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Chapter One

Introduction

College graduates are expected to be leaders within the community. When a
student leaves a university with a degree, they are often placed in positions of leadership
at work and within the community. Therefore, leadership development should be an
outcome of a college education. Leadership development is important to society as well
as the individual. Astin (1984) reported that college students who are involved in the
academic experience of the university are more likely to be successful in college than
those who are not. Astin defined involvement as the “amount of physical and
psychological energy that a student devotes to the academic experience” (p. 297). This
includes time spent studying and going to class, as well as, the amount of time spent on
campus in various other activities. These activities include interacting with faculty and
other students, participating as a member of a student group, and holding a leadership
position within a student organization. Cress, Astin, Zimmerman-Oster, and
Burkhardt (2001) stated that students who are involved in leadership development
activities experience positive outcomes from their college experience. The authors also
reported that ényone who participates in leadership development activities realizes
positive outcomes, which suggests that any student can benefit from leadership
experiences. These positive outcomes are; a commitment to and better understanding of
leadership, greater civic responsibility, awareness of multicultural issues, and the
development of leadership skills (decision making skills, ability .t'o deal with complexity,

uncertainty, ambiguity, and taking risks).



Although leadership is often mentioned in university mission statements, it is
seldom at the core of the curriculum or extracurriculum (Cress et. al, 2001). On college
campuses, however, there are numerous, diverse opportunities for formal and informal
leadership experiences. These experiences provide opportunities for deeper involvement
within the university and, therefore, place the student in a position to be successful.
These opportunities also provide leadership development outside the formal classroom
setting. Most universities already have leadership opportunities available on their
campuses, so attending to the leadership aspect of student development does not require
new programs, rather greater attention to current programs. Student Affairs professionals
can gain a great deal from understanding the relationship of leadership and motivational
factors with residential setting. By understanding the underlying leadership and
motivational traits of students that reside in differing environments, Student Affairs
professionals can better facilitate the developmeﬁt of students. Student Affairs
practitioners can provide greater exposure to experiences that will promote a higher level

of student development to a larger population.

Theoretical Framework

Although there are many definitions of leadership, the definition used by
Komives, Lucas, and McMahon (1998) is used in this study. Leadership is defined as “ a
relational process of people together attempting to accomplish change or make a
di.fference to benefit the common good” (15. 11). The authors use this definition because
of its focus on the leadership process and not the individual leader. This definition 1s

useful for university administrators because they are concerned with training and



developing leaders that are prepared to work well with others in a variety of settings oncer
the students matriculate from the university. The settings where these graduates might
provide leadership include work, family, local and national communities. Leadership is
an important aspect of all of these settings and a concern for all people in today’s society.
Understanding the types of leadership exhibited by those in specific settings is useful in
having an understanding of the people who are in those settings. It is the attitudes and
beliefs of students in leadership positions that will determine whether leadership is
exhibited (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998). So to determine the extent to which
leadership is exhibited, first the attitudes and beliefs of students should be examined.

This can be done by exploring the leadership and motivational traits of students.

Astin (1993a) developed a student typology to understand student’s personalities
by utilizing information about their attitudes, values, beliefs, self-concept, and behaviors.
The typologies are based on Astin’s (1984) student involvement theory. Certain
characteristics, such as commitment to the university, involvement with faculty, time
spent studying, and persistence at the institution are used fo delineate group classification.
Student involvement theory is based on the belief that the amount of time and energy a
person dedicates to the university experience determines the level of success the student
experiences. Identifying the involvement characteristics of a student to determine how
groupings of involvement behaviors and attitudes affect success appears to be an
important excercise. Pascarella, Whitt, Edison, Hagedhorn, & Terenzini (1996) found
evidence that college influences are somewhat specific to student subgroups. They
suggested that colleges and universities need to understand the typology of the students to

be able to better understand their development. Astin’s (1993a) typologies were used in



this study as' the leadership inventory. This was done because the typologies identify
behaviors and attitudes specific to college students. These typologies allow the researcher
to group involvement characteristics by grouping attitudes and beliefs. It is the behaviors
and attitudes of the students that determine the success of leadership development
programs and the overall success of the student. Additionally, the structural dimensions
of the typologies were analyzed for this study.

Astin’s (1993a) typologies are as follows: scholar, social activist, artist, hedonist,
leader, status striver, and the uncommitted student. These typologies are fluid, people
can move between typologies over time. In fact, students may and should be expected to
move from one typology to another as they grow and mature during their college years.
These typologies encompass a wide variety of attitudes and beliefs that relate to decisions
that students make in college and the students’ success. The typologies allow us to
identify the behaviors and attitudes that relate to leadership. These typologies allow
university administrators to understand students so that they can develop initiatives that
will maximize student growth. The structural dimensions of Astin’s (1993a) typologies
identify the variance in behaviors and attitudes of students within the college community.
While the leadership inventory used in this study is based on Astin’s (1993a) typologies,
the researcher determined not to use the specific typologies to categorize individual
students; instead the scores were used as continuous variables. This was done so the
researcher could determine a score for each typology for each participant. The intent of
this study was not to categorize the participants, instead it was to examine how the
leadership, motivational factors and residential setting relate to each other, therefore,

using the typologies as a continuous variable proved to be more useful.



Understanding what motivates a student to seek a leadership position within an
organization may be used to attract and retain students in leadership positions. Research
has supported that being involved in leadership activities has a positive effect on a |
student’s development (Cress, Astin, Zimmerman-Oster, & Burkhardt, 2001; Schuh &
Laverty, 1983; Stanford, 1992; Winston, Bledsoe, Goldstein, Wisbey, Street, Brown,
Goyen, & Rounds, 1997). According to Astin (1984), the most precious commodity on a
college campus‘is student’s time. Understanding a student’s motivation for involvement
helps the university understand how to best capture a student’s attention, and,
subsequently, their time. Identifying a common motivational goal within a group could
help define group membership and provide valuable information to university
administrators who are responsible for advising student organizations and designing
leadership development programs.

Dweck (1986) identified two types of achievement motivation goals: performance
and learning. Dweck observed that those individuals interested in performance goals
wanted to obtain positive judgments about their ability, while those seeking learning
goals wanted to increase their mastery. Performance goals can be viewed as a form of
extrinsic motivation, and learning goals can be viewed as more intrinsically located.
These goal orientations have seemed to provide a good means of understanding

motivation in college students (Archer, 1994).

Need for Study

On college and university campuses, many leadership opportunities abound.

Students must wisely select their level of involvement and the amount of time they



devote to various volunteer leadership opportunities. For the past couple of decades,
student affairs administrators have viewed higher education as being more than just an in-
class process (Creamer, 1990). Changes in higher education are more than just a student
affairs phenomenon. Economics and erosion of public confidence in the higher education
system has caused colleges and universities to focus more on outcomes such as student
learning (Schroeder, 1996). College and universities need to better understand how to
maximize student learning. Student behavior, such as student learning and leadership,
cannot be viewed separately from his/her environment (Moos, 1973). Therefore, when
studying leadership and motivational factors of students, one must take into account
where the student lives. On many university campuses, there are two umbrella
organizations that house a large percentage of students and identified student leaders:
residence life and Greek life.

For the purpose of this study, an identified student leader is any student who holds
an office whether they are elected or appointed by an elected official. Students that live
on campus show greater levels of involvement (Astin, 1984). Astin further provided
support for the idea that students who live on campus achieve greater success in terms of
leadership and satisfaction with the university. On many college campuses, both,
residence life and Greek life housing would be considered on-campus residence7 This is
due to proximity to campus, ownership of the land where the students live (either a
residence hall or a Greek house), and the rules that govern the residence. On many
university campuses, a university code of conduct that determines the policies for each

living unit governs both residence halls and Greek houses.



There appears to be a difference between these two living environments by
observation. However, little research has been conducted to explore the differences
between those that choose to live in residential life and those that choose to live in Greek
life. Identifying differences in leadership and motivation factors can help university
administrators better select training and development activities that meet the needs of
specific groups. By understanding the leadership factors and the motivational goals of
the leaders, a better job can be done in terms of recruitment and retention. This allows
student affairs administrators a greater opportunity to interact directly with students and
provide valuable experiences that will aid in the student’s development. Additionally,
administrators who advise student organizations can analyze the leadership
characteristics and motivation of their students and determine if their current system is
attracting the types of students that meet their organizational goals. There has been little,
if any, research comparing the environment in residence halls to the environment in
Greek houses. Therefore, this study will aid in filling in the gap of research comparing
these two sub-environments.

There are many sub-environments within an university setting. These sub-
environments are distinguished by student behavior, as well as, by physical space
(Huebner & Lawson, 1990). Leadership experiences comprise a sub-environment that
can be studied as having its bwn tasks that must be mastered. Huebner and Lawson
further stated that wilile thére is a body of research on the in-class and residence hall
set;[ings of campus ecology, little is known about the influence of social clubs, volunteer
experiences, and other extra-curricular environments. Environments can be

heterogeneous or homogeneous depending on the diversity of the sub-environment. The



diversity used by Huebner and Lawson (1990) includes not only racial and ethnic
diversity, but also more broad characteristics such as choice of major, age, and learning
style. Students tend to select environments in which others share similar characteristics.
Additionally, students will change themselves to remain congruent with the environment.
The proper person-environment interaction is one that has an appropriate balance of
challenge and support. According to Sanford (1966), it is this balance that fosters an

environment where a person can move to their next developmental level.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study is to explore relations of leadership and motivational
factors and residential setting of college students. Residence hall and Greek life students
receive a great deal of university time and attention. Leaders are not born, they are made
(Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998). Therefore, the staff time and attention that these
groups receive is an important resource in the development of leaders. Often, the
leadership development on campus is seen as a “one size fits all” approach. The living
environments of students that live in Greek houses and residence halls are different from
one another. The environment is not the only difference; by a visual canvassing of these
two groups, differences are apparent. If there are differences in leadership characteristics
and motivations of student leaders that seek different types of student residences, it can
be beneficial to determine the best way in which to recruit and retain student leaders, as
well as, to provide stronger developmental experiences for the students. There is no
single way that has been agreed upon to study homogeneity versus heterogeneity of

student groups. By understanding the leadership factors and motivation of students,



training efforts can be focused to expand leadership skills and development more
effectively. A deeper understanding of the differences between these two identified
groups can help university administrators better understand why students choose one

residence and/or involvement over another.

Definition of Terms

The Artist. The artist has a high rating in terms of artistic ability and values, creating
artistic work, writing, and/or being accomplished in the performing arts. For a
person to be placed in the artist group, s/he must have interest in more than one
artistic area. Artists tend to come from well-educated families. Women are
disproportionately represented in the artist group. Artists tend to have had artistic
accomplishments in high school and have been involved in artistic endeavors such
as plays. S/he tend to major in fine arts, music, speech, theater, journalism, and
English (Astin, 1993a).

The Hedonist. The hedonist is mainly concerned with self—gfatiﬁcation. Students who
drink, smoke, stay up all night, and advocate for the legalization of marijuana are
classified hedonists. Not surprisingly, hedonists have lower high school grades
than any other type. S/he come from average homes in terms of income and
educational levels. African-Americén students are under-represented in this type.
Hedonists tend to major in business, nursing, health technology and secretarial
studies. Hedonists tend to seek oﬁt professional cafeers and not academic careers

and do not have very high aspirations and show no pattern of career choices.



Hedonists tend to spend a great deal of time socializing and partying, and they
tend to receive poor grades (Astin, 1993a).

The Leader. Leaders tend to perceive themselves as being popular, sociable, and
outgoing. In general, leaders have a strong competence and interest in
interpersonal skills. Leaders tend to come from affluent, well-educated families.
Men and African-Americans are disproportionately represented in this type.
Leaders tend to major in pre-law, clergy, or military service. Leaders tend to
spend a great deal of time involved in athletic activities, student organizations,
and partying. They are the least likely group to feel depressed or contemplate
leaving the university (Astin, 1993a).

The Scholar. The scholar has high expectations, a strong academic and intellectual self-
esteem, believes that s/he will obtain a high level of academic success and has
high academic aspirations. Scholars tend to come from well-educated families.
S/he tend to major in mathematics, science, and engineering (Astin, 1993a).

The Social Activist. High activity, assertiveness, and social involvement define the social

activist. S/he reports that they feel that participating, helping, and being socially
and politically active is important. In the social activist group, there is a
disproportional amount of students from underrepresented groups. S/he tends to
be more concerned with financing his/her education than any other type. Social
activists tend to major in psychology, social sciences, education, and theology.
Social activists are likely to be involved in political and social issues, participate
in campus protests, attend a cultural workshop, and do volunteer work (Astin,

1993a).
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The Status Striver. Being committed to being successful in his or her own business,

having supervisory responsibility over others in the workforce, being well-off
financially, obtaining recognition from peers, and becoming an expert in his/her
field defines a status striver. African-American and Chicano students are well-
represented in this type. Status strivers tend to come from somewhat less educated
backgrounds and have poor academic performance in high school. Status strivers
tend to be materialistic; s/he tend to major in accounting and business, physical
education, agriculture, and architecture. S/he tend to receive poor grades, join a
fraternity or sorority, and watch television (Astin, 1993a).

The Uncommitted Student. The uncommitted student is defined by his/her expectations

concerning a change in majors, career choice, dropping out of college, and/or
transferring institutions. The uncommitted student’s relationship with the
university is not stable. Uncommitted students tend to be undecided about their
major. They typically perform academically as would be expected in relation to
the general population; they report a lower achievement than other types (Astin,
1993a).

Leadership. Leadership is defined as “ a relational process of people together attempting
to accomplish change or make a difference to benefit the common good”
(Komives, Lucas, & Mc;Mahon, 1998, p. 11).

Learning Goals. Goals in which individuals seek to increase their knowledge and

competence in order to gain mastery (Dweck, 1986).

Performance Goals. Goals in which individuals desire to gain favorable judgements of

their competence and avoid negative judgements (Dweck, 1986).
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Residential Setting. Is the location where the student currently resides while at college.

Student Involvement. “Amount of physical and psychological energy that a student

devotes to the academic experience” (Astin, 1984, p. 297).

Student Leader. A university student that is currently in an elected leadership position or

a student that is appointed to a leadership position by an elected student official.

Student Development. Theories that describe and explain the development of young

adults (Winston & Anchors, 1993, p. 28)
Volunteer. A volunteer is a person who provides services without a personal financial

benefit (Henderson, 1985).

Assumptions and Limitations

It is assumed that there are differences between the students who reside in residence life
and those who reside in Greek life in terms of their leadership and motivational factors.
It is assumed that a person can have only one place of residence on a college campus at a
specific point in time.

It is assumed that an individual’s scores on each of the motivation subscales are
independent from the other subscale.

It is assumed that the scores on the assessment instruments truly represent the constructs.
. Itis assumed that there are differences in experiences based on the typé of leadership
position.

A limitation of this study is that it focuses on a population from one university, and,

hence, generalizability is unknown.
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7. A limitation of this study is that it uses participants that are already established in their
place of residence, therefore, students could not be randomly assigned to residential
setting.

8. A limitation of this study is that it is a correlation study, therefore, relationships not

causality can be determined.
Significance of the Study

This study will be beneficial in helping student affairs administrators and faculty
advisors understand the differences between students that live in Greek houses and
residence halls, as well as, those who serve as leaders within residence life and Greek
life. This allows those responsible for advising and training these groups to be able to
focus training that will be the greatest benefit to the student and to the organization. By
knowing the leadership factors of a student and his/her underlying motivational goal,
experiences can be provided that increases his/her level of satisfaction, as well as
developmental outcomes.

By understanding the differences between students based on residence, activities
and developmental experiences can be provided to better meet the student’s needs. This
helps the stability of the organizations and the development of the student. By first
determining whether there are differences between the leadership and motivation factors
of those seeking different types of involvement on a campus, additional research could
then explore these differences. If there is no difference in the students, then that, too, is
valuable information in determining the type of leadership development program that
should be designed. Members and the leaders shape the culture of an organization, and,

if the university wants the culture to be positive and in line with its mission statement,
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then it, first, must understand who the members are and what motivates them to be

involved.

Research Questions

In order to explore the relationship of leadership and motivational factors and the

leadership setting of college students, the following questions were addressed:

What are the structural dimensions of the leadership inventory?

Is there a linear relationship of the factor scores (leadership dimension) to the learning
subscale on the Goals Inventory?

Is there a linear relationship of the factor scores (leadership dimension) to the
performance subscale on the Goals Inventory?

Is there a difference in scores on the Goals Inventory (motivation factors) based on place
of residence?

Are students living in residence halls significantly different from students living in Greek
houses in terms of leadership dimensions?

Is there a difference in scores on the Goals Inventory (motivation factors) for those in a

leadership position and those who are not?

Organization of the Study

Chapter 1 has identified issues important to the study of the differences in
leadership factors and motivation between residence life and Greek life students. Astin’s

(1984) theory of involvement was briefly discussed. Astin’s typologies were introduced,
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as was Dweck’s (1986) motivational goal classifications. Motivation in terms of student
volunteers was discussed, as was the importance of campus residence. The purpose of
this study and need for this study to the university, in particular student affairs, was
provided.

Chapter two encompasses an overview of the literature related to campus ecology,
student involvement, Astin’s typologies, student leadership, and Dweck’s motivational
factors. Chapter three describes the methodology. This chapter also presents a
description of the sample, the instrumentation, the research design, and the procedure.
Chapter four presents the results of the study and analyses of the data. Chapter five
provides a discussion based on the conclusions of the study and presents

recommendations.
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Chapter Two
Review of the Literature
Introduction

For the past couple of decades, student affairs administrators have viewed higher
education as being more than just an in-class process (Creamer, 1990). Colleges and
universities are in a state of transition. With the state of the economy and the erosion of
public confidence in the higher education system, colleges and universities have to focus
more on outcomes such as student learning (Schroeder, 1996). To fully optimize the
environmental factors that play a role in student learning, one must understand not only
the environmental factors of students’ residence, but also, the people that reside in those
environments. Colleges and universities have little impact on housing that is operated
outside of university control. Both residence halls and Greek houses are typically under
the direction and/or control of university polices and regulations. So, to best understand
the educational and developmental impact of living environments, it is reasonable to start
by analyzing the two types of residences in which the university has programmatic
control and interest. Pascarella and Terenzini (1995) have reported that students change
while in college and that these changes are complex and encompass the entire person.
These changes can be linked theoretically to student development theory. Student
development theories encompass five domains: psycho-social, cognitive development,
moral development, ego development, and career development (Winston & Anchors,
1993). The authors suggested that the term student development is also related to a set
of goals or outcomes for higher education. These outcomes are based in the belief that

students learn not only in the classroom but also in all facets of college life. Moos (1973)
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stated that a person’s behavior cannot be studied separately from his/her environment.
Therefore, student development cannot be studied separate from a student’s environment.
An understanding of the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors of the students that choose to
live in either residence halls or Greek houses is needed to best develop strategies that
focus on student leadership, student learning, and student development.

Higher education has sought to increase a student’s ability to think critically, to
reason, and to evaluate while coming to a decision (Pascarella, 1999). According to
Pascarella, over the years, college students have consistently increased scores on
~ standardized tests. Additionally, college students have also shown greater gains in
vocabulary skills, math skills, knowledge of public affairs, history, and science than those
that did not attend college. Pascarella reported that these gains remain consistent when
background is controlled. It appears that college students have gains in the ability to
reason critically while in college. Pascarella suggested that there is no single college
experience that accounts for the gains in critical thinking, instead it is the total
involvement of the individual that leads to these gains. While overall, college students
showed gains in critical thinking there are some variations within the college experience.
Males in Greek fraternities demonstrated the lowest gains in terms of critical thinking,
while membership for women in Greek sororities resulted in a negative correlation to
cognitive development (Pascarella, Whitt, Nora, Edison, Hagedorn, & Terenzini, 1996).
According to the authors, out of class experiences are actually more important to the
development of critical thinking than in class experiences. The authors suggested that
there must be an intentional combined effort between in-class and out-of-class

experiences to fully develop students. About 85% of a student’s time, aside from sleep,
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is spent outside of the classroom setting, therefore, the developmental impact of non-class
experiences is potentially great (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1995). Overall, society wants
higher education to show that it is preparing students to be productive citizens that are
able to help deal with societal problems (Schroeder, 1996).

Student development theory focuses attention on the student as a whole and
his/her overall “life development”. Student affairs professionals should continue to grow
in their understanding of student development (Picklesimer & Miller, 1998). Life-skills,
such as leadership development, are seldom recognized as important goals of higher
education, yet few would argue that students are expected to exhibit successful life skills
after they leave the university setting. Leadership and other life-skills provide students
with the opportunity to become an educated citizen with abilities to plan, make decisions,
lead, and communicate effectively.

Leaders create a culture (Schein, 1992). The environment that a student lives
within is influenced by the leaders within the community. Leadership is a shared
responsibility between the leader and the follower and should not be seen as a position
but rather a process (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998). In higher education, one of
the main outcomes sought is the development of leadership skills for a variety of settings.
While leadership is a goal, there is still a great deal to learn to understand the
development of leadership skills among students (Mouritsen & Quick, 1987).
Participation in leadership development activities provides students with knowledge and
skills that allows them to realize their potential (Fuertes & Sedlacek, 1993).

Pascarella and Terenzini (1992) identified two keys to the intellectual

development of college students: 1) The quality and effort (involvement) by students and
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faculty. 2) The quality of the student’s interpersonal life. The authors further suggested
that living on-campus also is a predictor of social and academic success. Developmental
goals such as developing a purpose and a sense of competence are correlated with faculty
interaction and the student’s environment (Martin, 2000). For colleges and universities to
meet the goal of enhancing student learning and personal development, students must be
motivated and inspired to devote time and energy to educationally productive and
purposeful activities both inside and outside of the classroom (Schroeder, 1996).

College students develop and change while in college. Through involvement in
university programs that are designéd to support and promote the university’s mission,
students can succeed in achieving developmental goals. Factors such as place of
residence and type of involvement help define the type of development that a student
experiences. Student development, both as a theory and as a set of goals, demands that

we always strive to better understand the students of today.
Campus Ecology
College and university campuses are dynamic communities that are always in a
state of transition. These communities are defined by the interaction between the
physical environment and people that live on campus (Hallenbeck, 1991).
Background

Lewin (1936) stated that behavior is a function of the person and the environment.

When studying college students, both the environment and the student must be taken into
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account. Moos (1973) stated that you cannot study an individual’s behavior separate
from his/her environment. He observed that behavior settings have an environmental and
behavioral component.

Schroeder and Jackson (1987) defined student development in terms of an
ecological approach as student development being a function of the person-environment
interaction mediated by challenge and support. Placing student affairs staff in the role of
providing a proper level of challenge and support, Rodgers (1990) suggested that
intentional ecological interventions have great potential to increase student satisfaction
and meet organizational goals.

Where a student lives plays a role in who s/he is, so it is an important factor to
explore when aftempting to better understand the students. When looking at place of
residence on a college campus, it is important to look at the organizational structures in
which these places of residence are a part. According to Moos (1973), when determining
the differences in the organizational structure, one must look at the behavior and attitude
of the individuals that make up the organization. He further mentioned that the character
of an environment is determined by the typical characteristics of the individuals within
the environment. He developed three basic dimensions that differentiate environments:

1. Relationships of individuals within the environment and how they support each
other.
2. Personal development and self-enhancement of the members of the environment.

3. System maintenance and system change.
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According to systems theory, organizations are made up of parts that are
interdependent with one another (Fuqua & Kurpius, 1993). The authors suggested that
the basic assumption of systems theory is that a human system has elements and that
those elements are dynamically and complexly interconnected. Therefore, to understand
an individual’s behavior or attitudes within an organization, one must evaluate the system
as a whole and as many of the interconnected elements as possible. Within a system
there is an ongoing reciprocal relationship between the human component and the
environment and/or organization. Therefore, optimal arrangement of an environment is
powerful behavior modification (Moos, 1973). Environmental variables are very closely
related to many physical, psychological, and emotional conditions. An understanding of
the attitudes of the people who make up the environment will aid in arranging the
environment to best support the mission of the university. Therefore, when examining
the programmatic mission and goals of an institution one must have a systematic
approach to the entire environment, as well as to each specific environment (Moos,
1973).

Within a college and /or university there are many sub-environments (Moos,
1978). Each sub-environment has the potential to determine a student’s behavior. It is
the student’s living environment that exposes a student to a strong peer influence.
Therefore, Moos suggested that a student’s living unit has the potential to have a
powerful impact on the student, especially freshman. ‘Students who live on campus show
greater developmental gains than those that commute (Astin, 1977, 1993a). These gains
are most closely associated with leaving home (Astin, 1993a). Moos (1978) examined the

impact of the social environment on the student. He observed that there are several
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environmental factors that influence a student. These factors include size of the living
group, privacy in the living group, availability of a snack bar, proximity of the living unit
to the center of campus, amount of study space in the living unit, and amount of activities
such as intramural sports. Schuh and Allen (1978) supported this in terms of the
importance of environmental factors such as meval service, ability to decorate their living
space, ability to study, special living units, and security. Moos’ (1978) research indicated
that a student’s total environment plays a role in their satisfaction at college. The social
environment that is created plays as important of a role, if not more, as the architectural
design. Therefore, Moos suggests that, when studying student residences, one must look
at both the organizational structure of the living unit as well as the architectural structure.
One drawback to Moos’ research is that while it did focus on different living groups, all
of the living groups were in campus residence halls. There has been little, if any,
research comparing the environment in residence halls to the environment in Greek
houses.

Banning and Kaiser (1974) outlined the importance of an ecological model for
university planning. They observed that the mission of student affairs programs should
be to help students adjust to the educational environment. However, if student affairs
administrators do not understand the educational environment, it is difficult to help
studeﬁts adjust. The ecological perspective takes into account the fact that people have
an impact on the environment and the environment has an impact on the individual.
Therefore, the focus is not just on the environment or the individual, but instead on the
interaction betweén the two. According to Banning and Kaiser (1974), the ecological

approach can be looked at as it relates to the campus as a whole, individual student
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groups, and/or the individual. The authors believed that colleges and universities should
design the environments to optimize the relationship between the institution and the
individual to foster educational development. They also pointed out that groups can be
characterized by factors such as class standing, ethnic origin, special interests, and
countless other factors. Banning and Kaiser’s (1974) ecological approach is based on the
belief that people respond differently in different environments and that there is a
potential for an optimal fit between person and environment. This perspective provides a
basis for the importance to review the different environments on a campus including
different living groups and organizations.

The Ecosystem Model was outlined by the Western Interstate Commission for
Higher Education (1972, p.7). There are seven steps in the ecosystem model; they are as

follows:

1. Designers, in conjunction with community members select educational values.
2. Values are then translated into specific goals.

3. Environments are designed that contain mechanisms to reach the stated goals.
4. Environments are fitted to students.

5. Student perceptions of the environments are measured.

6. Student behavior resulting from environmental perceptions are monitored.

7. Data on the environmental design’s successes and failures, as indicated by
student perceptions and behavior, are fed back to the designers in order that they
may continue ito learn about student/environment fit and design better

environments.
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This model indicates the importance of organizational goals and values.
Additionally, this model is designed to help administrators determine success of an
environment and whether they are meeting the educational goals and mission of a
university and the organization. To be able to effect change within an organization you
must understand the environment.

Each environment is a system and any change in one part of the environment
affects other parts of the environment (Banning, 1979). Hurst (1987) emphasized the
systems approach to the college and university setting. He stated that because students
are impacted by the skills and abilities they bring to the campus, the campus
environment, the interaction of fhe student and the environment, and the sum total of the
student’s thoughts, feelings, and behaviors, college administrators must be concerned
with how these factors interact. He further stated that the majority of campuses have
ignored ecology when designing the environment. Hurst indicated that, for the most part,
campuses have not intentionally designed environments geared toward accomplishing
their mission of teaching and student develépment. Campus ecology is not value neutral
(Banning 1979; Huebner & Banning, 1987). The university community must first
identify the values that the campus wants to embrace and then design an environment that

meets the value goals (Sorenson, 1987).

Environmental Impact
While universities should intentionally develop an environment that passes on the
values of the institution, the university must understand that there are many sub-

environments within a university setting. The sub-environments impact student behavior
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and should be studied. These sub-environments are distinguished by student behavior as
well as the physical space (Huebner & Lawson, 1990). Leadership experiences are a sub-
environment that can be studied as having its own tasks that must be mastered. Huebner
and Lawson further stated that while we have a body of research on the in-class and
residence hall settings of campus ecology, little is known about the influence of social
clubs, volunteer experiences, and other extra-curricular environments. Environments can
be heterogeneous or homogeneous depending on the diversity of the sub-environment.
The diversity used by Huebner and Lawson included not only racial and ethnic diversity,
but also more broad characteristics such as choice of major, age, and learning style.
Students tend to select environments in which others share similar characteristics.
Additionally, students will change themselves to remain congruent with the environment.
According to Huebner and Lawson, the proper person-environment interaction is one that
has an appropriate balance of challenge and support.

Simono, Wachowiak, and Furr (1984) concluded that when examining the
academic success of students one should look at specific living arrangements. It is too
simplistic to only examine on-campus residence versus commuter status. The type of
residence impacts the differences found in academic achievement in terms of grade point
average. (Clodfelter, Furr, & Wachowiak 1984; Simono, Wachowiak, & Furr, 1984).
Berger (1997) found that residence hall living was positively correlated with strong peer
relationships. The author also suggested that successful integration into a sub-
environment leads to more successful integration into the entire environment. Persistence
at the university is correlated with social integration. This supported Berger’s (1997)

belief that a student’s community has an impact on their success at a university.
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Involvement in student organizations can provide social integration into a sub-
environment.

The campus environment is important not only for the gains in academic
functioning of students but also in terms of emotional pathology (Hurst & McKinley,
1988). Hurst and McKinley argued that dissonance between an environment and the
person can cause emotional stress and pathology. In addition to the environmental
influence on pathology that is suggested by Hurst and McKinley, there is also potential
for the environment to affect development. The authors concluded that care should be
taken when evaluating a problem to be sure to include the environment as an equal factor.
This care seems all the more critical in light of the additional developmental dimensions.
The authors also argued that this dissonance could help explain student attrition.

Incoming students should be concerned with the type of sub-environments that
are available. Prospective students should be encouraged to consider the environmental
factors and determine whether they fit with their needs and desires (Schuh & Kuh, 1991).
Schuh and Kubh stated that environmental issues such as the physical setting, policies and
practices, and institutional agents should be considered. Living on-campus has been
reported to have the most positive effect on student development and learning than any
other single factor (Hernandez, Hogan, Hathaway, & Lovell, 1999). Schuh and Kuh
(1991) supported the importance of living in a residence hall. The authors proposed that
living in a residence hall provides the greatest poteptial for success in college, especially
for first year students. The authors also cautioned prospective students to carefully

consider whether or not Greek life is a good fit. The authors did suggest that for some
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students, fraternities and sororities provide important opportunities to get involved on
campus and strong peer interaction.

Fraternities and sororities have shown positive characteristics such as the
opportunity to be become involved on campus, a sense of community, lasting friendships,
development of leadership and social skills, encouragement of high academic standards,
involvement in community service, and a network of contacts (Neuberger &Hanson,
1997). In examining the relationship between Greek life membership and scores on the
Student Development Task and Life-skill Inventory (SDTLI), Hunt and Rentz (1994)
found that being a member of a Greek letter organization was significantly related to the
following psychosocial developmental tasks: establishing and clarifying purpose,
developing mature interpersonal relationships, establishing an intimate relationship based
on trust, reciprocal éaring, and honesty. They concluded that Greek life involvement does
provide some positive outcomes.

Schuh and Kuh (1991) stated that the most important item for prospective
students to consider is whether or not the college or university provides opportunities for
the students to become involved within the campus. Schroeder and Hurst (1996)
proposed that intentionally structuring campus environments to focus on student learning
should be the goal of all institutions. The authors proposed seven key conditions that
should be considered when designing a campus environment. These seven conditions
are: involvement, challenge, support, structure, feedback, application, and integration.
The authors placed the student at the center of the learning environment and challenged

campus administrators to design an environment that promotes student learning.
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Student Involvement Theory

Attending college can have a tremendous effect on a person’s life (Astin, 1977).
Colleges and universities have a strong desire to create more effective learning
environments (Astin, 1984). Based on these facts, Alexander Astin has spent the last 30
or so years developing a theory of student development based on the premise of getting

student’s involved in their college experience.

Background

Astin (1975) first proposed the concept of involvement as a result of a study
looking at college student retention. He further expanded this concept to include the
impact that college has on students (Astin, 1977). In Astin’s (1975, 1977, & 1984) work,
involvement was presented as a multi-dimensional element, where a student may have
differing levels of involvement in several aspects of the college experience. Astin (1984)
used involvement as th‘e cornerstone of a new theory of student development.

“Involvement is the amount of physical and psychological energy that a student
devotes to the academic };rocess” (Astin, 1984 p.297). According to Astin, the most
precious resource on a college or university campus is student time, therefore, the amount
of time a student devotes to the academic process is critical. Student involvement theory
focuses on behaviors that.can be measurable and easily tracked. This allows for more
measurable results vand programs that are easier to design, implement, and evaluate.
Student involvement theory proposes that the amount of time a student spends engaged in

school related activities increases his/her satisfaction and overall success in college.
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According to this perspective, activities such as studying, going to class, living on
campus, being active in a university related organization, discussing a class project with
another student, and interacting with faculty members would all be considered being
involved. This theory does not eliminate other theories, in fact it helps tie student
development theories and other education theories together to determine effectiveness.
Student development is made up of several families of theories.

Student development theories encompass five domains: psycho-social, cognitive
development, moral development, ego development, and career development (Winston &
Anchors, 1993). In addition to those five domains, Rodgers (1990) included person-
environment interaction theories. Cognitive development, moral development, and ego
development are concerned with how students learn (Miller & Winston, 1991). Miller
and Winston define psycho-social theories as concerned with what a student learns.
Person-environment interaction theories focus on the relationship of the student and the
environment. The student cannot be studied outside of his/her environment (Moos,
1973). Student involvement theory works in conjunction with other theories by focusing
on the level of energy a student extends to an activity. Therefore, regardless of
theoretical context it is still useful to examine the amount of energy and time a student
dedicates to the learning processes.

Student involvement theory is concerned with the amount of time and effort a
student extends to accomplish a goal. The more time and effort the greater the success of
the student. Student’s time, energy, and effort are not limitless. Educators are constantly
struggling with other forces in attempts to capture student’s time. Therefore, decisions

that a student makes about issues such as place of residence, membership in
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organizations, and leadership opportunities can significantly affect how they spend their
time (Astin, 1984).

Astin’s theory of involvement resembles what learning theorists have called vigilance or
time-on-task, as well as effort.

Involvement theory has five major components ( p. 298):

1. Involvement refers to the amount of physical and psychological time and energy
that is invested in various objects. These can be general or specific depending on
the individual and the situation.

2. Involvement occurs on a continuum. The degree of involvement in an object
depends on the individual involved. Also, the same student may manifest
different degrees of involvement with a particular object at different times.

3. Involvement has both quantitative and qualitative parts.

4. The amount of student development and learning that is associated with any
educational program is directly proportional to the amount and quality of student
involvement in that program.

5. The effectiveness of an educational policy is directly related to the capacity of
that policy to increase student involvement.

These last two components are key in the development of this theory. In fact, it is
these two components in which most research on student involvement has been
focused and the key for implementation. Astin (1984) believes that student
involvement theory links other educational theories together. How well educational

theories capture students time and energy can determine their effectiveness.
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Involvement is a tool to determine what behavioral mechanisms and processes

facilitate student development.

Impact of Involvement

Astin (1975) found that students that dropped out of college were not involved in
the academic experience at their chosen institution. All the factors that led to persistence
at an institution pointed to involvement and all the factors that led to dropping out
pointed to non-involvement. This research further indicated that place of residence has a
significant relationship with persistence, that living on-campus was a significant factor in
the level of involvement, and that being a member of a Greek organization also
contributed to persistence in college. These findings were supported by additional
research (Astin, 1977). In this research, Astin reported that students residing on campus
weré more likely to achieve in areas such as leadership and are more satisfied with their
college experience. Astin (1993b) supported his previous findings that living on-campus
and being a member of a Greek organization have positive effects in terms of
involvement. The level of satisfaction was also higher for on campus residents as it
related to student friendships, faculty interactions, institutioral reputation, and social life
(Astin, 1977). Overall, Astin reported that involvement has a positive correlation with
persistence and institutional satisfaction.

Student involvement theory is applicable to all students, the overachiever and the
boarder line student. Student involvement theory has the potential to help students
succeed because it focuses on the student and what the student can do to increase their

success. The focus should be on what the students are doing, how motivated they are,
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how they are spending their physical and psychological time. One of the key elements of
student involvement theory is finding a way to get students involved in the college
experience (Astin, 1984). This, Astin believed, is a unifying goal that should assist in
bridging the gap between academic affairs and student affairs perceptions of the college
experience.

For Student Affairs administrators, the level of involvement that a student has
outside of the formal classroom is important. Kuh (1995) found that there were several
gains that can be expected by participating in out-of-classroom experiences and that
student learning and personal development are positively affected by involvement in co-
curricular activities. Out of class experiences helped to clarify vocational goals,
increased interpersonal competence, humanitarianism, cognitive complexity, knowledge,
and academic skills. Tinto (1998) supported Astin’s (1975) earlier research, in finding
that involvement does affect persistence. Milem and Berger (1999) examined the role of
student involvement and the perception of integration as it relates to persistence. Their
research supported student involvement theory and Tinto’s (1998) previous research in
that involvement is positively related to persistence. According to Milem and Berger
(1999) this is especially true for first year students.

Beil, Reisen, Zea, and Caplan (1999) concluded that the level of academic and
social integration that a student experiences leads to a greater commitment to stay at an
institution. Thus, the level of involvement that a student has can impact his/her academic
and social integration and increase persistence. In fact, these findings suggest that social
integration into the university is a stronger predictor of retention than academic

integration.. This supports the need for student affairs administrators to help students find
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avenues for involvement. Twale and Sanders (1999) provided further support for the
importance of student involvement. The authors were examining the effect of out of
class experiences on critical thinking ability. They found that out of class peer
interactions that are related to the university provide increases in critical thinking.

Cooper, Healy, and Simpson (1994) examined the relationship of organizational
membership and holding a leadership position on scores on the Student Development
Task and Life-skill Inventory (Winston, Miller, & Prince 1987). They concluded that
being a member of a campus organization had a positive effect on student change in
terms of the SDTLI. They also found that holding a leadership position within a campus
organization had a positive effect on change in terms of the SDTLI. Cooper, et al. (1994)
found evidence that supported the idea that involvement is a key to development while in
college. They also suggested that leadership positions enhanced a person’s development.
Cooper, Healy, and Simpson used the results of their study to infer the importance of
community on a college campus. They went on to say that there is ample evidence that
demonstrates that involvement in campus life has positive effects on student learning
both in and out of the classroom.

Blimling and Whit (1999) identified getting students involved in the academic
experiences as one of the “principles of good practice” for student affairs administrators.
Student involvement theory is a strong theoretical base for the importance of student
membership in residence life and Greek life and the leadership opportunities that both
living areas provide.

Astin (1993a) expanded his student involvement theory to include a student

typology or set of traits. Pascarella et al. (1996) found evidence that college influences
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are somewhat specific to student subgroups. They suggested that colleges and
universities need to understand the typology of the students to be able to better
understand their development. Typologies of students have been developed to help
faculty and administrators better understand the role of peer groups on student
performance (Kuh, Hu, & Vesper 2000). These typologies can be used to better
understand the student and should also be used to assess outcomes of the college
experience. Students can be defined by how they spend their time. They develop skills
and competencies in areas in which they devote energy. Kuh, Hu, and Vesper’s research
supported the need for student affairs administrators and faculty members to encourage
behaviors that are in line with being a successful student. Outcomes are related to how a
student spends his/her time. Spending an unbalanced amount of time in one area can
have detrimental effects on other areas. This research further supported the need for an
integrated approach to student development that encompasses the student as a whole.
Peers have a direct and significant impact on how students chose to spend their time. A
student’s typology does not appear to be affected by their ethnicity or gender. Kuh, Hu,
and Vesper found that students could move from one type to another while in college.
This movement is could be affected by many factors, one specifically being a leader
within a student organization.

Astin (1993a) has proposed an empirical typology for college students. It is this
typology that will be examined in this study. A student’s typology is not based on a
developmental stage. The types are not hierarchical or linear, no one type is better or
worse than another. The types are based on the individual’s values, attitudes, beliefs,

self-concept, and behavior. A student can move from one type to another, however, each
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type is unique. Astin used the typologies he developed to place people into peer groups.
This knowledge then allows researchers to study the differing effects of college and other
programs on the different types of students. This allows researchers to look at the
interaction effects between the individual and the environment. Astin developed his
typologies using data from the Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP)
(Astin, 1993a). Therefore, the data were collected from a national study using a large
number of participants.

In developing the typologies, Astin included the values, self-concept, behéviors,
attitudes, and expectation measures from the CIRP freshman survey. The CIRP freshman
survey is administered to 250,000 students annually. No historical or demographic
information was used in developing the typologies. This allows for all students to
theoretically have the potential to assume any type at a given point in time.

Astin (1993a) identified seven types that label college students. The types are the
Scholar, the Social Activist, the Artist, the Hedonist, the Leader, the Status Striver, and
the Uncommitted Student. Astin did describe an additional group called the “no type”
group. These people failed to reach the cutoff point for any group. They tend to come
from less educated families with lower incomes. They tend to be less involved in
leadership and campus activities and have low degree aspirations.

The seven types can be used to determine the types of students that participate in
specific programs. This information can aid administrators in determining whether
programs are meeting their intended purpose and goals. Depending on the goals of the
program, one or all the scales can be used to see if the program is having the desired

effect. Additionally, the types can be used to simply describe a group to indicate the
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impact that a program is having on the development of the students. The
student/program interaction is an important outcome of research using these typologies.
How a hedonist responds to a leadership position may be very different than how a
scholar would respond. So knowing the types helps better select a programmatic strategy

(Astin, 1993a).
Leadership

Kouzes and Posner (1990) have outlined five characteristics displayed by leaders
in industry. These five characteristics are: challenged the process, inspired a shared
vision, enabled others to act, modeled the way, and encouraged the heart. The authors
believed that these characteristics were transferable to the university setting. Based on
Kouzes and Posner’s research, leadership is a set of learnable, observable practices.
Leadership is a concept that anyone can learn and that can be studied and understood.
Within organizations there is a culture, that culture is defined and determined by its
leadership (Schein, 1992).

Leadership experiences while in college can be powerful tools in the development
of the individual. Involvement in student organizations has positive effects on student
development and student learning (Hernandez, Hogan, Hathaway, & Lovell, 1999).
Student organizations provide a valuable tool in promoting student learnihg through
involvement and application (Winston, Bledsoe, Goldstien, Wisbey, Street, Brown,
Goyen, & Rounds, 1997). Winston and associates proposed that those holding positions

in student organizations have higher levels of social self-concept, peer interaction, and
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faculty interaction. They concluded that being involved in student organizations has a
powerful impact on a student’s life. Student organizations such as residence hall
governments and Greek life provide a venue for the development of skills and
enhancement of talents.

Students that are involved in leadership positions within a student organization
demonstrated a positive correlation between level of involvement and measures of
student development (Stanford, 1992). Student leaders have the opportunity to gain
information about campus events. Student leaders are more likely to be involved in
campus activities regardless of whether the activities are related to their own
organization. Stanford also reported that, regardless of the organization, there were
similarities among student leaders in terms of their involvement and measures on student
development scales.

Leadership is a socially constructed concept that is used to maintain order and to
effect change (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998). Since leadership is a socially
constructed concept it can be both beneficial and detrimental. Therefore, leadership and
leadership development are a concern to all people, both inside and outside of the
academy. These authors stated that leadership development can be best viewed as a
function of knowing, being, and doing. Leadership is a relational process of people
together attempting to accomplish change or make a difference for the common good
(Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998). The authors additionally stated that leadership is a
shared responsibility between the leader and the follower and should not be seen as a

position but rather a process.
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In higher education, leadership is often mentioned in the mission statements of
universities, however, it is seldom part of the curriculum (Cress, et al., 2001). While
leadership is a stated goal of many institutions, there is still a great deal to learn to
understand the development of leadership skills among students (Mouritsen & Quick,
1987). Not only is student leadership development important because of its inclusion in
university mission statements, it also provides positive student development outcomes.
Participation in leadership development activities provides students with knowledge and
skills that facilitate the realization of their potential (Fuertes & Sedlacek, 1993). |

Schuh and Laverty (1983) found that former studént leaders reported that their
leadership position had the greatest effecvt on their leadership skill development. Schuh
and Laverty examined former student leadersvfrom three diverse colleges and found that
the student leaders were similar across the sample. Tﬁe authors concluded that the
experience of holding a leadership position has similar effects regardless of setting.
Therefore, according to the authors, it is the experience that is important, not the location
of the experience.

Students that are leaders while in college have greater gains in academic
attainment and personal values than non-leaders (Astin, 1993a). Being involved in
campus organizations enhances educational outcomes. Student leaders have a greater
potential to become community and civic leaders (Eklund-Leen & Young, 1996).
Therefore, it is the process of holding a leadership position and being involved in
leadership development that has an impact on the development of the individual.

Cress, Astin, Zimmerman-Oster, and Burkhardt (2001) reported that student

leaders have a stronger understanding of self than non-student leaders. The authors also
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reported that students who participated in leadership training activities had more positive
gains in terms of leadership understanding, civic responsibility, multicultural awareness,
and leadership skills. The authors further indicated that gender was not a predictor of
leadership capabilities or gains. Students that are involved in leadership activities such as
volunteer work are more likely to develop their leadership potential than those that do
not. This was a significant finding in terms of student leaders in campus organizations.
The authors concluded that being involved in leadership development activities,
regardless of position, provides significant positive gains for students. The authors
further concluded that all students have the potential to be leaders and that universities
should provide opportunities for leadership development.

Student leaders are important to the university, however, little is known about
how to best develop their leadership skills (Posner & Brodsky, 1992). Although a great
deal of literature and self-help books have recently focused on leadership in the world
outside of academia, these models are not appropriate for student leaders on a college
campus. Instead of corporate organizations and subordinates, student leaders deal
primarily with volunteers, their own peers, and are involved in social and service oriented
organizations, not product based, according to Posner and Brodsky. A better
understanding is needed of the leadership characteristics and effectiveness of student
leaders. In the development of an assessment tool for leadership, both Greek life leaders
‘and residence life leaders were used to develop the tool (Posner & Brodsky, 1992, 1993).
In developing this assessment tool, Posner and Brodsky (1992) used their research on
business and industry leaders and applied that to college student leaders in residence life

and Greek life. The authors used the five leadership characteristics: challenging the

39



process, inspiring a shared vision, enabling others to act, modeling the way, and
encouraging the heart are perceived by their constituents as being more effective leaders
than those that do not exhibit these traits to assess student leadership behaviors (Posner &
Brodsky, 1993, 1994).

Student leaders can be defined by what they do, that is, student government
officer, fraternity or sorority officer, and residence hall government officer; however,
there is little research to show if the organizations that support these positions produce
leaders (Kimbrough & Hutcheson, 1998). In reviewing the literature, Kimbrough and
Hutcheson concluded that the key to understanding student leadership is through student
involvement theory. While most research has focused on what student leaders do, it is
important not only to understand what leaders do, but also what leaders believe. The most
recent research on student leadership places a moral responsibility on both the leader and
follower to help each other strive to improve (Outcalt, Faris, McMahon, Tahtakran, &
Noll, 2001). According to the authors, leadership skills such as values clarification,
public speaking, teamwork development, and the value of respect and responsibility, can
be developed while in college and are useful for a lifetime. Since a great deal of time and
effort go into the training of leaders in Greek life and residence life, it is important to
determine whether these organizations produce leaders.

Research also indicates that students of color view leadership differently than
white students (Armino, Carter, Jones, Kruger, Lucas, Washington, Young, & Scott,
2000). Students of color often do not view themselves as leaders and choose leadership
positions out of a sense of responsibility to the community, not for self-gain. This follows

a more systemic approach to leadership than many traditional models of leadership.
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While leaders and followers are moving towards a more relational model of leadership,
most student organizations are still operated in a traditional hierarchical manner (Armino,
et. al., 2000). For African-American males, being involved in a black Greek organization
is a significant predictor of campus involvement and holding a leadership position on
campus (Kimbrough & Hutcheson, 1998). Kimbrough and Hutcheson concluded that
involvement in black Greek organizations is a positive predictor of leadership
development and involvement among African-American students. Leadership
opportunities are also seen as being beneficial for Hispanic students in terms of retention,
involvement on campus and in the community after graduation, and increased skill
development (Fuertes & Sedlacek, 1993).

Involvement is an important predictor of leadership development across racial and
gender groups (Kezar & Moriarty, 2000). The authors concluded that different types of
involvement were influential for different groups. However, holding a student office,
being active in an organization, and doing volunteer work all emerged as being predictors
of leadership development.

Leaders are expected to be enablers, servants, collaborators, facilitators, and
meaning makers (Rogers, 1992). Based on the emphasis and growing focus on
leadership development as a process in which all students are capable of participating, it
is fair to say that the entire college experience is a laboratory for leadership development.
Colleges and universities must develop plans to assess whether or not their leadership
development programs are meeting their intended goals. More should be done to assess

the leadership development of college students (Mouritsen & Quick, 1987). Therefore,
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colleges and universities need to identify and evaluate leadership opportunities that exist

on campuses (Boatman, 1999).

Motivation

Motivation has been studied as it relates to the causes of goal oriented behavior.
Achievement motivation is divided into two types of goals that reflect competence.
These goals are learning goals and performance goals (Dweck, 1986). According to
Dweck (1986, 1998), learning goals are goals in which individuals seek to increase their
knowledge and competence in order to gain mastery. Performance goals are goals in
which individuals desire to gain favorable judgements of their competence and avoid
negative judgements. People with a performance goal orientation are concerned with the
impression that others have of their competence and ability. Therefore, people will avoid
challenging tasks where they risk failure. People with a learning goal orientation want to
gain mastery of new skills and knowledge and, therefore, welcome challenging tasks
because of the potential to learn something. The motivation to behave in a certain
fashion is dependent on the goal orientation of an individual. Performance goals are
more extrinsically motivated and learning goals are more intrinsically motivated. In
dealing with individuals with a performance orientation, one must focus on their ability
and the issues they have with their ability. The higher they perceive their ability the more
tasks they will attempt. In dealing with individuals with a learning orientation, one
should focus on their effort. This means that the amount of effort they put into a task will

determine the amount of knowledge they gain. Interestingly, factors such as actual
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intelligence do not seem to be good predictors of confidence in ability. Motivational
patterns seem to be better predictors of confidence levels (Dweck, 1986, 1998). People
who focus on performance goals are more likely not to persist in the face of obstacles for
fear of failure and are more likely to make decisions based on their perception of others
reactions (Dweck, 1998).

Dweck’s (1986) achievement goal theory is based on research involving school
aged children. There have been studies that have shown the usefulness of Dweck’s
theory in working with college aged students (Archer, 1994; Miller, Behrens, Greene, &
Newman, 1993). Miller, et al. examined the effects of Dweck’s achievement goal theory
and perceived ability in math skills. The authors found that there were differences in
students in terms of their goal orientation and their perceived ability and their behavior.
The authors classified students into four categories: high learning-high ability, high
learning-low ability, high performance-high ability, and high performance-low ability.
Students were classified in this fashion because of the influence that perceived ability has
on avoidance behaviors of those with performance goal orientations. The authors
reported that a learning goal orientation was positively correlated with persistence, while
performance goal orientation was not. This finding is consistent with Dweck’s (1986)
theory. Miller et al.(1993), did caution that they could only provide qualified support for
Dweck’s theory because of the lack of interaction between the dominant goal orientation
- and perceived ability. This could be the result of working with an older population that
has already made some adjustments to their behavior patterns based on their experience.

Archer (1994) examined achievement goals as a measure of motivation in college

students. Archer explored the relationship between achievement goals and enjoyment of

43



task, preference for challenging tasks, attributions of success or failure, perception of task
as relevant, the use of metacognitive strategies, and perceived ability. Archer concluded
that Dweck’s (1986) achievement goal theory was a useful way to categorize college
student motivation. A student’s achievement goal orientation showed a logical pattern of
predicting the difficulty of a task chosen, attitude toward a task (positive or negative), and
effective strategies for performance. Students perceived ability was less of a factor in
terms of attitude and strategies and an equal factor in terms of difficulty in task selection
as compared to achievement goal orientation. Having a learning goal orientation was
positively correlated with choosing more difficult tasks, having a positive attitude about
the task, enjoyment of the task, using effective, and metacognitive strategies. Those that
have a learning goal orientation are less concerned with protecting self-worth and more
concerned with understanding and improvement (Archer 1994).

Eppler and Harju (1997) used Dweck’s (1986) model to examine differences in
achievement goal orientations on academic achievement between traditional and no-
traditional college aged students. The authors hypothesized that college students use both
learning and performance goals and that success is contingent on a balance between the
two. The authors reported that both traditional and non-traditional students use a learning
goal orientation more strongly than a performance goal orientation. Students that have a
learning goal orientation or a mixed orientation had significantly higher GPA’s, and
studied more often than those with performance goal orientations. Eppler and Harju
(1997) concluded that Dweck’s (1986) achievement goal theory was a useful theory in
examining the motivation and behaviors of college students, both traditional and non-

traditional. However, the concept of what motivates college students to learn and become
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involved in volunteer activities has been an under researched area (Stage, 1996;
Winniford, Carpenter, & Grider, 1997).

A volunteer is a person who provides services without a personal financial benefit -
(Henderson, 1985). This is an appropriate definition for the majority of student leaders
within organizations. Student leaders volunteer a great amount of time and provide the
university with a vital service and do not receive compensation for their efforts.
Therefore, by definition student leaders are volunteers. Henderson stated that volunteers
typically perform one or more of the three following functions: administrative, service,
and/or leadership. There has been an increasing need and demand for human resources
and a reduction in funds. Therefore, it is increasingly important for colleges and
universities to utilize student volunteers to provide leadership for campus traditions,
activities, and organizations (Henderson, 1985). Sergent and Sedlacek (1990) found that
student volunteers in student organizations differed from non-student volunteers in terms
of Holland Career codes. However, they also found that volunteers vary from
organization to organization. Students who differ from those in an organization are likely
not to become involved as a student leader because there is not a good fit. Therefore,
understanding the type of a typical student within an organization can help administrators
and advisors recruit individuals that are better fits and provide opportunities for those

who might otherwise miss an opportunity.
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Summary

Research has supported the idea that students that are involved in the academic
environment are more successful (Astin, 1993b). While this is a generally accepted
statement (Astin, 1977, 1984,1993a; Bell, et.al. 1999; Kuh, 1995; Milem & Berger,
1999; Pascarella, et. al. 1996; Twale & Sanders, 1999), little research has been done on
the specific types of involvement that initiates the greatest success. Campus residence has
been shown to be a valuable predictor of student involvement (Astin, 1977: 1984: 1993b;
Hernandez, et al., 1999; Moos, 1978; Schuh & Kuh, 1991). Holding a leadership
position in a campus organization is one aspect of involvement. There has been some
initial research that suggests that holding a leadership position does aid in the overall
development of a student (Cooper, Healy, & Simpson, 1994; Cress, et. al., 2001;
Mouritsen & Quick, 1987; Schuh & Laverty, 1983; Stanford, 1992; Winston, et. al.,
1997). However, little research has been done on the differences between leadership
position in different organizations and/or settings. There has also been little research on
the differences comparing residential life environment and the Greek life environment.
Additionally, there has also been little research on what motivates students to volunteer
fheir time for student leadership positions. For university administrators to have a better
understanding of how to meet the needs of students in terms of leadership development
and to make sure that campus organizations are meeting the academic mission of the
university, university administrators must understand who the students are and why they

are involved. It would be useful to be able to identify the differences in terms of
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leadership and motivation of students that live in residence halls or Greek houses. This
would allow university administrators to develop strategies to promote greater
development among students. It would also be useful to identify the relationship of
achievement motivation and leadership factors. This would help university administrators
have a better understanding of the relationship and impact that residential setting has on a
student’s leadership development. By examining the leadership factors and motivational
goals of students, student affairs practitioners can uncover valuable information on how

to best assist students, both in terms of their success, and the institution’s.
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Chapter Three

Methodology

This study explored relations of leadership and motivational factors and
residential setting of college students. This study addressed whether residential setting is
a factor in predicting leadership type and motivation goal orientation. Astin’s (1993a)
typologies were used as a leadership inventory. The motivational factors that influence a
person’s desire to seek out leadership positions within these groups was determined by
using the Goals Inventory (Roedel, Schraw, & Plake, 1994). The Goals Inventory is

based on Dweck’s (1986) achievement goal orientations.

Research Design

The present study is a correlation study. The data for this study were
collected during the Spring 2002 semester. The purpose of this study was to explore the
relationship between leadership and motivational factors to the residential setting of
college students. Specifically, this study was designed to explore the relationship between
the leadership characteristics and achievement goal orientations, as well as the
differences based on residential setting in terms of leadership and motivation. The
differences in leaders and non-leaders were also explored. The residential setting was
determined by whether the participant lived in a residence hall or a Greek house.
Leadership factors were determined by 34 questions adapted from Astin’s (1993a) work

on college student typologies. The achievement goal motivation orientations was

48



determined by the 25 item Goals Inventory (Roedel, Schraw, & Plake, 1994). The Goals
Inventory measures learning and performance goals as separate dependent variables. The
learning and performance goal scores are independent of one another. This was a

quantitative study using the results of a two-part questionnaire.

Research Questions
This study was designed to answer the following questions.
. What are the structural dimensions of the leadership inventory?
. Is there a linear relationship of the factor scores (leadership dimension) to the learning
subscale on the Goals Inventory?
. Is there a linear relationship of the factor scores (leadership dimension) to the
performance subscale on the Goals Inventory?
Is there a difference in scores on the Goals Inventory (motivation factors) based on place
of residence?
. Are students living in residence halls significantly different from students living in
Greek houses in terms of leadership dimensions?
. Is there a difference in scores on the Goals Inventory (motivation factors) for those in a

leadership position and those who are not?

Participants
The university’s Institutional Review Board granted approval for the study (see

Appendix A). The sample consisted of students in residential life and Greek life at a
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medium sized land grant institution in the southwest. Residential setting was determined
by whether the student lived in a fraternity or sorority or in university operated residential
life single student housing. The participants were chosen on a random basis and the
questionnaires were administered to students in their place of residence. The Greek
houses and residence hall floors were randomly selected by pulling the names out of a
hat. Additionally, only traditional single gender residence hall floors were used in this
study. This was done to control for the effects of a co-ed living environment and
apartment living. Fraternity and Sorority houses are single gender and more closely
resemble a traditional double loaded corridor (long hallway with rooms on both sides)
residence hall with a community bathroom. Participation in this study was voluntary.
Participant instruction sheets (see Appendix B) were provided té the questionnaire
administrators to ensure all participants had the same instructions.

One hundred and ninety seven questionnaires were distributed and 172 were
returned, a response rate of 87%. The present study had 172 parﬁcipants. The subjects
were classified by place of residence. There were 99 (58%) participants in the residence
hall group, 71 (41%) in the Greek life group, and two (.01%) in the off-campus group.
The two identified in the off-campus group were surveyed with the Greek life group, as a
member of the Greek organization, therefore they were included in the Greek group. The
gender was evenly distributed with 86 (50%) in each group. Of the participants 142
(83%) identified themselves as Caucasian, seven (4%) identified themselves as Native
American, six (3.5%) identified themselves as African-American, six (3.5%) identified
themselves as Asian, one (.6%) identified him/herself as Hispanic, and 10 (6%) did not

identify an ethnic category. The ages of the subjects rangéd from 18 years old to 37 years
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old with a mean age of 20 years old. While there appears to be a wide range, 94% of the
subjects were between 18 and 21 years old. There are 89 (52%) subjects who identified
themselves as being in a leadership position. Of the subjects in the Greek Life, there
were 62 (87%) who identified themselves as being in a leadership position. Of the
residence hall group, there were 27 (27%) who identified themselves as being in a

leadership position.

Instrumentation

A two-part questionnaire was administered during an existing living group
meeting. The student questionnaire (see Appendix C) was developed by the researcher to
measure leadership characteristics and achievement goal motivation. The leadership
characteristics were measured by questions based on Astin’s (1993a) typologies.
Permission was granted to use Astin’s research and questions (See Appendix D). Astin’s
(1993a) typologies were used in this study because the typologies focus on behaviors and
attitudes of students and the scales are designed to measure each type independently, so a
person has a measurable score on each typology subscale. The achieverﬁent goal
motivation was measured by using the Goals Inventory (Roedel, Schraw, & Plake, 1994).
Permission was granted to use the Goals Inventory (see Appendix E). The Goals
Inventory was used because it measures learning and performance goals independently,
so each participant has a measurable score for both learriing and performance goals.
Participants were also asked to fill out a demographics sheet (see Appendix F).

Astin’s (1993a) typologies were developed from the factor loading scores from

the Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP) that was developed and is
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administered by the Higher Education Research Institute based at UCLA. The typologies
are: The Scholar. The scholar has high expectations, has a strong academic and
intellectual self-esteem, believes that s/he will obtain a high level of academic success,
and has high academic aspirations. Scholars tend to come from well-educated families.

They tend to major in mathematics, science, and engineering. The Social Activist. High

activity, assertiveness and social involvement define the social activist. They report that
they feel that participating, helping and being socially and politically active is important.
In the social activist group there is a disproportional amount of students from
underrepresented groups. They tend to be more concerned with how to finance their
education than any other type. Social activists tend to major in psychology, social
sciences, education, and theology. Social activists are likely to be involved in politicél
and social issues, participate in campus protests, attend a cultural workshop, and do
volunteer work. The Artist. The artist has a high rating in terms of artistic ability and
values, creating artistié work, writing, and/or accomplished in the performing arts. For a
person to be placed in the artist group they must have interest in more than one artistic
area. Artists tend to come from well-educated families. Women are disproportionately
represented in the artist group. Artists tend to have had artistic accomplishments in high
school and have been involved in artistic endeavors such as plays. They tend to major in
fine arts, music, speech, theater, journalism, and English.

The Hedonist. The hedonist is mainly concerned with self-gratification. Students who
drink, smoke, stay up all night, and advocate for the legalization of marijuana are
classified as a hedonist. Not surprisingly hedonists have lower high school grades than

any other type. They come from average homes in terms of income and educational

52



levels. African-American students are underrepresented in this type. Hedonists tend to
major in business, nursing, health technology and secretarial studies. Hedonists tend to
seek out professional careers and not academic careers. Hedonists do not have very high
aspirations and show no pattern of career choices. Hedonists tend to spend a great deal of
time socializing and partying, and they tend to receive poor grades. The Leader. Leaders
tend to perceive themselves as being popular, sociable and outgoing. In general leaders
have a strong competence in interpersonal skills. Leaders tend to come from affluent,
well-educated families. Men and African-Americans are disproportionately represented
in this type. Leaders tend to major in pre-law, clergy, or military service. Leaders tend to
spend a great deal of time involved in athletic activities, student organizations, and
partying. They are the least likely group to feel depressed or contemplate leaving the

university. The Status Striver. Being committed to being successful in his or her own

business, having supervisory responsibility over others in the workforce, being well-off
financially, obtaining recognition from peers, and becoming an expert in his/her field
defines a status striver. African-American and Chicano students are well represented in
this type. Status strivers tend to come from somewhat less educated backgrounds and
have had poor academic performance in high school. Status strivers tend to be
materialistic, they tend to major in accounting and business, physical education,
agriculture, and architecture. They tend to receive poor grades, join a fraternity‘ or

sorority, and watch television. The Uncommitted Student. The uncommitted student is

defined by his/her expectations concerning anticipating changing majors and career
choice, dropping out of college, and/or transferring institutions. The uncommitted

student’s relationship with the university is not stable. Uncommitted students tend to be
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undecided about their major. They typically perform academically as would be expected
in relation to the general population, they report a lower achievement than other types
(Astin, 1993a).

According to Astin, the C/RP freshman survey has been administered through
UCLA since 1966. The survey is administered annually to approximately 250,000
students from all over the country. Astin chose 60 items from the CIRP survey to
develop the typology based on the results from the 1971 survey and the follow up study
nine years later. Astin used a sample of 2,595 to conduct a factor analysis using principle
components. Based on the results Astin developed the typologies.

Astin (1993a) used a Cronbach alpha to measure the reliability of the typologies.
He used the 1985 CIRP survey results to test for reliability, the results are as follows:
scholar (.75), social activists (.66), artist (.59), hedonist (.58), leader (.73), status striver
(.69), and uncommitted (.66) ( p. 40). For the present study, the internal consistency
were found to be as follows: scholar (.65), social activists (.79), artist (.82), hedonist
(.66), leader (.44), status striver (.81), and uncommitted (.79).

Concurrent and predictive validity for Astin’s typologies have been explored.
The concurrent validity was determined by using the 1971 and 1986 CIRP survey results.
Predictive validity was determined by using the longitudinal data from the 1971 CIRP
survey results and the 1980 follow-up study, and the 1986 CIRP study and the 1989
follow-up study. Astin (1993a) did not indicate whether the typologies were consistent
over time. The data were used to compare each of the seven types with major field

~ choices and actual careers. For the concurrent validity, correlation between preference
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for majors based on typology and actual career was significant at the .01 alpha level. The

results for the concurrent validity are as follows (Astin, 1993a p. 41):

Type Major

Scholar engineering, mathematics, all natural scientists

Social Activist social sciences, psychology, education, theology

Artist fine arts, music, speech, theater, journalism, English

Hedonist business, nursing, health technology, secretarial
studies

Leader pre-law, military sciences, communications

Status Striver accounting, business, physical education,

architecture, agriculture

Uncommitted undecided, English

There are several significant correlations found between types and specific items
on the CIRP Survey. The Scholar is significantly correlated at the p<.01 level with GPA
(.34), discussing political/social issues (.17), hours spent working with student clubs
(.15), assisting faculty in teaching a class (.10), and critical thinking ability (.10). The
Social Activist had positive correlations with discussions of political/social issues (.18),
participation in campus (.17), attending racial/cultural workshops (.17), and participating
in volunteer work (.17). The Artist had positive correlations with discussing
political/social issues (.19), honors program (.16), number of language courses (.16).
Hedonist had positive correlations with hours a week spent partying (.34), hours spent
socializing (.15), and participating in campus protests (.10). The Leader had positive

correlations with hours/week in sports (.18), hours/week spent partying (.15), and
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hours/week spent in student organizations (.13). The Status Striver had positive
correlations with hours spent partying (.14), hours/week spent watching TV (.10), and
joined a fraternity or sorority (.09). The Uncommftted student had positive correlations
with study abroad program (.10), number of foreign language courses (.10), and
discussing political/social issues (.10). According to Asitn (1993a) the above represents
construct and predictive validity for the typology scales. While the validity reported by
Astin is statistically significant, there is little practical significance because of the low
correlation coefficients. Therefore, for the present study, the structural dimensions of the
typologies were examined.

The Goals Inventory (Roedel, Schraw, & Plake, 1994) was developed using
motivational factors based on Dweck’s (1986) work on achievement motivation and
motivation goals. The instrument measures two achievement goal orientations; learning
and performance. The Goals Inventory was selected for this study because it measures
these two orientations independently from each other. Individuals with learning goal
orientation seek to increase his/her knowledge and competence in order to gain mastery.
Individuals with performance goal orientation seek to gain favorable judgements of
his/her competence and avoid negative judgements.

Based on a principal components analysis with a varimax rotation, Roedel,
Schraw, and Plake (1994) found twelve items that loaded on the learning factor (.80) and
five items that loaded on the performance factor (.76). The test-retest correlations were
r=.73 and r = .76 respectively. These results show this instrument to be as reliable over
time as it is at one time. The internal consistencies for the present study were found to be

learning (.86) and performance (.75).
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The student questionnaire (see Appendix C) first identified leadership
characteristics based on questions from the CIRP survey that Astin (1993a) used to
develop his typologies. The questions were taken directly from the CIRP survey,
however the likert scoring was modified so all questions fit into a five point likert scale.
The answers were self-reports of the participant’s beliefs about himself or herself. The
leadership characteristics are scored on a five point lickert scale, with one being low and
five being high. The typology subscales were determined by answers to sets of questions
with each type having a different amount of questions associated with the overall score.
Each participant had a score for each subscale. Participants were not classified into
types, instead the total score for each subscale was exa@ined.

The second part of the student questibnnaire was The Goals Inventory (see
Appendix C). The Goals Inventory was scored on five point likert scale. As with the
leadership scales the number of questions differs between the scales. The learning scale
has twelve questions, while the performance scale has five questions. The participants
were asked in the Goals Inventory to self report their beliefs about their behavior. It is

possible to score high on more than scale.

Procedures
Residential life and campus life representatives agreed to allow their areas to be
surveyed. The questionnaires and demographics sheets were administered to students
during a living group meeting or to students in his/her place of residence. All students
that were members of the living group were eligible to fill out the questionnaires. Those

students that chose to participate were asked to sign a consent form (see Appendix G)
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prior to data collection. Students completed the questionnaire and returned it to the
researcher or his designee. An instruction sheet was read to all participants so that all
participants had consistent instructions. Completion time for the questionnaire was about
15 minutes. The questionnaires were administered and collected during the last three
weeks of the Spring 2002 semester. This time period was selected due to timing of
approval from the IRB, as well as for the desire to use participants that had at least one
full semester in his/her place of residence.

For the purposes of this study, leadership position was determined by whether or
not the participant had ever been in an elected or appointed leadership position by an
elected official within a campus organization. All leadership positions were treated
equally for this study. For example; there was no distinction made between being
president of a fraternity and a chair of a committee. Leadership position and numbers of
semesters in a leadership position was determined by self-report items on the

demographics sheet (see Appendix F).

Data Analysis
Several analyses were conducted to consider the possible relationships between
leadership, motivation, place of residence, and leadership position. To determine the
structure of the leadership inventory and to reduce the number of variables for additional
analyses, a principal components analysis was performed.
Multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine the relationship between

the factor scores that represent the leadership dimensions (predictor variable) and the
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learning and performance motivation orientations (criterion variables). The zero order
correlations between the predictor and criterion variables were also examined.

Multivariate analyses of variance were conducted to examine the differences in
scores on the Goals Inventory between students that live in residence halls and those that
live in Greek houses. A series of one-way ANOV As were performed to explore the
differences between residence hall students and Greek house students and the scores on
the leadership factor scores. One-way ANOV As were also used to explore the

differences between leaders and non-leaders in terms of the Goals Inventory scores.
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Chapter Four

Results

The purpose of this study was to explore relations of leadership and motivational
factors and residential setting of college students. Interest in this study was based on
observations of students in both Greek life and residential life. It was observed that
students that live in different types of student housing (Greek life or residential life)
behave in differing ways. If there are measurable differences based on place of
residence, then one could conduct further research to explore the nature of such
differences. This study was designed to first answer the question of whether there are
measurable differences based on place of residence in terms of leadership and
motivational factors. The results presented in this chapter are the analyses related to the

research questions.

Research Questions

Research Question 1
“What are the structural dimensions of the leadership instrument?”

To address Research Question 1, a principal components analysis was performed
on the leadership instrument. Prior to running the principal components analysis, the
adequacy of running a principal components analysis on the subscales was assessed in
two ways. First, a correlation matrix (see Appendix H) was run and was visually
inspected to check the size of the correlation coefficients. Correlations for the subscales

ranged from low to medium. The visual inspection indicated that principal components
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analysis was appropriate. Then, the Barlett’s Test of Sphericity was performed. The chi-
square value obtained was 152.345. The score was significant at the .001 level. The
visual inspection of the correlation matrix and the results of Bartlett’s Test showed that
the matrix was a good candidate for principal components analysis. The analysis was
performed using SPSS.

The analysis was used to identify the structural dimensions of the instrument and
to reduce the number of variables for subsequent data analysis. Initially, two factors were
extracted by using principal components with a varimax rotation. Varimax rotation was
selected after determining that the factors were not substantially correlated. Both factors
had eigenvalues over 1.0 (see Table 1). The Kaiser (1960) rule recommends that factors
with eigenvalues of greater than one be retained. However, these two factors accounted
for only 51% of the variance. A third factor with an eigenvalue approaching 1.0 (.96)

was then examined.
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Table 1

Variance Associated with the Astin’s Typologies Initial Factors N=172

Factor Eigenvalue % of Variance Cum %
1 2.147 30.674 30.674
2 1.462 20.880 51.554
3 . 956 13.655 65.209
4 . 786 11.231 76.440
5 . 646 9.233 85.673
6 . 580 8.286 93.959
7 . 423 6.041 100.00

A visual inspection of the scree plot (see Figure 1) showed the first two factors to
be well above the scree line. The third factor was very near the scree line. However, the
theoretical nature of factor three was more compelling. For this study, including the
factor of Hedonist makes theoretical sense because the study is designed to evaluate
differences between two groups of college students based on their place of residence. The

inclusion of this factor was believed to have potential for providing unique information
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useful in interpreting the results. Therefore, the decision was made to rotate and interpret

the third factor, as well as factors one and two.

Figurel

Factor Scree Plot of Leadership Dimension Initial Factors
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The results of the principal components analysis are reported in Table 2. The
factors that represent the structural dimensions of the leadership inventory scales were
labeled as: The Go Getter (GG) factor, this factor includes the following subscales:
scholar, social activists, leader, and status striver. The term Go Getter was used because
students in this factor are categorized as being high achievement and outcome focused.

The Go Getter factor score accounted for 30.67 % of the variance. The second factor was
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the Artistic (A) factor. The term Artistic was used because students are categorized as
free thinking, non-committal, and less concerned with money and recognition. This factor
consists of the artistic and uncommitted subscales. The Artistic factor accounted for
20.88% of the variance. The third factor is the Hedonist (H) factor. The term Hedonist
was used because the students in this factor are categorized as being partiers, staying up
all night and using alcohol and drugs. This factor consists of the hedonist subscale. The
Hedonist factor accounted for 13.65% of the variance. A suﬁlmary of the three factors is

reported in table 3.

Table 2

Structure Matrix for Leadership Instrument

Component

1 2 3
Subscale*
Scholar .66
Social Activist .67
Artist .82
Hedonists 91
Leader .81
Status Striver 71
Uncommitted : .68

*only those loading at .40 or higher were reported.
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Table 3

Variance Associated with Leadership Inventory Rotated Factors (N=172)

Factor Sum of Squared Loadings % of Variance Cum %
Go Getter 2.142 30.599 30.599
Artistic 1.297 18.526 49.126
Hedonist 1.126 16.083 65.209

Research Question 2
“Is there a linear relationship between the leadership dimensions and the learning
subscale on the Goals Inventory?”

A forward regression equation was used to determine the linear relationship
between the leadership dimensions as measured by Astin’s (1993a) typologies that were
converted into factor scores and the learning subscale on the Goals Inventory. All three
leadership factors were forced to enter the equation so all could be evaluated. The factor
scores were the predictor variables with the learning subscale on the Goals Inventory
serving as the criterion variable. The GG factor had the highest correlation with the r=.63
(see Table 4). The GG factor also is the only factor that had a positive correlation with
the learning scores.

The regression equation with all three factors entered was statistically significant
(F=139.48, p<.001) (see Table 4). Therefore, there is an overall relationship between the

leadership dimensions and the goals inventory. The Go Getter factor (R2= .39) entered
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the equation first and had a significant relationship with the learning scores (F=107.17
p<.001)(see Table 4). The addition of the Hedonist factor second (R? change =.03)
produced a significant increment in variance shared with the learning scores (F change =
7.31, p<.01). The addition of the Artistic factor did not produce a significant increment
(F change = .34, p>.05) in the R? scores. The Go Getter and Hedonist factor accounted

for 41% of the variance.

Table 4

Factor Scores Predicting Learning

Model R Adj.R R’ R? Change Std Error F F Change Zero Orderr

1 .63 39 40 39 5.79 107.17* 107.17* .63
2 .65 .03 42 41 5.68 59.28*  7.31** -.17
3 65 .00 42 41 5.69 39.48* .34 -.04

Model 1 — Go Getter

Model 2 — Go Getter and Hedonist

Model 3 — Go Getter, Hedonist and Artistic
*p<.001

**P<.01
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Research Question 3
“Is there a linear relationship between the leadership dimension and the
performance subscale on the Goals Inventory?”

A forward regression equation was used to determine the linear relationship
between the leadership dimensions as measured by Astin’s (1993a) typologies that were
converted into factor scores and the performance subscale on the Goals Inventory. All
three factors were forced to enter the equation so all three could be evaluated. The factor
scores were the predictor variables with the performance subscale scores on the GoalsA
Inventory serving as the criterion variables. The GG factor had the strongest correlation
score with r=. 33 (see Table 5). All three of the factor scores are correlated positively
with performance scores.

The regression equation with all three factors entered was statistically significant
(F=8.37, p<.001). Therefore, there is a significant relationship between the leadership
dimensions and the performance subscale of the Goals Inventory. The Go Getter factor
entered the equation first (R* =.11) and had a significant relationship with the
performance scores (F=20.16, p<.001)(see Table 5). The artistic factor entered the

equation second (R2\= .01), but did not produce a statistically significant increment

(F changé = 2.42). The Go Getter function alone accounted for 10% of the variance.
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Table 5

Factor Scores Predicting Performance

Model R Adj.R R? R? Change Std Error F  F Change Zero Order
1 327 .10 .11 A1 391 20.16* 20.16* .33
2 346 .11 A2 .01 3.9 11.38*% 2.42 17
3 362 .12 13 .01 3.88 837* 218 - 11

Model 1 — Go Getter

Model 2 — Go Getter and Artistic

Model 3 —Go Getter, Artistic and Hedonist

*p<.001

Research Question 4

“Is there a difference in scores on the Goals Inventory (motivation factors) based on

place of residence?”

A two-group MANOVA was performed to determine if mean vectors for the

motivation factors were significantly different for students living in residence halls

compared to those living in Greek Houses. Differences were found to be non-significant

(Fexact= 274, p>05)
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Research Question 5

“Are students living in residence halls significantly different from students living in

Greek houses in terms of leadership dimensions?”

In order to answer this question, three one-way ANOVAs were performed with

type of residence as the grouping variable and each of the three leadership factors as the

criterion variables. The means and standard deviations for both groups on all three

dimensions are represented in Table 6.

Table 6

ANOV As for Leadership Dimensions and Residence

Factor Residence Hall Greek House F sig. Effect size
1 Mean -.19 27 9.30 .00 -.46
SD 1.15 .68
2 Mean 20 -28 9.22 .00 46
SD 1.05 875
3 Mean -.03 .05 28 565
SD 1.11 .81

Factor 1 — Go Getter
Factor 2 — Artistic

Factor 3 — Hedonist
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There were significant differences between those that live in Residence Halls and
those that live in Greek Houses in terms of the Go Getter factor (F=9.30. p<.01). The
students that live in Greek Houses had a higher mean factor score (.27) than those that
live in Residence Halls (-.19). The effect size for the Go Getter factor was in the
moderate range at .46. Cohen (1977) stated that effects sizes between .5 and .8 are in the
moderate range. Small to medium effect sizes are common in social science research
(Stevens, 1996). The Artistic factor score also produced significant differences between
the two groups (F= 9.22, p<.01). The residence hall students had a higher mean factor
score (.20) than did the Greek House students (-.28). The effect size for the Artistic factor

also in the moderate range.

Research Question 6
“Is there a difference in scores on the Goals Inventory (motivation factors) for those
in a leadership position and those who are not?”

A 2X2 ANOVA was performed to test for significance between the mean scale of
those in leadership positions and those who are not and residential setting (see Table 7).
There was no significant interaction between being in a leadership position and
residential setting. There was a significant difference in terms of the learning subscale
based on whether a student holds a leadership position (F= 10.63, p<.001). Those in
leadership positions had higher mean learning score (46.84) than did the non-leaders
(43.18). The effect size was very close to the moderate range (.49). No significant

differences were found in terms of the performance subscale. An observation made by the
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researcher was that the percentage of leaders in the Greek houses (87%) was much larger

than the percentage of leaders in the residence halls (27%).

Table 7

ANOVA for Goals Inventory and Leadership Position: All

Leader
Mean 46.84
SD 6.65

Learning

Non-Leader

43.18

7.73

sig.

.001

Effect size

49

Residential Setting — Learning

Mean SD

Residence Halls

Leader 47.85 6.54

Non-Leader 42.96 7.87
Greek Houses

Leader 46.41 6.86

Non-Leader 44.41 7.13

Summary

Several analyses were conducted to explore the relationship of the leadership

dimension as determined by Astin’s (1993a) typology scales, motivational factors as
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determined by the Goals Inventory, and place of residence of college students. A factor
analysis was performed to determine the structural dimensions and to reduce the number
of variables. Three factors were extrapolated from the principal component analysis and
retained. These factors were labeled to reflect the resulting structural dimensions of the
instrument.

Two multiple regression analysis were performed to determine the relationship
between the leadership dimensions and the motivation factors. Significant relationships
were found in both analyses. However, in predicting the learning motivational factor two
of the leadership factor scores produced significant results, while on the performance
motivation factor only one leadership factor score produced significant results.

A multivariate analysis was used to determine the relationship between the
motivation scores and place of residence. The analysis produced no significant results.
Three ANOVA’s were run examine whether there were significant differences on the
leadership dimensions based on residence. The Go-Getter factor and the Artistic factor
provided significant differences between residences.

An ANOVA was then run to determine the relationship of the motivation factors
and whether a person is in a leadership position. The results showed significant findings
on the learning subscale, with those in a leadership position having higher scores. No

significant difference was found on the performance subscale.

72



Chapter 5

Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations

Summary

The purpose of this study was to explore relations of leadership and motivational
factors and residential setting of college students. This study assumed that Greek houses
and residence halls have unique features that would distinguish them from each other.
This study also assumed that there are differences between students that live in a Greek
house and those that live in a residence hall. To consider these differences, this study
focused on leadership traits as determined by Astin’s (1993a) typologies of college
students and motivational factors as determined by Rodel, Schraw, and Plake’s (1994)
Goals Inventory that is based on Dweck’s (1986) achievement goal theory.

Upon a visual inspection of students that live in the two places of residence, there
are differences. The differences between the two groups are not easy identifiable, only
that there are differences. Astin (1993a) identified seven types that can classify students.
Although the classification of students may present some theoretical and philosophical
issues, it does provide the opportunity to identify where students might differ from one
another. Dweck’s (1986) theory of achievement goals identifies what motivates students
in an academic setting. Dweck identifies two motivational types: learning and
performance. Rodel, Schraw and Plake (1994) developed a Goals Inventory that
measures the two types of motivation individually. This provided the opportunity to

identify where individuals score on both motivational goal factors. Since college
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students are in college to learn, using an instrument that measures how a student is
motivated to perform in an academic setting is a useful tool in determining differences in
motivation between groups. This study explored whether being in a leadership position
had an effect on leadership and motivational factors. Therefore, this study examined
whether there are differences not only based on residence but also in terms of being in a
leadership position.

The research'questions addressed in this study were:
What are the structural dimensions of the leadership inventory.
Is there a linear relationship of the factor scores (leadership dimension) to the learning
subscale on the Goals Inventory?
Is there a linear relationship of the factor scores (leadership dimension) to the
performance subscale on the Goals Inventory?
Is there a difference in scores on the Goals Inventory (motivation factors) based on place
of residence?
Are students living in residence halls significantly different from students living in Greek
houses in terms of leadership dimensions?
Is there a difference in scores on the Goals Inventory (motivation factors) for those in a

leadership position and those who are not?

Several analyses were conducted to determine the relationship of the leadership
and motivational factors to each other, to type of residence, and to leadership
participation. To respond to the first research question, a principle components factor

analysis was performed to identify the structural dimensions of Astin’s typologies. Three
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factors were retained and labeled to reflect the apparent structural dimensions of the
instrument. The factors were labeled: Go Getter, Artistic, and Hedonist.

A series of two multiple regression equations were performed to address research
questions two and three. Two of the factors showed a significant relationship to the
learning subscale of the Goals Inventory (Go Getter and Hedonist). The Artistic group
did not show a significant relationship. The Go Getter group showed a significant
relationship with the Performance subscale on the Goals Inventory. Neither of the other
two factors showed a significant relationship with the Performance subscale.

A MANOVA was run to address research question four. The MANOVA revealed
that scores on the Goals Inventory were not influenced by type of residence. Three
ANOVA’s were run examine whether there were significant differences on the leadership
dimensions based on residence. The Go-Getter factor and the Artistic factor provided
significant differences between residences. Greek house students scored higher on the
Go-Getter factor and Residence Hall students scored higher on the Artistic factor.

A series of ANOVAs were run to determine whether there were differences in the
motivation factors between those in leadership positions and those that were not in
leadership positions. The ANOVAs were run for all participants and then separated by
type of residence. There were significant differences on the learning subscale for the
overall group and for the residence hall participants. There were no significant

differences in terms of the performance subscale.
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Research Question |

A solution to the research question 1 “What are the structural dimensions of the
leadership instrument”, was found by performing a principal components analysis with a
varimax rotation. The leadership instrument was developed using Astin’s (1993a)
research on empirical typologies of college students. In Astin’s original research, he
presented seven typologies in which college students can be categorized. The principal
components analysis in this study revealed three factors that account for a majority of the
variance (65%). Four subscales (scholar, social activist, leader, and status striver) were
represented in the first factor labeled the Go Getter factor. Two subscales (artist and
uncommitted) were represented in the second factor labeled the Artistic factor. Finally,
one subscale (hedonist) represented the last factor labeled the Hedonist factor. For the
purposes of this study individual participants were not classified into types, instead the
factors were viewed as continuous variables in which each participant received a score
for each factor.

The Go Getter factor was labeled as such because of the subscales that were
included in this factor. The four subscales that make up the Go Getter facer can be
categorized as being high achievement and outcome focused. According to Astin
(1993a), the scholar can be defined by a high academic self-concept and high academic
aspirations. The social activist can be defined as being assertive and highly active in
social causes that revolve around helping others and making a difference. The leader can
be defined as believing in his/her own popularity, having high social self-confidence, and
having high leadership ratings. Leaders expect to be elected to student leadership

positions. Finally, the status striver can be defined as being committed to success in own
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career, being well off financially, and desires recognition from peers. The term Go
Getter fits nicely with the definitions for the subscales that are include in this factor.

The Artistic factor was labeled as such because of the subscales included in this
factor. The two subscales that are represented in the artistic factor represent a
freethinking, non-committal mindset, less concerned with monetary success and
recognition. The artist subscale is defined as having high rating in artistic ability and
creative ability. The uncommitted subscale is defined as not having a strong connection
to the university and unsure about major and career choice. Based on the factor loadings,
it is clear that the artistic subscale accounts for the majority of variance in this factor and,
therefore, it was logical to label the factor after the artist subscale.

The Hedonist factor was labeled as such because the hedonist subscale was the
only subscale represented in this factor. The hedonist subscale is defined as partying,
staying up all night, and using alcohol and drugs. While this factor was not as strong as
the other two factors, it made theoretical sense to include this factor in the analysis.
College students regardless of residential setting are often tempted with behaviors that fit
into the hedonist subscale, so separating out this factor from the other two factors
provides useful information.

The structure of the leadership instrument used in this study allowed the
researcher to focus on attitudes and beliefs of the participants. .Astin (1993a) used
attitudes and beliefs to categorize students, for the purpose of this study, the dimensions
of leadership were used as continuous variables. Therefore, allowing the researcher was

able to extract more meaningful information about the two groups involved in this study.
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Research Question 2

To answer research question 2, “Is there a linear relationship between the
leadership dimensions and the learning subscale on the Goals Inventory?”, a regression
equation was used. The regression equation revealed that there is a relationship between
the leadership factors and the learning subscale (F=39.48, p<.001). The Goals Inventory
was used to measure achievement goal motivation of college students as it relates to an
academic setting. The learning subscale measures the amount of a learning goal
motivation orientation a student expresses. A person high in learning goal orientation
would desire to learn for learning sake, unconcerned with external rewards (grades)
associated with learning (Dweck, 1986). Since the regression equation revealed a strong
relationship, it was then important to attempt to identify the nature of the relationship.
Upon examining each individual factor, two factors accounted for the significant
relationship. The Go Getter factor accounted for the a majority of the relationship (F=
107.17, p<.001). The Hedonist factor was the other factor that was significant (p<.01).
Upon review of the zero order correlations it is apparent that the Go Getter factor had a
moderately strong positive correlation (r= .63) with the learning subscale. The Hedonist
factor had a weak negative correlation (-.17) with the learning subscale. This finding
makes logical sense. The Go Getter factor is categorized by high academic aspirations
and a desire for success, while the Hedonist factor is categorized by behaviors that are

contrary to academic success (Astin, 1993a).
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Research Question 3

To answer research question three, “Is there a linear relationship between the
leadership dimension and the performance subscale on the Goals Inventory?”, a
regression equation was used. The regression equation revealed that there is a
relationship between the leadership factors and the performance subscale (F= 8.37,
p<.001). The Goals Inventory is used to measure achievement goal motivation of college
students as it relates to an academic setting. The performance subscale measures the
amount of a performance goal motivation orientation a student expresses. A person high
in performance goal orientation would desire to appear to be “smart” regardless of actual
learning (Dweck, 1986). Since the regression equation revealed a significant relationship
between the leadership factors and the performance subscale, it was then important to
identify the nature of the relationship. Each individual factor was then examined. The
Go Getter was the only factor to have a significant relationship with the performance
subscale (F=20.16, p<.001). The zero order correlation for the Go Getter factor was
moderately low and positive (r=.33). Since the performance and learning subscales on
the Goals Inventory are independent from each other, it is not surprising that the Go
Getter factor had a significant relationship with both subscales. The positive correlations
show that the higher the Go Getter scores thé higher the learning and performance goal
orientations. The Go Getter factor does have an element of “appearance counts”, in that
how one appears is more important than reality. So it is logical that the Go Getter factor

would have a significant relationship with the performance subscale as well.
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Research Question 4

Research question 4, “Is there a difference in scores on the Goals Inventory
(motivation factors) based on place of residence?”, was answered by using a two-group
MANOVA. The results of the MANOVA revealed no significant differences between
students that live in Residence Halls and those that live in Greek houses in terms of
achievement goal motivation. While no significant differences were revealed between
the groups, this finding is interesting. One might assume that students that are involved
in Greek houses are motivated differently than those that live in residence halls. The
results of this study would dispute that assumption. This finding is important because it
suggests that students that live in a Greek house and those that live in a residence hall
either are similar in how they are motivated, or that students in either environment can

not be characterized by one achievement goal motivation.

Research Question 5

The answer to research question 5 “Are students living in residence halls
significantly different from students living in Greek houses in terms of the leadership
dimensions?”, was answered by a series of three one-way ANOVAs. The ANOVA’s
revealed that the participants are significantly different on the Go Getter factor (F= 9.30,
p<.01). Upon reviewing the mean scores it appears that the students that live in the
Greek houses have higher Go Getter scores, than those that live in the residence halls.
This is somewhat predictable since being in a fraternity or sorority could indicate one’s

desire to be actively involved. The effect score (-.46) is moderate and in social research,

80



small and moderate effect sizes are typical (Stevens, 1996). This result has both
statistical and practical significance in terms of determining whether those that live in
different residence environments (Greek houses and residence halls) are different. This
finding indicates that there are differences .between students in the two residential
environments. Also, this finding does have some implications for determining what
occurs in the Greek houses that helps facilitate the high Go-Getter scores and how
residence hall students might be able to benefit from similar experiences.

The two groups were also significantly different on the Artistic factor (F=9.22,
p<.01). Upon reviewing the mean scores, the participants that live in the residence halls
scored higher on this function than those that live in a Greek house. Again, this is
somewhat predictable in that the freedom to be creative, a free thinker, and a lack of
overall direction is more probable in a diverse setting of a residence hall, than the more
homogeneous setting of a Greek house. The effect size of (.46) was in the moderate
range. This finding does have both statistical and practical significance in determining
whether there are differences between the groups.

Interestingly for this researcher, the two groups did not show any significant
differences on the Hedonist factor. While Greek students often are stereotyped as
displaying behaviors associated with the hedonist factor (alcohol and drug use), it is
apparent in this study that there are no differences between type of residence and the
hedonist behaviors. It could be possible that the high percentage of students in leadership
positions in the Greek houses affect the results. Additionally, because the responses were
self-reported, the participants may have answered in a socially desirable way, not based

on their true behaviors or opinions.
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Research Question 6

The answer the research question 6, “Is there a difference in scores on the Goals
Inventory for those in a leadership position and those who are not?”, was determined by a
one-way ANOVA. The ANOVA revealed that there were significant differences in terms
of the learning subscale scores of those that are in leadership positions and those that are
non-leaders (F=10.63, p<.001). The effect size was in the moderate range (.49). Based
on the mean scores, those that are in leadership positions score higher on the learning
subscale than those who are non-leaders. This finding has both statistical and practical
significance because of the nature of the motivation scores. The learning subscale
represents a motivation orientation that is based on learning for learning’s sake, intrinsic

motivation. No significant difference was revealed in terms of the performance subscale.

Discussion

The literature suggests that college students can be better understood based on
their characteristics and behaviors (Astin, 1993a; Kuh, Hu, Vesper, 2000). Furthermore,
students that are involved in campus organizations have typically a more positive college
experience (Astin, 1977; Kuh, 1995; Tinto, 1998; Milem & Berger, 1999). One cannot
examine a person’s behavior separate from his/her environment (Moos, 1973). Each
element of the system of a college student impacts the behavior of the individual (Fuqua
& Kurpius, 1993; Hurst, 1987; Moos, 1978). There has not been a great deal of research
on the effects of organizational involvement on the developmental process of college
students (Huebner & Lawson, 1990). Additionally, universities have not designed the

campus environment to facilitate the developmental process of the students (Hurst, 1987).

82



University administrators should strive to'identify the goals and values that they want to
pass on to students and develop environments accordingly (Sorenson, 1987). Therefore, it
is appropriate and necessary to examine the leadership and motivational characteristics of
college students based on the type of environment the students reside.

College graduates are expected to be leaders once they have matriculated. So it is
important to understand the leadership development of students regardless of whether
they are in student leaders positions on a college campus. Leadership development is
often mentioned in mission statements, but largely ignored as a whole at a university
(Cress, Astin, Zimmerman-Oster, & Burkhardt, 2001). Leadership as an ideal is an
important aspect of the college experience, however little is known about the best way to
develop leadership qualities among college students (Posner & Brodsky, 1992).
Therefore, the relationship to leadership dimensions and motivational factors is a
compelling connection. This study reinforced previous research (Archer, 1994; Eppler &
Harju, 1997) that states that college students have a higher incidence of learning goal
orientation than performance goal orientation. That should be reinforcing to those in the
university community, that students are more intrinsically motivated to learn as a whole,
than extrinsically motivated to appear to learn.

The learning goal orientation having a strong positive relationship to the Go
Getter factor makes strong theoretical sense. The Go Getter factor incorporates the
behaviors and beliefs of students that are consistent with the learning goal orientation,
with the possible exception of the status striver subscale, which is more concerned with
attainment and recognition. The negative relationship of the Hedonist factor to the

learning subscale is further proof that the behaviors and beliefs that define this factor are
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detrimental to the educational experience. The lack of significance in terms of the
Artistic factor also makes theoretical sense in that the artistic factor is defined as being
less committal and free thinking, therefore the range of diversity in this factor allows for
a wide range of motivation scores.

The relationship of the factors to the performance subscale was significant, yet
not as strong as the learning subscale. The Go Getter factor was the only factor to have a
significant relationship with the performance subscale. The two motivation subscales are
independent of each other and the Go Getter factor encompasses a range of subscales,
therefore, this finding is not surprising. The status striver and potentially the leader
subscale would include attitudes consistent with the performance goal orientation. This
relationship between leadership dimensions and motivation is important in that little
research has been conducted on the motivation of students to learn and the relationship to
student leadership (Stage, 1996). This study establishes that there is a relationship
between the leadership dimensions used in this study and achievement goal motivation.

It was interesting to note that place of residence did not affect the achievement
goal orientation. It could have been hypothesized that those that live in a Greek house
would be more likely to have a performance goal orientation. This hypothesis would
have been based on the stereotypes of students in the Greek system as being materialistic
and concerned with appearance over substance. However, that was not the case in this
study. Students in Greek houses, while not significant, did have higher mean scores on
the learning subscale than did residence hall students. Therefore, that stereotype of
Greek students was not supported by this study. This finding could be due to the large

percentage of student leaders in the Greek house group, or that participants answer how

84



they thought was appropriate, instead of how they truly feel, or perhaps the stereotypes of
Greek students are inaccurate.

One of the main reasons for choosing this study was to determine whether there
are differences between students that live in a Greek house and students that live in a
residence hall. Little research has been done exploring the differences, if any, between
these two prominent student groupings. Therefore, the first step in exploring the
differences between the two types of residence was to determine if there were statistical
differences between the groups and not just subjective differences based on casual
observation. The results of this study did find that students that live in Greek houses are
different than students that live in residence halls. The residence hall students differ from
Greek house students in terms of the leadership dimensions used in this study. The Greek
students had higher levels of academic and personal self-confidence, a stronger
leadership self-efficacy, higher need for recognition, and a desire to help others and make
a difference. The residence hall students had higher levels of creativity, are less
committed to the institution and are unsure about the future.

These results could be due to the greater diversity that is present in the residence
halls. In terms of the leadership dimensions the standard deviation for the Go-Getter
factor for residence hall students (1.15) was almost two times that of Greek students
(.68). Additionally, as you can see in Table 6, the residence hall students had higher
standard deviations on all three factors. This supports the idea that there is greater
diversity in the residence hall group than in the Greek house group. Selection into a

residence hall is not a peer selection process; students cannot determine who lives in the
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residence hall community. However, being a member of a Greek house is a peer review
process and lends itself to greater homogeneity.

Additionally, it does fit the stereotype that Greek students tend to be motivated to
succeed. Residence hall students may not feel the same peer pressure to attain personal
status symbols and academic goals. Greek houses tend to have regulations that relate to
membership that require and/or encourage members to get involved in campus
organizations and campus leadership positions. It is interesting to note that there was not
a significant difference between these two groupé on the hedonist factor. While neither
group scored high on this factor the results still reinforces the need to include all students
in education and prevention efforts as it relates to alcohol and drug issues.

Another premise of this study was the importance of student leadership positions.
The researcher chose to evaluate the differences between leaders and non-leaders in terms
of the motivation scores. Student leaders overall showed that they have significantly
higher learning scores than did non-leaders. This might indicate that being in a
leadership position provides valuable experiences and training that reinforce the learning
goal orientation. On the other hand, one could argue that students with a higher learning
goal orientation seek out leadership positions. It is interesting to note that students in
leadership positions did not have significant differences in terms of performance goal
orientation. This is interesting because being in a leadership position is characterized as
being public and in a position to be recognized, which is typically associated more
closely with the performance goal orientation. It is possible that leadership opportunities

and types differ in the different environments. However, because type of leadership
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positions were not distinguished, it is not possible to determine if level of leadership
position affects motivation.

This study showed that there are differences between students that reside in Greek
houses and those that live in residence halls. The results are not surprising when one
takes into account that students that are not motivated to do well in school are often not
retained in the Greek houses. Greek houses typically have grade requirements for
pledges and members. Students that do not make the grades are never admitted into
membership. Therefore, we restrict the range of membership and the group is more
homogeneous. Residence halls serve all students that desire to live in the halls. As long
as a student is admitted into the university they can live in a residence hall. It is this open
acceptance of all students that helps define the residence hall environments. Now that
differences have been found in terms of leadership and motivation between residence hall
students and Greek house students, more research can determine the reasons for the

differences.

Conclusions
This study identified that students that live in residence halls are different
than students that live in Greek houses. As Schroeder and Jackson (1987) point out a
student’s development is a function of his/her environment. Additionally, the
organizational structure is determined by the attitudes and beliefs of the members of the
organization (Moos, 1973). So one could argue that it is the environment of the Greek
houses and the residence halls that is responsible for the differences. However, how

student’s self-select into the different environments might also explain the differences.
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Systems theory reminds us that all parts of a human system are interconnected (Fuqua &
Kurpius, 1993). Therefore, it is likely that it is a combination of factors that explain the
differences. Further research is needed to explore the selection process into the separate
environments, as well as the environments themselves.

This study also identified the relationship between the leadership dimensions of
Astin’s (1993a) typologies and the achievement goal orientations measured in Rodel,
Schraw, and Plake’s (1994) Goal Inventory. This study is an important first step in
identifying the differences in students in residence halls and Greek houses, as well as the

student leaders within these environments.

Recommendations and Limitations

It is important to the practice of student affairs to understand the differences
between students that choose to live in different environments. By understanding these
differences, student affairs administrators can design developmental interventions that
effectively impact each population. Students that do not feel connected to an organization.
will not pursue leadership opportunities within that organization (Sergent & Sedlacek,
1990). Student affairs administrators should attempt to provide leadership training that
helps students connect with the campus environment and the student’s organization.
Leadership is not solely a function of people in leadership positions, all students benefit
from leadership development and training.

The first step was to identify whether there were differences in the students that
live in the residence halls and Greek houses. The current study indicated that there are

differences so further research is needed to determine the nature of these differences. An
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exploration of the residential setting selection process from a systemic perspective, as
well as, further exploration of individual characteristics would be useful. A systems
approach is also needed in determining the best methods of leadership development and
overall student development for each population.

A longitudinal study, that tracks students before college and through the first year,
to explore the impact of the environment of the residential setting on the student would
be useful. Additional research is needed to determine if the use of the leadership
inventory based on Astin’s (1993a) typologies is a reliable tool in measuring leadership.
Examining the role of gender and the differences between fraternity and sororities would
be an interesting research topic. Continued examination of the role of motivational
factors and leadership is needed to determine what is the best tool in determining a
person’s motivation to become a leader and whether a leader’s motivation is the reason
s’he seek leadership positions. Additional research is needed to explore how the
leadership position has affected students’ motivation.

How leadership is defined should also be addressed. There is no common
understanding of what leadership is and what it encompasses. Leadership is still treated in
a hierarchical fashion on many college campuses and in many student organizations. The
tools used to evaluate leadership should be designed in a fashion to explore the relational
aspect of leadership. Leadership should be trained as a relational process and not a
position. The administrative model of leadership on most campuses is still hierarchal, so
if the university is going to train students in leadership as a relational process, the
university should model that behavior for students and make leadership more inclusive on

campuscs.
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Additionally, the cultural aspects of leadership should be further explored.
Ethnic groups such as African Americans, view leadership differently than the dominant
European culture (Arminio et al., 2000). Using the term “leader”, for African American
males is a negative title. The authors attribute this to cultural differences in which
leadership is much more of a collaborative and relational process. Student Affairs
professionals should explore several leadership theories of other cultures to develop
leadership models that best serves all students. A great deal can be learned from other
cultures in terms of leadership and leadership development.

Stages of leadership development may also need to be explored to indicate what
types of leadership experiences are needed to help students grow developmentally in their
leadership attributes. Different leadership positions may require different leadership
traits. To fully develop students leadership potential differences in leadership
experiences need to be explored. Finally, the term “leadership development” may not be
broad enough and may not be seen as a positive term by all cultures therefore, the term

“citizenship development” may be more appropriate.

Limitations
There are a few limitations of this study:
1. The results in this study are based on students from the same university, so the
generalizability is unknown.
2. The percentage of students in leadership positions in the Greek house group was
far greater than the residence hall group. That may account for the differences in

research question six, as well as other results.
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This study looked at only one aspect of each student’s environment. A more
complex study of the entire system would be beneficial.

This study grouped genders in each group, additional research should be
conducted to determine if gender has an effect on the results.

The Greek houses in this study were historically Caucasian organizations. Further
research with a greater diversity pool is needed.
A limitation of this study is that it is a correlation study, therefore, relationships

not causality can be determined.
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Participant Instructions

This is a research project that will be a part of my work toward a doctoral degree in
Applied Behavioral Studies, with an emphasis in Student Personnel Administration. This
study in entitled, “The Relationship of Leadership and Motivational Factors to the
Residential Setting of Student Leaders”. The purpose of this research is to examine the
relationship between leadership and motivational factors and place of residence of

students both those in leadership positions and those not.

Participation is voluntary and anonymous. Each participant will be asked to complete a
consent form, a brief demographic sheet, and a fifty-nine (59) item questionnaire. It is
estimated that participation will take approximately 10-15 minutes. Each participant will
be given two identical copies of the consent form. One copy is to keep. Please fill out
the second copy and return it prior to completing the survey. Turning in the consent form
separately from the questionnaire and demographic sheet is to ensure that answers remain
anonymous. The identifying information on the consent form will not be entered into any
database, and will always be stored separately from the survey and demographic

information.

Your participation in this study would be greatly appreciated, and I thank you for your

time and cooperation.
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Student
Questionnaire

Please answer the following questions as they relate to you at this moment in time.
Mark you answers clearly and return to Doug Hallenbeck at the Kerr-Drummond Mezzanine

Highest academic degree you expect to earn in your lifetime:

1 None 2 Associate 3 Bachelor's 4 Master's 5
Ph.D,EdD,M.D.,J.D.

How important to you is each of the following?

Not Important 1
Somewhat important 2
Neutral 3

=

Very Important 4
Essential 5

1. Participating:in-a community o

3. Influencing the political structure " - 5 4 gl 2 1

4. Influencing social values 5 4 3 2 1

5, 'Creaiting artistic wor 5 4 gl 5 ’

6. Writing original works 5 4 3 2 1
<4

8 Being successful in own business ) R | E R 1

9. Having administrative responsibility - | o on o Bl A4 s 8 2l

10. Being very well off finacially ' 5 4 3 2 1
11.'Obtaining’ recognmon from my 5 Al v2r 1
colleagues e 5 .

S “for contrabutzons m my own fleld Lo e e R e T
12. Becomlng an authority in my field 5 4 3 2 1
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How would you rank yourself in comparision to other
students?

[ Poor 1 |
Below Average 2 i

L Average 3

Above Average 4

L Superior §

18 Academic Ability. oot b o8| Al el
14. Mathematical Ability 5 4 3 2 1

16. Popularity with opposite sex 5 4 3 2 1

7. Popularity
18. Social Self-Confidence 5| . 4 3 2 1

20. Public Speaking Ability 5 4 3 2 1

21, Intellectual Self-Confidence - ot [ i agloae o gl gl ah

What is your opinion on the of the following item?
[ Disagree Strongly 1

Disagree
2

[ Neutral 3
Agree 4

| Agree Strongly 5

22, Marijuana should'belegalized: -
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How do the following questions relate to your behavior over the last three years?

Not at all
1

Seldom 2

[ Occasionally 3
Frequently 4

[ Daily

23. Drank Beer 5| 4f ool

24. Smoked Cigarettes 5 4 3 2 1

125 Stayed'up ali night B R |t < L e R

What are your expectations of the future?

[ No Chance 1

Very Little Chance 2

[ Some Chance 3
Very Good Chance 4
{ Definintely 5 v _ _
:26. To be elected to.an honor:society: .oif. 0Bl o Al D31 a2l T

27. To graduate with honors 5 4 3 2 1
28, Tobselectedloastudentoffice |0 8 a4l ooa 2l g

29. To change career choice 5 4 3 2 1

30. To change major.field

31. To drop out of this college temporarily 5 4 3 2 1

132, Todrop out permanantly . Tu P Bl e gl gl 2k

33. To transfer to another college 5 4 3 2 1

before graduating
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Goals

Inventory
Please respond to the following questions as they relate to you at this point in time

Not like me 1

Rarely like me 2

Not sure if like me 3

Like me 4

| Very much like me 5

2. It is important to me to get better grades
than my classmates

= e g )

):Ghallenging circumst
to cheat to get a good gra

14. It bothers me the whole day when
| make a big mistake

16. | am naturally motivated to learn
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I Not like me 1
Rarely like me 2

| Not sure if like me 3
Like me 4

| Very much like me 5

18. Every student can learn to 5 4 3 2 1
be a successful learner

20. My grades do not neccesarily 5 4 3 2 1
reflect how much | learn

22. | feel most satisfied when | work 5 4 3 2 1
hard to achieve something

24. It is important to me to always
do better than others
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES UC1lA

SEMCELEY * DaVik » Mt = LOS ANCELTS + MERCED » NVIDUAUE = SAN DEEOD » SAN FRANUEOD SANTA BARBARL * LaNTa CEUT

HIGIIE EDUCATHIN SESEARCH INFTITUTE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

& INPORMATION STUDEES

September 9, 2002 t-uo.:&

LOS AMGELES, CALIFORNL: S0088- MR

MRONE. G 55200

Asst. Director of Residential Life . e G s bt
Oklahoma State University .

201 Kesr-Drummond Me2zanine
Stillwater, OK 74078

Re:  Penmissions Request

Dear Mr. Hallenbeck:

Professor Alexander W. Astin grants his permission 0 you 10 use the typology scales he
LintA ) . o™

rescarch. As you have described, you will use the typologies to help study differences in

student leaders who have chosen to reside in residence halls and greek houses.

Please cite Professor Astin's article, as follows:
Astin, A.W. An Empirical Typology of College Stwdents. Jowrnal of Collepg
Student Developmant. January 1993, Vol 34, pp 36-46.

Good luck with your feacarch project — =
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<Poback srfivu. ether .

<slenbDOoRs ik st
a 04/13/0201:12 P Sublect: R Gosls iventory

| am happy 1 have you use the inventory.
Terri DeBacker

820 Van Viest Ovel
Norman, OK T3016-2041

phone: (406)325-1088
fax (406)325-8855

From: Douglas A Hallenbeck/reslife/stusve/Qkstase
Te:

Sent: Monday, April 01, 2002 9:50 AM
Subject: Goals Inventory

My name is Doug Hallenbeck, | am a PhD. candidate in Counseling and Student Personnel st
T 77 Oklahoma State University. | am working on my disertation asnd would Hike permmission to use
. . the Goals Inventory that you developed and presented in the 1954 articie “Validation of &
measure of learning and performance goal orientations”. | am studying the refationship of
leadership and motivational factors to residential setting.

Thanks for your time and considrations of thus request, .

Thanks,
Doug Hallenbeck
-~ _ hallenb@okstsate.edu
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Demographic Information

Gender: Female Male

Age:

Ethnicity: Asian/Pacific Islander Hispanic/Latino Caucasian
Black/African American Native American/American Indian
Prefer not to respond Other

Academic Classification: Freshman Sophomore Junior

Senior Graduate
Major:
Residence: Residence Hall/Apartment/Suite Greek House

Off Campus House/Apartment

Have you been elected or appointed by an elected official to a leadership position while
in college: Yes No

If yes, Title and setting (Res. Life, Greek Life, Organization specify) of leadership
position(s):
Title Setting

If held a leadership position how many semesters (total) have you

held a leadership position?
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INFORMED CONSENT

“I, (print name), hereby authorize or direct Doug
Hallenbeck, or associates or assistants of his choosing, to administer the following demographic
questionnaire and survey.”

I am conducting research on the Oklahoma State University campus as a part of my work toward a doctoral
degree in Applied Behavioral Studies, with an emphasis in Student Personnel Administration. This study
in entitled, “The Relationship of Leadership and Motivational Factors to the Residential Setting of Student
Leaders”, principal investigator Doug Hallenbeck, advisor Dr. Marcia Dickman. The purpose of this
research is to examine the relationship between leadership and motivational factors and place of residence
of a leader.

Participation in this study will require the completion of a sixty-three (59) item questionnaire and a brief
demographic sheet.

If you choose to participate, please complete the demographic sheet and respond to the survey items. No
other participation is required. There are no anticipated risks associated with participation in this study.

This consent form and the demographics sheet and questionnaire will be collected separately to ensure that
your responses are anonymous. In addition the informed consent forms will be kept in a locked cabinet in
the office of the principal investigator and the names of the participants will not be released.

Your participation in this study would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions regarding this
study please feel free to contact, Doug Hallenbeck M.S. at (405) 744-5596, or Marcia Dickman Ph.D. at
(405) 744-9445. You may also contact Sharon Bacher, Institutional Review Board Executive Secretary,
203 Whitehurst, Oklahoma State University, (405) 744-5700. Thanks you for your time and cooperation.

I understand that participation is voluntary and that I will not be penalized if I choose not to participate I
also understand that I am free to withdraw my consent and end my participation in this project at any time
without penalty after notifying the project director.

I have read and fully understand the consent form. I sign it freely and voluntarily. A copy has been given
to me.

Date: Time: (am./p.m.)

Name (Printed) Signature

Please keep one copy, sign the other, and turn it in separately from the attached demographic sheet and
questionnaire.

118



Appendix H

Correlation Matrix for Leadership Dimensions

119



Scholar Social A Artist Hedonist Leader Status Uncommit

Scholar 1.00

Social A 261 1.00

Artist -.001 178 1.00

Hedonist -.135 -.095 .196 1.00

Leader 430 393 .007 073 1.00

Status 291 311 .102 134 448 1.00
Uncommit -.113 -.097 233 209 -.245 -.066 1.00
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