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Table 11: Tukey HSD between Number of Leadership Positions Obtained and

the Level of Participation in the Program

Difference in Persistence from First to Second Year and Participation in the
Leadership Program

The fourth research question was: what are the differences in persistence
from first to second year (as measured by weeks at the institution) and students’
level of participation in the first stage of the leadership program?

The mean total score of number of weeks attended at the institution for
invitees of the leadership program was 30.25. As can be seen in the following table,
the mean score for the completers (M = 32) was higher than those for the non-

participants (M = 29.34).
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Table 12: Descriptive Statistics for Number of Weeks Persisted and the Level

of Participation in the Program

Descriptives
Number of Weeks Attended Institution
Level of Participation in the Program N Mean Std. Deviation
Non-participants 71 29.34 5.70
Non-completers 28 30.21 5.03
Completers 40 31.90 .63
Total 139 30.25 4.77

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) with level of participation (non-
participant, non-completer, completer) in the leadership program as the
independent variable and persistence from first to second year (number of weeks
attended institution) as the dependent variable was conducted. A significant
difference was found among the levels of participation in the program; F(2, 136) =
3.84, p<.05, partial n? =.05.

Table 13: One-Way Analysis of Variance between Number of Weeks Persisted

and Level of Participation in the Program.

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Number of Weeks Attended Institution

Type Il Sum Mean Partial Eta
Source of Squares | df Square F Sig. | Squared
Corrected Model 167.9852 2 83.993 3.843|.024 .053
Intercept 111813.646 11 111813.646 | 5116.294 | .000 974
Level_of Participation 167.985 2 83.993 3.843|.024 .053
Error 2972.202| 136 21.854
Total 130349.000| 139
Corrected Total 3140.187| 138

a. R Squared = .053 (Adjusted R Squared = .040)
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Tukey HSD post hoc tests were done to determine where the significant
differences were between levels of participation. This analysis revealed that
students who did not participate in the program persisted fewer weeks (M=29.34,
sd=5.70) than students who completed the first stage of the leadership program
(M=31.90, sd=.63). Students who participated, but did not complete the first stage
of the program were not significantly different from either of the other two groups.
Table 14: Tukey HSD between Number of Weeks Persisted and the Level of
Participation in the Program

Dependent Variable: Number of Weeks Attended Institution
Tukey HSD

(I) Level of (J) Level of Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Participation in  Participation in Difference Lower Upper
Program Program (I-)) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
NonParticipant Noncompleter -87626| 1.04323 679 -3.3483 1.5958
Completer -2.56197" 92421 017 -4.7520 -3719
Noncompleter  NonParticipant .87626| 1.04323 .679 -1.5958 3.3483
Completer -1.68571| 1.15190 312 -4.4153 1.0439
Completer NonParticipant 2.56197" 92421 .017 3719 4.7520
Noncompleter 1.68571| 1.15190 312 -1.0439 4.4153

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

Summary

Of the four research questions, number one and two showed no significant
relationships. Question number three, addressing the differences in number of
leadership positions held by invitees’ up to the fall semester of their sophomore
year based on their level of participation in the first stage of the leadership program,
found a significant difference among the levels of participation in the program.

Results from question number four found a significant difference among the levels
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of participation in the program (non-participants and completers) and the number

of weeks persisted at the institution.
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Chapter 5
Conclusions

This study examined the impact of demographic characteristics on first-year
students’ participation in the first stage of a leadership program, called Leadership
Passport, and the impact of that program on students’ memberships and leadership
positions in campus organizations, as well as their persistence. The first stage of the
leadership program involved participation in at least six of eight workshops during
the first semester. These workshops sequentially focused on the individual value of
the Social Change Model of Leadership, which concentrated on the development of
self-awareness, congruence, commitment, understanding others, establishing
purpose, and working collaboratively with others (HERI, 1996; CAS, 2009).

The research questions for this study were:
1.) What is the effect of demographic characteristics (gender, race/ethnicity, first-
generation) on the number of workshops attended in the leadership program?
2.) What differences exist in the number of student organization memberships held
during the fall semester of their sophomore year based on the level of students’
participation in the first stage of the leadership program?
3.) What differences exist in the number of leadership positions held during the fall
semester of their sophomore year based on students’ level of participation in the
first stage of the leadership program?
4.) What differences exist in program invitees’ persistence within the institution
from first to second year based upon their level of participation in the leadership

program?
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The following sections of this chapter examine each of these, and conclude
with limitations and recommendations for future research.
Demographic Characteristics and Leadership Workshop Attendance

This section will first discuss gender, then race/ethnicity, and conclude with
first-generation status as it relates to the number of workshops attended in the first
stage of the leadership program.

No significant relationships were found between targeted demographic
characteristics (gender, race/ethnicity, first-generation) and the number of
workshops attended in the first stage of the leadership program. This finding is
counter to previous research regarding student background characteristics (i.e.,
race and first-generation status; Ishitani, 2003; Kuh et al., 2008) influence on
involvement with peers and faculty, as well as in educationally purposeful activities
(e.g., Berger & Milem, 1999; Kuh et al, 2008). While Kinzie et al. (2007) found that
males are more inclined to engage as independent workers and participate in co-
curricular programes, in this study, there were no significant differences between
males and females in their involvement in the leadership program. It should be
noted that this finding does not consider invitees’ involvement in co-curricular
programs other than the leadership program in this study. This finding may also be
influenced by the sample, which included more female (n=90) invitees than male
(n=49). If more males were invited, results may have revealed a significant
relationship between gender and the number of workshops attended in the

program.
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Another possible explanation the difference been this study and previous
studies is that, collectively, studies involving race/ethnicity as a variable were
limited due to fluid operational classifications of race/ethnicity. Some studies have
classified the race/ethnicity as White and non-White (Berger & Braxton, 1998;
Edwards & McKelfresh, 2002;). Others, such as Kuh et al. (2008), have used multiple
racial categories: African American/Black; Asian/Pacific Islander; Hispanic/Latino;
other race. Kuh etal. (2008) found that African American students at predominately
White institutions had lower levels of engagement in co-curricular programs than
White students.

In the current study, race/ethnicity was classified as White and non-White
due to the limited sample size. Out of 139 invitees, 18 were African American
students, 13 of which participated in the leadership program, and nine of whom
completed the first stage. There was no relationship between race/ethnicity,
classified as White and non-White, and the number of workshops attended in the
leadership program. These findings may have been the result of a small sample size,
which did not allow the study to adequately examine the differences.

Regarding first-generation, there was no relationship with the number of
workshops attended in the leadership program. Out of 139 invitees, 46 were first-
generation students; 21 of which participated in the leadership program, and 13
completed the first stage. As a cohort considered as being high risk of departure
during their first year of college (Ishitani, 2003), first-generation students are less
engaged in college (Pike & Kuh, 2005). As a result, it was expected that first-

generation students would have attended less workshops in the leadership program
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than non-first-generation students. However, the reason why there was no
relationship between first-generation student status and the number of workshops
attended in the program is unclear.

Student Organization Membership Based on Leadership Program
Participation

There were no significant differences found in the number of student
organizations joined based on the level of students’ participation in the first stage of
the leadership program. Invitees who did not participate in the program, on
average, joined the same number of organizations as students who participated in
some or all of the program workshops. This runs counter to Berger and Milem's
(1999) study where first semester non-involvement positively predicted future non-
involvement. Based on their finding, it would seem that students who did not
participate in the program would join fewer student organizations. However,
simply because an invitee did not participate in the leadership program, it does not
mean that student was not involved in another student organization during their
first semester.

When considering the workshops within the leadership program, the lack of
arelationship between the number of organizations joined by invitees and their
level of participation the leadership program was not necessarily surprising. The
“Core Values” and “Vision” workshops, offered as the final two sessions within the
first stage of the leadership program, focused on helping participants discover their
passions, and how to envision change within that particular interest. Additionally,

portions of other workshops cautioned against over-involvement, encouraging high
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impact versus volume. Messages given in some of the workshops could have
resulted in students exercising caution in joining multiple student organizations.
Future research should examine the percentage of students involved in at least one
student organization across the three levels of participation in the leadership
program. Level of participation in the leadership program was defined in three
categories: Non-participants (invited, did not participate), Non-completers
(attended one workshop), and Completers (attended six to eight workshops). The
current study looked at the number of student organizations joined, as opposed to
the percentage of students who joined at least one student organization based on
their level of involvement in the leadership program. Additionally, a qualitative
survey regarding reasons for intent to join/not join student organizations might
reveal differences not detected in the current study.
Student Leadership Positions Based on Leadership Program Participation
Research question number three examined the difference in the number of
leadership positions held by invitees up through their fall sophomore semester
based their level of participation in the first stage of the leadership program. There
was a significant difference in the number of leadership positions held and the level
of participation in the program. Students who did not participate in the program
held significantly fewer leadership positions than students who completed the first
stage of the leadership program (at least six of the eight workshops). Students who
participated, but did not complete the first stage of the program were not

significantly different from either of the other two groups.
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Kezar and Moriarty (2000), previously found that participating in a
leadership class or program served as the strongest predictor of self-rating of
leadership ability. This suggested that leadership programs increased perceived
leadership ability, which would presumably lead to a greater likelihood of
participants holding a leadership position. Participants in the leadership program
within the current study might have perceived a growth in their leadership abilities,
which could have influenced their interest in leadership positions. However, this
linkage is uncertain because the current sample is small, and the number of
leadership positions held is also small. Most importantly, the current study did not
measure perceived leadership ability among the participants. The addition of a
measure of perceived leadership ability should be added to future studies.
Persistence Based on Leadership Program Participation

A major focus of the current study was to examine the relationship between
participation of first-year students in the leadership program and their persistence
at the institution from their first to second year. The current study built on the
foundation of Astin (1984), who examined overall student involvement on college
campuses, and Tinto (1993), who focused on student involvement as it relates to
retention. The current study found a significant difference among the levels of
participation in the program (non-participants and completers) and the number of
weeks attended at the institution with completers persisting longer.

This finding supports the work of Milem and Berger (1999) who found that
involvement in campus programs during their first year predicted future

involvement and institutional integration, commitment, and persistence. It also
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supports the work of Kuh et al. (2008) who showed that students’ engagement in
educationally purposeful activities during the first year of college had a statistically
significant effect on persistence from first to sophomore year. Finally, the results of
the current study align with Wolniak et al.’s (2012) study, which found a significant
influence from socially responsible leadership on persisting from first to sophomore
year.

The leadership program in the current study was based on the Social Change
Model of Leadership (HERI, 1996), which the Socially Responsible Leadership Scale
(SRLS) was designed to measure (Tyree, 1998). It was expected that participation
in the leadership program examined in this study would generate learning within
socially responsible leadership. It is recommended that future research on this
leadership program utilize the Socially Responsible Leadership Scale (SRLS; Tyree,
1998) to measure learning along the Social Change Model of Leadership (HERI,
1996).
Limitations

There were several limitations to this study, one of which included the
setting. This study was conducted at a single institution, a private liberal arts
university in the northeast. In addition, the sample was limited to 139 out of 572
first year students, the number invited to participate in the program. Previous
theorists (e.g., Feldman & Newcomb, 1994) have found that institutional size effects
the student experience, so further research should consider examining the program

at institutions of varying sizes.
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Another limitation was the sample used for the study. The study used a
purposive sample, so it would better approximate the incoming group of first year
students. Future research should consider using a random sample to ensure
invitees are reflective of the class. The sample in the current study contained higher
percentages of non-White students, which previous studies have shown to
demonstrate lower levels of persistence than White students (e.g., Gloria et al.,
1999; Kuh et al., 2008; Ramist, 1981). The sample in this study also included a
higher percentage of females than males. Previous research found no consistent
relationship between gender and persistence (Fredda, 2000; Liu & Liu, 1999;
Wlodkowski et al., 2001).

Additionally, participation in this leadership program may have been limited
by a number of factors. First, different staff and faculty presented the workshops.
This meant there might not have been uniformity in content or presentation style.
Future research should attempt to standardize the workshop presentations.
Second, students’ availability to attend programs as well as when they were invited
may have affected participation. Program offerings may have conflicted with
athletic obligations or class schedule, thereby limiting the participation of athletes
and students from certain majors. Invitees received an email on their first day of
class, in addition to a letter containing the same information delivered by their
student Resident Assistant. First-year students may have been focused on the start
of classes and could have felt overwhelmed by the prospect of doing one more thing.

Perhaps some invitees did not even check their email, or ignored it. It was also
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likely that some Resident Assistants simply delivered the invitation while other
Resident Assistants encouraged the invitee to participate in the program.

Although the study showed some significant differences between levels of
participation in the first stage of the leadership program, it is possible that the
students who completed the program had higher levels of motivation to begin with
that would have helped them to persist regardless of the program or other
environmental factors. They may have also come to the university with a greater
desire to assume a leadership position. Since no pre-test was done to determine if
there were other factors, this is just speculative. This leads to an additional
limitation. There was a failure to measure students’ learning, specifically of
leadership skills. Utilizing the Socially Responsible Leadership Scale (SRLS; Tyree,
1998) in future studies would create an opportunity to assess participants’ growth
within the Social Change Model of Leadership (HERI, 1996).

Further Research

This study created a platform for further research on leadership programs
based the Social Change Model of Leadership (HERI, 1996). A similar study
examining the accumulation of students invited to the leadership program would
benefit from a larger sample size. As previously noted, a larger sample size may
clarify some of the results found in this study that contradicted previous research.
The use of the Socially Responsible Leadership Scale (SRLS; Tyree, 1998) would also
allow for a greater understanding of the development of leadership skills among the
students who participated in the program. Such research would address limitations

of the current study.
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Additionally, future research could examine the requirements of the
leadership program beyond the first stage. Specifically, it could measure student
growth along the Social Change Model of Leadership (HERI, 1996). In addition,
invitees who choose not to participate in the program could be interviewed using a
qualitative methodology to determine reasons for a lack of participation. Finally, a
qualitative study could also examine participants of the program to discover
implications of completing the program, or the overall implementation of the
program. Studies investigating these and other problems could expand the existing
knowledge base on involving first-year students in educationally purposeful co-
curricular programs.

A broader picture of all the issues could lead to better-targeted programs to

encourage students’ leadership and persistence in institution of higher education.
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Office of the Provost

Susquehanna

514 University Avenue
UNIVERSITY

Selinsgrove, Pennsylvania 17870-1164

T: 5§70.372.4127
F: 570.372.4040
E: suprovost@susqu.edu

www.susqu.edu

July 6, 2015

Brent Papson
Director of Student Activities
Susquehanna University

Dear Brent,

Please consider this letter written approval from Susquehanna University to use university data for your
master’s thesis.

Your project using demographic and academic data to help inform the development of emerging
leadership programs at Susquehanna University sounds very interesting. I hope you will be willing to
share the results of your work with us.

Colleen Flewelling
Assistant Provost and Director of Institutional Research and Assessment
Susquehanna University
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Doe, John
Residence Hall
Room Number

Dear John:

You are invited to participate in a leadership program titled Leadership Passport
(SULP).

Congratulations!

SULP is designed to develop leadership skills and enhance your personal and
professional leadership skills, and to introduce you to community of student
leaders.

To enroll in the program, you must attend ONE of the following introduction
workshops in the campus center meeting rooms (located next to the Student Life
Office):

*  Wednesday, August 27 from 4:30 to 5:45 p.m.
*  Wednesday, August 27 from 7:30 to 8:45 p.m.

At the completion of this first session, you can decide whether or not you wish to
enroll in the program. Please note that SULP will continue to meet bi-weekly at the
times listed above. More information will be available at the first session.

An RSVP is not required, but it is appreciated. You will also receive an email with
this information.

Sincerely,

Brent Papson

Director of Student Activities
Office of Student Activities
papson@university.edu
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OFFICE OF STUDENT ACTIVITIES

Leadership Passport Schedule
Meetings are held in the SDRs

Week One
August 27

* Opening workshop

Week Two
September 10

e DISC

Week Three
September 24

* Time management

Week Four
October 8

* Student Organization Panel

Week Five
October 22

* Social Justice

Week Six
November 5

*  Wellness: mindfulness

Week Seven
November 19

* Core Values

Week Eight
December 3

* Vision/Closing Session

Topics and locations are subject to change.
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Leadership Passport
Description

Leadership Passport is a comprehensive leadership-training program that supports the

89

university’s commitment to co-curricular learning. It is designed for any and all current students

at the university. The program is designed to provide students opportunities to engage in
educational programming intended to enhance concrete skills related to community impact &

involvement, cultural awareness, personal development & self-awareness, and peer education

& leadership. Aligning with the Social Change Model, students who successfully complete the

program will:

Year One

Register for the SU Leadership Passport program by coming to the opening workshop
Attend a minimum of SIX of the ten bi-weekly leadership seminars during the first
academic semester

Attend a minimum of TWO designated programs on campus during the first academic
year

Sign your name on the attendance sheet provided at each session you attend
Complete an assessment sheet on your experience and intended learning goals at the
end of the year

Join and actively participate in at least one student organization recognized by
university

Year Two

Take on one leadership role in a student organization recognized by the university

OR enroll in and successfully complete one of the following classes: The Theory and
Practice of Peer Education or Residential Leadership for Social Justice and Community
Development

Year Three/Four

Write a proposal for a legacy project intended for positive social change

Complete 20 hours of community involvement through a service project or a student
organization

Complete a legacy project that promotes positive social change and demonstrates an
understanding of the learning goals outlined through the Social Change Model

OR

Complete a minimum of 20 hours of service-learning by journaling and writing a
reflections during a service project

Submit a reflections paper on how the experience changed you

Present during an open session how your service-learning promoted positive social
change and demonstrates an understanding of the learning goals outlined through the
Social Change Model

Those students who successfully complete the program will receive the Leadership Passport
Certificate and graduation chords.
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Learning Goals
After meeting the requirements of the program, students can articulate the following as
outlined through the Social Change Model:

1.) Personal beliefs and values related to personal, professional and educational goals
(consciousness of self)

2.) What it means and looks like to demonstrate behaviors related to personal beliefs and
values (congruence)

3.) How personal beliefs and values can apply to advancing a specific cause or organization
(commitment)

4.) The student’s personal leadership style and how these skills compliment others in a
group (collaboration)

5.) How a student’s personal beliefs, values, and goals align with others in a group
(common purpose)

6.) Understand different viewpoints of others in a group based on their beliefs, values, and
goals (controversy with civility)

7.) How intentionally acting as a positive citizen and leader dedicated to positive change
based on personal beliefs, values, and goals can impact a community (citizenship)

FAQ’'S

How long is each workshop?

Each workshop will be approximately 60-90 minutes long. If you do not show up on time or if you
leave early, you will not receive credit for attending the workshop.

How do I receive credit for attending a workshop?
During each session, you should fill out the workshop sign-in sheet. The Office of Student
Activities will keep a record of your attendance at each program.

Do I have to be in the Passport program in order to attend a Passport to Leadership workshop?
Yes, but you can recommend a friend to the program.

What kind of commitment am | making by registering for the program?

While we encourage you to complete the program, registration for the program is simply for the
purpose of tracking. It does NOT mean you must complete Leadership Passport. Participants can
discontinue the program at any time.

I forgot how many sessions | have attended, is there a way to find this information?
Yes, you can find this out from the Office of Student Activities. Student Activities will have records
on every workshop you have attended within one week of the each event.



