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David H.K. Nguyen 

INTERNATIONAL STUDENT SELF-EFFICACY OF LEADERSHIP:  

A WITHIN-GROUP ANALYSIS 

 
International student enrollment has been increasing and remains a central focus 

for many institutions. Research on international student leadership and involvement is 

much less than that of their domestic peers. In addition, researchers regularly treat 

international students as a homogenous group, largely ignoring the significant within-

group differences. Most studies have examined difficulties reported by international 

students, but very few have studied the positive impact of the campus environment.  

Student involvement and participation in co-curricular activities can have a positive 

effect on students’ academic and social outcomes on campus.  In addition, leadership 

capacity and leadership efficacy are linked to important academic, career, and life 

benefits, such as career and leadership aspirations, work performance, the ability to cope 

and overcome stereotypes, and the adaptation to and persistence of challenging situations. 

This study used data from the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership to examine within-

group differences among international students’ leadership self-efficacy. Leadership self-

efficacy refers to one’s confidence to lead and often impacts whether one actually leads. 

The results reflected statistically significant differences between domestic and 

international students indicating that campus is less impactful to the leadership self-

efficacy of international students. The within-group differences among the international 

students indicated that their choice of academic major was a greater impact to their 

efficacy than their international student status.  While the models did not produce 

significant results among the various nationalities, the study compared leadership self-
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efficacy between the international student racial groups.  More intimate and culturally 

engaging campus activities had larger influence on their efficacy than large, academic, 

campus-wide activities. The research supports understanding international student 

diversity and provides insights into the differences between their domestic peers and 

among themselves. The study also provides awareness into how practice can best support 

development of leadership self-efficacy for international students. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Background 

International students constitute a critical component of the American college student 

body by adding to its diversity while bringing financial resources to campuses and communities. 

For the past half-century, international students have been traveling to the United States from all 

ends of the earth to seek higher education at its colleges and universities (Koh Chin & Bhandari, 

2006). The number of international students studying in American higher education institutions 

is dramatically increasing, and this student population will be of continuing importance for 

institutions to address (Zhao, Kuh, & Carini, 2005). The most recent Open Doors® report 

confirmed that the U.S. remains the choice destination for higher education, with the number of 

international students at an all-time high of 886,052 in the 2013-2014 academic year (Institute of 

International Education, 2014).   

While the U.S. has been recovering from the Great Recession, international students have 

been an economic driver, contributing a record high of over $27 billion in tuition and living 

expenses to the U.S. economy in the 2013-2014 academic year (U.S. Department of Commerce, 

2014) and millions to the local economies of their host campuses (Brookings Institute, 2014). 

International students add to the academic and cultural fabric of the campus (Lee & Rice, 2007; 

Peterson, Briggs, Dreasher, Horner, & Nelson, 1999; Smith & Ota, 2013), creating a diverse and 

welcoming environment for students to experience other cultures (Gurin, 1999; Smith & 

Schonfeld, 2000), which provides value to the American society for a competitive and diverse 

workforce (Carnevale & Fry, 2000).  The current generation of college students is experiencing a 

more ethnically diverse student body than their parents and grandparents (Levine & Cureton, 
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1998). Therefore, international student enrollment remains a central focus to campus enrollment 

goals, and many institutions are considering programs and initiatives to increase their numbers 

(Jaschik & Lederman, 2014). 

Research on international students is new and expanding, but few empirical studies have 

focused on the successes or failures of international students studying at American colleges and 

universities, and specifically, none have examined how student leadership theory impacts the 

educational success of international students.  Current research examines international students’ 

adjustment issues (Hechanova-Alampay, 2002), academic challenges (Westwood & Barker, 

1990), social experiences (Owens, 2010; Trice, 2003), cultural experiences (Owens, 2010; Volet 

& Ang, 2012), mobility (Altbach & Teichler, 2001), academic and social integration (Kraemer, 

1996), interactions with domestic students (Perrucci & Hu, 1995), and cultural aptitude (Bennett, 

2007; Williams, 2005). In addition to college transitions and academic challenges, international 

students cope with additional issues including language barriers, financial problems, and 

adapting to a new educational system (Cadieux & Wehrly, 1986; Charles & Stewart, 1991; Ladd 

& Ruby, 1999; Lee, 1997; Lin & Yi, 1997; Mori, 2000; Parr, Bradley, & Bingi, 1992; Robertson, 

Line, Jones, & Thomas, 2000; Sarkodie-Mensah, 1998; Wan, 2001). Most international students 

report that they experience some sort of culture shock inside and outside the classroom 

(Furnham, 1988; Olaniran, 1996, 1999; Selvadurai, 1992; Thomas & Althen, 1989), and this 

culture shock is manifested as stress, anxiety, and feelings of powerlessness, rejection, and 

isolation (Oberg, 1960).  International students are more likely to feel homesick and lonely 

(Rajapaksa & Dundes, 2003) and have less social support than their American peers 

(Hechanova-Alampay, Beehr, Christiansen, & van Horn, 2002).  While the research exposes that 

international students face multiple challenges while studying on their American host campuses, 
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surprisingly, there is a scarcity of research that examines approaches to better involve 

international students in campus activities or examines their perspectives on student involvement 

to overcome these barriers.   

Unfortunately, although the numbers of international students on American campuses 

today are high, integrating them into the existing campus culture can be challenging (Andrade, 

2006). Student involvement and participation in co-curricular activities can have a positive effect 

on students’ academic and social outcomes on campus (Astin, 1984; Kuh, 2001; Kuh, Kinzie, 

Schuh, Whitt, & Associates, 2005; Pace, 1984).  Along with involvement and participation, 

leadership is also an important indicator of success in higher education (Astin & Astin, 2000; 

NASPA & ACPA, 2004; Roberts, 2003). Leadership capacity and efficacy are linked to 

important academic, career, and life benefits, such as career and leadership aspirations, work 

performance, the ability to cope and overcome stereotypes, and the adaptation to and persistence 

in the face of challenging situations (Day, Harrison, & Halpin, 2009; Hannah, Avolio, Luthans, 

& Harms, 2008; Machida & Schaubroeck, 2011).  As a result, increasing student involvement 

opportunities for international students and engaging them in leadership opportunities on campus 

will not only increase their educational success and career aspirations, but it will also be critical 

to integrating them on campus and developing their own diverse perspectives.   

While institutions are implementing curricular and co-curricular initiatives to support 

ethnically diverse students (Bowen, Bok, & Burkhart, 1999; McNulty, 1995; Montero, 1995; 

Morey, 2000; Reys, 1997; Tatum, Calhoun, Brown, & Ayvazian, 2000), these initiatives have 

focused on American minorities and immigrants.  International students have “remained one of 

the most quiet, invisible, underserved groups on the American campus” (Mori, 2000, p. 143).  

Similar to American minority students, international students may also be first-generation 
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college students, ethnic minorities, English language learners, poorly prepared, and learning 

disabled, which warrants attention from scholars and institutions (Andrade, 2006; Horn & 

Carroll, 1997; Ting, 1998).   Previous research has examined the challenges that international 

students face, but nationally, little is known about international student retention (Andrade, 

2006).  While research has found that student involvement and leadership opportunities have an 

impact on student success and retention (Astin, 1984; Astin, 1993; Seidman, 2005), the research 

has concentrated on domestic students.   

Research on the development of leadership capacity in international students is absent 

from the national discourse in higher education. Before exploring whether American colleges 

and universities are providing opportunities for international students to gain the knowledge and 

skills for leadership, this study focuses on these students’ confidence in their leadership abilities, 

especially while they are studying in a foreign country and system. In addition, very few studies 

inspect the differences within this diverse student group.  With this study I aim to fill this void by 

examining the self-efficacy of leadership of international students and whether there are any 

significant inter-group differences.  In order to better understand the importance of the 

international student population within the larger context of American higher education and 

create welcoming environments for leadership opportunities for international students, a brief 

discussion of the globalization of higher education and its consequent challenges to international 

students follows.  

Leadership Self-Efficacy 

Leadership self-efficacy is derived from the concept of self-efficacy, which is the belief 

that one has the capabilities and resources to perform a specific task and is grounded in social 

cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997), but it is better to understand self-efficacy through a field such 
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as leadership. This personal belief can change based on different factors of function, such as self-

esteem, competency, and environment (McCormick, Tanguma, & Lopez-Forment, 2002).   It can 

also be affected by how a person learns behaviors throughout his or her development, which 

influences his or her judgment and decision-making (Bandura, 1997).   

Literature defines self-efficacy of leadership as the belief in one’s ability to engage in 

leadership practice by organizing and executing necessary courses of action (Denzine, 1999).  

Chemers (2000) describes leadership self-efficacy as a basis from which to understand one’s 

leadership performance, and asserts that one’s confidence can help develop mastery to become a 

better leader.  In other words, self-efficacy in leadership refers to one’s confidence in his or her 

ability to lead, and this frequently impacts whether or not one decides to lead (Hannah, Avolio, 

Luthans, & Harms, 2008; Komives & Dugan, 2010; Murphy, 2002; Paglis, 2010).  

Efficacy is fluid and is influenced by environmental factors that may either leverage or 

constrain an individual’s perceptions of his or her capacity for leadership (Bandura, 1997).  As a 

result, one of the hypotheses of this study is that the host campus environment may influence 

international students’ self-efficacy for leadership.  In addition, due to a myriad of challenges, 

international students may have different leadership efficacies than their domestic student peers 

depending on their learning environments.  Enhancing international students’ efficacy for 

leadership may create environments for positive academic success and career outcomes.  

Leadership self-efficacy and the theories from which it derives is examined more closely in the 

next chapter.  

Globalization and Internationalization of American Higher Education 

There has been no other concept in educational theory that has been more enthusiastically 

and passionately discussed in higher education than the globalization of education, as it is 
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associated with progress, prosperity, and peace (Rizvi, 2004). The United States is the 

preeminent higher education destination for international students, with the 2012-2013 

enrollment of international students at the then-all-time high of 819,644, 21% of all students 

studying abroad (Ruiz, 2013), and another all-time high of 886,052 students in 2013-2014 

(Institute of International Education, 2014).  Eighty-five percent of international students are 

concentrated in metropolitan or urban areas, and 45% of all international student graduates 

extend their visa to work in the same metropolitan area of their study; thus, these international 

students provide important economic benefits to their U.S. destinations (Brookings Institution, 

2014; Davis, 2003). During the 2010-2011 academic year, international students contributed 

approximately $20.23 billion to the U.S. economy (NAFSA Association of International 

Educators, 2010).  These numbers illustrate the increasing demand in globalized societies, 

economies, and labor markets for which American higher education institutions must adequately 

prepare their students.  

There is no question that globalization has become one of the most important factors that 

influences higher education, and institutions need to be responsive to the current global 

environment (Mok & Tan, 2004).  Because of the current state of globalization and education, 

for the first time in history institutions are in competition with their peers worldwide for 

preeminent “world-class” status (Jiang, 2008). In addition, with the gradual decrease in state and 

federal funding for higher education (Zumeta, Breneman, Callan, & Finney, 2012), more 

institutions have turned to the global trends in student mobility for the missing revenue (Altbach 

& Knight, 2007).  Globalization is multifaceted and contentious, and can be impacted by culture, 

politics, economics, and social relations that have involved the deinstitutionalization of the 

deeply rooted policies and value frameworks within higher education (Vaira, 2004). While 



 7 

globalization has made national boundaries irrelevant (Wildavsky, 2010), it has pushed 

institutions to examine how their institutional missions intersect with the world.  Globalization 

provides opportunities for institutions to improve through collaboration, competition, increased 

exposure, and the exchange of ideas and research (Ishikawa, 2009). 

Globalization and internationalization are often confused as synonymous (Altbach, 

2004).  Globalization refers to the economic, political, and societal forces that are pushing higher 

education to become more internationally engaged, while internationalization is the process of 

adopting institutional policies and practices that respond to the global environment (Altbach & 

Knight, 2007).  Johnson and Scholes (2002) posit that internationalization is the attempt to match 

the resources and activities of an organization to the environment in which it operates, while 

defining and articulating its objectives and developing its strategies to reach those objectives. 

Internationalization is more important now than ever as it helps prepare students for the global 

market where shared values can be exchanged, global and diverse experiences learned, and new 

knowledge gained (Stromquist, 2007). In addition, internationalization prepares the local 

community for successful participation in an increasingly interdependent world, facilitates global 

understanding, and develops much needed skills for effective living and working in a diverse 

environment (Sidhu, 2012).  Internationalization enhances academic quality, contributes to the 

economy, generates revenue for the institution, reinforces political relationships, and bridges 

understanding between diverse cultures (Childress, 2009; Knight, 1997).   While institutions may 

internationalize a variety of ways through partnerships, study abroad programs, recruitment and 

exchange of international students and faculty, and research projects, the demand from 

international students studying abroad has been the foremost largest funding source of 

international education. More than 2 million international students around the world are self-
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funded, which means that the students and their families pay for their education – not 

governments, academic institutions, or charitable organizations (Altbach & Knight, 2007).     

Globalization and internationalization of higher education is not unique to the U.S.  

While the largest percentage of international students studying abroad are in the U.S., countries 

in Asia, such China, Singapore, and Malaysia, are developing their systems of higher education 

and are some of the fastest growing destinations for international students (International Institute 

of Education, 2013; Sheehy, 2013).  Although there is very little information on how 

international students choose to study in the U.S., Lee (2008) found that international students 

selected their institutions based on very limited information.  While rankings and prestige have 

an impact, this is more likely for those from East Asia (Lee, 2008). Although little is known 

about school choice, there is evidence that international students find studying in the U.S. to be 

challenging.  In order to ensure the continual growth of international students in the U.S., 

institutions must concentrate upon and provide a learning environment that meets these needs.  

The needs and challenges of international students are examined in the next section.  

International Student Challenges 

As higher education becomes more globalized, there will continue to be an increase in 

student mobility leading to a larger international student population on American campuses. 

Similar to domestic ethnic minorities, international students face various difficulties that impact 

their social and educational success while on campus.  If campuses do not address these 

challenges and provide interventions to meet these needs, international students may be reluctant 

to study in the U.S., and this student population may stagnate or decline based on negative 

experiences.  In order to meet these needs, scholars and practitioners must first understand these 

challenges.  
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Literature and research on international students have examined these various challenges 

and needs, such as psychological, academic, sociocultural, and transitional issues (Anderson, 

Carmichael, Harper, & Huang, 2009).  Psychological issues include the loss of identity, status, 

and self-value after they come to a new country coupled with feelings of homesickness, 

loneliness, depression, stress, anxiety, alienation, and isolation (Tseng & Newton, 2002).  

Among international students, those who were high achievers in their home countries are more 

prone to suffer from these psychological issues (Yi, Lin, & Kishimoto, 2003).  As a result, 

international students are more likely to report isolation and loneliness, which can escalate into 

severe depression (Dillard & Chisolm, 1983; Mori, 2000; Owie, 1982; Schram & Lauver, 1988). 

While studies show that interactions with domestic students have a positive effect on 

international students’ adjustment (Cigularova. 2005; Pruitt, 1978; Rohrlich & Martin, 1991; 

Searle & Ward, 1990; Zimmerman, 1995), most international students prefer to seek support 

from those who speak the same language and are from the same country (Cigularova, 2005).  

Campus student services are available to meet these issues, but they tend not to cater to the 

unique needs of international students that may be greater compared to domestic students (Kher, 

Juneau, & Molstad, 2003).  

International students prioritize their education over socializing (Yi et al., 2003) as a 

coping mechanism by linking their confidence to their high academic achievement instead of 

their social circles (Chu, Yeh, Klein, Alexander, & Miller, 1971; Dozier, 2001; Tseng & 

Newton, 2002). International students channel their efforts toward their academics to compensate 

for what may be a less than satisfying social life, but the existing literature is silent regarding the 

extent to which they engage in other effective educational practices – activities that decades of 

research exhibit are associated with high levels of learning and personal development 
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(Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Ewell & Jones, 1993; 1996).  With this study I aim to examine 

student involvement and leadership self-efficacy as one of those educational practices. 

The language barrier is also a source of academic and social frustration (Wang & Frank, 

2002) and can impact students’ social and academic integration.  The new academic 

environment, such as the classroom atmosphere for teaching and learning, instructional styles, 

academic tasks, faculty and student interactions, and group work, can cause additional 

adjustment difficulties (Burrell & Kim, 2002).  Students from certain backgrounds in the Middle 

East, Europe, and Asia may find some American classroom behaviors to be disrespectful, such as 

challenging the professor and eating in class (Burrell & Kim, 2002; Chen, 1999).  Adapting to 

campus life and American societal expectations and customs may conflict with some students’ 

personal and cultural identity (Furnham & Alibhai, 1985). Assignments, such as classroom 

discussions, essays and research papers, quizzes, and independent study can be very different 

than the summative evaluation that international students experience in their home countries. 

Even the use of libraries is a source of confusion and frustration because libraries are often 

oriented and operated differently in foreign countries (Wang & Frank, 2002).   

When they arrive and begin their studies, most international students report some degree 

of culture shock (Furnham, 1988; Olaniran, 1996, 1999; Selvadurai, 1992; Thomas & Althen, 

1989), which typically manifests as stress, anxiety, and feelings of powerlessness, rejection, and 

isolation (Oberg, 1960). Cultural differences can hinder social relationships between 

international and domestic students and can be a cause of isolation among international students 

(Grey, 2002; Pritchard & Skinner, 2002).  Other sociocultural issues including culture shock, 

cultural fatigue, racial discrimination, and adjustment difficulties to new customs, laws, eating 
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habits, and educational systems can also add to the challenges of international students 

(Toyokawa & Toyokawa, 2002; Tseng & Newton, 2002).  

These varying difficulties are a result of assumptions made by both international and 

domestic students.  International students assume a variety of things about U.S. culture and 

customs based on the media (i.e. movies, social media, etc.), and upon arrival, they may face 

varying degrees of culture shock based solely on the sights, sounds, and intensity of their 

surroundings (Winkelman, 1994).  Domestic students make assumptions about and stereotype 

international students, which leads to racial discrimination and prejudice.  Incidences of verbal 

and physical attacks by domestic students may further add to the culture shock, stress, and a 

diminished sense of safety (Tatar & Horenczyk, 2000). The self-esteem and self-efficacy of 

international students can suffer significantly if institutions do not counteract these assumptions 

(Gloria & Ho, 2003), and in turn, this could impact their educational experience.  

College financing can cause additional challenges.  Generally, family income affects a 

student’s desire and ability to become involved in campus activities that lead to leadership 

opportunities (Berger & Milam, 1999).  Since most international students come to the U.S. from 

the Third World, their family income may impact their student involvement and leadership 

opportunities. Fischer (2007) found that students who take on greater student loans and debt and 

have to work throughout college have a greater financial strain that affects their ability to 

participate fully in college life.  On the contrary, Fischer (2007) found that students whose 

college expenses are largely paid for by their family or personal resources are less likely to 

experience these stressors.  Although the education of most international students is self-funded 

and prioritized by their families (Altbach, 1991), this is not the case for all of them.  Many 

receive government and merit-based scholarships to fund their education and living expenses, 
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while others have large student loans to pay for their international student-rate tuition and 

expenses.  Federal law that limits international students to work throughout their years of study 

can cause additional financial strain, which in turn affects their ability to participate fully in 

college life (Fischer, 2007).   

Academic and social integration, connections to the intellectual life of the college and 

outside the classroom (Tinto, 1993), have a direct positive correlation with student engagement, 

which promotes the development of a strong connection with faculty, academic staff, and peers 

(Krause, 2001; Nora, 1993). Research examining the relationship between students’ own efforts 

and the effects of student engagement in curricular, co-curricular, social peer interaction, and 

faculty interaction show that those students who devoted more effort to these activities reported 

increased progress towards high academic outcomes (Hu, Kuh, & Li, 2008; Kuh, Hu, & Vesper, 

2000; Schweinle, Reisetter, & Stokes, 2009).  While some research has examined the social and 

academic integration of international students, little is known about the degree to which they 

experience social integration.  International first-year students reported that they were less 

satisfied with their college experience and spent far less time enjoying themselves and 

socializing than their domestic peers (Zhao, Kuh, & Carini, 2005).  Andrade (2006) investigated 

integration relating to persistence and found that most international students had a conflict with 

maintaining their cultural integrity while adapting to dominant norms. Examining international 

students’ leadership experiences will provide more awareness into this area.    

These challenges impact the educational attainment and campus satisfaction of 

international students. This student population is constantly growing on American campuses, and 

some campuses even have larger international student populations than domestic ethnic 

minorities.  This trend warrants more attention from institutions to better understand this 
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population and to provide programs and initiatives to help international students overcome 

various barriers, to better integrate within the campus culture, and in particular, help develop 

their leadership self-efficacy for student involvement in campus organizations.  

Statement of the Problem 

Institutions should better facilitate international student engagement in campus activities 

(Anderson, Carmichael, Harper & Huang, 2009).  Cigularova (2005) even suggests cultural 

training to domestic students to facilitate better interactions with international students, and 

campus diversity initiatives can help and ensure that faculty, staff, and students address hate and 

discrimination toward international students (Hurtado, Milem, Clayton-Pedersen, & Allen, 1998; 

Kuh et al., 1991).  For all students, including international students, student learning and 

personal development are enhanced through complimentary co-curricular activities with an 

educational purpose (Pascarella, Edison, Nora, Hagedorn, & Terenzini, 1996).  As a result, the 

benefits from higher education are enhanced when students are more engaged in college life 

(Kuh et al., 1991).  Participation in co-curricular activities allows international students the 

opportunity to meet new people and make new friends – which are important to a successful 

transition – adapt to new social networks and navigate the social skills, values, and customs of 

their new environment, which in turn increases their self-efficacy and confidence (Tomich, 

McWhirter, & Darcy, 2003; Toyokawa & Toyokawa, 2002).  In addition, more involvement in 

co-curricular activities and leadership opportunities will allow international students to voice 

their needs and concerns on campus.   

Researchers have examined international student engagement patterns, and while it is 

known that leadership opportunities enhance learning outcomes, little is known about 

international student self-efficacy for leadership and leadership development while studying in 
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their host country. Even less is known about the differences that exist within this very diverse 

student population. As a result, institutions have adopted programs and policies that lack 

empirical evidence of effectiveness for particular student populations (i.e. international students) 

but are logically or intuitively based on rational myths (Pascarella, 2006).  Rational myths 

include the development and utilization of programs and interventions designed for domestic 

students and the assumption that the impact will be the same for international students. In 

addition, while some programs and interventions may work for some international students, they 

cannot be expected to be effective for all international students.  

With the growing number of international students studying in the United States, and the 

increasing financial and cultural impact that these students have on American higher education 

institutions, their social and academic success is critical.  As a result, it is important that 

American institutions of higher education prepare culturally competent individuals with the 

ability to work effectively with people from different backgrounds (Carnevale, 1999; Mori, 

2000; Sandhu, 1995, Smith & Schonfeld, 2000).  Some promising approaches include creating 

learning environments that promote and value diversity, as well as intentionally exposing 

students to multiple and sometimes competing perspectives that challenge previously 

unexamined assumptions (Zhao, Kuh, & Carini, 2005).  Developing leadership opportunities for 

international students and engaging them in leadership roles on campus will expose them to more 

experiences and promote diversity among the student body.   

Although U.S. colleges and universities enroll more international students than any other 

country in the world (U. S. News and World Report, 2014), most of what is known about their 

experiences in the U.S. pertains to the challenges they face in adapting to a new, foreign living 

and learning environment. Being exposed to new values, attitudes, and behavior patterns is not 
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necessarily crippling, but the experience can be transformative. Conversely, some research 

shows that international students seem to be able to cope relatively well when faced with 

stressful life events (Leong, Mallinckrodt, & Krolj, 1990; Parr, 1992). However, social networks 

are an important factor in determining how well international students deal with stress (Furnham 

& Alibhai, 1985). Those who have a strong social support system tend to more quickly and 

effectively adjust to college life in their host country (Al-Sharideh & Goe, 1998; Boyer & 

Sedlacek, 1988; Schram & Lauver, 1988). Although international students have a stronger 

preference to have friends from the same country or students from other nations over students 

from the host county (Bochner, McLeod, & Lin, 1977; Furnham & Alibhai, 1985), those who 

cultivate friendships with American students tend to adapt and adjust more easily (Bochner, 

McLeod, & Lin, 1977; Furnham & Alibhai, 1985). While the majority of domestic students 

seldom interact with international students, those that do interact do so through co-curricular 

activities and student leadership opportunities.  Many benefits result from co-curricular 

involvement on campus and leadership opportunities that build skills to improve confidence, 

academic performance, and social integration.  Currently, little is known about the leadership 

efficacy of international students, especially while living and studying in a country and culture 

very different than their own, and even less is known about the differences in leadership self-

efficacy among the different international student populations.  As a result, institutions that 

understand their international student populations and create student involvement and leadership 

opportunities with the particularities of their international students in mind will be effective in 

creating welcoming interactions between international and domestic students.    
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Theoretical and Conceptual Framework 

 Several theories and concepts provide a framework for this study.  These are briefly 

identified and discussed below.   

Theoretical framework  

Bandura’s (1977) social cognitive theory provides a model for understanding human 

behavior as the exercise of control in given situations, which is influenced by individual 

appraisals of their ability to perform. The social cognitive theory serves as the theoretical 

framework for this study because it is the theoretical foundation for leadership self-efficacy. An 

individual’s self-efficacy, or appraisal of ability, would influence an individual’s behavior to 

participate in leadership.  From the theory of self-efficacy, a student is concerned with their 

environment, their actions, and how they perceive their actions in a particular environment.  

Connecting this to leadership theory is how leadership self-efficacy evolves through a related 

theory of Leadership Identity Development, which provides understanding how individuals come 

to think of themselves in terms of the leadership process (Komives, Owen, Longerbeam, 

Mainella, & Osteen, 2005). In addition, the theory of student involvement provides the 

foundation that involvement and leadership while in college enhances academic success and 

practical skills (Komives et al., 2005). The relationship between one’s understanding of their 

ability and their appraisal to perform as leaders are connected to his or her involvement 

experiences, which would influence his or her’s leadership self-efficacy. These are discussed in 

further detail in the next chapter.   

Conceptual framework   

The conceptual framework that is employed in this study influenced the manner and 

approach in which the students were surveyed and data was collected.  Astin’s (1991) college 
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impact model, known as the input-environment-outcome model (IEO), allowed the researcher to 

evaluate the impact of varying campus environmental experiences by determining whether these 

experiences help students grow and change differently under varying conditions. This is the same 

conceptual model used in the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership survey (Dugan & Komives, 

2007). By controlling for participant demographics and pre-college knowledge and experiences 

in the assessment of educational outcomes, this framework examines the different effects of the 

college context on outcomes (Astin, 1991).  This model is adapted to this study for the use of the 

cross-sectional design, the control measures of which were collected through retrospective 

questions that give perspective into the leadership self-efficacy of international students prior to 

attending a U.S. institution of higher education.  This then/now approach provides a more 

accurate measure of the shift by reducing the response bias (Howard, 1980; Howard & Dailey, 

1979; Rohs, 1999, 2002; Rohs & Langone, 1997).  Astin’s IEO model is discussed in detail in 

the next chapter.   

With the current trends in globalization and internationalization of higher education and 

the challenges among the international student population, it is important to better facilitate 

international student engagement and leadership opportunities on host campuses.  This improves 

academic success and social integration.  Through Bandura’s (1977) social cognitive theory and 

Astin’s (1991) college impact model, institutions can understand how leadership self-efficacy is 

an important outcome in higher education.  The next section will examine the purpose and 

objectives of this study to research leadership self-efficacy of international students. 

Purpose and Objectives of the Study 

The purpose of the study is to examine whether the host campus environment has an 

influence on self-efficacy for leadership among international students; furthermore, in the study I 
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will examine whether there are inter-group differences in the international student population 

regarding self-efficacy for leadership (Astin & Astin, 2000).  Currently, there is very little 

leadership for international students on U.S. campuses, aside from student organizations and 

social activities.  Only a very small number of institutions have programs specifically targeted at 

international students, but these programs treat the international student population as 

homogeneous.  Other institutions have international student councils and student organizations 

that focus their efforts on social activities.   

Although social activities are important and provide a method to help students adapt to 

their environments, studies show the value of student engagement in institutional governance as 

a way to improve the quality of campus life (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 

Teaching, 1990; Kuh & Lund, 1994).  Furthermore, leadership through student engagement in 

institutional governance can enhance academic and personal development (Astin, 1977, 1984, 

1985, 1992; Bowen, 1977; Boyer, 1987; Chickering, 1969; Feldman & Newcomb, 1969; Pace, 

1979, 1990; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Study Group on the Conditions of Excellence in 

American Higher Education, 1984).  As a result, engaging international students in student 

leadership on campus is an effective way to better facilitate academic and social integration.   

As a result, the objectives of this study are to: 

1. Understand the factors that influence self-efficacy of leadership for 

international students. 

2. Examine and compare the self-efficacy of leadership in international students 

prior to and during their studies on their host campuses with their domestic 

student peers.  
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3. Identify any inter-group differences in leadership self-efficacy among the 

international student population. 

Research Questions 

In this study I asked the following primary research questions related to the leadership 

self-efficacy of international students:  

1. Is there a difference between the leadership self-efficacy of domestic students 

and international students? In addition, are there any significant within-group 

differences between the leadership self-efficacy of domestic and international 

student subgroup populations? 

2. How do campus environments affect the leadership self-efficacy of domestic 

and international student populations? In addition, are there any significant 

within-group differences on how campus environments affect the leadership 

self-efficacy of domestic and international student subgroup populations? 

Through these research questions, I used a comparative, cross-sectional analysis of the students’ 

leadership self-efficacy prior to and during their study in the host country as an international 

student.  By examining their self-disclosure, I analyzed inter-group differences among the 

international student population by disaggregating their experiences and self-efficacy. 

Significance of the Study 

 With this study I provide a platform for new theoretically grounded research on 

international students, and findings from this study contribute significantly to the understanding 

of leadership development among international students.  First, I provide an analysis of 

international students’ self-efficacy of leadership while studying on their U.S. host campuses and 
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how this may differ from their self-efficacy prior to attending a U.S. higher education institution. 

Domestic student self-efficacies of leadership and sub-group student populations are examined. 

Existing literature has examined self-efficacy of leadership for women in STEM (Dugan, Fath, 

Howes, Lavelle, & Polanin, 2013), GLBTQ+ students (Martinez, Ostick, Komives, & Dugan, 

2007), commuter students (Dugan, Garland, Jacoby, & Gasiorski, 2008), racial/ethnic minority 

students (Kodama & Dugan, 2013), and college students in general (Dugan & Komives, 2007; 

Owen, 2012). However, scholars have not yet examined leadership self-efficacy for international 

students.  The international student population will continue to increase in the U.S., and results 

from this study will help institutions better engage and provide co-curricular experiences for 

their international students.   

Secondly, the international student population is very diverse and is often treated as a 

homogeneous population.  In this study I examine the inter-group differences of the international 

student population by disaggregating their experiences based on their racial and ethnic identities, 

describe the varying leadership efficacies across the international student population, and build 

upon and complement the current research on the differences among the international student 

population (Poyrazli & Lopez, 2007; Yeh & Inose, 2003). Furthermore, outcomes from this 

study not only highlight additional challenges international students face, but also add to the 

current research in student involvement and leadership development and efficacy for 

international students. This knowledge can help institutions reduce the transitional challenges for 

international students and implement methods to better engage them, offer leadership 

development, and create opportunities for academic success and social engagement. Previous 

research has examined how a new culture and customs, discrimination, and other factors impact 
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the academic and social integration of international students; with this study I illustrate how 

these factors influence another aspect of their academic and social development – leadership.  

Lastly, this study provides practitioners with new insights into the details of leadership 

development and efficacy of international students while studying at a very different kind of 

educational institution in a foreign country with a different culture and customs.  This knowledge 

can be useful when helping international students succeed academically and better transition into 

their new environments.  More positive experiences will allow international students to not only 

better succeed socially and academically, but also to be more engaged leaders and alumni.   

Summary 

There are a variety of implications that stem from this study that have the potential to 

impact theory and practice in higher education, student affairs and leadership development. 

These implications are discussed briefly below.  

Theoretical and practical implications  

The study findings may influence research widely in fields of higher education, college 

student leadership, institutional diversity, student affairs, and research on international students.  

Findings from this study may present clear distinctions among the diverse international student 

population and push towards research that examines this population based upon their unique sub-

group characteristics instead of considering them to be a homogenous group. This taxonomy 

could serve as a conceptual model from which further research explores patterns in student 

leadership and involvement among international students.  The taxonomy could also serve as a 

new perspective to examine and analyze leadership self-efficacy based on varying international 

learning environments as education becomes ever more globalized.  The study findings may also 

suggest that other questions should be asked in survey instruments that capture items that are 



 22 

unique to the non-U.S. pre-college environment.  Alternatively, the items may need to be 

rephrased or reworded to adapt to non-U.S. environments.    

In addition, the study findings may provide a more accurate examination of the leadership 

development and efficacy of international students and academic and social adaptations of 

particular international student populations in the United States.  Understanding unique student 

subcultures and how they impact outcomes is important to interpreting general college outcomes 

instead of simply measuring them (Kuh et al., 2000; Renn & Arnold, 2003).  The theoretical 

implications of this study may influence future international student engagement, advocacy, 

recruitment, retention, alumni involvement, and engagement practices. It may also provide 

conceptual leads for the study of leadership development amongst international students in other 

countries outside of the United States. 

Understanding peer cultures and subgroups can also significantly improve the quality of 

student learning (Kuh, 1990, 1995; Renn & Arnold, 2003).  In addition, typologies are useful for 

determining where to direct educational interventions and how to particularize them to meet the 

unique needs of specific student populations (Astin, 1993). This study will be useful for higher 

education administrators, specifically student affairs professionals working with international 

students, to understand the subgroups within the international student population and the various 

factors in their leadership efficacy and development.  In general, this study provides a framework 

that will help institutions understand the needs of international students and a model to 

acculturate and empower them to be academically and socially successful at American 

institutions.  This information can be used to shape the nature of educational interventions and 

their points of delivery; for example, international programming can target specific international 

student subgroups for certain programs where they would be more likely to be effective rather 
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than spreading resources widely across the entire international student population.  Student 

affairs professionals would also understand how certain programs and services would be more 

beneficial to certain subgroup populations while others have no interest in them. This study may 

also inform international student leadership efficacy and development in other countries and 

cultures.   

Overview of methods  

This quantitative study employs data from the 2012 Multi-Institutional Study of 

Leadership (MSL) (http://www.leadershipstudy.net).  The purpose of the MSL is to enrich 

already existing knowledge on college student leadership development and the ways in which 

higher education as a context can influence how the development of leadership capacity takes 

place (Dugan, Komives, & Associates, 2006).  The MSL is a national study of college student 

development leadership, which employs a quantitative, comparative, cross-sectional design 

through survey methodology (Groves, Fowler, Couper, Lepkowski, Singer, & Tourangeau, 

2004). The MSL explores a variety of factors on leadership.  The cross-sectional design using 

retrospective questions that capture pre-college data, or in this situation, pre-college and pre-

status as an international student, is an appropriate method in the study of leadership 

development to control for the response-shift bias (Howard, 1980; Howard & Dailey, 1979; 

Rohs, 1999, 2002; Rohs & Langone, 1997).   

The 2012 MSL data set is comprised of respondents from 82 registered institutions of 

higher education in the United States and the countries of Mexico, Canada, and West Indies.  

Purposeful sampling was used to select institutions from the larger pool of 82 registered schools.  

Participating institutions were asked to draw a sample of 4,000 undergraduate students, both full-
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time and part-time, from their student population.  If institutions had fewer than 4,000 students, 

MSL surveyed all matriculated undergraduates (Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership, 2015).   

 The 2012 MSL sample consisted of 91,178 study participants from 82 enrolled 

institutions.  There was a 33% response rate from a total of 276,297 students who were sent 

surveys, which falls in the acceptable rate of response for Internet surveys (Crawford, Couper, & 

Lamia, 2001).  Since this study is specifically examining international students, those that 

disclosed and identified their citizenship and/or generational status were chosen as the study 

participants.  From the total 91,178 students who responded to the survey, only 78,146 students 

responded to the question pertaining to their citizenship and generational status. Given the 

research questions, participants that identified as international students were selected for 

comparison with their domestic student peers in this analysis.  A total of 3,430 international 

students were identified.  Sample sizes were balanced to avoid violations of statistical 

assumptions in latter inquiry (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).   

Organization of the Dissertation 

 In this study I examine leadership self-efficacy of international students and the 

differences within this diverse student population.  The findings from this study build upon 

previous literature in the areas of student leadership self-efficacy, student involvement, 

leadership development, and acculturation and needs of international students.  Significant 

contributions can be made to the higher education context by understanding the factors 

influencing leadership efficacy, development, and capacity of international students, and 

analyzing the differences within subgroups of this population can help practitioners understand 

how to uniquely build and develop leadership programs targeted to the specific needs of these 

students.  Past research has generalized the applicability of findings across a very diverse group.  
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With this study I aim to disaggregate the findings so that institutions have a better understanding 

of their international student population.   

 The following chapter provides a comprehensive review of literature that is relevant to 

this study in the areas of leadership, leadership self-efficacy and learning outcomes, and research 

on international students. Chapters detailing the research methods employed in this study follows 

along with the results and a discussion of implications of the study.   
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Introduction 

With today’s globalized economy, the workforce demands leadership that is aware of the 

world’s needs for innovative and responsive solutions to complex and systematic problems 

(Bennis, 2007; Evers, Rush, & Berdrow, 1998; Rondinelli & Heffron, 2009; Uhl-Bien, Marion, 

& McKelvey, 2007).  Not only is higher education responsible for the preparation of future 

generations of domestic and international leaders to close the gap between the needs of 

leadership and perceptions of leadership capacity (Association of American Colleges & 

Universities, 2007; Astin, 1993; Astin & Astin, 2000; Council for the Advancement of 

Standards, 2009; Morse, 1989, 2004), but it is also tasked with the education and leadership 

development of students to be future leaders, as illustrated in universities’ and colleges’ mission 

statements to provide curricular and co-curricular leadership opportunities to all of their students 

(Astin & Astin, 2000; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhart, 1999).  In order to respond to these needs, 

American colleges and universities must provide a diverse learning environment, which includes 

the increasing internationalization of American higher education (Smith & Ota, 2013).  

International students are a large constituent among American student bodies, and they 

are increasingly becoming a more important aspect of American higher education.  Although 

researchers have examined the importance of leadership opportunities for students in general, 

very few studies have examined the leadership development of international students while 

studying in their host countries.  Leadership development in general is already a challenging task 

for students, aside from the myriad of other factors that international students experience because 

of studying in a new environment.   
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This chapter will provide a review of literature to establish a theoretical grounding to 

study the leadership self-efficacy of international students and the role that host campus 

environments play in developing that outcome. First, an overview of the literature on leadership 

theory is followed by an outline of social learning and leadership self-efficacy to provide a 

theoretical foundation for this study to examine leadership.  Second, because leadership is 

influenced by student involvement within a social context, social cognitive theory will be 

presented with an emphasis on self-efficacy. With an understanding of leadership self-efficacy, 

an examination of predictors of this measure will help explore how various student 

characteristics coupled with the college environment are expected to influence leadership self-

efficacy for international students. Finally, because international students are the focus of this 

study, an overview of the background characteristics of and unique issues faced by international 

students will be presented.    

Leadership 

Leadership theory 

Many scholars from different disciplines have studied leadership theory, and multiple 

models have emerged throughout the years in a variety of fields, such as political science, 

education, business and management, philosophy, and policy (Brungardt, Gould, Moore, & 

Potts, 1997; Drath, 1998; Rost, 1991). Leadership theory is one of the most ambiguous and 

difficult concepts to define.  It describes social experiences and provides meaning to everyday 

common events (Calder, 1977), but because there are over 200 definitions of leadership (Rost, 

1991), it is not surprising that most people do not understand what the concept of leadership 

really means (Burns, 1978).  Rost (1991) described how leadership is understood in three 

different philosophies – leadership as excellence, leadership as administration, and leadership as 
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management.  These conceptions of leadership have permeated society and have impacted how 

individuals understand leadership and the role of a leader.  This social construction of leadership 

has resulted in multiple definitions and understandings of leadership behavior and leadership 

development.    

Industrial leadership. Rost (1991) suggested that there are two distinct leadership 

theories that emerged as clear paradigms: the industrial and post-industrial.  The industrial 

paradigm is the conventional example of leadership, which places importance of control and 

power on the individual (Northouse, 2006; Rogers, 2003; Rost, 1993). Industrial leadership, for 

example, is a management-oriented, leader-centric model, and focuses on industries where one 

competitor or company is trying to be ahead of another through the production and/or marketing 

of a product or process technology (Mowery & Nelson, 1999).  Industrial leadership concentrates 

on obtaining a world market advantage (Mowery & Nelson, 1999) and is the basis for the 

business and corporate industry.  This leader-centric construction of leadership is defined in 

terms of a position of power or authority (Stogdill, 1969).  It also examines leadership as a 

relationship where one uses power over others to complete tasks (Fielder, 1965).  This industrial 

type of leadership entangles the term leadership with management and is believed to be an 

individual and not a group process, which emphasizes competition, analytic and rational 

thinking, and individual needs over collective goals (Rogers, 2003).  These examinations 

concentrate on the leader and his or her innate abilities. There are three major theories associated 

with this paradigm: trait, behavioral, and situational leadership. 

Trait theories consider whether leadership is an inherent characteristic that people are 

born with or lack (Bass, 1990; Komives et al., 2007; Northouse, 2006).  Earlier notions of 

leadership suggested that leaders were born rather than made, and certain traits were inherent in 
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successful leaders, such as intelligence, self-confidence, determination, integrity, and sociability 

(Caldwell & Wellman, 1926; Dukerley, 1940; Hunter & Jordan, 1939; Page, 1935; Reynolds, 

1944; Terman, 1904; Zeleny, 1939).  Behavior theories emerged from psychology and suggested 

that leadership was less inherent and more about a specific set of human behaviors that reflected 

successful leadership (Komives et al., 2007; Northouse, 2006).  Several scholars found that high 

functioning task- and relationship-related behaviors were characteristic of successful leadership 

(Cartwright & Zander, 1960; Hemphill & Coons, 1957; Katz & Kahn, 1951).  Behavioral 

theories led to the development of situational or contingency theories in the late 1900s (Komives 

et al., 2007).  These theories added the element of the environment in shaping the success of 

leaders because people may display a certain set of behaviors in one situation with positive 

results but experience negative reactions from the same behaviors in another environment.  

Earlier leadership studies debated between leader-centric and situational leadership 

(Hackman & Wagman, 2007).  Situational theories emphasize that the environment is the 

greatest influence on leadership effectiveness and different environments demand different 

leadership behaviors (Blanchard, Zigarmi, & Nelson, 1993; Hersey & Blanchard, 1969).  

According to situational theory, a good leader must be able to quickly assess the needs of the 

group and environment to determine his or her leadership behaviors (Northouse, 2006).  In later 

studies researchers recognized this situational practice of leadership, concentrating on the context 

for leadership instead of the influence of the position of power.  Hersey and Blanchard (1977) 

defined leadership as a “dynamic process, varying from situation to situation with changes in 

leaders, followers, and situations” (p.89).  This approach recognizes the role of leaders, their 

followers, and situations, but it also emphasizes the behaviors that leaders employ in various 

situations. This situational approach is now the focus of leadership whereby a leader’s behavior 
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is influenced by a thorough understanding of situations or environments (Hersey & Stinson, 

1980). 

Post-industrial leadership. Post-industrial leadership, however, is based on relational, 

reciprocal, and value-based models (Rost, 1991), and more closely reflects the social justice 

missions of higher education institutions than industrial leadership.  Post-industrial leadership 

models reflect contemporary philosophies that examine leadership and the modern needs of 

society as a group through which purposeful and ethical engagement of individual energy and 

influence create change that benefits oneself and others and is collaborative with an authentic 

and positive approach (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Burns, 1978; Ciulla, 1998; Clifton & Nelson, 

1992, Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 2007; Rost, 1991; Terry, 1993; Wheatley, 2006, Yukl, 

2005).  These post-industrial theories are based on relationships and are less about the individual 

and more about the collective group goals of creating social change (Rogers, 2003; Rost, 1991; 

Wheatley, 2006).   

From the three post-industrial theories, the reciprocal theory conceptualized leadership as 

relational with shared goals and moved away from the leader-centric model while placing more 

importance on the role that followers play in the leadership process (Kezar et al., 2006; Komives 

et al., 2007).  From this, two types of leadership emerged: transformational (Burns, 1978) and 

servant leaderships (Greenleaf, 1977).  This switch in the understanding of leadership arose after 

Burns (1978) posited that leadership occurs when “one or more persons engage with others in 

such a way that leaders and followers raise one another to higher levels of motivation and 

morality” (p. 20). Burns’s transformational leadership stresses the importance of values, ethics, 

and long-terms goals, and directly connects the responsibilities of leaders and followers in the 

leadership process. Burns was the first to include the follower as a critical constituent in the 
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leadership process when the traditional understanding of leadership focused on the leader.  This 

transformational leadership process emphasizes the engagement of both leaders and followers 

and values the contributions of both constituents (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 2007). It also 

places importance on how leadership plays a key transformational role in both the individuals’ 

lives and in society in general.   

Servant leadership, similarly, understands leadership to be the foundation to serve others 

(Greenleaf, 1977).  Not only does it concern the title or leadership position, but also 

collaboration, trust, ethical practice, empowerment, and listening.  Authentic leadership, in a 

multi-dimensional approach, is rooted in a leadership process in which both the leader and 

follower are mutually engaged in development to enhance the entire organization’s self-

awareness (Avolio & Gardner, 2005).  Student leadership development and its importance in 

higher education derived from these post-industrial leadership theories.  

As a result, leadership is an important outcome for higher education (Astin & Astin, 

2000; NASPA & ACPA, 2004; Roberts, 2003).  Developing leadership capacity in college 

students can reflect the needs of society by focusing on outcomes that advance the common good 

(Dugan & Komives, 2007; Komives & Dugan, 2010; Komives, Wagner, & Associates, 2009) 

and it is a significant predictor of educational persistence (Wolniak, Mayhew, & Engberg, 2012).  

However, developing the leadership features of integrity and character can be one of the most 

difficult tasks for an institution (King, 1997).  College students can and do increase their 

leadership capability during their college years through student involvement (Astin, 1993; 

Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). The next section examines leadership in students to set the stage 

to discuss the benefits of student involvement and leadership efficacy.     
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Leadership development  

 Leadership development has changed as often as the theory that supports it.  As a result, 

the industrial nature of leadership has heavily influenced leadership development by focusing on 

developing individual skills and abilities (Bass, 1990; Komives et al., 2005; Riggo, Ciulla & 

Sorenson, 2003; Rost & Barker, 2000). This kind of leadership development has focused more 

on developing human capital by focusing on individual intra-personal abilities instead of social 

capital and investing in interpersonal development and community relationships (Day, 2001). 

The disregard for social influences from followers and organizational forces does not translate 

into effective leadership because the situation or leadership environment and those who are 

participants in the leadership process heavily impact the leadership process. As a result, Rost and 

Barker (2000) posited that leadership education must be socially oriented towards relationships, 

the process of change, and the dynamics of the change process.  Where else than the college 

environment would it be more effective to train future leaders?  

Student leadership development. The college environment is an optimal space to 

develop leaders through organizational involvement and positional opportunities on campus. 

Given that leadership is an integral purpose of higher education (Dugan & Komives, 2007), it is 

important to understand how students fit into this complex concept. Student leadership has been 

an area that has been reexamined and reassessed over the past decades due to the diverse needs 

of students (Kezar, Carducci, & Contraras-McGavin, 2006).  Komives et al. (2005) found that as 

students entered college, their approach to leadership appeared to be consistent to the industrial 

forms of the leader-centric and personal abilities models. As students developed throughout their 

years in higher education, their understanding of leadership shifted to become more relational, 

similar to the post-industrial leadership model (Komives, Longerbeam, Owen, Mainella, & 
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Osteen, 2006).  This provides an important awareness to the present study that individuals’ 

concept of leaders and leadership can change over time.  Students’ college experiences can 

change the way they think about leadership, which can also shift their perceptions of leadership 

efficacy.  

This understanding produced models that were designed specifically to serve college 

students and help college faculty and administrators understand leadership development among 

college students (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 1998). These are the leadership challenge 

model (Posner, 2004; Posner & Brodsky, 1992), the relational leadership model (Komives, 

Lucas, & McMahon, 1988), the social change model of leadership development (Higher 

Education Research Institute, 1996), and the leadership identity development model (Komives, 

Longerbeam, Owen, Mainella, & Osteen, 2006).  The earlier models and approaches of 

leadership on campuses focused on understanding the traits of leaders, followed by 

understanding their contexts or environments of leadership, or situational models of leadership.  

However, Astin (1997) called for different kinds of campus student leaders “who are actively 

engaged in making a positive difference in society … as an effective social change agent” (p. 9).  

Instead of the traditional view that leaders have innate traits or abilities, this view sees every 

student as a potential leader (Astin, 1997).  This change in perspective supports why most higher 

education institutions use the social change model of leadership development in leadership 

development programming.   

The social change model, which is the most widely used of the student leadership models 

(Kezar et al., 2006; Moriarty & Kezar, 2000), was specifically designed for college students, and 

it stated that leadership is tied to social responsibility to create change for the common good and 

its purpose is to increase individuals’ levels of self-knowledge and capacity to work 
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collaboratively with others (HERI, 1996).  This is achieved by growth in the critical areas of 

consciousness of self, congruence, commitment, collaboration, common purpose, controversy 

with civility, and citizenship, and these factors contribute to the common good (HERI).  

Leadership self-efficacy is defined by coupling these student leadership development theories 

with the understanding of student involvement and resulting learning outcomes.   

Cultural differences 

 Culture can influence leadership concepts (Gerstner & Day, 1994; House et al., 1997, 

1999; House, Wright, & Aditya, 1997).  Differences arise in how leadership is rooted within 

different systems of cultural practices and values (Chhokar, Brodbeck, & House, 2013), and even 

within a common continent, Ronen and Shenkar (1985) found that clusters of European countries 

that share similar cultural values also share similar leadership concepts. Countries that cluster 

together are based on geographical proximity, common language or language groups, religion, 

economic, political, educational, social development (Hofstede, 1980; Ronon & Shenkar, 1985).  

Some of these determine cultural values, such as individualism, impacting the dimensions of 

leadership. These cultural dimensions are highly correlated with leadership dimensions (Smith, 

Dugan, & Trompenaars, 1996). 

The international management academy has examined these differences in depth and how 

it influences globalized management practices.  Based on extensive research, an effort known as 

Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE) conceptualized and 

developed nine measures of cultural dimensions: performance orientation, assertiveness, future 

orientation, humane orientation, institutional collectivism, in-group collectivism, gender 

egalitarianism, power distance, and uncertainty avoidance.  These cultural dimensions are 

aspects of a country’s culture that distinguish one society from another that have implications to 
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managerial business practices or leadership (Javidan, Dorfman, de Luque, & House, 2006).   In 

addition, GLOBE was able to empirically identify ten culture clusters from a 62-culture sample: 

Latin America, Anglo, Latin Europe, Nordic Europe, Germanic Europe, Confucian Asia, Sub-

Saharan Africa, Middle-East, Southern Asia, and Eastern Europe.  Based on these dimensions 

and culture clusters, the international management academy has been able to examine how 

leaders and leadership practices in different countries and cultures may be differently and may be 

perceived differently.   

Although this study does not examine the differences of leadership self-efficacy based on 

these cultural clusters because of the limitations of the survey, it is important to note the impact 

of culture on these differences in leadership capacity and self-efficacy.  Research from the 

international management academy can be applicable when examining international student 

leadership on hos college campuses.  Under leadership categorization theory, the better the 

match between a perceived individual and the leadership concept held by the perceiver, the more 

likely it is that the perceiver actually visualizes the individual as a leader (Lord & Maher, 1991).  

As a result, if leadership concepts differ because of cultural differences between managers and 

subordinates or colleagues, this can constrain managers’ perception of their subordinates or 

colleagues leadership ability (Brodbeck et al., 2000).  This could also impact the 

subordinate/colleague’s leadership self-efficacy.  Likewise, if a student, faculty, or staff campus 

leader perceives an international student’s cultural difference as not having leadership capacity, 

it is unlikely that the student, faculty, or staff campus leader will encourage the international 

student to engage in campus leadership opportunities.  These differences in leadership 

dimensions may also impact international students’ self-efficacy of leadership, particularly on 

the host campus in their host country and culture.   
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Learning Outcomes and Leadership Self-Efficacy 

From the literature on leadership development, student leadership development and self-

efficacy are influenced by a variety of learning experiences related with the campus 

environment.  Leadership is a relational process between individuals geared to create change, 

and this process influences their own perception as a leader and their engagement in 

organizations and positional roles.  Various collegiate opportunities can impact students’ 

leadership confidence, such as community service, interactions with diverse students, mentoring 

relationships, internships, involvement in student clubs and organizations, positional leadership 

roles, and formal leadership training (Dugan, 2011).  As a result, colleges and universities are 

offering more intentional leadership development opportunities at the campus and academic unit 

levels (Alpay, Hari, Kambouri, & Ahearn, 2010; Micari, Gould, & Lainez, 2010; Simpson, 

Evans, & Reeve, 2012).  Astin’s (1984) theory of student involvement will be examined to 

understand the importance of involvement for students.  In addition, Bandura’s (1986, 1997) 

social cognitive and self-efficacy theories will be reviewed to lay the groundwork to understand 

how leadership development is influenced by one’s own understanding of oneself within the 

leadership process.  Examining self-efficacy will provide an overview into the predictors of 

human behavior that impact the effort and persistence an individual is willing to extend to the 

leadership process.    

Student involvement 

Student involvement comprises the psychological and physical energy that a student 

expends in the academic setting. The college experience and student involvement in co-

curricular activities have been a major focus of higher education research for many decades 

(Astin, 1984, 1993; Feldman & Newcomb, 1969; Kuh, 2001; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, Whitt, & 
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Associates, 2005; Pace, 1984; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005). The theory of student 

involvement was first manifested through the idea that learning was a function of the amount of 

time and quality of effort that students invest in educational experiences (Pace, 1980, 1984) and 

measuring this through the College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ), Pace (1984) 

posited that the higher quality the investment in effort to which students engage with and/or use 

educational opportunities available, the higher quality the experience.  However, Pace’s 

definition only considered observable student behaviors without considering the attitudes and 

psychological aspects of student involvement.   

As a result, Astin (1984) expanded the definition of student involvement to include 

psychological and behavioral measurements – internal cognitive factors – in addition to the 

behaviors.  Student involvement, understood by Astin (1984), “refers to the quantity and quality 

of the physical and psychological energy that students invest in the college experience” (p. 528).  

Astin (1984) expanded the theory of student involvement to understand the effect of college on 

student learning outcomes. Astin’s (1984) theory examined student involvement through five 

hypotheses:  (1) the student’s energy that is invested can be in objects with varying degrees of 

specificity, (2) the degree of student involvement falls along a continuum and the amount of 

involvement can shift from student to student and object to object, (3) student involvement can 

be measured in both quantitative and qualitative terms, (4) the direct function of the amount and 

quality of involvement results in educational gains, and (5) the relative value of higher education 

policy or practice directly relates to the degree to which it enhances involvement.  Prior to 

Astin’s (1984) work, students were considered as products of higher education, and college was 

considered to be a process, which produced some intended outcome.  Astin (1984) posited that 

what was missing from this development was what the student did or does in the college setting 
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that the institution created for its students. The effectiveness of an institution’s practices can be 

determined based on how well it encourages student involvement (Astin, 1984).  Because of this, 

in order to understand changes to students throughout their college years, one needs to 

understand the theory of student involvement, which is part of the learning experience that 

influences leadership self-efficacy.   

A multitude of experiences can be classified as student involvement, ranging from 

activities such as interacting with faculty in class to holding a leadership position in student 

government.  Although student involvement is defined broadly, Pace (1980, 1984) claimed that 

not all educational experiences are of equal value. Previous researchers have established that 

engaging in educationally purposeful co-curricular activities results in increased gains in student 

development and learning outcomes (Astin & Sax, 1998; Kuh, 1995; Kuh et al. 1991; Zhao, Kuh, 

& Carini, 2005).  Co-curricular experiences are defined as membership and participation in 

student clubs and organizations, such as student government, debate teams, campus newspapers, 

and social fraternal organizations, or academic programs, such as living-learning programs 

(Newcomb, 1962; Weidman, 1989), and many scholars have examined how these activities and 

experiences influence leadership (Antonio, 2001; Dugan, 2006; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Posner, 

2004; Renn & Bilodeau, 2005a; Renn & Bilodeau, 2005b; Thompson, 2006).   

Specifically, co-curricular experiences are linked to gains in various areas of student 

learning (Astin, 1993; Dugan, 2006; Fitch, 1991; Foubert & Grainger, 2006; Gellin, 2003; 

Hernandez et al., 1999; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Martin, 2000; Moore, Lovell, McGann, & 

Wyrick, 1998; Terenzini, Pascarella, & Blimling, 1996), such as identity development (Harper & 

Quaye, 2007; Hurtado, Milem, Clayton-Pedersen, & Allen, 1999; McClure, 2006), psychological 

development (Cooper, Healy, & Simpson, 1994; Foubert & Grainger, 2006; Martin, 2000), 
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cognitive development (Whitt, Edison, Pascarella, Nora, & Terenzini, 1999), career-related skills 

(Astin, 1993; Whitt et al., 1999), and educational persistence (Beil, Reisen, Zea, & Caplan, 1999; 

Berger & Milem, 1999; Leppel, 2002; Titus, 2004).   Impacts to these various areas of 

development also influence positive gains of leadership development in students (Astin, 1993; 

Cress et al., 2001; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000).   

In addition to academic outcomes, both leadership capacity and leadership efficacy are 

linked to important career and life benefits, such as career and leadership aspirations, work 

performance, the ability to cope with and overcome stereotypes, and the adaptation to and 

persistence in the face of challenging situations (Day, Harrison, & Halpin, 2009; Hannah, 

Avolio, Luthans, & Harms, 2008; Machida & Schaubroeck, 2011).   

Social Cognitive Theory 

The theory of student involvement recognizes varying gradations and kinds of 

involvement, but it is concerned with the student’s behavior – what the student does in the 

academic environment or how the student perceives his or her actions within that environment.  

Astin’s (1984) theory, however, does not understand why or how the student became involved in 

the first place. Just because an institution manipulates its academic environment to create optimal 

involvement opportunities, it does not take into account the individual’s perceived abilities to 

perform the behavior or cognitive task, or self-efficacy, to become involved on campus. Social 

cognitive theory explains one’s self-efficacy for involvement and/or leadership.   

Social cognitive theory is concerned with the student and how he or she perceives their 

actions in a specific environment (Bandura, 1977, 1997), which builds the foundation for self-

efficacy theory.  This theory provides a model and highlights the understanding of human 

behavior and its influence in certain situations.  Three influences of personal, environmental, and 
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behavioral factors mutually interact and function independently as determinants of behaviors on 

one’s self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977, 1997).  As a result, not only does one’s personal factors 

impact one’s self-efficacy, but one’s environment may also have a combined and/or independent 

influence.    

For example, within the college environment, students’ personal preferences influence 

which co-curricular activities an individual will participate in among the available options. The 

college environment determines which activities will be offered based on available resources, 

institutional mission, student interest, etc. As a result, these influence a student’s behavior while 

shaping their choices on what they prefer to become involved in and when.  Students’ 

preferences impact their involvement, which impacts available activities; available activities 

impacts students’ choices and interests.  This also can be applied to leadership.  Students’ 

preferences will impact their participation in positional leadership roles, which in turn determine 

available options that influence student choice and interests.  

The social change model provides another example and application of social cognitive 

theory.  Through use of the social change model, a student chooses to become involved or 

engage in a leadership opportunity. This opportunity is intended to cause change in the 

community.  The community then influences the individual’s values and commitment to change. 

These examples show that students make choices about the kinds of involvement, action, or 

behavior they will select, and these choices are partly influenced by students’ self-efficacy or 

ability to perform and participate.  Therefore, leadership self-efficacy is influenced by the 

involvement choices a student participates in, aside from whether or not a student believes he or 

she can successfully participate in the leadership process.   
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Self-efficacy 

 Self-efficacy forms the choices that students make in their behaviors and environments.  

Unless a student believes that he or she can achieve a task, there is little motivation to engage in 

the activity, whether it is cognitive or behavioral. Bandura (1986, 1997) identified four sources 

that individuals use to determine their self-efficacy to decide whether they have the motivation 

and effort to complete the task.  The first and most influential source of information an 

individual uses to appraise their performance is personal experience.  Whether an individual has 

engaged in the activity before and his or her success or failure in the activity will greatly impact 

whether or not the individual will engage in it again.  The evaluation can range from appraisal of 

one’s ability, task difficulty, sources of support, circumstances, pattern of successes and failures, 

and amount of effort willing to be expended (Bandura, 1997).  As a result, critical reflection is 

important in leadership development because it allows students to evaluate their experience 

(Komives et al., 2005).  Since past experiences tend to be generalized and impact self-efficacy in 

new situations (Bandura, 1986), this would predict that past leadership experiences would 

influence leadership involvement and add to one’s leadership self-efficacy.   

 In addition to personal experience, experiences of others are also used to determine 

whether the activity is worth achieving.  Social comparisons with role models can impact an 

individual’s willingness to engage in an activity or leadership opportunity.  As a result, peers are 

critical for involvement and influential in leadership identity development (Astin, 1993; Komives 

et. Al., 2005).  These observations of others can provide information about the environment and 

predictability of events (Bandura, 1992).  This process involves the individual visualizing him or 

herself in the shoes of others to determine whether he or she would be just as successful at the 

task.   
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 As a result, encouragement from others can help individuals’ self-efficacy.  

Encouragement has a greater effect on influencing pre-existing thought of ability than an 

individual’s own view of his or her ability (Bandura, 1986). Connecting this to leadership self-

efficacy, mentorship and encouragement from adults and peers would influence an individual’s 

perceived ability of leadership, and it is especially powerful when the individual already has 

some efficacy of leadership.  This, coupled with the individual’s psychological state (i.e. fear, 

stress, emotional states that impact desire to engage in involvement or leadership) can impact 

one’s self-efficacy.  Those who are fearful will be less likely to engage in leadership.  If 

leadership opportunities were stressful in the past, students will be less likely to engage again.  It 

is possible to overcome these emotional states by enhancing emotions, reducing stress, and 

correcting misinterpretations of emotions (Bandura, 1991).  

Leadership Self-Efficacy 

Leadership self-efficacy is derived from the concept of self-efficacy, which is the belief 

that one has the capabilities and resources to perform a specific task and is grounded in social 

cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997), but it is better to understand self-efficacy through a field such 

as leadership.  Among the theories that inform leadership research, self-efficacy was one of the 

top five credible theories as reported by scholars (Lee & Early, 1992).  This personal belief can 

change based on different factors of function, such as self-esteem, competency, and environment 

(McCormick, Tanguma, & Lopez-Forment, 2002).   It can also be affected by how a person 

learns behaviors throughout his or her development, which influences his or her judgment and 

decision-making (Bandura, 1997).   

Literature defines self-efficacy of leadership as the belief in one’s ability to engage in 

leadership practice by organizing and executing necessary courses of action (Denzine, 1999).  
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Chemers (2000) describes leadership self-efficacy as a basis from which to understand one’s 

leadership performance, and asserts that one’s confidence can help develop mastery to become a 

better leader.  In other words, self-efficacy in leadership refers to one’s confidence in his or her 

ability to lead, and this frequently impacts whether or not one decides to lead (Hannah, Avolio, 

Luthans, & Harms, 2008; Komives & Dugan, 2010; Murphy, 2002; Paglis, 2010).  Self-efficacy 

is a critical factor to the leadership development process (Komives, Longerbeam, Owen, 

Mainella, & Osteen, 2006).  It has been found that self-efficacy is highly related to the frequency 

that a person reported an attempt to lead (McCormick, Tanguma, & Lopez-Forment, 2002).  

Leadership self-efficacy might serve as the connection between situational models of leadership 

and transformational leadership (Chemers, 2000).   

Leadership self-efficacy can be a predictor of leadership performance.  Personal and 

situational factors can impact leadership self-efficacy, which in turn influence students’ behavior 

and performance.  In Chemers, Watson, and May (2000), self-rated leadership efficacy was 

connected to evaluations of leadership by peers, instructors, and third-party observers. Efficacy 

contributes to actual performance and not just the perception of competency (Chemers, Watson, 

& May, 2000).  However, efficacy is fluid and is influenced by environmental factors that may 

either leverage or constrain an individual’s perceptions of his or her capacity for leadership 

(Bandura, 1997).  Due to a myriad of challenges, international students may have different 

leadership efficacies than their domestic student peers depending on their learning environments.  

Enhancing international students’ efficacy for leadership may create positive environments for 

positive academic success and career outcomes.  These are considered to be predictors of 

leadership self-efficacy. 
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Predictors of Leadership Self-Efficacy 

After the general overview of leadership theory and leadership development was 

presented, the social cognitive theory and social change model provided a foundational model for 

leadership development that is used in this study.  Understanding the theory of student 

involvement helps understand the nature of leadership self-efficacy for students.  The following 

section focuses on predictors that influence leadership self-efficacy.  Researchers thus far have 

examined students in general; therefore previous studies include both domestic and international 

post-secondary students and do not focus specifically on international students.  

Studies on different student populations have discussed the factors that predict leadership 

self-efficacy in students (Fincher & Shalka, 2009).  In addition to cultural background 

characteristics and environments (Dugan & Komives, 2010), collegiate learning experiences also 

influence leadership capacity and self-efficacy, such as community service, mentoring 

relationships, internships, student organization involvement and leadership, and leadership 

training (Dugan, 2011).  When relating to the college student’s self-efficacy, the environment is 

considered to include college experience factors such as co-curricular involvement, mentorship, 

and positional leadership (Denzine, 1999).  These common characteristics that predict self-

efficacy of leadership for college students generally, are discussed below. 

Student demographics and leadership self-efficacy    

Race and ethnicity. One’s racial identity has a significant role in one’s self-efficacy of 

leadership (Dugan, Kodama, & Gehbhardt, 2012). Students’ racial identities are impacted by 

factors such as racism, historical events, and cultural experiences and how one perceives the 

racialization of their cultural group (Cross & Fhagen-Smith, 2001).  Race and ethnicity have 

been found to have an influence on student involvement (Lundberg, Schreiner, Hovaguimian, & 
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Miller, 2007) and the capacity for socially responsible leadership (Dugan, Komives, & Segar, 

2008).  There are differences for leadership development among students of color compared to 

white students (Helms, 1995).  Race and ethnicity also have an influence on social learning and 

self-efficacy because of values and group functions (i.e. culture) that change a person’s 

perceptions about him or herself (Bandura, 1997).  More often than not, students of color do not 

identify as being leaders despite their clear leadership positions (Armino, Carter, Jones, Kruger, 

Lucas, Washington, Young, & Scott, 2000; Balon, 2005). For example, Balon (2005) found that 

there are cultural-specific influences that impact Asian American students’ self-efficacy for 

leadership, such as the “model minority” myth (Suzuki, 2002), being a perpetual foreigner 

(Balon, 2003; Suzuki, 2002), and their cultural values (Hu & Chen, 1999; Robertson & Hoffman, 

2000).  As a result, race can be an important predictor of self-efficacy for leadership.  

Gender.  Gender and leadership intersect with the understanding that the socialization of 

men and women is different.  By examining the theories of identity development (Chickering & 

Reisser, 1993; Josselson, 1987; Straub, 1987) and moral development (Gilligan, 1982), women’s 

socialization patterns and experiences are different than those of men. Women are more 

collaborative and relational, while conversely, men tend to be more competitive and aggressive 

(Druskat, 1994; Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Helgeson, 1995; Komives, 1991; Rosener, 1990; 

Thacker, 1995).  Women tend to be more participatory leaders, encouraging collectivity and 

reciprocity instead of hierarchical relationships (Astin & Leland, 1991; Druskat, 1994; Eagly & 

Johnson, 1990; Helgeson, 1995; Rosener, 1990; Thacker, 1995). Within cognitive development 

studies (Baxter Magolda, 1993; Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarule, 1986), development 

patterns also differ between men and women.  Women seem to doubt their intellectual 
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competence and conceptualize themselves outside of authority roles (Belenky, Clinchy, 

Goldberger, & Tarule, 1986).    

These differences manifest themselves in societal and cultural stereotypes; for example, 

employees still prefer male bosses to female bosses (Eagly, 2005), people generally perceive 

men to be more effective leaders than women (Eagly, Karau, & Makhijani, 1995), and women 

are seen as having less potential for management (Elsesser & Levin, 2011).  Generally, while 

female managers have gained acceptance, attitudes towards female leaders remain negative 

(Carlson et al., 2006; Heilman, 2001; Heilman et al., 1995). Society perceives women to be nice 

and friendly, and conflict arises when female supervisors do not meet these expectations (Lucas 

& Lovaglia, 1998; Stelter, 2002).  When women attain leadership roles, both males and females 

find these women intimidating (Romano, 1996). These societal perceptions and stereotypes have 

impacted women’s self-efficacy for leadership.   

After many decades of political and educational initiatives to increase gender equality, 

there are still significant obstacles to women’s realization of positional leadership roles (Eagly & 

Carli, 2007; Hoyt, 2010; Kark & Eagly, 2010; Rhode & Kellerman, 2007).  Men are found to 

have greater self-efficacy for leadership than women, the difference between their levels of 

confidence in their abilities to lead a group is significant (McCormick, Tanguma, & Lopez-

Forment, 2002), and more specifically, college women have been found to have lower leadership 

self-efficacy than their male counterparts (Astin, 1993; Calizo, Cilente, & Komives, 2007; 

Dugan & Komives, 2007; Kezar & Moriarity, 2000). This explains that while women may be 

well suited for leadership roles, they tend not to express these aspirations (Boatright & Egidio, 

2003).  
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Risk taking and group decision-making may also impact gender differences in leadership. 

Leadership positions in the workplace, such as politics, public service, and the military, involve 

making risky decisions.  Since women are more risk-averse than men (Croson & Gneezy, 2009; 

Eckel & Grossman, 2008), women are less likely to be willing to make a group decision than 

men (Ertac & Gurdal, 2012).  On the other hand, men that desire to the ability to lead are more 

likely to take risks on behalf of the group (Ertac & Grudal, 2012).  This willingness can be 

factors impacting men and women’s self-efficacy of leadership.   

However, there are scholars that have found no gender differences at all in leadership 

styles (Bartol & Martin, 1986; Butterfield & Powell, 1981; Campbell, Bommer, & Yeo, 1993; 

Kolb, 1997, 1999; Maher, 1997; Nadim & Singh, 2005; Ronk, 1993; van Engen et al., 2001).  

Butterfield and Powell (1981), Campbell et al. (1993), and Ronk (1993) have all found that 

leadership style is independent of gender.  Kolb (1999) analyzed decades of leadership research 

and found that there is little difference, if any, differences of leadership style by gender.  Men 

and women have similar task-oriented and people-oriented leadership behaviors (Powell, 1990), 

and as a result, men and women do not differ in their traits and abilities to lead other men and 

women (Davidson & Burke, 1994; Ferrario, 1994).  Moreover, recent research on leadership and 

gender have found that the majority of workers do not have a preference for the gender of their 

boss (Elsesser & Lever, 2011).  Although these competing results are inconclusive, however 

slightly, it is found that there are gender differences in leadership.  

Generational status. An individual’s generational status has an effect on his or her 

leadership self-efficacy.  For example, acculturation and assimilation to the majority culture 

explains how there is a positive relationship between the adherence to European American 

values and Asian American students’ self-efficacy (Kim & Omizo, 2005).  Studies have found 
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that first-generation Asian American students adhere more strongly to their Asian cultural roots 

while others whose family have been in the U.S. for several generations hold cultural values 

similar to the dominant culture (Kim, Atkinson, & Umemoto, 2001).  While generational status 

was found to have a positive impact on student learning, it had a negative impact on student 

involvement (Lundberg, Schreiner, Hovaguimian, & Miller, 2007).  For international students, 

this predictor would not apply concerning their familial generational status in the U.S., but 

generational status pertaining to college attainment could be significant as those international 

students who are not first-generation students are afforded more experiences and opportunities 

that may impact their leadership self-efficacy.  This can provide insight into the inter-group 

differences of self-efficacy for leadership among international students.   

Socioeconomic status. Many researchers have examined how socioeconomic status 

(SES) has an influence on college student access (Astin, 1993; Cabrera, Burkum, & La Nasa, 

2005; Hossler, Braxton, & Coopersmith, 1989; Kane & Spizman, 1994), college choice (Baker & 

Velez, 1996; Cabrera, Burkum, & La Nasa, 2005; McPherson, & Schapiro, 1998; Perna & Titus, 

2004), and retention (Paulsen & St. John, 2002; Stampen & Cabrera, 1986, 1988; St. John, 

Paulsen, & Starkey, 1996).  Few studies have examined how SES impacts one’s leadership self-

efficacy or leadership development, but since SES has a positive correlation with the above areas 

of academic success, this can predict its influence on student leadership self-efficacy.  It is 

known that there is a lack of campus programming for the low SES student population (Walpole, 

2003). As a result, low-SES students have lower self-efficacy because they are exposed to 

limited leadership opportunities, which in turn is due to the fact that they attend campuses that do 

not have the resources to offer more opportunities (Bergerson, 2009).  Terenzini, Cabrera, and 

Bernal (2001) found that low SES students are less likely to earn a degree from a four-year 
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institution, which usually are more likely to have the resources for leadership and involvement 

activities. Among the student population, low SES students have higher dropout rates and enroll 

in disproportionately lower numbers in selective institutions, where resources are plentiful 

(Carnevale and Rose, 2004).  Similar to generational status, socioeconomic status impacts one’s 

self-efficacy because of acculturation into the dominant culture.   

Collegiate environments and leadership self-efficacy  

 For all of the demographic predictors, the college environment plays a role in leadership 

self-efficacy.  Understanding how environments are important in the formation of leadership 

self-efficacy and capacity provides an understanding of the shift from the earlier philosophies of 

leadership to the post-industrial understanding of leadership described as the process of 

individuals engaging with one another to create change.  The college environment facilitates this 

creation of change and influences an individual’s self-efficacy.  There is a positive relationship 

between participation in college leadership opportunities and leadership skills and abilities.  

Many have found that students who participated in leadership programs showed larger gains in 

leadership knowledge, skills, and abilities than those who did not participate in these kinds of 

activities (Cress et al., 2001; Dugan & Haber, 2007; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999).  

Since leadership experiences are critical to leadership development, and leadership development 

is a predictor of leadership self-efficacy, the following will consider those types of experiences 

that may likely have the most impact.    

Co-curricular involvement. Student involvement outside of the classroom both on- and 

off-campus, including community service and employment, has a positive relationship with 

leadership development through skill building (Astin, 1993; Lambert, Terenzini, & Luttuca, 

2006; Terenzini, Pascarella, & Blimling, 1996).  Student involvement is particularly helpful to 
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facilitate learning in ethnic students (Kezar & Moriarty, 2000).  The development of these skills 

contributes to an individual’s mastery experiences and builds upon their confidence for 

leadership, and consequently, their leadership self-efficacy.   

Community service opportunities provide experience for students to practice their 

leadership.  The number of hours a student spends volunteering has a direct correlation with their 

leadership development (Astin, 1993; Cress et al., 2001).  When examining outcomes of 

leadership experiences, Cress et al. (2001) identified community service as one of the three 

elements of leadership programs that directly impact student development. In addition, 

involvement in community service can enhance one’s social self-confidence, which is related to 

one’s leadership self-efficacy (Astin & Sax, 1998).  Community service was found to be the 

most significant predictor of leadership ability in African Americans (Kezar & Moriarty, 2000), 

while these same experiences are more powerful for men than for women (Calizo, Cilente, & 

Komives, 2007).   

Positional leadership and leadership education. Since the traditional perspective of 

leadership concentrates on the leader, most scholars have examined leadership from the role of 

the leader position.  Undoubtedly, experience in leadership increases one’s self-efficacy for 

leadership.  Students who have held formal leadership positions outpace other students who do 

not have leadership positions pertaining to their leadership development (Cooper, Healy, & 

Simpson, 1994).  However, these effects of positional leadership may be dependent on gender 

and racial characteristics (Moriarty & Kezar, 2000).   Positional leadership provides the 

experience and environment for one to practice and learn from one’s leadership ability.   

While formal classroom instruction, workshops, and seminars have a positive impact on 

leadership development (Astin & Cress, 1998; Cress et al., 2001; Moriarty & Kezar, 2000), 
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students who have participated in leadership classes or programs reported the highest levels of 

leadership ability, notwithstanding race and gender differences (Moriarty & Kezar, 2000).  

Zimmerman-Oster and Burkhart (1999) found that model leadership programs implemented the 

social change model as the most common activity in leadership development in their structure.  

Leadership education programs supported the development of a common purpose and citizenship 

among students (Dugan, 2006).  In addition to these gains, students also reported a theoretical 

understanding of leadership and developing the same leadership in others (Zimmerman-Oster & 

Burkhardt, 1999).   

Mentorship. Mentorship is a contributing factor to a person’s self-efficacy for leadership 

because it is a critical environmental and developmental factor.  A mentor can serve as a 

counselor, friend, and/or advocate, which provides guidance, role modelling, and acceptance of 

the mentee (Kram, 1985).  In higher education, mentors can originate from a variety of roles 

from student affairs, faculty, peers, and employers (Parks, 2000).  Mentorship allows for a sense 

of self-efficacy through vicarious experiences and behaviors between the mentee and mentor.  

Mentees can gain valuable capacities for leadership by modeling leadership behaviors from their 

mentors, such as defining personal values and developmental coaching (Godshalk & Sosik, 

2000; Popper & Lipshitz, 1993).   

Because mentoring is an integral part of a young adult’s understanding of leadership 

(Parks, 2000), mentorship through on-campus employment (Dugan, Garland, Jacoby, & 

Gasiorski, 2008) and with faculty (Dugan & Komives, 2010) were found to have positive 

influences on leadership self-efficacy.  Participation in mentorship relationships is found to be a 

significant predictor of positive leadership capacity (Astin, 1993; Campbell, Smith, Dugan, & 
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Komives, 2012; Dugan & Komives, 2010; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Komives, Owen, 

Longerbeam, Mainella, & Osteen, 2005; Thompson, 2006).    

Interaction with peers. Peer interaction has been found to be a significant predictor in 

college outcomes (Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) 

found that the college impact on leadership development may be more general than specific, 

while Astin (1993) discovered that student to student interactions are the most important 

component of growth in recognizing oneself as a leader.  Students may interact with each other 

in curricular and co-curricular environments, from working on group projects to leadership in 

student organizations, and all of these influence leadership development.  Cress et al. (2001) 

found that a student’s classroom experience has a significant impact on leadership development 

through the inclusion of active learning experiences.  Working on class and group projects was a 

predictor of leadership and leadership skills after accounting for race and gender differences 

(Moriarty & Kezar, 2000).   

Given these findings, peer mentoring could also be a predictor of leadership.  Although 

no previous authors have examined this directly, Zimmerman-Oster and Burkhardt (1999) found 

that exemplary leadership programs include peer mentoring.  Furthermore, campus role models, 

although difficult to find for students of color, were identified as important for student success 

(Arminio et al., 2000).  These studies show the importance of peer interaction not only for 

student success but also leadership development.      

Interaction with faculty. Just as critical is interaction with faculty.  Faculty to student 

interaction is critical to student success and development during college (Astin, 1993; Pascarella 

& Terrenzini, 2005).  Astin found that faculty to student interaction was associated with the 

development of leadership qualities.  However, those faculty that were more oriented to research 
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had less time to devote to student interaction and lessened the faculty to student interaction that 

would be positively related to leadership development (Astin, 1993).  Similar to peer interaction, 

Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt (1999) found that exemplary leadership programs included some 

form of adult mentorship as a component of the program. In addition, Jordan and Nettles (1999) 

found that structured versus unstructured leadership activities that included opportunities to 

interact with role models and mentors positively correlated with greater leadership participation.  

Having a significant adult mentor was important for leadership development, which was 

especially challenging for students of color and women (Arminio et al., 2000; Calizo, Cilente, & 

Komives, 2007; Komives et al., 2006; Whitt, 1994).  

The studies mentioned above have not focused specifically on international students. 

While these are the general environmental factors that impact leadership self-efficacy, 

international students bring different challenges and issues to their college experience.  The 

following section defines the international student population while discussing research that has 

examined international students in higher education.  Combined with the predictors for 

leadership self-efficacy discussed above, this will provide an understanding of what may be 

important elements to analyze in this study.   

International Students 

International students come to study in the U.S. for a variety of reasons (Altbach, 2004; 

Smolowe, 1992).  Some of the major reasons that international students study in the U.S. are (1) 

to get an education or training that is not available in their home countries, (2) to take advantage 

of available financial aid, (3) to benefit from the international prestige of a U.S. degree, (4) to 

escape from the political and/or economic conditions of their home country, and (5) to learn 

English and ways of doing business in the U.S. and globally (Altbach, 2004; Spaulding & Flack, 
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1976).  Studying abroad in the U.S. has been recognized as an effective investment to develop 

future world leaders (Stromquist, 1991). As a specific subsection of the population, international 

students come from the most privileged sectors of their own societies and plan to return to 

positions of leadership and influence with an understanding of U.S. policies and society (Burn, 

1980).   

As a result, the international student population has been an increasingly relevant and 

important student population on American campuses (Zhao, Kuh, & Carini, 2005).  The 2014 

Survey of College and University Admissions Directors of Inside Higher Ed reported that 

international student enrollment remains a central focus of campus enrollment goals, and many 

institutions are considering programs and initiatives to increase their numbers (Jaschik & 

Lederman, 2014).  International students generate higher tuition revenue because they pay out-

of-state or international rates, which are much higher than in-state residents (Keller, 2008; 

Nikias, 2008). In a Brookings Institution report, findings suggest that efforts to increase 

international student enrollment are a “must do” as international students contribute substantially 

to local economies, such as the Twin-Cities, Minnesota, area where economic spending from 

international students contributed approximately $206 million in tuition and $144 in living 

expenses between 2008-2012 (Ruiz, 2014). Moreover, institutions rely on international students 

for cheap skilled labor on campus (Rhoades & Smart, 1996). 

In 2001, the total international student enrollment at U.S. colleges and universities was 

approximately 550,000, which was a 6.4% increase over the year prior (Institute of International 

Education, 2002).  During that same period, international students represented almost 5% of all 

students (U.S. Department of Education, 2001), 56% of them being comprised of Asian students, 

14% from Europe, 12% from Latin America, 7% from the Middle East, 6% from Africa, and 5% 
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from North America and Oceania (Institute of International Education, 2002). Ten years later, 

during the 2012-2013 academic year, the total international student population was 819,644 with 

a 7.2% annual change and a 67% increase from 2001 (Institute of International Education, 2012).   

The United States enrolls more international students than any other country in the world, and 

these students are relying more on their own funds to support their international education 

(Hopkins, 2012).   

The American society is more diverse now than ever (Keller, 2001), and as a result, it is 

important for higher education to prepare its students to be culturally competent to be able to 

work with people from different racial and ethnic backgrounds (Carnevale, 1999; Mori, 2000; 

Sandhu, 1995; Smith & Schonfeld, 2000).  International students compose an important student 

population for U.S. institutions by adding to the academic and cultural fabric of the campus (Lee 

& Rice, 2007; Peterson, Briggs, Dreasher, Horner, & Nelson, 1999; Smith & Ota, 2013).  For 

domestic students, attending a school that enrolls substantial numbers of international students 

may be an advantage them in the workplace for their experiences, sensitivities, and skills in 

working with those from different backgrounds (Calleja, 2000; Carnevale, 1999).  International 

students may believe that employers in their home countries are looking for candidates who can 

not only speak English well, but also understand the lifestyle and ways of doing business in the 

United States.  On a college campus, there are several approaches to accomplish this interaction, 

and one of them is through leadership opportunities in a variety of student organizations where 

students from different backgrounds can interact and learn from one another.  Creating these 

kinds of learning environments that promote and value diversity and intentionally expose 

students to these multiple perspectives promotes high levels of intellectual and personal 
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development (Astin, 1977, 1993; Chickering & Reisser, 1993; Keniston & Gerzon, 1972; Kuh, et 

al., 1991; Sanford, 1962).   

Creating a diverse and welcoming environment for every student, domestic or 

international, to succeed cannot just be an idealistic goal, but it must also be an essential goal to 

achieve so that all students can learn how to live and work amongst those who are different from 

themselves (Gurin, 1999; Smith & Schonfeld, 2000).  It is well reported that international 

students have transition challenges that they face when adapting to a new, foreign living and 

learning environment. Most international students report that they experience some sort of 

culture shock inside and outside the classroom (Furnham, 1988; Olaniran, 1996, 1999; 

Selvadurai, 1992; Thomas & Althen, 1989).  This culture shock is manifested as stress, anxiety, 

and feelings of powerlessness, rejection, and isolation (Oberg, 1960).   

Although the exposure to new values, attitudes, and behavior patterns can be challenging, 

studies show that international students seek to find mechanisms to cope with these stressful 

events (Leong, Mallinckrodt, & Krolj, 1990; Parr, 1992).  One of these critical coping 

mechanisms that may be used to deal with stress includes friendship networks (Furnham & 

Alibhai, 1985).  It is well established that students who have a strong social support system are 

able to adjust to college life in their host country more quickly and effectively (Al-Sharideh & 

Goe, 1998; Boyer & Sedlacek, 1988; Schram & Lauver, 1988).   

Defining international students 

Several terms have been used to describe students studying in countries other than their 

own, such as “international student,” “foreign student,” and “overseas student,” but the term of 

“international student” is preferred over “foreign student” because of the increasing global 

mobility of students and the greater variety of study options and patterns (Wang, 2009).  
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International students are people from other countries who come to the United States for the 

primary purpose of obtaining a degree (Anderson, Carmichael, Harper, & Huang, 2009; 

Robertson, Line, Jones, & Thomas, 2000). It is important to note that international students do 

not include those who are in the United States as asylees, refugees, permanent residents, or any 

other immigration category that allows long-term legal presence in the United States.  Although 

their experiences and characteristics may be very similar, this study only examines leadership 

self-efficacy of international students, as defined above by the three visa categories.  

Maintaining lawful immigration status is difficult, and international students encounter 

challenges to maintaining their legal immigration status (Lamkin, 2000; Hanassab & Tidwell. 

2002).  Immigration regulations are restrictive and do not allow international students to study 

any less than full-time (Lin & Yi, 1997) or receive federal financial aid (Galloway & Jenkins, 

2005), nor are they permitted to obtain employment as easily as their domestic peers (Sharif, 

1998).  In addition to the legal challenges, international students usually adjust to a variety of 

cultural, academic, social, and linguistic challenges (Mori, 2000).  

Research on international students has usually clustered this heterogeneous student 

population from different ethnicities and cultural backgrounds into a homogenous group 

(Spencer-Rodgers, 2001), and very little is understood about the inter-group differences among 

international students (Pike, Kuh, & Gonyea, 2003; Zhao et al., 2005).  Student services at 

universities and colleges are often times designed with the misunderstanding that the needs and 

concerns of international students are all the same (Stafford, Marion & Salter, 1980).  Although 

49% of all international students originate from China, South Korea, and India (Institute of 

International Education, 2013), other countries with more than 5,000 students studying in the 

U.S. include Spain, Canada, Venezuela, Nigeria, Kuwait, Vietnam, France, and Iran (Institute of 
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International Education, 2013).  The diversity among international students should be considered 

when conducting research on this particular student population because the cultural differences 

among these students vary widely.   

Not all international students have the same campus and new college environment 

experiences.  International students have varying needs and are not a homogenous group 

(Hanassab & Tidwell, 2002, Heggins & Jackson, 2003; Huntley, 1993; Lin & Yi, 1997; Manese, 

Sedlacek, & Leong, 1998).  Surdam and Collins (1984) reported that students who originated 

from countries outside of the western hemisphere had more difficulty adjusting than those from 

western hemisphere countries.  Spaulding and Flack (1976) and Wang (2003) found that the 

greater the degree of cultural difference, the more difficult adjustment is for students.  A 

contributing factor to this difference may be English language skills and understanding American 

slang while being understood by Americans (Hamouda, 1986).  In addition, Asian international 

students may not exert strong preferences for emotional or social issues as others might (Heggins 

& Jackson, 2003). In addition to the cultural differences, levels of development in the student’s 

home country may also contribute to difficulties in adapting.  Huntley (1993) found that 

European students adapted easier than those students who originated from less developed 

societies.   

Research on international students 

Many researchers who have studied international students have mostly studied the trials 

and tribulations international students face when adapting to a new college environment because 

of their innate cultural background being different from that of the host culture (Hayes & Lin, 

1994; Mori, 2000; Parr, Bradley, & Bingi, 1992; Reynolds & Constantine, 2007; Winkleman, 

1994). These difficulties include, but are not limited to, awareness of racial discrimination 
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(Constantine, Anderson, Berkel, Caldwell, & Utsey, 2005), culture shock (Bradley, 2000), 

isolation (Smedley, Myers, & Harrell, 1993), disassociation with the college environment 

(Chavous, 2000; Constantine, Anderson, et al., 2005), different modes of expression and 

communication (Burrell & Kim, 2002; Wang & Frank, 2002) and pedagogical and learning 

differences (Lee, Bei, & DeVaney, 2007).  Among these, some of the most prevalent key factors 

that contribute to the adjustment challenges of international students are perceptions of 

discrimination, homesickness, perceptions of hate, fear, or stress due to the culture shock and 

change, and guilt (Sandhu & Asrabadi, 1994).   

Despite this myriad of difficulties, international students are often able to preserve and 

succeed because they possess certain cultural strengths and characteristics for resilience (Carr, 

Koyama, & Thiagarajan, 2003; Wang, 2009).  The transition process for international students 

has been compared to that of domestic students whereby students experience a separation 

process from their former surroundings and adapt to their new environment.  Similar to 

international students, some domestic students are able to cope well while others have more 

difficulties (Tinto, 1998).  Distinguishing from domestic students, international students deal 

with culture shock and pedagogical changes in addition to adapting to a new environment, and 

have significant differences in their ability to transition into college (Kaczmarek, matlock, Merta, 

Ames, & Ross, 1994). College adjustment refers to the extent that students evaluate whether they 

need to make any changes to their lives pertaining to their academic career, social life, personal 

emotional well-being, and association to their institution to attain academic and social success in 

college (Baker & Siryk, 1989).  Changes to their lives to re-establish themselves in their new 

setting may be accompanied by psychological consequences (Berry, 1997).  Acculturative 

distress, which is the stress reaction associated with transitioning from one culture to another, 
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can result from this adjustment (Chen, 1999; Constantine, Anderson, et al., 2005; Inman, 

Ladany, Constantine, & Morano, 2001; Reynolds & Constantine, 2007; Russell, Thompson, & 

Rosenthal, 2008; Sandhu, 1994; Sandhu & Asrabadi, 1994; Smart & Smart, 1995; Sodowsky & 

Lai, 1997; Sodowsky & Plake, 1992; Wilton & Constantine, 2003). Not only does this impact 

their participation in extra-curricular activities on campus (Zhao, Kuh, & Carini, 2005), but it 

also may negatively affect their leadership development as a student, which may be detrimental 

to their academic success in college.   

Besides the psychological and emotional challenges of adapting, international students 

also endure challenges with their tuition cost and fees, documentation and immigration issues, 

safety after September 11th, seeking counseling and health services, and dietary needs (Anderson, 

Carmical, Harper, & Huang, 2009).  Similar to other minority groups, many international 

students must cope with the lack of facilities and programs that meet their religious and/or 

cultural needs (Mahaffey & Smith, 2009).  Because of these compounding difficulties, those 

international students that poorly adjust to their new environment have lower career outcome 

expectations, have varying health complications, and are less likely to succeed academically 

(Kilinc & Granello, 2003; Reynolds & Constantine, 2007).   

Leadership efficacy for international students. Student leadership for international 

students is an area that has yet to be researched, and specifically, the understanding of leadership 

self-efficacy of international students is poorly developed.  Leadership self-efficacy has been 

studied in a myriad of other student populations from women STEM students (Dugan, Fath, 

Howes, Lavelle, & Polanin, 2013), commuter students (Dugan, Garland, Jacoby, & Gasiorski, 

2008), students of different races (Kodama & Dugan, 2013), to GLBTQ+ students (Martinez, 

Ostick, Komives, & Dugan, 2007), among others.  Collectively, international students are 
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becoming an increasingly relevant student population on American campuses and a student 

population that should not be ignored.   

Although there is no clear evidence on how college environments impact leadership self-

efficacy for international students, understanding the demographic and environmental predictors 

of leadership self-efficacy will provide an understanding of areas to examine coupled with the 

current research on international students.   

Conclusion 

 This chapter has provided a review of literature related to understanding international 

student leadership self-efficacy.  By examining predictors of leadership self-efficacy, this study 

can understand how student involvement experiences and demographics may influence one’s 

leadership self-efficacy.  By taking into account the research on international students and the 

unique needs and issues they have while studying in a host country, this will provide a solid 

framework to understand how these characteristics may influence their leadership self-efficacy.   

 The next chapter will provide the methods and procedures for this study.  The conceptual 

framework will be presented in order to understand how the college environment may impact 

international students’ leadership self-efficacy.   
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

Although there have been hundreds of studies over the past hundred years examining the 

effectiveness of leadership at the higher education level (Dugan & Komives, 2011), very few, if 

any, research has examined international student leadership, specifically. This chapter used the 

foundations of this study and inquiry into the literature on leadership, social learning, and 

international students to empirically examine whether the host college environment has an 

influence on international student leadership self-efficacy.  The purpose of this chapter is to 

provide an overview of the methods and procedures used in this quantitative study.  The research 

questions, hypotheses, and research design chosen for this study are examined below.  The 

chapter reviews the conceptual framework directing the study including the independent and 

dependent variables used in the analysis.  The chapter concludes with the analytical methods 

employed.    

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to expand on the understanding of international student 

leadership on American campuses and specifically examine if the campus environment of their 

host institution in the United States influenced their leadership self-efficacy.  From the literature, 

one’s confidence in their ability to lead can be influenced by their environment.  Leadership self-

efficacy in this study was measured using the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL), 

which is theoretically grounded in social cognitive theory. Studies have used this instrument to 

examine leadership self-efficacy for other student subpopulations, but none have included 

demographics for international students.  As a result, I specifically examine this subpopulation, 

and the findings of this study should contribute to a better understanding of how college 
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campuses are impacting leadership development of international students while studying and/or 

obtaining academic degrees from their host American campuses. In addition, I explored whether 

there is a difference between the students’ pre-collegiate efficacy for leadership compared to 

their efficacy during their collegiate years. Lastly, I investigate whether there are any significant 

differences within the student population. With this, campuses can better implement 

interventions to improve campus climate and develop programs to enhance leadership 

opportunities for their international students.   

 Below, the research questions, hypotheses, and framework will provide further context 

and common understanding of the methods of this study.   

Research Questions 

 Specifically, the following questions guided the research of this study:  

1. Is there a difference between the leadership self-efficacy of domestic students and 

international students? In addition, are there any significant within-group differences 

between the leadership self-efficacy of domestic and international student subgroup 

populations?  

It is expected that the leadership self-efficacy between domestic students and 

international students prior to and after arriving on campus will be different since these two 

student populations have vastly different pre-collegiate and collegiate experiences and 

challenges. More so, it is expected that there will be within-group differences between subgroup 

student populations among both the domestic and international student populations.  Both of 

these student populations are very diverse comprising of students from different genders, racial 

and ethnic backgrounds, socioeconomic statuses, and cultures. 
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Since efficacy is fluid and is influenced by environmental factors that may either leverage 

or constrain an individual’s perceptions of his or her capacity for leadership (Bandura, 1997), it 

is expected that the leadership self-efficacy of domestic students will differ from their 

international student peers.  While leadership self-efficacy of international students has yet to be 

examined, and leadership self-efficacy of domestic and international students have yet to be 

compared, this analysis examined if there are any differences between these two distinct student 

groups and any differences between subgroup student populations.  

Student involvement comprises of the psychological and physical energy that a student 

expends in the academic setting. The college experience and student involvement in co-

curricular activities have been a major focus of higher education research for many decades 

(Astin, 1984, 1993; Feldman & Newcomb, 1969; Kuh, 2001; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, Whitt, & 

Associates, 2005; Pace, 1984; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005). The theory of student 

involvement was first manifested through the idea that learning was a function of the amount of 

time and quality of effort that students invest in educational experiences (Pace, 1980, 1984) and 

Pace (1984) posited that the higher quality the investment in effort to which students engage with 

and/or use educational opportunities available, the higher quality the experience.  Because of 

these myriads of challenges, international students may report lower experiences of student 

involvement and as a result, lower leadership efficacies than their domestic student peers.  

Because of the varied differences between subgroup student populations within the domestic and 

international student populations, the leadership self-efficacy of subgroup student populations is 

also expected to differ.  

The international student population is very diverse as this student population has 

different traits and experiences that warrant more investigation, similar to domestic students, 
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which have been studied extensively.  While very little research exists that directly examines 

self-efficacy of leadership among international students, there is research that suggests how 

relevant predictors would influence this diverse student group.  Racial identity is a significant 

component to one’s leadership self-efficacy (Dugan, Kodama, & Gehbhardt, 2011).  Students of 

color often times may not identify as a leader even if they have clear leadership positions 

(Armino, Carter, Jones, Kruger, Lucas, Washington, Young, & Scott, 2000; Balon, 2005), 

because of racism, historical events, and cultural experiences (Cross & Fhagen-Smith, 2001).  

These values and group functions can change a person’s perceptions about oneself (Bandura, 

1997), which may not arise for international students until their arrival to a foreign country. 

Gender socialization patterns and experiences also vary between women and men (Chickering & 

Reisser, 1993; Eagly, 2005; Gilligan, 1982; Komives, 1991), which supports findings that men 

have greater self-efficacy of leadership than women (McCormick, Tanguma, Lopez-Forment, 

2002; Dugan & Komives, 2007).  Since socialization patterns for women continue to vary greatly 

around the world, these differences are expected to vary depending on the racial and ethnic 

group.  Other predictors include generational and socioeconomic statuses.  It would be expected 

that these experiences would influence how an individual perceives his/her ability to perform or 

participate in the leadership process.  Given the immense diversity, there will be diverse college 

experiences that will impact their leadership differently.   

2. How do campus environments affect the leadership self-efficacy of domestic and 

international student populations? In addition, are there any significant within-group 

differences on how campus environments affect the leadership self-efficacy of domestic 

and international student subgroup populations?  
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It is expected that international students will self-report greater leadership self-efficacies 

prior to leaving their home country and attending a host campus than their self-efficacies while 

attending their host campus. It is also expected that these results will differ among different 

student groups within the international student population, for example, based on gender, 

socioeconomic level, and ethnicity. These factors can influence leadership self-efficacy in 

students (Dugan & Komives, 2010).  Therefore, it would be expected that leadership self-efficacy 

will be significantly predicted by these input characteristics.     

 Bandura (1997) discovered that efficacy is fluid and is influenced by environmental 

factors that can either leverage or constrain an individual’s perceptions of their abilities for 

leadership capacities.  In addition, Dugan (2011) also found that the campus environment 

influences student leadership.  However, research that connects these two bodies of literature and 

examines the impact of the campus environment on international student leadership is scant. 

Many have examined how campus environments can positively affect the leadership efficacies of 

many domestic subgroup student populations, but since international students face many 

challenges to adapting to the new college environment (Hayes & Lin, 1994; Mori, 2000; Parr, 

Bradley, & Bingi, 1992; Reynolds & Constantine, 2007; Winkleman, 1994), it is expected that 

international students will report a lower self-efficacy scale while in college than their pre-

collegiate experience. These environmental factors play a critical role in how students thought of 

themselves as leaders (Komives et al., 2005), but also, it is important for institutions to 

understand how their college environment can positively or negatively impact their international 

students’ confidences to lead.   

 Although many scholars have widely examined the leadership self-efficacies of domestic 

students, for example, women in STEM (Dugan, Fath, Howes, Lavelle, & Polanin, 2013), 
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GLBTQ+ students (Martinez, Ostick, Komives, & Dugan, 2007), commuter students (Dugan, 

Garland, Jacoby, & Gasiorski, 2008), racial/ethnic minority students (Kodama & Dugan, 2013), 

and college students in general (Dugan & Komives, 2007; Owen, 2012), I also examine domestic 

students in this study as a point of comparison for the study of international students.    

Design 

This quantitative study was a secondary analysis of data collected by the Multi-

Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL).  This dataset provided a national sample of self-

reported data from students at a variety of institutions. The study used a comparative design to 

answer the research questions.  In order to accurately assess the role of the college environment 

on educational outcomes, covariates controlled for the pre-college characteristics and other 

confounding factors.  For this study, data from students who indicted their international student 

status were analyzed.  Below is a description of the instrument, sample, and data collection 

methods.   

Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL) 

 The Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL) was designed to examine and 

understand college student leadership development and the impact of college environments on 

leadership outcomes (Dugan & Komives, 2007b). The conceptual model is based from Astin’s 

(1991) college impact model that controls for pre-collegiate characteristics, inputs (I), while 

assessing the impact of college environments (E) on student outcomes (O).  The IEO model uses 

a longitudinal design with pre- and post-tests.  The MSL, however, used an adapted version of 

the IEO model and applied a one-time post-test design that incorporated a quasi-pre-test in the 

instrument.  The quasi-pre-test is an outcome variable that will be discussed later in this chapter.  
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While the MSL used Astin’s (1991) IEO model as the conceptual framework, the theoretical 

framework is the social change model, discussed in depth in Chapter 2.   

The design of the MSL affords several benefits for this study.  First, the MSL measures 

self-reported self-efficacies of leadership pre- and post-collegiate enrollment and leadership 

development via the social change model. This provides understanding of whether the host 

college environment impacts leadership self-efficacies of international students. Given the 

research questions in this study, the MSL captures demographic and environmental 

characteristics that provide insight into college student leadership development for a student 

population that few have focused on. The multi-institutional design approach supports the ability 

to disaggregate while generalizing the findings to understand the trends across various types of 

institutions.  Since the MSL is one of the only multi-institutional studies of student leadership, it 

is the best survey for this kind of study.   

Data collection  

 This study utilized data from the 2012 MSL national study, which was administered by 

the Survey Science Group (SSG) between the months of January and April.  The data were 

collected using a web-based administration of the MSL Student Survey (MSL-SS), which sent 

emails and asked students to participate. Participants for the MSL were drawn from student 

samples that depend on the size of institutional enrollment.  Those campuses that had an 

enrollment of 4,000 or less used the entire student population as their sample, while those with 

enrollments exceeding 4,000 drew a random sample standardized at 95% confidence interval 

with a +/- 3% confidence of error. At these institutions, student participants were oversampled by 

70% in order to achieve at least a 30% response rate of the survey instrument in order to fall 

within the acceptable rate of 30-40% expected from internet survey data collection (Crawford, 
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Couper, & Lamia, 2001). Students received up to four reminders within three weeks reminding 

them to participate. Once students entered the website, they were asked to enter their student 

identification number, which was separated from their email to provide confidentiality.  The first 

question required consent from the student.  If the student did not consent, the survey was closed 

immediately.  

Study participants 

 The 2012 MSL sample consisted of 91,178 study participants from 82 enrolled 

institutions.  There was a 33% response rate from a total of 276,297 students who were sent 

surveys, which falls in the acceptable rate of response for Internet surveys (Crawford, Couper, & 

Lamia, 2001).  Since this study is specifically examining international students, those that 

disclosed and identified their citizenship and/or generational status were chosen as the study 

participants.  From the total 91,178 students who responded to the survey, only 78,146 students 

responded to the question pertaining to their citizenship and generational status. This MSL-SS 

question asked participants, “Indicate your citizenship and/or generation status: (choose one).”  

There were six options as described in Table 1. 

Table 1: 2012 MSL Question 33 

Variable Variable label Response coding 

DEM9 
  

Indicate your citizenship 
and/or generational status: 
(Choose One) 

1 = Your grandparents, parents, and 
you were born in the U.S.  
2= Both of your parents AND you 
were born in the U.S. 
3 = You were born in the U.S., but 
at least one of your parents was not 
4 = You are a foreign born, 
naturalized citizen   
5 = You are a foreign born, resident 
alien/permanent resident 

  6 = International student   
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The main sample consisted of 78,146 students who identified their citizenship and/or 

generational status.  Table 2 describes the demographic characteristics of the main sample, which 

females oversampled males and consisted of 62.6% female versus 37.2% male and 0.2% 

transgendered students.  The sample was also predominately White/Caucasian and consisted of 

students who identified as 71.3% White/Caucasian, 0.8% Middle Eastern, 4.3% African 

American/Black, 0.2% American Indian/Alaska Native, 8.0% Asian American/Asian,  

Table 2: Total Student Sample Population Demographics 

Variable n % 

Gender       

 
Female 48,925 62.6% 

 
Male 29,034 37.2% 

 
Transgender 147 0.2% 

Race   
  

 
White/Caucasian 55,748 71.3% 

 
Middle Eastern 635 0.8% 

 
African American/Black 3,395 4.3% 

 
American Indian/Alaska Native 119 0.2% 

 
Asian American/Asian 6,221 8.0% 

 
Latino/Hispanic 4,041 5.2% 

 
Multiracial 6,924 8.9% 

 
Race not included above 1,063 1.4% 

Grade Point Average 
  

 
3.50 – 4.00 32,692 41.9% 

 
3.00 – 3.49 29,114 37.3% 

 
2.50 -2.99 12,492 16.0% 

 
2.00 – 2.49 2,881 3.7% 

 
1.99 or less 575 0.7% 

 
No college GPA 247 0.3% 

Academic major 
  

 
Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics 17,424 22.3% 

 
Professional and Pre-professional 5,513 7.1% 

 
Humanities 10,160 13.0% 

 
Business 12,204 15.6% 

 
Communication 4,484 5.7% 

 
Health-Related Fields 8,280 10.6% 

 
Education 5,118 6.6% 

 
Multi/Interdisciplinary Studies 1,585 2.0% 

 
Social Sciences 11,274 14.4% 

 
Undecided 2,078 2.7% 
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Class level 
  

 
Freshman/First Year 16,860 21.6% 

 
Sophomore 17,134 21.9% 

 
Junior 19,644 25.1% 

 
Senior/Fourth year and beyond 22,977 29.4% 

 
Graduate Student 950 1.2% 

 
Unclassified 577 0.7% 

Parent/Guardian Education 
  

 
Less than HS diploma/GED 1,842 2.4% 

 
HS diploma/GED 9,456 12.1% 

 
Some college 9,957 12.8% 

 
Associates degree 5,952 7.6% 

 
Bachelor’s degree 22,701 29.1% 

 
Master’s degree 17,687 22.7% 

 
Doctorate or professional degree 9,573 12.3% 

 
Do not know 819 1.1% 

Parent/Guardian Income 
  

 
Less than $12,500 3,547 4.6% 

 
$12,500 - $24,999 4,280 5.5% 

 
$25,000 - $39,999 5,521 7.1% 

 
$40,000 - $54,999 6,159 7.9% 

 
$55,000 - $74,999 8,564 11.0% 

 
$74000 - $99,999 9,094 11.7% 

 
$100,000 - $149,999 11,072 14.2% 

 
$150,000 - $199,999 5,162 6.6% 

 
$200,000 and over 7,329 9.4% 

 
Do not know 11,974 15.4% 

 
Rather not say 5,229 6.7% 

 

5.2% Latino/Hispanic, 8.9% Multiracial, and 1.4% identified with a race that was not included. 

The participants tended to be more academically advanced and reported grade point averages of 

41.9% in the 3.50 – 4.00 range, 37.3% in the 3.00 – 3.49 range, 16% in the 2.50 – 2.99 range, 

3.7% in the 2.00 – 2.49 range, 0.7% had a GPA of 1.99 or less, and 0.3% reported they did not 

have a college GPA.   

 The 22 academic primary majors were clustered by discipline.  These majors included 

science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (n=17,424), professional and pre-professional 

(n=5,513), humanities (n=10,160), business (n=12,204), communication (n=4,484), education 
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(n=5,118), health-related fields (n=8,280), multi/interdisciplinary studies (n=1,585), social 

sciences (n=11,274), and undecided (n=2,078). The participants were primarily undergraduates 

and their class level were evenly dispersed with larger numbers of them being juniors (25.1%) 

and seniors (29.4%) compared to freshman/first year (21.6%) and sophomore (21.9%) students.  

There were even less graduate (1.2%) and unclassified (0.7%) students.  

 While most participants had parents and guardians who finished a bachelor’s (29.1%) or 

master’s (22.7%) degree, those with parents with a doctorate or professional degree or a high 

school diploma/GED or some college were evenly dispersed, representing 12.3%, 12.1%, and 

12.8%, respectively, of the surveyed population.  While most students reported that their 

parent/guardian income was within the $100,000 - $149,999 range (14.2%), the same amount of 

students reported that they did not know their parental/guardian income (15.4%).  However, most 

students who participated in the survey had parents/guardians who earned $55,000 or more 

(52.9%).   

 The students that answered positive to response 6 (6=International student) of Question 

33 of the survey (see above in Table 1) were considered to be international students (n=3,430) as 

defined in the previous chapter. Those that answered any of the other responses to that question 

were considered as domestic students.  These will be the two subsample student populations that 

will be examined to analyze the above aforementioned research questions.  

Table 3: Subsample Domestic and International Student Populations 

  
 

Domestic 
students 

International 
students 

Variable n % n % 
Gender 

   
  

  Female 47,246 63.2% 1,679 49.0% 
  Male 27,292 36.5% 1,742 50.8% 
  Transgender 138 0.3% 9 0.2% 
Race 

   
  

  White/Caucasian 55,316 74.0% 432 12.6% 
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  Middle Eastern 458 0.6% 177 5.2% 
  African American/Black 3,226 4.3% 169 4.9% 
  American Indian/Alaska Native 118 0.2% 1 0.0% 
  Asian American/Asian 4,377 5.9% 1,844 53.8% 
  Latino/Hispanic 3,759 5.0% 282 8.2% 
  Multiracial 6,698 9.0% 226 6.6% 
  Race not included above 764 1.0% 299 8.7% 
Grade Point Average 

   
  

  3.50 – 4.00 31,147 41.7% 1,545 45.0% 
  3.00 – 3.49 27,934 37.4% 1,180 34.4% 
  2.50 -2.99 11,996 16.1% 496 14.5% 
  2.00 – 2.49 2,762 3.7% 119 3.5% 
  1.99 or less 543 0.7% 32 0.9% 
  No college GPA 199 0.3% 48 1.4% 
Major 

   
  

  
Science, Technology, Engineering, 
and Mathematics 16,301 21.8% 1,123 32.8% 

  Professional and Pre-professional 5,380 7.2% 133 3.9% 
  Humanities 9,941 13.4% 219 6.4% 
  Business 11,072 14.8% 1,132 33.0% 
  Communication 4,361 5.8% 123 3.6% 
  Health-Related Fields 8,184 11.0% 96 2.8% 
  Education 5,028 6.7% 90 2.6% 
  Multi/Interdisciplinary Studies 1,516 2.0% 69 2.0% 
  Social Sciences 10,906 14.6% 368 10.7% 
  Undecided 2,003 2.7% 75 2.2% 
Class Level 

   
  

  Freshman/First Year 16,031 21.5% 829 24.2% 
  Sophomore 16,374 21.9% 760 22.2% 
  Junior 18,812 25.2% 832 24.3% 
  Senior/Fourth year and beyond 22,062 29.5% 915 26.7% 
  Graduate Student 890 1.2% 60 1.7% 
  Unclassified 544 0.7% 33 1.0% 
Parent/Guardian Education 

   
  

  Less than HS diploma/GED 1,645 2.2% 197 5.7% 
  HS diploma/GED 8,928 11.9% 528 15.4% 
  Some college 9,670 12.9% 287 8.4% 
  Associates degree 5,802 7.8% 150 4.4% 
  Bachelor’s degree 21,661 29.0% 1,040 30.3% 
  Master’s degree 16,991 22.7% 696 20.3% 
  Doctorate or professional degree 9,180 12.3% 393 11.5% 
  Do not know 689 0.9% 130 3.8% 
Parent/Guardian Income 

   
  

  Less than $12,500 3,171 4.2% 376 11.0% 
  $12,500 - $24,999 4,005 5.4% 275 8.0% 
  $25,000 - $39,999 5,277 7.1% 244 7.1% 
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  $40,000 - $54,999 5,921 7.9% 238 6.9% 
  $55,000 - $74,999 8,297 11.1% 267 7.8% 
  $75,000 - $99,999 8,916 11.9% 178 5.2% 
  $100,000 - $149,999 10,872 14.6% 200 5.8% 
  $150,000 - $199,999 5,040 6.7% 122 3.6% 
  $200,000 and over 7,061 9.5% 268 7.8% 
  Do not know 11,107 14.9% 867 25.3% 
  Rather not say 4,846 6.5% 383 11.2% 

 

 Table 3 describes the characteristics of the two subsamples student populations of 

domestic (n=74,713) and international students (n=3,430).  Domestic students oversampled 

63.2% to 36.5% female to male, respectively, while the female to male ratio of international 

students were more representative and an even split at 49% female and 50.8% male.  For 

domestic students, most of the participants identified as White/Caucasian (74%), while most 

international students identified as Asian American/Asian (53.8%) followed by White/Caucasian 

(12.6%) and Latino/Hispanic (8.2%).  Regarding their grade point averages, both domestic and 

international students reported higher numbers in the 3.50 – 4.00 range (41.7% domestic and 

45% international), while the majority of other students reported a GPA in the 3.00 – 3.49 range 

with 37.4% domestic and 34.4% international students.   

 Pertaining to areas of study, most domestic students studied in the areas of science, 

technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) (21.8%), business (14.8%), and the social 

sciences (14.6%) followed by the humanities (13.4%) and health-related fields (11.0%).  

However, for international students the vast majority (2/3 of the participants) studied in the 

STEM (32.8%) and business (33.0%) fields with the social sciences (10.7%) following far 

behind. The class level of both the domestic and international student participants were fairly 

representative and mostly undergraduate for both domestic and international students with 

domestic students reporting 21.5% freshman/first year, 21.9% sophomore, 25.2% junior, and 
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29.5% senior.  Similar to domestic students, international students reported 24.2% freshman/first 

year, 22.2% sophomore, 24.3% junior, and 26.7% senior.   

 Regarding their parents, most domestic and international students reported that their 

parents had a bachelors or master’s degree.  The domestic students reported that 29% of their 

parents/guardians had a bachelor’s degree while 22.7% had master’s degrees.  For international 

students, 30.3% had bachelor’s degrees, 20.3% had master’s degrees, and 15.4% finished their 

education with a high school diploma. However, concerning their parent/guardian income, while 

domestic students reported a significant spread of middle-income households (14.6% in the 

$100,000 - $149,999, 11.9% in the $75,000 - $99,999, and 11.1% in the $55,000 - $73,999 

ranges), a quarter (25.3%) of international students reported they did not know their 

parents’/guardians’ annual income.  While 11% of international students reported a parental 

annual income of $12,500 or less, 11.2% did not want to disclose. Culture could impact this 

reporting, since in some cultures parents do not share these details with their children. Also, 

participants could have experienced difficulty with converting currencies at the time they took 

the survey.   

Conceptual Framework 

 Astin’s (1993) Inputs-Environment-Outcome (IEO) college impact model, which allows 

the researcher to “assess the impact of various environmental experiences by determining 

whether students grow or change differently under varying environmental conditions” (p. 7), is 

the conceptual framework that influenced the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL) 

instrument and is chosen for its cross-sectional design rather than the traditional longitudinal 

format.  While Astin’s (1991) traditional IEO model assumes that data collection happens at a 

minimum of two different points to capture change, the model was adapted for the MSL from the 
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pre-/post-assessment to a design that collected retrospective data at a single point.  As a result, 

the MSL instrument asks students to retroactively reflect upon their prior knowledge and 

experiences.  This then/now approach provides a more accurate measure of self-reported 

leadership development by reducing the amount of response shift bias (Howard, 1980; Howard 

& Dailey, 1979; Rohs, 1999, 2002; Rohs & Langone, 1997). Therefore, while the participants 

were in college, they answered questions that asked about their pre-collegiate activities and 

characteristics while also capturing environmental data, such as their current college leadership, 

institutional type, student status, racial group, perceptions of campus climate, and class standing 

(Astin, 1993; Dugan & Komives, 2011; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  The purpose of this 

model is to allow researchers to modify the inputs or students’ background characteristics so that 

a more representative estimate of the influences of different college environments have on 

student outcomes (Astin, 1991).  The independent variables in this study are the inputs and 

environments, while the outcomes are the dependent variables.   

Figure 1: Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership Conceptual Model (2012) 

 

 
Source: Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership, 2012 

 
For example, inputs refer to student background characteristics prior to enrolling in their 

current higher education institution.  These variables can either be fixed characteristics (i.e. 

student demographics) or variable characteristics that can change over time, such as aptitude or 
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values (Astin, 1991).  In this study, these may include immigration status, class level, family 

income, gender, etc.  The pretests (i.e. leadership self-efficacy pre-test) in this study can also 

serve as inputs for the outcome measures.  Environments, on the other hand, are the experiences 

gained during college.  The college environment includes everything that a student encounters 

during the course of their studies that may influence their education outcome (Astin, 1991).  

Since this measure is very broad, the possibilities are classified as either within-institution 

variables or between-institution variables.  Within-institution variables include those experiences 

that happen within the institution, such as programming, residential life, positional leadership, 

mentoring, etc., while between-institution variables are the structural characteristics that define 

institutions, such as Carnegie classifications, size of student body, etc.  Between-institution 

variables may have less significance on student outcomes as they are more distant to the 

individual student’s experience (Astin, 1991).  Lastly, outcomes are the development in students 

that institutions aim to influence through the college environment.  Outcomes can be categorized 

as cognitive (knowledge and reasoning) or affective (attitudes, values, beliefs, etc.).  In this 

study, one of the outcomes is leadership self-efficacy.  

The Variables 

 Using Astin’s (1993) I-E-O college impact model and Bandura’s (1997) social cognitive 

theory, I chose variables provided by the 2012 Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership that 

represented the inputs, environments, and outputs of Astin’s model to measure how college 

environments impact the self-efficacy of leadership for international students.  This includes 

student demographics and their pre-collegiate leadership and student engagement experiences.  

Other variables that represented students’ collegiate experience and engagement were chosen to 
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determine its impact on students’ pre-collegiate experiences on their leadership self-efficacy 

outcome.  The following describes all of the variables utilized for this study.  

	Independent variables 

 Input variables. In order to most accurately measure the impact of the college 

environment, input variables were selected.  These variables included the student’s (1) 

demographic characteristics, (2) input measures prior to college (i.e. involvement in student 

organizations, leadership positions in student organizations, etc.), and (3) quasi-pretest for 

leadership self-efficacy prior to college.  The demographic characteristics chosen for this study 

included, but were not limited to, the student’s (1) racial group, (2) ethnic group, (3) gender, (4) 

family income, (5) area of study.  These were described earlier in the chapter.  Input measures 

that described pre-collegiate experiences were measured by responding to questions that 

involving engagement in co-curricular activities and community service by using a scale of 

0=Never, 1=Sometimes, 2=Often, 3=Very often.  A sample of activities asked about student 

engagement in (1) student clubs and organizations, (2) organized sports, (3) leadership positions 

in student clubs, groups, or sports, (4) community or work-related organizations, and (5) training 

or education that developed leadership skills.  A detailed description of these input variables and 

is found below in Table 4.   

Table 4: 2012 MSL Questions 10 & 11 

Question Variable Variable label Response coding 

10 

Looking back to when you were in high 
school, how often did you engage in the 
following activities:  

0=Never 
1=Sometimes 
2=Often     
3=Very Often 

PRE3a 
Student council or student 
government (eg. Student 
government, band, debate club) 

PRE3b Organized sports (ex. Varsity, 
club sports) 

PRE3c 
Leadership positions in student 
clubs, groups, sports (ex. Officer 
in a club or organization, captain 
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of athletic team, first chair in 
musical group, section editor of 
newspaper) 

11 

Looking back to before you started college, 
how often did you engage in the following 
activities: (Select one response for each) 

0=Never       
1=Sometimes 
2=Often    
3=Very often 

PRE4a Performed community service 

PRE4c 

Participated in community or 
work-related organizations (ex. 
Church group, scouts, 
professional associations) 

PRE4d 

Took leadership positions in 
community organizations or 
work-related groups (ex. Union 
leader, PTA president) 

PRE4f 

Worked with others for change to 
address societal problems (ex. 
Rally, protest, community 
organizing) 

PRE4g 
Participated in training or 
education that developed your 
leadership skills 

 

The student’s perceptions of leadership self-efficacy prior to college were measured with 

a composite variable that included a quasi-pre-test of four self-reported individual items where 

student rated their confidence using a scale of 1=Not at all confident, 2=Somewhat confident, 

3=Confident, and 4=Very confident. Students self-reported on their pre-college confidence in: 1. 

leading others, 2. organizing a group’s tasks to accomplish a goal, 3. taking initiative to improve 

something, and 4. working with a team on a group project.  The questions that comprise this 

leadership self-efficacy pre-test are listed in Table 5 below.  

Table 5: Leadership self-efficacy pre-test scale; 2012 MSL Question 9 

Question Variable Variable label Response coding 

9 

Looking back to before you started college, 
how confident were you that you would be 
successful in college at the following: (Select 
one response for each) 

1 = Not at all 
confident 
2=Somewhat 
confident 
3=Confident         
4=Very confident 

PRE2a Leading others 

PRE2b 
Organizing a group's 
tasks to accomplish a 
goal 

PRE2c Taking initiative to 
improve something 
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PRE2d Working with a team on 
a group project 

 

In order to determine the students’ pre-collegiate leadership self-efficacy, I conducted a 

principal component analysis (PCA) to capture the variation of the above variables PRE2a, 

PRE2b, PRE2c, and PRE2d and reduce them down to the variable LSEpre, making this scale a 

good choice for this study.  The Cronbach’s alpha level for this scale, which indicates the scale’s 

internal consistency, was found to be 0.87 for the entire student population (Dugan, Kodama, & 

Gebhardt, 2012; Dugan & Komives, 2010; Komives, 2009).  In order to confirm this level, I 

conducted my own analysis for all students surveyed, which is reported below in Tables 6 & 7.  

Table 6: 2012 MSL LSE pre-test Cronbach's Alpha test for all students  

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based 
on Standardized Items N of Items 

.871 .870 4 
 
Table 7: 2012 MSL LSE pre-test scale variable statistics for all students  

Item Statistics 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

PRE2A: Leading others - Looking back to before you started college, how confident 

were you that you would be successful in college at the following: 
2.74 .905 88578 

PRE2B: Organizing a group's tasks to accomplish a goal - Looking back to before you 

started college, how confident were you that you would be successful in college at the 

following: 

2.82 .841 88578 

PRE2C: Taking initiative to improve something - Looking back to before you started 

college, how confident were you that you would be successful in college at the 

following: 

2.88 .828 88578 

PRE2D: Working with a team on a group project - Looking back to before you started 

college, how confident were you that you would be successful in college at the 

following: 

2.98 .804 88578 
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 To confirm that the internal consistency of the scale was just as reliable separately for 

international students and domestic students, I conducted a Cronbach’s Alpha analysis of the 

leadership self-efficacy pre-test scale for both the international student and domestic student 

population separately.  For the international student subgroup, the reliability was similar and just 

as consistent as the total student population, as seen below.   

Table 8: Cronbach's Alpha test on LSE pre-test scale for international students only 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 

.855 .855 4 
 
 

Table 9: Variable statistics for LSE pre-test scale on international students only 

Item Statistics 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

PRE2A: Leading others - Looking back to before 

you started college, how confident were you that you 

would be successful in college at the following: 
2.65 .894 3429 

PRE2B: Organizing a group's tasks to accomplish a 

goal - Looking back to before you started college, 

how confident were you that you would be 

successful in college at the following: 

2.74 .844 3429 

PRE2C: Taking initiative to improve something - 

Looking back to before you started college, how 

confident were you that you would be successful in 

college at the following: 

2.87 .809 3429 

PRE2D: Working with a team on a group project - 

Looking back to before you started college, how 

confident were you that you would be successful in 

college at the following: 

2.93 .820 3429 

 
For the domestic student population, the reliability of the scale was also similar and consistent.   
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Table 10: Cronbach's Alpha test for LSE pre-test scale for domestic students only 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha Based 

on Standardized Items N of Items 

.871 .870 4 
 

Table 11: Variable statistics for LSE pre-test scale for domestic students only 

Item Statistics 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

PRE2A: Leading others - Looking back to before 

you started college, how confident were you that you 

would be successful in college at the following: 

2.74 .908 74664 

PRE2B: Organizing a group's tasks to accomplish a 

goal - Looking back to before you started college, 

how confident were you that you would be 

successful in college at the following: 

2.82 .843 74664 

PRE2C: Taking initiative to improve something - 

Looking back to before you started college, how 

confident were you that you would be successful in 

college at the following: 

2.87 .831 74664 

PRE2D: Working with a team on a group project - 

Looking back to before you started college, how 

confident were you that you would be successful in 

college at the following: 

2.98 .805 74664 

 

Distributions for all input variables were examined for accuracy and normality 

distribution through histograms and all were unimodal.  Descriptive statistics of the variables, 

including the mean and standard deviation, are reported later in this chapter.   

Environmental variables. The environmental variables in this study included their class 

standing and institutional characteristics, including institutional size, control, and Carnegie 

classification.  The other variables included student involvement experiences, such as (1) 

membership in student organizations, (2) on- and off-campus organizations, (3) leadership 

positions in student organizations, (4) community service, (5) participation in formal leadership 
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programs, (6) mentoring relationships, (7) on- and off-campus employment, (8) sense-of-

belonging, and (9) discriminatory climate.  A detailed description of these environmental 

variables is outlined below in Table 8.   

Table 12: MSL Environmental Variables 

Question Variable Variable label Response 
coding 

5 ENV1 Are you currently working OFF CAMPUS in a job 
unaffiliated with your school? 1=Yes; 2=No 

6 ENV2 Are you currently working ON CAMPUS? 1=Yes; 2=No 

7 ENV3 In an average month, do you engage in any community 
service?  1=Yes; 2=No 

8 

Which of the following have you engaged in during your college 
experience: 

0=No; 1=Yes 

ENV4a Study abroad 

ENV4b Practicum, internship, field experience, co-op 
experience, or clinical experience 

ENV4c Learning community or other formal program where 
groups of students take two or more classes together 

ENV4d Living-learning program (ex. Language house, 
leadership floors, ecology halls) 

ENV4e Research with a faculty member outside of class 
ENV4f First-year or freshman seminar course 

ENV4g 
Culminating senior experience (ex. capstone, thesis) 

16 

Since starting college, how often have you: 

0=Never       
1=Once 
2=Sometimes 
3=Many 
Times 
4=Much of 
the time 

ENV6a Been an involved member in college organizations?  

ENV6b 
Held a leadership position in a college organization(s)? 
(ex. Officer in a club or organization, captain of 
athletic team, first chair in a musical group, section 
editor of newspaper, chairperson of committee)? 

ENV6c 
Been an involved member in an off-campus 
community or work-based organization(s)? (ex. Parent-
Teacher Association, church group, union)? 

ENV6d 
Held a leadership position in an off-campus community 
or work-based organization(s)? (ex. Officer in a club or 
organization, officer in a professional association, 
chairperson of committee)?  

17 

Have you been involved in the following kinds of student groups 
during college? (Respond to each item) 

1=Yes; 2=No                                                                                                                               ENV7a Academic/Departmental/Professional (ex. Pre-law 
Society, an academic fraternity, Engineering Club) 

ENV7b Arts/Theatre/Music (ex. Theater group, Marching 
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Band, Photography Club) 

ENV7c Campus-wide programming (ex. Program board, film 
series board, multicultural programming committee) 

ENV7d Identity-based (ex. Black Student Union, Korean 
Student Association) 

ENV7e International interest (ex. German Club, Foreign 
Language Club) 

ENV7f Honor Societies (ex. Omricron Delta Kappa [ODK], 
Mortar Board, Phi Beta Kappa) 

1=Yes; 2=No 

ENV7g Media (ex. Campus Radio, Student newspaper) 
ENV7h Military (ex. ROTC, cadet corps.) 

ENV7i New Student Transitions (ex. Admissions ambassador, 
orientation advisor) 

ENV7j Resident Assistants 

ENV7k Peer Helper (ex. Academic tutors, peer health 
educators) 

ENV7l Advocacy (ex. Students Against Sweatshops, Amnesty 
International) 

ENV7m Political (ex. College Democrats, College Republicans, 
Libertarians) 

1=Yes; 2=No 

ENV7n Religious (ex. Fellowship of Christian Student 
Athletes, Hillel) 

ENV7o Service (ex. Circle K, Habitat for Humanity)  

ENV7p 

Multi-cultural fraternities and sororities (ex. National 
Pan-hellenic Council [NPHC] groups, such as Alpha 
Phi Alpha Fraternity, Inc., or Latino Greek Council 
groups such as Lambda Theta Alpha) 

ENV7q 
Social fraternities and sororities (ex. Panhellenic or 
Interfraternity Council groups, such as Sigma Phi 
Epsilon or Kappa Kappa Gamma) 

ENV7r Sports-Intercollegiate or Varsity (ex. NCAA hockey, 
varsity soccer) 

1=Yes; 2=No 

ENV7s Sports-club (ex. Club Volleyball, Club Hockey) 
ENV7t Sports-intramural (ex. Intramural flag football) 
ENV7u Recreational (ex. Climbing club, hiking group) 

ENV7v Social/special interest (ex. Gardening club, Sign 
Language Club, Chess Club) 

ENV7w 
Student Governance (ex. Student Government 
Association, Residence Hall Association, 
Interfraternity Council) 

18	

A mentor is defined as a person who intentionally assists your growth 
or connects you to opportunities for career and personal development. 
Since you started at your current college/university, have you been 
mentored by the following types of people: 

1=Yes; 2=No ENV8a1 Faculty/instructor 

ENV8a2 
Academic or Student Affairs Professional Staff (ex. 
Student organization advisor, career counselor, Dean of 
Students, academic advisor, residence hall coordinator) 

ENV8a3 Employer 
ENV8a4 Community member (not your employer) 
ENV8a5 Parent/guardian 
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ENV8a6 Other student 

20 ENV10 

Since starting college, have you ever participated in a 
leadership training or leadership education experience 
of any kind (ex. Leadership conference, alternative 
spring break, leadership course, club president's 
retreat)? 

1=Yes; 2=No 

29 

Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements about 
your experience on your current campus 

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

ENV11a_1 I feel valued as a person at this school 
ENV11a_2 I feel accepted as a part of the campus community 

ENV11a_4 I have observed discriminatory words, behaviors or 
gestures directed at people like me 

ENV11a_5 I feel I belong on this campus 

ENV11a_11 I have encountered discrimination while attending this 
institution 

ENV11a_12 I feel there is a general atmosphere of prejudice among 
students 

ENV11a_15 Faculty have discriminated against people like me 

ENV11a_16 Staff members have discriminated against people like 
me 

   

 Depending on the variable, the response choices varied. Some questions only provided 

choices for 1=Yes and 0=No, while other questions provided an ordinal scale from 1=Never to 

5=Much of the Time.  The ordinal scale in Question 29 provided responses of 1=Strongly 

Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree.   

Distributions for all environmental variables were examined for accuracy and normality 

distribution through histograms and all were unimodal.  Descriptive statistics of the variables, 

including the mean and standard deviation, are reported later in this chapter.   

Dependent variable 

 Outcome variable. The purpose of this study was to examine how collegiate 

environments affect the educational outcome of leadership self-efficacy.  As a result, the 

dependent variable in this study is the leadership self-efficacy post-test, which also served as the 

education outcome variable in Astin’s IEO college impact conceptual model.  It was a composite 

measure that asked individuals to self-report how confident they were in (1) leading others, (2) 
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organizing a group’s tasks to accomplish a goal, (3) taking initiative to improve something, and 

(4) working with a team on a group project.  Responses were reported using an identical scale as 

the quasi-pre-test of 1=Not at all confident, 2=Somewhat confident, 3=Confident, 4=Very 

confident.  It is important to note that in this post-test, students rated their efficacy of leadership 

at the time of taking the survey.  

Table 13: 2012 MSL Question 24: Leadership Self-Efficacy Post-Test Scale 

Variable Variable label Response coding 

OUT2a Leading others 1 = Not at all confident 

OUT2b Organizing a group's tasks to 
accomplish a goal 2= Somewhat confident 

OUT2c Taking initiative to improve 
something 3 = Confident 

OUT2d Working with a team on a group 
project 4 = Very confident   

 

The MSL team developed this leadership self-efficacy (LSE) scale from Bandura’s 

(1977) social cognitive theory. The use of the then/now approach by asking students to recall 

their leadership self-efficacy prior to attending college and then asking their current measure of 

their leadership efficacy provides a more accurate measure of ability than a longitudinal pre/post 

design (Rohs, 1999, 2002).  Pre-test assessments of leadership can inflate self-reported abilities 

that can impact the differences between pre-test and post-test results showing no changes when 

development actually occurred (Rohs & Langone, 1996).  The pre-test leadership self-efficacy of 

leadership is discussed later as an independent and control variable and an input in Astin’s 

model.  

Similar to the leadership self-efficacy pre-test, I conducted a principal component 

analysis to create the variable LSEpost by merging the responses to the four survey questions 

OUT2a, OUT2b, OUT2c, OUT2d.  A separate analysis confirmed the reported Cronbach’s alpha 
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of 0.87 for internal consistency of the scale (Dugan, Kodama, & Gebhardt, 2012; Dugan & 

Komives, 2010; Komives, 2009).   

Table 14: Cronbach's Alpha for LSE post-test scale for all students 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based 
on Standardized Items N of Items 

.870 .870 4 
 

Table 15: Variable Statistics for LSE post-test scale for all students 

Item Statistics 

 Mean SD N 

OUT2A: Leading others - How confident are you that you can be successful at the 
following? 

3.03 .819 78927 

OUT2B: Organizing a group’s tasks to accomplish a goal - How confident are you that you 
can be successful at the following? 

3.14 .764 78927 

OUT2C: Taking initiative to improve something - How confident are you that you can be 
successful at the following? 

3.12 .781 78927 

OUT2D: Working with a team on a group project - How confident are you that you can be 
successful at the following? 3.28 .701 78927 

  

Similar to the leadership self-efficacy pre-test, to confirm that the internal consistency of 

the post-test scale was just as reliable separately for international students and domestic students, 

I conducted a Cronbach’s Alpha analysis of the leadership self-efficacy post-test scale for both 

the international student and domestic student population separately.  For the international 

student subgroup, the reliability was similar and just as consistent as the total student population, 

as seen below.   
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Table 16: Cronbach's Alpha for LSE post-test scale for international students only 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 

.876 .875 4 
 

Table 17: Variable statistics for LSE post-test for international students only 

Item Statistics 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

OUT2A: Leading others - How confident are you 

that you can be successful at the following? 
2.77 .830 3424 

OUT2B: Organizing a group’s tasks to accomplish a 

goal - How confident are you that you can be 

successful at the following? 

2.91 .787 3424 

OUT2C: Taking initiative to improve something - 

How confident are you that you can be successful at 

the following? 

2.97 .772 3424 

OUT2D: Working with a team on a group project - 

How confident are you that you can be successful at 

the following? 

3.10 .746 3424 

 
For the domestic student population, the reliability of the scale was also similar and consistent. 

Table 18: Cronbach's Alpha for LSE post-test scale for domestic students only 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha Based 

on Standardized Items N of Items 

.869 .869 4 
 
 
Table 19: Variable statistics for LSE post-test for domestic students only 

Item Statistics 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

OUT2A: Leading others - How confident are you 

that you can be successful at the following? 
3.04 .817 74660 

OUT2B: Organizing a group’s tasks to accomplish a 

goal - How confident are you that you can be 

successful at the following? 

3.15 .762 74660 
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OUT2C: Taking initiative to improve something - 

How confident are you that you can be successful at 

the following? 

3.13 .781 74660 

OUT2D: Working with a team on a group project - 

How confident are you that you can be successful at 

the following? 

3.28 .698 74660 

 

Distributions for all outcome variables were examined for accuracy and normality 

distribution through histograms and all were unimodal.  Descriptive statistics of the variables, 

including the mean and standard deviation, are reported later in this chapter.   

Data Analysis 

 The data analysis in this study included several different statistical procedures to 

determine whether the host campus environment was a determining factor in international 

students’ self-efficacy of leadership and whether there were differences in their leadership 

efficacy within the international student population.  This section examines the analytical process 

that was used to test the hypotheses of the research questions.  First, I prepared the data for 

analysis and conducted a preliminary analysis with descriptive statistics to screen for any errors.  

Then, I used various procedures to address each of the research questions, which are described in 

detail below.  

Data preparation 

 Several procedures were conducted to prepare the data for analysis.  First, I determined 

the sample population by identifying those students who responded to the question asking about 

their citizenship and/or generational status, as mentioned previously.  Then, I screened the data 

for errors by examining the descriptive statistics of each variable to confirm that the data fell 

within the acceptable range and that the variables in the regression model did not violate 
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statistical assumptions related to multicollinearity (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In the table below, descriptive statistics are provided for each 

variable used in this study.   

Table 20: Descriptive statistics of all variables 

Descriptive Statistics of Variables  

 N Mean SD 

DEM3: What is your current class level? 90607 2.68 1.185 
DEM4: Which of the following best describes your primary major? (Select the 
category that best represents your field of study) 

90423 10.95 6.482 

ENV1: Are you currently working off campus in a position unaffiliated with your 
school? 

90404 1.70 .460 

ENV2: Are you currently working on campus? 90315 1.68 .466 
ENV3: In an average month, do you engage in any community service? 90244 1.57 .494 

ENV4A: Study abroad - Which of the following have you engaged in during your 
college experience: 

89361 1.84 .364 

ENV4B: Practicum, internship, field experience, co-op experience, or clinical 
experience - Which of the following have you engaged in during your college 
experience: 

89452 1.58 .494 

ENV4C: Learning community or other formal program where groups of students take 
two or more classes together - Which of the following have you engaged in during 
your college experience: 

89347 1.77 .421 

ENV4D: Living-learning program (ex. language house, leadership floors, ecology 
halls) - Which of the following have you engaged in during your college experience: 

89305 1.89 .315 

ENV4E: Research with a faculty member - Which of the following have you engaged 
in during your college experience: 

89314 1.83 .375 

ENV4F: First-year or freshman seminar course - Which of the following have you 
engaged in during your college experience: 

89430 1.47 .499 

ENV4G: Culminating senior experience (ex. capstone course, thesis)- Which of the 
following have you engaged in during your college experience: 

89325 1.82 .388 

PRE2A: Leading others - Looking back to before you started college, how confident 
were you that you would be successful in college at the following: 

88625 2.74 .905 

PRE2B: Organizing a group's tasks to accomplish a goal - Looking back to before you 
started college, how confident were you that you would be successful in college at the 
following: 

88621 2.82 .841 

PRE2C: Taking initiative to improve something - Looking back to before you started 
college, how confident were you that you would be successful in college at the 
following: 

88617 2.88 .828 
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PRE2D: Working with a team on a group project - Looking back to before you started 
college, how confident were you that you would be successful in college at the 
following: 

88621 2.98 .804 

PRE3A: Student council or student government (e.g. student government, band, debate 
club) - Looking back to when you were in high school, how often did you engage in 
the following activities: 

88389 2.96 1.061 

PRE3B: Organized sports (ex. varsity, club sports) - Looking back to when you were 
in high school, how often did you engage in the following activities: 

88389 2.76 1.241 

PRE3C: Leadership positions in student clubs, groups, sports (ex. officer in a club or 
organization, captain of athletic team, first chair in musical group, section editor of 
newspaper) - Looking back to when you were in high school, how often did you 
engage in: 

88392 2.70 1.159 

PRE4A: Performed community service - Looking back to before you started college, 
how often did you engage in the following activities? 

87748 2.58 .909 

PRE4C: Participated in community or work-related organizations (ex. church group, 
scouts, professional associations) - Looking back to before you started college, how 
often did you engage in the following activities? 

87722 2.49 1.046 

PRE4D: Took leadership positions in community organizations or work related groups 
- Looking back to before you started college, how often did you engage in the 
following activities? 

87711 1.88 1.015 

PRE4F: Worked with others for change to address societal problems (ex. rally, protest, 
community organizing) - Looking back to before you started college, how often did 
you engage in the following activities? 

87715 1.65 .840 

PRE4G: Participated in training or education that developed your leadership skills - 
Looking back to before you started college, how often did you engage in the following 
activities? 

87724 2.22 .957 

ENV6A: Been an involved member in college organizations? - Since starting college, 
how often have you: 

83208 3.20 1.413 

ENV6B: Held a leadership position in a college organization(s) (ex. officer in a club or 
organization, captain of athletic team, first chair in musical group, section editor of 
newspaper, chairperson of committee)? - Since starting college, how often have 

83216 2.21 1.506 

ENV6C: Been an involved member in an off-campus community organization(s) (ex. 
Parent-Teacher Association, church group, union)? - Since starting college, how often 
have you: 

83217 1.97 1.320 

ENV6D: Held a leadership position in an off-campus community organization(s) (ex. 
officer in a club or organization, officer in a professional association, chairperson of 
committee)? - Since starting college, how often have you: 

83213 1.55 1.099 

ENV7A: Academic/Departmental/Professional (ex. Pre-Law Society, an academic 
fraternity, Engineering Club) - Have you been involved in the following kinds of 
student groups during college? 

82920 1.62 .486 
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ENV7B: Arts/Theater/Music (ex. Theater group, Marching Band, Photography Club) - 
Have you been involved in the following kinds of student groups during college? 

82926 1.80 .396 

ENV7C: Campus-Wide Programming (ex. program board, film series board, 
multicultural programming committee) - Have you been involved in the following 
kinds of student groups during college? 

82908 1.84 .371 

ENV7D: Identity-Based (ex. Black Student Union, LGBT Allies, Korean Student 
Association) - Have you been involved in the following kinds of student groups during 
college? 

82915 1.85 .354 

ENV7E: International Interest (ex. German Club, Foreign Language Club) - Have you 
been involved in the following kinds of student groups during college? 

82910 1.86 .351 

ENV7F: Honor Societies (ex. Omicron Delta Kappa [ODK], Mortar Board, Phi Beta 
Kappa) - Have you been involved in the following kinds of student groups during 
college? 

82911 1.79 .407 

ENV7G: Media (ex. Campus Radio, Student Newspaper) - Have you been involved in 
the following kinds of student groups during college? 

82910 1.89 .308 

ENV7H: Military (ex. ROTC, cadet corps) - Have you been involved in the following 
kinds of student groups during college? 

82903 1.97 .180 

ENV7I: New Student Transitions (ex. admissions ambassador, orientation advisor) - 
Have you been involved in the following kinds of student groups during college? 

82541 1.84 .364 

ENV7J: Resident Assistants - Have you been involved in the following kinds of 
student groups during college? 

82453 1.93 .249 

ENV7K: Peer Helper (ex. resident assistants, peer health educators) - Have you been 
involved in the following kinds of student groups during college? 

82538 1.82 .383 

ENV7L: Advocacy (ex. Students Against Sweatshops, Amnesty International) - Have 
you been involved in the following kinds of student groups during college? 

82529 1.91 .283 

ENV7M: Political (ex. College Democrats, College Republicans, Libertarians) - Have 
you been involved in the following kinds of student groups during college? 

82533 1.91 .280 

ENV7N: Religious (ex. Fellowship of Christian Athletes, Hillel) - Have you been 
involved in the following kinds of student groups during college? 

82532 1.82 .386 

ENV7O: Service (ex. Circle K, Habitat for Humanity) - Have you been involved in the 
following kinds of student groups during college? 

82533 1.73 .444 

ENV7P: Multi-Cultural Fraternities and Sororities (ex. National Pan-Hellenic Council 
[NPHC] groups such as Alpha Phi Alpha Fraternity Inc., or Latino Greek Council 
groups such as Lambda Theta Alpha) - Have you been involved in the following kinds 
of student org. 

82537 1.96 .187 

ENV7Q: Social Fraternities or Sororities (ex. Panhellenic or Interfraternity Council 
groups such as Sigma Phi Epsilon or Kappa Kappa Gamma) - Have you been involved 
in the following kinds of student groups during college? 

82535 1.86 .350 

ENV7R: Sports-Intercollegiate or Varsity (ex. NCAA Hockey, Varsity Soccer) - Have 
you been involved in the following kinds of student groups during college? 

82420 1.88 .320 
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ENV7S: Sports-Club (ex. Club Volleyball, Club Hockey) - Have you been involved in 
the following kinds of student groups during college? 

82415 1.84 .362 

ENV7T: Sports-Intramural (ex. Intramural Flag Football) - Have you been involved in 
the following kinds of student groups during college? 

82416 1.66 .475 

ENV7U: Recreational (ex. Climbing Club, Hiking Group) - Have you been involved in 
the following kinds of student groups during college? 

82406 1.79 .406 

ENV7V: Social/Special Interest (ex. Gardening Club, Sign Language Club, Chess 
Club) - Have you been involved in the following kinds of student groups during 
college? 

82413 1.83 .376 

ENV7W: Student Governance (ex. Student Government Association, Residence Hall 
Association, Interfraternity Council) - Have you been involved in the following kinds 
of student groups during college? 

82414 1.88 .320 

ENV8A1: Faculty/Instructor - Since you started at your current college/university, 
have you been mentored by the following types of people: 

82236 1.29 .452 

ENV8A2: Academic or Student Affairs Professional Staff (ex. student organization 
advisor, career counselor, Dean of Students, academic advisor, resident hall 
coordinator) -  Since you started at your current college/university, have you been 
mentored by the following: 

82239 1.48 .500 

ENV8A3: Employer -  Since you started at your current college/university, have you 
been mentored by the following types of people: 

82227 1.61 .488 

ENV8A4: Community member (not your employer) -  Since you started at your 
current college/university, have you been mentored by the following types of people: 

82216 1.72 .449 

ENV8A5: Parent/Guardian -  Since you started at your current college/university, have 
you been mentored by the following types of people: 

82230 1.27 .445 

ENV8A6: Other Student -  Since you started at your current college/university, have 
you been mentored by the following types of people: 

82218 1.36 .479 

ENV10: Since starting college, have you ever participated in a leadership training or 
leadership education experience of any kind (ex: leadership conference, alternative 
spring break, leadership course, club president’s retreat)? 

81327 1.69 .462 

ENV11A_1: I feel valued as a person at this school - Indicate your level of agreement 
with the following statements about your experience on your current campus. 

78177 3.63 .976 

ENV11A_2: I feel accepted as a part of the campus community - Indicate your level of 
agreement with the following statements about your experience on your current 
campus. 

78169 3.79 .926 

ENV11A_4: I have observed discriminatory words, behaviors or gestures directed at 
people like me - Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements about 
your experience on your current campus. 

78163 3.46 1.283 

ENV11A_5: I feel I belong on this campus - Indicate your level of agreement with the 
following statements about your experience on your current campus. 

78156 3.81 .960 
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ENV11A_11: I have encountered discrimination while attending this institution - 
Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements about your experience 
on your current campus. 

78162 3.62 1.261 

ENV11A_12: I feel there is a general atmosphere of prejudice among students - 
Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements about your experience 
on your current campus. 

78151 3.75 1.160 

ENV11A_15: Faculty have discriminated against people like me - Indicate your level 
of agreement with the following statements about your experience on your current 
campus. 

78163 4.27 1.033 

ENV11A_16: Staff members have discriminated against people like me - Indicate your 
level of agreement with the following statements about your experience on your 
current campus. 

78163 4.30 1.000 

DEM7: What is your gender? 78164 1.63 .487 
DEM9: Indicate your citizenship and/or generation status: 78146 1.80 1.330 
DEM13: What is your best estimate of your grades so far in college? (Assume 4.00 = 
A) 

78035 1.85 .906 

DEM14: What is the highest level of formal education obtained by any of your 
parent(s) or guardian(s)? 

78016 4.71 1.669 

DEM15: What is your best estimate of your parent(s) or guardian(s) combined total 
income from last year? If you are independent from parent(s) or guardian(s), indicate 
your income. 

77956 6.58 2.852 

Valid N (listwise) 76936   

 
Prior to analysis, the assumptions of linearity and absence of multicollinearity were examined by 

running scatterplots and correlations.  The scatterplots revealed no evidence of nonlinear 

relationships between the variables.  These are detailed in the next chapter.  

In order to identify the subsamples of the student populations that will be examined in 

this study, the international student group included those that responded affirmatively to the 

citizenship/generational status question as an “6=International student.”  Domestic students, the 

comparison group, identified as one of the other responses.  Through application of Astin’s 

(1993) IEO model, a multiple regression analysis was used to examine how the input and 

environment (independent) variables impacted the outcome (dependent) variable.  
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Data analysis plan 

 Given the dependent and independent variables, I elected to conduct multiple regression 

analyses to answer the research questions in this study.    

Question 1. In order to answer question 1, a multiple regression analysis was conducted 

to determine whether there were differences in leadership efficacy between international students 

and domestic students.  Using a multiple regression analysis using ordinary least squares 

regression, the following regression equation was used for analysis to answer this question:  

LSEPRE = β0 + β1INTL_DUM + β2[DEMO] + ε,  

where LSEPRE is the leadership self-efficacy pre-test rating; INTL_DUM is a dummy variable 

indicating 1=international students and 0=domestic students; DEMO is a vector comprising of 

student demographics, which included class level, primary major, gender, race, GPA, 

parent/guardian level of education, and parent/guardian household income; and ε is the error 

term.  

In order to determine if the differences in leadership self-efficacy of domestic students 

and international students are accurately impacted by the collegiate environment, a multiple 

regression analysis was conducted on the leadership self-efficacy pre-test of international 

students and domestic students.  Using a multiple regression analysis using ordinary least squares 

regression, the following regression equation was used for analysis to answer this question:  

LSEPOST = β0 + β1LSEPRE + β2INTL_DUM + β3[DEMO] + ε,  

where LSEPOST is the leadership self-efficacy post-test rating; LSEPRE is the leadership self-

efficacy pre-test rating; INTL_DUM is a dummy variable indicating 1=international students and 

0=domestic students; DEMO is a vector comprising of student demographics, which included 
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class level, primary major, gender, race, GPA, parent/guardian level of education, and 

parent/guardian household income; and ε is the error term.  

 In order to answer the second part of question 1, multiple regression analyses using 

ordinary least squares regressions were used to examine how different international student 

demographics and traits impacted their leadership self-efficacy.  The following equations are 

examples of the analyses that will inform this question.  For international students who identified 

as being African American/Black, the model was:  

LSEPOST = β0 + β1LSEPRE + β2CARIBBEAN_DUM + β3TWOORMORE_DUM + ε, 

where LSEpost is the leadership self-efficacy rating; LSEPRE is the leadership self-efficacy pre-

test rating; African students is the reference; CARIBBEAN_DUM is a dummy variable where 

1=Caribbean students and 0=Not a Caribbean student; TWOORMORE_DUM is a dummy variable 

where 1=Two or more ethnicities and 0=Not a student with two or more ethnicities; and ε is the 

error term.  

 For international students who identified as being Asian American/Asian, the model was:  

LSEPOST = β0 + β1LSEPRE + β2INDIAN/PAKISTANI_DUM+ β3JAPANESE_DUM + β4KOREAN_DUM + β5FILIPINO_DUM + 

β6VIETNAMESE_DUM + β7OTHER_DUM + β8TWOORMORE_DUM + ε, 

where LSEpost is the leadership self-efficacy rating; LSEPRE is the leadership self-efficacy pre-

test rating; Chinese students is the reference; INDIAN/PAKISTANI_DUM is a dummy variable 

where 1=Indian/Pakistani student and 0=Not an Indian/Pakistani student; JAPANESE_DUM is a 

dummy variable where 1=Japanese student and 0=Not a Japanese student; KOREAN_DUM is a 

dummy variable where 1=Korean student and 0=Not an Korean student; FILIPINO_DUM is a 

dummy variable where 1=Filipino student and 0=Not a Filipino student; VIETNAMESE_DUM is a 

dummy variable where 1=Vietnamese student and 0=Not an Vietnamese student; OTHER_DUM is 
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a dummy variable where 1=a student that has another ethnicity not listed and 0=Not a student 

who does not have an ethnicity listed; TWOORMORE_DUM is a dummy variable where 1=Two or 

more ethnicities and 0=Not a student with two or more ethnicities; and ε is the error term.  

 For international students who identified as being Latino/Hispanic, the model was: 

LSEPOST = β0 + β1LSEPRE + β2LATINAMERICAN_DUM+ β3OTHER_DUM + β4TWOORMORE_DUM + ε, 

where LSEpost is the leadership self-efficacy rating; LSEPRE is the leadership self-efficacy pre-

test rating; Mexican/Chicano students is the reference; LATINAMERICAN_DUM is a dummy 

variable where 1=Latin American students and 0=Not a Latin American student; OTHER_DUM is 

a dummy variable where 1=a student who identified as another ethnicity not listed 0=Not a 

student that identified as another ethnicity not listed; TWOORMORE_DUM is a dummy variable 

where 1=Two or more ethnicities and 0=Not a student with two or more ethnicities; and ε is the 

error term.  

I explored other possible internal interactions within the international student population 

that is discussed and examined in the next chapter.  The same analyses were also conducted for 

domestic students as points of comparison.  

 Question 2. To answer question 2, a multiple regression analysis using ordinary least 

squares regression was used to examine how student demographics, their pre-collegiate self-

efficacy of leadership, pre-collegiate student engagement experiences, and their collegiate 

student engagement experiences impact their leadership self-efficacy.   

 The regression equation used for this analysis was:  

LSEPOST = β0 + β1[DEMO]+ β2[PRE-COLL] + β3LSEPRE + β4[COLL_EXP] + ε, 

where LSEPOST is the leadership self-efficacy post-test rating; DEMO is a vector comprising of 

student demographics; PRE_COLL is a vector comprising of student pre-collegiate engagement 
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experiences; LSEPRE is the leadership self-efficacy pre-test; COLL-EXP is a vector of collegiate 

student engagement; ε is the error term.  The predicted outcome of leadership self-efficacy from 

the post-test equals the sum of the intercept, the coefficient of the vector comprising of student 

demographics, the coefficient of the vector comprising of student pre-collegiate engagement 

experiences, the students’ leadership self-efficacy pre-test dummy variable, and the coefficient of 

the vector of student collegiate experiences.   

 To answer the second part of question 2, multiple regression analyses using ordinary least 

squares regressions were used to examine how different international student demographics and 

traits impacted their leadership self-efficacy.  Similar analyses that were conducted for question 

1a were also used for this question.  These analyses informed the study how campus 

environments impact different student subpopulations for both international and domestic 

students.  

This chapter provided the methodology employed to examine the relationship between 

the host campus environment and the leadership self-efficacy of domestic and international 

students, using domestic students as a point of comparison. This quantitative study used data 

collected from the 2012 Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership to answer the research questions.  

Using a principal component analysis and multiple regression analysis, results were produced 

that are presented in the next chapter.   
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Chapter 4: Results 

 

 The purpose of this study was to explore whether international student leadership self-

efficacy differed from their domestic student peers both prior to and after coming to college. 

Further analysis examined how aspects of campus environments impacted these students’ self-

efficacy of leadership and how leadership self-efficacy differed between both domestic and 

international student subgroup populations.  These subgroup populations included those based on 

gender, race and ethnicity, academic major, class level, and class GPA.  Variables for parental 

education and parental household income were eliminated from the analysis because the 

responses for these variables were not consistent.  Interaction terms were incorporated to 

determine whether any cofounding existed that influenced international students’ self-efficacy of 

leadership.   

Regression models were utilized for each of the research questions.  For this study, a 

significance level of p < 0.01 was established; however, other significant levels of p < 0.05 and p 

< 0.1 were reported.  For each regression model, a comprehensive summary of all variables is 

included with relevant statistics and findings.  This chapter presents the findings from these 

analyses along with an evaluation of the results as discussed in the previous chapter.  

Interpretations of the key findings are discussed in the following chapter.   

Research Question 1: Differences in leadership self-efficacy (LSE) 

between domestic and international students 

 The first research question examined whether leadership self-efficacy differed between 

domestic students and international students.  Since students were asked to reflect and respond to 

their self-efficacy of leadership prior to attending college (using the pre-test scale) and after 
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arriving on campus (using the post-test scale), both the leadership self-efficacy pre-test and post-

test were analyzed to see whether there was any difference.  Additional analyses included student 

demographics as covariates to control for demographic traits to determine whether the 

differences in leadership self-efficacy between international and domestic students were 

demographic in nature.  Multiple regression analysis was employed.   

Examining the leadership self-efficacy pre-test (LSEpre) 

After conducting a regression analysis, there was a significant difference between the 

leadership self-efficacy pre-test (LSEpre), which reported their leadership self-efficacy prior to 

attending college, of domestic students and their international student peers. The results are 

reported below with a significance level of p < 0.01.  

Table 21: Q1: Leadership self-efficacy pre-test (LSEpre) 

  
Unstandardized Coefficients 

p-value 
95.0% Confidence Interval  

B Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Constant 2.853 0.003 0.000 2.848 2.858 
Domestic student* - - - - - 
International student -0.057 0.013 0.000 -0.082 -0.033 
NOTES:   

     
a. Dependent variable: LSEpre 
b. Adj. R-squared: 0.000252 

     c. * Reference variable 
      

International students reported lower leadership self-efficacy prior to attending college 

than their domestic student peers (LSEpre = - 0.057, p < 0.01).  The adjusted R-squared of the 

analysis explained very little of the variability of this regression model (Adj. R-squared = 

0.000252).  As a result, student demographics were incorporated to the regression model to help 

explain a larger variability of the model with the student population.   
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Examining the leadership self-efficacy pre-test (LSEpre) with student demographics 

Since the prior regression analysis did not fit the model well, and in order to determine 

whether the students’ international status had more of an effect on their LSEpre than their 

demographic traits, this analysis included student demographic characteristics as covariate 

controls while examining the difference between the LSEpre between domestic and international 

students. Results from the regression analysis that included all student demographics are reported 

in the appendix.   

After incorporating all student demographics in one regression model, the variable 

measuring the effect of LSEpre for international students was not significant (p = 0.317). As a 

result, multiple models were analyzed to examine the impact of the student demographics as 

control variables.  In order to determine which demographic control trait had a larger effect than 

the student’s international status, multiple regression analyses were employed that included 

different covariates and the resulting models were analyzed.  The results of these models are 

presented below. In the resulting regression model, which included two interaction terms, the 

international student LSEpre was significant at a p < 0.10 level.  The LSEpre for international 

students had a smaller effect after including all student demographics.  A similar effect was seen 

in gender, and while some races had an effect, the results showed that race did not affect much as 

the student’s academic major, which had the largest influence on their LSEpre. 

Table 22: Q1: LSEpre with student demographics 

    Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Variables        

  Int'l student leadership self-efficacy 
pre-test score 

-0.057*** -0.069*** -0.004 -0.023 -0.024* -0.024* 
(0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 

           
Gender        
  Male*  - - - - - 

  Female 
 -0.086*** -0.083*** -0.063*** -0.064*** -0.068*** 

(0.005) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.013) 
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  Transgender 
 -0.324*** -0.328*** -0.267*** -0.267*** -0.270*** 

(0.059) (0.061) (0.061) (0.061) (0.065) 
           
Race        
  White/Caucasian*   - - - - 

  Middle Eastern 
  0.015 0.022 0.022 0.023 

(0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029) 

  African American/Black 
  0.052*** 0.062*** 0.062*** 0.064*** 

(0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) 

  American Indian/Alaska Native 
  0.098 0.109 0.106 0.108 

(0.067) (0.067) (0.067) (0.067) 

  Asian American/Asian 
  -0.131*** -0.128*** -0.129*** -0.127*** 

(0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

  Latino/Hispanic 
  -0.022 -0.008 -0.01 -0.008 

(0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) 

  Multiracial 
  0.01 0.025 0.024 0.026 

(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) 

  Race not included 
  0.064* 0.080** 0.080** 0.083** 

(0.035) (0.035) (0.035) (0.035) 
           
Academic major        
  Business*    - - - 

  STEM 
   -0.129*** -0.129*** -0.128*** 

(0.008) (0.008) (0.008) 

  Professional/pre-professional 
   -0.033*** -0.034*** -0.034*** 

(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 

  Humanities 
   -0.175*** -0.173*** -0.172*** 

(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) 

  Communication 
   -0.02 -0.018 -0.018 

(0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 

  Health-related fields 
   -0.096*** -0.097*** -0.097*** 

(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) 

  Education 
   -0.067*** -0.070*** -0.069*** 

(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 

  Multi/Interdisciplinary studies 
   -0.083*** -0.081*** -0.080*** 

(0.019) (0.019) (0.019) 

  Social sciences 
   -0.124*** -0.123*** -0.122*** 

(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) 

  Undecided 
   -0.251*** -0.261*** -0.259*** 

(0.017) (0.017) (0.017) 
           
Class standing        
  Freshman/First-year*     - - 

  Sophomore 
    -0.007 -0.008 

(0.008) (0.008) 

  Junior 
    -0.019** -0.020*** 

(0.008) (0.008) 

  Senior/Fourth-year & beyond 
    -0.023*** -0.025*** 

(0.007) (0.007) 
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  Graduate 
    0.089*** 0.090*** 

(0.024) (0.024) 

  Unclassified 
    0.012 0.01 

(0.030) (0.030) 
           
College GPA        
  3.50 - 4.00*      - 

  3.49 -3.00 
     0.015 

(0.011) 

  2.99 -2.50       0.001 
(0.020) 

  2.49 -2.00 
     -0.047 

(0.030) 

  1.99 or less 
     -0.068 

(0.047) 

  No college GPA 
     0.016 

(0.065) 
           
Interactions        

  Gender * Race 
  -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

  Gender * Major 
   -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.008 

(0.002) (0.002) (0.006) 
           

Constant 2.853*** 2.908*** 2.918*** 3.031*** 3.043*** 3.035*** 
(0.003) (0.004) (0.005) (0.008) (0.010) (0.010) 

Adj. R-squared 0.000252 0.004 0.007 0.015 0.015 0.015 
Notes: N = 78,093 students.        
* p < 0.10       
** p < 0.05       
*** p < 0.01       

 

 After all of the student demographics were incorporated, the effect of the international 

students’ LSEpre decreased but was still significant at a p < 0.10 level (LSEpre = - 0.024).  

Overall, international students reported lower LSEpre than their domestic student peers.  The 

effect on gender also decreased after incorporating race, academic major, class standing, and 

class GPA. For women, their LSEpre was lower (β = -0.086, p < 0.001) than their male peers; and 

transgender students saw the largest negative impact (β = - 0.324, p < 0.001).  In model 3, while 

incorporating their race had a slight influence, academic major in model 4 had a larger impact on 

gender by decreasing its impact on LSEpre.  In the resulting model 6, female (β = -0.068, p < 
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0.001) and transgender (β = -0.270, p < 0.001) international students still had a significant (p < 

0.001) decrease in the LSEpre score than their male counterparts. Students’ gender and academic 

major explained more than their international student status. 

 While the students’ racial group had an impact, it was not as important as their academic 

major.  Only African American/Black, Asian American/Asian, and race not included students 

had significant LSEpre scores.  For African American/Black students, after accounting for 

academic major, class standing, and class GPA, their LSEpre score increased from β = 0.052 to β 

= 0.064. Their LSEpre was higher than the reference racial group, White/Caucasian students.  

Asian American/Asian students had the lowest LSEpre scores than any other racial group.  While 

their LSEpre score improved slightly after accounting for academic major, class standing, and 

class GPA, it was still significantly lower than the other racial groups (β = -0.127, p < 0.001).  

 Academic major had the largest effect on a students’ LSEpre.  With business majors as a 

reference, all other academic majors reported lower LSEpre.  Students with undecided majors 

reported significantly lower LSEpre scores than any other majors (β = -0.259, p < 0.001).  

Students majoring in the humanities (β = -0.172, p < 0.001), science, technology, engineering, 

and mathematics (STEM) (β = -0.128, p < 0.001), and social sciences (β = -0.122, p < 0.001) had 

some of the lowest LSEpre. Although lower than the business major peers, professional/pre-

professional (β = -0.034, p < 0.001), education (β = -0.069, p < 0.001), and 

multi/interdisciplinary studies (β = -0.080, p < 0.001) students reported some of the higher 

LSEpre.  

 Graduate students reported higher LSEpre than their undergraduate peers.  In addition, 

the lower the class GPA, the lower the LSEpre was reported.  The resulting model 6 explained a 

larger variability of the model (Adj. R-squared = 0.015).  Interactions were examined among the 
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variables.  Those that were significant were between gender and race and gender and academic 

major.  The others were also examined, but they were not significant so they were not included 

in the model.   

Examining the leadership self-efficacy post-test (LSEpost) 

The purpose of this study is to examine whether students’ leadership self-efficacy were 

impacted by their college environments (LSEpost).  More particularly, the study compared the 

outcome for international students against their domestic student peers.  From using a regression 

analysis and taking into account the students’ LSEpre, it resulted a significant difference between 

the leadership self-efficacy post-test (LSEpost) score of domestic students and their international 

student peers. The results are reported below with a significance level of p < 0.01 and variability 

of R-squared = 0.267.  

Table 23: Q1: Leadership self-efficacy post-test (LSEpost) 

  
Unstandardized Coefficients 

p-value 
95.0% Confidence Interval  

B Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Constant 1.823 0.008 0.000 1.807 1.839 
LSEpre 0.465 0.003 0.000 0.459 0.470 
Domestic student* - - - - - 
International student -.186 0.010 0.000 -.205 -.167 
NOTES:        a. Dependent Variable: LSEpost 
b. R Square = 0.267 

    c. * Reference variable 
     

Examining the leadership self-efficacy post-test with student demographics 

Since student demographics were controlled for the analysis of the students’ LSEpre, this 

analysis also examined the difference between the LSEpost of domestic and international students 

including their student demographics.  This analysis was done to confirm that the difference of 

leadership self-efficacy was not a result of student demographics, such as gender, race, academic 

major, class level, or class GPA. Multiple regression analysis was used.  After including all 
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student demographics as covariates and the LSEpre, international students reported a much lower 

LSEpost than their domestic student peers (β = -0.117, p = 0.000).  These results are reported in 

the appendix.  

Since several regression models were analyzed for LSEpre, a similar approach was used 

for LSEpost.  These results are presented below.    

Table 24: Q1: LSEpost with student demographics 

    Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Variables 

     
  

  
International student leadership self-
efficacy post-test score 

-0.186*** 
(0.010) 

-0.187*** 
(0.010) 

-0.113*** 
(0.011) 

-0.131*** 
(0.011) 

-0.125*** 
(0.011) 

-0.127*** 
(0.011) 

        

 
International student leadership self-
efficacy pre-test score 

0.465*** 
(0.003) 

0.464*** 
(0.003) 

0.461*** 
(0.003) 

0.454*** 
(0.003) 

0.456*** 
(0.003) 

0.456*** 
(0.003) 

    
     

  
Gender 

     
  

  Male* 
 

- - - - - 

  Female 

 

-0.009** 
(0.004) 

0.001 
(0.006) 

0.042*** 
(0.006) 

0.041*** 
(0.006) 

0.007 
(0.010) 

  
Transgender 

 

-0.231*** 
(0.046) 

-0.211*** 
(0.047) 

-0.083* 
(0.047) 

-0.098** 
(0.047) 

-0.171*** 
(0.049) 

    
     

  
Race 

     
  

  White/Caucasian* 
  

- - - - 

  
Middle Eastern 

  

-0.005 
(0.023) 

0.011 
(0.022) 

0.005 
(0.022) 

0.007 
(0.022) 

  
African American/Black 

  

0.056*** 
(0.012) 

0.086*** 
(0.012) 

0.082*** 
(0.011) 

0.086*** 
(0.011) 

  
American Indian/Alaska Native 

  

0.038 
(0.052) 

0.058 
(0.051) 

0.051 
(0.051) 

0.056 
(0.051) 

  
Asian American/Asian 

  

-0.123*** 
(0.014) 

-0.124*** 
(0.014) 

-0.119*** 
(0.014) 

-0.116*** 
(0.014) 

  Latino 

  

0.037** 
(0.017) 

0.048*** 
(0.017) 

0.046*** 
(0.017) 

0.053*** 
(0.017) 

  Multiracial 

  

0.034* 
(0.019) 

0.033* 
(0.019) 

0.040** 
(0.019) 

0.047** 
(0.019) 

  Race not included 

  

0.031 
(0.027) 

0.034 
(0.027) 

0.031 
(0.026) 

0.039 
(0.026) 

    
     

  
Academic major 

     
  

  Business* 
   

- - - 

  STEM 

   

-0.106*** 
(0.007) 

-0.096*** 
(0.006) 

-0.097*** 
(0.006) 

  Professional/pre-professional 

   

-0.065*** 
(0.009) 

-0.043*** 
(0.009) 

-0.043*** 
(0.009) 

  
Humanities 

   

-0.094*** 
(0.008) 

-0.099*** 
(0.007) 

-0.099*** 
(0.007) 

  
Communication 

   

-0.002 
(0.010) 

-0.003 
(0.010) 

-0.002 
(0.010) 

  
Health-related fields 

   

-0.080*** 
(0.008) 

-0.077*** 
(0.008) 

-0.077*** 
(0.008) 
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Education 

   

-0.021** 
(0.009) 

-0.027*** 
(0.009) 

-0.026*** 
(0.009) 

  
Multi/Interdisciplinary studies 

   

-0.063*** 
(0.015) 

-0.066*** 
(0.015) 

-0.066*** 
(0.015) 

  
Social sciences 

   

-0.053*** 
(0.007) 

-0.062*** 
(0.007) 

-0.062*** 
(0.007) 

  
Undecided 

   

-0.319*** 
(0.013) 

-0.198*** 
(0.013) 

-0.197*** 
(0.013) 

    
     

  

Class standing 
     

  
  Freshman/First-year* 

    
- - 

  Sophomore 

    

0.082*** 
(0.006) 

0.083*** 
(0.006) 

  
Junior 

    

0.171*** 
(0.006) 

0.172*** 
(0.006) 

  
Senior/Fourth-year & beyond 

    

0.267*** 
(0.006) 

0.268*** 
(0.006) 

  
Graduate 

    

0.227*** 
(0.018) 

0.228*** 
(0.018) 

  
Unclassified 

    

0.143*** 
(0.023) 

0.142*** 
(0.023) 

    
     

  
College GPA 

     
  

  3.50 - 4.00* 
     

- 

  3.49 -3.00 

     

-0.024*** 
(0.009) 

  
2.99 -2.50  

     

-0.070*** 
(0.015) 

  
2.49 -2.00 

     

-0.110*** 
(0.023) 

  
1.99 or less 

     

-0.167*** 
(0.036) 

  
No college GPA 

     

0.007 
(0.050) 

    
     

  
Interactions 

     
  

  Gender * Race 
  

-0.005*** 
(0.002) 

-0.003 
(0.002) 

-0.003 
(0.002) 

-0.004** 
(0.002) 

  
Gender * Major 

   

-0.031*** 
(0.001) 

-0.028*** 
(0.001) 

-0.010** 
(0.004) 

    
     

  

Constant 
1.823*** 
(0.008) 

1.831*** 
(0.009) 

1.850*** 
(0.009) 

1.995*** 
(0.010) 

1.834*** 
(0.011) 

1.828*** 
(0.011) 

Adj. R-squared 0.267 0.268 0.271 0.284 0.307 0.308 

Notes: N = 78,093 students.  
      * p < 0.10 
      ** p < 0.05 
      *** p < 0.01 
       

The regression model showed a significant difference between the LSEpost of 

international students compared to domestic students.  International students scored lower on 
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average (β = -0.127, p < .001) on the LSEpost compared to their domestic student peers after all of 

the student demographics and LSEpre were incorporated in the Model 6. Demographic variables 

(race, academic major, gender, class standing, college GPA) were also not found to have a large 

influence except for the students’ academic major. Students’ majors were found to have a 

relatively similar effect on students’ LSEpost compared to students’ international/domestic status.   

In the resulting model 6, the variable for females was insignificant.  However, in model 

5, females (β = 0.041, p < .01) reported a higher LSEpost than their male counterparts, while 

transgender people (β = -0.098, p < .05) reported lower LSEpost than their male counterparts.  In 

the resulting model 6, transgender people (β = -0.171, p < .01) reported much lower LSEpost than 

their male peers. During the analysis, interactions between gender and major were discovered 

and incorporated in the analysis.  Examining the students’ race, those that identified as African 

American/Black, Asian American/Asian, Latino, multiracial, and race not included were 

significant.  Those that identified as African American/Black had a more positive LSEpost score 

(β = 0.086, p < .001) than their White/Caucasian counterparts; however, Asian American/Asian 

students had a significantly lower LSEpost score (β = -0.116, p < .001) than their White/Caucasian 

peers.  Latino/Hispanic (β = 0.053, p < .001) and multiracial (β = 0.047, p < .05) students 

reported a higher LSEpost than their White/Caucasian peers.  

Students’ academic major had a similar effect on their LSEpost scores as their student 

status.  All academic majors were significant, except for those who majored in communications. 

All other majors scored lower on the LSEpost scale than their business major peers as the 

reference variable.  Students who were undecided in their field of study scored the largest 

difference and had the lowest LSEpost score (β = -0.197, p < .001) followed thereafter by those 

majoring in the humanities (β = -0.099; p < .001) and science, technology, engineering, and 
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mathematics (β = -0.097, p < .001). Those majoring in education (β = -0.026, p < .001) and 

professional/pre-professional (β = -0.043, p < .001) subjects scored higher among the various 

disciplines. Among other demographics, as the student’s class standing increased, so did their 

LSEpost, except for graduate studnets.  Similarly, as students’ GPAs decreased, so did their 

LSEpost scores.   

Comparing the differences between LSEpre & LSEpost 

 Comparing the differences between the LSEpre and LSEpost provided for interesting 

analysis.  While the LSEpre analysis had other unobservable factors that were not accounted for 

in the model, which resulted in a small R-squared and low variability in the model, a comparison 

between the variables can explain the differences of LSEpre and LSEpost for the various student 

characteristics.  While domestic students were expected to increase their leadership self-efficacy 

after attending college, this conclusion cannot be drawn from these models as the LSEpre model 

explained very little variation (R-squared = 0.015) compared to the LSEpost model (R-squared = 

0.308). However, while comparing the leadership self-efficacy of students generally, 

international students’ leadership self-efficacy lessened over time during college compared to 

their domestic student peers.  Female students, generally, increased their leadership self-efficacy, 

but transgendered students decreased their leadership confidence both compared to males.  A 

comprehensive comparison between LSEpre and LSEpost of the significant variables are reported 

below.  

Table 25: Comparison between LSEpre & LSEpost 

Variables LSEpre LSEpost 
       

  
International student leadership self-
efficacy score 

-0.024* 
(0.014) 

-0.127*** 
(0.011) 

       
Gender     
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  Male* - - 

  
Female -0.064*** 

(0.008) 
0.041** 
(0.006) 

  
Transgender -0.270*** 

(0.065) 
-0.171*** 

(0.049) 
       
Race     
  White* - - 

  
African American/Black 0.064*** 

(0.015) 
0.086*** 
(0.011) 

  
Asian American/Asian -0.127*** 

(0.018) 
-0.116*** 

(0.014) 
       
Academic major     
  Business* - - 

  
STEM -0.128*** 

(0.008) 
-0.097*** 

(0.006) 

  
Professional/pre-professional -0.034*** 

(0.012) 
-0.043*** 

(0.009) 

  
Humanities -0.172*** 

(0.010) 
-0.099*** 

(0.007) 

  
Health-related fields -0.097*** 

(0.010) 
-0.077*** 

(0.008) 

  
Education -0.069*** 

(0.012) 
-0.026*** 

(0.009) 

  
Multi/Interdisciplinary studies -0.080*** 

(0.019) 
-0.066*** 

(0.015) 

  
Social sciences -0.122*** 

(0.009) 
-0.062*** 

(0.007) 

  
Undecided -0.259*** 

(0.017) 
-0.197*** 

(0.013) 
       
Class standing     
  Freshman/First-year* - - 

  
Junior -0.020*** 

(0.008) 
0.172*** 
(0.006) 

  
Senior/Fourth-year & beyond 0.025*** 

(0.007) 
0.268*** 
(0.006) 

  
Graduate 0.090*** 

(0.024) 
0.228*** 
(0.018) 

       

Constant 
3.035*** 
(0.010) 

1.828*** 
(0.011) 
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Adj. R-squared 0.015 0.308 

Notes: N = 78,093 students.  
  * p < 0.10 
  ** p < 0.05 
  *** p < 0.01 

(1) Model 5 used for the female variable  

   While African American/Black students reported positive gains over their White 

counterparts,  Asian American/Asian students reported gains in their leadership confidence but 

still lower than their White peers. Among the different majors, those studying STEM, the 

humanities, and the social sciences saw the largest gain in conference of their leadership even 

though they still reported lower efficacies than their business major peers.  Students in their 

senior year or fourth year and beyond reported the highest gains among class standing, but 

juniors and graduate students also reported significant gains.  Comparing self-efficacy of 

leadership pre- and post-test provided an understanding of how certain student groups developed 

their leadership self-efficacy while in college.  

Examining within-group differences  

 The international student population is very diverse.  The purpose of this study was to 

also examine to see if there were any within-group differences among the international student 

population.  In the MSL survey, students identified their racial group. Those that identified as 

African American/Black, Asian American/Asian, or Latino/Hispanic were then asked to identify 

their ethnicity or ethnicities.  From this data, regression analyses were conducted to analyze the 

effect of the leadership self-efficacy on the various ethnic groups.    

Among the African American/Black racial group, students identified as African, Black, 

Brazilian, Caribbean, other Black, and two or more ethnicities.  Within the Asian 

American/Asian racial group, students identified as Chinese, Korean, Japanese, Indian/Pakistani, 
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Filipino, Vietnamese, Pacific Islander, other Asian, and two or more ethnicities.  Lastly, if 

students identified as Latino/Hispanic, they could identify as Mexican/Chicano, Puerto Rican, 

Cuban, Dominican, South American, Central American, other Latino, and two or more 

ethnicities.   

Several regression analyses were conducted to examine the impact of the leadership self-

efficacy pre-test and post-test on each of the ethnicities, with and without covariates and 

interactions.  First, when examining the leadership self-efficacy pre-test without any covariates, 

none of the models for the varying ethnic groups were significant.  When examining the 

leadership self-efficacy post-test without any covariates, the models were significant.  Although 

the models were significant, only a couple of ethnicities gave rise to significant results.  

However, consistently, the international student leadership self-efficacy coefficient was 

significant.   

When analyzing the leadership self-efficacy pre-test and post-test with the various 

ethnicities with covariates and interactions, both the pre-test and post-test models were 

significant.  Similar to the models without any covariates, the coefficient measuring the 

international student leadership self-efficacy was significant for all of the models, but only a very 

small number of ethnicities resulted in significant numbers.  As a result, the chart below reports 

the significant numbers from the LSEpost analyses that was of interest in this study.  

Table 26: LSE post-test of international student ethnic groups 

  
International student leadership self-

efficacy post-test 
 

     Ethnic groups  w/o covariates w/ covariates  
     Asian -0.205*** -0.238***  
     African/Black -0.193*** -0.199***  
     Latino -0.253*** -0.258***  
     Notes: 

  
 

      (1) Asian (N=318), African/Black (N=173), Latino/Hispanic (N=236) 
  (2) Control variables include: gender, academic major, class standing, class GPA, and gender * major interaction 
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 Overall, Latino international students had the lowest leadership self-efficacy after 

attending college than any of the other ethnic groups.  African/Black international students had 

higher leadership self-efficacies than Asians and Latinos. After incorporating covariates, Asian 

international students had the largest magnitude in difference in their leadership self-efficacy 

post-test.  No other conclusions could be drawn, as the results were not significant.     

Research Question 2: Influences of campus environments 

on students’ leadership self-efficacy 

 Using Astin’s I-E-O College Impact Model, the second research question examines how 

campus environments affect the leadership self-efficacy of students, specifically international 

students.  Within the I-E-O Model, student demographics, along with the students’ leadership 

self-efficacy pre-test (LSEpre) and the students’ pre-collegiate leadership experience, serve as the 

input (I) covariates of this model. The outcome (O) is their leadership self-efficacy post-test 

(LSEpost).  The environmental (E) variables are examined in this analysis to determine how 

various collegiate environments impact international students’ leadership self-efficacy. Multiple 

regression analysis was employed.   

Examining the influence of campus environments on LSEpost 

The purpose of this study was to examine whether students’ leadership self-efficacy were 

impacted by their college environments (LSEpost).  More particularly, the study compared the 

outcome for international students against their domestic student peers.  Above, after conducting 

a regression analysis, there was a significant difference between the leadership self-efficacy post-

test (LSEpost) of domestic students and their international student peers. International students 

reported a much lower LSEpost (see Table #).  After controlling for student demographics, 

international students reported a slightly higher LSEpost – still lower than their domestic student 
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peers (see Table #). College experiences were included in this analysis to provide a holistic 

examination of factors that impacted LSEpost.  Comprehensive results are reported with a 

significance level of p < 0.01 in the appendix, which included all input, environmental, and 

output variables.  Below, for ease of reading, results are reported based upon the type of college 

environment with a significance level of p < 0.01.   Interpretations of these results are discussed 

in the following chapter.  

The first set of environmental variables examined students’ experience with a wide 

variety of campus activities.  As expected and consistent with current research, students that 

study abroad and participate in a first-year or freshman seminar course have positive gains in 

leadership self-efficacies.  While those that work off-campus, engage in community service, and 

have practical experience reported negative gains in leadership self-efficacy, and those that work 

off-campus reported much less gains in leadership self-efficacy than their peers.   

Table 27: Impact of various campus-wide activities on LSEpost 

Environmental Variables Unstandardized Coefficients Unstandardized Coefficients 
    B Std. Error B Std. Error 
Collegiate environments         

  

ENV1: Are you currently working off 
campus in a position unaffiliated with your 
school? 

-0.128*** 0.005 -0.064*** 0.004 

  
ENV3: In an average month, do you engage 
in any community service? -0.051*** 0.005 -0.034*** 0.004 

  ENV4A: Study abroad 0.021*** 0.006 0.027*** 0.005 

  

ENV4B: Practicum, internship, field 
experience, co-op experience, or clinical 
experience  

-0.064*** 0.005 -0.018*** 0.004 

  
ENV4F: First-year or freshman seminar 
course  0.041*** 0.004 0.026*** 0.004 

  
 

        
Student Demographics     X X 
Pre-collegiate environments     X X 
Leadership self-efficacy pre-test     X X 
  

 
        

(Constant) 2.780*** 0.049 1.306*** 0.046 
Adj. R-squared 0.201   0.402   

NOTES: (1) Student demographics included international student status, gender, race, academic major, class 
standing, class GPA, interactions: gender * major, gender * race 
(2) Pre-collegiate environments included variables PRE3A, PRE3B, PRE3C, PRE4A, PRE4C, PRE4D, PRE4F, 
PRE4G 
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(3) ‘X’ signifies that these variables were incorporated into the analysis 

 
  Students that have experiences in organizational leadership reported positive gains in 

their leadership self-efficacy.  Students that have been involved in an organization and have held 

a leadership position reported larger gains in their leadership self-efficacy than those that were 

only involved as a member, and having a leadership position on campus has a larger effect than a 

leadership position in an off-campus community organization.  These results are consistent with 

current research, which will be mentioned in the following chapter.   

Table 28: Impact of organizational leadership on LSEpost 

Environmental Variables Unstandardized Coefficients Unstandardized Coefficients 
    B Std. Error B Std. Error 
Organizational leadership         
Since starting college, how often have you:         

  
ENV6A: Been an involved member in college 
organizations?  

0.029*** 0.002 0.017*** 0.002 

  

ENV6B: Held a leadership position in a 
college organization(s) (ex. officer in a club or 
organization, captain of athletic team, first 
chair in musical group, section editor of 
newspaper, chairperson of committee)?  

0.054*** 0.002 0.033*** 0.002 

  

ENV6C: Been an involved member in an off-
campus community organization(s) (ex. 
Parent-Teacher Association, church group, 
union)?  

0.014*** 0.002 0.009*** 0.002 

  

ENV6D: Held a leadership position in an off-
campus community organization(s) (ex. officer 
in a club or organization, officer in a 
professional association, chairperson of 
committee)?  

0.048*** 0.003 0.017*** 0.002 

  
 

        
Student Demographics     X X 
Pre-collegiate environments     X X 
Leadership self-efficacy pre-test (LSEpre)     X X 
  

 
        

(Constant) 2.780*** 0.049 1.306*** 0.046 
Adj. R-squared 0.201   0.402   

NOTES: (1) Student demographics included international student status, gender, race, academic major, class 
standing, class GPA, interactions: gender * major, gender * race 
(2) Pre-collegiate environments included variables PRE3A, PRE3B, PRE3C, PRE4A, PRE4C, PRE4D, PRE4F, 
PRE4G 
(3) ‘X’ signifies that these variables were incorporated into the analysis 
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 Student involvement is a critical aspect of the college experience.  While many student 

involvement activities have positive influences on leadership self-efficacy, others show negative 

gains.  For example, for international students, the activities that show the largest positive effects 

are art/theatre/music, religious, intercollegiate athletics, and multi-cultural fraternities and 

sororities.  Activities that do not increase leadership self-efficacy are 

academic/departmental/professional, campus-wide programming, peer-helper, political, student 

government and military groups.   The contrasting results may be a result of the kind of 

environment that is created in each of these types of activities.   

Table 29: Impact of student involvement activities on LSEpost 

Environmental Variables Unstandardized Coefficients Unstandardized Coefficients 

    B Std. Error B Std. Error 

Student involvement          

Have you been involved in the following kinds of 
student groups during college?      

    

  

ENV7A: Academic/Departmental/Professional 
(ex. Pre-Law Society, an academic fraternity, 
Engineering Club) 

-0.020*** 0.005 -0.011*** 0.004 

  
ENV7B: Arts/Theater/Music (ex. Theater 
group, Marching Band, Photography Club)  

0.055*** 0.006 0.033*** 0.005 

  

ENV7C: Campus-Wide Programming (ex. 
program board, film series board, multicultural 
programming committee)  

-0.020*** 0.006 -0.014*** 0.006 

  

ENV7D: Identity-Based (ex. Black Student 
Union, LGBT Allies, Korean Student 
Association)  

0.060*** 0.006 0.011* 0.006 

  
ENV7E: International Interest (ex. German 
Club, Foreign Language Club)  

0.030*** 0.006 0.013** 0.006 

  
ENV7G: Media (ex. Campus Radio, Student 
Newspaper)  

0.004 0.007 0.013** 0.006 

  ENV7H: Military (ex. ROTC, cadet corps)  -0.138*** 0.012 -0.072*** 0.011 

  
ENV7K: Peer Helper (ex. resident assistants, 
peer health educators)  

-0.018*** 0.006 -0.018*** 0.005 

  
ENV7M: Political (ex. College Democrats, 
College Republicans, Libertarians)  

-0.054*** 0.008 -0.018** 0.007 
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ENV7N: Religious (ex. Fellowship of Christian 
Athletes, Hillel)  

0.065*** 0.006 0.037*** 0.005 

  
ENV7O: Service (ex. Circle K, Habitat for 
Humanity)  

0.026*** 0.005 0.007 0.005 

  

ENV7P: Multi-Cultural Fraternities and 
Sororities (ex. National Pan-Hellenic Council 
[NPHC] groups such as Alpha Phi Alpha 
Fraternity Inc., or Latino Greek Council groups 
such as Lambda Theta Alpha)  

0.045*** 0.012 0.029*** 0.01 

  

ENV7Q: Social Fraternities or Sororities (ex. 
Panhellenic or Interfraternity Council groups 
such as Sigma Phi Epsilon or Kappa Kappa 
Gamma)  

0.011* 0.006 0.015*** 0.006 

  
ENV7R: Sports-Intercollegiate or Varsity (ex. 
NCAA Hockey, Varsity Soccer)  

-0.028*** 0.007 0.038*** 0.006 

  
ENV7S: Sports-Club (ex. Club Volleyball, Club 
Hockey)  

-0.005 0.006 0.011** 0.005 

  
ENV7T: Sports-Intramural (ex. Intramural Flag 
Football)  

-0.035*** 0.005 0.021*** 0.004 

  
ENV7V: Social/Special Interest (ex. Gardening 
Club, Sign Language Club, Chess Club)  

0.039*** 0.006 0.013** 0.005 

  

ENV7W: Student Governance (ex. Student 
Government Association, Residence Hall 
Association, Interfraternity Council)  

-0.027*** 0.007 -0.015** 0.006 

  
 

        

Student Demographics     X X 

Pre-collegiate environments     X X 

Leadership self-efficacy pre-test (LSEpre)     X X 

  
 

        

(Constant) 2.780*** 0.049 1.306*** 0.046 

Adj. R-squared 0.201   0.402   
NOTES: (1) Student demographics included international student status, gender, race, academic major, class 
standing, class GPA, interactions: gender * major, gender * race 
(2) Pre-collegiate environments included variables PRE3A, PRE3B, PRE3C, PRE4A, PRE4C, PRE4D, PRE4F, 
PRE4G 
(3) ‘X’ signifies that these variables were incorporated into the analysis   

 Mentorship is an important aspect that can help students develop their confidence.  For 

leadership self-efficacy, international students found that mentorship from their parents have a 

more positive impact than their campus faculty members, staff, or peers.  Mentorship from these 

campus members reported negative gains in leadership self-efficacy.  Mentorship by an 

employer showed the largest decrease in leadership self-efficacy, while mentorship by a faculty 
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member was only slightly lower.  These differences may be a result of the cultural differences 

and levels of understanding between the student and mentor.   

Table 30: Impact of mentorship on LSEpost 

Environmental Variables Unstandardized Coefficients Unstandardized Coefficients 
    B Std. Error B Std. Error 
Mentorship         

Since you started at your current college/university, 
have you been mentored by the following types of 
people:      

    

  ENV8A1: Faculty/Instructor -0.028*** 0.005 -0.017*** 0.005 

  

ENV8A2: Academic or Student Affairs 
Professional Staff (ex. student organization 
advisor, career counselor, Dean of Students, 
academic advisor, resident hall coordinator)  

-0.006 0.005 -0.026*** 0.004 

  ENV8A3: Employer  -0.074*** 0.005 -0.043*** 0.004 

  
ENV8A4: Community member (not your 
employer)  

-0.033*** 0.005 -0.023*** 0.005 

  ENV8A5: Parent/Guardian  -0.004 0.005 0.011** 0.005 
  

 
        

Student Demographics     X X 
Pre-collegiate environments     X X 
Leadership self-efficacy pre-test (LSEpre)     X X 
  

 
        

(Constant) 2.780*** 0.049 1.306*** 0.046 
Adj. R-squared 0.201   0.402   
NOTES: (1) Student demographics included international student status, gender, race, academic major, class 
standing, class GPA, interactions: gender * major, gender * race 
(2) Pre-collegiate environments included variables PRE3A, PRE3B, PRE3C, PRE4A, PRE4C, PRE4D, PRE4F, 
PRE4G 
(3) ‘X’ signifies that these variables were incorporated into the analysis 

 Leadership training has been found to create a positive impact on one’s leadership self-

efficacy.  However, for international students, organized leadership training at the campus-level 

was not found to have a positive impact.  When accounting for covariates, participating in a 

leadership training or education experience had a negative effect similar to an employer on the 

students’ leadership self-efficacy.  This disjoint may be a result of the nature of the leadership 

training.  These trainings and activities are geared to the majority of the students on campus – 

domestic students, which may have a contrasting effect on international students.   
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Table 31: Impact of leadership training on LSEpost 

Environmental Variables Unstandardized Coefficients Unstandardized Coefficients 
    B Std. Error B Std. Error 
Leadership Training 

  
    

  

ENV10: Since starting college, have you ever 
participated in a leadership training or leadership 
education experience of any kind (ex: leadership 
conference, alternative spring break, leadership 
course, club president’s retreat)? 

-0.056*** 0.005 -0.037*** 0.005 

  
   

    
Student Demographics     X X 
Pre-collegiate environments     X X 
Leadership self-efficacy pre-test (LSEpre)     X X 
  

 
        

(Constant) 2.780*** 0.049 1.306*** 0.046 
Adj. R-squared 0.201   0.402   
NOTES: (1) Student demographics included international student status, gender, race, academic major, class 
standing, class GPA, interactions: gender * major, gender * race 
(2) Pre-collegiate environments included variables PRE3A, PRE3B, PRE3C, PRE4A, PRE4C, PRE4D, PRE4F, 
PRE4G 
(3) ‘X’ signifies that these variables were incorporated into the analysis 

 Overall, international students reported positive gains in their leadership self-efficacy 

when considering their campus climate and their sense of belonging on campus.  While students 

observed discriminatory words and discrimination on campus, these effects on their LSE were 

very slight.  Feeling valued and accepted on campus reported the highest positive gains to their 

leadership self-efficacy.  As a result, this supports current non-discrimination initiatives and 

higher education’s social justice mission to create safe spaces for students.   

 Generally, international students feel valued at their institutions and accepted as part of 

the campus community.  This could be a result of the various programming and initiatives that 

are targeted at the international student population. While students reported feeling accepted and 

valued, personally, they reported that they have seen others experience prejudice and 

discrimination, which these encounters may have an indirect effect on their leadership self-

efficacy.   
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Table 32: Impact of campus climate and sense of belonging on LSEpost 

Environmental Variables Unstandardized Coefficients Unstandardized Coefficients 
    B Std. Error B Std. Error 
Campus climate and sense of belonging       
Indicate the level of agreement with the following 
statements about your experience on your current 
campus.  

  
    

  
ENV11A_1: I feel valued as a person at this 
school 0.066*** 0.003 0.053*** 0.003 

  
ENV11A_2: I feel accepted as a part of the 
campus community  0.070*** 0.004 0.045*** 0.003 

  

ENV11A_4: I have observed discriminatory 
words, behaviors or gestures directed at people 
like me  

-0.010*** 0.002 -0.005*** 0.002 

  ENV11A_5: I feel I belong on this campus  0.047*** 0.003 0.041*** 0.003 

  
ENV11A_11: I have encountered discrimination 
while attending this institution  

-0.012*** 0.002 -0.009*** 0.002 

  
ENV11A_12: I feel there is a general atmosphere 
of prejudice among students  0.005** 0.003 0.003 0.002 

  
ENV11A_15: Faculty have discriminated against 
people like me  -0.002 0.004 0.007** 0.004 

  
ENV11A_16: Staff members have discriminated 
against people like me  0.018*** 0.004 0.017*** 0.004 

  
   

    
Student Demographics     X X 
Pre-collegiate environments     X X 
Leadership self-efficacy pre-test (LSEpre)     X X 
  

 
        

(Constant) 2.780*** 0.049 1.306*** 0.046 
Adj. R-squared 0.201   0.402   
NOTES: (1) Student demographics included international student status, gender, race, academic major, class 
standing, class GPA, interactions: gender * major, gender * race 
(2) Pre-collegiate environments included variables PRE3A, PRE3B, PRE3C, PRE4A, PRE4C, PRE4D, PRE4F, 
PRE4G 
(3) ‘X’ signifies that these variables were incorporated into the analysis 

Campus environments played an important role in the development of international 

students’ leadership self-efficacy.  The analyses reported that in order for international students 

to develop positive leadership self-efficacy, they must feel valued and accepted on their campus.  

While various campus activities showed positive gains in self-efficacy of leadership, others did 

not.  In this section, the study will examine more closely how campus environments impact the 

diverse subgroup international student populations.  
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A within-group analysis of the influence of campus environments on LSEpost 

  International students are ethnically diverse, and campus environments have varying 

impacts on these students.  In the previous analysis, the study highlighted how different racial 

groups experience the campus environment.  The purpose of this study was to also examine to 

see if there were any within-group differences among the international student population and 

taking a closer examination by analyzing within the racial groups.  Similarly, in question one, 

those that identified as African American/Black, Asian American/Asian, or Latino/Hispanic were 

then asked to identify their ethnicity or ethnicities.  From this data, regression analyses were 

conducted to analyze the effect of the campus environment on leadership self-efficacy of the 

various ethnic groups.    

As above, among the African American/Black racial group, students identified as 

African, Black, Brazilian, Caribbean, other Black, and two or more ethnicities.  Within the Asian 

American/Asian racial group, students identified as Chinese, Korean, Japanese, Indian/Pakistani, 

Filipino, Vietnamese, Pacific Islander, other Asian, and two or more ethnicities.  Lastly, if 

students identified as Latino/Hispanic, they could identify as Mexican/Chicano, Puerto Rican, 

Cuban, Dominican, South American, Central American, other Latino, and two or more 

ethnicities.   

Several regression analyses were conducted to examine the impact of the campus 

environment on the leadership self-efficacy of each ethnicity with covariates and interactions. 

While all of the models were significant (p < 0.01), not all of the ethnic groups produced 

significant results.  However, consistently, the international student leadership self-efficacy 

coefficient was significant.  The following tables report the results from these analyses.   
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Table 33: A within-group comparison of demographic characteristics, pre-collegiate environments, and leadership self-
efficacy pre-test score for college environments of African/Black ethnic international students 

Variables Unstandardized Coefficients 

    B Std. Error 

Status     

  Domestic* - - 

  International  -0.097** 0.043 

  
 

    
Gender     
  Male* - - 

  Female -0.016 0.041 

  Transgender -0.062 0.362 

  
 

    

Ethnicity      

  Black* - - 

  African -0.011 0.025 

  Brazilian 0.028 0.077 

  Caribbean  -0.080** 0.039 

  Other Black -0.040 0.062 

  Two or more ethnicities 0.010 0.023 

  
 

    

Academic major     

  Business* - - 

  STEM -0.111*** 0.027 

  Professional/pre-professional -0.112*** 0.036 

  Humanities -0.062* 0.032 

  Communication -0.008 0.042 

  Health-related fields -0.055* 0.033 

  Education -0.053 0.04 

  Multi/Interdisciplinary studies -0.143** 0.061 

  Social Sciences -0.032 0.031 

  Undecided -0.154*** 0.059 

  
 

    

Class standing     

  Freshman/First-year* - - 

  Sophomore  0.024 0.026 

  Junior 0.085*** 0.027 

  Senior/Fourth-year & beyond 0.204*** 0.029 

  Graduate  0.208*** 0.078 

  Unclassified 0.125 0.110 

  
 

    

College GPA     

  3.50-4.00 - - 
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  3.00-3.49 -0.026 0.038 

  2.50-2.99 -0.016 0.068 

  2.00-2.49 -0.036 0.103 

  1.99 or less 0.343** 0.164 

  No college GPA 0.137 0.229 

  
 

    
Interactions     
  Gender * Major -0.005 0.020 

  
 

    
Precollegiate environments     

Looking back to when you were in high school, how often did 
you engage in the following activities: 

    

  
PRE3A: Student council or student government (e.g. student 
government, band, debate club)  -0.020** 0.011 

  PRE3B: Organized sports (ex. Varsity, club sports)  0.005 0.008 

  

PRE3C: Leadership positions in student clubs, groups, sports 
(ex. Officer in a club or organization, captain of athletic 
team, first chair in musical group, section editor of 
newspaper) 

0.047*** 0.010 

  
 

    
Looking back to before when you started college, how often did 
you engage in the following activities: (Select one response for 
each) 

    

  PRE4A: Performed community service 0.000 0.012 

  

PRE4C: Participated in community or work-related 
organizations (ex. Church group, scouts, professional 
associations) 

-0.009 0.011 

  
PRE4D: Took leadership positions in community 
organizations or work related groups -0.015 0.011 

  
PRE4F: Worked with others for change to address societal 
problems (ex. Rally, protest, community organizing) 

-0.018 0.012 

  
PRE4G: Participated in training or education that developed 
your leadership skills 0.055*** 0.011 

  
 

    
Precollegiate leadership self-efficacy     
  LSE pre-test 0.359*** 0.013 
  

 
    

Collegiate environments X X 
  

 
    

(Constant) 1.692*** 0.206 
Adj. R-squared 0.410   

Notes: (1) N = 173.  
(2) Collegiate environments included variables ENV1, ENV3, ENV4B, ENV4F, ENV6A, ENV6B, ENV6C, 
ENV6D, ENV7A, ENV7B, ENV7C, ENV7D, ENV7E, ENV7G, ENV7H, ENV7K, ENV7M, ENV7N, ENV7O, 
ENV7P, ENV7Q, ENV7R, ENV7S, ENV7T, ENV7V, ENV7W, ENV8A1, ENV8A2, ENV8A3, ENV8A4, 
ENV8A5, ENV10, ENV11A_1, ENV11A_2, ENV11A_4, ENV11A_5, ENV11A_11, ENV11A_12, ENV11A_15, 
ENV11A_16.  
(3) ‘X’ signifies that these variables were incorporated into the analysis 
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 Within the African international student racial group, only the Caribbean ethnic group 

reported significant results. Therefore, results were inconclusive with regard to the differences of 

how campus environments impact the various African/Black ethnicities’ leadership self-efficacy. 

However, among the areas of study, besides those who are undecided of their majors, 

African/Black international students who have multi/interdisciplinary studies (β = - 0.146, p < 

0.05) majors reported the lowest leadership self-efficacy, with pre-professional/professional (β = 

- 0.112, p < 0.05) and STEM (β = - 0.111, p < 0.01) majors following.  As students advanced in 

their class standing, so did their leadership self-efficacy.  Those students that either were leaders 

in high school (β = 0.047, p < 0.01) or received leadership training (β = 0.055, p < 0.01) reported 

having higher leadership self-efficacies in college.  

Table 34: A within-group comparison of demographic characteristics, pre-collegiate environments, and leadership self-
efficacy pre-test score for college environments of Asian ethnic international students 

Variables Unstandardized Coefficients 

    B Std. Error 

Status 
 

    

  Domestic* - - 

  International  -0.153*** 0.032 

  
 

    
Gender 

 
    

  Male* - - 

  Female -0.013 0.031 

  Transgender 0.046 0.160 
  

 
    

Ethnicity  
 

    

  Chinese* - - 

  Indian/Pakistani -0.021 0.021 

  Japanese 0.003 0.027 

  Korean -0.030 0.020 

  Filipino -0.032 0.025 

  Pacific Islander 0.051 0.092 

  Vietnamese -0.043 0.029 

  Other Asian -0.049** 0.024 

  Two or more ethnicities 0.006 0.024 
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Academic major     

  Business* - - 

  STEM -0.114*** 0.022 

  Professional/pre-professional -0.087*** 0.03 

  Humanities -0.121*** 0.026 

  Communication -0.051 0.032 

  Health-related fields -0.094*** 0.026 

  Education -0.046 0.032 

  Multi/Interdisciplinary studies -0.078 0.051 

  Social Sciences -0.040* 0.024 

  Undecided -0.202*** 0.043 

  
 

    

Class standing     

  Freshman/First-year* - - 

  Sophomore  0.040* 0.021 

  Junior 0.096*** 0.022 

  Senior/Fourth-year & beyond 0.189*** 0.023 

  Graduate  0.171*** 0.063 

  Unclassified 0.113 0.073 

  
 

    

College GPA 
 

    

  3.50-4.00 - - 

  3.00-3.49 0.021 0.028 

  2.50-2.99 0.021 0.050 

  2.00-2.49 0.035 0.077 

  1.99 or less -0.009 0.116 

  No college GPA 0.111 0.151 

  
 

    

Interactions 
 

    

  Gender * Major -0.018 0.014 

  
 

    

Precollegiate environments     

Looking back to when you were in high school, how often did you 
engage in the following activities: 

    

  
PRE3A: Student council or student government 
(e.g. student government, band, debate club)  

-0.016* 0.008 

  
PRE3B: Organized sports (ex. varsity, club 
sports)  0.017*** 0.006 

  

PRE3C: Leadership positions in student clubs, 
groups, sports (ex. officer in a club or 
organization, captain of athletic team, first chair 
in musical group, section editor of newspaper) 

0.028*** 0.008 

  
 

    
Looking back to before when you started college, how often did 
you engage in the following activities: (Select one response for     
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each) 
  PRE4A: Performed community service -0.012 0.009 

  

PRE4C: Participated in community or work-
related organizations (ex. church group, scouts, 
professional associations) 

-0.006 0.008 

  

PRE4D: Took leadership positions in 
community organizations or work related 
groups 

0.008 0.009 

  

PRE4F: Worked with others for change to 
address societal problems (ex. rally, protest, 
community organizing) 

0.002 0.009 

  
PRE4G: Participated in training or education 
that developed your leadership skills 0.050*** 0.008 

  
 

    
Precollegiate leadership self-efficacy     
  LSE pre-test 0.353*** 0.010 

  
 

    

Collegiate environments X X 

  
 

    

(Constant)   1.362*** 0.162 

Adj. R-squared 0.387   
Notes: (1) N = 318.  
(2) Collegiate environments included variables ENV1, ENV3, ENV4B, ENV4F, ENV6A, ENV6B, ENV6C, 
ENV6D, ENV7A, ENV7B, ENV7C, ENV7D, ENV7E, ENV7G, ENV7H, ENV7K, ENV7M, ENV7N, ENV7O, 
ENV7P, ENV7Q, ENV7R, ENV7S, ENV7T, ENV7V, ENV7W, ENV8A1, ENV8A2, ENV8A3, ENV8A4, 
ENV8A5, ENV10, ENV11A_1, ENV11A_2, ENV11A_4, ENV11A_5, ENV11A_11, ENV11A_12, ENV11A_15, 
ENV11A_16.  
(3) ‘X’ signifies that these variables were incorporated into the analysis 

Within the Asian international student racial group, none of the ethnic groups reported 

significant results. Only Other Asian ethnicities resulted in a response with a significance level 

of p < 0.05.  Therefore, results were inconclusive with regard to the differences of how campus 

environments impact the various Asian ethnicities’ leadership self-efficacy. However, among the 

areas of study, besides those who are undecided of their majors, those Asian international 

students who studied the humanities (β = - 0.121, p < 0.01) had the lowest leadership self-

efficacy, followed by those who studied STEM (β = - 0.114, p < 0.01), health-related fields (β = 

- 0.094, p < 0.01), and pre-professional/professional (β = - 0.087, p < 0.01) majors.  Similar to 

African/Black international students, as students advanced in their class standing, so did their 

leadership self-efficacy.  However, this was only true for undergraduate students. Graduate 
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Asian international students reported a lower leadership self-efficacy than those undergraduate 

seniors or four years and beyond.  Also similar to African/Black international students but with 

lower results, Asians that either were leaders in high school (β = 0.028, p < 0.01) or received 

leadership training (β = 0.050, p < 0.01) reported having higher leadership self-efficacies in 

college.  

Table 35: A within-group comparison of demographic characteristics, pre-collegiate environments, and leadership self-
efficacy pre-test score for college environments of Latino/Hispanic ethnic international students 

Variables Unstandardized Coefficients 

    B Std. Error 

Status 
 

    

  Domestic* - - 

  International  -0.161*** 0.036 

  
 

    

Gender 
 

    

  Male* - - 

  Female 0.018 0.034 

  Transgender 0.074 0.183 

  
 

    

Ethnicity  
 

    

  Mexican/Chicano* - - 

  Puerto Rican 0.020 0.024 

  Cuban -0.018 0.039 

  Dominican 0.039 0.036 

  South American -0.018 0.022 

  Central American -0.016 0.028 

  Other Latino -0.029 0.033 

  Two or more ethnicities 0.012 0.024 

  
 

    

Academic major     

  Business* - - 

  STEM -0.090*** 0.023 

  Professional/pre-professional -0.059* 0.031 

  Humanities -0.047* 0.027 

  Communication 0.010 0.035 

  Health-related fields -0.076*** 0.028 

  Education -0.004 0.033 

  Multi/Interdisciplinary studies -0.069 0.049 

  Social Sciences -0.073*** 0.025 
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  Undecided -0.116** 0.048 

  
 

    

Class standing     

  Freshman/First-year* - - 

  Sophomore  0.052** 0.022 

  Junior 0.129*** 0.023 

  Senior/Fourth-year & beyond 0.199*** 0.024 

  Graduate  0.162** 0.064 

  Unclassified 0.158* 0.087 

  
 

    

College GPA 
 

    

  3.50-4.00 - - 

  3.00-3.49 0.038 0.030 

  2.50-2.99 0.059 0.054 

  2.00-2.49 0.041 0.081 

  1.99 or less 0.145 0.135 

  No college GPA 0.253 0.176 

  
 

    

Interactions 
 

    

  Gender * Major -0.033** 0.016 

  
 

    

Precollegiate environments     

Looking back to when you were in high school, how often did you 
engage in the following activities: 

    

  
PRE3A: Student council or student government 
(e.g. student government, band, debate club)  0.000 0.009 

  
PRE3B: Organized sports (ex. varsity, club 
sports)  

0.011* 0.007 

  

PRE3C: Leadership positions in student clubs, 
groups, sports (ex. officer in a club or 
organization, captain of athletic team, first chair 
in musical group, section editor of newspaper) 

0.026*** 0.009 

  
 

    
Looking back to before when you started college, how often did you 
engage in the following activities: (Select one response for each)     

  PRE4A: Performed community service -0.019* 0.010 

  

PRE4C: Participated in community or work-
related organizations (ex. church group, scouts, 
professional associations) 

0.005 0.009 

  
PRE4D: Took leadership positions in community 
organizations or work related groups 0.008 0.009 

  

PRE4F: Worked with others for change to 
address societal problems (ex. rally, protest, 
community organizing) 

-0.010 0.010 

  
PRE4G: Participated in training or education that 
developed your leadership skills 0.050*** 0.009 

  
 

    
Precollegiate leadership self-efficacy     
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  LSE pre-test 0.370*** 0.011 
  

 
    

Collegiate environments X X 

  
 

    

(Constant)   1.062*** 0.174 

Adj. R-squared 0.396   
Notes: (1) N = 236.  
(2) Collegiate environments included variables ENV1, ENV3, ENV4B, ENV4F, ENV6A, ENV6B, ENV6C, 
ENV6D, ENV7A, ENV7B, ENV7C, ENV7D, ENV7E, ENV7G, ENV7H, ENV7K, ENV7M, ENV7N, ENV7O, 
ENV7P, ENV7Q, ENV7R, ENV7S, ENV7T, ENV7V, ENV7W, ENV8A1, ENV8A2, ENV8A3, ENV8A4, 
ENV8A5, ENV10, ENV11A_1, ENV11A_2, ENV11A_4, ENV11A_5, ENV11A_11, ENV11A_12, ENV11A_15, 
ENV11A_16.  
(3) ‘X’ signifies that these variables were incorporated into the analysis 

Similar to the other ethnic groups, within the Latino international student racial group, 

none of the ethnic groups reported significant results. Therefore, results were inconclusive with 

regard to the differences of how campus environments impact the various Latino ethnicities’ 

leadership self-efficacy. However, among the areas of study, besides those who are undecided of 

their majors, those Latino international students who studied STEM (β = - 0.090, p < 0.01) had 

the lowest leadership self-efficacy, followed by those who studied health-related fields (β = - 

0.076, p < 0.01) and the social sciences (β = - 0.073, p < 0.01).  Similar to Asian international 

students, as students advanced in their class standing, so did their leadership self-efficacy, but 

graduate Latino international students reported a lower leadership self-efficacy than those 

undergraduate seniors or four years and beyond.  Also similar to African/Black and Asian 

international students, Latinos that either were leaders in high school (β = 0.026, p < 0.01) or 

received leadership training (β = 0.050, p < 0.01) reported having higher leadership self-

efficacies in college.  

 Although the results from the analysis did not allow comparison between the various 

ethnic groups, it did permit examination of the influence of campus environments on the various 

racial groups of international students.  The measures of campus environment included the 

various campus activities that students could participate in while a student as outlined in the 
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previous analysis.  From this analysis, African/Black international students had a higher 

leadership self-efficacy (β = -0.097, p < 0.01), followed by Asians (β = -0.153, p < 0.01) and 

Latinos (β = 0.161, p < 0.01), respectively.  

Table 36: A comparison of leadership self-efficacy among international student racial groups 

Racial groups International student leadership self-
efficacy post-test  

 

     Asian -0.153*** 
-0.097*** 
-0.161*** 

 
     African/Black  
     Latino  
     Notes: 

  
 

      (1) Asian American/Asian (N=318), African American/Black (N=173), Latino/Hispanic (N=236) 
  (2) Control variables include: gender, academic major, class standing, class GPA, and gender * major interaction 

 

Summary of key findings 

In this chapter, the results of the regression analyses answered the research questions 

presented for this study.  For the first research question, the results suggested that leadership self-

efficacy differed between domestic and international students.  Specifically, while examining the 

leadership self-efficacy pre-test of both domestic and international students, international 

students reported a slightly lower score than their domestic peers when covariates were 

incorporated.  Academic major and gender were found to have more an impact on leadership 

self-efficacy than a student’s international student status.  Race did not have as much of an 

impact as academic major or gender.  However, while examining the differences in the 

leadership self-efficacy post-test, international students reported much lower scores than their 

domestic peers.  This suggests that the college environment has a lesser effect on the leadership 

self-efficacy of international students, or at least, that the college environment is not a positive 

atmosphere for international students to gain their efficacy.  When examining the students’ post-

test scores, the results suggest that academic major had a similar and equal effect as their 

international student status on their LSE post-test.    
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When examining within-group differences among the ethnic groups of the students, the 

findings suggest that Latino international students had the lowest leadership self-efficacy post-

test score than their African/Black and Asian peers.  African/Black international students had the 

highest leadership self-efficacy post-test score compared to their Asian and Latino peers; 

however, none of these ethnic groups had higher scores than their White peers.   

For the second research question, the findings suggest that certain campus activities 

impact students’ leadership self-efficacy differently.  Students who have experiences in 

organizational leadership roles reported positive gains in leadership self-efficacy; however, those 

who participated in academic/departmental/professional, campus-wide programming, peer-

helper, political, student government, and military groups reported negative gains.  Mentorship 

by parents reported positive impacts, while mentorship by other campus staff or faculty members 

reported negative impacts.  Leadership training for international students was not a positive 

outcome for their leadership self-efficacy.   

When examining the within-group differences of the international students, the findings 

showed that when considering the impact of campus environments, Latinos had the lowest 

leadership self-efficacy followed by Asian international students.  However, the campus 

environment impacted each of the racial/ethnic groups differently.  African/Black international 

students who studied multi/interdisciplinary studies reported the lowest leadership self-efficacy 

than any other academic major.  For Asian international students, those studying the humanities 

reported the lowest LSE, and for Latinos, it was those studying STEM who reported the lowest 

LSE.  While African/Black graduate students reported higher leadership self-efficacies than 

undergraduates, this was not true for Asian and Latinos.  African/Black international students 
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reported two times higher than their Latino and Asian counterparts that positional leadership 

experience prior to college positively influenced their leadership self-efficacy post-test.    

While the results of the data were inconclusive pertaining to the various ethnic groups, 

the analyses did permit a within-group analysis of the various international student racial groups, 

their areas of study, class standing, and pre-collegiate experiences.  The next chapter discusses 

the results presented in this chapter.  
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Chapter Five: Discussion 

 

This chapter reviews the main problem, study design, and methodology.  The chapter 

then provides a discussion of the results including interpretations related to existing theory and 

research.  Implications of the findings are offered along with the descriptions of limitations and 

recommended areas for future research.   

Statement of the Problem 

International students are increasingly becoming larger constituents of the student body 

on host campuses contributing to increased student body diversity, academic achievement, 

tuition revenue, and potential alumni engagement, and as a result, postsecondary institutions 

should better facilitate international student engagement in campus activities (Anderson, 

Carmichael, Harper & Huang, 2009). For all students, including international students, student 

learning and personal development are enhanced through complimentary co-curricular activities 

with an educational purpose (Pascarella, Edison, Nora, Hagedorn, & Terenzini, 1996).  As a 

result, the benefits from higher education are enhanced when students are more engaged in 

college life (Kuh et al., 1991).  Participation in co-curricular activities allows international 

students the opportunity to meet new people and make new friends – which are important to a 

successful transition – adapt to new social networks and navigate the social skills, values, and 

customs of their new environment, which in turn increases their self-efficacy and confidence 

(Tomich, McWhirter, & Darcy, 2003; Toyokawa & Toyokawa, 2002).  

While researchers have examined international student engagement patterns, little is 

known about how postsecondary institutions in the United States enhance international student 
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self-efficacy for leadership and leadership development while studying in their host country. 

Even less is known about the differences that exist within these very diverse international student 

populations. With the growing number of international students studying in the United States, 

and the increasing financial and cultural impact that these students have on American higher 

education institutions, their social and academic success is critical. Developing leadership 

opportunities for international students and engaging them in leadership roles on campus will 

expose them to more experiences and promote diversity among the student body.   

Many benefits result from co-curricular involvement on campus and leadership 

opportunities that build skills to improve confidence, academic performance, and social 

integration.  Currently, little is known about the leadership efficacy of international students, 

especially while living and studying in a country and culture very different than their own, and 

even less is known about the differences in leadership self-efficacy among the different 

international student populations.  Integration and engagement in host campus activities may 

challenge their cultural identities (Tan Yew & Farrell, 2001), and as a result, institutions that 

understand their international student populations and create student involvement and leadership 

opportunities with the particularities of their international students in mind will be effective in 

creating welcoming interactions for international students (Krause, 2005; Lee, 2014).    

Review of Methods 

This quantitative study employed data from the 2012 Multi-Institutional Study of 

Leadership (MSL) (http://www.leadershipstudy.net).  The purpose of the MSL is to enrich 

already existing knowledge on college student leadership development and the ways in which 

higher education as a context can influence how the development of leadership capacity takes 

place (Dugan, Komives, & Associates, 2006).  The MSL is a national study of college student 
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development leadership, which employs a quantitative, comparative, cross-sectional design 

through survey methodology (Groves, Fowler, Couper, Lepkowski, Singer, & Tourangeau, 

2004). The MSL explores a variety of factors on leadership.  The cross-sectional design using 

retrospective questions that capture pre-college data, or in this situation, pre-college and pre-

status as an international student, is an appropriate method in the study of leadership 

development to control for the response-shift bias (Howard, 1980; Howard & Dailey, 1979; 

Rohs, 1999, 2002; Rohs & Langone, 1997).   

The 2012 MSL data set is comprised of respondents from 82 registered institutions of 

higher education in the United States and the countries of Mexico, Canada, and West Indies.  

Purposeful sampling was used to select institutions from the larger pool of 82 registered schools.  

Participating institutions were asked to draw a sample of 4,000 undergraduate students, both full-

time and part-time, from their student population.  If institutions had fewer than 4,000 students, 

MSL surveyed all matriculated undergraduates (Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership, 2015).   

 The 2012 MSL sample consisted of 91,178 study participants from 82 enrolled 

institutions.  There was a 33% response rate from a total of 276,297 students who were sent 

surveys, which falls in the acceptable rate of response for Internet surveys (Crawford, Couper, & 

Lamia, 2001).  Since this study is specifically examining international students, those that 

disclosed and identified their citizenship and/or generational status were chosen as the study 

participants.  From the total 91,178 students who responded to the survey, only 78,146 students 

responded to the question pertaining to their citizenship and generational status. Given the 

research questions, only participants that identified as international students were selected for use 

in this analysis.  A total of 3,430 international students were identified.  Sample sizes were 
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balanced to avoid violations of statistical assumptions in latter inquiry (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2007).   

Summary of Results 

Regression analyses were utilized to answer the research questions presented for this 

study. From the findings, leadership self-efficacy differed between domestic and international 

students.  Specifically, international students reported lower leadership self-efficacy scores than 

their domestic peers for both periods of before attending college and after attending some 

college.  Academic major and gender also were found to have more of an impact on students’ 

leadership self-efficacy than their international student status.  Race did not have as much of an 

impact as their academic major or gender.   

When examining the impact of the campus environment on leadership self-efficacy of 

both domestic and international students, both student populations had positive gains to their 

leadership self-efficacy scores.  However, when examining the differences between the student 

populations, the magnitude in growth of leadership self-efficacy for international students was 

much less than their domestic peers; domestic students increased their leadership self-efficacy by 

0.175, but international students only increased their self-efficacy by 0.061. Domestic and 

international students had relatively similar pre-test scores with a difference of only 0.024, but 

the difference in the students’ post-test scores grew to nearly six times with a difference of 0.138. 

This suggests that the college environment in the U.S. has a much larger impact on the leadership 

self-efficacy of domestic students than international students.  For international students, the 

impact of their academic major on their leadership self-efficacy was a similar magnitude as their 

international student status. As a result, the academic major that international students chose to 

study was just as influential on their leadership self-efficacy as being an international student.   
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After examining within-group differences among the ethnic groups of the international 

students, findings showed that Latino international students had the lowest leadership self-

efficacy post-test score than their African/Black and Asian peers.  African/Black international 

students had the highest leadership self-efficacy post-test score in comparison with their Asian 

and Latino peers; however, none of these ethnic groups had higher scores than their international 

White peers.   

When examining whether the campus environment impacts international students’ 

leadership self-efficacy, the findings show that certain campus activities impact them differently.  

While international students who have experiences in organizational leadership roles reported 

positive gains in leadership self-efficacy, those who participated in 

academic/departmental/professional, campus-wide programming, peer-helper, political, student 

government, and military groups reported negative gains.  Mentorship of international students 

by parents had positive impacts, while mentorship by other campus staff or faculty members had 

negative impacts.  Organized leadership training for international students was not a positive 

outcome for their leadership self-efficacy.   

Among the diverse international students, Latinos had the lowest leadership self-efficacy 

followed by Asian international students.  However, the campus environment impacted each of 

the racial/ethnic groups differently.  While African/Black international students who were 

studying multi/interdisciplinary studies reported the lowest leadership self-efficacies, it was 

those studying humanities for Asians and STEM for Latinos that reported the lowest scores.  

While African/Black graduate students reported higher leadership self-efficacies than 

undergraduates, this was not true for Asian and Latinos.  African/Black international students 
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reported two times higher than their Latino and Asian counterparts that positional leadership 

experience prior to college positively influenced their leadership self-efficacy post-test.    

Discussion of Results 

 The overarching goal of this study was to explore the leadership self-efficacies of 

international students and how campus environments play a role.  International students are 

increasingly becoming important constituents of students on campuses as discussed earlier in 

Chapter Two.  Leadership opportunities can have a lasting impact on their student involvement 

and academic success.  By examining the differences in leadership confidence between domestic 

and international students, practitioners, institutions, and researchers can better understand how 

to engage and encourage international students to become involved on campus.   

 The MSL’s theoretical and conceptual frameworks allowed this study to examine how the 

collegiate environment impacts international students’ leadership self-efficacy.  In the following 

discussion, the results from this study are connected to previous research on leadership self-

efficacy and international students. The findings help scholars and institutions better understand 

the differences between international and domestic students and the differences within the very 

diverse international student population.   

International students have lower leadership self-efficacies than domestic peers  

The majority of research on leadership self-efficacy to date has not distinguished 

international students from the general student population (Spencer-Rodgers, 2001).  Because of 

the increasing importance of international students on campus, it is critical to understand how 

international students compare to their domestic peers in their sense of leadership self-efficacy, 

which is a critical college outcome (Astin & Astin, 2000).  This study indicated that international 

students have smaller gains in leadership self-efficacy than their domestic peers. The largest 
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significant difference between domestic and international students was observed in the 

leadership self-efficacy post-test, which reported the students’ confidences in their leadership 

capacity after some college or graduation.  Given that higher education has taken upon itself the 

responsibility to prepare and develop future generations of domestic and international students 

(Albach & Knight, 2007; Astin & Astin, 2000; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhart, 1999), this 

finding suggests that the experience for international students contrasts with their domestic peers.   

When international students responded to the LSE pre-test, their scores were only slightly 

lower than their domestic peers after the regression analyses were included and controlled for 

student demographics.  Given that the LSE pre-test asked students to reflect on their experiences 

prior to attending college, it would appear that the variance between domestic and international 

students’ LSE pre-test may be a result of cultural differences and differing leadership 

opportunities prior to attending college.  If the college experience impacted domestic and 

international students equally, the difference between the LSE pre-test and post-test for domestic 

and international students would be similar in magnitude (see Table 25).  However, further 

exploration showed that while international students improved their leadership self-efficacy after 

graduation or attending some college, the magnitude of improvement was much smaller 

compared to their domestic peers.  It would appear that the college environment does not shape 

leadership experiences equally for domestic and international students.  

These findings supported literature that international students face challenges that impact 

their educational success on campus (Anderson, Carmichael, Harper, & Huang, 2009; Dillard & 

Chisolm, 1983; Mori, 2000; Owie, 1982; Schram & Lauver, 1988; Tseng & Newton, 2002; Yi, 

Lin, & Kishimoto, 2003).  While there are campus support services and programming for all 

students, these services and programs are not equally meeting the needs of international students 
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(Kher, Juneau, & Molstad, 2003).  These results also raise the question as to whether institutions 

are investing enough resources for and staff and faculty time working with international students.   

These challenges can significantly impact their self-efficacy (Gloria & Ho, 2003) as exhibited by 

these findings, and the personal belief of self-efficacy can change based on different factors of 

function based on self-efficacy, competency, and environment (McCormick, Tanguma, & Lopez-

Forment, 2002).   

Race, academic major, and gender are predictors of leadership self-efficacy   

While this study examined whether students’ international status affected the 

enhancement of their leadership self-efficacy, of the demographic variables included in this 

study, gender and academic major emerged as larger predictors of leadership self-efficacy than 

international status or racial group.  Previous research has found that racial identity has a 

significant role on one’s self-efficacy of leadership (Dugan, Kodama, & Gehbhardt, 2012).  

From the findings, the campus environment positively influenced the leadership self-efficacy of 

African American/Black, Latino/Hispanic, multiracial, and race not included students, while 

Asian American/Asian students were the only racial group that had lower LSE than their White 

peers.  This is consistent with previous research that found being in the Asian racial group is a 

negative predictor of leadership self-efficacy (Balon, 2005; Dugan & Komives, 2007; Jung & 

Yammarino, 2001; Liu & Sedlacek, 1998).  Asian students, in general, are less likely to identify 

themselves as leaders (Balon, 2005).  Also, some researchers have suggested that Asian values of 

community over the individual contrast with traditional Western cultural leadership styles 

(Rosch, 2007).   

 For international students, their racial group and ethnicity was not as strong of a predictor 

on their leadership self-efficacy compared to other characteristics.  Since research has found that 
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students’ racial identities are impacted by factors such as racism, historical events, and cultural 

experiences and how one perceives the racialization of their cultural group (Cross & Fhagen-

Smith, 2001), international students have not been in their host countries long enough to be 

exposed to these factors.  In fact, although students’ reported that they have encountered 

prejudice and discrimination of others, they reported that they feel valued and accepted on 

campus.  While pervious research has found that international students are impacted by their 

awareness of racial discrimination (Constantine, Anderson, Berkel, Caldwell, & Utsey, 2005), 

race and ethnicity does not have an impact on international students that is similar to domestic 

students.   

However, gender was a significant predictor with women scoring lower leadership 

efficacies than men, which is consistent with other research on leadership efficacy of college 

students, generally (Adams & Keim, 2000; Dugan, Garland, Jacoby, & Gasiorski, 2008:  Dugan 

& Komives, 2007; McCormick & Lopez-Forment, 2003).  As expected, transgender students 

reported significantly lower scores than both men and women.  Because gender emerged as a 

strong predictor, interactions between race and gender and academic major and gender were 

incorporated in the analysis.  While female students, generally, increased their leadership self-

efficacy after attending college, transgender students lowered their leadership confidence.  This 

could be a result of the deeply engrained assumptions of a binary gender system (Dugan, Kusel, 

& Simounet, 2012).    

 The differences of leadership self-efficacy between men and women, generally, are 

largely influenced by the differences in their socialization (Chickering & Reisser, 1993; Druskat, 

1994; Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Gillian, 1982; Helgeson, 1995; Josselson, 1987; Komives, 1991; 

Rosener, 1990; Straub, 1987; Thacker, 1995).  These differences are also manifested in societal 
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and cultural stereotypes (Eagly, 2005; Eagly, Karau, & Makhijani, 1995), for example, 

employees prefer males to females as bosses (Eagly, 2005).  These stereotypes impact the self-

efficacy of women, and even more pronounced, societal impressions and stereotypes impact the 

leadership self-efficacy of transgender students.  Just as society finds female leaders to be 

intimidating (Romano, 1996), to date, society is prejudice and discriminating against transgender 

people resulting in the significant difference in self-efficacy of leadership.  While some studies 

have not found any gender differences in leadership capacity (Bartol & Martin, 1986; Butterfield 

& Powell, 1981; Campbell, Bommer, & Yeo, 1993; Ellesser & Lever, 2011; Kolb, 1997, 1999; 

Maher, 1997, Nadim & Singh, 2005; Ronk, 1993; van Engen et al., 2001), the findings in this 

study suggest that there are gender differences.  

 Academic major or college major choice also emerged as a significant predictor of 

leadership self-efficacy among international students. This is not surprising since international 

students attend their host countries primarily for education and training that is not available in 

their home countries, the prestige of an international degree, or an understanding of the ways of 

study and doing business abroad (Altbach, 2004; Spauding & Flack, 1976).  Studying and 

academics has been found to be very important to international students and studying is a coping 

mechanism to address the various challenges they face (Chu, Ye, Klein, Alexander, & Miller, 

1971; Dozier, 2001; Tseng & Newton, 2002; Yi et al., 2003). It is understood that college major 

choice can often influence the development of students’ interests and abilities (Baird, 1988; 

Chickering, 1969), and academic major has a significant impact on career opportunities and 

benefits (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). As a result, students’ college major choice may result in 

greater dispositions for and involvement in leadership opportunities (Pascarella & Terenzini, 

2005).     
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 For example, with business majors as a reference group, students that studied 

professional degrees reported higher LSE scores than their peers that studied the humanities, 

social sciences, and STEM.  Not only is this consistent with the general curriculum of these 

academic majors, but also those students who choose pre-professional/professional degrees may 

have greater interests in professions that predispose them to leadership interests and 

opportunities.  The professional degrees (i.e. education, professional/pre-professional, and 

multi/interdisciplinary studies) incorporate more leadership aspects in their studies and training 

compared to the humanities, social sciences, and STEM as these academic majors concentrate 

more on the subject understanding and mastery of these disciplines.   

Class standing is a predictor of leadership self-efficacy for undergraduates    

Consistent with previous research, as students matriculated through their class standing, 

their leadership self-efficacy increased (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  The more instances that 

students have to participate in co-curricular activities and have leadership opportunities, the more 

confident they become in their leadership skills.  Generally, graduate students reported higher 

leadership self-efficacies than their undergraduate peers.  This is expected as leadership self-

efficacy often is reflected in the opportunities for practical experience and training (Bandura, 

1997; McCormick & Tanguma, 2007; Romano, 1996), and it stands that graduate students would 

have had more access to experiences over time than their younger undergraduate peers. In 

addition, leadership training and skills may be required at the graduate-level, thus leadership 

development and capacity is required for students.   

Generally, graduate students would have more opportunities to develop their leadership 

skills and efficacy as they have greater academic and life experiences.  The older the student, or 

the longer the student has matriculated in their education, the greater the opportunity to engage in 
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leadership activities.  These experiences influence students’ efficacy of leadership.  However, 

this may not be true for international students.  Since international graduate students may have 

matriculated in their home countries with different campus environments, it cannot be assumed 

that an international graduate student would have similar undergraduate campus experiences of 

leadership as a student who matriculated as an undergraduate in the United States.   

 As a result, when examining how the campus environment influences the international 

student subpopulations more closely, while African/Black international graduate students 

reported higher LSE scores than their undergraduate peers, this is not true for Asian and 

Latino/Hispanic international graduate students.  While domestic graduate students would have 

benefited from the college environment at their undergraduate institution, this is not the case for 

international graduate students.  It is more likely that graduate international students studied in 

their home country, which may not have the same collegiate environment and mission to develop 

leadership skills.  As a result, this may explain the contrast for international students from 

previous research that students enhance their self-efficacy as they matriculate through their 

education.   

General differences within the international student population  

Among the international student population, several analyses examined differences of 

leadership self-efficacy.  The low numbers among the various ethnicities did not produce enough 

significant results to make reasonable conclusions.  However, by examining the different racial 

groups among the international students, the findings suggested that Latino/Hispanic 

international students reported the lowest leadership self-efficacies followed by Asian 

international students.  African/Black international students reported the highest, only lower than 

White international students, which was the reference group.  When incorporating the measures 
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of campus environment to examine how they impact leadership self-efficacy, they had a similar 

impact of the international student racial groups.  While it is consistent with research that Asian 

students score significantly lower in leadership self-efficacy than their peers, it is contrasting that 

Latino/Hispanic international students scored even lower.  It appears that the experience of 

Latino/Hispanic international students differ to those of their domestic peers.   

 Within the different international student racial groups, the variables had different 

impacts on the students’ leadership self-efficacy.  For example, academic major had a different 

outcome for each race.  For African/Black international students, those who studied 

multi/interdisciplinary and professional/pre-professional studies reported the lowest levels of 

growth in leadership self-efficacy post-test scores while those that studied the humanities and 

health-related fields reported the highest levels of growth.  However, the results for the latter two 

were only reported at a significance level of p < 0.1.  For Asian international students, those that 

studied humanities and STEM reported the lowest efficacies compared to their professional/pre-

professional and health-related fields peers. This could be related to the self-selection of 

academic major as discussed previously.  For Latinos, students studying STEM had the lowest 

LSE while those studying health-related fields and the social sciences had higher efficacies.  

These within-group differences could be attributed to cultural differences in familial and cultural 

expectations, personal interests, and pre-collegiate exposure.   

Campus environments impact international students differently   

After investigating the differences between domestic and international students and 

examining within-group differences of the international student population, the findings show 

that the campus environment impacts international students differently compared to domestic 

students.  While others have found that off-campus employment and community service to be 
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positive predictors of leadership development (Astin, 1993; Astin & Sax, 1998; Cress et al., 

2001; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Lambert, Terenzini, & Luttuca, 2006; Terenzini, Pascarella, & 

Blimling, 1996), results from this study are contrasting.  For international students, working off-

campus and community service appear to have negative impacts on their LSE.  Reasons for this 

could be, first of all, because of immigration law. Most international students are unable to seek 

employment off-campus.  In addition, international students seldom participate in community 

service opportunities.  Not only do most international students not have the transportation ability 

necessary to participate, but also most cultures around the world do not have the same foundation 

in philanthropy and volunteerism compared to Americans.   

 As expected, first-year or freshman seminar courses have a positive effect on 

international students’ LSE as does study abroad.   However, the variable measuring study 

abroad in this survey may not be accurate as it may translate much differently for international 

students.  Practicum, internships, clinical experiences, etc. also do not have positive impacts.  

This could be a result of navigating different systems, language barriers, and discrimination 

outside of campus.   

 As expected and similar to previous research (Bardou et al., 2003; Cooper, Healy, & 

Simpson, 1994; Komives et al., 2006; McCormick et al., 2002; Romano, 1996), students who 

hold positional leadership increase their self-efficacy.  This is also true for international students; 

however, positional leadership off-campus does not have as positive of an impact than those on 

campus.  It appears that off-campus activities are less impactful for international students.  

Similarly, since very few international students would engage in military training programs, this 

kind of activity had a significant negative effect on their LSE.  One could also make the same 

attributes to political involvement.  However, smaller group activities, such as arts/theatre/music, 
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identity-based organizations, international interest organizations, and multi-cultural fraternity 

and sororities had very positive impacts on their leadership self-efficacy.  The smaller nature of 

the organization and the subjects of interest may attract more international students and provide a 

welcoming and inviting atmosphere for international students to participate. Since international 

students may not understand the American style of governance, it is not a surprise that student 

governance type of activities has a negative influence on their LSE.  To better provide a positive 

environment for international students to engage in student governance and learn about 

governance styles in their host countries, institutions could initiate international student 

government-type organizations.  Not only would this be of educational value, but also students 

would have a voice on campus to address their concerns.   

 While mentorship has been found to be positive for leadership development (Astin, 1993; 

Campbell, Smith, Dugan, & Komives, 2012; Dugan & Komives, 2010; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; 

Komives, Owen, Longerbeam Mainella, & Osteen, 2005; Thompson, 2006), international 

students reported that the only mentorship that is positive to their leadership confidence was their 

parents.  The students reported all other groups, such as faculty, staff, employers, community 

members, etc., to be a negative impact.  Although this contrasts with previous research analyzing 

mentorship and leadership development in students, it supports research that found mentees often 

find mentors that are accepting of the mentee (Kram, 1985), and mentees model behaviors of 

mentors that define personal values and beliefs (Godshalk & Sosik, 2000; Popper & Lipshitz, 

1993).  As a result, international students more likely find those characteristics in their parents 

more than others foreign to their cultural understanding.  It is the responsibility of those working 

in higher education with international students to translate the benefits of mentorship by 
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providing an inviting, open, understanding, and accepting atmosphere that allow international 

students to engage in mentorship relationships.   

 While leadership education has been found to be positive indicators of positive self-

efficacy of leadership (Moriarty & Kezar, 2000), these programs are generally targeted at 

domestic students and engage large groups of students.  As a result, while it is likely that less 

international students participate in this kind of activity, those that do have some experience may 

be negatively impacted by the dominance of domestic students in the program.  Lastly, it is not 

uncommon that students who feel accepted and valued exhibit higher self-efficacies than those 

who do not.  Similarly, the international students reported that when they feel they feel valued 

and accepted, this is a positive effect on their leadership self-efficacy; however, negative effects 

are attributed to encounters of discrimination on campus.  Leadership education and training 

should be organized and targeted with international students in mind.   

Limitations 

 Common to any research study, there are limitations to this study.  This section outlines 

several limitations related to this study.  First of all, the MSL survey was developed primarily for 

domestic students.  As a result, many of the survey questions could be misinterpreted or 

misunderstood by international students.  For example, questions regarding pre-collegiate 

experiences asking students to respond to participation in specific high school activities may not 

apply to international students.  Many countries do not have high school varsity sports, nor do 

they have after-school extracurricular activities.  Questions that do not have the same application 

to international students as domestic students, such as study abroad, could confuse student 

respondents to answer inaccurately.  As a result, the MSL survey is limited in its generalizability 

due to the overrepresentation of domestic students over international students.   
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 Because of the overrepresentation of domestic students, after disaggregating the data to 

analyze only the international students, often times results were not significant to permit 

conclusions to be made because of the small number of responses.  For example, in this study 

racial/ethnic background variables were collapsed and recoded.  Although this practice is typical 

for higher education studies, it perpetuates an underrepresentation and marginalization of 

students, contributing to the lack of understanding of their unique needs.  In this study, another 

limitation was a result of relatively small number of responses from international students.  

Although there was a decent amount of responses from international students (i.e. 3,430 

students), there was not enough to conduct a within group analysis to examine each ethnic group.  

Because of the large number of domestic students compared to the relatively small number of 

international students, this caused an issue of power resulting in poor-model fits and low power 

issues when analyzing these two student groups. In addition, unobservable factors in the LSEpre 

analysis in Question One resulted in a significant model but low variability.  As a result, factors 

that were not accounted for resulted in a higher constant compared to the LSEpost model that 

explained more variation. However, these aside, the data provided important data for 

comparison.  

 Another limitation is related to the design of the survey with self-reported data.  There is 

an inherent limitation with respect to students’ ability to evaluate their own leadership 

development or efficacy.  In addition, students’ retrospective reporting on their previous 

experiences, although widely used and accepted, may be biased by a response-shift (Pike, 1999).  

This was accounted for in this study by minimalizing the effect by using a then/post research 

design with clear and concise survey questions and response options (Dugan & Komives, 2007; 

2010; Gonyea, 2005; Pike, 1999; Rohs, 2002; Rohs & Langone, 1997; Rosch & Schwartz, 2009).   
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Another challenge with this study is that while the survey measures leadership capacity and 

student engagement through involvement on campus, it does not take into account the 

effectiveness of policies and practices of the institution and whether these institutional policies 

and practices are directly related to the capacity of increasing student involvement (Astin, 1985; 

Kuh, 2001, 2003; Pike & Kuh, 2005).  Coupling another instrument, such as the National Survey 

of Student Engagement (NSSE), that assesses the effectiveness of these institutional policies and 

practices may explain variations between domestic and international students (Kuh, 2001, 2003).  

Lastly, results from this study provide observance of associations but assertions of causal 

relationships cannot be made since the variance of analyses could be explained more by 

incorporating other collegiate experiences or demographic variables not included in this study.  

Demographic variables of parental education and parental household income were eliminated 

because of the inconsistent responses from international students could have been a result of their 

confusion or misunderstanding of the American-centric choices in educational attainment and 

income.  Because some of the collegiate environment variables did not accurately reflect the 

international student experience based on theory.  These eliminations could have impacted the 

variance of the study.   

 Despite these limitations, the study remains useful as it provides valuable information 

about campus engagement and leadership efficacy of international students. This study, despite 

its limitations also calls for more research on this important topic, including qualitative research. 

While previous studies have examined leadership-related issues of students, none have examined 

the growing population of international students.  Given that the survey was originally targeted 

for domestic students, although it poses limitations for this study, the data allowed for valuable 

observations of international students on American host campuses.    
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Implications for Practice 

 This study provides useful information and understanding of international student self-

efficacy of leadership.  The results presented in the previous chapter and interpretations 

discussed above have many implications for research and practice in the field and profession of 

higher education. Based on the results, informed by previous research, and grounded in theory 

and existing literature, the following are recommendations for college administrators and 

professionals that could be utilized to better engage and develop leadership efficacy among the 

international students on campus.   

While the present research demonstrated that pre-collegiate experiences and various 

collegiate experiences were related to leadership efficacy of international students, the results 

suggest that international students should not be treated as a homogenous group as their domestic 

student peers.  While campus administrators and professionals open all programs and 

interventions to all students, including international students, these are not as effective for 

international students since they are domestic student-dominated and domestic student-centric 

and may not be as sensitive to the cultural norms of other countries.  College administrators 

should consider developing leadership training and education programs specifically for their 

international student population.  In some instances, programs may also consider the students’ 

racial and ethnic background, as the study provided insight that the students’ ethnicity impacted 

their leadership experience and efficacy.  This could be achieved by partnering with campus 

cultural centers or identity-based organizations, which were reported to have high impact on 

international students’ leadership self-efficacy.   

Campus-wide, academic departmental programs were not found to be as impactful on 

their leadership efficacy for international students.  Campus administrators and faculty should 
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make such programs smaller and more intimate in nature.  International students reported that 

smaller and identity-based, multi-cultural, or international-friendly type of organizations 

positively impacted their leadership efficacy and engagement on campus.  Purposefully 

designing these campus-wide, departmental, academic programs to be targeted for international 

students may invite more to participate.  Also, it may be a more inviting environment to develop 

mentoring relationships with faculty and staff, which were found also to be low for international 

students.  Overall, many campuses expect that international students will take part in 

programming and activities available to all students on campus; however, administrators, faculty, 

and student affairs professionals do not realize that such an approach may alienate many students 

who are already struggling with the new academic system, cultural shock, and instances of 

discrimination.   

Lastly, positional leadership opportunities in campus student government have been 

found to positively impact students’ self-efficacy of leadership.  However, for international 

students, these experiences had a negative impact on their leadership efficacy.  This could be a 

result of language barriers, cultural differences, discrimination, and misunderstanding of ways of 

governance that prevents international students from positively engaging in these kinds of 

opportunities.  College administrators and institutions should create student government bodies 

specifically geared for international students to address issues pertinent to international students 

on campus.  This opportunity would allow international students to participate in positional 

leadership roles in an environment inviting and empowering for international students, instead of 

being dominated by domestic students and domestic student issues.  Moreover, this would allow 

international students to have a voice to address concerns on campus while learning about 

governing and governance styles in their host country.  The findings from this study suggest that 
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more attention needs to be given to international students’ engagement and development of 

leadership capacity on American host campuses.  As a growing student constituent on American 

host campuses, international students will provide a growing breadth of alumni support and 

development for institutions while recruiting prospective students to meet the demand of 

American higher education.  

Future Research 

 This research leaves many questions that allows for future work to answer.  Many of the 

suggestions for future research derive from the findings and limitations of this study.  First, the 

study findings presented here provide evidence supporting the heterogeneity of the international 

student population – not all international students are influenced by engagement opportunities 

and their impact on leadership self-efficacy.  Although the survey was national in scope and 

large in sample size, it was limited in the number of international students that responded.  

Creating a survey specific for and targeted at international students will allow better examination 

of how campus environments influence leadership efficacy of international students.  A survey 

that is targeted at international students will result in more accurate responses and a greater 

number of participants. While this study also provides understanding of specific influences of 

leadership self-efficacy on the various ethnic groups within the international student population, 

surveying larger numbers of international students will provide a larger amount of responses for 

appropriate generalization that can produce an understanding of leadership experiences and 

unique needs of international students on host campuses.   

Survey questions should be written to reflect the experiences of international students, 

not domestic students or the general student body.  The leadership self-efficacy pre-test should 

also be drafted to better reflect the experiences of leadership before college in other countries 
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and culture.  These adjustments will provide data that better captures an understanding of 

leadership development among the international student population on host campuses.  In 

addition, this revised survey will give insight into areas of study in higher education that has yet 

to be explored.  Certain concepts and theories most often applied to domestic students may or 

may not be found to apply differently to international students.  Further research would benefit 

from better capturing pre-collegiate experiences of international students.  As pre-collegiate 

offerings differ between cultures, future research would benefit from more accurate 

representations in the survey.   

The counter-intuitive findings in this study merit further investigation.  Examining the 

correlation matrices between the post-test variables of collegiate environment and the student 

demographics may explain these counter-intuitive findings as it may be due to linear 

dependency.  Qualitative research could be explored to examine these contrary dynamics further.  

Qualitative research should also explore some of the issues and themes found in this study by 

more closely examining how international students experience the host college campus to 

develop their sense of self-efficacy of leadership.  Through qualitative studies, interviews of 

international students can give institutions insight on the challenges international students face to 

engage in their campus community.  Through interviews and qualitative data, practitioners and 

scholars can better understand the experiences of international students that were able to navigate 

the campus environment to seek positive leadership development experiences.  From these 

experiences, institutions and administrators can better replicate these experiences in their 

programming to better meet the needs of international students.  Qualitative data can help 

specifically pin-point the top challenges preventing international students from developing a 

sense of leadership efficacy.  From this understanding, institutions, student affairs divisions, and 
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international affairs divisions can create more engaging environments for better leadership 

development for international students.   

Lastly, conducting a longitudinal study of international students’ experiences may reveal 

additional knowledge that this study could not produce.  From a longitudinal study, practitioners 

and scholars can better understand if the duration of involvement or the duration on a college 

campus plays a role in students’ leadership development.  Additionally, a longitudinal study 

would give insight whether international students reap the same benefits if they were involved in 

one organization long-term or many organizations short-term.  It would also allow the profession 

to examine whether some types of organizations have more of an effect than others.   

Conclusion 

The international student population is increasingly becoming a critical contingent of 

students on American host campuses.  Their social and academic success should be just as 

important as their domestic student peers to institutions of higher education.  Examining the 

college student experience through the lens of the dominant, traditional, domestic student 

experience is often the primary perspective for higher education and student affairs professionals 

seeking to engage international students.  The results and findings from this study contribute to 

the understanding of the use of rational myths as justification for the application of existing 

domestic student programs for international students (Pascarella, 2006).  In order to better impact 

and influence the international student experience on host campuses, programs and services 

should be targeted and modified to attract and engage international students.  Moreover, 

depending on the program or service, student affairs practice should understand that the 

international student population is very diverse and heterogeneous warranting the understanding 

of various involvement and development patterns of different ethnic students within this diverse 
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group.  Similar to higher education’s understanding of the diverse lived-experiences of domestic 

students, our international students are just as complex.   

While this study focuses on the leadership self-efficacy of international students, it also 

prompts the profession to examine ways to better engage and develop leadership capacity in our 

international students.  Better understanding how international students are engaging with our 

campuses and the community around them allows institutions and professionals to reexamine 

how higher education and student affairs can develop educational interventions and programs.  
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APPENDIX 
 

LSEpre analysis with student demographics 

  

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

p-value 

95% confidence 
interval 

B Std. Error 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Constant 3.042 .012 0.000 3.018 3.065 

  
 

          

Status 
 

          
Domestic* - - - - - 

International -.014 .014 .317 -.041 .013 
             

Academic major           
Business* - - - - - 

STEM -.120 .009 .000 -.136 -.103 
Professional/pre-

professional -.023 .012 .048 -.046 .000 

Humanities -.158 .010 .000 -.177 -.139 
Communication -.012 .013 .342 -.037 .013 

Health-related fields -.083 .010 .000 -.103 -.063 
Education -.047 .012 .000 -.071 -.024 

Multi/Interdisciplinary 
studies -.076 .019 .000 -.113 -.038 

Social Sciences -.115 .009 .000 -.133 -.096 
Undecided -.244 .017 .000 -.278 -.210 

             
Race            

White* - - - - - 
Middle Eastern .036 .029 .207 -.020 .093 

African 
American/Black .079 .013 .000 .054 .105 

American 
Indian/Alaska Native .116 .065 .077 -.012 .244 

Asian American/Asian -.126 .011 .000 -.147 -.105 
Latino/Hispanic .004 .012 .715 -.020 .028 

Multiracial .011 .009 .244 -.007 .029 
Race not included 

above .079 .023 .000 .035 .124 

             
Class standing           

Freshman/First-year* - - - - - 
Sophomore -.009 .008 .240 -.025 .006 

Junior -.021 .008 .007 -.036 -.006 
Senior/Fourth-year & 

beyond -.026 .007 .001 -.040 -.011 

Graduate student .097 .024 .000 .050 .144 
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Unclassified .014 .030 .645 -.045 .073 
             

Gender            
  Male* - - - - - 

Female -.082 .006 .000 -.092 -.071 
Transgender -.294 .059 .000 -.410 -.178 

             
College GPA           

3.50 - 4.00* - - - - - 
3.00 - 3.49 .007 .006 .261 -.005 .018 
2.50 - 2.99 -.014 .008 .078 -.029 .001 
2.00 - 2.49 -.071 .014 .000 -.099 -.044 

1.99 or less -.099 .030 .001 -.158 -.040 
No college GPA -.041 .046 .371 -.131 .049 

Notes: * Reference variable 
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LSEpost analysis with student demographics  

  
Unstandardized 

Coefficients p-value 95% confidence interval 

B Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Constant 1.842 .012 0.000 1.818 1.866 

   LSEpre .453 .003 0.000 .448 .458 

Status         
Domestic* - - - - - 

International -.117 .011 .000 -.138 -.096 
              

Academic major           
Business* - - - - - 

STEM -.093 .006 .000 -.106 -.081 
Professional/pre-professional 

-.040 .009 .000 -.057 -.022 

Humanities -.092 .007 .000 -.107 -.077 
Communication .002 .010 .859 -.017 .020 

Health-related fields -.073 .008 .000 -.088 -.057 
Education -.017 .009 .061 -.035 .001 

Multi/Interdisciplinary 
studies -.063 .015 .000 -.092 -.035 

Social Sciences -.060 .007 .000 -.074 -.046 
Undecided -.188 .013 .000 -.214 -.162 

              
Race             

White* - - - - - 
Middle Eastern .010 .022 .656 -.033 .053 

African American/Black .082 .010 .000 .063 .101 
American Indian/Alaska 

Native .039 .050 .433 -.058 .136 

Asian American/Asian -.131 .008 .000 -.146 -.115 
Latino/Hispanic .033 .009 .000 .015 .051 

Multiracial .015 .007 .034 .001 .028 
Race not included above 

.014 .017 .406 -.019 .048 

              
Class standing           

Freshman/First-year* - - - - - 
Sophomore .081 .006 .000 .070 .093 

Junior .169 .006 .000 .157 .180 
Senior/Fourth-year & beyond 

.264 .006 0.000 .253 .276 

Graduate student .227 .018 .000 .191 .263 
Unclassified .145 .023 .000 .100 .190 

              
Gender             
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  Male* - - - - - 
Female -.017 .004 .000 -.025 -.009 

Transgender -.219 .045 .000 -.307 -.130 
              

College GPA           
3.50 - 4.00* - - - - - 

3.00 - 3.49 -.038 .004 .000 -.047 -.030 
2.50 - 2.99 -.097 .006 .000 -.108 -.085 
2.00 - 2.49 -.150 .011 .000 -.171 -.129 

1.99 or less -.223 .023 .000 -.268 -.178 
No college GPA -.062 .035 .076 -.131 -.006 

Notes: * Reference variable 
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Analysis of student demographics with collegiate environments 
Variables Unstandardized Coefficients 

    B Std. Error 
Status     
  Domestic* - - 
  International  -0.099*** 0.01 
  

 
    

Gender     
  Male* - - 
  Female -0.026*** 0.009 
  Transgender -0.091** 0.046 
  

 
    

Race 
 

    
  White* - - 
  Middle Eastern 0.029 0.021 
  African American/Black 0.071*** 0.011 
  American Indian/Alaska Native 0.058 0.047 
  Asian American/Asian -0.123*** 0.013 
  Latino/Hispanic 0.029* 0.016 
  Multiracial 0.031* 0.018 
  Race not included above 0.016 0.025 
  

 
    

Academic major     
  Business* - - 
  STEM -0.079*** 0.006 
  Professional/pre-professional -0.043*** 0.008 
  Humanities -0.066*** 0.007 
  Communication -0.008 0.009 
  Health-related fields -0.058*** 0.007 
  Education -0.029*** 0.009 
  Multi/Interdisciplinary studies -0.069*** 0.014 
  Social Sciences -0.048*** 0.007 
  Undecided -0.125*** 0.012 
  

 
    

Class standing     
  Freshman/First-year* - - 
  Sophomore  0.045*** 0.006 
  Junior 0.116*** 0.006 
  Senior/Fourth-year & beyond 0.200*** 0.006 
  Graduate  0.177*** 0.018 
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  Unclassified 0.132*** 0.022 
  

 
    

College GPA     
  3.50-4.00 - - 
  3.00-3.49 -0.002 0.008 
  2.50-2.99 -0.015 0.014 
  2.00-2.49 -0.028 0.022 
  1.99 or less -0.055 0.034 
  No college GPA 0.021 0.047 
  

 
    

Interactions     
  Gender * Race -0.001 0.002 
  Gender * Major -0.005 0.004 
  

 
    

Precollegiate environments     

Looking back to when you were in high school, 
how often did you engage in the following 
activities: 

    

  

PRE3A: Student council or student 
government (e.g. student government, 
band, debate club)  

-0.009*** 0.002 

  
PRE3B: Organized sports (ex. varsity, 
club sports)  

0.012*** 0.002 

  

PRE3C: Leadership positions in student 
clubs, groups, sports (ex. officer in a club 
or organization, captain of athletic team, 
first chair in musical group, section editor 
of newspaper) 

0.035*** 0.002 

  
 

    
Looking back to before when you started college, 
how often did you engage in the following 
activities: (Select one response for each) 

    

  PRE4A: Performed community service -0.002 0.003 

  

PRE4C: Participated in community or 
work-related organizations (ex. church 
group, scouts, professional associations) 

-0.005** 0.002 

  

PRE4D: Took leadership positions in 
community organizations or work related 
groups 

0.011*** 0.002 
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PRE4F: Worked with others for change to 
address societal problems (ex. rally, 
protest, community organizing) 

-0.005** 0.003 

  

PRE4G: Participated in training or 
education that developed your leadership 
skills 

0.047*** 0.002 

  
 

    
Precollegiate leadership self-efficacy     
  LSE pre-test 0.362*** 0.003 
  

 
    

Collegiate environments     

  

ENV1: Are you currently working off 
campus in a position unaffiliated with your 
school? 

-0.064*** 0.004 

  
ENV3: In an average month, do you 
engage in any community service? 

-0.034*** 0.004 

  
 

    
Which of the following have you engaged in 
during your college experience:  

    

  ENV4A: Study abroad 0.027*** 0.005 

  

ENV4B: Practicum, internship, field 
experience, co-op experience, or clinical 
experience  

-0.018*** 0.004 

  
ENV4F: First-year or freshman seminar 
course  

0.026*** 0.004 

  
 

    
Since starting college, how often have you:     

  
ENV6A: Been an involved member in 
college organizations?  

0.017*** 0.002 

  

ENV6B: Held a leadership position in a 
college organization(s) (ex. officer in a 
club or organization, captain of athletic 
team, first chair in musical group, section 
editor of newspaper, chairperson of 
committee)?  

0.033*** 0.002 

  

ENV6C: Been an involved member in an 
off-campus community organization(s) 
(ex. Parent-Teacher Association, church 
group, union)?  

0.009*** 0.002 
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ENV6D: Held a leadership position in an 
off-campus community organization(s) 
(ex. officer in a club or organization, 
officer in a professional association, 
chairperson of committee)?  

0.017*** 0.002 

  
 

    

Have you been involved in the following kinds of 
student groups during college?  

    

  

ENV7A: 
Academic/Departmental/Professional (ex. 
Pre-Law Society, an academic fraternity, 
Engineering Club) 

-0.011*** 0.004 

  
ENV7B: Arts/Theater/Music (ex. Theater 
group, Marching Band, Photography Club)  

0.033*** 0.005 

  

ENV7C: Campus-Wide Programming (ex. 
program board, film series board, 
multicultural programming committee)  

-0.014*** 0.006 

  

ENV7D: Identity-Based (ex. Black 
Student Union, LGBT Allies, Korean 
Student Association)  

0.011* 0.006 

  
ENV7E: International Interest (ex. 
German Club, Foreign Language Club)  

0.013** 0.006 

  
ENV7G: Media (ex. Campus Radio, 
Student Newspaper)  

0.013** 0.006 

  ENV7H: Military (ex. ROTC, cadet corps)  -0.072*** 0.011 

  
ENV7K: Peer Helper (ex. resident 
assistants, peer health educators)  

-0.018*** 0.005 

  

ENV7M: Political (ex. College 
Democrats, College Republicans, 
Libertarians)  

-0.018** 0.007 

  
ENV7N: Religious (ex. Fellowship of 
Christian Athletes, Hillel)  

0.037*** 0.005 

  
ENV7O: Service (ex. Circle K, Habitat for 
Humanity)  

0.007 0.005 

  

ENV7P: Multi-Cultural Fraternities and 
Sororities (ex. National Pan-Hellenic 
Council [NPHC] groups such as Alpha Phi 
Alpha Fraternity Inc., or Latino Greek 
Council groups such as Lambda Theta 
Alpha)  

0.029*** 0.01 
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ENV7Q: Social Fraternities or Sororities 
(ex. Panhellenic or Interfraternity Council 
groups such as Sigma Phi Epsilon or 
Kappa Kappa Gamma)  

0.015*** 0.006 

  
ENV7R: Sports-Intercollegiate or Varsity 
(ex. NCAA Hockey, Varsity Soccer)  

0.038*** 0.006 

  
ENV7S: Sports-Club (ex. Club Volleyball, 
Club Hockey)  

0.011** 0.005 

  
ENV7T: Sports-Intramural (ex. Intramural 
Flag Football)  

0.021*** 0.004 

  

ENV7V: Social/Special Interest (ex. 
Gardening Club, Sign Language Club, 
Chess Club)  

0.013** 0.005 

  

ENV7W: Student Governance (ex. Student 
Government Association, Residence Hall 
Association, Interfraternity Council)  

-0.015** 0.006 

  
 

    

Since you started at your current 
college/university, have you been mentored by 
the following types of people:  

    

  ENV8A1: Faculty/Instructor -0.017*** 0.005 

  

ENV8A2: Academic or Student Affairs 
Professional Staff (ex. student 
organization advisor, career counselor, 
Dean of Students, academic advisor, 
resident hall coordinator)  

-0.026*** 0.004 

  ENV8A3: Employer  -0.043*** 0.004 

  
ENV8A4: Community member (not your 
employer)  

-0.023*** 0.005 

  ENV8A5: Parent/Guardian  0.011** 0.005 
  

 
    

  

ENV10: Since starting college, have you 
ever participated in a leadership training or 
leadership education experience of any 
kind (ex: leadership conference, 
alternative spring break, leadership course, 
club president’s retreat)? 

-0.037*** 0.005 

  
 

    
Indicate the level of agreement with the following 
statements about your experience on your current 
campus.  
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ENV11A_1: I feel valued as a person at 
this school 

0.053*** 0.003 

  
ENV11A_2: I feel accepted as a part of 
the campus community  

0.045*** 0.003 

  

ENV11A_4: I have observed 
discriminatory words, behaviors or 
gestures directed at people like me  

-0.005*** 0.002 

  ENV11A_5: I feel I belong on this campus  0.041*** 0.003 

  

ENV11A_11: I have encountered 
discrimination while attending this 
institution  

-0.009*** 0.002 

  
ENV11A_12: I feel there is a general 
atmosphere of prejudice among students  

0.003 0.002 

  
ENV11A_15: Faculty have discriminated 
against people like me  

0.007** 0.004 

  
ENV11A_16: Staff members have 
discriminated against people like me  

0.017*** 0.004 

  
 

    
(Constant) 1.306*** 0.046 
Adj. R-squared 0.402   
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institutions at the University of Education, Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam.  

 
 Invited Keynote Speaking Engagements 
 

Nguyen, D.H.K. (September 25, 2014). Impacts of anti-immigration laws and policy on  
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meeting practitioners. Introduction speaker at the Indianapolis Bar Association’s Landing the Job: 
Interviewing Skills Seminar, Indianapolis, Indiana.  

 
Interviews and press articles 
 

Nguyen, D.H.K. (October 2014). Making a Difference: How Attorneys Can Help Disaster  
Survivors. Interviewed by the National Disaster Legal Aid on how attorneys can volunteer during 
times of disaster. 
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?list=UU_IdcnRsv1uBqi1braoWdrA&v=YOJtpV7oYLY)  

 
Nguyen, D.H.K. (February 2013). After the storm passes, legal questions swirl.  Interviewed  

by the Indiana Lawyer about the Disaster Legal Services program and the pro bono work involved 
to serve disaster survivors. (http://www.theindianalawyer.com/article/print?articleId=30835).   
 

Nguyen, D.H.K. (February 2013). Nguyen, ’06, Directs ABA Young Lawyer Disaster Legal  
Services Program. Interviewed by alma mater about disaster related work with  
Hurricane Sandy and legal services provided to disaster survivors. 
(http://www.indylaw.indiana.edu/news/current.cfm?nid=765).  
 

Nguyen, D.H.K. (November 2012). Get Hurricane Sandy Help From Insurers and FEMA.  
Interviewed about various legal and insurance issues posed to survivors in the aftermath of 
Hurricane Sandy and how survivors can seek free legal assistance if claims are denied. 
(http://blogs.lawyers.com/2012/11/get-hurricane-sandy-help-from-insurers-and-fema/).  
 

Nguyen, D.H.K. (November 2012). Tenants’ Rights for Victims of Hurricane Sandy.  
Interviewed about different real estate law and landlord/tenant issues posed to survivors in the 
aftermath of Hurricane Sandy and how survivors can seek free legal assistance. 
(http://blogs.lawyers.com/2012/11/tenants-rights-hurricane-sandy/)  
 

Nguyen, D.H.K. (October 2012). American Bar Association Young Lawyers Division Disaster  
Legal Services. Interviewed about the Disaster Legal Services program and how it positively 
impacts those most in need in the aftermath of a natural disaster while partnering with national 
organizations and volunteers. (http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8B60JDjMK5U)  
 

Nguyen, D.H.K. (November 2011). Private practice. Interviewed about how MBA from the  
IU Kelley School of Business assisted in corporate practice at large law firm and small business 
owner as sole practitioner. (http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9F5uV-AyDQs)   
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Nguyen, D.H.K. (2006). Serving the Hoosier State: A Once in a Lifetime Experience. Indiana  

University School of Law – Indianapolis Alumni Magazine & Dean’s Report, Fall 2006, pg. 4-5.  
   
ACTIVITIES, MEMBERSHIPS, LICENSURES & SERVICE 
 
Community Activities 

 
2011 – Pres. Rotary Club of Indianapolis-Metropolitan: Provisional Chairman (2011-2012); Vice-

President (2013 – 2014); District 6560 alumni development chair (2014 – 2015) 
 

2010   Rotary Foundation Group Study Exchange (GSE) Trip to the Netherlands  
 

2009 – 2013 Rotary Foundation District 6560 Scholarship Selection Committee  
 

2009 – Pres.  IUPUI Alumni Advisory Council: Secretary/Treasurer (2012 – 2014), President (2015 – 
present) 

 
2004 – Pres. Indiana University Alumni Association: Executive Council, Member at Large (2011-

2014); Central Indiana Chapter Executive Board Member (2004 – 2015), Treasurer 
(2006-2007, 2009-2011), Vice-President (2012 – 2014); Asian Alumni Association, 
board member (2014 – pres.); Netherlands Chapter Founder & Leader (2007-2008) 

 
2009 – Pres.  IUPUI Regatta, volunteer, alumnus chairperson (2010) 

 
2004 – 2005 Student Bar Association, IU McKinney School of Law: Secretary  

 
2003 – 2005 Committee on Diversity Initiatives (CODI), IU McKinney School of Law: F  

   Founder & Committee Chairman  
 

2004 – 2006 Law School Admissions Ambassador & Recruiter, IU McKinney School of Law  
 

2003 – Pres. Phi Alpha Delta Legal Fraternity 
 

2001 – 2003 IU Bloomington Office of Admissions: Campus Tour Guide & Preview Nights Presenter  
 

Professional Association Memberships 
 
Association for the Study of Higher Education (ASHE), member, proposal reviewer 

 
American Educational Research Association (AERA), member, proposal reviewer 
 
Education Law Association (ELA), member  

 
American Bar Association: YLD Scholar (2009-2010); Disaster Legal Services: Vice Director (2010-11), 
Director (2011-present); Member, ABA Committee on Disaster Response and Preparedness (2011 – 
present)  

 
Indiana State Bar Association: Committee on Racial Diversity in the Legal Profession (2003-2005). 

 
Indianapolis Bar Association: Law Student Division Executive Board (2003-2007), Diversity Task Force 
(2005-2007).  

 
Bar Admissions 

  
State of Indiana 
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United States District Court of the Southern District of Indiana 
  
United States District Court of the Northern District of Indiana 
 

Other Licensure & Certifications 
 

FEMA Office of Chief Counsel Field Operations Training 
 

Public Policy Mediation Certificate, IU McKinney School of Law 
 

State of Indiana Teacher’s License (inactive) 
  
Professional Tennis Instructor, Professional Tennis Registry (PTR) 

 
Community Service  

 
2015 – pres.  Immigrant Welcome Center Advisory Council, Member 
 
2013 – pres. National Disaster Legal Aid Advisory Group, Member 

 
2011 – 2015  Family Voices Indiana, Executive board member & Board Counsel  

 
2010 – pres.  Vietnamese American Buddhist Association, General counsel 

 
2009 – 2011 Public Safety Personnel Diversity Task Force, City of Indianapolis  

 
2003 – 2007 Guardian ad Litem Volunteer, Child Advocates, Inc.  

 
2004 – 2014 Moot Court Judge, IU McKinney School of Law & Lawrence North H.S.  

 
2006  Volunteer Tennis Coach, The Oaks Academy  

 
1999 – 2003 Patient Care Volunteer, Hospice of Bloomington Hospital  

 
University Service  

 
2014  Facilitator, IUB DEMA & cultural centers strategic & collaborative planning  

 
2013 – Pres. Judge (first, second, and final rounds), IUPUI Top 100 Outstanding Students 

Nominations Committee  
 

2012 – Pres. Member, IUPUI Regatta Scholarship Committee  
 

2012 Member, Search Committee for Parent and Family Programs Coordinator, Office of 
Educational Partnerships and Student Advocacy, IUPUI Division of Student Life  

   
2012   Member, Search Committee for Off-Campus Student Services Coordinator,  

Office of Educational Partnerships and Student Advocacy, IUPUI Division of Student 
Life  

 
Academic Service 

 
2014  Faculty Mentor, Cesar E. Chavez Undergraduate Research Symposium, IU Latino 

Studies Program 
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2012 – 2014  Emissary for Graduate Student Diversity, IU Graduate School 
 
Peer Review & Editorial Work 
 

2014 – Pres. Contributing editor, HigherEducationLaw Blog  
(www.highereducationlaw.org).  

 
2014 – Pres. ASHE program reviewer 
 
2014 – Pres.  AERA program reviewer 
 
2012 – Pres.  Manuscript Reviewer, Journal of Cases in Education Leadership 

 
2012 – 2014  Regional Reporter, Federal Supplement cases, School Law Reporter  
 
2012 – 2013 Review Team Member, On Campus & Research in Brief, Journal of College Student 

Development 
 
LANGUAGES 
 
 Native English, fluent Vietnamese, conversant French, basic Dutch 
 


