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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Although various definitions of learning disab#isi exist in current scholarship
and literature, one of the most commonly citedrdeéins was developed at the 1990
National Joint Committee on Learning Disability GLD) (Heiman & Kariv, 2004;
Mercer, Jordan, Allsopp, & Mercer, 1996; Reiff, Ger, & Ginsberg, 1993; Swanson,
2001; Troiano, 2003). NJCLD (1991) defines learrdigpbilities as “a generic term that
refers to a heterogeneous group of disorders nsadey significant difficulties in the
acquisition and use of listening, speaking, readvrging, reasoning, or mathematical
abilities” (p. 3). In the next few years, the NJC[(I®94) further clarified this definition
to exclude other problems or disorders that amguieatly grouped within the term
learning disabilities.
Problems in self-regulatory behaviors, social pgtioa, and social interaction
may exist with learning disabilities but do notthgmselves constitute a learning
disability. Even though a learning disability magcar concomitantly with other
handicapping conditions (e.g., sensory impairmental retardation, social and
emotional disturbance) or environmental influen@eg., cultural differences,
insufficient/inappropriate instruction, psychogefactors), it is not the result of
those conditions or influences. (p. 66)
This comprehensive definition sets boundaries oatwghand is not included in the term
learning disability; however, higher education’agditioners and researchers often
attribute other disabilities, disorders, problemsuwtural differences to learning
disabilities (Skiba, Poloni-Staudinger, Gallinin®nons, & Feggins-Azziz, 2006;

Warner, Dede, Garan, & Conway, 2002).



Researchers indicate that between 5 to 15% of Aaerdults have a learning
disability (Vogel, 1998), and many do not attaia #ame level of education as adults
without a learning disability. Within ten yearseafhigh school, only 2.4% of students
with learning disabilities graduate from a four-y@estitution while 45.5% of students
without a learning disability obtain a four-yealgdee (Murray, Goldstein, Nourse, &
Edgar, 2000). Other researchers have highlightedstgnificant disparity between
graduation rates of college students with learmiisgbilities and their peers without a
learning disability (Heiman & Precel, 2003; Hugl&e®sgood Smith, 1990; Wells,
Sandefur, & Hogan, 2003). While data clearly shbat tollege students with learning
disabilities graduate at a significantly lower rttan other college students, current
research does not provide a clear and completestadeing of the factors that
contribute to this difference (Siegel, 1999).

Institutions of higher education have seen a 8aamt increase in the number of
students with disabilities arriving on campus; sid®78 when less than 3% of students
reported some type of disability, colleges and ersities now enroll between 6 to 9% of
individuals who self-report some form of a disagilHenderson, 1999, 2001; National
Center for Education Statistics, 2000, 2006). Tamd growth has frequently been
attributed to the passage of the Americans witlablgies Act (ADA) in 1990 (Madaus,
2005; Trainor, 2007). Within the population of stats with a disability, 40% self-
reported some type of learning disability, whiclthis fastest growing group with a
disability and has rapidly increased from 16% sih@88 (Henderson, 2001).

As a result of these rapid changes, researcherprantitioners have worked to

respond to the diverse, changing needs of thispgfBlake & Rust, 2002; Heilman &



Precel, 2003; Janiga & Costenbader, 2002; Wellsd&ar, & Hogan, 2003). However,
this reality has left the literature related todgtnts with a learning disability somewhat
disconnected and sparse in certain areas. “ltiesttrat if one examines all the books and
journal articles written about learning disabiliti¢he state of the field seems chaotic”
(Siegel, 1999, p. 305). Particularly for this resbathere is currently no significant base
of literature that explores the development of gopulation’s self confidence and
confidence in their ability to understand and gracteadership.

To understand how individuals develop personafidence in their leadership
abilities, this study will use the construct offsefficacy. Self-efficacy, as a construct,
was introduced by Albert Bandura (1977) as a dinoensf his Social Learning Theory.
Later, Bandura (1982) expanded the construct tadecindividuals’ confidence,
personal expectations and outcome expectationgiuBar{1995) explains self-efficacy as
“beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and erkedhe courses of action required to
manage prospective situations” (p.2). Thus frora tfinition and for the purposes of
this study, leadership self-efficacy is the beilebne’s ability to engage in the practice of
leadership by organizing and executing the needadses of action. For college students
with learning disabilities, leadership self-effigas an area that has not been critically
examined in any currently published research.

Related literature explores academic self-effidacycollege students with a
learning disability (Baum & Owen, 1988; Green-BlatR88; Lackaye, Margalit, Ziv, &
Ziman, 2006; Reis, Neu, & McGuire, 1997). “Usualte LD [learning disabled] student
has average to above average intelligence, butves;entegrates, or expresses

information differently from most non-disabled ingiuals” (Green-Black, p. 2).



Newman and Sternberg’s (2004) edited book alsooegplfactors that contribute to the
development of academic self-efficacy for this wagpopulation. Some factors include
level of an individual’s motivation, goals, valuesademic interest, and self-regulation
skills (Newman & Sternberg). Due to these indivitted studies of academic self-
efficacy for college students with learning disaiat, the researchers were able to
identify key factors that were significant and urego this population. This study intends
to uncover the factors that account for leadershifefficacy development for students
with learning disabilities similar to the reseancheho have explained what factors
contribute to academic self-efficacy developmentiie population of college students
with a learning disability.
Purpose of Study

With the limited literature that exists regardimgdlership self-efficacy and the
development of college students with learning digegs, or any disabilities for that
matter, it is difficult to understand how collegadents with learning disabilities develop
their leadership self-efficacy. Leadership eduastrould not assume that the same
developmental strategies are effective for colEtgelents with learning disabilities in the
same way as the general college student populd&iesearchers have shown significant
differences in other aspects of efficacy durindeg® (i.e., academic efficacy), and this
unique population of college students could po#diytshow significant differences when
examining the construct of leadership self-efficicgckaye, Margalit, Ziv, & Ziman,
2006).

Much of the literature that exists for college €nt$ with a learning disability

operates from a deficit perspective (Gregg, StdtRPeek, & Ferri, 1999; Hall, Spruill, &



Webster, 2002; Lackaye, Margalit, Ziv, & Zinman080 NJCLD, 1990). Additionally, a
majority of the studies on this population are cangon studies of peers without
learning disabilities (Blake & Rust, 2002; GiovindRroctor, & Prevatt, 2005; Wells,
Sandefur, & Hogan, 2003). Inherently, such resedesigns disadvantage college
students with a learning disability by exacerbatimg differences between their peers
rather than focusing on the specific needs andldpweent of college students with a
learning disability.

In order to avoid a deficit approach, no comparisamples will be used in this
study. Furthermore, this study will not attemptrteasure the construct of leadership
self-efficacy from a negative perspective (i.e.,Wgtudents with a learning disability
have lower leadership self-efficacy). This reseavdhfocus on the unique factors that
predict development of leadership self-efficacytfos population. Therefore, the
purpose of this study is to investigate what prilege and college experiences contribute
to the development of leadership self-efficacydoltege students with learning
disabilities.

Theoretical Framework

“Although it is clear that youth with LD [learningjsabilities] attend colleges and
universities at lower rates than youth without LiBle is known about the factors that
influence the performance of youth with LD duritgit college experiences” (Murray &
Wren, 2003, p. 407). Since this study focuses erptie-college and college experiences
that affect leadership self-efficacy development important to isolate those college
experiences and control for other factors that alger this study’s results. To

accomplish this level of control, A.W. Astin’s (1BRinputs-environments-outcomes (-



E-O) college impact model establishes an effediuecture to isolate and examine the
factors that shape students’ development of leageself-efficacy during their college
experiences.
Inputs-Environments-Outcomes Model

Astin’s (1991) Inputs-Environments-Outcomes (I-Ef@odel follows the natural
progression of a student through the college e&peé. Before entering college, students
have been exposed to a wide array of opporturatielsexperiences that can create
differences when compared to their peers. Theseqgikege differences, inputs according
to this model, can have a significant impact on laostudent engages with the college
environment and what results from that experiembe. environment consists of all the
components that comprise the college experienaavifenmental variables might also
be referred to as treatments, means, or educagapatiences, practices, programs, or
interventions” (Astin, 1993, p. 18). Finally, thatoome is the change that educators,
practitioners, or researchers are hoping to makeeasure as a result of a student’s
involvement during their college experience. ReédefFigure 1.1 for the model.

Figure 1.1 AW. Astin’s I-E-O College Impact Model.

‘ Environments ‘

I nputs ‘ > ‘ Outcomes




Since inputs are related to both the environmeartdloutcome variables, they
can also indirectly influence how the environmenfiluences the outcome. For example,
the gender of a student with a learning disabvlibuld be an input into this model. Due
to their gender, students may experience the ecobegyironment differently which, in
turn, results in differential outcomes. This studil use Astin’s I-E-O model as a way to
organize the review of literature (Chapter Two) #melindependent and dependent
variables for statistical analysis (Chapter Thr@&he outcome that the researcher intends
to measure, or the dependent variable, is the ehsnlgadership self-efficacy. Due to
the structure of this study, the influence thatitipits have on the environment will not
be assessed; only the influence that the inputeamtonment have on the outcome will
be measured.

Self-Organization Theory

Due to all the intricacies of diagnosing learndiggbilities and the specificity of
certain types of learning disabilities, this stwdif focus on a macro-level examination
of learning disabilities. Self-organization the@mnpvides a useful frame for
understanding the general characteristics of thieegpopulation of individuals with a
learning disability (Lewis & Granic, 2000; Zera &tian, 2001). “A self-organizing
systems perspective suggests viewing disabilit@m® fa macro rather than micro
level...examining LD from a self-organizing systenasgaigm offers a more complete
and comprehensive explanation of this disabilitygary by acknowledging the holistic
and dynamic nature of brain organization and adiapta(Zera & Lucian, p. 108). The

researchers go further and explained that:



Particularly, this perspective subscribes to thionahat the systems of the brain

are constantly reorganizing and that, since LDssareomplex, it is impossible

for them to be narrowly categorized or determinete@ing specific. Due to the

principle of self-organization, multiple processitigorders may arise that are not

limited to the disorders typically associated vathidentified, supposedly

specific learning disability. (p. 108)
For the purposes of this study, this systems agpraflows the broadest, most flexible
means to identify a learning disability. Since tlesign of this study relies on students to
self-report a learning disability and provides wliéional subcategories of learning
disability, it also operates from a macro-levelgpective. Since this approach does not
disaggregate various types of learning disabiliiidémits the ability to apply the results
to specific types of learning disabilities.

Leadership Development of College Students

In the field of leadership studies, various mo@eld theories of leadership exist.
However, there are very few leadership models @oriles that are particularly
constructed for college students (Komives, Lucasd)@lahon, 1998; Komives, Owen,
Longerbeam, Mainella, & Osteen, 2005; Higher EdocaResearch Institute [HERI],
1996). The relational leadership model (RLM) (Koes\et al., 1998), the leadership
identity development theory (LID) (Komives et &Q05), and the social change model of
leadership development (SCM) (HERI) are all commiarged to understand how college
students develop themselves as leaders and unteth@concept of leadership. Each of
these models was developed for the entire populati@ollege students, and due to their

generality, each may not entirely explain how g@lastudents with a learning disability



understand leadership and develop their sensedétship self-efficacy. In Chapter
Two, components of these three models and thearielse further examined to provide
a more in-depth understanding of how college sttsdeirw leadership and develop as
leaders.
Definition of Leadership

Like leadership theories and models, numeroustieins of leadership exist.
Since the social change model of leadership dewatop is widely used with college
students (Dugan, 2006b; Kezar, Carducci, & ConsrdaGavin, 2006; Moriarty &
Kezar, 2000), this study will use the current diéfom that the creators of the social
change model of leadership development have credtkd approach to leadership is a
purposeful, collaborative, values-based processésalts in positive change” (Cilente,
in press). This approach to understanding leadeesha values-based process has
become more prevalent over the last decade. “Ttialsthange model of leadership
development and seven C’s of social change hawegla prominent role in shaping the
curricula and formats of undergraduate leadersthyza&tion initiatives in colleges and
universities throughout the country” (Kezar et pl.142). This definition is intended to
be inclusive of all students at all stages of theadership development. An inclusive
definition of leadership is important when lookiaigan underrepresented population of
students, like those with learning disabilities whay generally feel inferior to their
peers (Bender & Wall, 1994; Blake & Rust, 2002)isT$tudy will examine whether the
definition and measures used to assess leadeffflogcy are representative of the

experiences and development of college studenksaniéarning disability.



Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership

Researchers at the University of Maryland - Cal@grk collected data during
the spring 2006 from 56,584 students at 52 differestitutions across the United States.
The Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSLs the largest current national dataset
specifically examining leadership development amitege student leadership outcomes.
Using the RLM, LID, and SCM as a foundation for M8L instrument, the research
team constructed a 37-question survey that contamedified version of Tyree’s (1998)
Socially Responsible Leadership Scale (SLRS) asasure of the SCM as well as other
scales for leadership identity development, apptexi of diversity, cognitive
development, and leadership efficacy. More detailhas study is presented in Chapter 3.

Summary of Methodology

This study specifically used the leadership effycacale within the MSL
instrument to better understand efficacy develogrf@rstudents with learning
disabilities. Leadership efficacy wass measuredguaiquasi-experimental pretest and
posttest design in order to observe any self-peedethanges in efficacy due to pre-
college and college experiences and involvementh©66,584 students who submitted
the survey, 5,737 students self-identified a diggtand 815 students self-reported a
learning disability. This study used all 815 stugemho reported a learning disability as
the research sample.

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis wasstagistical method used to
determine which factors within the environment citmtted to the change in variance of
the outcome measure. Factors were chosen and tested on support from the literature

that exists regarding college student leadershigldpment and literature for students
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with learning disabilities. Since there is littleeslap between these two distinct bases of
literature, the researcher included all possibdtofi@ present in the literature to see which
accounted for a significant amount of the explainadance. Chapter Three offers a
more in-depth explanation of this study’s instrutaéion and methodology.
Significance of Study

This study has several possible implications fadhlibeory and practice within
higher education. As educators and administratork o distribute resources efficiently
and develop programs and services that are indudiall college students, the results of
this study offers clear suggestions on educatimeiventions that can positively affect
the development of leadership self-efficacy folegé students with learning disabilities.
Since most institutions of higher education incltite value of leadership within their
mission and values statements (Boatman, 1999; ddanthe Advancement of
Standards in Higher Education [CAS], 1999), theesach is especially relevant for
institutions to understand how to devekldpstudents as leaders during their time on
campus.
Theoretical Implications

With little literature presently related to thigto, this study presents novel
findings that can create new knowledge and prodigection for future research studies.
Using the data from this study, researchers camliegefine and better understand the
ways that college students develop their senseenhselves as leaders. Since students
with learning disabilities often exhibit lower fegds of self-esteem and self-confidence

than their peers (Blake & Rust, 2002; Hall, SprdllWebster, 2002; Trainin &
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Swanson, 2005), additional research can help eoigcanderstand concrete, systematic
ways to develop a greater sense of leadershigefalicy for this population.

Although this research is specific to learningabisities, the study’s methodology
can be applied to other types of disability (ephysical, visual, and hearing disabilities),
or other populations of students (e.g., first gatien students, Latino students, and
LGBT students), to gain more knowledge about haegd¢hpopulations of students
develop their sense of leadership self-efficacg similar or different way. Generally, the
results of this study can add depth and clarith&literature for both students with
disabilities and to the development of leadersklifefficacy.

Additionally, the findings of this study indicatézctors of the college
environment that have a significant or non-sigaificeffect on college students with a
learning disability with regard to leadership sefficacy. For example, since the data
showed that Carnegie type was not significant ¢éodvelopment of leadership self-
efficacy, it suggests that additional research sa¢ede conducted to explain such a
finding. If additional research supports the ingigance of this variable, it can help to
challenge previous literature on leadership sdléaty for the general student population
(Johnson, 2000). On the other hand, this resewiitih support from other research, could
uncover factors that are significant contributarshte development of leadership self-
efficacy that have not been found to be signifidarthe general student population.
Practical Implications

The findings from this data also suggest seveaitwal implications for
leadership educators, counselors and other professiworking on college and

university campuses. With a better understandingpef leadership self-efficacy is
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developed for college students with learning dis#ds, leadership educators can
evaluate their current programs and services tarerthat they are responsive to the
distinctive needs of these students. As the numbleradership programs across the
country increases each year (Zimmerman-Oster & IBandkt, 1999), it is important for
leadership educators to intentionally build leadgr@rograms that are inclusive of every
student on campus.

Personal, academic, and career counselors charadfit from the results of this
study. As these various counselors individually kweith students on their campuses,
they can tailor their approaches and servicesflectehe different needs of members of
their diverse student body. As counselors workelip their clients develop more
confidence in themselves and their abilities to aggnsituations (e.g., choosing a major,
exploring career options, and adjusting to a nellege environment), the results of this
study can inform counselors on ways to focus tim@rventions to enhance leadership
self-efficacy for clients who disclose a learningadbility.

Lastly, the results of this study can be direstigred with college students who
have a learning disability as a framework to expfactors that may be helpful in
developing their confidence in themselves as lesaddthough it is not appropriate to
simply generalize these research findings to eaatest with a learning disability, the
conclusions still offer some new ideas for studémtsxplore and see if it applies within
their context. If shared with students who haveggled with a sense of confidence in
their leadership abilities, the results of the mpldtregression analysis could prove to be
a useful way for students to explore how factdrat they may have never considered

before, could be beneficial in developing a strorsgmse of leadership self-efficacy.
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Conclusion

This chapter provided an introduction to leadgrdalf-efficacy for college
students with learning disabilities and highlighted purpose of the research: to
investigate what pre-college and college experigcoatribute to the development of
leadership self-efficacy for college students vat#wrning disabilities. Background
information on Astin’s I-E-O Model, self-organizai theory, leadership development,
and the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSvere discussed. A brief summary
of the study’s methodology was introduced, and iogpions for theory and practice
supported the importance of this study. The neaptdr, Chapter Two, provides a

comprehensive look at the relevant literature a@saarch related to this study.
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter offers a review of two distinct are@iterature, college students
with learning disabilities and leadership self-edfty. These two topics do not generally
overlap or intersect with one another in the litigr@, but this population (college
students with learning disabilities) and const(leadership self-efficacy) will be
examined for evidence indicating support, contrigalis or gaps between previous
studies and research. The contents of this chejiltdre organized using Astin’s (1991)
college impact model (i.e., I-E-O model) to diffetiate factors into three separate
categories: inputs, environments and outcomest, geseral information regarding the
current composition of college students with anthaiit disabilities will be discussed.
Second, literature exploring the unique developnaadtneeds of students with learning
disabilities will be examined. Third, this chaptal explore the evolution of leadership
and the development of the construct of self-effjcdinally, the chapter summary will
synthesize the findings that may be relevant tgtivpose of the study which is to
examine what pre-college and college factors coutei to the development of leadership
self efficacy for college students with a learndigability.

Astin’s I-E-O Model

As it was presented in Chapter One, Astin’s (19980 college impact model
serves as one way to understand how the collegeoenvent can affect student
outcomes. According to this model, the changeudest outcomes could be exaggerated
if an analysis does not control for pre-collegeearignces and student characteristics,
inputs in this model. Once the inputs of the mddele been properly controlled for, the

researcher can then explore which programs, senitirventions, people and policies
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contribute to the observed variance in the intermédome without the influence of the
input variables (Astin, 1993).

As factors that may affect the outcome of leadgrskif-efficacy are introduced
within this literature review, they will be enteredo the table presented below, Table
2.1. This table will continue to expand throughtig literature review as additional
factors are uncovered within the literature andsaigred to be relevant to this study.
Factors will appear bold the first time they aréeeed into the table. Although the
construct of leadership self-efficacy will not bisaissed until the end of Chapter Two, it
is entered into this model at the beginning of tnapter to provide the reader with the
clear direction and focus of the study by reinfogcthe dependent variable in this
iterative table.

Table 2.1

I-E-O Model of Leadership Self-Efficacy

I nput Environment Outcome

L eader ship Self-Efficacy

College Students with a Disability
The proportion of 18 to 24-year-olds who are eimglin college has significantly
grown within the last decade; in 2005, 49.3% ohksghool graduates were enrolled in
college which has increased from 42.4% of the lsigheol graduates in 1995 (Chronicle
of Higher Education Almanac, 2007, p. 14). With aéhhalf of high school graduates

now attending college, the system of American higitication has become a more
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inclusive, accessible environment for students wiagy not have been considered in the
college admissions process only a few decadesTaga(1998; Trow, 2000). According
to the U.S. National Center for Educational Stetss(NCES) (2006), 19,054,000
undergraduate students attended a two or fourgakage or university. Of this number
of students, roughly 2,156,000 students (11%) &doh undergraduate majors self-
reported some form of disability (NCES, 2006). Tiisnber is significantly higher than
other estimates of college students with a didsbili

According to the Cooperative Institutional Resed?Pchgram (CIRP) data, “about
6 percent of first-time, full-time freshman attemglifour-year institutions in fall 2000
self-reported a disability” (Henderson, 2001, p.ah)d this number has continued to
increase over the last ten years (Henderson, 1985, 1999, 2001). “Of students
surveyed at four-year institutions only, the praor of freshman reporting disabilities
averaged 6 to 8 percent between 1988 and 2000dg¢tsan, 2001, p. 3). Students were
asked the following question: Do you have a disgf3illf so, they were instructed to
mark all the following disabilities that appliedome, hearing, speech, orthopedic,
learning disability, heath-related, partially sigthtor blind, and other (Henderson). These
disability categories, with slight variations, @@nmmonly used in other research to
classify types of disability (Florian, et al., 2Q®#all & Belch, 2000; Hutchinson, 1995;
Scott, McGuire, & Foley, 2003; U.S. Department dluEation, 2007).

The range of disability types and the challenggsroperly diagnosing
disabilities can leave individuals undiagnosed @dmagnosed (Baca-Garcia, et al., 2007,
Davidson & Meltzer-Brody, 1999; Gregg, Scott, McRe® Ferri, 1999). A few studies

have explored the fact that students with a digglmiiay not feel comfortable identifying
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with that disability (Gregg et al., 1999; May, 20&hupe, 2000). Therefore, gaining an
accurate percentage of college students with &itityacan be a challenging
undertaking.

According to the U. S. National Center for Educattatistics (2005) data,
compared to their non-disabled peers, undergrasludth a disability are more likely to
be over 30-years-old, White, part-time, living cimpus, and support dependents in
their household. Additionally, Henderson's (2004algsis of the CIRP data highlighted
other characteristics. Students with a disabiligrevmore likely to be men, U.S. citizens,
living with both parents, come from higher incomaenflies, and need additional time to
complete degree requirements (Henderson).

Within psychology and sociology literature, reséars have frequently separated
types of disabilities into the categories of visiahd hidden (Bessell & Moss, 2007;
Phemister & Crewe, 2007; Scambler, 2004). Visildabilities (e.g., motor impairment,
visual impairments, speech) are easily recognisguhat of an individual's identity while
hidden disabilities are those that are not seesirhply looking at an individual. Since
students with hidden disabilities do not alwaysshhis piece of their identity with
others, they are often viewed as less competetdable by other students, faculty and
staff (Hartman-Hall & Haaga, 2002; Janiga & Costatdy, 2002; Thompson, Bethea, &
Turner, 1997). If others are unaware of a studdeéiming disability, they may judge a
person’s inability to do something (e.g., concerdrafor long periods of time) as
laziness or unwillingness. Of the disabilities tbatild be considered hidden, learning
disabilities have received a significant amouratbéntion and research over the last

several decades (Konrad, Fowler, Walker, Test, &W/@007).
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College Students with a Learning Disability

As "the fastest growing category of reported digtamong students,”
(Henderson, 2001, p. 5) college students with enleg disability account for roughly
40% of all college students with a disability. 2000, 45 percent of those reporting a
learning disability were women and 19 percent vatueents of color” (p. 21).
Henderson's statistical profile highlights sevetaker unique characteristics of students
with a learning disability:

Compared to other freshman with disabilities, staslevith learning disabilities

were the most likely to:

* Be from White/Caucasian families (81 percent vei&ipercent).

* Be 19 or older (45 percent versus 37 percent).

» Be from families whose income exceeded $100,00(p&2ent versus 30
percent).

« Have parents who were college graduates (65 peveesis 55 percent).

* Have earned "C" or "D" averages in high schoolgé&itent versus 12
percent).

» Expect that they will need special tutoring or reiméwork in English (28
percent versus 19 percent), reading (18 percestigell percent), and
mathematics (41 percent versus 36 percent).

» Consider majoring in arts and sciences (20 penensus 15 percent)
(Note: They were least likely to be interestedriofessional fields (4
percent versus 10 percent).

* Rank themselves lowest on math ability (31 pergerdus 38 percent),
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intellectual self-confidence (51 percent versugpéitent), academic
ability (42 percent versus 57 percent), and writibgity (34 percent
versus 42 percent).
(Henderson, pp. 21-22)
Additionally, students with a learning disabilityeve also less likely to benefit from an
enrollment incentive of financial assistance (2&pat versus 31 percent) (2001).
When talking about any category of disability siimportant to note that it does
not represent a completely homogeneous group gfl@eath an identical disorder.
The LD classification is defined as much by whastt as by what it is, and it is
accompanied by a long list of exclusions, for exEmlearning problems due to
generalized cognitive limitations, to social/cuéticonditions, or to instructional
inadequacies. The result is a broad band of legimioblems gathered under the
LD rubric, thus posing a challenge to homogenékygogh, 2005, p. 100)
Therefore, studies of individuals with learningabsities are frequently limited by the
inability to isolate the differences within the gpwithout using a highly-detailed
assessment instrument (Ross-Gordan, Plotts, Jé&e¥étlls, 2003; Warner, Dede,
Garvan, & Conway, 2002). Additionally, studies d¢enlimited by the different
definitions of learning disability that are preseurithin the literature. Researchers have
been challenged to identify one definition that@npasses this extremely heterogeneous
population. In fact, most published research odestts with a learning disability fails
to identify the definition from which the reseamperates (Siegel & Smythe, 2005). This
poses a challenge when trying to compare and rdgtadies that could potentially

define learning disability in a different way. Hilsi (2007) explained that the loose
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definition of learning disability has blurred theds between academic difficulties and a
learning disability. "The terminological distinctidoetween LD and learning difficulties
was often ignored, and the nuance of experiendifigudties, rather than having
disabilities, was lost on most people" (pp. 392)393

Taking this a step further, critics of the termrieag disability have argued
whether the disability, goroblem truly lies within the individual or is it a produof the
learning environment, or the environment determoredefines the disability (Dudley-
Marling, 2004; Jones, 1996; McDermott & Varenne99;9Smith & Polloway, 1979).
Learning disability as a social construction renstresproblemfrom the person and
focuses on the relationship of the person withohiser environment. "Certainly, the
significant body of research that has been gergfaten this in-the-head perspective has
benefited many students identified as having LDdsnhts for whom school would
otherwise have been intolerable" (Dudley-Marlingt82). This approach to
conceptualizing learning disabilities within thees context encourages educators to
separate the disability from the individual andifimays to reshape the educational
environment to accommodate the student's needs. theegh this is educationally ideal
for the student, institutions of American higheueation, and most institutions in our
society, are not structured in a way that fosteo@ally-constructed view of learning
disabilities (Levine & Nourse, 1998; Wells, Sandef Hogan, 2003).

Prior to college, students' educational environman¢ governed by the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)IDEA and its amendments provide
funding mandates for the identification and prawmmsof special education services to

students with disabilities from birth to age 21 eTgoal of IDEA is to promote more

21



positive outcomes for students” (Janiga & CosteahdD02, p. 463). Upon entering
college, students with a learning disability argvmoanaged by the regulations of the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). ADA "guaraeés only that individuals who are
otherwise qualified for employment or education@gsamming (i.e., university
enrollment) are not denied access simply becaueofdisability” (Janiga &
Costenbader, p. 463). Even though federally-fundstitutions are required to provide
reasonable accommodations, ADA only requires unsbins to provide the minimal
amount of necessary support for college studetss,Tthe regulations of ADA place full
responsibility of the disability on the student.eTfange of services, as compared to high
school, is more limited and students must meet mgogous criteria to receive support
services (Janiga & Costenbader).

A definition of learning disability that reflect®th a social constructivist
viewpoint and the reality of America's higher eduaaal structure is not easily found
within the literature, and since the two operatarfrdrastically different paradigms, it
does not seem likely that a socially constructdahden will be common in the
literature for these students unless ADA laws adkcally changed. Although variations
of the definition of learning disability are cit@dthe literature, one definition seems to
be more commonly used by scholars within the i&sieh years:

Learning disabilities is a generic term that retera heterogeneous group of
disorders manifested by significant difficultiestire acquisition and use of
listening, speaking, reading, writing, reasoningmathematical abilities. These
disorders are intrinsic to the individual and prasd to be due to the central

nervous system dysfunction. Problems in self-raguwyabehaviors, social
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perception, and social interaction may exist wadwrhing disabilities but do not by

themselves constitute a learning disability. Evesugh a learning disability may

occur concomitantly with other handicapping cormhs (e.g., sensory impairment,

mental retardation, social and emotional disturbaec environmental influences

(e.q., cultural differences, insufficient/inapprigpe instruction, psychogenic

factors), it is not the result of those conditiamsnfluences. (National Joint

Conference on Learning Disabilities, 1991, p. 3)
This definition takes into account the spectrundifferences that exist within the term
learning disability, yet it situates the disordelety within the individual context and
suggests that environmental factors are sepa@tetfie disability. It is probably most
common in the literature because it is easierdeearchers to isolate and measure the
environmental variables separate from the leardisgbility rather than try to measure a
learning disability as an interwoven componenthef énvironment.

Self-Organization Theory
With the variety of disorders and specific diagreodet fall within the learning

disability category, it is important to operateaitarger framework that offers a way to
understand and explain the intricacies of learwiisgbilities. "Given that learning
disabilities (LD) are an extremely complex constmith a vast and diverse literature
base, attempts to develop unified theories reggrtia underlying causes of LD and
consistent, systematic classification practicesthus far been futile" (Zera & Lucian,
2001, p. 107). In different definitions, learningabilities have been consistently defined
as a form of neurological dysfunction (Gregg, SdditPeek, & Ferri, 1999; Hall,

Spruill, & Webster, 2002; NJCLD, 1991). Since ndogical processes are remarkably
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complex and convoluted, it is virtually impossilbdeunderstand the entire set of brain
pathways that contribute to a learning disabiltpwever, researchers devote time trying
to map out each pathway. "The neurological systemitich LD is associated is
extremely complex and understanding such compl@&kgs not come about by breaking
it into isolated, component pieces" (Zera & Lucipn108).

For these reasons, self-organization theory appedrs a helpful way to
holistically understand a learning disability. Set§anization theory, sometimes referred
to as chaos theory or non-linear dynamical systédesiotes a process by which a
structure or pattern emerges in an open systenoutigpecifications from the outside
environment" (Barton, 1994, p. 7). If this is applito the construct of a learning
disability, it aligns with the NJCLD definition @f learning disability. A pattern emerges
(difficulty with listening, speaking, reading, wng, reasoning, or mathematical abilities)
regardless of the outside environment. These patrdifficulty could produce
challenges in developing self-confidence and pesielf-image (Barton). Self-
organization is a macro-level view of a phenomethan is capable of forming "stable
yet flexible structures" (Barton, p. 8). This apgeb accounts for the ever-changing
adjustments in neural pathways and non-linear Wteaations "by acknowledging the
holistic and dynamic nature of brain organizatiod adaptation” (Zera et al., 2001, p.
108). Therefore, dysfunctions are a product ofralex web of neural reactions that are
not additive or predictable. Rather than spendrapnas energy working to diagnose
specific forms of a learning disability, self-orgaation theory would suggest that
researchers look at more generalized patternsumtstes of disability and avoid

imposing linear diagnostic techniques on this rioadr phenomenon. For that reason,
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the following sections will look at patterns in imdiual and environmental
characteristics that may affect the developmeteadership self efficacy for college
students with learning disabilities.
Background Characteristics

This section will explore the literature regardivackground characteristics of
college students with a learning disability. Thebaracteristics include previous
educational experiences, gender, race/ethnicitgpesoonomic status, age, and multiple
disabilities. Particular attention is given to farst that indicate a possible relationship,
either directly or indirectly, to a student’s leestap self-efficacy that is discussed at the
end of this chapter.
Previous Educational Experiences

The transition from high school to college can ballenging for any recent
graduate; however, students with learning disadsliare faced with additional obstacles
and questions to consider (Trainor, 2007). Afteridiag to attend college, students must
also decide whether to disclose a disability. Whilaigh school, students with a learning
disability may have an individualized educationnptanstructed by the appropriate staff
members of the school. The students do not haegglain their needs to each teacher at
the beginning of the year, because such informdtamalready been communicated to
the teacher via the institution. In college, themgastudents must first report the learning
disability to the person or office responsible ¢oordinating the institution’s support
services. After choosing to disclose this informafistudents with a disability must then
provide the appropriate documentation and requestramodations from each instructor

at the beginning of each semester (Kato et al.62Badaus, 2005). Students must
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initiate this process and the information is narsk with all their professors.

In 2002, Janiga and Costenbader surveyed 74 cdleg@niversity disability
service coordinators in the state of New York teeas “the status of transition services
for students with LD who pursue postsecondary eituta(p. 462-463). The results of
the survey indicated that college disability seevpcoviders “are most concerned with the
inadequacy of students’ self-advocacy skills” (7% The college coordinators suggest
that high school transition counselors should faoase time on preparing students to
develop increased independence (i.e., decisionnmgakelf-advocacy skills) since some
sources of support will no longer be availablerdfigh school. “Students who are
dependent on others may struggle when they enliegecand are forced to take
responsibility for their own educational servicés’ 467). Additionally, the researchers
highlighted the need for early career and acadghaitning and better communication
between high school transition counselors and gelkervice providers. The majority of
survey respondents expressed “a desire for improgaununication between high
school staff and service providers at the collegell’ (p. 468).

When looking further at students with a disabiéityd within group comparisons,
students with learning disabilities are less likielypursue some type of postsecondary
education when compared to students with mobihity sensory disabilities (Wells,
Sandefur, & Hogan, 2003). “The effects of disapiahd type of disability greatly
overshadow those of race and ethnicity, familycitre, and number of siblings” (p.
826). Blake and Rust (2002) discuss a possibleretmt students with a learning
disability do not seek higher education as freqyefitVhen threatening social situations

arise, persons with unseen disabilities may fegltiineir participation may reveal their
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disability, and therefore they may be less likelyarticipate” (p. 218). In the context of
attending college, students with a learning diggbiould have to frequently reveal their
disability in order to receive the services thegdo succeed. This disclosure happens as
early as the first admissions application form aodtinues in each subsequent class.
Table 2.2 includes pre-college self-advocacy, mléege experiences and involvement
and type of disability in the I-E-O Model of Leadbip Self-Efficacy.

Table 2.2

I-E-O Model of Leadership Self-Efficacy

I nput Environment Outcome

Pre-college self-advocacy Leadership Self-Efficacy

Pre-college experiences
and involvement

Type of disability

Gender

Of students who reported a disability on the Coafpeg Institutional Research
Program (CIRP) survey, a larger percentage of mar2¢o) self-identify a learning
disability than women (37.4%) (Henderson, 2001)s@ender disparity has been
consistently recognized in other research on legrdisabilities (Hampton & Mason,
2003; Oswald, Best, Coutinho, & Nagle, 2003; Réifftzes, Bramel, & Gibbon, 2001;
Siegel & Smythe, 2005). Researchers indicate tla¢srare more frequently referred by

their teachers for testing before college which mantribute to the higher percentage of
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men at college with a diagnosed learning disabfitiyaywitz, Shaywitz, Fletcher, &
Escobar, 1990). Similiarly, Vogel (1990) summarittes possible reasons for the
underdiagnosis of females with a learning disabilit
There are several possible explanations for thendentification of females with
learning disabilities. The first relates to a mischabetween the child's problems
and the screening or referring agent's expectatiens the characteristics of the
LD child. This mismatch is a consequence of thecstyeof research regarding the
behavioral manifestations and clinical profilederhales with learning disabilities
(i.e., resulting from an overgeneralization of gst results on samples of males
with learning disabilities). (p. 50)
Vogel further suggested that other reasons fodthgnostic imbalance may be attributed
to more males having attention deficit disorders #at teachers favor referring males
for diagnosis over females who exhibit the samepdgms. This could be due to
secondary school environments that are mismatahathte needs or that behaviors
required to succeed are less often displayed bgsnd@his research suggested that more
women enter college campuses undiagnosed withr@ingadisability and more college
men are misdiagnosed with the same disability.

Other than differences in diagnosis, researchers bancluded that gender has
had an impact on other components of a studefg'siith a learning disability.
Regardless of a learning disability, women studdetaonstrated higher interpersonal
skills according to Reiff and colleagues' studyL.®8 college students (2001). This study
of men and women with and without learning disébsi yielded other gender

differences. "Women students had higher GPAs tham.mvomen students were also
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older than men students" (p. 75). Since women rdégss of learning disability, also
indicated higher levels of interpersonal skills afdlity, the higher GPAs amongst
women may correlate to their higher level of ineggonal skills (Reiff et al.); however,
the researchers did not measure this possibilitye significant limitation of this study
involved sample selection. "Both volunteers (maimlth LD) and non-volunteers
(mainly without LD) participated, creating inherdmas problems. Students who did not
volunteer for the study may present a differentifgdrom those who did volunteer” (p.
76). This limitation is common in the literatur@ce researchers often either work with
campus disability offices or post flyers to gaircess to this population of students while
they may draw a random sample for students withdaarning disability (Hartman-Hall
& Haaga, 2002; Troiano, 2003; Warner, Dede, Gar§a@pnway, 2002).

Although several researchers have identified sicgnit differences within their
research according to gender, Levine and Edgais(lr@ported that none of the
postschool outcomes in their study were signifieaaept that women were more prone
to single parenthood. "The data from this studylyntipat gender differences in long-
term outcomes for youth with mild mental retardatilearning disabilities, and no
disabilities (as measured by rates of engagemeamployment, school, and independent
residence) may be more mythical than real" (p. 29B¢se data were gathered from two
cohorts who had graduated high school ten yeans farithe study. In the first cohort,
172 students reported a learning disability andstidents reported a learning disability
in the second cohort. There was no reported ovesseptation of either gender. Since
the research on gender produces different findaegerding to the type of study, it is

important to continue to examine gender differeraneb further refine the research on
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men and women with learning disabilities (Banks &, 2007; Blackorby & Wagner,
1996).
Race and Ethnicity

Helms (1992) summarized twenty years of previossaech regarding the impact
of racial and ethnic influences on cognitive artéliectual ability and noted that "a
difference in intellectual ability may instead bdiierence in acculturation or the
learning of White culture” (p.1084). Furthermorkee £xplains that testing instruments
are typically developed using Eurocentric languaige testing methods, and it is often
concluded that minority racial groups show a depelental lag (Helms). Rather, the
difference according to race or ethnicity shoulctbically examined to see if
the observed variance is manifested in culturabtians and not developmental
differences. With this in mind, the research regegydace and ethnicity's effect on
learning disabilities should be approached caulyous

Warner et al. (2002) developed their researchrasudt of the commonly
reported disparity between White and African Amanig with a learning disability. The
research team questioned the effectiveness andadenass of state-mandated diagnostic
approaches, the simple-difference method and tyression-based method, and
developed a study to compare these two approadgagssaone another and also against
clinician-determined diagnosis. The three hypothegere: (a) clinic-referred mean 1Q
scores for African Americans would be significaritiywer than White individuals; (b)
"the simple difference method would identify a sfigantly smaller proportion of
African Americans...than a regression-based metfimd502); and (c) Whites would

show no significant difference between the simpiieicence method and regression-

30



based method.

"On average, African Americans obtain IQ scores #na 1 SD lower than those
of their European American peers" (Warner et @02 p. 501). The simple difference
method has been shown to be substantially limtingfrican Americans because any
scores below one standard deviation from the matomatically dismiss a possible
diagnosis of a learning disability. Therefore, thest common diagnostic method for
learning disabilities fails to adequately asselssge portion of African Americans who
possibly have a learning disability. In the studiyld7 college students with and without
learning disabilities, the simple difference ordgmtified 36% of the Africian American
sample as having a learning disability while thgression-based method indicated 54%
with a learning disability. The regression-basedhoe "controls for the regression of
achievement scores to the mean 1Q score" (p. 5@2)g unlike the simple difference
method. No significant diagnostic difference waserwed when comparing the two
methods for White students.

The final, most time intensive, approach of cliarcidetermined diagnosis
showed significantly higher diagnostic rates fothboomparision groups. The diagnosis
of learning disabilities for African American stude (76%) as well as White students
(55%) when compared to the simple difference method

There are at least two possible explanations ferdifference. First, the clinicians
had access to more data when making a diagnoslgding information for the
student's history as well as the results of otleeropsychological tests. Second, the
clinicians, fully aware of the 1Q differences betmeAfrican Americans and

European Americans, may have placed less empha$@ scores when evaluating
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African Americans. (Warner et al., 2002, p. 505)
The results support the need to conduct compreveoinician-based evaluative
methods rather than standardized assessmentsiatiypfec African American students.
These findings indicate that a significant percgeataf African American students on
college campuses have a learning disability buelgone undiagnosed.

Although this study is limited to African Americarsmilar results may be
apparent when looking at other racial and ethnieamily groups. Unfortunately, no
studies on other racial or ethnic groups coulddumdl in the literature, but a larger,
underlying factor of socioeconomic status (SES) swygest the applicability of these
results to other racial and ethnic minority groupsice poverty is documented to be
more likely in minority ethnic or racial groupsetfindings for African Americans in this
study may be common within other minority populati@Barrera, Caples, & Tein, 2001,
Elmelech & Lu, 2004). The study by Warner and lnkeagues (2002) did not
collect SES data which limits the ability to sea iearning disability diagnosis is
influenced by SES status.

Socioeconomic Status

One recent, large-scale study examines how low &8s influences the
diagnosis of a learning disability. Researcherslaoted a study in Florida that linked
birth and school records to explore the differdrtiagnoses for children ages 12 to 14
(Blair & Scott, 2002). Through epidemiological s$#its, Blair and Scott were able to
link 159,129 birth and school records. From thd{717 individuals were diagnosed with
a learning disability and were used for the stddylook at what factors contributed the

rate of learning disability diagnosis, ratios weadculated by "dividing the rate of LD in
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the group having the risk factor of interest by téee of LD in the group in which the
risk factor was not present” (p. 16). Four key iings$ from the study are: (a) "Analyses
indicated that the rate of learning disability @aent among children from low-SES
backgrounds is greater than would be expected dhenate of placement among
children not experiencing low SES" (p. 14); (b) %@ ®f all children with an LD
placement in the sample were boys" (p. 17); (c) 8% udents with a learning disability
had mothers who had fewer than 12 years of edutadind (d) "Analyses indicated that
30% of LD placements among boys and 39% of LD pieesgs among girls were
attributable to what can be considered low-SES srafp. 19).

Limitations of Blair and Scott's study are commathum the research
on socioeconomic status; the most significant it is that SES is indirectly obtained
through a combination of demographic measures ahffeom a singular SES
variable (Entwisle & Astone, 1994; Kaufman, Coo#&McGee, 1997). In this case,
SES was defined using a combination of risk factioas have been shown to suggest
low-SES status: low maternal education, unmarriether, late care, late education
and low birth weight. Another limitation noted byetresearchers is that although they
were able to attribute between 30-40% of LD placas& low-SES markers, similar
studies for mental retardation and emotion distucbahave attributed 100% and 75% of
the LD placements to low-SES markers, respectividlis moderate attribution of low-
SES markers to learning disabilities provides aificant contribution to the literature
that is not present in other current studies ailieg disabilities. The only other
significant study that was found for SES and leagrdisability was conducted 20 years

ago (O'Connor & Spreen, 1988). Table 2.3 incluadesoseconomic status in the I-E-O
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Model of Leadership Self-Efficacy, as well as geraled race/ethnicity from the
preceding sections.
Table 2.3

I-E-O Model of Leadership Self-Efficacy

I nput Environment Outcome

Pre-college self-advocacy Leadership Self-Efficacy

Pre-college experiences and
involvement

Type of disability
Gender
Race/ ethnicity

Socio-economic status

Age
There is no strong base of literature that explaow age influences the
development of college students with learning digeds, but there are a few recent
articles that suggest assessing college studetiidaairning disabilities according to their
class standing and not their actual age.
More recently, with the advent of grade-based npansndividual can also be
compared to his or her grade-matched peers (d.gall@ge sophomores in the
standardization sample) regardless of age. Thpariscularly important when

evaluating postsecondary students, as there tertus greater variability in age
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and grade status than is found among younger std&iovingo, Proctor, &

Prevatt, 2005, p. 81)
Proctor and Prevatt (2003) tested four models agibsing disability and concluded that
results significantly differ when using an age-lshapproach versus a grade-based
approach.

The age that a student is diagnosed with a leadhisabpility has also emerged as
a significant component of the student's experielmca grounded theory study of nine
undergraduate students, Troiano (2003) identiftede’ of diagnosis" as a causal
condition relating to the core category of "selflst (p. 410). The interviews revealed
that the earlier students learned of their learwiisgbility, the more they were able to
integrate it into their sense of self. If studentse diagnosed before high school, they
have had a significantly greater amount of timartderstand their strengths and
weaknesses in relation to their disability thardenis who were diagnosed during
college. "Students who were diagnosed after gragy&iom high school were working
hard to develop a sense of acceptance and unddirgjasf their disability” (p.
411). This logical finding is not often assessethimi published studies; most studies ask
whether an individual has a learning disability awad how long he or she has had a
learning disability. Such a question could provadecher source of data to understand
how the development of college students with leaymisabilities is affected by the
amount of time since their diagnosis.
Multiple Disabilities

College students with a learning disability armesiriikely to indicate an additional

disability when compared to their peers with ottypes of disability (Henderson, 2001).
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The CIRP data, which allows students to checkhalldisabilities that apply, revealed
that college students with a learning disabilitystiivequently identify multiple
disabilities. Using the 2000 CIRP data, Hendergported that students with a learning
disability mark a higher percentage of combinatiohall disability categories, with the
exception of the combination of speech and heatisagpilities as well as the
combination of orthopedic and health-related dig#ss. Therefore, students with a
learning disability are more likely to have a hagrisight or other form of disability, and
they are the second most likely to indicate a dpeesability and third most likely to
indicate an orthopedic disability. Students withltiple disabilities can make it difficult
for researchers to understand the effects of oeefspdisability and not the
combination of disabilities. For that reason, reslears should control for other
disabilities when studying how learning disabibtigfect individuals with multiple
disabilities. See Table 2.4 for the addition ofesttisabilities and age.
Campus Environment

This section will examine the components of théega environment that could
contribute to the development of leadership sdltaty for college students with a
learning disability. As previously mentioned, titerature for leadership development
and self-efficacy rarely intersect with the litena on learning disabilities; therefore, this
section will focus more generally on all studemtd auggest connections with the
experiences of college students with a learninghdisy. Within this section, sources of
support, campus environment, co-curricular involeatmncluding community service,

employment and organizational involvement, and esad environment are explored.
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Table 2.4

I-E-O Model of Leadership Self-Efficacy

I nput Environment

Outcome

Pre-college self-advocacy

Pre-college experiences and
involvement

Type of disability
Gender

Race / ethnicity
Socio-economic status
Age

Other Disabilities

Leadership Self-Efficacy

Sources of Support

Researchers at American University specificallykkxbat help-seeking behaviors

for college students with learning disabilities (th@an-Hall & Haaga, 2002). Hartman-

Hall and Haaga designed a study of 86 students Aorarican University and the

University of Maryland-College Park to "evaluatéividual differences and situational

manipulations derived from the general help-seekiatature as possible predictors of

utilization of academic support services" (p. 263)e study was ultimately "designed to

increase understanding of how college students Mith decide whether or not to seek

assistance” (p. 264).

Initial interviews were conducted to measure theeasu and previous effects that
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a students’ learning disability had on them; selvguantitative tests were conducted to
assess various measures thought to influence eddeglents with disabilities and their
willingness to seek help. The results revealedra¢ggatistically significant findings.
"Students with lower self-perceived abilities ratedmselves as having a more severe
LD" (Hartman-Hall & Haaga, 2002, p. 267). Thesersesavere all self-reported and more
indicative of the participant's perception ratheart the actual severity of his or her
learning disability. Connected to this finding what "no association was found between
willingness to seek help and severity of LD=(.08, p=.48), suggesting that other
correlates of help-seeking are not simply proxeesafmore basic and intuitive pattern
such that those who need help the most seek mast" (p. 267).

Using hypothetical situations of both positive axedjative responses from
professors and peers, the researchers indicatatgdinticipants reported more
willingness to seek help from learning servicesraféading positive responses"
(Hartman-Hall & Haaga, 2002, p. 270). Furtherm@payticipants reported the most
willingness to seek help from learning servicesraféading about a professor's positive
response to a request for an accommodation folDAn(f. 270). These results suggest
that a professor's positive support is a signii¢aator in helping to encourage students
with a learning disability to seek necessary resesiand support. Since a professor's
response likely affects help-seeking behaviorsatiteors provided one notable
implication from their study: "A possible interveam would be to educate professors and
college students about LDs and accommodationsefiswhelp them understand the
impact their reactions to students' requests fir bleassistance may have on students'

academic decision" (p. 271).
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The participants of this study were students whisidentified a learning
disability which could potentially indicate an ay-elevated level of help-seeking
behavior. The study may not have captured thogskesta who have extremely low help-
seeking behaviors and involvement in the campuswamnity. "Although students were
interviewed extensively about the LDs, which haeMpyusly been professionally
diagnosed, it is possible that students did natiately report their LDs" (Hartman-Hall
& Haaga, 2002, p. 272).

Other research has documented the lack of facalbyledge about students with
disabilities and the effect that positive facukationships can have on this population of
students (Cornett-DeVito & Worley, 2005; Heiman &e&€el, 2003; Thompson, Bethea,
& Turner, 1997). Researchers Cornett-DeVito and [&jo{2005) published a qualitative
study of 21 college students with a learning diggt®xploring two research questions:
(a) “What revelatory themes emerge from SWLD [shig@vith a learning disability]
narratives of critical learning experiences in leighducation classrooms” (p. 317)?; and
(b) “What teacher communication competencies cainfeered from SWLD narratives
of critical learning experiences in higher eduaaitassrooms” (p. 317)? These research
guestions are rather unique to the general litezadn learning disabilities because they
explore how instructional interaction can influertice student’s growth and learning.
Most research related to the classroom experiemgéngtructional interactions with
learning disabilities has been conducted at therstary education level (Allen & Shaw,
1990; Cooper & Simonds, 2003; Nussbaum, 1992); kewenore recent research has
begun to look at positive outcomes of support ffaoulty and staff during college

(Frymier & Wanzer, 2003; Quick, Lehmann, & Denist@003; Worley, 2000).
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From their study, Cornett-DeVito and Worley (20@$gntified key themes that
emerged from 15 months of student interviews raggrdommunicatively competent
instructors. Although several themes emerged,ithetivo themes accounted for 60% of
the students’ responses. Students with a learngaipidity want instructors who (a)
“willingly provide individualized instruction thaheets the student’s needs” (p. 321) and
(b) “build rapport and listen empathically” (p. 32These results, although not
surprising, succinctly denote the most importatittattes of supportive instructors
according to the students — instructors who witdhoetigment, listen, and express an
overall willingness to help the student succeenhil@rly, results for incompetent
instructors were heavily weighted (nearly 60%) witthe first two of the five identified
themes: instructors who (a) “demonstrate a ladknofvledge about learning disabilities
and accommodations” (p. 324) and (b) “activelyseaccommodation” (p. 325). These
negative responses suggest that faculty who, aitkemtionally or unintentionally, show
a lack of support or knowledge of learning disaieii create a negative, unwelcoming
environment. Overall, students with a learning bligg feel more comfortable
connecting with faculty who provide support ande&lep a positive relationship.
Campus Characteristics

Other than faculty, staff and peers, other coneptsof the college environment
have appeared in the literature to have a sigmfizapact on the development of self-
advocacy for students with a learning disabilityaddus (2005) combines previous
sources of literature to look at the different tyé support and services that occur at
different types of institutions. Four different egbries of services and support are

discussed: (a) decentralized — a contact persdnfext services or established policies,
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(b) loosely coordinated — generic services fromranfl contact person but students are
referred to other services, (c) centrally coordedat an office with established policies,
advanced services and professional support, arth(d)based and comprehensive
support — provide a full range of accommodation \&n emphasis on student self-
advocacy, individualized support and developed stiggans. Based on the type of
services that an institution provides, students @&itearning disability must learn to
navigate their environment in different ways. Wittle support, self-advocacy and a
strong sense of independence become necessargtimtent to excel, if not simply
survive in the college environment (Cosden & McNeama997; Mellard & Hazel,
1992).

Although Madus (2005) provides an understandabl@aéwork of the different
ways that institutions of higher education struetsmpport services for students with a
disability, he fails to examine other componentgheftotal campus environment. In fact,
there is a significant lack of research on varidumsensions of the college environment
and its impact on college students with learnirgadilities (Rath & Royer, 2002). In
2000, Strange authored a chapter inNlegv Directions for Student Services: Serving
Students with Disabilitieand used Moos’ (1979, 1986) model of social clareatd the
model, Hierarchy of Learning Environments, whichsvater published with another
colleague as a way to understand campus learnwigpeaments (Strange & Banning,
2001). Even though the chapter generally discusstissive environments for students
with any type of disability, Strange provides sokeg ideas that are particularly relevant
to understanding how institutional contexts cae@fttudents with learning disabilities

and the development of self-efficacy: (a) the latpe institution, “the more challenging
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it might be to respond to the labor-intensive dedsaof individual difference” (p. 25),

(b) institutions that devote energy to involvestlidents “engages participants in
meaningful roles and responsibilities so that eaciforded appropriate opportunities
for individual growth and development” (p 26), el “Rapidly changing technologies
offer both promises and challenges for the desighdelivery of learning opportunities

in postsecondary education. With appropriate aceeftware and hardware...students
with disabilities, in particular, might find thertiial community very inclusive and easier
to access than negotiating the physical environmttite campus” (pp. 27-28).
Therefore, colleges and university characteriggcg., size, resources, and use of
technology) may all influence aspects of developnfi@ncollege students with a learning
disability; however, since the literature on enmirgental influences for this population of
students is more descriptive and inferential, neteas cannot conclude that these
specific aspects of the college environment actuafluence the development of
students with a learning disability, especially tleelopment of something as specific as
leadership self-efficacy. Therefore, studies thxain@ne how campus characteristics
interact with the development of a student’s leskigr self-efficacy could significantly
contribute to the literature. Refer to Table 2.6tfe I-E-O Model of Leadership Self-

Efficacy that includes faculty/staff/student sugpand campus characteristics.
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Table 2.5

I-E-O Model of Leadership Self-Efficacy

I nput Environment

Outcome

Pre-college self-advocacy Faculty/staff/student

support
Pre-college experiences and
involvement Campus characteristics
(e.g. institutional type and
Type of disability size)

Gender
Race / ethnicity

Socio-economic status

Leadership Self-Efficacy

Co-curricular Involvement

For the purposes of this research, co-curricmhaolvement is involvement

outside the academic classroom; it can includeasnpus and off-campus involvement

that occur during a student’s time in college. Like literature on relationship with

faculty and campus characteristics, the literatureo-curricular involvement specific to

students with learning disabilities is also spaksmwever, a significant amount of

research on the entire college student populat@bleen conducted to understand what

students learn and how they grow as a result af tenpus involvement (Astin, 1993;

Kuh, 1995; Pike, 1995; Terenzini, Pascarella, &iilng, 1996). Johnson (2000)

synthesizes the findings of the breadth of liteatn student involvement explaining

that positive development in self-confidence andrinand intra-personal competence are
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related to involvement in student organizationad&rship positions and diverse
interactions with peers. In fact, leadership depeient (e.g., taking initiative, developing
group skills, and increased analytical ability) bagn connected to co-curricular
experiences like community service, employment@ganizational involvement (Kuh,
Schuh, Whitt, & Associates, 1991; Lambert, Terend&nL_attuca; 2006).
Community Service

Over the last two decades, students have becomevtesied about humanitarian
concerns and more worried about career success;easllt, “institutions have responded
to this trend by establishing leadership developgrpergrams, volunteer and community
service centers, and other programs designed ttvastudents as social participants in
their institutions and communities” (Astin & Antani2000, p. 3). In their study of 6,491
students from the National Education Longitudinaidy of 1988 (NELS:88) database,
Marks and Jones (2004) reported that the majofisfualents (53%) began community
service work during college.

With the rise in increasing high school servicguieements, Vogelgesang and
Astin (2005) found that although high school comrituservice is increasing,
participation in community service during and afteliege is decreasing.

While 80.3 percent of the students surveyed haticgaated in community

service in the year prior to entering college, flysre declined to 74.4 percent by

the senior year of college and to 68.1 percenysats after completing college.

(p. 2)
Although this research indicates a decline in eegant in community service, it is not

compared to community service involvement for indlials who did not attend
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postsecondary schooling. Due to this fact, it catmeoconcluded that college has a
negative effect on community service engagemertouita comparative sample of
people who did not experience the college envirartme

Returning to this study’s definition of leadersHithe approach to leadership is a
purposeful, collaborative, values-based processésalts in positive change” (Cilente,
in press). Community service is one way for stusiémtbecome positive change agents
within their communities and strengthen their valaad sense of purpose (Marks &
Jones, 2004). Thus, students who are engaged imuaaity service activities would
seem more likely to develop a stronger sense alopat values and sense of purpose
than those students who do not engage in suchtagivOther than community service,
employment during college has also been shownntribate to positive college
outcomes.
Employment

“College student employment has been increaseagdy for at least four
decades. At present, approximately 80% of all gallstudents are employed while
completing their undergraduate education” (Riggealyle, Petrosko, Ash, & Rude-
Parkins, 2006, p. 63). Employment has been coraidefactor of involvement for, at
least, the last twenty years (Astin, 1984; Paslzar&l Terenzini, 1991), and researchers
have often differentiated between on-campus andafipus employment to explore
various outcomes from student employment duringggel (Dundes & Marx, 2006/2007;
Lundberg, 2004).

Lundberg (2004) used a sample of 3,774 undergtadta see if working off-

campus affected student involvement and studemntitega Contrary to previous studies,
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Lundberg found that working only hindered involverhehile learning was unaffected.
Therefore, the researcher concluded that workindestts are unable to be as engaged in
campus activities yet they find ways to compengatéheir learning. Since multiple
regression was methodology used for this studysatan could not be concluded from
the results.

In their review of literature on student employrmignhigher education, Riggert
and his colleagues (2006) concluded that “theoemsiderable inconsistency and even
contradiction in the empirical literature regardihg impact of work on the college
experience” (p. 88). The researchers explain ttilg is known about how student,
college and work characteristics contribute toualent’'s personal growth and success.
Since a majority of students work during colleds aarea is an important aspect of the
college experience to explore (Riggert).

Specific to leadership development, some authave Bhown the positive impact
of employment on leadership outcomes (Endress,;1888iner, 1996; Luzzo, 1999).
“College student employment positively affects sttd in terms of leadership
development” (Luzzo, p. 3). Luzzo further explaihat students who are employed
during college are more likely to accept criticism supervisors, work productively in
a group, and effectively manage their time andusses. Similarly, Endress found
additional positive outcomes from on-campus studemployment by studying a specific
organization that hires students. The researchagrdfthat, as a result of their
employment experience, students enhanced theitydbilcommunicate, negotiate
challenging situations, and determine areas oféugwowth. Although Riggert et al.

(2006) question the impact of employment on théegel experience, several researchers
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have found positive leadership outcomes as a retalstudent’s employment
experience. Additional studies that examine howkvexperiences affect student
leadership development have the potential of hglprclarify the ambiguity that exists
within the literature on student employment.

Organizational Involvement

In a study exploring the intersection of gender @aatity with student leadership
development, Kezar and Moriarty (2000) concluded thnvolvement opportunities are
clearly important for the development of leadersimpong all groups, yet different types
of involvement opportunities are helpful in devefgpleadership for each subgroup” (p.
67). Since the study focused on gender and etlinicdoes not provide results for
college students with learning disabilities. Howgtlke results of this study indicate that
specific studies need to be conducted in ordenttetstand what involvement
opportunities are important to particular groupsalfege students, including college
students with learning disabilities.

Several other researchers have shown positivegelsan leadership development
and overall success in college as a result of veraknt in campus organizations
(Baxter-Magolda, 1992; Kuh, Schuh, & Whitt, 199-gdper, Healy, & Simpson, 1994).
In fact, Cooper, Healy and Simpson found that hgootunity to participate in leadership
roles not only contributed to growth for studentsovhad never experienced such a role
before, but the it also provided the opportunityifaividuals who had previously
participated in leadership roles to continue anchade their leadership development.
This suggests that even if students with a leardisgbility have had the opportunity to

hold a leadership position, they can benefit frantmued opportunities to assume an
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elevated role within a student organization.
Academic Involvement

Although the majority of colleges and universitidscuss the development of
student leaders within their mission statementaf{Ban, 1999; Council for the
Advancement of Standards in Higher Education [CASfpst institutions have
traditionally only paid minimal attention to thew#dopment of their students as leaders
in terms of offering specific leadership programsuwrricula” (Cress, Astin,
Zimmerman-Oster, & Burkhardt, 2001, p. 15). Siresearchers have studied leadership
programs for several decades (Roberts, 1981; Ro&ddilom, 1990; Zimmerman-Oster
& Burkhardt, 1999), they have shown clear eviderfcgtudent gains as a result of
leadership development programs.

Cress and colleagues (2001) utilized longituddsdh of 875 students from 10
institutions and found that “leadership particigargported changes since college entry
that were statistically greater than changes fapadticipants in the development of
social and personal values, leadership abilityskilds, civic responsibility, multicultural
awareness and community orientation, and leadetstdprstanding and commitment”
(p. 19). Indeed, structured leadership developmesdrams have a significant effect on
multiple developmental outcomes for college stuslehihe authors caution that the
results may be biased since most of the prograenbased on student choice; therefore,
the differences could be attributed to student vation rather than student growth.

Dugan and Komives (2006) reported that from th@748 students included in the
multi-institutional study of leadership (the da& gsed in this study), 11.4% had

previously studied abroad, 36.0% had completecht@mriship, 19.0% had participated in
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a learning community, and 35.3% had participatesbime type of academic or
professional organization. The researchers repdined'students who are involved in
even one campus organization were higher on aleleship dimensions than those who
are never involved” (p. 17). Other studies havenshthat these academically-related
experiences have had a significant effect on tiveldpment of a student’s leadership
ability (Inkelas, Vogt, Longerbeam, Owen, & Johnsp@06b; Kitsantas, 2004). Table
2.6 incorporates academic involvement and compsrargtudents’ co-curricular
involvement.

Table 2.6

I-E-O Model of Leadership Self-Efficacy

I nput Environment Outcome

Pre-college self-advocacy Faculty/staff/student supportLeadership Self-Efficacy

Pre-college experiences an@€ampus characteristics
involvement (e.g. institutional type and
size)
Type of disability
Community Service
Gender
Employment
Race / ethnicity
Organizational
Socio-economic status I nvolvement

Academic | nvolvement
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Leadership Self-Efficacy

As early as 1977, Bandura began to integrateestfacy, the dependent variable
of this study, into his theories of social learnargl social cognition. Bandura (1977)
described that “an efficacy expectation is the ettron that one can successfully execute
the behavior required to produce the outcomes79p. Over the next few decades, he
refined and expanded his definition of self-effigéo: “perceived self efficacy refers to
one’s capabilities to organize and execute thesasuof action required to manage
prospective situations” (Bandura, 1995, p. 2).-8elifidence, self-esteem and self-
efficacy are often used interchangeably, but threysaparate constructs. “Self-
confidence is a generalized sense of competent@abkdeen considered a personal trait;
thus, it is not subject to change. In contrasf;akficacy is a personal belief, a self-
judgment about one’s specific task-specific caas!l’ (McCormick, Tanguma, &
Lépez-Forment, 2002, p. 3). Self-efficacy is anividlial’s beliefwhile self-esteem and
self-confidence are considertdits. "Although self-esteem and self-efficacy have been
investigated for many years, there is little putdid research dealing with these
constructs among college students with disabifitiBsake & Rust, 2002, p. 217).

The construct of self-efficacy has been applied tmmber of disciplines and
populations (Engels, Hale, Noom, & De Vries, 20Dd&nes & Prinz, 2005; Poyrazli et al.,
2002), and within the past decade, self-efficacyltiecome more apparent within the
leadership development literature (Denzine, 1998;tH2005; McCormick, 2001,
McCormick, Tanguma, & Lopez-Forment; 2002; Pearbenit1999). This last portion of
the literature review will examine leadership seficacy or the belief in one’s ability to

engage in the practice of leadership by organiaimdjexecuting the needed courses of
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action. Bandura’s (1977, 1982) four sources ofsHitacy (i.e., mastery experiences,
vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and pdygital and emotional state) will
serve as the section’s organizing framework; dlss,section will incorporate new
pieces of literature relevant to the outcome ofiézahip self-efficacy as well as
synthesize and organize the other sources oftliterahat were introduced earlier in this
chapter.

Self-efficacy can be classified into four smg of influence; although the four
sources of self-efficacy are introduced in a specifder within this chapter, they are not
intended to serve as a linear or hierarchical coos{Bandura, 1995). Rather, it is the
combination and relationships between the efficamyrces that strengthen and develop
an individual's sense of efficacy. Although mastxperiences may contribute the most
significant and direct growth to self-efficacy (Pleautter, 1999), the other sources of
efficacy, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasaod, psychological and emotional state,
all contribute in different yet complementary ways.

Mastery Experiences

Individual accomplishments or experiences thatekse self-doubt or reinforce
previous positive experiences can give an indiMidusense of accomplishment and
success. Thegaastery experiencedlow students to build their leadership skillslan
expose them to leadership in different contexts.détlege students with a learning
disability, certain leadership mastery experierca@stake place during high school, in
the college classroom, and within student clubsagdnizations (Blake & Rust,

2002, Kurtz & Hicks-Coolick, 1997; Kuh, Schuh, Wth& Associates, 1991). However,
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there are unique considerations when looking aldeship self-efficacy mastery
experiences for students with a learning disability

A mastery experience in high school (e.g., gméng in front of a class
or involvement in a student group) is often verfyedlent than college. For students with
a learning disability, this difference can be geedtecause their sources of support
significantly change due to the shift from IDEA wégfions to ADA regulations (Trainor,
2007). During high school, students with a disébdire more likely to have a counselor
or teacher actively providing opportunities for nesg experiences; while in college, they
experience far less individualized attention angpsut (Madaus, 2005). However, if a
student has been encouraged to participate in nyastperiences prior to college, they
are more likely to have a higher sense of seltafly since repeated experiences
gradually build a student's sense of self-efficdggndura, 1982; Bergin, 1996;
Pearlmutter, 1999). Therefore, the literature wauldgest that the more leadership
mastery experiences that students with a learnsapdity have had before college, the
higher their sense of leadership self-efficacy widug.

This concept would also translate to studentseerpces during college; the
more college leadership mastery experiences stideet the higher their leadership
self-efficacy. Literature not specific to disabdsg has supported this assertion, and
therefore, compared to a first-year student, agellsenior would be more likely to have
a higher sense of leadership self-efficacy sinaedknior has had a longer amount of
time in college to engage in mastery experiencegéd & Komives, 2006). As
previously mentioned, Dugan and Komives found sitatlents, from a 49,078 student

sample at 52 institutions, were involved in comntyiservice (54%), employed off-
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campus (35.9%), employed on campus (26.7%), ariitipated in an academic or
professional organization (35.3%). Since the studad institutional sample size were
both very large, the data offer information thatyrba more generalizable than other
studies of leadership development with significafgiver sample sizes. Although these
findings appear logical to apply to students wilkarning disability, there appears to be
no specific studies within the literature that exagrhow involvement and mastery
experiences affect college students with a leardiagbility, and researchers should be
cautious to simply apply these generalized finditagthis understudied population.

A unique mastery experience that students avilisability face is disclosing their
disability to professors, staff and peers, as aglhdvocating for their needs when they
are not being met. Janiga and Costenbader's (200@y of disability service
coordinators revealed that students' self-advoskitlg are considered underdeveloped
when beginning college, and as students progressgh college, they develop stronger
self-advocacy skills as they negotiate their neeitls a professor's expectations
(Brinckerhoff, 1994; Hadley, 2006; Skinner, 1998pme students may struggle with
their ability to advocate for their needs, buteatdt one study of college students
found that students with a disability, comparethtgr non-disabled peers, scored higher
on a social self-efficacy scale, or how comfortahley were interacting with others,
which the authors hypothesized "could be that gellstudents with disabilities have had
to over-come many obstacles in their lifetime idesrto be enrolled at college” (Blake &
Rust, 2002, p. 219). Interactions with professorthe classroom can serve as additional

sources that affect self-efficacy, especially vedeasuasion.
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Vicarious Experiences

With vicarious experiencestudents with a learning disability observe other
people accomplishing tasks that, in turn, theygwelithey can accomplish. For this
source of efficacy to be most effective, the roledel and observer should have
relatively similar characteristics (Bandura, 1993hrough their behavior and expressed
ways of thinking, competent [role] models transkmibwledge and teach observers
effective skills and strategies for managing envinental demands" (Bandura, p. 4).
There are several factors to consider when loo&ingcarious leadership experiences for
students with a learning disability: (a) the natofen invisible disability, (b) the
relatively low number of students with a disabiiityhigher education, (c) the time of
diagnosis, and (d) general levels of self-configeacd self-esteem.

Hampton and Mason (2003) compared self-effidachigh school students with
a learning disability to their non-disabled pedmgportant to this study, the researchers
found that students with a learning disability Hesver role models"{ < .0001) when
compared to their peers. Other research has st importance, and need, for role
models and support for students with a learninghiigy (Field, Sarver, & Shaw, 2003;
Skinner, 2007; Vogel, Fresko, & Wertheim, 2007)wkwer, role models with a learning
disability can be more difficult to find becausdlege students with a learning disability
are a small percentage of the total populatiorotége students (Henderson, 1999,
2001), and the disability cannot be seen througipla observation (Bessell & Moss,
2007; Phemister & Crewe, 2007; Scrambler; 2004)c&Bandura (1995) explains that

vicarious experiences are more effective whendleemodel has similar characteristics,
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students with a learning disability may find a roledel without a learning disability yet
have difficulty relating their role model's succéssheir potential success.

One strong source for vicarious experienceshis population could lie in the
fact that, compared to students with other typedisdbilities, college students with a
learning disability are more likely to have parentso were college graduates
(Henderson, 2001). This parental modeling coul@ heldemystify components of the
college experience which may be perceived as difflzy the student. Additionally, since
the students’ parents have previously experienteadllege environment, they could
more likely offer suggestions of how the studemt approach different situations (e.g., a
professor unwilling to meet, different types of es) by adapting their own experiences
with the knowledge of their child's disability.

An early diagnosis of a learning disabilityes students more time to integrate
the disability into their identity (Giovingo, Pract & Prevatt, 2005; Proctor & Prevatt,
2003; Troiano, 2003). An earlier diagnosis alsceegithe student a greater chance to
connect with other peers and individuals with are® disability. Without a diagnosis,
students with a learning disability may look at suecess of a role model or other peers
and wonder why they are not able to get an A ondkg stay as organized, or receive as
much positive feedback from professors as theirp@d¢artman-Hall & Haaga, 2002;
Janiga & Costenbader, 2002). These factors camilbotd to other sources of self-
efficacy including verbal persuasion and the sttidgrsychological and emotional state.
Without significant vicarious experiences, studemth a learning disability may have a

harder time believing that they have the capaatydadership.
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Verbal Persuasion

Individuals are more likely to attempt new behasiand experiences if they are
told by others that they are capable of accompigstihem (Bandura, 1977, 1982, 1995;
Schyns, 2004). This verbal affirmation can happeimdividual and group settings, and it
is most effective when individuals are encouragedrieasure their success in terms of
self-improvement rather than triumphs over oth€¢Bsindura, 1995, p. 4). The approach
to focus on self-improvement over comparison teritan be particularly salient for
college students with learning disabilities who rhaye been told that they were not
capable of doing something because of their digwloit that they could not do it as well
as their peers.

Since research has shown that positive facultysteifl communication has a
significant positive impact on the confidence leskstudents with a learning disability
(Cornett-DeVito & Worley, 2005; Frymier & WanzelQ@3), faculty and staff in higher
education may serve as strong sources of selfaeffidevelopment by verbally
encouraging students to try something new, try sbimg they failed at again or
reinforce a positive leadership experience theesttglhave had. On the other hand,
Bandura (1995) cautions that premature or unréapgrsuasion could result in negative
experiences, leaving the student discouraged antingato avoid other challenging
situations.

Prior to college, high school teachers, guidamselors and parents can have a
similar positive influence on students with a leagndisability (Janiga & Costenbader,
2002; Lavoie, 2007). Since there is no speciferéiture regarding the effects of verbal

persuasion on leadership self-efficacy for collsgelents with a learning disability, it is
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not clear whether students are more likely engadeadership experiences during
college if they were verbally persuaded by otherdd so prior to college. This gap in the
literature warrants new research to understand wdraial cues are most effective in
building a student’s sense of self-efficacy befiwey begin college. Such research could
also help student affairs educators and collegesslars uncover effective verbal
interventions that encourage this population ofistus to fully engage with their

environment.

Psychological and Emotional States

Although thepsychological and emotional statesurce of self-efficacy is
described as one of the weakest sources of effieacindividual’s emotions may be
strong enough to attempt a difficult situation (Bara, 1995; Denzine, 1999; Hampton &
Mason, 2003; Pearlmutter, 1999). According to Baaq@®995), psychological and
emotional states involve how individuals perceind aterprets their physical and
emotional reactions. This includes emotional reouta bodily awareness, pain, fatigue
and the ability to cope with negative situatiomss important to note that positive
emotions and an overall positive psychologicalestetve rarely been studied; most
research in this area for students with a leardiegbility operates from a deficit
perspective (i.e., bad mood, poor emotional fumgtig, psychological disorders)
(Lackaye, Margalit, Ziv, & Zinman, 2006).

Many authors have described learning disabild®s neurological dysfunction
and indicate deficits in processing and functiordog to the disability (Gregg, Scott,
McPeek, & Ferri, 1999; Hall, Spruill, & Webster,@0) NJCLD, 1990). Difficulty

processing thoughts and feelings could prove chgilhg to students with a learning

57



disability who may struggle to cognitively organied interpret their feelings regarding
a specific situation. However, Lackaye, Margalit;,2nd Zinman (2006) found that,
compared to peers without a learning disabilitydents with a learning disability
showed no significant difference in emotional sdffeacy. Although this study was
conducted on adolescents not in college, it hiditéighe need to research if college
students with a learning disability do have a dédfd level of emotional self-efficacy or if
they are similar to their peers without a learmdiggability.

Since college students with a learning disabdity more likely to be older than
their peers without a learning disability (Henders2001), some researchers argue that
their age could suggest an elevated level of nmgt(Heiman & Precel, 2003); therefore,
college students with a learning disability couévé higher levels of leadership self-
efficacy because of their higher level of maturitiris conjecture lacks any significant
research, as does the overall understanding of fabtirs contribute to the development

of leadership self-efficacy for this population.

Conclusion

Little research has critically examined the inéetgons of leadership self-efficacy
development and college students with a learnisghiiity. While Bandura (1977)
introduced the construct of self-efficacy over &ags ago, it has not been significantly
integrated within the literature on individuals kwé learning disability (Baum & Owen,
1988; Green-Black, 1988; Lackaye, Margalit, ZivZ&nan, 2006; Reis, Neu, &
McGuire, 1995). This noticeable gap within therbtteire provides a clear impetus for

this study. The next chapter, Chapter Three, caversnethodology of this study.

58



CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

This chapter will present an overview of the reskealesign and methodology.
Contents of Chapter Three include: research queatid hypotheses, general framework
of study, design of MSL national study, sampling&gy, variables, instrumentation
including tests for reliability and validity, proderes and data collection, and data

analysis.

Research Question and Hypotheses

The purpose of this study was to investigate iérestudent characteristics, pre-
college experiences or college experiences conéitauthe development of leadership
self-efficacy for college students with a learndigability.

Since the previous literature was not conclusiva directional change in
leadership self-efficacy development for collegedsnts with a learning disability, the
following hypotheses are stated in the null:

Hypothesis 1Collectively, student characteristics, pre-colegvolvement, and
pre-college measures of leadership self-efficacpatcsignificantly contribute to the
development of leadership self-efficacy for collsgedents with a learning disability.

Hypothesis 2Class standing does not significantly contritotéhe development
of leadership self-efficacy for college studenttwa learning disability.

Hypothesis 3Mentorship from faculty, staff, students, commymnhembers, and
employers does not significantly contribute to deeelopment of leadership self-efficacy
for college students with a learning disability.

Hypothesis 4College experiences, including community servasaployment,

organizational involvement, positions in organiaasi, and leadership training/education,
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do not individually or as a group contribute inigngficant way to the development of
leadership self-efficacy for college students vatlearning disability.

Hypothesis 5Campus climate does not contribute in a signific@ay to the
development of leadership self-efficacy for collsgedents with a learning disability.

General Framework of Study

As discussed in Chapters One and Two, this sitatyydeveloped using a
modified approach to A.W. Astin's (1991) inputs-eonments-outcomes (I-E-O) college
impact model as a framework (Komives & Dugan, 2005k goal of this design is to
understand the amount of variance in the dependeiable that is explained by multiple
independent variables. The I-E-O conceptual franmkeywaired with multiple regression
allows researchers to measure the variance thatsmgb the study have on the output
while also measuring the variance in the output thattributed to components of the
environment. For more information on the I-E-O modefer to Chapters One and Two.

Although there are many strengths when approgat@isearch using the I-E-O
model (e.g., controlling for the students' experemprior to college and isolating
components of the college environment), this stualy one significant limitation
according to its design. Since the students comgléte survey at the same point in time,
their responses are a quasi-pre-test / post-tegjrdand not a true pre-test / post-test
design. Rather than having students reflect orcpliege experiences, Astin (1991)
indicates that a true pre-test prior to collegasthecessitating the collection of student
longitudinal data, is a more rigorous way to assesscompare student experiences.
Cross-sectional data limits the accuracy when meagsprevious experiences and

perceptions.
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Design

This study uses hierarchical multiple regressimtistical analysis in order to
better understand which input and environmentabfaacontribute to any variance in the
development of leadership self-efficacy for studemith a learning disability. Using
secondary data collected through the Multi-Institdl Study of Leadership during the
spring of 2006, this study’s quantitative desigareies the nationally-collected data
from 815 undergraduate students with a self-reddaarning disability at 52 institutions.
The national data from the MSL instrument were end®er several reasons. First and
foremost, the data directly measure the dependwhinalependent variables included in
this study. Second, the MSL is the largest, cursaudy of college student leadership
development that spans dozens of institutions adfescountry while differentiating
students with and without a learning disability.

Compared to an in-depth study of one institutibe, multi-institutional approach
increases the probability that the results can igdize to students in a variety of
institutional and geographic contexts. Next, therument's self-efficacy scale
has consistently been found to be both valid ahalie, with Cronbach alpha values for
the reliability ranging from 0.81 to 0.89. Finallyith the increasing number of students
with a learning disability attending college and timited amount of research and
information in the literature, this recent studpitaes current data about the
population of college students with a learning kil that, in turn, can produce

significant findings for both future research amdgbice (Henderson, 2001).
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Design of MSL National Study

The Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership Studé&hirvey (MSL-SS) instrument
(Appendix A) was developed by a team of researchiettse University of Maryland
including: one professor in the Counseling and &ersl Services Department, members
of the National Clearinghouse for Leadership Progradoctoral and master's students in
the College Student Personnel program, and stuadtmts educators working on
campus. This team worked in conjunction with thevBy Sciences Group, Inc. (SSG) to
conduct the national study. The MSL contains a nremolb different scales and variables;
for the purpose of this research, the Leadershipdely Scale was used to operationalize
the dependent variable.

Pilot Tests

Two pilot tests were conducted. The respondente w&onvenience sample
selected by team members according to their lehgeksiowledge and involvement on
campus. The vast majority of respondents indictitatithe survey, which took
approximately 30 minutes to complete, seemed lowgrapetitious. Other than survey
length, the participants offered a few, specificdvohanges that were incorporated into
the final version of the MSL-SS.

Following the first pilot test, a second, web-lthpdot test was conducted with a
sample of 3,411 at the University of Maryland incBeber 2005. A total of 782 (23% of
the sample) participated in the pilot test studhv@i8% completing the entire instrument.
The goals of the second pilot study were (1) tosjoi® data to factor analyze for scale
development and (2) to identify the point at whithdents stopped responding to the

guestions, or survey fatigue; therefore, the respaate was not a significant reason for
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concern, especially since the pilot test was omgilable for students to complete during
five days while final exams were occurring on casipu

As a result of both pilot tests, the MSL reseasaAnt identified ways to reduce
the items further — particularly Tyree’s origindlfSS scale (Tyree, 1998; Dugan, 2006a,
2006b). The combination of pilot tests allowed thgearch team to critically examine
both the instrument’s content and construct validgfore launching the national multi-
campus study. The next section explains the samptiategy for the national multi-
campus study and this study.

Sampling Strategy

For the purposes of this study, a pre-existirtg dat was used — data collected
from the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership @). The MSL research team
surveyed college students at multiple institutiaososs the United States, and #&xs
post factaresearch design was chosen since the data setigsavrich source of data on
college student leadership development while asatifying whether a student has a
learning disability. Two sampling procedures wesedlin the study: one for institutions
and one for student participants.
Sample of Institutions

After the study was initially publicized, over 1b@titutions expressed interest in
participating by completing the necessary applocatind providing information on
relevant institutional characteristics. From thagjimal institutional population, 55
colleges and universities were chosen to partieipathe study. Institutions were
purposefully selected to create a sample thatateitethe diversity of institutional types

within the American higher education system acewdo the following characteristics:
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institutional type and control, Carnegie classtiima, geographic location and different
types and levels of leadership development progrdims last characteristic was assessed
from the application materials.

Prior to data collection, two institutions witles from the study and an
additional institution was unable to comply witle tstudy’s protocol. Therefore, a total
of 52 institutions served as the sample of thidytiThe diverse institutional sample
included two community colleges, three women’semdls, two Hispanic Serving
Institutions (HSI), and two Historically Black Celies and Universities (HBCU). Refer
to Table 3.1 for institutional characteristics drable 3.1 for the number of students with
a learning disability at institutions with diffete@arnegie types. Students with a learning
disability were present at every institution wittire sample.
Table 3.1

Institutional Characteristics

Institutional Characteristics

(n=52 institutions) Per centage
Control

Public 58%
Private 42%

Carnegie Classification

Research Institutions 62%
Masters Institutions 21%
Baccalaureate Institutions 13%
Associates Institutions 4%

Undergraduate Population Size

Small (0 to 3,000 students) 19%
Medium (3,001 to 10,000) 29%
Large (10,001 and above) 52%
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Table 3.2

Students with a Learning Disability per Carnegig@y

Institutional Characteristics

(n=52 institutions) Fregquency
Carnegie Classification

Research Extensive Institutions 256
Research Intensive Institutions 133
Masters Institutions 215
Baccalaureate Institutions 75
Associates Institutions 38

Sample of Students

To follow sampling consistency at each of therigitutions, researchers
followed certain guidelines:

1. Institutions with fewer than 4,000 studentshie éntire undergraduate

population conducted a full population sample.

2. A simple random sample was drawn for institugi@nth an undergraduate

population that exceeded 4,000 students. The sirapiom sample was selected

to maximize the research's generalizability basethe sample. For each of these

larger institutions, total sample size was cal@adaising a 95% confidence level

with ax 3 confidence interval.

3. Finally, the researchers purposefully oversathptadent participants by

multiplying this number by 70% to identify the tbtaumber of cases for each

institution’s sample. Oversampling was conductetthwhie goal of yielding a

30% response rate, at minimum.
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Out of the total sample of 154,716 students, 37%h@sample, or 56,854 students,
completed the survey. A 37% response rate is agolepivhen compared to an expected
response rate of 25 - 35% for web-based surveysaniGrd, Couper, & Lamia, 2001).
Sample for Study

From the 56,854 student sample, 5,737 studelitglsatified some type of
disability. Specifically, 815 students self-ider@d as having a learning disability. After
cleaning the data and eliminating students witrsmgsresponses for the study’s
variables, the final n was 717 students. Therefhis,research will use the sample of 717
students at 52 institutions across the country Wdhatified a learning disability on the
MSL instrument and completed at least 90% of theesu

Due to this rather large number of students elat@d because of missing data,
descriptive statistics were run to see if thereenggnificant differences between the
original sample of 815 students and the final @Dbf. The reduction in usable data did
not drastically alter the demographics of the sanphe demographic frequencies for
both samples can be found in Appendix F.

Variables

There were several variables included in thisystadd they were grouped
according to input, environmental and outcome \e®m The independent variables
were grouped into blocks within the input and eowmental variables while the
dependent variable, leadership self-efficacy, ésdimgular outcome variable of the study.
Although some of the variables were selected frioeneixtensive review of current

literature, several variables were selected toarmspects of the pre-college and
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college experience for college students with leggmisabilities that are not found within
the existing literature.
Input Variables

The input variable general categories includesthdent’s (1) demographic
information, (2) pre-college involvement and expades and the student’s (3) perception
of leadership self-efficacy prior to college. Thare 8 specific input variables in this
study: (1) Race / Ethnicity; (2) Gender; (3) Agé)} Socio-economic status; (5) Other
disabilities; (6) Off-campus pre-college involvertigi) On-campus pre-college
involvement; and, (8) Leadership efficacy pre-té&sible 3.3 provides the specific items
from the MSL instrument used to measure each skthariables. This table also
includes collapsed categories and variable coding.
Environmental Variables

The environmental variables comprise elementh®{1) mentorship, (2) college
involvement and experiences for the student, ahteéRlership experiences. Eleven
variables are used within this section of the I-Ea@del: (1) Carnegie classification; (2)
Class standing; (3) Mentorship; (4) Off-campus empient; (5) Community service; (6)
Off-campus leadership position; (7) On -campus eymkent, (8) Involvement; (9) On-
campus leadership position; (10) Length of trairedgcation; and, (11) Campus climate.
Refer to Table 3.3 for the specific items from W8L-SS used to measure these
variables.
Outcome Variable

There is one outcome variable used for this stledgership self-efficacy. Refer

to Table 3.4 for the items and measures of leagesdif-efficacy particular to this study.
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Table 3.3

Independent Variables

Block Measure Item Response Choices* Variable Type
*dummy coding is noted where used
Block 1
Race / category 31. Pleaseindicate your racial or ethnic = White/Caucasian (referent) Input
Ethnicity background. (Mark all that apply) = African American/Black (y/n)
= American Indian/Alaskan Native
(y/n)
= Asian American/Pacific Islan. (y/n)
= Latino/Hispanic (y/n)
= Multiracial or multiethnic (y/n)
= Race/ethnicity not included above
(y/n)
Gender category 28. What isyour gender? » Female (1) Input
= Male (0)
Age numerical 27. What isyour age? Respondents were given a blank boxInput

to insert their age. (continuous data)
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Block Measure Item Response Choices* Variable Type
Block 1 (cont)
Socio- category 35. What isthe HIGHEST leve of formal = No college (0) Input

economic education obtained by any of your = Some college or Bachelor’s degree
status parent(s) or guardian(s)? (Choose one) (1)
» Graduate or advanced degrees (2)
= Unknown (3)
score 36. What isyour best estimate of your = Less than $12,500 - $39,000 Input
parent(s) or guardian(s) combined total (referent)
income from last year? If you are = $40,000 - $74,999 (y/n)
independent from your parents, indicate = $75,000 - $99,999 (y/n)
your income. (Choose one) = $100,000 — $100,001and over (y/n)
= Don’t know (y/n)
» Rather not say (y/n)
Block 2
Other category 32. Do you have a mental, emotional, or = Sum of additional disabilities Input
Disabilities physical condition that now or in the past identified (0 to 9)

affectsyour functioningin daily activities
at work, school, or home? If respondent

answeredYES,” then they were instructed

to “Please indicate all that apply”

[Note: “Learning Disability” is excluded
from the original choices.]
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Block Measure Item Response Choices* Variable Type
Block 3
9. Looking back tdefore you started
college how often did you engage in the
following activities: (Circle oneesponse
for each)
Off-campus  score 9.1 Perfor ming volunteer work From Never (1) to Very Often (4) Input
Pre-college
involvement  score 9.5 Participating in community From Never (1) to Very Often (4) Input
organizations (e.g. church youth group,
scouts)
On-campus  score 9.2 Participating in student clubs/groups  From Never (1) to Very Often (4) Input
Pre-college
involvement  score 9.3 Participating in varsity sports From Never (1) to Very Often (4) Input

70



Block Measure Item Response Choices* Variable Type

Block 4
Leadership score L eader ship Efficacy Pre-test scale using From Not at all confident (1) to Very Input
Efficacy the below items (8.7 to 8.10) Confident (4)
Pre-test
8. Looking back tdefore you started
college how confident were you that you
would be successful at the following:
(Circle oneresponse for each)
8.7 Leading others
8.8 Organizing a group’s tasks to
accomplish a goal
8.9 Taking initiative to improve something
8.10 Working with a team on a group
project
Block 5
Carnegie category [Reported by institution] = Associates (0) Environment

Classification Bachelors (1)
Masters (2)
Research Intensive (3)

Research Extensive (4)
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Block Measure Item Response Choices* Variable Type
Block 6
Class
Standing 3. What isyour current classlevel?
category (Choose One) = First year/freshman (0) Environment
= Sophomore (1) (intermediate
= Junior (2) outcome)
= Senior (3)
Block 7
15. At any time during your college
experiencehow often have you been in
mentoring relationships where another
person intentionally assisted your growth or
connected you to opportunities for career
and personal development?
Mentorship score 15.1 Student affairs staff (e.g., a student From Never (1) to Many (4) Environment
organization advisor, career counselor,
the Dean of Students, or residence hall
coor dinator)
score 15. 2 Faculty From Never (1) to Many (4) Environment
score 15.3 Employers From Never (1) to Many (4) Environment
score 15.4 Community members From Never (1) to Many (4) Environment
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Block Measure Item Response Choices* Variable Type
score 15.5 Other students From Never (1) to Many (4) Environment

Block 8
Off-campus  score 4. Areyou currently working OFF *= Yes (0) Environment
Employment CAMPUS? (Circle one) = No (1)
Community  score 6. In an average academic term, do you * Yes (0) Environment
Service engage in any community service? = No (1)
Off-campus 13.4 held aleader ship position in a * Yes (0) Environment
leadership community organization? (for example, = No (1)
postion serving as an officer for a club or

organization, leaders in a youth group,

chairperson of a committee)
Block 9
On-campus  score 5. Areyou currently working ON * Yes (0) Environment
Employment CAMPUS? (Circle one) = No (1)
Breadth of score 14. Which of thefollowing kinds of 21 student groups are presented (e.gEnvironment
Involvement student groups have you been involved Honor Society, Religious, Service,

with during college? (Check_ allthe
categories that apply)

Sports-Club, SGA). Therefore,
respondents could score between 0 to
21.
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Block M easur e

[tem Response Choices*

Variable Type

Block 9 (cont)
On-campus  score
leadership

13.2 held aleader ship positionin acollege = Yes (0)
organization? (for example, serving as an = No (1)

Environment

position officer for a club or organization, captain of
an athletic team, first chair in a musical
group, section editor of the newspaper,
chairperson of a committee)
Block 10
Leadership scale 17b. Short-Term Experiences (ex. From Never (1) to Many (4) Environment
Experiences individual or one-time workshops, retreats,

scale

scale

conferences, lectures, or training)

17b. Moderate-Term Experiences(ex. a  From Never (1) to Many (4)
single course, multiple or ongoing retreats,

conferences, institutes, workshops, and/or

training)

17b. Long-Term Experiences (ex. multi- From Never (1) to Many (4)
semester leadership program, leadership

certificate program, leadership minor or

major, emerging leaders program, living-

Environment

Environment
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Block Measure Item Response Choices* Variable Type

learning program)

Block 11
Campus Scale 24. Select the number that best represents  From Closed, hostile, intolerant, Environment
Climate your_experience with your overall college  unfriendly (1) to Open, inclusive,

climate. supportive, friendly (7)
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Table 3.4

Dependent Variable

Dependent ltems Response Range

Variable

L eadership L eader ship Efficacy scaleusing the From Not at all confident (1) to
Self-Efficacy  below items (22.1 to 22.4) Very Confident (4)

22. How confident are you that you can
successful at the following: (Circle one
response for each.)

22.1 Leading others

22.2. Organizing a group’s tasks to
accomplish a goal

22.3 Taking initiative to improve
something

22.4 Working with a team on a group
project

Instrumentation

The final MSL-SS instrument consisted of 37 questj many of which had
multiple items and scales within the question. Aiddially, each of the 52 participating
institutions was permitted to ask 10 additional pasispecific questions at the end of the
survey. Using Astin’s (1991) I-E-O framework, the andard questions were
developed to gather data regarding the respondeatsographic information, pre-
college experiences and involvement, their expedasrand involvement during college,
and leadership-related outcomes. Other than tHe et&eadership efficacy used in this

study and the previously mentioned SRLS-R2 scalsdoially responsible leadership,
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scales of cognitive development, discussion ofascaitural issues, and diversity
appreciation were developed by the National Stddywng Learning Programs
(NSLLP). These scales were incorporated, with sonim®r modifications, into the MSL-
SS with permission of the NSLLP researchers (Irkélagt, Longerbeam, Owen, &

Johnson, 2006a).

Leadership Efficacy Scale

Members of the MSL research team developed thedrship Efficacy Scale
through an extensive review of related literaturd then further refined the questions
within the scale through expert review. The selksiervey items were validated through
expert review, including expert members of the aeseteam as well as campus liaisons
at the participating institutions. This constriecheasured using a series of four
guestions asking the respondent “How confidentyatethat you can be successful at the
following: (1) Leading others, (2) Organizing a gpés tasks to accomplish a goal, (3)
Taking initiative to improve something, and (4) Wiog with a team on a group project”
(Appendix A).

The Leadership Efficacy Scale was included in tlebawased December 2005
pilot test at the University of Maryland, and aftiee pilot test, researchers used factor
analysis to determine that each of the items shibeldreserved within the final version
of the MSL-SS. The Leadership Efficacy Scale wasluwice in the original MSL
instrumentation, as a pre-test for students’ lestdprself-efficacy prior to college and as
a post-test measure of their current leadershipagfy during college. This scale was
found to be reliable in both the pilot study (pestt(.81) and post-test (.86)) and in the

final MSL study of all respondents during the 2@p8ing semester (pre-test (.89) and
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post-test (.88)). For this study, the scale wasdoio be reliable for the population (pre-

test (.88) and post-test (.89)).

Procedures and Data Collection

In October 2005, the MSL research team reseaarn tvas granted approval
from the University of Maryland's Institutional Rew Board (IRB) to conduct the
national study (Appendix B). The IRB approval whsrt sent to each of the study's
liaisons at the participating institutions to gRB approval from their respective
campuses. A statistical firm, Survey Science Gi@&HG), was responsible for the data
collection and data management. All self-reportedent data were collected during the
2006 spring semester, specifically between the hsoot February through April.
Individual institutions had different three-weekalaollection periods in order to avoid
school breaks, holidays or other institutional assent projects in progress.

Since the survey was web-based, students wet@ sequest to participate via e-
mail. Within the e-mail's text, participants wereyided a link that directed them to the
survey's secure website. Each participant wasiftehby a randomly-generated
participant number, and once participants openedtinvey link, that number
was connected to their survey response. Beforestadould begin responding to the
survey, they were provided with the study's conftagity statement and were required
to complete an informed consent form (Appendix e researchers followed strict
measures to ensure that the student's identifyifogmation could not be linked to his or
her response by storing the survey responses antdfidng information in two separate

locations.
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After the initial e-mail request, students wesatsup to three reminders via e-mail
during the following three weeks. Individual ingtibns had different three-week data
collection periods in order to avoid school bredididays or other institutional
assessment projects in progress. Upon survey ctiomplstudents were no longer sent
additional reminder e-mails. Students who complétedsurvey were entered to win one
of seven national prizes; additionally, some insitins offered campus-based incentives
for their students who completed the survey (&Rpgds and movie tickets). On average,
students were able to complete the entire instranvéhin 20 minutes.

Data Management and Data Analysis

Upon approval from the Institutional Research Bo#RB) at the University of
Maryland — College Park, the researcher used theeatata set of undergraduate
students who self-identified a learning disabibtythe MSL-SS and completed at least
90% of the instrument. After cleaning the datataflents who did not complete 90% of
the survey, graduate students, or any other grthgisare too small to study (e.g., Native
American students), descriptive statistics weretousee how representative the sample
is compared to the national data on college stgdeith a learning disability (i.e.,
gender, race, age, socioeconomic status). Thislgeukal limitations of the research’s
ability to be generalized to the full populationocoilege students with a learning
disability. Then, the researcher tested the rditglmf the Leadership Efficacy Scale for
the students with learning disabilities sub-sanysi@g Cronbach alpha. Since scales are
not always reliable for every population, it is iomfant to ensure reliability of this scale
for college students with a learning disability dref beginning the multiple regression

analysis. The leadership efficacy scale which mmased of four items was reliable with
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an alpha of .88 (pre-test) and .89 (post-testadn, these Cronbach alphas are quite high
(Pallant, 2007).

Next, tests for multicollinearity among the indagent variables were run to
ensure that none of the measures are heavily ateceWwith one another. “Most
investigators would probably agree that correlatiohr > .80 between predictors should
be considered very problematic. Correlations of thagnitude might suggest that the
two variables largely measure the same construttiaat only one, or a combination of
the two, be used” (Licht, 1995, pp. 45-46). Multlcerarity testing showed no violation
of this assumption of regression analyses. Thedsigtorrelation value was observed for
two independent variables measuring parental eguncdsome college or a bachelors
degree” and “post-baccalaureate degree-(q.77). Since<.80, no variables needed to
be collapsed or removed due to significant conafafLicht, 1995). See Appendix E for
all correlation values. The Variable Inflation Fast (VIF) is a measure of
intercorrelation of the independent variables aag highest for Carnegie type, between
4.6 and 6.8. However, these values still fall witah acceptable range from 0 to 10
(Kleinbaum, 1988). Since the most extreme valuddat within the acceptable ranges
for correlation and VIF, multicollinearity is notolated within the model.

When the leadership self-efficacy scale was detexdto be reliable and the
independent variables were not highly correlatied researcher began hierarchical
multiple regression analysis by successively emgeone block into the equation at a
time — first entering the inputs and then the esvinental variables. Once all of the
blocks were entered, the Ror each block, Rfor the entire regression analysis, Beta, B

Sig, and F-tests were reported. See Chapter ofaplete results.
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Regression Variable Entry

Establishing the order of variables entered invcks is critical to regression
analysis. According to Astin’s (1991) I-E-O modeklependent variables that are most
distal to the dependent variable should be entiénsidfollowed by variables that are
more proximal to the dependent variable. The lad¢pendent variables entered into the
model should have the most direct relationshipnéodependent variable. Following the
conventions of the I-E-O model, student demograptiarmation is entered in the first
two blocks: Block 1 includes race/ethnicity, genagage, and socioeconomic status; and,
Block 2 accounts for any other disabilities tha shudent has indicated other than a
learning disability. The next block represents eigmees the student had prior to college;
Block 3 is pre-college involvement, both on andadmpus. The last of the inputs, Block
4, is the leadership efficacy pre-test which meastine student’s sense of leadership
self-efficacy prior to college.

As the first environmental block, Carnegie clasation, Block 5, accounts for
institutional type. Class standing is the secondrenmental factor entered into the
model, Block 6. Next, mentorship is entered as BIbcThe next three blocks involve
college experiences and involvement; these bloskgitered after mentorship because
the literature suggests that they would have a rdiveet effect on the outcome of
leadership self-efficacy: Block 8 includes off-camsyrollege involvement, Block 9
includes on-campus college involvement, and Bldazkdnsists of leadership
training/education. Campus Climate is entered aeléventh and final block. Refer to

Table 3.5 for the complete I-E-O Model of LeadepsBelf-Efficacy Outcome.
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Table 3.5

I-E-O Model of Leadership Self-Efficacy Outcome

I nput Environment Outcome
Block 1 Block 5 Leadership Self-Efficacy
Race / Ethnicity Carnegie Classification
Gender Block 6
Class Standing
Age
Block 7
Socio-economic Status Mentorship
Block 2 Block 8
Other Disabilities Off-Campus Involvement
Block 3 Block 9
Off-campus On-Campus Involvement
Pre-college Involvement
Block 10
On-campus Leadership

Pre-college Involvement

Block 4
Leadership Efficacy
Pre-test

Training/Education

Block 11
Campus Climate
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Hypotheses Testing

The data helped to either reject or fail to refaetnull hypotheses. Each of these
hypotheses were tested using either the individuabmbined blocks of the regression
analysis by using the?Ralues for the block or set of blocks. Hypothesie@as the
combination of all the inputs of the model, Blodks 4; Hypothesis Two only included
the items from Block 6; Hypothesis Three only im#d the items from Block 7;
Hypothesis Four was the combination of Blocks ®+&hd, Hypothesis Five was
measured using Block 11. For the null hypothesé®trejected, the ®Ralues must
indicate a significant contribution to the variameg¢he dependent variable, leadership
self-efficacy.

Conclusion

This chapter detailed the methodology of this quatinte study to investigate
what factors contribute to the development of lesluip self-efficacy for college students
with a learning disability. The research questind hypotheses, general framework,
design of MSL national study, sampling strategyialdes, instrumentation including
tests for reliability and validity, procedures aata collection, and data analysis were

discussed. The next chapter, Chapter 4, will ptetbesistudy’s results.
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS

The purpose of this study was to determine whatphege and college
experiences contribute to the development of ledmeiself-efficacy for college students
with a learning disability. First, sample charastigcs and demographic characteristics
will be discussed. Second, regression analysesygmtheses testing will be examined.
Finally, the chapter will end with a model summang conclusion.

Sample Characteristics

The sample was selected from the Multi-Institutiddi@dy of Leadership (MSL)
data set of 50,378 student respondents. Withind&tat set, 815 students identified as
having a learning disability. Since the dependamtable for this study was leadership
self-efficacy, individuals who did not have a vadicbre on this measure (i.e., missing
items) were excluded from the final sample. A tataf 18 students had valid scores on
the leadership self-efficacy scale. Only one irdlinal identified as Native
American/American Indian; that student’s data waisimcluded, leaving a final sample
size of 717 students.

Borg and Gall (1989) have indicated that 10 to 4%es should be present for
each variable involved in multivariate statistit®erefore, each variable was checked
prior to analyses in order to ensure that this mum was met. All variables met the
criterion with the exception of students who idketi as American Indian. Since only
one student identified as American Indian and veag a variable in the study, this
student’s data were removed prior to final analy$egrefore, the final n for this study

was 717 students with a learning disability. Duédtwise deletion, some analyses

84



represent a fewer number of total cases; the p&ges represent the total number of
cases and therefore may not total 100% for eacyoay.

On the complete leadership efficacy scale from 4@&@oints, respondents had a
mean score of 11.08 (SD=3.09) on the pre-test 21tD1(SD=2.77) on the post-test. On
a four point scale, respondents had a mean scoPe/a@f(SD=.77) on the pre-test and
3.03 (SD=0.69) on the post-test for the leadersffiracy outcome variable. These
numbers are lower than the general student findirays the national MSL study where
students had a mean score of 2.84 on the pre#es8.43 (SD = .63) on the post-test
(Dugan & Komives, 2007). Overall, the students mststudy’'s sample also had

confidence in their leadership efficacy.

Demographic Characteristics

Of the respondents, 61.2% (n=437) were female &®P3 (n=277) were male.
When examining race and ethnicity, 75.7% (n=543ewg&aucasian/White; 2.2% (n=16)
were Black/African-American; 3.1% (n=22) were Asiamerican/Pacific Islander; 2.9%
(n=21) were Latino/Hispanic; 13.0% (n=93) were Mattial; and, 3.1% (n=22) did not
indicate a race or ethnicity. The average agee®ttdmple was 22.73 years old
(SD=6.30).

For parental education, 11.3% (n=81) of resporglg@atrents had no college
education; 37.7% (n=270) had some college expeziena Bachelors degree; 48.4%
(n=347) had a Post-Bachelors degree; and, 2.5%8Jnadre unaware of their parents’
educational experiences. When asked about patantahe, 23.3% (n=167) of
respondents indicated a yearly amount less thar9$3911.6% (n=83) of respondents’

parents make between $40,000 and $74,999 a ydas; (®=60) range between $75,000
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and $99,999; 30.5% (n=219) make over $100,000 gar, ©.1% (n=65) selected the
option “Rather not say”; and, 17.0% (n=22) did kiwbw. Refer to Table 4.1 for a listing
of all the demographic characteristics.

Table 4.2 presents the frequencies and percentdgelslitional disabilities. For
the purposes of this study, a summation of additidisabilities was used for the
analyses; however, Table 4.3 provides descriptif@mation regarding the other types
of disabilities that the respondents within the glnindicated. The mean of the
summation of additional disabilities was 1.80 (S[32). Therefore, on average,
respondents indicated between one and two additthsebilities. Most commonly,
57.9% (n=415) of individuals selected “Attentionfidi& Disorder/Attention Deficit
Hyperactivity Disorder” and 50.1% (n=359) of indiuvials selected
“Psychiatric/Psychological Condition (e.g., anxidigorder, major depression).”
Compared to other national datasets, these pegentae significantly higher
(Henderson 1995, 1999, 2001). This increase isungirising given the rapid increase in
the numbers of college students identifying disaed (Henderson). Part of this increase
may also be due to the fact that other nationaibprted information about college
students with disabilities primarily comes from @eaative Institutional Research
Program (CIRP) which surveys first-year studentheDstudies have commented on the

increase of students diagnosed with a disabilitynducollege (Kavale & Forness, 1996).
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Table 4.1

Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

Respondent Characteristics N Per centage
Gender

Male 277 38.8%
Female 437 61.2%
Race

Caucasian/White 543 75.7%
Black/African American 16 2.2%
Asian American/Pacific Islander 22 3.1%
Latino/Hispanic 21 2.9%
Multiracial 93 13.0%
Unknown 22 3.1%
Age

18 to 21 years old 433 60.4%
22 to 25 years old 173 24.1%
26 to 30 years old 47 6.6%
31 to 40 years old 35 4.9%
41 years old or older 26 3.6%
Par ental Education

No college education 81 11.3%
Some college or Bachelors degree 270 37.7%
Post-Bachelors degree 347 48.4%
Unknown 18 2.5%

Par ental Income

Less than $39,999 167 23.3%
Between $40,000 and $74,999 83 11.6%
Between $75,000 and $99,999 60 8.4%
Over $100,000 219 30.5%
Rather not say 65 9.1%
Unknown 17 17.0%
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Table 4.2

Frequencies of Summation of Additional Disabilities

Number of
Additional Disabilities N Per centage
0 80 11.2%
1 225 31.4%
2 228 31.8%
3 103 14.4%
4 33 4.6%
5 10 1.4%
6 8 1.1%
7 1 0.1%
8 2 0.3%
Table 4.3

Frequencies of Other Disabilities

Disability Type N Per centage
Deaf/Hard of Hearing 47 6.6%
Blind/Visual Impairment 57 7.9%
Speech/language condition 72 10.0%
Physical or musculoskeletal 47 6.6%
Attention Deficit Disorder/Attention 415 57.9%
Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder
Psychiatric/Psychological condition 359 50.1%
Neurological condition 55 7.7%
Medical 110 15.3%
Other 123 17.2%
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Regression Analysis

For this study, a significance level @%.001 was established for testing the
hypotheses. Although Tables 4.4 and 4.5 indicatelpes ofp<.05,p<.01, ando<.001,
only p-values less than .001 will be consideretistieally significant for the discussion
of the results. Significance at other levels shdadaonsidered cautiously since the data
set is large, but these values can help to pravideeper understanding of the data and
indicate what specific factors contribute to theeated variance. See Table 4.4 for a
comprehensive summary of all variables includethéregression. Overall, the results of
the regression indicate that pre-college expereaoe the college environment explain a
significant amount of the variance of leadershipsfiicacy, R’=.472. Table 4.5
consolidates the findings of the model and present&, and the adjusted?®f the
model. R is the square root of;R represents the correlation that exists betvtaen
predicted and observed values of leadership effid&tis the amount of variance in the
dependent variable that is explained by the indegenvariable, and adjusted R
accounts for the variance that may occur randomipdependent variables are entered

into the table. The closer the adjustéddto R, the stronger the model.
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Table 4.4

Predictors for Leadership Self-Efficacy

*%

Block/Step/Variable(N=669) R R change FChange Beta  fsig Sig.
1. Demographic Infor mation .063 .063 2.903 ok
Race/Ethnicity (referent: White/Caucasian)
African-American .033 .645
Asian American -.097 -1.1567 ok
Latino -.046 -.810
Multi Racial .023 .189
Not Included .020 321
Gender
Female .019 .106
Age
Age .002 -.001
Parental Education
Unknown -.079 -1.517 *
Some College or Bachelor's Degree -.126 -711 *
Post-Baccalaureate Degree -.173 -.957
Parental Income (referent: Below $40,000)
Between $40,000 and $74,999 .005 .044
Between $75,000 and $99,999 .000 .000
Over $100,000 .051 .304
Rather Not Say -.005 -.406
Unknown .005 .037
2. Other Disabilities .063 .001 .558
Sum of other disabilities
Sum of other disabilities .003 .006
3. Pre-College I nvolvement 121 .058 10.684 *rx
Off-campus involvement
Performing volunteer work -.019 -.056
Participating in comm. organizations .021 .053
On-campus involvement
Participating in student groups -.048 -.128
Participating in varsity sports .059 .128
4. L eader ship Efficacy Pre-Test .353 231 231.116 bl
L eadership efficacy pre-test
Leadership efficacy pre-test 493 440 *kx
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Block/Step/Variable{N=669) R R change F Change Beta fsig Sig.
5. Carnegie Classification .357 .005 1.223
Carnegie Classification
Research Extensive .058 .333
Research Intensive .058 414
Masters .081 484
Bachelors .046 415
6. Class Standing .399 .041 16.665 *xk
Class Standing
Sophomores -.023 -.156
Juniors .016 .097
Seniors .145 .884 i
7. Mentorship AL17 .018 3.995 *x
Mentorship
Student Affairs -.049 -.128
Faculty .029 .079
Employer -.031 -.084
Community Member .008 .022
Other Student .064 162
8. Off-Campus College I nvolvement 433 .016 5.980 el
Employment
Off-Campus employment -.109 -.637 rxx
Community Service
Community service in college -.012 -.069
L eadership Position
Off-Campus leadership position .023 .054
9. On-Campus College I nvolvement 453 .019 7.464 el
Employment
On-Campus employment .014 .092
I nvolvement
Breadth of involvement .032 .029
L eadership Position
On-Campus leadership position 124 .251 *
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Block/Step/Variable{N=669) R R change F Change Beta fsig Sig.

10. L eader ship Training / Education 458 .005 1.953
Length of Training / Education
Short .016 .104
Medium .071 462
Long .067 447
11. Campus Climate 472 .015 17.401 *xk
Campus Climate
Campus climate 133 .266 ok

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001

Table 4.5
Model Summary
Adjusted R

R R Square F Sig F
Block/Description (N=669) R Square Square Change Change Change
1. Demographic Information .250 .063 041 .063 2.903 .000***
2. Other Disabilities .252 .063 .040 .001 .558 .455
3. Pre-College Involvement .348 121 .094 .058 10.684  .000***
4. Leadership Efficacy Pre-Test .594 .353 .332 231 231.116 .000***
5. Carnegie Classification .598 .357 .332 .005 1.223 .300
6. Class Standing .631 .399 372 .041 14.665  .000***
7. Mentorship .646 A17 .387 .018 3.955 .002**
8. Off-Campus College Involvement.658 433 401 .016 5.980 .001***
9. On-Campus College Involvement.673 453 419 .019 7.464 .000***
10. Leadership Training / Education.676 .458 421 .005 1.953 120
11. Campus Climate .687 A72 436 .015 17.401  .000***

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Hypothesis 1

The first null hypothesis states that the combaratf student characteristics, pre-
college involvement, and pre-college measuresaufdeship self-efficacy does not
significantly contribute to the explained variantis hypothesis incorporates all the
inputs of the model, and the results of the regpes®ject the null. The input variables
accounted for 35.3% of the variance and the fost blocks test this hypothesis and,
with the exception of Block 2 — Other Disabilitiexplained a significant portion of the
variance.
Block 1: Demographic Information

As a block, Demographic Information, which inclsdace/ethnicity, gender, age,
parental education, and parental income, explaangdnificant amount of the variance.
Within this block, only one variable, Asian Amenmcdad a p-value less than .001. Since
the reference group for race/ethnicity was Whitelshts and the beta weight for Asian
Americans was negative, Asian American studentsisissample are significantly less
likely than their White peers to have higher leatgy self-efficacy. Although parental
education showed moderate to low predictive sigaifce, the remaining variables,
including parental education, did not prove to igaificant predictors for the model
when considered independently. The first block anted for 6.3% of the variance.
Block 2: Other Disabilities

When the sum of additional disabilities was in€lddn the regression model, no
significant contribution to the variance was obsernSince this block only included one
variable, the variable itself was also not a sigaifit predictor variable. Only 0.1% of the

variance was explained by other disabilities.
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Block 3: Pre-College Involvement

At 5.8%, Block 3 contributed a significant amouwofthe variance explained by
the model. This block includes off-campus and ommas involvement. The off-campus
factors of volunteer work and participation in coomity organizations did not prove to
be significant contributors to the model nor did tm-campus factors of participating in
student groups or varsity sports.
Block 4: Leadership Efficacy Pre-Test

Compared to the other blocks in the model, Bloexglained the most variance,
23.1%. Block 4 contained one variable, the preftasieadership efficacy; therefore, the
leadership efficacy pre-test scale was a signifipasitive predictor of the dependent
variable. A higher score on the leadership effiga®¢test predicts a higher score on the
dependent variable of leadership self efficacy.

Hypothesis 2

Also stated in the null, the second hypothesiestthat class standing does not
contribute to a significant difference in a studetdadership self-efficacy. Like
hypothesis one, the results of the regressiontréjecsecond null hypothesis. To test this
hypothesis, only Block 6 was used.
Block 6: Class Standing

According to the model, Block 6 explained 4.1%re#f model’s variance.
Freshman respondents were used as the referengg gral no individual variables (i.e.,
sophomores, juniors, or seniors) were significanhep<.001 level. Although seniors
only showed a moderate predictive valpg.01), the combination of the class standing

variables proved to collectively comprise a sigrafit amount of the explained variance.
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Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis 3, also stated in the null, assertsrttgattorship during college does
not contribute to the model’s explained variancerEthough mentorship was significant
at thep<.01 level, at thp<.001 level, the results fail to reject the null byipesis.
Therefore, mentorship does not explain a signitigmaportion of the variance; this
block only accounts for 1.8% of the variance.
Block 7: Mentorship

Block 7 includes mentorship from student affairsfpssionals, faculty,
employers, community members, and other studentse&ch independent variable, no
significance was observed. Therefore, mentoringticriships are not significant
predictors of developing leadership self-efficaoythis sample of college students with
a learning disability. Upon further analysis of thequencies for mentoring, this sample
was more frequently mentored by faculty and othedents and less frequently mentored
by student affairs professionals, employers, amdmanity members. More importantly,
a large number of respondents indicated that tleg hever been mentored by
individuals within many of the categories. Tablé grovides the frequencies for each

mentoring relationship.
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Table 4.6

Mentoring Frequencies

Never One Time Several Times  Many Times
Student Affairs 317 128 198 73
Staff
Faculty 173 145 284 115
Employers 350 137 167 62
Community 424 96 158 39
Members
Other Students 178 103 279 157

Hypothesis 4

For Hypothesis 4, college involvement and leaderstaining/education were not
hypothesized to contribute to the variance obsenvéide model. The results from Blocks
8, 9, and 10 were used to test the fourth hypathaesil the blocks collectively account
for 4.0% of the variance. Blocks 8 and 9, Off-Casfwllege Involvement and On-
Campus College Involvement respectively, indepetiga@ccount for a significant
proportion of the variance while Block 10, Lead@pshraining/Education, does not. The
results of the regression reject this null hypothes
Block 8: Off-Campus College Involvement

Involvement off campus, Block 8, combined varialésmployment,
community service, and leadership positions. Akak) off-campus college

involvement explained a significant proportion loé tvariance. Off-campus employment
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was a negative, significant predictor for leadgydalf-efficacy. Thus, students in the
sample who were employed off-campus were signifiganore likely to have a lower
score on the dependent variable of leadershipe$igtiacy. Both community service and
off-campus leadership position did not have sigatiit predictive abilities within the
model.
Block 9: On-Campus College Involvement

At 1.9%, On-Campus College Involvement explainaiaificant proportion of
the variance. Within this block, on-campus emplogthveas not proven to be a
significant predictor. Additionally, breadth of inlwvement, measured by the total number
of clubs and organization the respondent indicatetinot have significant predictive
ability. Lastly, on-campus leadership positions hadoderate predictive value<.01),
but it also did not meet the test for predictivgngiicance.
Block 10: Leadership Training/Education

Leadership Training/Education only explained 0.5%he variance and did not
explain a significant proportion of the model'siaaice. This block measured the length
of training/education programs (i.e., short, mediamd long). None of the independent
variables were shown to be statistically significaithin the regression. After examining
the frequencies of these variables, 149 respondafitsated involvement in short-term
experiences, 165 respondents indicated involvemeanedium-term experiences, and
167 respondents indicated involvement in long-terperiences. Only 235 respondents

indicated no involvement in these experiences.
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Hypothesis Five

The final null hypothesis stated that campus dientid not significantly
contribute to the variance of the model. At 001 level, the eleventh and final block,
campus climate, did account for a significant amadrihe explained variance. This
hypothesis was tested using one independent varieémpus climate, and was rejected
based on the regression’s results.
Block 11: Campus Climate

Block 11 accounted for 1.5% of the model’'s vargansing only one independent
variable which measured campus climate on a 7-palkett scale. On a seven point
scale, the mean score of respondents was 4.96 (38)=As the last independent
variable entered in the model, campus climate \bésta explain a significant proportion
of the variance even after the preceding variatisned 45.8% of the explained
variance. Since the block explained a significanbant of the variance and only
included one independent variable, the independable was also a significant
predictor within the model at the<.001 level.

Model Summary

Since this model has a large number of independerdbles, it is more likely to
have included excess variables that decrease tie srodel’s predictive value (Licht,
1995). This can be tested by comparing thedtue with the Adjusted Rralue. The
closer these two values, the less likely extran@udispendent variables were included in
the model. The Rvalue and the Adjusted®Ralue of the model were .472 and .436,
respectively. These relatively close values sugipedtthe model lacks a significant

amount of irrelevant independent variables.
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The only block not included in the tested hypotlsesas block 5, Carnegie
classification. The literature did not suggest thatnegie type had a significant effect on
the population or construct being considered fa $kudy. This block was used to
control for institutional type, and it did not acod for a significant amount of the
explained variance.

Overall, the model explained 47.2% of the samplaisance in leadership self-
efficacy. Significant negative predictors includedents who are Asian American and
students who are employed off-campus. Significasitive predictors include the
leadership efficacy pre-test and a positive cangtiogate. Other factors that showed
moderate to minimal predictive value but did noett@e study’s p-value<.001 criterion
include parental education, students who are sgramid students who hold on-campus
leadership positions.

Multiple blocks explained a significant proportiohthe model’'s variance. Those
blocks include: (a) Demographic Information; (bgf2ollege Involvement; (c)
Leadership Efficacy Pre-Test; (d) Class Standiapff-Campus College Involvement;
(f) On-Campus College Involvement; and (g) Camplisi&e. Block 7: Mentorship
showed moderate significance while Block 2: Othesabilities, Block 5: Carnegie
Classification, and Block 10: Leadership TrainindiEation did not prove to explain a
significant portion of the observed variance.

Conclusion

Chapter Four offered a comprehensive review okthdy’s findings. The chapter

began with a review of the sample characteristiesyographic characteristics and ended

with a discussion of the regression analyses, lngsats testing, and model summary.
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The fifth and final chapter will discuss the médjimdings of the study and offer

suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

This study examined what pre-college and collegtofa contributed to the
development of leadership self-efficacy for collspedents with a learning disability.
Based on the current literature, five null hypodsesere developed and tested using
hierarchical regression statistical analysis. Thigpter will examine the implications of
the findings from hypotheses testing, describdithigations inherent in the design of the
research, and discuss the study’s overall findasgghey relate to research and practice.

Summary of Findings

Five hypotheses emerged from examination and sgistloé the literature on
college students with learning disabilities andrtheadership self-efficacy. These
hypotheses were assessed using a combination sfutigs 43 independent variables
which were further organized into 11 blocks witthie regression. Of the 11 blocks of
variables present in the study, seven were fourgkpbain a significant proportion of the
observed variance at a p-level of less than .Q0fothl, the pre-college and college
factors explored in this study explained 47.2%hef sample’s leadership efficacy, the
dependent variable of the study. These factorstegjefour of the study’s five hypotheses
and offer novel findings not found in the existiitgrature.

Descriptive Findings

Females (61.2%) = 437) were overrepresented in the sample comparetles
(38.8%,n = 277); these results mirror the Multi-InstitutadrStudy of Leadership (MSL)
data from which this sample was drawn. In the M&tianal study, “females (62%,=
30, 960) were slightly overrepresented comparadales (38%n = 19, 183) (Dugan &

Komives, 2007, p. 11). These findings contradicbasiderable body of literature that
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found significantly more men diagnosed with a l@agrdisability (Hampton & Mason,
2003; Levine & Nourse, 1998; Siegel & Smythe, 2006gel, 1990). In her review of

the Cooperative Institutional Research Program EJléata from 2000, Henderson
(2001) observed the same pattern, 43.2% of mendseifified a learning disability
compared to 37.4% of women. This discrepancy may tesult of the overrepresentation
of females within the sample or may suggest a toéfmdore women identifying a
learning disability. Since the information is sedported, the data capture an individual's
perception about disability rather than a medicafjdosis. Therefore, even if more men
are medically diagnosed with a learning disabilitys possible that, compared to men,
more women actually feel that they have a leardisgbility.

With a mean age of 22.73 years old, the resposd#rthis sample were older
than the respondents of the MSL national study wimsan age was 21 years old
(Dugan & Komives, 2007). College students withaméng disability are generally older
than their peers and take longer to complete aengnaduate degree (Henderson 1999,
2001; Wolanin & Steele, 2004). This suggests thatents with a learning disability
could have longer exposure to the environmentahlbas measured in this study, which
could, in turn, have a more profound impact onrtdevelopment of leadership efficacy.

According to race and ethnicity, the sample wasanly comprised of
White/Caucasian respondents (75.78%,543) with students identifying as Multiracial
(13.0%,n = 93) as the next largest group. Students whaiftkshas Asian
American/Pacific Islander (3.1%,= 22), Latino/Hispanic (2.9% = 21), African
American/Black (2.2% = 16), and Unknown (3.1%,= 22) made up the remainder of

the sample. These findings are not uncommon whetpaced to other research that
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shows that students with a learning disabilityrame likely to be White/Caucasian
(Henderson 1999, 2001; Warner, Dede, Garvan, & @yn@002). The Multiracial
category presented unique findings that could Ipboeed further in future studies. Since
the sample was 13.0% Multiracial but the combimabbraces was not considered as a
part of the model, more in-depth analysis coulaka¢ypossible significance according to
a student’s specific Multiracial identificationdi, the different combinations of race
categories).

For this study, socioeconomic status was measisig a combination of
parental education and parental income; this coatiain of variables is frequently used
in higher education as an approximated measureaxdaconomic status (Terenzini,
Cabrera, & Bernal, 2001). The first variable, psaérducation, showed that 86.1% of
the sample indicated that one parent had at leas¢ slegree of a college education. In
fact, 48.4% of the sample indicated a parent wibktfBachelor’s degree. According to
household income, 30.5% of the respondents haweisehold income that exceeds
$100,000. The next largest income group fell atatiner end of the income spectrum for
the study; 23.3% of respondents live in househwaitis incomes less than $40,000 per
year. This distinction at the extremes has beefaag by prior studies suggesting that
individuals from low household incomes do not gatigihave access to the best
education or resources while individuals at thedbihe income brackets have the
financial resources necessary to afford the experissting needed for the diagnosis of a
learning disability (Blair & Scott, 2002; Kaufma@poper, & McGee, 1997; O’Connor &

Spreen, 1988).
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Although this study only measured the total nundfexdditional disabilities, the
descriptive findings about additional disabilitypgs present novel findings when
compared to existing literature and existing data.dViost notably, 50.1% of students
who identified a learning disability also identdi@ psychiatric/psychological disability,
and 57.9% indicated Attention Deficit Disorder/Attion Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder.
Although the latter of these two categories is diestfly associated with learning
disabilities, the percentage of respondents isivels high (Vogel, 1990).

The fact that half of the sample also indicatedychiatric/psychological
condition was an unexpected finding within the d&ta average, respondents indicated
an average of 1.8 additional disabilities othenttieir learning disability. This finding
may be attributed to some of the questions askbogitaconditions or impairments, not
disabilities. Therefore, this figure may not regmsthe total number afisabilitiesthat
and individual has. The complexities of the intetss of these additional disabilities
are not investigated within this study, but futteeearch could enhance understanding of
how these different disabilities affect one anothred a students’ leadership efficacy.
Hypothesis 1

For hypothesis one, the inputs of the regressiodainwere considered.
Collectively, the four input blocks rejected thdlmypothesis, but more importantly, a
few of the independent variables emerged as stgmifipredictors of leadership efficacy.
Within the race/ethnicity variables, students wihentified as Asian American/Pacific
Islander had a significant, negative predictiveetfiatp<.001. This specific finding has
been present in other research on leadership dawvelat (Komives & Dugan, 2007; Liu

& Sedlacek, 1998), but has recently been attriburtgzirt to this population’s avoidance
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of extreme response options (Wang, Hempton, Du§adgmives, 2007). Compared to
their White peers, Asian American students avoitese responses thus negatively bias
their comparative results. For this study’s 16-poneasure of leadership efficacy, Asian
American students had a mean score of 9.59 (SD¥2rbthe pre-test and a mean score
of 9.68 (SD=3.18). The standard deviations fos troup are similar to the full sample
of students with a learning disability; thereforéang and colleagues findings may not
apply to this study. These findings may suggegtAlsean American students with a
learning disability do in fact have lower leadepshfficacy than their other peers with a
learning disability.Although this finding is sigraant at the most conservative p-level, it
should be interpreted within this appropriate cante

Another set of negative predictors appeared withénvariables measuring
socioeconomic status. Although parental educatiomat meet the level of significance
needed for this study, it did prove to be significat more moderate p-levels of .01 and
.05. Since the sample size was relatively largejerately significant findings should be
considered with caution. However, the negative nlesksignificance should be explored
in future studies to see if it truly is a signifitgoredictor of leadership self-efficacy for
this population of students. This study’s findingsuld suggest that the more education
students’ parents have, the lower their level atiership efficacy. These counterintuitive
findings may be a result of higher parental exgeta for their children with a learning
disability. Since the parents were able to be ssgfoéin college, they may expect the
same, if not more, from their student. This pressnay translate to a lower sense of self
confidence and self esteem if the student is untahteeet these expectations. On the

other hand, these findings may indicate that paresth a college education are more
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involved in their children’s education, not allowithem to develop the efficacy to know
who to function without their support and guidance.

The last significant predictor within the inputriedoles was the pre-test for
leadership efficacy. At 23.1%, the fourth block kexped the greatest proportion of the
variance. Since this block only contained one \d¢iathe pre-test for leadership efficacy
was a significantly strong predictor for the outeaf leadership efficacy. These
findings are not surprising, but they do help tatcol the variance within the model’s
environmental variables. Without this predictoe thodel would likely overinflate the
variance observed in the environmental variableéggssting that certain aspects of the
college environment have a larger effect on devetpfeadership efficacy than they
actually do. Hence, students with a learning digglwho enter college with a strong
sense of leadership efficacy will have higher ssane the leadership efficacy outcome.
For this study, students with a learning disab#ibter college with a relatively strong
sense of leadership efficaay%2.77, SD=.77). Thus, their scores of leadersHipafy
on the post testiE3.03, SD=.69) are mostly attributed to factorepto the college
environment.

Hypothesis 2

The second null hypothesis was also rejected dydbults of the regression. As a
block, class standing explained 4.1% of the studgisance which was significant to the
study. Even so, none of the independent variabése wignificant predictors for the
outcome variable. Although seniors had a moderaiglyificant predictive value, this
variable was not significant based on the studgternta. Like the findings from the pre-

test for leadership efficacy, these results are iatd unexpected; students who are older

106



have had more of an opportunity for experiencesdbald further develop their efficacy
for leadership. Previous studies also show tha¢gelstudents with a learning disability
are more likely to take longer to complete an ugdstuate degree (Henderson 1999,
2001), so the moderate effects that were obserweskhiors could be a result of students
who identified this category may have been in gdléour, five, or more years. From the
data, there is no way to tell the actual numbeyeairs a student has been exposed to the
variables in the college environment which couldgibly have an impact on these
findings.
Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis three was the only hypothesis thahdidorove to be significant. The
entire block was moderately significapk(01), and none of the independent variable
were significant predictors in the model. Bandur@96) discusses the importance of
vicarious experiences and verbal persuasion onutmme of efficacy development.
Vicarious experiences have been explained to be pawerful when the role model has
relatively similar characteristics (Bandura). Thexomes difficult to assess when
characteristics like a learning disability are wisible (Bessell & Moss, 2007; Phemister
& Crewe, 2007; Scrambler; 2004). The lack of sigaifit findings for this hypothesis
could be attributed to (a) the hidden nature aofriea disabilities, (b) extent to which
they are receiving frequent mentorship on campug)dhe mentorship that they are
receiving may not be intended to develop leaderstfiipacy.

The variables used to measure this hypothesis focgpecific types of
mentorship (i.e., student affairs professionalsulty, employers, community members,

and other students); the intended outcomes of m&mfo(e.g., career development,
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academic success, or personal) are not distingliisy¢he study’s data. If mentors are
focusing on more basic needs of students (e.gigatavg the college bureaucracy,
completing mandatory academic requirements), thay mot be engaging students in
discussions of leadership development. As the ges@ statistics indicated in Table
4.6, there is generally a lack of mentorship odogrfor students with a learning
disability. This may be due to decreased self-adop@nd help-seeking behaviors for
students with a learning disability (Brinkerhof@; Hadley, 2006; Skinner, 1998); they
may not be reaching out and developing these oglstiips on campus. Future research
should explore effective mentorship strategiestadents with learning disabilities to
develop a stronger sense of leadership efficacy.
Hypothesis 4

Blocks eight, nine, and ten collectively rejectied fourth null hypothesis that
college involvement and leadership training/edweatio not contribute to the model’s
variance. Within each of these blocks, only oneificant predictor was observed. Off-
campus employment, a significantly negative prediof the model, suggests that
students with a learning disability who work offrgpus have a lower sense of leadership
efficacy. Astin (1993) showed that off-campus engptent had a negative effect on
involvement during college. If students who workodmpus are less likely to be
involved on-campus, they may not be engaging int@enaexperiences (e.g., involvement
in organizations, leadership experiences, commugaityice) that Bandura (1995)
emphasizes as a critical component of efficacy ldgweent. Thus, a lower score for

leadership efficacy would be observed in the study.
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Other predictors for this hypothesis did not prawvée significant. On-campus
leadership position was moderately significanp<€1; this warrants additional studies
to assess whether leadership positions mattehéodévelopment of leadership efficacy
for college students with a learning disabilitytelrestingly, the variables measuring
leadership training/education were not found tsigaificant, and the block, as a whole,
did not explain a significant proportion of the iaace. The three independent variables
used to measure leadership training/education wagegorical with “yes” or “no”
options. If a larger range of choices per variatdes used to measure this block (i.e., a
larger number of response options per each lerfgtiiaing), the study could measure a
more precise degree of participation for theseernily dichotomous variables. Although
this data exists within the MSL national data t#etse variables were trimmed down to
reduce the total number of independent variablésanmodel.

Hypothesis 5

Campus climate was the last significant block tegcted the fifth null
hypothesis. As a positive predictor variable, casgiumate was also significant at
p<.001. Therefore, campus climate matters for stiderth a learning disability who are
developing their leadership self-efficacy. The mpositive the climate, the more likely a
student with a learning disability is to have ahl@gsense of leadership efficacy. With a
mean of 4.96 above the midpoint of the scale, stisdeith a learning disability generally
have a positive perception of their campus climate.

Many researchers have shown the effects of caripnate on students’ college
experiences (Cabrera, Nora, Terenzini, Pascafdiaa Hagedorn, 1999; Hurtado,

Milem, Clayton-Pedersen, Allen, & Milem, 1998; Ma&y, Williams, & Gellar, 1997),
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and the results of this study highlight the inflaerthat campus climate has on college
students with a learning disability. Since the nuea®f campus climate is only one item,
future research could explore specific aspectaofpus climate (e.g., faculty support,
access to resources, social interaction) and hewrilate to this population’s
development of leadership efficacy.

Limitations

There are a few limitations to note for this studlg.noted earlier, since the data
used in this study are cross-sectional and nottietigal, it is not a true I-E-O design
(Astin, 1991). The pre-test for leadership efficacyl other input measures asked
students to think about themselves prior to coliegker than directly measuring the
inputs while they are in high school. Another liatibn of the design is that regression
cannot prove cause and effect; it only shows iepehdent variables contribute to the
variance in the dependent variable. Thereforedhalts of this study cannot indicate
items like positive campus climate or leadershigifians cause a student’s higher sense
of leadership self-efficacy.

Other limitations of the study stemmed from theklaf literature specific to both
the population of college students with a learrdiggbility and the construct of
leadership self-efficacy. Due to this gap in ther&ture, this study was rather exploratory
with little direct evidence supporting every ondlod selected variables. Although the
results from this study produced original findingg found in the current literature,
additional research will need to be conducted deoto verify such findings.

As mentioned previously, the study examined anglestt who self-identified a

learning disability. Self-identification of a leang disability is not necessarily a
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limitation of this study; instead, it is used asaamework and context for understanding
the unique nature of this population. Due to th&cro-level perspective of the
population, the results of the research may noessarily be true if applied to specific
types of learning disability.

Finally, ex post factalesign limits the ability to obtain the specifrdiarmation
that the researcher would like to measure. With shudy, no data were collected on the
time of diagnosis for the learning disability. Somreeearch has shown that the time of
diagnosis is important to the student’s developnf€rdgiano, 2003), while other studies
have suggested that a student’s class standingn@a@important measure of
development (Giovingo, Proctor, & Prevatt, 2005 deor & Prevatt, 2003). Since the
original MSL study only measured class standingtehs no way to resolve this
discrepancy within the literature by integratingnib this study. Additionally, the item
used to assess disability on the MSL instrumentasoed a gateway question before
respondents were able to select for a learnindditsa This could have limited the
number of respondents who selected this variable.

Implications for Practice

This study found a number of pre-college and gellexperiences that affect the
development for leadership efficacy, and campusa&ius have the opportunity to create
more intentional, productive environments for depaig leadership efficacy for college
students with a learning disability. Bandura (19843 identified four sources that
influence efficacy development, and this sectiolh explore each of these to identify

ways to shape professional practice for this pdmra
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Mastery Experiences

This study showed that although on-campus andaffpris involvement
mattered for leadership efficacy development, amyg variable was a strong predictor of
efficacy. Since off-campus employment had a negatailue in the model, educators
could consider finding better ways of getting studewith learning disabilities connected
with employment on-campus. This could be accometish a variety of ways (e.qg.,
marketing, career counseling, and sharing thisimédion with staff working with
disability support services).

Other mastery experiences in the environmentahisbes did not prove to be
significant and may suggest that such experienees@ seen by this population as
accessible. If college students with a learningloligy generally perceive their
themselves as less capable than their peers wighdigtbility (Frymier & Wanzer, 2003;
Trainor, 2007), then they may not think that theg @s capable of participating in the
mastery experiences available to them during cell@mne specific suggestion may be to
create specific leadership development programspapdrtunities for students with
learning disabilities, or any disability for thaatter. This could potentially make
students more comfortable to participate if theyrast compared to their peers which
they see as more capable.

Vicarious Experiences

Identity-based leadership programs targeting celktgdents with a learning
disability could also help to expand their oppoities for vicarious experiences. If
college students with a learning disability wererenfvpequently seeing other students

who identified with a learning disability in viséleadership roles on campus, then,
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according to Bandura (1995), they would be moreljiko see themselves as capable of
engaging in leadership experiences. Another oppiytthat practitioners could explore
would be connecting peers with a higher observedesef leadership efficacy with
students who demonstrate lower levels of leaderstligacy. Again, if students are able
to see their peers successfully accomplish diffitagks, they may feel more confident in
their ability to tackle challenges that they mayéiance avoided.
Verbal Persuasion

Verbal affirmation is critical for developing a@hg sense of leadership efficacy
for any student, and it may be particularly powkféu students with a learning
disability. Since learning disabilities are notibls, a practitioner may never know
whether a student identifies a learning disabilltyerefore, practitioners working to
enhance leadership efficacy should always cons$iderto keep their language and
encouragement positive and inclusive of all stusledbw they console students when
those students were not successful with a taskwrthey encourage hesitant students to
attempt a new role within the organization canrgjteen students perception of
themselves and therefore enhance their efficaeptage in future leadership activities.
Positive verbal affirmation can provide a safercpléor students to take risks and tackle a
previously negative physiological or emotional stat
Physiological and Emotional States

Lastly, the physiological and emotional statetaflents can severely impact their
leadership efficacy. For instance, students maydreous to give a committee report in
front of the entire organization. Their nervousnasg anxiety may translate into fear and

cause the student to feel incapable of perforntiegask. For students with a learning
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disability, this fear may have been reinforced befand during college, and it may alter
how they feel about their ability to ever perforatls a task. In helping a student identify
and understand the root of these insecuritiegational beliefs, educators have the
capacity to help students shape a more healthyienabstate of mind. Regardless of
whether a student has a learning disability, edusatho pay attention to these students’
insecurities and provide positive interventiongltel eliminate unnecessary mental
barriers that were previously seen as immobiliigdghe students.
Professional Responsibility

At the most basic level, this study’s implicatidos practice highlights the need
for educators to remain aware that the collegerenment has an incredible potential to
positively shape students’ efficacy for leaderskgpecially since students with a
learning disability were present on all 52 campuseslved in the national MSL study.
Leadership education and training available fodehts with a learning disability are not
currently contributing to students’ growth in leastap efficacy. The question remains of
how to effectively shape these programs and sestaeffectively meet the needs of
these students. This study illuminates the fadtd¢beain variables within the college
environment explain a significant proportion of thedel's observed variance, but a
larger percent of the variance is still left unetpéd. Higher education professionals
have a responsibility to find better ways to méetdevelopmental needs of college
students with a learning disability.

Suggestions for Future Research
There are several possibilities for future reseach result of this study.

Although the model was developed based on thatiiez for college students with a
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learning disability, the model, or components ptduld offer significant findings if
applied to students with other types of disabditieeadership self-efficacy has not been
considerably explored for students with any typeéisébility, and exploration of the
factors that contribute to leadership efficacydbrisability types could clarify factors
that are general for any student with a disabdityactors that are specific to a type of
disability.

Qualitative studies of students with a learningtikty with high leadership
efficacy could explore the environmental charasters and experiences that encouraged
this development. Similarly, a qualitative studyilcbexplore the environmental
characteristics and experiences for college stgdeith a learning disability who display
low leadership efficacy. Since this study wasarpost factalesign, it eliminated the
ability to integrate new variables to consider. [@ative research allows an iterative
research process where new variables emerge ttoattite duration of the research.

Students with multiple disabilities are anothepylation often not considered
within the literature. The results of this studglizate a large proportion of the sample
identify themselves as persons with multiple dii@ds. Although an average of 1.8
additional disabilities were selected for this stadample, more research could explain
how these multiple disabilities intersect and iafiae one another. This research would
be particularly interesting since the model did stfmdw significance when the sum of
additional disabilities was entered into the mo#ekure research should separate the
different types of disability and examine the efathat relationships of disability types
have on one another. This is particularly imporg&ante over half of this study’s sample

also indicated a psychological/psychiatric conditiButure studies could examine if
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students who also identify a psychological/psycldatondition generally have a lower
sense of leadership efficacy because of that speahdition. Such a finding would help
to explain more of the variance than is indicatethis study’s model.

Mentorship did not prove to be significant at sedy’sp<.001 level. Although
moderate significance was observed, more researdd explore the outcomes that
mentorship has on college students with learnisgldliities and their development.
Since mentorship did not contribute to the outcamleadership efficacy development,
does it contribute to other outcomes for this papah?

Lastly, institutional characteristics were consatewithin the study but could
also be explored in more depth to provide deepemning. Campus climate was a
significant predictor of the model while Carnegipé was not. Further analyses could
help provide more clarity explaining the effectattifferent types of institutions have on
college students with a learning disability.

Conclusion

This study addressed a noticeable gap within teealiure for leadership efficacy
and college students with a learning disabilityingsmultiple regression, this study’s
model explained 47.2% of the variance in the outomeadership efficacy and
illuminated a number of positive and negative pres of the outcome. Although the
findings contribute to the scholarship of a relatyvunexplored area of research, future
research is needed in order to strengthen our staseling of how leadership efficacy
develops for specific populations of students. Whils knowledge, practitioners can

shape their programs and services in ways thattefédy reacheverystudent on campus.
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APPENDIX A: Multi-Institutional Study of Leadershiptudent Survey

NOTE:

Thisisa paper and pencil version of what will be presented as an on-line web survey. Skip patterns
will automatically take the respondent to the appropriate section. Shaded sections itemswill be used
in split samples and will not be asked of all participants.

COLLEGE INFORMATION

1. Did you begin college at your current institution or elsewhere? (Choose One)

o Started here
o Started elsewhere

2. Thinking about this academic term, how would you characterize your enrollment? (Choose
One)

o Full-Time
0 Less then Full-Time

3. What isyour current classlevel? (Choose One)

First year/freshman
Sophomore

Junior

Senior

Graduate student
Other

O o0O0Oo0OO0o

4. Areyou currently working OFF CAMPUS?
(Circle one) YES NO

If NO skip to#5

4a. Approximately how many hours do you work offngaus in a
typical 7 day week?

]

4b. In your primary off campus position, how frequently do you: (Circle one for each item)

1= Never 3 = Often
2 = Sometimes 4 =Very Often
Perform repetitive tasks .......ccccceeeeeiiiiiinnns 1 2 3 4

Consider options before making decisions ....... 42 3 4

Perform structured tasks ...........cccooeeecommue.. 1 2 3 4
Have the authority to change the way some

things are done .........c.cccvvveeeeiiiiiimeccmanne 1 2 3 4
Coordinate the work of others .................... 1 3 4
Work with others on ateam............ccceeeeueees 1 3
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5. Areyou currently working ON CAMPUS?
(Circle one) YES NO

if NO skip to #6

5a. Approximately how many hours do you work on pamin a typical 7 day week?

]

5b. In your primary position, how frequently do you:
(Circle one for each item)

1= Never 3 = Often
2 = Sometimes 4 =Very Often
Perform repetitive tasks .......ccccccceeeiiiiiiniis 1 2 3 4

Consider options before making decisions ....... 42 3 4

Perform structured tasks ............cccoeeicmeenne. 1 2 3 4
Have the authority to change the way some
things are done ........cccceveeeeeeeieiiiicmceenns 1 2 3 4
Coordinate the work of others .................... 1 2 3 4
Work with others on ateam............c..ccccce... 1
6. Inan average academic term, do you engagein
any community service?
YES NO

if NO skip to #

In an average academic term, approximately how rhauoys do you engage in community service? (circle
one for each category).

As part of a class
0 15 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 6-3D

With a student organization
0 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 6-3D

As part of a work study experience
0 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 6-3D

On your own
0 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 6-3D

7. Check all thefollowing activities you engaged in during your college experience.

0 Studied abroad
0 Experienced a practicum, internship, field expes&erco-op experience, or clinical experience

0 Participated in a learning community or some ofbhemal program where groups of students take
two or more classes together.

o Enrolled in a culminating senior experience (capstoourse, thesis etc.)
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o None of the above

Y OUR PERCEPTIONS BEFORE ENROLLING IN COLLEGE

8. L ooking back to before you started college, how confident wer e you that you would be successful at
thefollowing: (Circle oneresponse for each.)

1= Not at all confident 3 = Confident
2 = Somewhat confident 4 =Very confident
Handling the challenge of college-level work ..1 3 4
Feeling as though you belong on campus......... 2 3 4
Analyzing new ideas and concepts............. 1..2 3 4
Applying something learned in class to the
“real world” .......cooooiiiiiini 1 2 3 4
Enjoying the challenge of learning new
T L= T | PR 1 2 3 4
Appreciating new and different ideas, beliefs...2 3 4
Leading Others ......ccccvvveeeiieiiiiieceeeeeeeeeeee, 1 2 3 4
Organizing a group’s tasks to accomplish
A 00aL .. e 1 2 3 4
Taking initiative to improve something....... 1.2 3 4
Working with a team on a group project .......... 2 3 4

9.Looking back to before you started college, how often did you engagein the following activities:
(Circle oneresponse for each.)

1= Never 3 = Often

2 = Sometimes 4 =Very Often
Performing volunteer work..................c.ceeeem 1 2
Participating in student clubs/ groups.........1. 2 3
Participating in varsity sports ...........cccer. 1 2

Took leadership positions in student
clubs, groups or sports......cccccccevvvviie L 2 3 4

Participating in community organizations
(e.g. church youth group, scouts) .......... 1..2 3 4

Taking leadership positions in community

Organizations .........cccvvvveeeeeereeeeescmmmmnnnns 1 2 3 4
Participating in activism in any form

(e.g. petitions, rally, protest) ......ccceem..... 1 2 3 4

Getting to know people from backgrounds
different than your own..............ccceeeeeee. 1 2 3 4

Learning about cultures different from your
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10.

Participating in training or education that
developed your leadership skills ........... 1.2 3 4

L ooking back to before you started college, please indicate your agreement with the following items
by choosing the number that most closely represented your opinion about that statement AT
THAT TIME:

(Circle oneresponse for each.)

1= Strongly disagree 4=Agree

2 = Disagree 5= Strongly Agree

3 = Neutral
Hearing differences in opinions enriched my

thinKING oo e 123 4 5
| had low self esteem ........ccccooovviiiiivcccennnnne 1234 5
I worked well in changing environments 213 45
I enjoyed working with others toward

CommOoN goals ........oooveiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeean, 123 4 5
I held myself accountable for responsibilities

| AQre@ 0 .ovveveeiiii e 123 4 5
| worked well when | knew the collective

values of a group ......ccceeveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiis 123 4 5
My behaviors reflected my beliefs............... 123 4 5

| valued the opportunities that allowed me to
contribute to my community, 123 58

| thought of myself as a leader ONLY if | was
the head of a group (e.g. chair, president)2.8 4 5

11a. Before you started collegeow would you describe the amount of leader ship experience you have
had (e.g., student clubs, performing groups, service organizations, jobs)? Please circle the appropriate
number

No experience 1 2 3 4 5 Extem@xperience

11b. Before you started colleghow often did other s give you positive feedback or encourage your
leader ship ability (e.g., teachers, advisors, mentors)?
Please circle the appropriate number
Never 1 2 3 4 5 frequently

11c. Before you started collegklow would you have reacted to being chosen or appointed the leader
of agroup? Please circle the appropriate number
Very 1 2 3 4 5 very
uncomfortable comforgabl

11d. Before you started colleghow often did you see other s be effective leader s?
Please circle the appropriate number
Never 1 2 3 4 5 frequently

11e. Before you started colledew often did you think
of yourself asa leader
Please circle the appropriate number
Never 1 2 3 4 5 frequently
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Y OUR EXPERIENCE IN COLLEGE
12. How often have you engaged in the following activities during your college experience:
(Circle one for each item)

1 = Never 3 = Often

2 = Sometimes 4 =Very Often
Paid attention to national issues................. 1 2 3 4
Paid attention to global issues...................... 1 2 3

Was aware of the current issues facing the
community surrounding your institution.....1 2 #

Signed a petition or sent an email about a
social or political issue .................coceeeee.. 1 2 3 4

Bought or did not buy a product or service
because of your views about the social or
political values of the company that produces
(o] o] 0}/ 0 [N | S 1 2 3 4

Contacted a public official, newspaper,
magazine, radio, or television talk show to
EeXPress your opinion ..........ccccevveeeeeeeenn 1 2 3 4

Took part in a protest, rally, march, or
demonstration ..........ccceeeeeeiiiieeeeeeessnnne 1 2 3 4

13. Since starting collegbow often have you:

been an involved member or active participant itege organizations?
Never 1 2 3 4 5 Muchof thetime

held a leader ship position in a college organization? (for example, serving as an officer or a club or
organization, captain of an athletic team, firsticin a musical group, section editor of the neaysy,
chairperson of a committee)

Never 1 2 3 4 5 Much of the time

been an involved member or active participant imfstampus communitgrganization (e.g. PTA, church
group)?
Never 1 2 3 4 5 Muchofthetime

held a leader ship position in a community organization? (for example, serving as an officer or a club or
organization, leader in a youth group, chairpeisiosm committee)
Never 1 2 3 4 5 Muchof thetime
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Y OUR STUDENT GROUP INVOLVEMENTS

14. Which of the following kinds of student groups have you been involved with during college?
(Check allthe categories that apply)

o Academic/ Departmental/ Professional (e.g., Pre-Baiety, an academic fraternity, Engineering
Club)

o0 Arts/Theater/Music (e.g., Theater group, Marchiran)

o Campus-wide programming groups (e.g., program hdémdseries board, a multicultural
programming committee)

o Cultural/ International (e.g., Black Student Uni@erman Club)

o Honor Society (e.g., Omicron Delta Kappa [ODK], M&orBoard, Phi Beta Kappa)
o Living-learning programs (e.g., language houseajdeship floors, ecology halls)
o0 Leadership (e.g., Peer Leadership Program, Emetggaders Program)

o Media (e.g., Campus Radio, Student Newspaper)

o Military (e.g., ROTC)

o New Student Transitions (e.g., admissions ambassadentation advisor)

o Para professional group (e.g., Resident assistaets,health educators)

o Political/ Advocacy (e.g., College Democrats, SttdeAgainst Sweatshops)

o Religious (e.g., Campus Crusades for Christ, Hillel

o0 Service (e.g., Circle K, Alpha Phi Omega [APO])

o Culturally based fraternities and sororities (eldational Pan-Hellenic Council (NPHC) groups such
as Alpha Phi Alpha Fraternity Inc., or Latino Gre@&uncil groups such as Lambda Theta Alpha)

o Social fraternities or sororities (e.g. Panhellamiclnterfraternity Council groups such as Sigrha P
Epsilon or Kappa Kappa Gamma)

0 Sports- Intercollegiate or Varsity (e.g., NCAA Haegk Varsity Soccer)

0 Sports- Club (e.g., Club Volleyball)

0 Sports- Leisure or Intramural (ex: Intramural ffagtball, Rock Climbing)
0 Special Interest (ex: Comedy Group)

o0 Student governance group (ex: Student Governmesudation, Residence Hall Association,
Interfraternity Council)lF CHECKED go to item 14A

14A. Wereyou involved in your campus-wide student gover nment association? (Circle one)
YES NO
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If No, skip toitem 15]

Thinking about your student gover nment experience, indicate your level of agreement with the
following items:
(Circle oneresponse for each.)

1= Strongly disagree 4=Agree
2 =Disagree 5= Strongly agree
3 = Neutral

| found it hard to represent my constituents’
CONCEINS ...evveeeeeeeiinieeeeeesannneeeeenannneeeens 123 4 5

| successfully initiated change on behalf of
my constituents (e.g., policy, institutional,

(0] =TT - ) 123 4 5
My motivation for involvement was about
gaining influence ............cccceeeeiiiiiieeaaceen. 123 45

My motivation for involvement was to receive
FECOGNITION......evieeeeeeiiiiiieee e s it eeneeee e 123 4 5

My motivation for involvement was to
help others ..., 123 4 5

| have witnessed effective constituency-based
efforts for change ........ccccvveeevveeeeiceeee.. 123 4 5

Effective constituency-based efforts for
change have influenced my own actions....... 213 4 5

| held a constituency-based position prior to
this college SGA experience (e.g. high school
or other governance group) ........cccc.ceceeeeee. 123 4 5

Experience with previous constituency
based positions did NOT make me more
effective in my college SGA work. .............. 123 4 5

15. At any time during your college experience, how often have you been in mentoring relationships
where another person intentionally assisted your growth or connected you to opportunities for
career and personal development?

Indicate how many times

Student affairs staff

(e.g., a student organization advisor, career counselor, the Dean of Students, or residence hall
CoOrdinator): .....cceeeveeeeeneenieninne
..................................................... never once several many

FaCUlty ....cccovvveve e never once several many
(1001 0] 10)V/= = T never once several many
Community members ........c.co....... never once several many
Other students ........ccceeevvienennene never once several many

16. During interactionswith other studentsoutside of class, how often have you done each of the
following in an average school year? (Circle onefor each.)
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1= Never 3 = Often
2 = Sometimes 4 =Very Often

Talked about different lifestyles/
CUSEOMS ...ttt 1 2 3 4

Held discussions with students whose
personal values were very different

from your OWN ..., 1 2 3 4

Discussed major social issues such as

peace, human rights, and justice............. 1 3 4

Held discussions with students whose
religious beliefs were very different
from your OWN.......ccevvvvvieeeeeeniniiinin, 1 2 3 4

Discussed your views about
multiculturalism and diversity................ 12 3 4

Held discussions with students whose
political opinions were very different
from your OWN ..., 1 2 3 4

DEVELOPING YOUR LEADERSHIP ABILITIES

17.Since starting college, how many times have you participated in the following types of training
or education that developed your leader ship skills (ex: cour ses, Resident Assistant training,
organization retreats, job training) (Circle onefor each.)

17a- Short-Term Experiences (ex: individual or one-time workshops, retreatmferences, lectures, or

training)
Never once several many

17b-M oder ate-Term Experiences (ex: a single course, multiple or ongoing retreetsiferences,

institutes, workshops, and/or training.
Never once several many

If NEVER skip to 17¢;

Did your experience involve any academic courséEs NO

If no, skip to 17

a. How many leadership courses have you completed?

L

b. How many other courses have you taken that con&ibto your leadership abilities (e.qg.
ethics course, personal development courses, marggeourses)Reep in mind you might
have taken such a course but it did not contriliatgour leadership.
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17c- Long-Term Experiences (ex: multi-semester leadership program, leadershipficate program,

leadership minor or major, emerging leaders progtaing-learning program),
Never once several many

if NEVER skip to 18

Which of the following Long-Term Activities did you experience? (check all that apply)
o0 Emerging or New Leaders Program

Peer Leadership Program

Leadership Certificate Program

Multi-Semester Leadership Program

Senior Leadership Capstone Experience

Residential Living-learning leadership program
Leadership Minor

Leadership Major

Other

OO0OO0O0O O O o o

ASSESSING LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

18. Please indicate your agreement or disagreement with the following items by choosing the number
that most closely representsyour opinion about that statement.
(Circle oneresponse for each.)

For the statements that refer to a group, think of the most effective, functional group of which you have
been a part. This might be a formal organization or an informal study group. For consistency, usethe
same group in all your responses.

1= Strongly disagree 4=Agree
2 = Disagree 5= Strongly Agree
3 = Neutral
| am open to others’ ideas...........ccccev o 1.2 3 4 5
Creativity can come from conflict ............. 2 3 4 5
| value differences in others................. 1.2 3 4 5
| am able to articulate my priorities............ 2 3 4 5
Hearing differences in opinions enriches
My thinking ........cccccvvvviieeiiieeeeeee e, 1 2
| have low self esteem...........ccccoeevvieeee 1 2 3 4 5
| struggle when group members have
ideas that are different from mine .......... 2 3 4
Transition makes me uncomfortable.......... r 3 4 5
| am usually self confident.................... 1. 2 3 4 5
| am seen as someone who works
well with others.........ccccveeiiiiiiianins 1 2 3 4 5




Greater harmony can come out of
disagreement ............cccececciiiiiviien L. 2 3

| am comfortable initiating new ways of
looking at things .......cccuvvvvviiiieieeiien. 1 2 3

My behaviors are congruent with my

beliefs ... 1 2
| am committed to a collective purpose in
those groups to which | belong .............. 2 3

It is important to develop a common

direction in a group in order to get

anything done .......cccccceeeeeeeiiei i, 1 2 3
| respect opinions other than my own........ » 3

Change brings new life to an

organization ........ccccceeeeveiieeiiiiii L. 23
The things about which | feel passionate

have priority in my life ...................... 1. 2 3
| contribute to the goals of the group......... 2 3
There is energy in doing something a

NEW WY ...eeiieieieeiiiiiii e e e e e e 1 2 3
| am uncomfortable when someone

disagrees with me.............ccocciiiiiienn 1. 2 3
| know myself pretty well .................... 1. 2 3

| am willing to devote the time and energy
to things that are importantto me .......... 2 3

When there is a conflict between two
people, one will win and the other
WIll [0S .eeniiiie e 1 2

Change makes me uncomfortable.............. 2 3
It is important to me to act on my beliefs..12 3

| am focused on my responsibilities .......... 2 3

I can make a difference when | work
with otherson atask .........cccceeeee 1. 2 3

| actively listen to what others have to

| think it is important to know other
people’s priorities. .........ccuveeeeeeeeeeieannnn. 1 2 3

My actions are consistent with my
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VAIUES ..o 1 2 3
| believe | have responsibilities to my
COMMUINIEY <.t 1 2 3
| could describe my personality ................. 12 3
I have helped to shape the mission of
the group ..o 1 2 3

New ways of doing things frustrate me .....12 3

Common values drive an organization....... 1 3

| give time to making a difference for

SOMeOoNe else .......cccuvveviieiiiiiiiiieiee, 1 2 3
I work well in changing environments....... 12 3
| work with others to make my

communities better places ...................... » 3
| can describe how | am similar to

other people......ccccoiiiiiiiiiis 12 3 4
I enjoy working with others toward

COMMON gOAIS ..vvvvevverieeeeeeee e 1.2 3 4
| am open to new ideas ................ccuveee 1.2 3 4
I have the power to make a difference in

MYy COMMUNILY ....ooooiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee 1.2 3 4
I look for new ways to do something......... 12 4
| am willing to act for the rights of

OtherS ......ueeiiiiiiiie e 12 3 4
| participate in activities that contribute

to the common good..............cccees 1.2 3 4
Others would describe me as a

cooperative group member................... 21 3 4
I am comfortable with conflict............... 1.2 3 4
I can identify the differences between

positive and negative change................ 213 4
| can be counted on to do my patt............ 213 4
Being seen as a person of integrity is

important to Me .......cccvveeeeeeereeeeee s 12 3 4
| follow through on my promises............... 2 3 4
I hold myself accountable for

responsibilities | agree to................... 1.2 3 4
| believe | have a civic responsibility to

the greater publiC.........ccccceveeiieeiniaens 12 3 4
Self-reflection is difficult for me ............ 1.2 3 4
Collaboration produces better results....... 213 4

I know the purpose of the groups to
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which I belong..........ccccccooiiiiiiiiinns 12 3 4 5

| am comfortable expressing myself.......... 12 4 5
My contributions are recognized by

others in the groups | belong to............. 213 4 5
I work well when | know the collective

values of a group ........ccoeeeiiiiiiiinnenn. 12 3 4 5
| share my ideas with others ................ 1.2 3 4 5
My behaviors reflect my beliefs ................ 2 3 4 5
| @M gENUINE ....ovvviiiiiiiiieiieeeeeee e eeeee, 12 3 4 5
| am able to trust the people with

Whom T WOrK .....ccvvviiii e 12 3 4 5
| value opportunities that allow me to

contribute to my community .................. 2 3 4 5
| support what the group is trying to

accomplish ... 12 3 4 5
It is easy for me to be truthful............... 1.2 3 4 5

THINKING MORE ABOUT YOURSELF

19. How would you characterize your political views?
(Mark One)

Far left

Liberal
Middle-of-the-road
Conservative

Far right

O o0Oo0OOo0o

20. In thinking about how you have changed during college, to what extent do you feel you have
grown in the following areas? (Circle oneresponse for each.)

1= Not grown at all 3=Grown

2 = Grown somewhat 4 = Grown very much

Ability to put ideas together and to see
relationships between ideas.................... » 3 4

Ability to learn on your own, pursue

ideas, and find information youneed....1 2 3 4

Ability to critically analyze ideas and

information ..........ooooeveeiiiiiiieeieei e, 1 2 3 4

Learning more about things that are new
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21. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements.

(Circle oneresponse for each.)

1= Strongly disagree 3=Agree
2 =Disagree 4 = Strongly agree

Since coming to college, | have learned a
great deal about other racial/ethnic
[0 £oTU] o1 1 2 3 4

| have gained a greater commitment to my
racial/ethnic identity since coming to colleg&... 2 3 4

My campus’s commitment to diversity fosters
more division among racial/ethnic groups
than inter-group understanding ........c........1 2 3 4

Since coming to college, | have become aware
of the complexities of inter-group
understanding ......coevvevveeeeeeeie e 1 2 3 4

THINKING ABOUT L EADERSHIP

22. How confident are you that you can be successful at the following: (Circle oneresponse for each.)
1 =Not at all confident 3 = Confident
2 = Somewhat confident4 = Very confident

Leading Others......ccccveeeeeeiiiiiieee e, 1 2 3 4
Organizing a group’s tasks to accomplishagoal.2Z 3 4
Taking initiative to improve something .......... 1 2 3 4
Working with a team on a group project....... 1 3 4

23. Towhat degree do you agree with these items?
(Circle oneresponse for each.)

1 = Strongly disagree

2 = Disagree

3 =neither agreeor disagree
4 =Agree

5= Strongly agree

It is the responsibility of the head of a group
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to make sure the job gets done........ 1. 2 3 4 5

A person can lead from anywhere in the
organization, not just as the head of
the organization............ccccceeeiiuvveaceen. 1 2 3 4 5

| spend time mentoring other group
MEMDEIS ....coeeiiiiiiiieeiiiiieee e 1 2 3 4 5

| think of myself as a leader ONLY if | am
the head of a group (e.g. chair, president) 1 B 4 5

Group members share the responsibility
for leadership.............coooeeiiiiivvs s 1 2 3 4 5

| am a person who can work effectively

with others to accomplish our shared

| do NOT think of myself as a leader
when | am just a member of a group ...... 1 2 3 5

Leadership is a process all people in the
group do together............cccvevveeeeennn. 1 2 3 4 5

| feel inter-dependent with others in a

I know | can be an effective member of

any group | choose to join................ l1..2 3 4 5

Teamwork skills are important in all

Organizations ........c.cooucveeeeeeesiiurnemnmaes 1 2 3 4 5

The head of the group is the leader and
members of the group are followers....... 1 2 3#5

YOUR COLLEGE CLIMATE

24. Select the number that best represents yowriexgewith your overall college climate
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Closed, hostile, Open, inclusive,
intolerant, supportive,
unfriendly 1234567 friendly

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

25. What wer e your average gradesin High School ?
(Choose One)

A or A+
A- or B+
B

B- or C+
C

C-or D+
D or lower

OO0 OO O OO

26. Did your high school require community senfimegraduation? (Circle One)
................................................. YES NO

27. What is your age?

L

28. What isyour gender ?

o Female
o Male
0 Transgender

29. What isyour sexual orientation?

Heterosexual
Bisexual
Gay/Lesbian
Rather not say

O o0Oo0oo

30. Indicate your citizenship and/ or generation status:
(Choose One)

Your grandparents, parents, ayawl were born in the U.S.

Both of your parents AND you were born in the U.S.

You were born in the U.S., but at least one of ymanents was not
You are a foreign born, naturalized citizen

You are a foreign born, resident alien/ permanesident

You are on a student visa

O o0OO0OO0OO0OOo

31. Pleaseindicate your racial or ethnic background. (Mark all that apply)
0 White/Caucasian
0 African American/Black
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OO0 OO O0OO0OO0OO0OOo

American Indian/Alaska Native
Asian American/Asian

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
Mexican American/Chicano
Puerto Rican

Cuban American

Other Latino American

Multiracial or multiethnic
Race/ethnicity not included above

32. Do you have a mental, emational, or physical condition that now or in the past affectsyour
functioning in daily activities at work, school, or home?

Yes No

Please indicate all that apply:

O O0OO0O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOo

Deaf/Hard of Hearing

Blind/Visually Impairment

Speech/language condition

Learning Disability

Physical or musculoskeletal (e.g. multiple sclespsi

Attention Deficit Disorder/ Attention Deficit Hypactivity Disorder
Psychiatric/Psychological condition (e.g. anxieigotder, major depression)
Neurological condition (e.g. brain injury, stroke)

Medical (e.g. diabetes, severe asthma)

Other

33. What isyour current religious affiliation?
(Choose One)

O O0O0O0O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOOOOO

None
Agnostic
Atheist
Buddhist
Catholic

Hindu

Islamic

Jewish
Mormon
Quaker
Protestant (e.g. Baptist, Methodist, Presbyterian)
Other

Other Christian
Rather not say

34. What isyour best estimate of your grades so far in college? [Assume 4.00=A] (Choose One)

O O0Oo0Oo0oo

(0]

3.50 - 4.00
3.00 -3.49
2.50 -2.99
2.00-2.49
1.99 or less

No college GPA

35. What isthe HIGHEST level of formal education obtained by any of your parent(s) or
guardian(s)? (Choose one)

o Less than high school diploma or GED
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o High school diploma or GED

0 Some college

0 Associates degree

o Bachelors degree

o Masters degree

o Doctorate or professional degree (e.g., JD, MD, PhD
o Don't know

36. What isyour best estimate of your parent(s) or guardian(s) combined total income from last
year? If you areindependent from your parents, indicate your income.
(Choose one)

o Less than $12,500
0 $12,500 - $24,999

0 $25,000 — $39,999

o $40,000 — $54,999

0 $55,000 - $74,999

o $75,000 - $99,999
o $100,000 - $149,999
o $150,000 - $199,999
o $200,000 and over

o Don’t know

o Rather not say

37. Which of the following best describeswhere are you currently living while attending college?
(Choose one)

Parent/guardian or other relative home
Other private home, apartment, or room
College/university residence hall

Other campus student housing
Fraternity or sorority house

Other

O O0O0OO0OO0o

INDIVIDUAL CAMPUSITEMS
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APPENDIX C: Multi-Institutional Study of Leaderghinformed Consent

INFORMED CoNSENT Form: RANDOM SAMPLE

Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership
[NOTE: Will be administered in an on line format]
You have been randomly selecied to participate in an important research project being conducted
by [INSERT INSTITUTION NAME] and the National Clearinghouse for Leadership
Programs, The purpose of this research project s to enhance knowledie regarding college
student leadership development as well as the influence of higher education on thie development
of leadership capacitics.

If vou choose to participate in this important research study, yuu will be asked to complete an
online survey that should take about 20 minutes. On this survey You will be asked questions
pertaining to your pre-college and collepe experiences and attitudes.

« All information collected in this study will be kept confidential. Reports and
presentations on the study will be based on grouped data and will not reveal your identity.
Data will be collpeted by an independent contractor specializing i survey collection.

s There are no known risks associated with your participation in this study.
& Your participation is entirely voluntary, and you are free to withdraw from participation

at any time. Failure to participate will not result in the loss of any benefit from your
institution.

# The research is not designed to help you personally, but thie benefits of participation
include contributing to research on an important topic,

If you hive questions about your rights as a research subject or wish to report a rescarch
injury, please contact the campus Institutional Review Board Office at :

INTACT INFORMA

~related

Answering “Yes" indicates that:
e youare at least |8 years of age;
s the resezrch has been explained 1o vou;
& vour guestions have been fully answered: and

o you freely and voluntarily choose to participate in this research project,

Yes, [ wish to participate in this study and begin the insirument.

Mo, I donat wish 1o participate in this research study.
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APPENDIX D: Variable Mean, Standard Deviation and N

Standard

Variable Mean Deviation N

Dependent Variable: Leadership Efficacy 12.1614 2.75892 669
Race: African American/Black .0209 .14325 669
Race: Asian American .0299 .17043 669
Race: Latino .0254 .15749 669
Race: Multiracial .1300 .33660 669
Race: Not Included .0299 17043 669
Gender: Female .6143 48711 669
Age 22.65 6.325 669
Parent Education: Unknown .0209 .14325 669
Parent Education: Some College or Bachelor's Degree .3842 .48676 669
Parent Education: Post Baccalaureate Degree .4903 .50028 669
Parent Income: Don’t Know 1734 .37887 669
Parent Income: Rather Not Say .0882 .28379 669
Parent Income: Over $100,000 .3049 46072 669
Parent Income: $75,000 to $99,999 .0867 .28160 669
Parent Income: $40,000 to $74,999 .1196 32471 669
Other Disabilities 1.7997 1.24845 669
Pre-College Involvement: Performing volunteer work 2.60 .937 669
Pre-College Involvement: Participating in comm. organizations 2.50 1.110 669
Pre-College Involvement: Participating in student groups 2.66 1.036 669
Pre-College Involvement: Participating in varsity sports 2.35 1.281 669
Leadership efficacy pre-test 11.1076 3.09100 669
Carnegie: Extensive .3617 .48086 669
Carnegie: Intensive .1839 .38766 669
Carnegie: Masters .3034 .46009 669
Carnegie: Bachelors .1046 .30631 669
Class Standing: Sophomores .22 413 669
Class Standing: Juniors .28 .450 669
Class Standing: Seniors .29 454 669
Mentorship: Student Affairs 2.04 1.062 669
Mentorship: Faculty 2.47 1.024 669
Mentorship: Employer 1.91 1.033 669
Mentorship: Community Member 1.72 .969 669
Mentorship: Other Student 2.58 1.086 669
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Standard

Variable Mean Deviation N

Off-Campus: Employment 1.67 472 669
Off-Campus: Community Service 1.46 499 669
Off-Campus: Leadership Positions 1.71 1.166 669
On-Campus: Employment 1.77 419 669
On-Campus: Breadth of Involvement 3.3692 2.99795 669
On-Campus: Leadership Positions 2.03 1.368 669
Leadership Training/Education: Short .2182 41336 669
Leadership Training/Education: Medium .2347 42411 669
Leadership Training/Education: Long .2197 41437 669
Campus Climate 4.97 1.380 669
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APPENDIX E: Correlation Matrix of Variables

See the next five pages.
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Appendix E:
Correlation Matrix of Variables
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Appendix E:
Correlation Matrix of Variables

= R [ ] E - = B2 B o |Fo = = EEZ 582
= 1%, ) i o @ [ T 2o a o x o B =R i
2 [5 Y- e 2 w == =0 |3 2= £z 252 |ESh
o i G e ® = L = 3 T 2 o a = = - -
o = = 2 ] & i w Qe 11} E A = z tw E
@ o [ =z =4 - - 2 - © o = T o
E - g £ E23 |E 5 53 5 5
i @ a = c &5 = o o oe s o
Q = L &
X o o E o
Carnegie: Extensive R - o ~ R _ _ _
0018 on8s  |0022 007 0.008 0022|0945 |ooss |oo4z 0081 _0.087 no04  |o.oos 0.000 0045
C : Intensive
Armnegie: nensty 0008 oot 0.053 0.103 0.020 0028|0025 0042|0069 0064 |-0.003 |-0pes  |-0.00¢  |-00s0  |-0m20
Carnegie: Masters _ e - I ~ - - R - .
0.049 0017 0020 |-0.024  |-0.043  |-0020  |oq1se |-0007  |ooze  |-0007  |D.ots 0.0s0  |0.070 0020 |oote -0.043
G : Bachelo
Amege: Bachelars 0018|0018 0.028 0.007 0060|0002 |-0oeo |00 |-ote oot 0002 |pom 0003|0087 |0034 0.025
C Standing: Sopho
ass Slanding: Sopnemer== | pper  |-0.001  |-0002 |07 0002|0013 |-0127  |-coor |-003s 0.045 0.040 0.027 0.058 0.017
Class Standing: Juniors R . — ~ . . - - _ . -
0.007 p.0z 0.027 0.005 0.018 0012 |-00%s |01 |-0o4s [oos2 0081 |-0.01¢  |-0019  |-0.02¢  |-0083  |-0015
Class Standing: Seniors I _ - ~ . . I _ _ _ . _ - .
0.208 20047 |-003 000 0.017 0.043 0008|0277 |-0oz¢  [o.04s 008  [-0.101  |-0013  |-0.022  |-D045  |poza
Mentarship: Student AT
Sniarship: Studsm AT oo 0.044 0088 |0.030 0.031 0007 |Do3e ooz 0.024 0047|0020 D.oss  |0088 [0zt 0072|0008
Mentorship: Faculty
Sniarship: Feeuly 0.181 0pis  |-004s  |Dote 0.024 0011 |pois |ooes o077 |-0.003 023 noé2  |0.01 |-Doos  |oooo 0.03¢
Mentorship: Employer R ~ _ ~ . ~ _ _ _
0163 D002 003 |-0004 |poss 0o0ie  |oose  |oost |oo3r [oos: 0051|0081 |-0D43 0041 [0o1e |ooza
Mentorship: © ity
M:Ef} p- ommunity 0155 D082 0.014 o003 |po7e 0.089 0.003 0.022 0.008 0.021 0030|0012 0.015 0072 |ooos D.042
Mentorship: Other Student
orship retaen 0175 0031|0035 0.027 0002|0022 o124 0041 |ooso |omiz oo 0.084 2.081 noz2z  |oo2s D.022
Off-Ca :E oy t
AMpUS: EMpioymen 0182 o037 0.031 ooe7  |oos7 |ooaz |03 |oa12s |ooss 0087|0110 0.084 0.062 0.083 0.028 0013
Off-Ca o ity
Qemi;:p” ammnLy D180 o010 0.020 0.002 0.032 0.020 0037  |0.01S 0.052 0.018 005 |00t 002|000 |0o4e
Off-Campus: Leadership
AMpE: Leacersip 0.190 D012 0040|0023 005 |oo1s 0012 o112 005t 0018 0042|0028 o012 0000 |0o02e  |o.ooe
Fesitions
On-Campus: Employment ~ . R e _ - _ . - - - =
0011|0008 0051|0020 0034 o032 0025 |o.ose 0.054 D048 0047 0.032 0.008 D061 |-0pe7
On-Campus: Brzadih of
Mrlampus: Brea 0.239 0048 o< |-0010  [0.025 .0.042 |-0058  |-0084  |-pozz |0077  |oos2 0050  |-0o19  |o.er 0.035 -0.004
Invalvament
On-Campus: Leadership
rreampus: Leacership 0.200 0048 D022 0.025 0.022 .0.0e1  |-0088  |-0047 |-0o32  [-0081  |ooee 0021 |-0p22  |o.es 0.002 0.067
Fesitions
Leadership Training/Education: ~ _ _ _ a _ ~ _ . _ - - =
- 0081 |o04e 0.0Ss  |0.030 0.043 0008 |oosz |00 |0.024 0.059 008 |-0.003 o027 0.0 |-0018
Leadership Training/Education:
eacersiip Iraining/=ausation” |5 pen 0007|0044  |-0oe7  |-oo3s  |ooes 0.028 0.083 0.042 0.008 0028 |Do4s op3s  |ooos o022 |o.ose
Medium
Leadership Training/Education: | - - - - - -
o 0212 on0z  |oooe  |ooze 0.020 0030|0032 |ooze |oore |40 oo 0.043 o022 |oataz 0018
Ca Climate
ampus Llma 0.246 opiz |00 o044 0054 |ooos 0.084 0.080 oss  [oooz 0.004 0.075 aora |-oosz  |ooao 0.030

140




Appendix E:
Caorrelation Matrix of Variables

o
varsity sports|

went

Partici pating in
re-test

Seniors

P
Arnege;
Bachelors

pating in
Arnege:
Externsive

,_.
G
i~
G

Pre-College
Involkemant
Leadership
Mentorship:
Student Affairs
Mentarship;

Pre-Colleg
Invokemant

Part

Involemeant
artici pals

Invokerr
lass Standing:

volurtesr work
sludant groups
Clazs Standing:

ther DisatElities

]

amegie; Masters
~

,..
-~
i

arship:

Employer

Mant

Dependent Wariable:

Leadership Efficacy

Race: African American/Black

Race: Asian American

Race: Latino

Race: Multiracial

Race: Mot Included

Gender: Female

Ags

Parent Education: Unknown

Parent Education: Some
College or Bachelor's Degrae

Farent Education: Past
Baccalaursate Degree

Parent Income: Don't Know

Farent Income: Rather Mot Say

Parent Income: Over $100,000

Parent Income: 375,000 to
00,009

Parent Income: $40,000 to
374,009

Cther Disabilities 1 mao

Fre-College Invalvement:

000
Ferforming volunteer wark ooa4 t

Fre-College Invalvement:

Farticipating in comm. b b5 1000

Fre-College Invalvement:
Parficipafing in student groups

-0.081 0.452 0.388 1.000

Fre-College Invalvement:
Farticipating in varsity sporis

0,123 D221 0.354 1.000

Leadership sfficacy pretest | sy |o.ose 0.188 0.258 D125 1.000

141



Appendix E:
Correlation Matrix of Variables
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APPENDIX F: Demographic Characteristics of Missibata

Appendix F

Demographic Characteristics of Missing Data

FINAL
Respondent Characteristics N=815 SAMPLE

N=717
Gender
Male 313 277
Female 499 437
Race
Caucasian/White 618 543
Black/African American 18 16
Asian American/Pacific Islander 25 22
Latino/Hispanic 23 21
Multiracial 103 93
Unknown 23 22
Age
18 to 21 years old 494 433
22 to 25 years old 193 173
26 to 30 years old 53 47
31 to 40 years old 41 35
41 years old or older 31 26
Par ental Education
No college education 91 81
Some college or Bachelors degree 310 270
Post-Bachelors degree 394 347
Unknown 19 18
Par ental |ncome
Less than $39,999 190 167
Between $40,000 and $74,999 105 83
Between $75,000 and $99,999 66 60
Over $100,000 244 219
Rather not say 75 65
Unknown 19 17
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