for the Organization and Planning (p=.008) scales indicating that homogeneous variances cannot be assumed.  This increases the likelihood of a Type I error in reporting the F statistic.  Stevens (1999) recommends the use of the Welch statistic in these cases (p. 91).  A significant result on the Welch test indicates a significant difference between groups.  For Interpersonal Skills the Welch statistic equals 5.497 (p=.002) and for Organization and Planning the Welch statistic equals 7.543 (p<.001).  
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) and Tukey post-hoc test was performed for each scale in the SSAS.  Results from the ANOVAs indicated a significant difference between groups on six of the eight scales in the SSAS.  There was not a significant difference between groups on the Multicultural Competencies and Technology scales. Table 4.2 displays the results of the ANOVAs. 


Table 4.2  
ANOVA for SSAS Scales
	
Variable
	dƒ
	F
	η
	p

	
Self-Management
	
3
	
2.91
	
.03
	
.04

	
Interpersonal Skills
	
3
	
8.13
	
.08
	
.00

	
Problem Solving/Decision Making
	
3
	
3.12
	
.03
	
.03

	
Cognitive Development/Critical Analysis
	
3
	
2.74
	
.03
	
.04

	
Organization and Planning
	
3
	
9.33
	
.09
	
.00

	
Self-Confidence
	
3
	
7.58
	
.08
	
.00

	
Multicultural Competencies
	
3
	
.91
	
.01
	
.40

	
Technology
	
3
	
.84
	
.01
	
.47


      *The mean difference is significant at the p < .05 level.
In order to evaluate the blocking variables: age, gender, racial background, major field of study, hours worked outside of class, and high school GPA an ANCOVA was conducted for each of the eight scales on the SSAS.  With the exception of three cases, there was not a significant relationship between the blocking variables and dependent variable, leadership identity.  There was a significant relationship between the covariate gender and the dependent variable in Cognitive Development, F(1, 275) = 6.452, p <.05.  A significant relationship between the covariate high school GPA and the dependent variable existed in Self-Management, F(1, 271) = 5.756, p < .05), and Organization and Planning, F(1, 271) = 7.215, p < .05).  
Tukey’s post hoc tests were conducted in order to examine the mean differences between the four study groups on the skills measured when a difference was observed through the ANOVA.  On the Self-Management scale of the SSAS, the Tukey’s HSD indicated that the only significant difference found was between self-identified leader participants and non-leader non-participants (p=.02).  The mean score for self-identified leader participants was significantly higher (M=4.80) than the non-leader non-participants (M=4.47).  There was not a significant difference between institution-identified leaders or self-identified leader non-participants and the other three study groups.  
On the Interpersonal Skills scale of the SSAS, the Tukey’s HSD indicated there was a significant difference between the non-leader non-participant group (M=4.27) when compared to institution-identified leaders (M=4.83, p=.007), self-identified leader participants (M=4.81, p<.001), and self-identified leader non-participants (M=4.65, p=.006).  There was not a significant difference between the three leader groups.  
	The only significant difference found on the Problem Solving/Decision Making scale of the SSAS was between self-identified leader participants and non-leader non-participants (p=.05).  The mean score for self-identified leader participants was significantly higher (M=5.00) than the non-leader non-participants (M=4.66).  There was not a significant difference between institution-identified leaders and the other three study groups or self-identified leader non-participants and the other three study groups.  
On the Cognitive Development/Critical Analysis scale of the SSAS, the Tukey HSD indicated the only significant difference found was between self-identified leader participants and non-leader non-participants (p=.04).  The mean score for self-identified leader participants was significantly higher (M=4.78) than the non-leader non-participants (M=4.43).  There was not a significant difference between institution-identified leaders and the other three study groups or self-identified leader non-participants and the other three study groups.  
The Tukey’s HSD indicated a significant difference between the non-leader non-participant group (M=4.15) when compared to institution-identified leaders (M=4.90, p=.005), self-identified leader participants (M=4.86, p<.001), and self-identified leader non-participants (M=4.53, p=.05) on the Organization and Planning scale of the SSAS.   A significant difference between self-identified leader participants (M=4.86) and self-identified leader non-participants (M=4.53) existed on the Organization and Planning scale (p=.002).  There was not a significant difference (p > .05) between institution-identified leaders and the other two self-identified leader groups.  
On the Self-Confidence scale of the SSAS, there was a significant difference (p < .05) between the non-leader non-participant group (M=4.37) when compared to institution-identified leaders (M=5.12, p=.01), self-identified leader participants (M=5.09, p<.001), and self-identified leader non-participants (M=4.94, p=.002).  There was not a significant difference (p > .05) between the three leader groups.    
There was not a significant difference on the Multicultural Competencies and Technology scales of the SPSS when comparing leadership identity.  On all the other six scales the non-leader non-participants were statistically significantly different from at least one of the leader groups.  On the Interpersonal Skills, Organization and Planning, and Self-Confidence Scales the non-leader non-participants were statistically different from all of the leader groups.  Based on the responses summarized under the first research question, participants who identified themselves as non-leader non-participants do not believe they have these basic leadership skills assessed by the SASS.  As mentioned in the review of literature, Mattern and Shaw (2010) maintain that self-efficacy about leadership does influence individuals’ perceptions of abilities.  This further predicts the finding that no significant difference between self-identified leader participants and institution-identified leaders exists.  
Respondents were asked one open-ended question in the SSAS related to this research question.  After self-identifying themselves into one of the four groups used for data analysis participants were asked to respond to: “In your own words, please describe why you selected this response.”  These open-ended responses were not directly tied to the four study groups.  The number of participants responding to this question was 263.  The responses were compiled and the data were examined for common themes.  The responses to this question were incorporated into the discussion and recommendations where appropriate.  
Four themes emerged from the responses: “I am a leader,” “not yet,” “there are barriers,” and “it’s not for me.”  While these themes mirror expected responses from the four study groups, respondents’ leadership self-identity was not correlated to their response to this question.  The largest number of responses fell in the “I am a leader” (n=91) and “it’s not for me” (n=41) themes.  Four subthemes related to “I am a leader” were apparent.  These included: (1) I receive a scholarship (n=9); (2) I participated in high school (n=34); (3) I participate therefore I am (n=12); and (4) I’ve been told I am (n=36).  Prior experiences and current involvement on campus were commonly cited by participants.  One participant said, “I have been a leader throughout high school, and want to continue to be a leader through college.”  Another said, “In high school, I was president or vice president in almost every organization that I was in and I really enjoyed it!  I feel like my leadership skills are very effective and I really like to lead others.”  The need for leadership was noted by a participant who said, “The extra-curricular activities that I am involved in required some ability to lead.”  For other participants, leadership is a part of who they are.  One participant said, “Because I am a leader in many ways.  I have leadership qualities, I can lead and I can follow.”  “Being a leader is a large part of my personality” was stated by another participant.  One participant commented “I feel like when given the opportunity, I am a great leader.  I am able to help out my organization when needed and rise to the top and lead by example.”  
Leadership as a concept for other people emerged as a primary theme from the open-ended question.  This theme, “It’s not for me” theme (n=41), had three subthemes.  Comments were made by several participants about a lack of interest in leadership development (n=10).  For example, one participant said simply, “I’m just not interested at the moment.”  Leadership had a negative connotation for some respondents (n=7).  One participant stated, “I believe I could be a leader if I wanted to be, but I do not believe in leading people.  All people are equal.”  The final sub-theme illustrated the perception that some people are not capable of leading (n=24).  One participant explained, “I lack organizational skills and confidence with people, I have trouble motivating others, and I seldom take any initiative to lead.”  Another’s participant’s comment summarized many others, “Because I’m not.”  
Many of the participants expressed an interest in leadership development but for various reasons they were unable to lead at this point in time.  The “not yet” theme (n=30) related to factors internal to the participant and included three sub-themes.  For some participants other priorities take precedence over leadership development (n=10).  One participant said, “I believe I have leadership skills, but I do not want to participate in leadership on campus at this time because I want to focus on my school work.”  Another said, “If necessary, I could take a leadership position and do well, but it wouldn’t be my first choice.  Schoolwork takes priority for me.”  
Having skills but lacking an opportunity to use them was noted by several participants (n=12).  One participant stated, “I have the ability to lead and can, I just need an opportunity to get there.”  Similarly, one participant commented, “I have the skills but have never had the opportunity.”  For others, adjustment to college is a significant factor related to participation in leadership development on campus (n=8).  Comments such as, “I feel like I am still getting used to the whole college thing” and “I am working on settling into university life” were made by participants concerned about adjusting to their new life in college.  One participant said, “I want to focus on me and my future goals.  Once I have a better idea of where I’m headed, I can begin to lead others to theirs.”  This need for time to adjust to college was articulated by one participant who stated, “I feel like with time, I will be able to become a leader.” 
The desire to improve on leadership skills prior to leading was noted by a number of participants (n=18).  For example, “I think I have leadership qualities but I need to expand on these qualities to actually become a good leader.”  One participant recognized that first-year students have more to learn about leadership.  She/he stated, “I still have a lot more to learn compared to the rest of the people at college.  My leadership skills might not compare to others who are actual leaders.”  The need for additional experience and/or training was summarized by one participant who said, “I do have leadership ability, but I don’t feel like I am prepared to become a leader in anything just yet.  I feel like I am not quite ready to become a leader.”  
Participants noted there were barriers related to leadership development that were perceived as external or out-of-their control.  Three sub-themes emerged related to “there are barriers.”  The most often cited answer was associated with time (n=24).  Participants frequently mentioned class work and employment as barriers to participation in leadership development.  For example, one participant said, “I can be a leader but between my studies in and out of class and my job I don’t have much time to participate on campus.”  Another participant’s comment summarized this sub-theme, “I simply do not have enough time.”  Environmental barriers were another sub-theme (n=5).  For a few participants, opportunities did not exist.  One participant articulated, “I have always loved to be in charge of organizations in high school, but when I came to college I got turned down for the things that I tried to join.”  
For the majority of participants, the greatest barrier relates to the lack of a skill or ability they perceive as necessary for leadership (n=24).  Speaking in front of others was the most commonly cited barrier to participation.  One simply said, “I am not a very confident public speaker.”  Lack of confidence was also mentioned by several participants.  For example, one participant said, “Other people consider me to be a leader, but at this point I don’t believe that I am a leader.  I am not able to properly see how well I lead others because of my lack of confidence within myself.”  Other participants commented “I don’t think I convey the strength that a leader does” and “Sometimes I am afraid to be in charge.”  
2. What factors might be related to participation or lack of participation in leadership development activities?
Descriptive statistics including a cross-tabulation was used to evaluate differences between the four study groups when asked about their plan to develop their leadership skills during college.  Table 4.3 shows the results of this analysis.
Table 4.3
Plan to Develop Leadership Skills in College
	Response
	Institution-Identified Student Leaders
	Self-Identified Leader Participants
	Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants
	Non-Leader Non-Participants
	% of Total
	Total

	
Yes
	
18
	
106
	
69
	
28
	
79.2
	
221

	
No
	
0
	
2
	
1
	
1
	
1.4
	
4

	
Not Sure
	
1
	
8
	
31
	
14
	
19.4
	
54



The majority of the participants (79.2%) indicated that they plan to develop their leadership skills while in college.  Sixty-eight percent of self-identified leader non-participants indicated they planned to develop their leadership skills during college.  Within the non-leader non-participant group, 65% expressed a plan to develop their leadership skills during college.  Almost 20% of the study participants indicated they were “not sure” if they would develop their leadership skills during college.  Figure 4.6 shows the percentage of students in each study group who indicated they plan to develop their leadership skills in college.  
Figure 4.6.  Plan to develop leadership skills in college.  This figure illustrates students’ plans to develop their leadership skills in college by study group.  

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used for comparing means of the four research groups for this question.  There was significant difference (p < .05) between self-identified leader participants (M=2.90) and self-identified leader non-participants (M=2.66, p=.00) and between non-leader non-participants (M=2.63, p=.01).  When asked if they planned to develop their leadership skills during college there was not a significant difference (p > .05) between institution-identified leaders (M=2.95) and self-identified leader participants (M=2.90, p=.1), self-identified leader non-participants (M=2.66, p=.06), or non-leader non-participants (M=2.63, p=.06). 
Participants were asked additional follow-up questions based on their responses to the question about their plan to develop their leadership skills while in college.  Participants who responded “yes” to the question were asked about the likelihood of their participation in five different types of leadership development opportunities.  The Likert scale used to evaluate the types of leadership development opportunities was 1 to 6 where 1 = “Very Unlikely” and 6 = “Very Likely.”  Figure 4.7 shows the results of these findings.  The mean scores indicated that of the types of leadership development opportunities presented, participants were most likely to choose to participate in student organizations (M=4.80).  Attending a leadership retreat had the lowest mean score of the types of leadership development opportunities presented (M=3.77).  For each type of leadership development opportunity presented institution-identified leaders and self-identified leader participants had the highest mean scores.  Two responses were given under “other.”  One participant said “becoming a resident assistant.”  Another participant said “becoming a supervisor at work.”  

Figure 4.7.  Likelihood of participation in various types of leadership development.  This figure illustrates the students’ likelihood of participation in various types of leadership development by study groups.

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to evaluate differences among the four study groups when asked about their likelihood of participating in five different types of leadership development opportunities.  There was not a significant difference (p > .05) between institution-identified leaders and self-identified leader participants in their likelihood to participate in each of the five leadership development opportunities presented.  There was a significant difference (p < .05) between institution-identified leaders when compared to self-identified leader non-participants and non-leader non-participants for each of the five leadership development opportunities.  There was also a significant difference (p < .05) between self-identified leader participants when compared to self-identified leader non-participants and non-leader non-participants for each of the five leadership development opportunities.  
Participants who responded “no” or “not sure” to the question about their plan to develop their leadership skills during college were asked about the impact of the eight different barriers to their participation in leadership development.  The scale used to evaluate the barriers for leadership development was 1 to 6 where 1 = “Little/No Impact” and 6 = “Greatest Impact.”  Figure 4.8 shows the results of these findings.  The mean scores indicated that the greatest barriers for leadership development were “leadership development is not a priority for me” (M=4.43), “the available leadership development programs don’t fit my schedule” (M=4.09), and “the types of leadership development programs offered on my campus do not fit my interests” (M=4.07).  Self-identified leader non-participants had the highest mean scores for these three barriers when compared to the other three study groups.  “I’m not aware of leadership development opportunities on my campus” was the barrier with the lowest mean score (M=3.43).  Self-identified leader non-participants had a higher mean score for all barriers when compared to the non-leader non-participants.  Two responses were given under “other.”  One participant said “I do not want to lead.”  Another participant said “I already have leadership skills.”  

Figure 4.8.  Barriers to participation in leadership development.  This figure illustrates students’ mean scores for barriers to participation in leadership development by study groups.

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to evaluate differences among the four study groups when asked about barriers to their participation in leadership development.  The institution-identified leader participants and the self-identified leader participants were combined for this analysis because there was only one case in the institution-identified leader participant group.  Both of these groups are identified leader participants.  Combining these two groups allowed for post hoc analysis to be conducted.  There was a significant difference (p < .05) between groups for the barrier “I am not aware of leadership development opportunities on my campus” and for the barrier “the types of leadership development programs offered on my campus do not fit my interests.”  There was not a significant difference between groups for the other seven barriers.  
Study participants who indicated “no” or “not sure” when asked if they plan to develop their leadership skills in college were asked two additional questions to assess the importance they place on leadership development and their interest in developing leadership skills at some point in life.  The first question, “Do you think it is important to develop your leadership skills at some point in life?” was evaluated using a scale of 1 to 6 where 1 = “Strongly Disagree” and 6 = “Strongly Agree.”  The mean scores indicate that the participants who earlier indicated “no” or “not sure” when asked if they planned to develop their leadership skills in college did think developing leadership skills at some point in life is important (M=4.84).  Respondents choosing “Somewhat Agree,” “Agree,” or “Strongly Agree” represented 89.65% of the participants who were asked this question.  An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to evaluate differences among the four groups on these questions.  The institution-identified leader participants and the self-identified leader participants were combined for this analysis because there was only one case in the institution-identified leader participant group.  Both of these groups are identified leader participants.  Combining these two groups allowed for post hoc analysis to be conducted.  There was not a significant difference (p > .05) between groups for this question.  
The second question, “Do you see yourself developing leadership skills at any point in your life?” was evaluated using a scale from 1 to 6 where 1 = “Strongly Disagree” and 6 = “Strongly Agree.”  The mean scores indicated that the participants who earlier indicated “no” or “not sure” when asked if they planned to develop their leadership skills in college see themselves developing their leadership skills at some point in life (M=4.93). Respondents choosing “Somewhat agree,” “Agree,” or “Strongly Agree” represent 87.72% of the participants who were asked this question.  The institution-identified leader participants and the self-identified leader participants were combined for an analysis of variance (ANOVA) because there was only one case in the institution-identified leader participant group.  Both of these groups are identified leader participants.  Combining these two groups allowed for post hoc analysis to be conducted.  This analysis showed there was not a significant difference (p > .05) between groups for this question.  
3.  Were there circumstances that would encourage students who did not identify as leaders to engage in leadership development activities?
Participants who responded “no” or “not sure” to the survey question about their plan to develop their leadership skills during college were asked to rate the impact of various circumstances on their likelihood to develop their leadership skills at some point in life.  Descriptive statistics were used to evaluate the self-identified leader non-participants and non-leader non-participants when asked about circumstances that would encourage their leadership development.  Table 4.4 shows the results of this analysis.  The scale used to evaluate this question was 1 to 6 where 1 = “Little/No Impact” and 6 = “Greatest Impact.”  


Table 4.4

Circumstances that Impact Leadership Development for Non-Leaders
	
Financial Incentives
	
n
	
M (SD)
	
95% CI

	
Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants
	
32
	
4.56 (1.34)
	
[4.08, 5.05]

	
Non-Leader Non-Participants
	15
	4.40 (1.40)
	[3.62, 5.18]

	
Link to Job Opportunity
	
	
	

	
Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants
	
32
	
5.00 (1.29)
	
[4.53, 5.47]

	
Non-Leader Non-Participants
	
15
	
5.00 (0.85)
	
[4.53, 5.47]

	
Link to Job Performance Evaluation
	
	
	

	
Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants
	
32
	
4.63 (1.29)
	
[4.16, 5.09]

	
Non-Leader Non-Participants
	
15
	
5.13 (.052)
	
[4.85, 5.42]

	
Link to Promotion Opportunity
	
	
	

	
Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants
	
32
	
4.84 (1.29)
	
[4.36, 5.31]

	
Non-Leader Non-Participants
	
15
	
5.00 (1.00)
	
[4.45, 5.55]

	
Personal Development
	
	
	

	
Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants
	
32
	
4.63 (1.24)
	
[4.18, 5.07]

	
Non-Leader Non-Participants
	
14
	
4.86 (1.29)
	
[4.11, 5.60]



The mean scores indicated that job related circumstances would have the greatest impact on their likelihood to develop their leadership skills at some point in life.  The percentage of participants choosing a response on the top half of the scale (4, 5, or 6) was calculated for each circumstance.  “Link to Job Performance Evaluation” had 100% of responses on the top half of the scale.  “Link to Job Opportunity” and “Link to Job Promotion Opportunity” had 93% or responses on the top half of the scale.  Ninety-three percent of participants chose 4, 5, or 6 for “Job Opportunity” and “Personal Development.”  “Financial Incentives” had 80% of responses on the top half of the scale.  No responses were given under “other.”  
Summary
	This chapter provided the analysis of survey data and presentation of the results.  A summary of the survey distribution and response and the demographic characteristics of the participant were provided first.  Participants self-selected one of four groups related to leadership identification.  These groups were used for the data analysis.  Subsequent sections explored the results for the data analysis related to each research question.  The leadership identification of first-year students is related to their perception of their leadership skills.  Differences between groups on six of the eight leadership skills scales in the SSAS were noted.  There was not a significant difference between the four study groups on the Multicultural Competencies and Technology scales.  The prevalence of multicultural education in k-12 education curriculum and availability of technology for everyday use could explain this lack of difference.  
Participants in each of the four study groups indicated a desire to develop their leadership skills during college.  When provided various types of leadership development opportunities on the SSAS participants rated participation in student organizations the highest.  Participants who were not interested in developing their leadership skills in college revealed they believed leadership development was important at some point and expressed they had a desire to develop their leadership skills at some point in life.  The barriers to leadership development for participants who said they did not want to develop their leadership skills in college were explored.  Incongruence between the available opportunities and the participants’ interests or obligations was noted as the more significant barrier.  Finally, for non-leader non-participants the circumstances that would serve as a catalyst for leadership development were investigated.  Job related circumstances proved the most noteworthy.  The results of inferential statistical analysis showed a significant difference (p < .05) between leader participant groups and the non-participant groups in their plans to develop leadership skills during college and the types of leadership development opportunities in which they would choose to participate.  There was not a significant difference (p > .05) between the four study groups in their rating of the importance of leadership development or their desire to develop leadership skills at some point in life.  A thorough discussion of these results, implications for practice, recommendations for future research, and conclusions, are presented in the subsequent chapter.



CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS
The purpose of this study was to determine if students who have not identified themselves as leaders have similar perceptions of their skills typically associated with leadership as self-identified leaders when the exclusivity of the term “leadership” was removed.  Further, this study explored factors that may be linked to students’ choice to participate or not participate in leadership development opportunities.  Many college and university mission statements are used to signal and symbolize institutions’ commitments to their stakeholders and often include commitments to preparing students for the world beyond higher education and student leadership development (McIntire, 1989; Miller, D., 1997; Morphew & Hartley, 2006).  Unfortunately, the majority of students in US institutions choose not to engage in the collegiate involvement experiences that serve as the foundation for development of these skills (Cavins, 2006; McCannon & Bennett, 1996; Tyree, 1996).  The exclusivity of the term “leadership” refers to the concept that leadership in-and-of-itself is an elite notion that is not accessible for all students.  This study confirms that conceptualizations about leadership impact self-efficacy but not the potential for engagement in leadership opportunities.  While the number and type of leadership development opportunities provided on college and university campuses is at an all-time high (Cress et al., 2001; Scott, 2004; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999), increased numbers of programs do not always indicate successful leadership development (Cavins, 2006).
The significance of the present study was based on non-leader student experiences because existing research related to leadership development in this student population is negligible.  Specifically, one research question was constructed to investigate and describe the relationship between students’ perceptions of their own skills typically associated with leadership and identification as a leader or non-leader.  Two additional research questions explored factors that may be related to a student’s choice to participate or not participate in leadership development activities and the circumstances that might influence this choice.  The goal of this study was not to determine how students obtained their self-perceptions about their leadership abilities but rather an attempt to learn how higher education administrators may best reach all students regardless of their leadership identity (i.e. as a leader or non-leader).  
In sum, a quantitative ex post facto study was designed using an instrument developed for measuring students’ perceptions of skills typically associated with leadership.  The Student Skills Assessment Survey (SSAS) is a modified version of the Student Leadership Outcomes Inventory (SLOI) (Vann, 2004).  The SSAS consists of eight scales from the SLOI used to measure the skills of participants without identifying the skills as related to leadership.  The final section of the SSAS asked students to self-identify themselves as leaders or non-leaders and explore if the non-leader participants plan to develop their leadership skills and if so, under what circumstances.  The survey data was analyzed using statistical methods with SPSS statistical software.  Results from one open-ended question were coded for themes.  Using Astin’s Input-Environment-Output model as a framework (Astin, 1993b), this chapter provides a discussion of the results and conclusions from this study, including differences in perceived leadership skills among study groups incorporating gender and race as relevant variables, an overview of students’ plans to develop their leadership, barriers to leadership development, and factors that might encourage participation.  Implications for practice and recommendations for future research are also provided in this chapter.  
Astin's Input-Environment-Outcome Model
	For students, the college experience is a complex set of interactions between precollege factors, identity, perceptions and the environment (Hu & Kuh, 2003).  Astin’s Input-Environment-Output (I-E-O) model was developed as a framework for assessment in higher education and has become pivotal in the understanding of student learning (Astin, 1993b).  Inputs are the personal qualities and experiences students bring to higher education.  Examples of student inputs might include demographic information, educational background, political orientation, behavior pattern, degree aspiration, reason for selecting an institution, financial status, disability status, career choice, major field of study, life goals, and reason for attending college (Astin, 1993b).  The environment refers to students’ actual experiences during college.  Environmental factors may include the programs, curricula, faculty and staff, facilities, institutional climate, courses, teaching style, friends, roommates, extra-curricular activities, and organizational affiliation (Astin, 1993b).  Individual student experiences and the overall institutional environment are not distinguished in this model.  Outputs refer to the outcomes higher education is seeking in students and are measured by indicators such as course performance, grade point average, degree completion, and gains in various developmental markers (Astin, 1993b).  
The I-E-O model serves as a useful framework for discussing the results of the present study because student development outcomes cannot be wholly evaluated without controlling for – or at least considering – the input (what characteristics and experiences they bring to higher education) and the environment (the students’ experiences while at college).  This study provided an in depth look at the input and environment and their relationship to each other.  The outputs of the leadership experience in college have been thoroughly studied (AACU, 2002; Astin, 1993a; Bialek & Lloyd, 1998; CAS, n.d.; Chambers, 1992; Cooper et al., 1994; Cress et al., 2001; Day, 2001; Felsheim, 2001; Fincher & Shalka, 2009; Havlik, 2006; How Students View & Value Liberal Education, 2005; Keeling, 2006; Komives et al., 2004; Komives et al., 2005; Kruger, 2010; Kuh, 1995; McCannon & Bennett, 1996; National Task Force, 2012; Newton, 1991; Roberts & Ullom, 1989; Striffolino & Saunders, 1989; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Striffolino & Saunders, 1989; Terenzini et al., 1996; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999).   For a visual description of this study as related to Astin’s I-E-O model, see Figure 5.1.  While there are many input factors that influence students’ experiences in college, this study focused on leadership identity.  Precollege and demographic factors were not explored during this study.  Asking the study participants to self-identify into one of four groups based on leadership identity serves as the primary input factor evaluated in this study.  Comparing perceived leadership skills of students who self-identify as leaders or as non-leaders was the focus for the first research question with gender and race added as input variables.  At the outset of this study, gender and race were not considered to be key input factors but noteworthy results emerged and will be discussed with the findings.  Ff
Figure 5.1.  Findings as related to Astin’s I-E-O model.  This figure illustrates how the findings of the current study related to Astin’s I-E-O model.  

Colleges and universities provide countless leadership development opportunities for students but many students choose not to engage in these opportunities.  The available leadership development opportunities are a key component of the environment.  For students, the perception of campus climate as it relates to these leadership development opportunities is also important.  Presumably all students are exposed to the same promotional material for leadership development opportunities.  For involved students, they see these opportunities as possibilities because for them the climate is often seen as inviting and encouraging (Shertzer & Schuh, 2004).  Perhaps due to their low leadership self-efficacy, uninvolved students may be impacted differently by promotional material.  As Shertzer and Schuh (2004) found, providing the opportunities for leadership development is not enough to prompt their participation.  While some students possess the intrinsic motivation to seek out leadership development opportunities, others require intervention.  The outcomes (output) related to student leadership development are well documented (Bialek & Lloyd, 1998; Caruso, 1981; Cooper, Healy, & Simpson, 1994; Cress et al, 2001; Havlik, 2006).   These outcomes include, among other things, gains in interpersonal skills, problem solving, communication, and academic success.  Higher education expects to provide these positive outcomes associated with leadership development for all students.  
The present study supports the belief that the I-E-O model is an appropriate way to understand leadership development because both input variables and the environment affect whether or not the outcomes are achieved.  Because the majority of students did not engage in the opportunities necessary to obtain the desired outcomes, there is gap in all students’ utilization of the “environment” as defined by the I-E-O model.  Research related to students’ entry points into various collegiate opportunities has not been conducted, but the researcher maintains that students either enter the involvement “pipeline” early in their college careers and continue to be involved, or they miss the opportunity as first-year students and do not get involved at all during college.  Easy access or entry points for involvement on campus are not often provided for upperclassmen.  At the research institution for example, participation in the leadership scholarship programs is based on selection of first-year students who presumably continue for four years or else lose their scholarship.  First-year students are also recruited for membership in student organizations during orientation and welcome week activities.  The upperclassmen who are involved in these programs are already involved serving as student leaders and mentors.  For students who do not consider themselves leaders, without intervention, the environment does not influence the student.  In other words, the I-E-O model does not work for unengaged students because there is not an “input” (i.e. students) willing to engage in the environment.  Without the student engaging, the environment (i.e. everyone is welcome) does not matter and the outcomes are missed.  
Self-Perceptions of Leadership Identity
The unique ways that an individual perceives, evaluates, and constructs the self, including self-perceptions of ability, is an important component of leadership development.  According to Bandura (1995), self-perceptions, which he calls beliefs of self-efficacy, help determine what individuals do with the knowledge and skills they have.  Self-efficacy influences why or how students become involved.  The greater the students’ participation in leadership-related mastery experiences before and during college, the greater their self-efficacy for leadership (Fincher, 2008; Dugan & Komives, 2007).  According to Mattern and Shaw (2010) and Wilson (2009), students lacking confidence in skills they actually possess will be less likely to engage in tasks requiring those skills.  Little is known about the perceived leadership skills in college students who are non-identified leaders.  The SSAS was designed to evaluate students’ leadership skills while removing their preconceived notions about leaders or leadership.  
After rating their skills on eight scales, participants were asked to self-identify themselves into one of four groups used for data analysis.  The study groups were: 1) institution-identified student leaders (those who received a leadership scholarship), 2) self-identified leader participants (those who are involved on campus), 3) self-identified leader non-participants (those who are not involved on campus), and 4) students who are non-leader non-participants.  Descriptive statistics were used to evaluate the four study groups on the eight scales in the SSAS.  The participants were divided between identifying as being involved on campus and not involved on campus.  The majority of participants (84.6%) self-identified into one of the three leader groups, but 36.2% self-identified as leader non-participants.  Fifteen percent of the study participants self-identified as non-leader non-participants.  These students who self-identified as non-participating were the primary focus of the present study because they have not been previously studied in depth.  The impact of the exclusivity of leadership is most evident in the non-leader non-participant group.  The discussion will be organized by examining each of the research question’s findings.
Differences in Perceived Skills Based on Leadership Identification
The first research question examined the specific differences between groups on their perception of leadership skills.  An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used for comparing the means of the four research groups for each scale in the SSAS.  Results from the ANOVAs indicated a significant difference between groups on six of the eight scales on the SSAS.  There was not a significant difference between groups on the Multicultural Competencies and Technology scales.  The Multicultural Competencies scale will be discussed in further detail later in this chapter.  Institution-identified leaders and self-identified leader participants represented the highest mean scores across all eight scales.  Conversely, self-identified non-leader non-participants had the lowest score on all scales except Multicultural Competencies where they had the second highest mean score.  Interestingly, self-identified leader participants had higher mean scores than the institution-identified leader participants on four of the eight scales in the SSAS.  This difference could be attributed to the early exposure to leadership development institution-identified leader participants experience through a required leadership course during their first semester of college.  The leadership development curriculum may expose institution-identified leaders to the extensiveness of leadership knowledge and skills that exist in the real world and therefore may give them a more realistic picture of their own skills and, because of their vast knowledge of leadership, it may reduce their self-perception of leadership skills.  Self-identified leader participants, on the other hand, may have higher self-perceptions of their skills because they are unaware of the extensive scope of leadership skills beyond their own.  A discussion of the differences found on the six scales follows. 
Ratings on SSAS scales by group.  In the first scale of the SSAS, participants rated themselves on seven items designed to examine their skills related to self-management.  This scale included the following items: setting priorities, time management, and responding to stress.  The only statistically significant difference found on the Self-Management scale of the SSAS was between self-identified leader participants and non-leader non-participants.  There was not a significant difference between institution-identified leaders and the other three study groups or self-identified leader non-participants and the other three study groups.  The difference between any of the participant groups and non-leader non-participant group can be explained by the literature associated with outcomes from involvement (Arboleda, Wang, Shelly II, Whalen, 2003; Astin, 1993a; Coers, Lorensen, & Anderson 2009; Cooper et al., 1994; Emerick, 2005; Felsheim, 2001; Fincher & Shalka, 2009; Foley, 2005; Hernandez, Hogan, Hathaway, & Lovell, 1999; Meixner, n.d.; Wood, 2005).  Involved students often have to juggle numerous commitments.  In order to be successful they have to learn the self-management skills such as balancing their personal, academic, and professional lives, time management, and establishing priorities, which are assessed in this section of the SSAS.  These skills are critical to students’ success after college (Cress, 2001; Kuh, 1995).  Other aspects of development assessed by this scale were learning from mistakes, identifying strengths and weaknesses, and understanding consequences.  Involvement in college provides students with a safe place to learn these skills because of the educational approach college and university officials take when working with students.  The fact that the lack of statistical significant difference is not repeated between the institution-identified leader participant group and the non-participant groups is intriguing because the outcomes associated with involvement described above should apply to all involved (i.e. participant) students.  For institution-identified students, a more accurate picture of their leadership limitations and the understanding of their growth potential may be why they scored lower on this scale.  
Sixteen items in the second scale examined the participants’ interpersonal skills.  The items in this scale assessed the participants’ skills associated with relating to and communicating with others.  There is a significant difference between the non-leader non-participant group when compared to institution-identified leaders, self-identified leader participants, and self-identified leader non-participants.  There is not a significant difference between the three leader groups.  Through involvement, students gain the leadership skills evaluated in this scale (Cress, 2001; Kuh 1995).  While self-identified leader non-participants choose not to be involved in leadership development on campus, the responses to the open-ended question indicated that they had leadership experiences in the past but other priorities limited their campus involvement.  In these cases, the lack of participation was not related to perception of skills but rather alternative interests.  For example, one participant stated “I believe I have leadership skills, but I do not want to participate in leadership on campus at this time because I want to focus on my school work.”  
For some students, working during college can influence their decision not to participate in leadership development.  While there are some benefits to having an on-campus job, time spent working reduces the amount of time and energy students have to dedicate to involvement opportunities on campus that foster development (Astin, 1984).  More recent research supports the notion that working 20 hours or less on-campus can provide positive gains for students (Furr & Elling, 2000; Gellin, 2003; Kuh, 1995).  Gellin (2003) noted that the location of employment, type of job, and amount of time spent working were important factors to consider.  For example, students who work in a job related to their future career can provide better preparation for their future job.  Findings related to job location are diverse but working on-campus part-time provides the benefit of peer interaction which shows positive gains in development (2003).  Based on the responses summarized under the first research question, participants who identified themselves as non-leader non-participants do not believe they have these basic leadership skills. This is an important contribution to the literature as prior studies have not evaluated the leadership skills of non-participating students in this manner.  
The third scale of the SSAS required participants to rate themselves on five items related to problem-solving and decision making.  The only significant difference found on this scale is between self-identified leader participants and non-leader non-participants.  The interpretation of these findings is similar to the Self-Management scale in that, generally, research has shown that students who are involved have skills related to problem-solving and decision making (Havlik, 2006; Cooper, Healy, & Simpson, 1994).  Finding no difference between the two leader participant groups is predicted, however a difference was expected between the institution-identified leader group and the non-participant groups because gains in problem-solving and decision making has been associated with involvement.  In other words, uninvolved (i.e. non-participant) students should have significantly different scores on this scale.  Finding no difference underlines the possibility that involvement on campus may not be the only avenue for leadership skill development.  Because pre-college experiences and current involvement was not obtained from the study participants, it is unclear where they may gain these skills.  
In the fourth scale, six items examined cognitive development and critical analysis.  Critical thinking and practical application of knowledge are example skills evaluated in this scale.  The only significant difference found on the Cognitive Development/Critical Analysis scale is between self-identified leader participants and non-leader non-participants.  There was not a significant difference between institution-identified leaders and the other three study groups or self-identified leader non-participants and the other three study groups.  Once again, the lack of difference between all of the leader groups and the non-leader groups is noteworthy because it is expected that non-leader students have lower leadership skill levels than their leader peers.  Understanding the role leadership self-efficacy plays in leadership identity is critical here.  The present study removed the exclusivity of leadership when assessing leadership skills.  When asked about various leadership skills in this study, interestingly, on several of the leadership skills scales the non-leader non-participants were not different from their peers.  Non-leader non-participant students have not been studied in this manner before so it is not clear if their perceived skills would have been similar to their leader peers if they were asked in a setting couched in a leadership context.  
Organization and planning is the focus of fifteen items in the fifth scale.  This scale evaluated concrete skills such as running meetings, developing agendas, setting goals, and planning activities.  On the Organization and Planning scale there is a significant difference between the non-leader non-participant group when compared to institution-identified leaders, self-identified leader participants, and self-identified leader non-participants.  A significant difference between self-identified leader participants and self-identified leader non-participants exists on the Organization and Planning scale.  Participation in student organizations is the primary avenue for students to learn and practice leadership skills (Roberts & Ullom, 1989; Tyree, 1996).  Students have opportunities to learn and practice the organization and planning skills evaluated in this scale through involvement experiences during high school or in college.  These skills, in turn, may prove beneficial as undergraduates move on to graduate school or a career.  Uninvolved (non-participant) students may not gain these skills during college unless provided opportunities in the classroom or through off-campus experiences.  
The sixth scale consists of five items used to evaluate self-confidence.  This scale asked participants to evaluate their self-confidence in areas such as social skills, general abilities, and interactions with others.  There is a significant difference between the non-leader non-participant group when compared to institution-identified leaders, self-identified leader participants, and self-identified leader non-participants.  There is not a significant difference between the three leader groups.  While the range of mean scores is relatively small, finding a difference between the self-identified leader groups and non-leader group on this scale was anticipated.  As already noted in the literature, leadership experiences in college have been associated with increased self-confidence (Cress et al., 2001).  Students gain confidence in their leadership abilities when they have meaningful experiences, which in turn, encourage students to become involved (Komives, Owen, Longerbeam, Mainella, & Osteem, 2005).
Finding a statistical difference on the self-confidence scale between one or more of the self-identified leader groups when there is a lack of statistical difference on several of the other leadership scales signifies an important practical finding.  According to McCormick et al. (2002), “self-confidence is a generalized sense of competence that has been considered a personal trait; thus it is not subject to change.”  In contrast, “self-efficacy is a personal belief, a self-judgment about one’s specific task-specific capabilities” (p. 3).  Participants in this study reported similar perceptions of their skills across different aspects of leadership but non-leader participants report lower self-confidence than their self-identified leader peers.  A related study by Shertzer and Schuh (2004) found that both student leaders and non-student leaders agreed that lack of capability and confidence were constraining beliefs held by those not involved in leadership activities.  Because self-efficacy is a belief that is subject to change based on experience, it can be the key to increasing participation in leadership development on campus.  
The differences between the study’s four groups on the eight scales support the notion that perception of skills is related to leadership self-efficacy.  In this study, participants who self-identified as non-leaders have a lower perception of their skills typically associated with leadership.  Self-perception influences individuals’ behaviors (Bandura, 1995).  While the four groups were statistically significantly different on some scales, the difference in mean score ranges between the study groups in perception of skills despite their leadership self-identity was minimal.  On all eight scales, all four study groups indicated a positive assessment of their leadership skills.  Prior to this study, practitioners might have assumed that non-participant students had lower skill levels than their participating peers.  In fact, perhaps most noteworthy is that the non-leader non-participant students rated themselves above average on all eight scales of the SSAS.  This marginal difference in perception of skill could provide an avenue to impact students’ leadership self-efficacy if they were made aware that the skills they reported to have were in fact leadership skills.  Having a low leadership self-efficacy impacts their belief in their potential and therefore their choice not to become engaged in the developmental opportunities that foster their self-efficacy (McComb, 2007).  In order for students to progress in their own leadership identity development, they have to become aware of their potential (Komives et al., 2006c).  While the non-leader non-participant students identified as non-leaders, their scores indicate they perceive they have some level of leadership skills.  Stated another way, when students cannot move beyond the exclusivity of leadership they will not be able to begin the process of developing their own leadership identity.  It is critical for Student Affairs administrators to determine ways to communicate this reality to the unengaged students on their campuses.  Doing so will help students transition to the first stages of the Leadership Identity Development model, which will ultimately lead to the personal development that is necessary for them to prepare for their roles in society after college.       
The issue of leadership identification based on self-perception of skills is the crux of the first research question.  While the statistical analysis of the leadership skills scales showed there was a difference in perception of skills between the four study groups, it was important to understand the rationale behind the participants’ leadership self-identification.  Providing predetermined possible reasons for participants’ choice of leadership identification could have restricted authenticity and limited insight into this issue.  Instead, after self-identifying themselves into one of the four groups used for data analysis, participants responded to the open-ended question: “In your own words, please describe why you selected this response.”  The responses were compiled and the data were examined for common themes.  
Reasons for self-selected group.  Four themes emerged from the responses: “I am a leader,” “not yet,” “there are barriers,” and “it’s not for me.”  Contrary to expectation, students’ leadership self-identity and their response to this question did not correlate.  Two of the themes, “I am a leader” and “it’s not for me” related specifically to leadership identification.  The other two themes that emerged, “not yet” and “there are barriers” focused on the choice to participate or not participate in leadership development and will be discussed with the results of the third research question.  
Responses in the first theme, “I am a leader” reflected leadership as an inherent characteristic related to identity.  For example, one participant stated, “being a leader is a large part of my personality.”  Other participants based their identity on experiences.  Leadership self-efficacy is influenced by individuals’ involvement choices, and whether or not they can successfully participate in the leadership process (Wilson, 2009).  Participants who had prior experiences had increased self-efficacy and saw themselves as leaders.  This view was illustrated by a participant who said, “In high school, I was president or vice president in almost every organization that I was in and I really enjoyed it!  I feel like my leadership skills are very effective and I really like to lead others.”  For students who perceive leadership to be an inherent part of their identity as they enter college, opportunities to use or further develop their skills are appealing.  When they see leadership development opportunities promoted on campus, they feel welcome to participate.  
	This study responds to a gap in the literature about non-leader students.  Approximately 15% of the participants in this study identified themselves as non-leaders.  Responses to the open-ended question provided insight about this important group of students on our campuses.  The researcher identified three types of responses within the “it’s not for me” theme.  Several participants noted a candid lack of interest in leadership development.  Others saw leadership as an ideal not worthy of attainment because of their egalitarian views.  This view point was succinctly expressed by the participant who responded “I believe I could be a leader if I wanted to be, but I do not believe in leading people.  All people are equal.”  The final sub-section in this theme was reflective of participants who believed leadership was unattainable for them.  One participant explained, “I lack organizational skills and confidence with people, I have trouble motivating others, and I seldom take any initiative to lead.”  Students’ with low leadership self-efficacy do not believe they have potential and therefore will choose not to become engaged in the developmental opportunities that foster their self-efficacy (Mattern & Shaw, 2010; Wilson, 2009).  The explanations participants provided for their self-identification as non-leaders clearly demonstrates the reality of exclusivity associated with leadership because they emphasize that leadership is for certain individuals.  In their own words, some of the students in the study stated that they did not have the skills to be a leader (i.e. organizational skills) but on that scale, while it was the lowest score area, non-leader students report having skills.  The converse was also true because leader students affirmed in their statements that they have both leadership experience and skills.  The differences in these realities for students shape the decisions to participate or not participate on campus.  
The Technology and Multicultural Competencies scales had the highest mean scores when compared to the other six scales.  Additionally, on these two scales there was not a significant difference between groups.   The technology scale asked participants about their skill using computer software and locating resources on the internet.  High ratings on this scale are not surprising because the study participants were born in the early 1990’s and have been exposed to computers throughout their lives including integration throughout their secondary education and they utilize technology as a means for social connection and support (Gemmill & Peterson, 2006).  
The researcher did not anticipate high mean scores on the Multicultural Competencies scale.  According to Hurtado, Engberg, Ponjuan, and Landreman (2002), students are likely to encounter social differences for the first time in college because they enter college from highly segregated high school environments.  Colleges and universities design programs during orientation, welcome week activities, and first-year seminars to introduce new students to issues of diversity and multiculturalism (Hu & Kuh, 2003).  While first-year students are more likely than upperclassmen to become acquainted with students from different racial and ethnic backgrounds, they likely have inaccurate perceptions of their multicultural competencies due to their limited experiences.  For example, college may be the first opportunity students coming from homogeneous communities meet or interact with someone who is different from them.  Living on a residence hall floor or working on a class project with someone from a different culture begins the process of multicultural understanding for first-year students.  Compared to their family and friends back at home, they perceive they have experienced significant gains in their multicultural competencies when in reality they may only know and interact with a few of people who are different (Hurtado et al, 2002).  Multicultural competency includes awareness, knowledge, and skills related to racial and cultural differences (Pope & Reynolds, 1997; Pope, Reynolds, & Mueller, 2004).  The first part, self-awareness is a complex ongoing process that requires continual self-reflection and is ever changing (Arminio, Torres, & Pope, 2012).  This ongoing development is a hallmark of a college education for all aspects of college students’ identity.  Gender and race will specifically be explored in the following subsections as there were notable findings across gender and race. 
Gender.  Examining the makeup of the study participants, particularly as it relates to leadership self-identity, is important.  Originally, the participants’ gender and race were captured by the researcher in order to evaluate whether or not the study participants were representative of the institution’s population.  The data analysis revealed gender and racial differences that are noteworthy and ultimately worth further investigation and discussion.  Specifically, females represented the majority of the study participants (74.6%), which is high compared to the student institution (52.5% female).  Female students have shown to participate in research studies at a higher rate than males (Sax, Gilmartin, & Bryant, 2003).  Males, however, generally have higher self-ratings compared to females (Adams & Keim, 2000).  Excluding the institution-identified group, males in the present study self-identified as leaders at a higher rate than the females.  The number of female students identifying as leader participants and leader non-participants was nearly equal.  For male students, a larger percentage self-identified as leader participants (52.9%) compared to leader non-participant (34.3%).  The percentage of female participants self-identified as non-leader non-participants was double that of the male students.  Prior research related to student leadership and gender expresses a bias toward male students most likely due to traditional leadership models (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Lynch, 2004).  Traditionally, masculine traits were once glorified in leadership.  Students who displayed these characteristics were rewarded by receiving leadership roles in organizations.  While leadership development philosophies on many campuses promote both feminine and masculine traits as positive for both genders and have shifted to a more collaborative approach, many student organizations still function with the traditional top-down structure naming or electing officers who are responsible for running the organization.  Based on practicality, some institutions require these positions to be named in order for an organization to be recognized on campus.  These structures underscore positional leadership which traditionally recognizes masculine traits even if the intention is to promote a more inclusive and collaborative approach to leadership development.     
Recent research demonstrates that leadership effectiveness is not related to gender (Cress, Astin, Zimmerman-Oster, & Burkhardt, 2001; Posner, 2004).  Yet, controlling for pre-college factors, the college environment and experiences influence male and female students differently (Sax, 2008).  Female and male students may experience gains in their leadership development through different types of involvement.  Howard-Hamilton and Ferguson (1998) suggest that men and women may use different leadership styles because they focus on different behavioral characteristics.  Notably, Sax and Harper (2007) found that many of the differences between genders were based on students’ pre-college characteristics.  Male students are more likely to consider themselves to be strong leaders because they view themselves as more competitive and politically engaged and have a greater confidence in their leadership abilities.  They summarized saying that “pre-college attitudes and experiences were influential in establishing a gender difference that was further reinforced in college” (p. 687).  
Stereotypes about women in leadership and the use of outdated leadership models in programing can create a barrier for female students to get involved in leadership development opportunities.  Sharing research with campus administrators and students that shows the actual effectiveness of female student leaders on campus is necessary to “combat constraining beliefs that contribute to women’s lack of self-confidence, understanding of institutional opportunities, or self-efficacy for leadership” (Dugan, 2006a, p. 223).  Self-efficacy related to leadership may influence female students to a larger degree than male students.  A study conducted by Dugan, Komives, and Segar (2008) found that women scored higher on all leadership measures except change suggesting a “detrimental gap between women’s capacity for leadership and self-efficacy for leadership” (p. 490).  Further investigation is necessary to fully understand what, if any, the connection is between leadership identity and gender as it relates to self-efficacy.  However, this study confirms that female students were less likely to identify as a leader than male students.  
Race.  Interesting differences among the self-reported leadership across race categories emerged in this study.  Student identity as it relates to race is a complex issue and is skimmed over or entirely lacking in the existing literature about leadership development in college students.  A few recent studies have explored race and student leadership development (Arminio et al., 2000; Dugan, Komives, & Segar, 2008; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  These studies have found that students do conceptualize and experience leadership development differently based on racial backgrounds.  For example, Dugan, Komives and Segar (2008), astutely noted “to assume that unique differences do not exist based on student demographic characteristics would be contrary to the deep values of diversity and multiculturalism central to higher education and student affairs practice” (p. 480).  Leadership development outcomes cannot be fully considered without recognizing students’ multifaceted backgrounds.  
The present study did not seek to explore similarities or differences in students’ self-perception of leadership skills based on race, but differences did exist in their self-selected leadership identity.  More African American/Black (90.5%) and Hispanic (90.9%) students rated themselves as leaders compared to American Indian/Alaskan Native (82.4%), Asian Pacific Islander (71.4%), and Caucasian/White (85.5%) students.  This finding is encouraging because it supports the usage of newer models of leadership development like the Social Change Model, which promotes collaboration, inclusion, and the betterment of all within society (Tyree, 1998).  Traditional leadership models were individualistic and hierarchical in their approach (Wielkiewicz, 2000) and these views of leadership are often incongruent with the cultural beliefs and values of students of color. According to Dugan, Komives, and Segar (2008), students’ understanding and approach to leadership is influenced by their culture and social identity.  Seeing oneself as a leader does not always translate into engagement in leadership development opportunities in a college environment.  However, engaging all students in leadership development requires accounting for the ways in which racial identity and other aspects of students’ self-concept interrelate.  
Identifying as a leader is an important step in students’ leadership development but it does not always translate into participation in the leadership development opportunities during college that will help prepare them for their roles in society after college.  Arminio et al (2000) posited that “by using the leader label and by extolling the individual benefits of serving in leadership roles, students of color may be turned away from taking advantage of opportunities” (p. 505).  Within the self-identified leader students in the present study, differences existed between racial groups who identified as participants versus non-participants.  This finding contradicts a study by Posner (2004) that found no difference between the frequency of students of color and white students reporting their engagement in leadership practices.  The Posner study was conducted using involved leader students.  Despite identifying as a leader, when considering racial identity, the non-participant students were different from the participant students in their perceptions of their skills.  Evaluating leadership skills by non-participant students is a new contribution to the leadership development literature.  
In the current study, African American/Black students self-identified as participant leaders at a higher rate (62.0%) when compared to Hispanic (54.5%), Caucasian/White (40.0%), American Indian/Alaskan Native (35.3%), and Asian/Pacific Islander (28.6%) students.  Institutional environment may be an important determining factor in whether or not differences exist in leadership identity between racial groups.  Prior research has resulted in mixed findings.  For example, Arboleda et al. (2003) found that majority students were more involved in some settings than minority students.  Another study found that while the type or approach to involvement may differ, there is little difference between the quantity of involvement between different racial groups (Watson & Kuh, 1996).  A much lower percentage of African American/Black and Hispanic students rated themselves as self-identified leader non-participants (23.8% African American/Black; 27.2% Hispanic) compared with leader participants.  
Although identifying as a leader may contradict the values of some cultures, for some cultures familial expectations may dictate participation as a leader (Arminio et al., 2000).  For example, Arminio et al. (2000) found that African American students felt that leadership in college was an expectation of their family. Research about leadership identity and participation among Hispanic students is non-existent.  Caucasian/White and Hispanic students are more evenly distributed between leader participants (40.0% Caucasian/White; 35.3% Hispanic) and leader non-participants (37.5% Caucasian/White; 35.3% Hispanic).  A greater percentage of Asian/Pacific Islander students self-identify as leader non-participants (42.9%) compared to leader participants (28.6%).  Beyond stating that there are differences, existing research does not offer explanations for these findings.  The researcher infers that, at least at the study institution, targeted efforts have been made to promote leadership development among students of color.  For example, in addition to programs and services provided on campus for all students, there is an office on campus specifically devoted to the support and development of students of color.  This office houses student organizations, facilitates programs and events focused on enhancing the college experience for students of color, and provides targeted leadership development programs that take students input and the institutions environmental factors into account.  These interventions increase the odds that students of color will be exposed to opportunities that will increase their leadership skills and ultimately their leadership identity.  Exploring barriers in the second research question of this present study may offer some additional insights.  
Differences in the non-leader non-participants group across race were also apparent.  For students of color, the institutional environment at predominately white institutions can create challenges to engagement because the environment is not perceived as welcoming or accepting (Nelson Laird, Bridges, Morelon-Quainoo, Williams, & Salinas Holmes, 2007).  Race is an important factor in leadership identity.  Komives et al. found that race was the most salient factor for students of color in their leadership identity development (2005).  Asian/Pacific Islander students rated themselves as non-leader non-participants at a higher rate (35.7%) compared to all of the other racial groups.  This finding is supported by a study conducted by Balón (2005) who found that Asian Pacific students were least likely to categorize themselves as leaders most likely due to incongruence between their conceptualization of leadership in the United State and their values.  On a related point, Dugan and Komives (2010) evaluated race as it relates to students’ capacity for socially responsible leadership.  They found that identification as an Asian Pacific American was a negative predictor of student capacity for socially responsible leadership until leadership efficacy was entered into the model “suggesting the importance of assisting students in an accurate and on-going appraisal of leadership efficacy” (p. 541).  
The percentage of non-leader non-participants was similar for American Indian/Alaskan Native (17.6%) and Caucasian/White (15.5%) students.  Research about leadership development of American Indian/Alaskan Native students is limited.  Lundberg (2007) emphasized the importance for institutions to value the diversity American Indian/Alaskan Native students bring to campus by, in part, providing them with role models and experiences that support and enhance their cultural heritage because they are rarely reflected in both the curricular and co-curricular arenas of the university (p. 413).  Nine percent of African American/Black and Hispanic students classified themselves as non-leader non-participants.  While these findings related to leadership self-identity and race are intriguing, further investigation is necessary to fully explore and understand the relationship between leadership identity and race as it relates to self-efficacy.  
Leadership identity development.  Understanding how leadership development occurs is crucial to creating effective leadership development opportunities on college campuses.  The Leadership Identity Development model (Komives et al, 2004; 2005) explored the processes a person goes through and the relevant environmental influences that support leadership identity.  According to Komives et al. (2006), the first step for students to develop a leadership identity is to become aware of their potential.  This potential is likely evident in the fact that the majority of students in the present study self-identified into one of the three leader groups (84.6%).  In order for leadership identity development to occur though, students must transition from seeing their own potential to stage two of LID, as described in the review of literature.  Stage two, exploration/engagement, is marked by involvement in a variety of activities.  Over half of the students in the present study self-identified as non-participants.  This is a significant finding when considering that involvement is required for progress through LID.  Students who cannot get past the exclusivity of leadership will not be able to begin the process of developing their own leadership identity.  Engaging the non-participants in leadership development opportunities is fundamental if institutions of higher education are going to stay true to their stated missions and the needs of society for leaders.  Specific recommendations for student affairs professionals are provided later in this chapter. 
Factors Related to Participation in Leadership
Determining if the participants planned to develop their leadership skills during college was the first step necessary to answer the second research question.  The majority of the participants across all groups (79.2%) indicated they plan to develop their leadership skills while in college.  Sixty-eight percent of self-identified leader non-participants indicated they planned to develop their leadership skills during college.  For some, time constraints or other barriers associated with the first-year may be a hindrance.  This group may expect to develop their leadership skills outside of campus in settings such as churches, synagogues, or community sponsored organizations.  Surprisingly, within the non-leader non-participant group 65% expressed a plan to develop their leadership skills during college.  
Given studies that show the majority of students do not participate on campus (Shertzer & Schuh, 2004; Tyree, 1996) and the researcher’s experience as a practitioner, these numbers seem high.  These numbers may be inflated due to a perceived bias in respondents’ perception of the desired answer.  In the case of this question, responding “yes” seems innocuous because students may feel that it is the safe answer or that they have intentions to participate when in reality they might not end up participating.  In a study conducted by the Institute for Higher Education Policy (IHEP, 2008), 85% of high school students reported wanting to attend a four-year or two-year institution and most believed attending college was necessary for future success, but very few of these students took the necessary steps to go to college primarily due to financial barriers.  While IHEP’s study was about a different topic, parallels can be made with students’ intentions related to leadership development because, like college, leadership development is a socially desirable endeavor that can be hindered by various barriers in students’ lives.  Nevertheless, these results are promising because students indicated they want to develop their skills, however they are not currently involved and the first-year of college seems to be the primary entry point for students in terms of involvement.  Exploration into when or how students plan to develop their leadership skills during college would be revealing.  
Almost 20% of the study participants indicated they were “not sure” if they would develop their leadership skills during college.  Self-efficacy is reported to be related to the number of leadership attempts an individual will make as well as to the choice of involvement in a leadership role (Dugan & Komives, 2010; Mattern & Shaw, 2010; McCormick, Tanguma, & Lopez-Forment, 2002).  The perceived exclusivity of leadership is a potential factor for these students.  It is the responsibility of higher education administrators to translate student intention to develop skills in to participation in the experiences that do in fact lead to skill development.  In order to determine if there are ways administrators can aid in their leadership development, this group of study participants were asked about barriers.  The responses are discussed below.  
Types of Leadership Development Opportunities
Participants who responded “yes” when asked if they plan to develop their leadership skills while in college were asked about the likelihood of their participation in five different types of leadership development opportunities.  The mean scores indicated that of the types of leadership development opportunities presented participants are most likely to choose to participate in student organizations.  Most institutions of higher education offer myriad student organizations.  Students are often drawn to organizations based on their premise or purpose.  Most student organizations tout social, academic or religious/spiritual purposes and the potential for leadership development is a valuable unintended outcome to participation (Felsheim, 2001; Newton, 1992; Striffolino & Saunders, 1989).
The other types of leadership development opportunities presented contained “leadership” in the title.  If the terms leader and leadership are perceived as exclusive, programs that use the terms in their titles or descriptions would not be welcoming for all students.  Institution-identified leaders and self-identified leader participants had the highest mean scores for every type of leadership development opportunity presented.  On most campuses, student leaders have been defined as students who currently hold an office in a student organization, class, or club.  Regardless of the type of leadership development opportunity selected, involvement has been shown to have positive outcomes for students (Astin, 1984; Bialek & Lloyd, 1998; Cooper et al., 1994; Cress et al., 2001; Havlik, 2006; Kuh, 2009; Miller, 2003; Striffolino & Saunders, 1989; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999).  In terms of students’ development, the campus environment and adult influences such as organization advisors and mentors play important roles in helping students become involved and in the value of their experiences.  These influences will be discussed below using Astin’s I-E-O model as a framework (Astin, 1993b).  
Barriers
Participants who responded “no” or “not sure” to the question about their plan to develop their leadership skills during college were asked about the impact of eight different barriers to their participation in leadership development, namely: 1) time spent in class; 2) time spent working; 3) time spent studying; 4) family obligations; 5) not aware of opportunities; 6) available opportunities do not interest me; 7) available opportunities do not fit my schedule; and 8) leadership development is not a priority for me.  The results of the present study indicated the greatest barriers for leadership development are “leadership development is not a priority for me,” “the available leadership development programs don’t fit my schedule,” and “the types of leadership development programs offered on my campus do not fit my interests.”  Self-identified leader non-participants had the highest mean scores for these three barriers when compared to the other three study groups.  Self-identified leader non-participants had a higher mean score for all barriers when compared to the non-leader non-participants.  To be sure, even when barriers exist self-identified leader participants have found ways to overcome the barriers so they can still participate.  Further, it is not surprising that leader non-participants have the highest mean scores because they have contemplated leadership development but are more susceptible to barriers than non-leader non-participants because the leader non-participants have already made the choice not to participate at this time.  Repeating this choice throughout their time in college may be easier than stepping out of comfort zone to engage in leadership development opportunities after the traditional first-year entry point.  Non-leader non-participants do not see leadership development as a possibility which is the primary barrier to their participation. 
Time was a prevalent barrier to participation cited by many participants.  One participant noted, “I can be a leader but between my studies in and out of class and my job I don’t have much time to participate on campus.”  As noted above, the amount of time and energy students spend working reduces the time they are able to dedicate to involvement (Astin, 1984).  Most research shows having a job has positive outcomes for students as long as they work fewer than 30 hours per week (Gellin, 2003).  Some students referred to other priorities as the reason they choose not to participate in leadership development.  Academic pursuits were named as the priority by many like the participant who said, “If necessary, I could take a leadership position and do well, but it wouldn’t be my first choice.  Schoolwork takes priority for me.”  For other students, leadership development was not out of the question but various factors led to “not yet” responses.  Comments such as, “I feel like I am still getting used to the whole college thing” and “I am working on settling into university life” were made by participants concerned with adjusting to their new life in college.  For these college students increased exposure to leadership development opportunities over the course of the college career may help them develop the skills they will need after college. 
According to existing research, uninvolved students have reported lack of confidence, lack of capabilities, and lack of opportunities.  In the current study, “I’m not aware of leadership development opportunities on my campus” was the barrier with the lowest mean score.  A few participants made comments about a lack of opportunities.  One participant gave a voice to this barrier commenting, “I have always loved to be in charge of organizations in high school, but when I came to college I got turned down for things that I tried to join.”  This comment illustrates the exclusivity of leadership because the opportunities they pursued were not available to everyone.  Another remarked, “I have the ability to lead and can, I just need an opportunity to get there.”  While practitioners believe they are providing countless opportunities, some students are not necessarily finding them.  Other students realize that more opportunities will come with time.  One noted, “I still have a lot more to learn compared to the rest of the people at college.  My leadership skills may not compare to others who are actual leaders.”  Interestingly, this student believes they have some leadership skills, but they are not an “actual leader” and perceive a higher level of skill is necessary for them to have the same opportunities as others at the institution.  This is contrary to the beliefs of administrators who subscribe to existing research which promotes leadership development as an obtainable outcome for all students regardless of their prior experiences or skill level.   
The number and type of organizations and other leadership development opportunities available on college campuses is vast, however, all students do not feel welcome.  Faculty and staff who develop and promote leadership development opportunities are notorious for touting inclusion for all students.  The disconnect between ‘the everyone is welcome’ mantra and minimal participation could be due in part to the tacit definition of involved students.  The characteristics commonly include: popularity, social self-confidence, leadership ability, affluence, well-educated parents, public speaking ability, and extrovert personalities (Astin, 1993a; Dugan & Komives, 2010; Shertzer & Schuh, 2004).  These characteristics provide an incomplete perspective of the reality of involvement and in fact, the relationship between these characteristics and actual leadership skills is limited.  Unfortunately for many of the participants of this study this perception of lack of skills was the greatest barrier to participation.  Speaking in front of others was the most commonly mentioned barrier to participation.  For others, a general lack of confidence limited their participation.  Interestingly, for many of these participants, others encouraged them to be leaders but they did not have the self-efficacy needed to engage.  This barrier was summarized by the participant who said, “Other people consider me to be a leader, but at this point I don’t believe that I am a leader.  I am not able to properly see how well I lead others because of my lack of confidence within myself.”  Institutions of higher education are faced with the challenge of developing students into leaders in an environment where the majority of students, perhaps due to their perceptions and beliefs about themselves, choose not to engage in the programs, activities, and courses linked to leadership development.  
Circumstances that Encourage Leadership Development
This study provided the unique opportunity to better understand non-participant students.  Uninvolved students are often excluded from research (Komives et al., 2005; Reed, 2002).  Participants who responded “no” or “not sure” to the survey question about their plan to develop their leadership skills during college were asked to rate the impact of various circumstances on their likelihood to develop their leadership skills at some point in life.  Regardless of the reason for their response to this question, if leadership development is a goal for all students, practitioners have to identify strategies to engage those who choose not to participate.  Identifying incentives that would encourage participation is a logical first step.  However, there is not existing research related to incentives and college student involvement or leadership development.  Practitioners often rely on students’ intrinsic motivation to encourage participation.  For students who do not believe they are or can be leaders, this innate desire to develop leadership skills does not exist.  
The results of this research question indicated that job related circumstances, namely job opportunities, performance evaluation, and promotion opportunities, would have the greatest impact on their likelihood to develop their leadership skills at some point in life.  For traditional first-year students job related factors, while important, are not imminent.  Many students work while they are in college, but for many traditional first-year students these jobs are temporary and separate from their future careers.  For study participants the job related circumstances which received the highest ratings were separate from financial incentives.  Interestingly, the financial incentives circumstance was rated the lowest by the non-participant groups.  This difference may be based on a belief that financial incentives would be something offered during college as an enticement for participation.  Since the item was not defined on the SSAS, interpreting financial incentives as an enticement for participation during college or as something related to a future career is correct.  
Personal development was the second lowest incentive rated by study participants.  This finding supports the notion that for uninvolved students, intrinsic motivation is not a sufficient influence.  For students with a low leadership self-efficacy or belief in the exclusivity of leadership, promoting personal development as an outcome is an ineffective strategy for encouraging participation.  For unengaged students, linking leadership development to future success will create a more likely incentive for participation than intrinsic motives.  Providing a tangible benefit of leadership development may be a necessary inducement to encourage participation.  
Implications for Practice
	The results of the present study provide suggestions for higher education administrators and leadership educators interested in developing leadership skills in all students.  While a statistically significant difference exists between the perceived skills typically associated with leadership of students who are non-identified leaders and those who are institution-identified and self-identified, the difference did not exist on all of the scales measured nor between all of the study groups.  Participants in all four study groups rated themselves positively on the perceptions of their skills.  For practitioners, the minimal differences in the mean scores on all scales indicate the perception of some leadership skills by all study participants.  This finding provides an encouraging starting point from which to recruit students for leadership development opportunities.  This finding begs the question: did removing the term leadership from the survey and all communication about the study contribute to a more realistic assessment of the perceived leadership skills of first-year students?  The gap in the literature about leadership skills in non-leader students has been attributed to their lack of engagement in research related to leadership.  While it is not clear if removing the term leadership caused the positive ratings, the equity between the four study groups on all of the leadership skills scales indicates that removing the term leadership in the present study welcomed participation by non-leader students and, therefore, we could explore this groups self-perceptions related to leadership without preconceived notions of the term.  Notably, the majority of the participants in all study groups expressed an interest in developing their leadership skills either during college or at some point in life.  
Self-efficacy about leadership proved a noteworthy influence on participants’ identification as a leader or non-leader and their choice to participate or not participate in leadership development opportunities.  For students who doubt their ability or skills related to leadership, removing the exclusivity of leadership may be necessary to encourage participation.  Providing only traditional leadership development opportunities that require membership or an application or those that tout leadership development as an outcome are shortsighted.  Administrators and leadership educators must expand the status quo in leadership development currently found in higher education by understanding the barriers that limit or prevent students’ participation in opportunities that help them develop their leadership skills.  
Expanding leadership development opportunities may require unconventional approaches.  For example, if the term “leadership” is a limiting factor for participation, leadership development departments may consider changing their official name in order to get students to come through the door.  Another strategy for leadership development departments may even involve forfeiting their front line position and moving to a behind the scenes location within other student services offices so they can connect with and serve students who enter for other purposes.  Regardless of the physical location or name of the department, reaching all students with typically small leadership development staffs will require creativity.  Rather than trying to serve the entire campus population alone, leadership development personnel could tap into their colleagues on campus in other student affairs departments and build a team of additional leadership development professionals.  In this way, departments are not siloed off, but instead, work together as a team on leadership issues.  For example, personnel from student activities, volunteer, multicultural, gender focused, and residence life departments can collaborate on leadership programs for students, be educated about leadership and leadership identity, and be taught best practices in developing leadership in the students the serve.  These professionals can help expand the leadership development offerings on campus even for students who chose not to engage in formalized leadership opportunities on campus.  Training upper-class student leaders to serve as mentors could also be effective.  If the term “leadership” is a limiting factor, both campus personnel and student mentors would need to be strategic in their approaches to working with unengaged students.  
While the impact of gender and racial identities on leadership development was not explored in the present study, differences between groups were found and understanding students’ unique and complex identities is essential if the goal is reaching all students on our college campuses.  Students’ identity is complex because it involves both the internal and environmental reality.  Leadership is a socially constructed concept that affects how we socially organize student leaders. Students live at the intersection of their various identities (Collins, 2010).  In the case of racial and/or gender identity, some students are socialized not to think of themselves as leaders.  Women, for example, sometimes discount their leadership abilities based on other roles they feel socially obligated to fulfill (Sax, 2008).  Providing a wide range of experiences both in- and out-of-the-classroom will provide leadership development for students who choose not to participate due to their self-efficacy and/or their lack of interest or time.  Infusing leadership development into the spaces on campus where students feel safe to explore their various identities may open doors to integrate their leadership identify with their racial and/or gender identities.  The findings of this study also demonstrate the need to provide a clear link between leadership development and future job success for students who are not intrinsically motivated to participate.
Developing effective marketing strategies for leadership development opportunities and recruiting student participants is a challenge faced by practitioners across the country.  Given students’ diverse input variables including their leadership self-efficacy and motivation, a one-size-fits-all approach will not work.  Determining the best type(s) of leadership development opportunities for different types of students is a critical step in getting students to engage but it was not in the scope of this study.  This study only considered traditional aged domestic college students.  Adult students, student veterans, international students, and many student populations all bring unique perspectives and contributions to campus but they are often left out because they do not fit our institutionally defined framework or programming.  While they may be serving as leaders in various parts of their lives, they are not counted as engaged students on campus.  In higher education, practitioners are forced often to justify their existence by reporting the number of students they serve because it is the rubric used for funding allocations.  Because these traditionally defined rubrics exist, unconventional student leaders are not only not counted, they are not necessarily included in programming efforts or recognition and student affairs practitioners would do well to include all students in leadership initiatives.  There are countless types of leadership development programs in existence.  Some institutions try to identify one leadership model and build programs around it in hopes they can provide enough variety to appeal to a broad audience.  Others, like the research institution, rely on different leadership models for different programs and courses in order to appeal to a broad audience.  Both methods could have validity if there are appropriate interventions to get all students to engage.  Leadership development practitioners cannot be the only individual on campus encouraging students who self-select into leadership development opportunities and identifying students and intervening with students who choose not to participate due to self-efficacy or the perceived exclusivity of the opportunities provided.  A campus-wide team approach is a more realistic way to reach all students.  According to Dugan, Komives, and Sager (2008), “leadership education is not solely the province of those working with leadership studies or cocurricular leadership programs” (p. 492).  Professionals from across campus must get involved.   
Students in the present study rated eight barriers to their participation in leadership development, namely: 1) time spent in class; 2) time spent working; 3) time spent studying; 4) family obligations; 5) not aware of opportunities; 6) available opportunities do not interest me; 7) available opportunities do not fit my schedule; and 8) leadership development is not a priority for me.  Unfortunately, while the barriers were assessed, further investigation is needed to determine how colleges and universities can reduce or eliminate them.  The barriers with the highest ratings were related to the type and availability of leadership development opportunities.  A lack of interest in the available opportunities and a general disinterest in leadership development were two barriers rated highest by students who identify as a leader but who do not want to participate on campus.  Colleges and universities should work to discover what, if any, motivational influences could be utilized to engage these students.  A disheartening finding was despite efforts for wide-spread marketing, students reported not knowing what opportunities were available.  Students are inundated with announcements, posters, side-walk chalk, and even Tweets inviting them to participate in various opportunities.  This information overload can cause a numbing effect where students disregard everything happening around them.  Finding a balance between offering a wide range of opportunities for leadership development (organization participation, courses, workshops, retreats, etc.) and opportunity overload is a challenge higher education professionals will have to address. 
	Time related barriers to participation in leadership development should be noted.  In the past, traditional college students spent the majority of their time in class or involved in campus activities.  Today, many college students have to juggle their role as a student (class time and studying) with work and family obligations.  In order to engage all students in leadership development, college and university personnel must find new and alternative methods for leadership development.  For example, students who perceive they have a lack of time for leadership development will not add additional programs or organization involvement to their already full schedule.  Leadership development occurs in a variety of situations that are not always formalized.  Helping students translate the experiences they are getting in the classroom or at their jobs is an effective way to start the leadership development dialog.  Weaving leadership development into existing curriculum will ensure a greater number of students are gaining the skills they will need after college.  
	The present study supports the Leadership Identity Development model because it holds that the first step for students is recognizing their potential.  This study identifies a gap in leadership identity development because the majority of students are not engaging in the opportunities necessary to progress in their development.  Leadership development is part of the stated mission of many institutions of higher education.  Organizational artifacts such as bronze plaques in every building, the website, posters, and wallet cards distributed to every faculty and staff member at the research institution emphasize the leadership development as part of its mission and environment that promotes transformative learning, but conversations about retention and graduation rates dominate the list of priorities for scarce institutional resources.  Most institutions are facing increasingly limited funding so expanding programmatic offerings is not realistic (Tandberg, 2010).  Shortfalls in funding are creating pressure for institutions to focus on activities that help prepare a workforce rather than on activities that support the traditional roles that are the hallmark of higher education such as preparing students for engaged citizenship (Kezar, 2006).  For institutions like the research institution, when resources are scarce, evaluating how resources for leadership development are being allocated is essential.  Selective programs like the leadership scholarship program in the present study (institution-identified leader participants) do not always prove more beneficial for students in terms of leadership skill development than less expensive far-reaching programs like the wide range of student organizations offered on most campuses.  If leadership development is going to remain a part of the mission of higher education, resources will have to be aligned and new approaches will have to be utilized to ensure all students have opportunities and are encouraged to engage in leadership development.  
Recommendations for Future Research
	The findings of this study have generated a number of potential opportunities for future research.  Additional research is needed to better understand leadership development in non-leader students.  Replicating the present study with first-year students at other institutions would increase the generalizability of the findings. Likewise, replicating the study with students at other stages in their collegiate career would provide insight into how students perceive their leadership skills at different stages and throughout college.  Different results may arise from different types of institutions, institutions located in different parts of the country, and institutions with a more diverse population.
Further exploration of the nature of leadership identity and perception of leadership skills is warranted.  The literature review indicated that for many students there is a gap between their perception of their skills and reality.  The responses some participants gave to their choice of leadership identification indicated a difference between their self-perception and the perception of others about their skills.  Using 360 degree evaluations could clarify this gap.  This type of evaluation is a comprehensive approach to evaluating individuals’ leadership performance.  It utilizes feedback from peers, supervisors, and subordinates and compares them to individual’s self-perceptions of their leadership skills and practices (Maxwell, 2005).  This type of evaluation would give students a clear picture of how their perceptions compare to reality based on the experiences of those with whom they interact.  The challenge will be obtaining a realistic assessment from students who are impacted by the exclusivity of leadership.  
Another issue that needs further research is how students define what set of skills or behaviors actually constitute leadership.  Leadership is a socially constructed concept and its connotation for students impacts their desire to participate or not participate in leadership related activities.  Exploration into alternative terminology for leadership constructs is warranted.  Referring to leaders as exemplars or people of impact or influence might help broaden students understanding of the construct and therefore my increase their desire to participate.  Additionally, social norming campaigns, which have been successfully used with health related issues in college, may provide an avenue to help students recognize more accurately their existing leadership skills and the reality of student leadership around them (Perkins & Craig, 2002).  Many students in this study expressed opinions linked with outdated theories of leadership.  For example, some students in this study indicated they were not able to participate in leadership development because they lacked a skill they equated with leadership (i.e. public speaking).  The traditional notion that leadership requires ultimate authority and accountability may be intimidating to students.  Helping them understand leadership in broader terms may curtail this perception.  Some self-identified leaders equated leadership with pre-classical notions of leadership that emphasize traits and behavioral characteristics and not necessarily inclusive forms of leadership such as Servant Leadership and the Social Change model as defined in Chapter Two.   These theories of leadership which are lauded by leadership development professionals in higher education teach, among other things, flat organizations where the leader is among their followers.  Reality, however, in higher education structures and in our society often consists of hierarchies with a leader at the top of an organization.  This incongruence and its implications should be explored further in future research and practice.
As noted previously, the role of pre-college characteristics are important components of students’ identity (input) and have a significant impact on how they respond to the college environment.  Additional research is needed to evaluate how various pre-college characteristic may or may not impact leadership self-efficacy.  Assessing what, if any, leadership development is occurring in secondary schools might help clarify why all study participants rated themselves an average greater than “4” (somewhat skilled) on all leadership skills scales.  Understanding what, if any, foundation for leadership development was established during students’ secondary education would give higher education practitioners a basis for collegiate programming which might include a common language to use and or experiences that can be expanded.  Understanding these experiences may also give insight into the potentially negative connotations students have about leaders and leadership that may serve as a limiting factor in future engagement.  Creating a connection between prior leadership development experiences and offerings in college may provide a vehicle to reach unengaged students.  
Interesting findings that emerged through this study were related to students’ gender and race.  While differences in leadership identity were noted, this study did not explore these factors in depth.  For the purpose of the study, the researcher used the study institutions’ definitions for demographic characteristics.  This was a limiting factor in the present study because female/male relates to sex and not to gender identity (woman/man).  Because students’ gender identity interacts with their leadership identity, future research should use the more accurate definition for gender as leadership identity is explored.  In order for higher education administrators and leadership development practitioners to develop more inclusive opportunities, further research that examines differences and similarities across gender and race is recommended.  This research should include exploring the intersections of students’ various identities and how these identities define how students think about themselves in terms of leadership.  
The idea that the first-year of college is the primary point in which students become involved was proposed by the researcher.  Understanding students’ entry point into collegiate involvement could help higher education professionals reach uninvolved students.  Providing additional entry points for upperclassmen to become involved on campus may help more students develop their leadership skills when they are developmentally ready.  Additional research is needed to explore this concept.  
The barriers that limit or prevent participation in leadership development opportunities could change throughout students’ college experience.  In the present study, participants were asked to rate various barriers but additional in-depth exploration was not completed.  Further investigating barriers to participation and circumstances that would encourage participation for students beyond their first-year would provide valuable information to practitioners.  Employing qualitative research methodology and methods could provide a deeper understanding of the experiences that may be related to participation or lack of participation in leadership development activities.  
Conclusion
Leadership is a concept in our society that for many people conjectures certain personal characteristics and abilities.  Institutions of higher education invest countless resources in developing leadership skills in students; however, the majority of students choose not to engage in the out-of-class experiences shown to develop the skills that contribute to success after college.  By choosing not to engage in leadership development students may not be prepared to be competitive for life after college.  Colleges and universities may miss out on the impact involved students make on campus in terms of the social atmosphere and the connection involved students typically have with their alma mater as future alumni.  Failure to engage all students also has implications for institutions because their missions are misaligned with the “product” they are producing.  
Institutions of higher education have an obligation to prepare graduates to contribute to society.  This social contract includes support for economic priorities as well as an obligation for the public good.  College graduates should be prepared for participation and success in both higher education and society.  Institutions are spending resources that students are not utilizing for their leadership development, businesses and other organizations are not getting the leaders they need for operation and growth, and society is not obtaining the type of qualified leaders that it requires to thrive.  Parents and students, through state and federal financial aid programs and loans, are being deceived  into believing the promise of higher education; that by attending students become ready for life after college as individuals who are not only content experts but also who are trained to be leaders.  In order to stay true to their missions and the needs of society for individuals ready to serve as leaders, institutions of higher education have to find ways to engage all students in leadership development, not just the select few who are chosen.  
The findings from this study showed a statistically significant difference between self-identified leaders and self-identified non-leaders on their perception of their skills typically associated with leadership.  From a practical standpoint, self-identified leaders and non-leader participants rated themselves positively on all leadership skills scales.  Previous research has shown a link between disengaged students and their beliefs in their abilities (Dugan & Komives, 2010; Mattern & Shaw, 2010).  These beliefs may be related to the connotation of the word leadership itself and the vocabulary associated with it.  Because the term leadership was removed from the survey and all communication about the study, the impact of the exclusivity of leadership on students’ perceptions of leadership skills could be evaluated.  Finding no difference in the perception of leadership skills in many, but not all, of the leadership skills scales between student leaders and the students who are non-leader non-participants supports the opinion that leadership in-and-of-itself is an elite notion that impacts self-efficacy but not the potential for engagement in leadership opportunities.  Higher education administrators and leadership educators need to expand the leadership development offerings on campus to account for the impact of this exclusivity.  
Students’ perception of themselves as leaders and their perception of leadership are significant factors when evaluating their decision to engage in leadership development opportunities or not.  The majority of participants in this study expressed an interest in developing their leadership skills either during college or at some point in life.  Leadership development is necessary and possible for the entire student population, not just those pre-disposed to leadership.  Leadership development programs may have to be disguised or altered to reach those excluded based on self-perceptions.  Integrating leadership development into the entire collegiate experience will help reach the students who otherwise choose not to engage.  Understanding these perceptions is a key to broadening involvement in leadership development opportunities and the impact of these leadership programs and courses.  Removing the exclusivity of leadership from leadership development in higher education may open the door for all students to become engaged; ultimately helping bridge the gap between the promises of higher education and the skill acquisition expected from the world beyond. 
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APPENDICES
Appendix A
Student Skill Assessment Survey
Student Questionnaire

Rate yourself on the following skills/attributes.  Choose from a scale of 1 to 6 for each item. 

Self-Management
Choose from a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 = “Little/No Skill”; 6 = “Highly Skilled”.

1. Ability to perform under pressure
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	2. Ability to learn from my mistakes
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	3. Personal stress management
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

4. Ability to balance personal, academic, and professional life
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	5. Personal time management
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

		6. Establishing priorities
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable
		
7. Identification of personal strengths and weaknesses
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	8. Understanding the consequences of my actions
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

Interpersonal Skills
	Choose from a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 = “Little/No Skill”; 6 = “Highly Skilled”
			
	9. Active listening (understanding feeling and content of conversation)		
1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable
	10. Giving constructive criticism to others
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	11. Receiving constructive criticism from others
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	12. Expressing disagreement tactfully
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	13. Understanding what is important to others
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	14. Influencing others
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	15. Motivating other people
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	16. Supervisory skills
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

17. Professional working relationships with the opposite gender
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

18. Professional working relationships with the same gender
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

19. Public speaking skills
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	20. Written communications
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	21. Ability to work as part of a group
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	22. Ability to identify strengths and weaknesses of others
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	23. Making formal presentations
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	24. Speaking extemporaneously (unrehearsed)
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

Problem-Solving / Decision Making
Choose from a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 = “Little/No Skill”; 6 = “Highly Skilled”

	25. Diplomatic conflict resolution
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable
	
	26. Negotiating for a desired outcome
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	27. Creative problem-solving
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable
	
28. Ethical decision making
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	29. Development of good judgment
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

Cognitive Development / Critical Analysis
Choose from a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 = “Little/No Skill”; 6 = “Highly Skilled”

	30. Calculated risk taking
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable	

	31. Critical examination of my mistakes
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	32. Practical application of knowledge / information
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	33. Developing compromises
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	34. Assessing the politics associated with issues
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	35. Critical thinking skills
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable



Organization and Planning
Choose from a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 = “Little/No Skill”; 6 = “Highly Skilled”

	36. Building consensus within a group
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable
	
37. Delegation of tasks to others
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	38. Promoting / marketing events
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable
	
39. Planning activities / events
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	40. Developing organization agendas 
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	41. Setting deadlines
1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

42. Ability to run effective meetings
1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable
 
43. Managing organization finances
1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

44. Managing multiple tasks
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable
	
45. Ability to form a team to accomplish a goal
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

46. Leading a group of people
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	47. Organizing tasks
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	48. Long term goal setting
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	49. Meeting deadlines
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable
	50. Understanding of organizational politics
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

Self-Confidence
Choose from a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 = “Little/No Skill”; 6 = “Highly Skilled”

	51. Self-confidence in my social skills
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	52. Self-confidence in my abilities
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable
	
53. Self-confidence in my interactions with others
		1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

	54. Clarification of my personal values
			1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

55. Establishment of my personal code of ethics
1 2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

Multicultural Competencies
Choose from a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 = “Little/No Skill”; 6 = “Highly Skilled”
 	
56. Sensitivity toward people who are different from me
1 2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

57. Respect for the rights of others
1 2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

58. Appreciation for different perspectives
1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

Technology
Choose from a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 = “Little/No Skill”; 6 = “Highly Skilled”

59. Use of computer software (word processing, spreadsheets, etc.)
1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

60. Locating resources on the Internet
1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable
What is the average number of hours per week spent on ALL university-affiliated extra-curricular activities this year? (blank to enter number)

What is the number of hours per week engaged in class work outside of class? (blank to enter number)

What was your high school GPA? (blank to enter number)
Class Standing (please check)
· First-year Student
· Sophomore (> 30 credit hours earned)
· Junior (> 60 credit hours earned)
· Senior (> 90 credit hours earned)
· Graduate student
· Other: ___________________

Enrollment Status (please check)	  Part-time	  Full-time

Area of Study (please check)
· Undecided / Undeclared 
· Major _______________________________

Gender (please check)	  Male	  Female	 

Age (blank to enter number)

Race (please check)
· African American / Black
· American Indian / Alaskan Native
· Asian / Pacific Islander
· Caucasian / White
· Hispanic
· Two or More Races
· Other: 
· Not Declared

Which of the following best describes you? (please check one)  
· I receive a leadership scholarship from the university
· I did not receive a leadership scholarship but I consider myself a leader
· I have leadership skills but I do not want to participate in leadership on campus at this time
· At this time, I do not consider myself a leader 



In your own words, please describe why you selected this response.  

*Do you plan to develop your leadership skills while in college? (please check)
  Yes		  No		  Not Sure

(If “yes” to *previous question) There are many ways to develop your leadership skills while in college.  Please indicate the likelihood of your participation in each leadership development activity listed below. 

Using a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 = “Very Unlikely”; 6 = “Very Likely” 

· Participate in student organization
	1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

· Attend leadership training program (workshop)
	1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

· Attend leadership retreat
	1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

· Take a course in leadership
	1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

· Seek a leadership role at my college
	1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

· Other
Please explain: 

(If “no” or “unsure” to *previous question) Please indicate to what extent the following items prevent you from developing your leadership skills? 

Using a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 = “Little/No Impact”; 6 = “Greatest Impact” 

· Amount of time spent in class
	1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

· Amount of time spent studying
	1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

· Amount of time spent working
	1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable


· Family obligations
	1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

· I am not aware of leadership development opportunities on my campus
	1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

· The types of leadership development programs offered on my campus do not fit my interests
	1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

· The available leadership development programs do not fit my schedule
	1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

· Leadership development is not a priority for me
	1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

· Other
Please explain:

(If “no” or “unsure” to *previous question) Using a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 = “Strongly Disagree”; 6 = “Strongly Agree”, do you think it is important to develop your leadership skills at some point in your life?  

	1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

(If “no” or “unsure” to *previous question) Using a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 = “Strongly Disagree”; 6 = “Strongly Agree”, do you see yourself developing leadership skills at any point in your life?
	
	1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

(If “no” or “unsure” to *previous question) Please indicate the impact of the following circumstances on your likelihood to develop your leadership skills at some point in your life.  

Using a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 = “Little/No Impact”; 6 = “Greatest Impact” 

· Financial incentives 
	1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

· Link to job opportunity
1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable



· Link to job performance evaluation
	1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

· Link to job promotion opportunity
1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

· Personal development
1	2	3	4	5	6	not applicable

· Other
Please explain: 

YOU HAVE REACHED THE END OF THE SURVEY.  THANK YOU.

Survey adapted from the Student Leadership Outcomes Inventory (SLOI) © 2004 M. Vann, Virginia Tech


Appendix B

Student Leadership Outcomes Inventory
You have been identified as a Virginia Tech student leader. Please take about 15 minutes to complete this survey about your leadership experiences. The information you provide will be used to improve leadership development opportunities for Virginia Tech students, as well as, add to the knowledge base concerning student leadership. Your individual responses will be kept confidential. In appreciation for helping out, you can choose to be entered into a random drawing for a $75 gift certificate to the University Bookstores by completing the survey before April 15, 2004. Thanks for participating in this ongoing study of student leadership at Virginia Tech.  
Section I 
 Indicate your most significant student leadership experience at Virginia Tech.
· Budget Board Chair
· Budget Board Member
· Budget Board Vice Chair
· Committee Chair in a student organization or university committee/task force
· Committee Member in a student organization or university committee/task force
· Honor System Justice
· Intramural Sports Team Leader
· Judicial Officer
· Officer in Corps of Cadets
· Orientation Leader
· Peer Educator
· Resident Advisor
· Student-Athlete Advisory Committee member
· Student Employee Supervisor/Manager
· Student Organization Officer
· Varsity Sports Team Leader
· Other (please describe): 

Indicate in A. and B., the category and type that best describe the organization you referred to in the question above. 

Organization Type Explanations:
· RSO = Registered Student Organization (e.g. Geology Club, Delta Sigma Theta) 
· UCSO = University Chartered Student Organization (e.g. SGA, VTU, LGBTA) 
· USLP = University Student Life Program (e.g. Virginia Tech Water Polo, 
· Virginia Tech Corps of Cadets Skipper Crew)  
 
A.
· RSO   USCO   USLP   Don't know   

B.
· Academic
· Cadet/ROTC
· Cultural
· Social Fraternity/Sorority
· Professional Honor Fraternity/Sorority
· Governance
· Hobby (e.g., Amateur Radio, Science Fiction & Fantasy Club, Solely Swing, Knitting Club)
· International
· Media
· Performing Arts (e.g., singing group/drama)
· Political (e.g., Amnesty International, Young Democrats, Young Republicans)
· Religious
· Service
· Intramural sports
· Recreational sports (e.g., canoeing, sky diving, table tennis)
· Varsity sports
· University Honors
· Other: 

Estimate the average number of hours you spend per week in your single most important student leadership experience.
0-1   2-4   >4   
 
Number of months to date in your single most important student leadership experience.
0-3   4-6   7-12   13-24   >24   
 
What student leadership experiences have you had at Virginia Tech. Check all that apply
· Student Organization Officer
· Committee Chair in a student organization or university committee/task force
· Committee Member in a student organization or university committee/task force
· Judicial Officer
· Honor System Justice
· Budget Board Member
· Officer in Corps of Cadets
· Orientation Leader
· Peer Educator
· Student Employee Supervisor/Manager
· Resident Advisor
· Intramural Sports Team Leader
· Varsity Sports Team Leader
· Other (please describe): 
 
Think about the skills and attributes you improved upon as a result of your single most important student leadership experience. Indicate your level of agreement with each item based on those experiences. 

Choose from a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 = "Strongly Disagree"; 2 = "Somewhat Disagree"; 3 = "Disagree"; 4 = "Somewhat Agree"; 5 = "Agree"; and 6 = "Strongly Agree". 
 
Self-Management 

· ability to perform under pressure
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· ability to learn from my mistakes
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· personal stress management
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· ability to balance personal, academic and professional life
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· personal time management
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· establishing priorities
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· identification of personal strengths and weaknesses
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· understanding the consequences of my actions
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

Interpersonal Skills
1 = "Strongly Disagree" and 6 = "Strongly Agree"

· active listening (understanding feeling and content of conversation)
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· giving constructive criticism to others
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· receiving constructive criticism from others
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   
 
· expressing disagreement tactfully
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· understanding what is important to others
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· influencing others
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· motivating other people
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· supervisory skills
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· professional working relationships with the opposite gender
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· public speaking skills
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· written communications
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· ability to work as part of a group
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· ability to identify strengths and weaknesses of others
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· making formal presentations
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· speaking extemporaneously (unrehearsed)
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

Problem-Solving/Decision Making
1 = "Strongly Disagree" and 6 = "Strongly Agree"
 
· diplomatic conflict resolution
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· negotiating for a desired outcome
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   
 
· creative problem-solving
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   
· ethical decision making
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· development of good judgment
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

Cognitive Development/Critical Analysis
1 = "Strongly Disagree" and 6 = "Strongly Agree"
 
· calculated risk taking
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· critical examination of my mistakes
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· practical application of knowledge/information
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· developing compromises
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· assessing the politics associated with issues
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· critical thinking skills
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a    



Career Development
1 = "Strongly Disagree" and 6 = "Strongly Agree"

· contributed to my ability to perform well in my career
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· contributed to the development of transferable career skills
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· contributed to skill development that will help me advance in my career
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· positively impact my overall learning experience
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· prepared me for post-graduate leadership opportunities
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a
   
Organization and Planning
1 = "Strongly Disagree" and 6 = "Strongly Agree"
 
· building consensus within a group
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· delegation of tasks to others
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· promoting/marketing events
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· planning activities/events
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· developing organization agendas
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· setting deadlines
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   
 
· ability to run effective meetings
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· managing organization finances
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· managing multiple tasks
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· ability to form a team to accomplish a goal
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· leading a group of people
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· organizing tasks
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· long term goal setting
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a    

· meeting deadlines
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· understanding of organizational politics
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

Self-Confidence
1 = "Strongly Disagree" and 6 = "Strongly Agree"

· self-confidence in my social skills
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· self-confidence in my abilities
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· assertiveness in my interactions with others
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· clarification of my personal values
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· establishment of my personal code of ethics
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a  

Multicultural Competencies
1 = "Strongly Disagree" and 6 = "Strongly Agree"
 
· sensitivity toward people who are different from me
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· respect for the rights of others
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· appreciation for different perspectives
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

Technology
1 = "Strongly Disagree" and 6 = "Strongly Agree"

· use of computer software (word processing, spreadsheets, etc.)
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

· locating resources on the Internet
1   2   3   4   5   6   n/a   

Average number of hours per week spent on ALL university-affiliated extra-curricular activities this year (student organizations, band, community service, church group): 
1-5   6-10   11-15   16-20   21-25   >25   
 
Number of hours per week engaged in class work outside of class:
1-5   6-10   11-15   16-20   21-25   >25    

What is your current QCA?
Section II: Advisement
The next set of questions pertain to the nature of advisement you have received from an extra-curricular Advisor. Please answer the following questions in reference to your most significant leadership experience. 
 
Indicate the category of the Advisor that is associated with the organization in which you consider to have received your most important leadership opportunities?
· Academic Faculty/Staff
· Athletic Department Coach
· Student Affairs Faculty/Staff
· No Advisor
· Other (please describe: 

If you had an advisor, please continue with the next question. If you answered "No Advisor" above, please scroll down to Section III: Leadership Development. 
For each of the types of interaction below, approximate the number of hours per week you consult with your advisor.   
Phone conversations
· < 30 minutes
· 30 minutes to 1 hr.
· 1-2 hrs.
· 2-3 hrs.
· 3-4 hrs.
· 4 hrs.
· n/a

Instant messaging (IM)
· < 30 minutes
· 30 minutes to 1 hr.
· 1-2 hrs.
· 2-3 hrs.
· 3-4 hrs.
· 4 hrs.
· n/a

Email
· < 30 minutes
· 30 minutes to 1 hr.
· 1-2 hrs.
· 2-3 hrs.
· 3-4 hrs.
· 4 hrs.
· n/a

Impromptu one-on-one interactions
· < 30 minutes
· 30 minutes to 1 hr.
· 1-2 hrs.
· 2-3 hrs.
· 3-4 hrs.
· 4 hrs.
· n/a 

Scheduled one-on-one meetings
· < 30 minutes
· 30 minutes to 1 hr.
· 1-2 hrs.
· 2-3 hrs.
· 3-4 hrs.
· 4 hrs.
· n/a 

Contact at your organization's events
· < 30 minutes
· 30 minutes to 1 hr.
· 1-2 hrs.
· 2-3 hrs.
· 3-4 hrs.
· 4 hrs.
· n/a
  
Other:
Describe: 
· < 30 minutes
· 30 minutes to 1 hr.
· 1-2 hrs.
· 2-3 hrs.
· 3-4 hrs.
· 4 hrs.
· n/a

My Advisor is readily available to assist me.
never   seldom   occasionally   frequently   not applicable   
 
My Advisor attends our organization meetings.
· never attends
· 1-25% of the time
· 26-50% of the time
· 51-75% of the time
· 76-100% of the time
 
My Advisor attends our organization events.
· never attends
· 1-25% of the time
· 26-50% of the time
· 51-75% of the time
· 76-100% of the time
 
Name the three (3) most important ways an advisor can assist a student organization leader based on your experiences. 


Section III: Leadership Development
The next set of questions pertain to the leadership training experiences in which you participated at Virginia Tech. Please answer the following questions in reference to your leadership development.  
 
Indicate the types of training in which you participated. Check all that apply. 
· Sessions held during organization meetings
· One-day Retreat
· Multiple-day Retreat
· Workshops
· On-the-job training
· Conference/Symposium
· Role-play activity
· One-on-one interactions with another individual (e.g. Advisor, Mentor, Mentee)
· Have not participated in any leadership development activities
· Other (please describe): 

If you did not participate in any leadership training activities, skip the next question and continue with Section IV. 
 
Please describe the most helpful leadership training experiences at Virginia Tech (e.g., type of learning workshop on campus, retreat with organization, Multicultural Leadership Institute, SAIL conference) and what you learned during the activity. 
Section IV 
 Years of leadership experiences prior to college attendance:
less than 1   1-3   more than 3   no leadership experience   
 
Gender:
Male   Female   
 
Age:
under 18   18-19   20-21   22-24   25-30   >30   
 
Class Standing:
freshman   sophomore   junior   senior   5th year senior   graduate student   other: 



Ethnicity:
African American/Black   Asian   Bi-racial   Caucasian/White   Hispanic   Native American   other: 

Use this space to make any additional comments about your general leadership experience.
 
Student Leaders who return a completed survey by April 15, 2004 are eligible to be entered in a drawing for a $75 gift certificate to the University Bookstores. If you wish to enter the drawing, type your PID in the space indicated below.
The PID will only be used to select and notify the winner. Your individual responses will be kept confidential.   PID:

© 2004, M. Vann, VT, All rights reserved


Appendix C
Consent for Use and Modification of Instrument
From: Vann, Melinda [mvann@mhec.state.md.us]
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2009 11:45 AM
To: Emily Griffin Overocker
Subject: RE: SLOI ?

Emily –
You are most welcome to use it and adapt it as needed for your study. As you can see from my job title I don’t do that kind of work anymore but I can tell you that I still get requests about this instrument all the time. The latest was from a fellow in Portugal! I will check out my old files and send you anything that might be of interest. I have two requests. Please acknowledge my authorship/copyright in your citations. Please send me an executive summary of your results/study! I’m interested.
Best wishes,
Melinda

Melinda Vann
Associate Director, Office of Grants
Maryland Higher Education Commission

From: Emily Griffin Overocker [mailto:EOverocker@uco.edu]
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2009 11:01 AM
To: Vann, Melinda
Subject: SLOI ?

Dr. Vann -
Hello! I am a doctoral student at the University of Oklahoma. I heard you present at a NASPA convention (I believe in Tampa, FL) and took notes like mad because I loved what you were doing with the SLOI at Virginia Tech! _ I am interested in adapting the Student Leadership Outcomes Inventory for my dissertation. My researcher is focused on assessing students’ perceptions of their leadership skills with the exclusivity of “leadership” removed. In short, I’m interested in learning what the unengaged “average Joe/Jane” thinks about leadership. As the author of the SLOI, I would like to have your permission to use/adapt the instrument for my research project. Do you allow others to use the instrument? If so, is there any formal process you require for its use?
Thank you in advance for your assistance! I look forward to hearing from you soon!
-Emily

Emily J. Griffin Overocker
Director, Student Leadership Development
Leadership Central, University of Central Oklahoma
Appendix D
Informed Consent

I appreciate you taking time out of your busy schedule to consider participating in this research study being conducted at the University of Central Oklahoma.  I am a graduate student at the University of Oklahoma who is interested in the skills of first-year college students.  This study is not related to my professional role at UCO.  You were selected as a possible participant because you are a first-year student a UCO.  

PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH
This research project, AN EVALUATION OF FIRST-YEAR STUDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR SKILLS, is designed to examine the first-year students' perceptions of their skills and explore participation factors related to their perceptions.  

About 2000 students will take part in this study.

PROCEDURE
Participation in this study is completely voluntary. If you choose to participate, you need to complete the Student Skill Assessment Survey. Please note there are no identifiers as part of the questionnaire or submission process. Your responses are completely confidential.

Participation in this study will require approximately 10 minutes of your time and is completely voluntary.

There are no known risks or discomforts associated with this research. 

There is no direct benefit to participation.

CONFIDENTIALITY
All information obtained during this study will be completely confidential.  There will be no information included in the survey or submission process that will make it possible to identify you.  Your responses will be sent to a secure web server and will be reported in statistical format. The data collected will be stored on a secure server and will only be seen by the researcher. The data will be destroyed after the study is complete. The information obtained in this study may be published in professional journals or presented at professional meetings but the data will be reported without individual responses.

There are organizations that may inspect and/or copy your research records for quality assurance and data analysis.  These organizations include the UCO Institutional Review Board and the OU Institutional Review Board.

CONSENT, RIGHT TO RECEIVE A COPY
Participation in this study is voluntary.  You are free to decide not to participate in this study without adversely affecting you relationship with the researcher or the University of Central Oklahoma. Your decision will not result in any loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. If you decide to participate, you may decline to answer any question and may choose to withdraw at any time.  The results of this study will be available upon request.

OPPORTUNITY TO ASK QUESITONS
You may ask questions concerning this research and have those questions answered before agreeing to participate or during the experience. If you have concerns or complaints about the research, the researcher conducting this study can be contacted at (405) 509-6339 or eoverocker@uco.edu.  You may also contact my faculty advisor, Dr. Kathy Rager, at (405) 325-0548 or kbrager@ou.edu.  

If you have questions concerning your rights as a research participant, concerns, or complaints about the research and wish to talk with someone other than individuals on the research team or if you cannot reach the research team, you may contact the University of Central Oklahoma Institutional Review Board, telephone (405) 974-5497 or irb@uco.edu, or the University of Oklahoma Institutional Review Board, telephone (405) 325-8110 or irb@ou.edu.  

If you would like a copy of this consent form you can print the screen or please contact the researcher at (405) 509-6339 or eoverocker@uco.edu.  

Thank you in advance for your valuable time and assistance in this research study. Please complete the following survey by February 2, 2012.

Emily Griffin Overocker
Principal Investigator
(405) 509-6339, eoverocker@uco.edu
UCO IRB Approval#11165
OU IRB Approval #13676


Appendix E
Email Invitation for Participation

Dear Central Student!

My name is Emily Griffin Overocker and I am a doctoral student at the University of Oklahoma.  I am writing to ask for your participation in a valuable research study being conducted on UCO’s campus.  This study is not related to my professional role at UCO.

The study asks for you to rate yourself on a variety of skills.  Your identity will be concealed throughout the survey, which you can go online to complete in 10 minutes or less.

For your participation in the survey, you have the option to be entered in a drawing to win one of four $50 gift cards (iTunes, gasoline, amazon.com, Target).

Please click on or follow the link below, which will take you to a form further describing the survey. You will have 1 month to complete the survey. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at eoverocker@uco.edu or (405) 509-6339. Thank you in advance for your timely participation in this study!

Please click on the link: https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/StudentSkillsAssessment

Sincerely,
Emily Griffin Overocker
UCO IRB Approval#11165
OU IRB Approval #13676

The UCO IRB has approved the content and distribution of this email.
The OU IRB has approved the content of this message but not the method of distribution. The OU IRB has no authority to approve distribution by mass email.
The University of Oklahoma is an equal opportunity institution.




Appendix F
Participant Demographic Information

Age of Participants by Study Group
	Age
	Institution-Identified Student Leaders
	Self-Identified Leader Participants
	Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants
	Non-Leader Non-Participants
	Total

	18
	9
	59
	56
	20
	144

	19
	9
	46
	39
	19
	113

	20
	1
	11
	6
	4
	22

	Total
	19
	116
	101
	43
	279




Gender of Participants by Study Group
	Gender
	Institution-Identified Student Leaders
	Self-Identified Leader Participants
	Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants
	Non-Leader 
Non-Participants
	Total

	Female
	16
	79
	77
	37
	209

	Male
	3
	37
	24
	6
	70

	Total
	19
	116
	101
	43
	279




Race of Participants by Study Group
	Race
	Institution-Identified Student Leaders
	Self-Identified Leader Participants
	Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants
	Non-Leader 
Non-Participants
	Total

	African American/ Black
	1
	13
	5
	2
	21

	American Indian/
Alaskan Native
	2
	6
	6
	3
	17

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	0
	4
	6
	5
	15

	Caucasian/White
	15
	80
	75
	30
	200

	Hispanic
	1
	6
	3
	1
	11

	Two or More Races
	0
	4
	6
	1
	11

	Not Declared
	0
	2
	0
	0
	2

	Other
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2

	Total
	19
	115
	101
	43
	279




Input 
(from present study)


Environment
(from present study)


Available Leadership Opportunities (on campus)


Output
(from literature)


Interpersonal Skills


Gender


Race


Leadership Self-Efficacy


Perception of Leadership Identity


Barriers


Problem Solving


Communication


Academic Success


Self-confidence


LID


Civic Awareness


Interventions/Encouraging Participation


Intrinsic Motivation
















Institution-Identified Leaders (n=19)	Self-Management	Interpersonal Skills	Problem Solving/Decision Making	Cognitive Development/Critical Analysis	Organization and Planning	Self-Confidence	Multicultural Competencies	Technology	4.67	4.83	4.95	4.57	4.9000000000000004	5.12	5.24	5.18	Self-Identified Leader Participants (n=116)	Self-Management	Interpersonal Skills	Problem Solving/Decision Making	Cognitive Development/Critical Analysis	Organization and Planning	Self-Confidence	Multicultural Competencies	Technology	4.8	4.8099999999999996	5	4.75	4.8600000000000003	5.09	5.39	5.12	Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants (n=101)	Self-Management	Interpersonal Skills	Problem Solving/Decision Making	Cognitive Development/Critical Analysis	Organization and Planning	Self-Confidence	Multicultural Competencies	Technology	4.7	4.6500000000000004	4.7699999999999996	4.59	4.53	4.9400000000000004	5.22	5.0599999999999996	Non-Leader Non-Participants (n=43)	Self-Management	Interpersonal Skills	Problem Solving/Decision Making	Cognitive Development/Critical Analysis	Organization and Planning	Self-Confidence	Multicultural Competencies	Technology	4.47	4.2699999999999996	4.66	4.43	4.1500000000000004	4.37	5.31	4.8499999999999996	SSAS Scales

Mean Score



Institution-Identified Leaders (n=19)	Self-Management	Interpersonal Skills	Problem-Solving/Decision Making	Cognitive Development/Critical Analysis	Organization and Planning	Self-Confidence	Multicultural Competencies	Technology	4.67	4.83	4.96	4.57	4.9000000000000004	5.12	5.24	5.18	SSAS Scales

Mean Scores
Self-Identified Leader Participants (n=116)	Self-Management	Interpersonal Skills	Problem-Solving/Decision Making	Cognitive Development/Critical Analysis	Organization and Planning	Self-Confidence	Multicultural Competencies	Technology	4.8	4.8099999999999996	5	4.78	4.8600000000000003	5.09	5.39	5.12	SSAS Scales

Mean Scores
Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants (n=101)	Self-Management	Interpersonal Skills	Problem-Solving/Decision Making	Cognitive Development/Critical Analysis	Organization and Planning	Self-Confidence	Multicultural Competencies	Technology	4.7	4.6500000000000004	4.7699999999999996	4.59	4.53	4.9400000000000004	5.22	5.0599999999999996	SSAS Scales

Mean Scores
Non-Leader Non-Participants (n=43)	Self-Management	Interpersonal Skills	Problem-Solving/Decision Making	Cognitive Development/Critical Analysis	Organization and Planning	Self-Confidence	Multicultural Competencies	Technology	4.47	4.2699999999999996	4.66	4.43	4.1500000000000004	4.37	5.31	4.8499999999999996	SSAS Scales

Mean Scores
Yes	Institution-Identified Leaders	Self-Identified Leader Participants	Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants	Non-Leader Non-Participants	18	106	69	28	No	Institution-Identified Leaders	Self-Identified Leader Participants	Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants	Non-Leader Non-Participants	0	2	1	1	Not Sure	Institution-Identified Leaders	Self-Identified Leader Participants	Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants	Non-Leader Non-Participants	1	8	31	14	
Institution-Identified Leaders (n=18)	Participate in Student Organization	Attend Leadership Training	Attend Leadership Retreat	Take a Course in Leadership	Seek a Leadership Role	5.6660000000000004	5.1109999999999998	4.7220000000000004	5.0549999999999997	5.3879999999999999	Self-Identified Leader Participants (n=106)	Participate in Student Organization	Attend Leadership Training	Attend Leadership Retreat	Take a Course in Leadership	Seek a Leadership Role	5.1689999999999996	4.4429999999999996	4.1980000000000004	4.5940000000000003	5.0090000000000003	Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants (n=69)	Participate in Student Organization	Attend Leadership Training	Attend Leadership Retreat	Take a Course in Leadership	Seek a Leadership Role	4.3620000000000001	3.6080000000000001	3.101	3.637	3.3620000000000001	Non-Leader Non-Participants (n=28)	Participate in Student Organization	Attend Leadership Training	Attend Leadership Retreat	Take a Course in Leadership	Seek a Leadership Role	3.8919999999999999	3.214	3.1779999999999999	3.37	4.33	Type of Leadership Opportunity

Mean Scores

Institution- and Self-Identified Leader Participants (n=11)	Time in Class	Time Spent Working	Time Spent Studying	Family Obligations	Not Aware of Opportunities	Available Opportunities Do Not Interest Me	Available Opportunities Do Not Fit My Schedule	Leadership Development is Not a Priority	3.6360000000000001	2.8180000000000001	3.45	4.09	3.4540000000000002	3.363	4.09	4.18	Self-Identified Leader Non-Participants (n=33)	Time in Class	Time Spent Working	Time Spent Studying	Family Obligations	Not Aware of Opportunities	Available Opportunities Do Not Interest Me	Available Opportunities Do Not Fit My Schedule	Leadership Development is Not a Priority	4.09	4.09	4.0620000000000003	3.8780000000000001	3.8780000000000001	4.7270000000000003	4.2720000000000002	4.5449999999999999	Non-Leader Non-Participants (n=15)	Time in Class	Time Spent Working	Time Spent Studying	Family Obligations	Not Aware of Opportunities	Available Opportunities Do Not Interest Me	Available Opportunities Do Not Fit My Schedule	Leadership Development is Not a Priority	3.2	3	3.266	3.3330000000000002	2.266	3.266	3.4660000000000002	4.4660000000000002	Barriers

Mean Scores

