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Self-Efficacy and Student Leaders: The Effects of Gender, Previous

Leadership Experiences, and Institutional Environment

Kristen J. Bardou, Shannon M. Byrne, Victoria S. Pasternak, Nikki C.
Perez, and Amanda L. Rainey

This study assesses the self-efficacy of 188 undergraduate student lec_aders ata
large, public, Research-I institution in the Midwest. Specifically, this ,S'ILta.'y
examines the impact of prior leadership experiences, genii.ef; gild perceptions
of institutional support on student leaders’ self-efficacy. Pmdfngs sugg‘est that
men and women differ in leadership self-efficacy and perception of their
environment. Support and organizational type appear to impact self-efficacy,
but past leadership experiences do not.

Introduction

On college and university campuses, students play an essential 1'0%6 in
the development and implementation of pelicies, events, anc'i campus climate
{Astin, 1984; Kuh 1993a, 1993b, 2000; Pascarella & TC.ICBZHII, '1991;
Strange, 1996). Student leaders emerge and direct their peers in these
efforts (Depp, 1993). In order to effectively promote development and
growth in these student leaders, a student affairs practitioner must be .
educated about student leadership. Typically, student leadership theonesj
focus on personality traits, innate abilities, established positions of authority,
and leadership styles (Rost, 1991). In contrast to focusing on how 'stu.dents
lead, this study considers leadership self-efficacy, a different and distinct
approach in examining student leadership. . -

Bandura (1997) defines self-efficacy as the “belief in one’s capablilties
to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given
attainments” (p. 3). Self-efficacy is highly domain specific (Pressley &
McCormick, 1995) in that it can be unique and separate for specific tasks or
situations (Bandura, 1997). Leadership self-efficacy ultimately determines
how leaders behave, think, and become motivated to be involved with
particular roles (Bandura, 1993, 1995, 1997). As a leader develops greater
Jevels of self-efficacy, motivation to complete the specific task also increases
(Pintrich & Schunk, 1995; Stage, 1996). Therefore, increased se'if—efficacy
strengthens motivation which in turn influences a student’s behavior fo
complete the given task. Though the main factors in the devekl)p'mer.it of self-
efficacy are based on personal experiences and continued participation in a
particular activity (Bandura, 1993, 1995, 1997; Pajares, 1996; Stage, 1996),
other Tactors such as gender (Depp, 1993; Mayo & Christenfeld, 1999) and
institutional environment (Bloland, Stamatakos, & Rogers, 1996; Kuh, 2000)

can also have strong effects.
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This study assesses the impact of prior student feadership experiences,-
gender, and perceived institutional support on student leaders’ self-efficacy. -

As a result of this study, student affairs practitioners can gain a greater

understanding of the factors contributing to and the effects of self-efficacy

on student leaders. In turn, student affairs practitioners can have more
effective developmental interactions with the student leaders they advise,
supervise, and mentor,

Literature Review
Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy develops as an individual processes information from four :

sources: mastery experiences, vicarious learning, social persuasion, and
intense psychological states (Bandura, 1986, 1995, 1997). Mastery experi-

ence oceurs when an individual gains confidence in their ability for a specific -
task through increased participation in that task (Bandura, 1986, 1995, 1997;
Depp, 1993). Individuals also develop self-efficacy beliefs through vicarious
learning which occurs when students observe others performing a given task ==

and then interpret those results as if they themselves had participated in the
task (Bandura, 1986, 1995, 1997; Pajares, 1996; Stage, 1996). Further, self-
efficacy beliefs are developed through social persuasion as the opinions of
others cause the individual to reassess their beliefs regarding their capabili-
ties in a particular situation (Bandura, 1997). Finally, psychological states,

when emotional reactions such as anxiety or stress arise, affect the develop- =

ment of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 1996, Stage, 1996).
Uldmately, self-efficacy is important because it assesses the role of
one’s self-beliefs as it plays into the context of behavior (Stage, 1996).
Specifically for college students, self-efficacy affects involvement by deter-
mining whether or not a student will aspire to become involved in an organi-
zation and take a leadership position (Stage, 1996). Further, perceptions of
self-efficacy influence the amount of effort put forth on a specific task

(Stage, 1996). Therefore, leadership self-efficacy has a strong impact on the

actual leadership behaviors of student leaders (Depp, 1993; Stage, 1996).
Student Leadership

In order to describe student leadership, one must first define leadership.

Rost (1991) posits that leadership is a characteristic of individuals and how
they act in influencing others. Adding to this, Prince and Associates {(1985)
define leadership as “the process of influencing human behavior so as to
accomplish the goals prescribed by the organizationally appointed leader” (p.
7). Further, the Higher Education Research Institute (1993) asserts that
leadership is not just the behavior of a single individual, but rather is charac-
terized by a collaborative relationship between the individual and those he or

she is leading,
34
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Though defining leadership as a characteristic is a difficult task, distin-
guishing someone as a leader proves to be just as challenging. Although
apyone can be a leader (Higher Education Research Institute, 1993; Kouzes
& Posner, 1995), positionat leadership (leadership through an elected and/or
appoiﬂted position) has been shown to be a predictor of actual leadership
ability (Kezar & Moriarty, 2000). Student leaders who demonstrate leader-
ship through the positional theory model are those most. freguefltly referred to
by their peers and campus administrators as leaders (Wielkiewicz, 2000).

As students learn and grow in their leadership abilities, their effective-
ness as a leader increases (Depp, 1993; Endress, 2000;' Posnfar & . ‘
Rosenbergerg, 1997). Kouzes and Posner (1995) identified f1v§ pracuces of
cffective leaders: Challenging the Process, Inspiring a Shared Vision, En-
abling Others to Act, Modeling the Way, and Encouraglpg the Heart. Fm?,t?
«Challenging the Process” can be characterized by seekmg out opportumues
to improve one’s organization and one’s self through experirpentatlon and
risk-taking. Next, leaders that “Inspire a Shared Vision” enlist others to
embrace common goals. Third, “Enabling Others to Act” involves empower-
ing others and encouraging collaboration. Kouzes and Posner’s “Mo_dehng
the Way” involves setting an example for others through .role_ modeling.
Finally, “Encouraging the Heart” is characterized by .motlvatmg others
through recognition of individual and group accomplishments (Kouzes &
Posner, 1995).

Several researchers (Endress, 2000; Mayo & Christenteld, 1999;
Posner & Rosenberger, 1997) also focused on the aforementioned fiv§
leadership practices by conducting their own research using the operational
definition of effective leadership established by Kouzes and Posner (1995).
These studies using Kouzes and Posner’s model lend credibility to the
process of determining leaders’ effectivencss by their successful use of the

five leadership practices.

Leadership Self-Efficacy . .
Leadership self-efficacy is an important factor in becoming an effec-

tive leader (Stage, 1996). Self-efficacy has the capability to increase o
dectease motivation (Bandura, 1993; Pintrich & Schunk, 1995; Stage, 1996).
Specifically for student leaders, motivation serves as an important cont.ri‘outor
to a leader’s success, as students who are motivated “display interest in
activities, persist at tasks, and typically use effective task[s] anq cognitive
skills” (Pintrich & Schunk, 1995, p. v). Ultimately, high self-efficacy pro-
motes not only a vested interest in activities in which they are involved, but it
also fosters a strong level of commitment to those activities (Bandura, 1993.,
1997). As students become more motivated to work on a specific task, their
self-efficacy for that task increases (Bandura, 1993, 1997, Stage, 1996),
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Thus, a positive relationship exists between leadership seif-efficacy and
willingness to take on a leadership role (Endress, 2000; Posner &
Rosenberger, 1997).

Leadership self-efficacy remains important as the student leader
aspires to recognized leadership roles (Endress, 2000; Mayo & Christenfeld,
1999; Posner & Rosenberger, 1997). Kuh and Lund (1994) found that mere

participation in campus leadership positions significantly impacts the level of -

leadership self-efficacy for student leaders. In addition, rating one’s self as

an effective leader seems to imply confidence in one’s personal ability to be

a good leader, thereby demonstrating high leadership self-efficacy (Depp,
1993; Endress, 2000). Despite a focus on high levels of self-efficacy, self-
percepiions of performance level do not inherently represent actual perfor-

mance of a given task (Mayo & Chuistenfeld, 1999), implying that high self-

efficacy does not necessarily lead to better leadership. However, Mayo and
Christenfeld (1999) also noted that long periods of low self-efficacy counld

negatively affect the actual performance of the task in the future. Therefore.

LIRS

low self-efficacy can lead to less effective leadership while high self-

efficacy promotes more effective leadership (Depp, 1993; Endress, 2000;
Mayo & Christenfeld, 1999),

Gender and Leadership Self-Efficacy
As previously stated, individuals develop self-efficacy through four
specific processes (Bandura, 1986, 1995, 1997). These basic forms of self-

efficacy development, however, do not consider input factors such as gender

that may affect the way in which individuals develop their self-efficacy.
Fixed traits such as gender have strong effects on many levels of student
development, inchuding self-efficacy (Astin, 1993; Depp, 1993; Leonard and
Sigal, 1989; Mayo & Christenfeld, 1999).

A study by Mayo and Christenfeld (1999) found that women tend to
have lower self-efficacy than men in their ability to perform specific leader-
ship tasks. Depp’s (1993) study found women to be more active in the
community, but to have lower levels of self-efficacy. Further, this study found
that men were less likely to be active in organizations, but actually held more
leadership roles and had higher levels of leadership self-efficacy than
women. According to Astin (1993) and Ieonard and Sigal (1989), female
students are reluctant to lead campus-wide student organizations and might
not achieve their full potential as student leaders. Female student leaders
struggle with being taken seriously, having to work harder than men to gain
respect, being intimidated by male competitiveness, and fearing the loss of
approval if they assert themselves (Leonard & Sigal, 1989). Further, women,
in comparison to men, use leadership styles focusing on interpersonal interac-
tions, encouragement of reciprocity and collective thoughts, empowerment of
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t, and de-emphasis of hierarchical relationships within an organi-
n & Ieland, 1991). In addition, women tend to seek' out hi gh

s of involvement in their organizations but do not necessarily aspire to
v S- hip roles as often as their male counterparts (Depp, 1993). When
Jeader di seek formal leadership roles, they are more likely to seek out
wofne? ical “female roles” in an organization, such as “secretary” rather
Sieie?)tiir positions of leadership (Depp, 1993). In summary, men gnd
thgf:nen have varied levels of leadership self-efficacy and leadership styles.
W

others 10 a¢
zation (Astl

' _Efficacy and Leadership
Enwrlz:jﬁi;tg aﬁiiiz?th(;ncasxf}lgusjznvirznment ignores an essential E‘ISpeCt
of a student leader’s self-efficacy (Chin.zkering & Reisser, 19?3).;.ew1fder .
(1936) posits that all aspects of the environment must F)e explore .m oder_
in a full perspective of a person’s behavior. By gz'nmng. a clearer un
o ding of students’ environment and their interaction with that envuonr‘nent,
St,ﬁﬂ ;gadministrators can better understand their students’ neelds (Lewin,
'(i“;gné)) Additioﬁaily, Sanford (1966) theorizes that a student receiving appro-
riate.h:vels of challenge and support from the univers‘ity (via adv.mmg, _
grogramming, allocation of space, etc.) will be nflfore likely to achieve their
ing higher levels of self-efficacy.
ol ;?E:leel;{ ;jeiggrzp\?fo}?egceive positive reinforcement from the?r er'wiron—
ment develop heightened levels of self-efficacy and inc:}‘ca.selc% mou\;at;(:a;,
demonstrating that the university environment plays a‘ mgmfu,a}l:t r(;( 31996)
student leader’s motivation, involvement, and self—efflcacy (Sc und , E ffa.irs
Through deliberate attention to the design of the egvn‘onme‘nt, s?u enia i
professionals can help ensure that the student-environment Intex a;tion 53
only healthy, but also conducive to student development andtielg f;enreSit .
leadership self-efficacy (Kuh, 2000; Strange, 1996). Thus, the umv;,i Vg
provide accessible resources and suppott that enable_ students to E;C ;elf_
goals, improve their leadership skills, and develop heightened levels of s
efficacy (Bloland, Stamatakos & Rogers, 1996; Kuh, 2000).

Hypothesis and research questions N
" As previously stated, the researchers seek to assess the self-efficacy

of student leaders. Specifically, researchers de§igned thi§ study to e\;faluta;?
the following: the effect of gender on leaderghlp self—gfﬁcaoy, giehe eef(;‘ect y
previous leadership expetiences on leadeli:hl}:)f lself—eﬁ'icacy, and the

[ s environment on leadership self-efficacy. ‘

e Caglai?d Zr;)on the literature review, the researchers hypothe&;llze 'tha:) .
women will have lower leadership self-efficacy than men. Fu:rt er, dal; >
relationship between the number of previous legc?ersmp expeu:(;;:;z T e
leadership self-efficacy was anticipated. [n addition, the resea

i iti i i sitive perceptions of
that there will be a positive relationship between positive percep “
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ame and those failing to complete the initial survey later received a
usern

T nvitation. The modified SLPI was scored to determine self-efficacy

Methods . second ] : hip practices
. for each of the Slz; 1ead§f5 tlpalr)iables in this experiment was self-efficacy.
Sample One of the dependent v _ -
’ pResearCherS invited 532 student leaders to participate in this study. The . r each participant, a score was calculated for each area of e(fifiecmve
respondents consisted of 188 undergraduates at a large, public, Research-1 i:(;dershilj behavior. Individual scores were then grouped according to

institution in the Midwest. Respondents were one hundred women and 88 " dor, previous lcadership experiences, type of organization, afildtr;e;:-:;:d
men, ranging from 18 to 30 years old. Student leaders were identified and gnvir(mmental support. Independent T-tests analyse.s w;ret usc' end;r g
asked fo participate based upon their status with the Student Activities the relationship between self-efficacy and the follow%ng ac OZS&E ° Calc,u_
Office as a contact person for any registered student organization or as any Jeadership training, and organizational type. Corrclat10n§ wer oo
elected/appointed officer of a campus student organization. jated to examine the relationship betwee'n perceived cnzdnronné1 o 5
.. and self-efficacy. Finally, the relationship between gender ar P ;

f support and organizational type was analyzed using correlations and T-tests.
O

i Instrument
i Participants were given an online modified version of the Student
i Leadership Practices Inventory (SLPI) (Kouzes & Posner, 1998) that

5 imitations o . ] 5
| assesses leadership self-efficacy on an 11-point scale (Endress, 2000). Lm”u;%?:e major limitations were inherent within the study. First, the sample E
.| Endress (2000) modified the existing SLPI to assess leadership self-efficacy dependent on self-reported information by students to the Student
. andinclude an additional six questions that addressed participants’ abilities to wai. itIi)e s Office which was outdated or inaccurate in several cases. An- d
“Influence Others,” the sixth practice of effective leadership. Statements f Activities \7 s that the study only considered student leaders who he
were changed to address how well individuals thought they could or could Oiifiigrﬁt?;?lzr\:}sip roles but excluded Resident Assistants and O?entatm;ls
i . ) . L 0 ; . ! or acce.
not perform the partlcglar task‘lzllther than the frequency with which lhey Ij\ssistants- Finally, the use of an online survey po;;:d a Ct:-l ;lr:agfesearchers
completed the task as in the original SLPI (Kouzes & Posner, 1998). This to technology and proper participant notification. However,

instrument was specifically chosen by the researchers because it directly

.. i - ributed
had only limited concerns about this 1ssue because the survey was distribu
measures the self-cfficacy of student leaders. Furthermore, it has internal

campus where access to technology is widespread and expected from

reliabilities between .88 and .95 (Endress, 2000), : on a ‘

. : all stadents.

Section Il of the survey was developed by the researchers to gather

information regarding the participants’ perceptions of the organizational : Results cally tend to have high
purpose, size, and amount of support their organization received from the i The findings suggest that St}ldem leaders ,lgeng S f};lt most confident in
university. Participants were asked to estimate the size of their respective _' self-efficacy for leadership PfaCFlces' Studept eﬂi Tleart (M = 8.42) and
organization and to ideatify on a 5-point Likert scale how well each of the :__ their ability to motivatc.others via Encour.agﬂtf PeroC ess (M = 8.02). Most
following characteristics represents their organization: Academic and Profes- reported lowest self-efficacy in (;halleﬂgll_lg ﬂ::ef organizations and partici-
sional, Activism, Arts and Theatre, Cultural, Governance, Greek, Honorary, respondents had preViOH_Sly been mvolvﬁ:;l n ?:i . ant% were confident in their
Political, Programming and Support, Recreational and Club S port, Religions, - pated in leadership training. Althox}gh al pa;. c1pdf_ efficacy and in their
and Service. Questions also collected information about prior leadership : abilities, men and women differed in leadership 'i and organizational type
experiences, previous leadership training, other leadership experiences, perceptions of the environment. Furtl.r%er, SUPp;ifl ast leadership experi-
gender, age, and perceptions of support from their environment, ;; seem to have some impact on self-efficacy, while p

ences do not. The following section will report the findings of gendert s _—
efficacy and perception of the environment, the}mpac of p
vironmental variables on self-efficacy, along

Procedure
This study utilized a web-based survey which asked participants to
.+ respond within five days. Student email contact mformation was collected
‘ ~ from the Student Activities Office and organizational websites. Participants -
. received a scripted, personalized email complete with their name and the :g Gender ioher levels of self-efficacy than
name of their organization. Participants were tracked via their university It was hypothesized men would have higher

38

impact on self-
Jeadership involvement and en :
with how gender affects those variables.
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women. Contrary to previous research, women in this study tended to repor:
equal or higher levels of self-efficacy (see Table 1). However, a t-test pom

analysis indicated men and women differed significantly in self-efficacy for -

Modeling the Way. Women tend to have significantly higher levels of self
efficacy in this area with t = 2.10 (p < .05). This may be attributed to H
changes in leadership style and increasing participation of women in higher

education. Further, 'S SCOI
Ic ther, men’s scores seemed to vary more than women as noted :

by the differences in standard deviation (see Table 1)

‘ Researchers also found that men and women varied in the; :
tions (-)f the environment on their self-efficacy. Using a five-poi ltl‘ PE:; cep-
participants were asked to rate how much they agreed withpa slt}' tSCa e’
concerning their perception of the campus environment in relati \ ‘:m;ﬂt_
organization. On average, participants felt that their advisor Supglci)rt(;d 511;

organization (M = 4.21) and encouraged leadership development (M =4.07)

?iﬁ:;zr;nn;n tantil women perceived these differently. As shown in Table
(t,: e :ciz) ;a)t a; women feel more supported by their advisor than men
Ieader.Shi,p de‘;elg and were more likely to feel that their advisor encourages
ot ;‘Jn:;nt (F =2.18, p <.05). Women tended to rate individual
support mge et Tl}ll eyaltn f; ;1}1}11 ;téz gf;lniefl university as indicated by support

| ‘ o N . .
w1th. an atfivisor and feel more concre%e BSL;?)LU:: I()):ct;llf ot the ooty
eationshio, se of the closer
Table 1

Self-efficacy and Envirenmental Factors by Gender

Female (¥ = 100) Male (N = 8§8)
Self-efficacy® = = = = :
Challh?ngi ng the Process 8.13 1.08
Insplqug a Shared Vision 842 1.08 s i Loy
i?.;la{lljil.lug Others to Act 8.5 1‘] i 3.13 1 I3
y o] eimglthe Way 8.53 E:UO 8%2 Lae i
ncotsaging the Heart 8.55 1.02 . i ey
Inflnencing Others 8.55 1-07 gig 113 "
' . . 1.13 0.46
Environmental Variables®
Advisor Support
i 4.38
Advisor encourages 4,25 1”1)1 To5 i1y e
endorst .18 3.88 117 2.18%
ﬁe(lio teadership experience 4.32 1.20 4.31
Uﬁx ;1;511:1(;20 4.09 1.06 3‘81 }.05 7
Univ. promotion 3.47 1.40 3. B 1
. Prowdes resources .64 1.4() e e 150
Orgamzation well known 3.04 1-23 s 30 e
Un%v.lencoarages teadership 4,01 0.99 e 100 oo
Satisfied with Univ. 4.21 0.94 o5 1o e
. . 1.05 1.02 1.16

leadership experience
* p < 05
* Res b
penses based on an 11-point scale
Respenses based on a 5-point scale

40

Past Leadership Experience

2003 Edition

Researchers determined past leadership experiences by number of high
school organizatons participated in during senior year in high school, number
of leadership positions held in high school, and patticipation in leadership
(raining. Because self-efficacy develops with practice (Bandura, 1986, 1995,
1997; Depp, 1993) it was hypothesized that past leadership experience would
encourage higher levels of self-efficacy. The mean number of high school
organizations individuals participated in was 3.39 (N = 181). The mean
number of leadership positions held was 2.44 (N = 183). Due to the high
frequency of leadership training among the participants, comparisons could
not be made between those who received training and those who did not.
Thus, levels of self-efficacy could not be attributed to feadership training. i

Environmental Factors
The majority of participants responded that they would be the leader of

their organization again (80.9 %) and a majority further replied that they
were generally satisfied with their leadership experience (78.2 %). Correla-
tion analyses indicated that there are positive relationships between the
feeling that one’s advisor encourages leadership development and leadership
self-efficacy. Specifically, the more an individual agrees that his or her
advisor encourages leadership development, the more capable that individual
feels he or she can Inspire a Shared Vision (r = .35), Enable Others to Act (r
= 33), and Model the Way (r = .36). A perception of support by an advisor
seems to have a stronger impact than general university support. Further,
satisfaction is also moderately correlated with leadership self-efficacy. The
[more an individual wants to repeat his or her leadership experience, the more
likely that individual feels like he or she can Inspire a Shared Vision (r = A3,
Model the Way (r = .47), Encourage the Heart (r = .42), and Influence
Others (r = .39). The more likely an individual is satisfied with their leader-
ship experience, the more likely that individual feels like he or she can Inspire
a Shared Vision (r = .41), Encourage Others to Act (r = .36), Model the Way
(r = .38), and Influence Others (r = :35). Students who are willing to repeat
an experience may draw confidence from their previous or current expeti-
ence, which affects their self-efficacy. Further, confidence in one’s ability
may be drawn from the satisfaction with relationships with others in the
organizations or the organization’s constituents. Many of the correlations
seemn to coincide with practices that involve including and incorporating

others.
Gender also impacts the perceptions of environment, Correlation

analyses were conducted to examine the impact of the perception of envi-

ronmental support variables on self-efficacy for men and women as groups

(See Table 2). Positive perceptions of support varjables tended to correlate
41
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Table 2

“orrelatic » Gender
Corelarons b GeChﬂHenging the  Inspiring a Shared  Emabling Others to ™ Modeling the Way
Process Vision Act
Femzic Malke  Female Male  Female Malke Female  Male
(N=100) (N=BB) (W=100) (N=BR) (N=100) (N=88) (N=100) {N=88)
Advisor support..22* 33 23% 39%F 28 6% A0EE A5EE

Advisor 1% agEe 33eE 4R 3 27 37 32
ENCOURIEES
Leadership
Redo 4% AoEx o 3ges i ¥ A3 qgse 5ges
Univ. support 2% 28 ) 23% 19 27% 23* 3w
Univ, promotion  .24¥ 03 21 07 20 0 25% A9
Univ. provides  -02 il 03 -05 18 -804 04 m
reseurces
Organization 22 08 18 20 07 -02 23% 16
well known
Univ. 275 27 A9 21 .25% 16 2 20
CRCOUVREES
Ieadership
Satisfied with 16 43 g Sime o oaw A 25 Agee
univ,
leadership
expericnce
Size A5 10 41 A7 -0d ikt o7 1
HS ieadership 08 A5 13 16 00 -03 18 06
(N=9T;
Ni=84)
HS leadership -0t 20 -3 24 -0 21 03 5%
positions
(Np=08;
Ny=85)

p<l5 Hp<hi

with higher self-efficacy more for men than for women, Looking specifi-
cally at advisor support, the more men perceive that their advisor supports
them, the more confidence they have in Challenging the Process (r = 33),
Inspiring a Shared Vision (r =.39), Encouraging the Heart (r = .33) and
Influencing Others (r = .37). Therefore, although women perceive support
frota their advisor more than men, it might be hypothesized that advisor
support may have a greater impact on men.

Researchers investigated relationships between organizational type and
level of leadership self-efficacy. Those in activist organizations tended to
have higher leadership self-efficacy in Challenging the Process, Inspiring a
Shared Vision, and Modeling the Way. Culturai organization participants
tended to feel more confident in their ability to Encourage the Heart com-
pared to those in other organizations. Those in professional organizations
tended to have a higher leadership self-efficacy in Enabling Others to Act,

Encouraging the Heart, and Influencin g Others. Individuals involved in
programming and support organizations demonstrated more confidence in
Enabling Others. Members of service-related organizations tended to
demonstrate higher levels of leadership self-efficacy in Inspiring a Shared

Vision, Enabling Others to Act, Modeling the Way, and Influencing Others

(See Table 3). The different levels of self-efficacy among organizational
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may be a result of charact}lgristics Qf the organizational type that
; i i leadership practices.
}??s?;ﬁgrﬁ;iﬁa;ote that bgcgmse participants coulq identify their
.ation with more than one characteristic, relationsh}ps between types
- ations may exist. Activism groups correlated with governance (r =
o Orgar:fiticﬂ (r = .413), and service organizations (r = .405). Th'ere was a
.378-’)i ption between organizations being identiﬁe‘d as both profassmnal. and
o y = 370 as well as organizations identified as both programming and
pohtlcal . —(.r = 358). These findings are important in that some orgamza-
govelinan?s en;c;m‘agf.:d leadership self-efficacy more than others even.
tiona’ me degree, the different types represented the same organiza-
tl-lough, e le ﬁlﬂl’é was a moderate positive correlation between activist
fon. ™ cx:f:z o;ganizations, implying that at least some groups had compo-
andt%()c:]fel?cl)th characteristics. At the same time, governance groups tended
22? go encourage self-efficacy as well as activist groups.

types
colnc

Discussion ' )
In examining the results, several variables of 1ead§rsh1§ Seieg}iciii
proved noteworthy. Specifically, results for genc‘ler, lpast lea {1&;‘3 tﬁ)e m{()} ’
ences, enviropmental support, and type of organization revea

Table3

Organizational Means end Standard Deviations

Clallcnging the Tnspiring 4 Enabling Others  Modeting the
Process Shared Vision 10 Act Way .
N M 5D M SD M sD M8

Academic g5 818 108 838 119 8.4; ilﬁ g;ﬂ}) iég
Non-Acad. 93 736 8 819 126 82 1'07 3.53 2
it 08 RT RS S b an
n-Act. ; . X . -
ClIl\‘l::]l’ﬁi 6l 813 20 8% 120 8353 1(1)2 :;3 i ;0
Non-Culr. 127 197 (12 81 1.24 8.23 ].12 3.41 1:13
Governance 103 807 Li 8.27 (2t 83 1. ° 8.28 L
Non-Gov. 8 797 120 830 126 839 1.20 3'42 1. s
Greek 63 809 Lig &3 130 817 ].{}7 3.32 1:19
Mon-Greek 125 799 L3 823 L19 8.42 1.24 3.39 e
Pelitical 60 8.2 123 840 13 835 1'0{, 3.34 L
NowPoli. 128 798 1.1 87 .19 8.34 1.[}2 31@7 e
Professional 88 819 1,04 8.406 1d 85 llig 3125 o
Non-Prof. 100 7.8 i22 813 1.36 2;2 0.99 8'47 o
Programming 126 804 107 831 1,10 . 1.29 3-1 L
B N e R T BT
i 7 N . X . ,
Re}g;;‘fl}i{(::ﬂ {16 809 L4 838 120 8§83 Lo 844 LIG

: |1/ 851 L0S
Vi 42 103 846 186 83
S?I‘gﬁe 1?1 E?’.82 134 192 146 301 124 803 1.38
Service
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essential findings. In general, the majority of student leaders had a positive .

sense of themselves in regards to lealdersl?ip self-efficacy. Onfa can assume
that if student ieaders are demonstratmfg high levels of self—efﬁcac.y, they.
must have a clear understanding of their role as a leader, and confidence in
their own leadership abilities. Extrapolating from these findings, student

affairs professionals need to understand and incorporate this strong sense of
air

self-efficacy to challenge and support organizational leaders. Ag this study
demonstrates, student leaders feel that they excel as leaders and perform
leadership tasks to the best of their ability. Advisors can utilize this informa-
tion to help student leaders continue to develop in aforementioned six areas
of leadership and to challenge the students to exceed beyond their current
abilitics.

Gender

The relationships between gender and leadership self-efficacy provide
the next point of interest from the findings. In a marked improvement from
past research (1970s-1990s), women in this stady demonstrated gains in
leadership self-efficacy. In this study, women were found to have signifi-
cantly higher levels of self-efficacy than men. One potential rationale for this
improvement in woraen’s leadership self-efficacy could reside in the growing
majority of wornen in institutions of higher leaming. Because college and
universities generally have a higher percentage of women in recent years
(Brimelow, 2000), leadership opportunities in college can offer women
experiences that will help them build thejr leadership self-efficacy and skills

for the future. By developing high leadership self-efficacy in college, where
the climate for women is more comfortable, female leaders are better
preparing themselves for future leadership roles in the non-academic envi-
ronment. Therefore, student affairs practitioners can significantly influence
women’s leadership development through intentional mentoring throughout
their college years.

Tn directly comparing the six leadership practices, women’s self-
efficacy for Modeling the Way was statistically higher than that of men, This
characteristic of leadership is defined as setting an example for others
through role-modeling (Kouzes & Posner, 1995). In agreement with other
hiterature, women often describe their leadership style as bein ¢ based upon
relationships that have been formed between themselves and individuals in
an organization (Romano, 1996). Previous research also suggests that
women are more relationship-oriented, non-hierarchical and concerned with
sharing power and information (Helgesen, 1990; Rosener, 1990). This
leadership practice enables women to build strong personal relationships and
role-model behaviors to other members of the group.
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¢ hip Experiences . .
Post [;}fdjgjeafchefs hypothesized that students with the most previous
e

i rate higher levels of leadership self-
1ea'dership expgieiiafh‘zzl;tle?:;nn?;i of selfg-efﬁcacy Fhrough mastery
- Bas%anlc)lura 1986, 1995, 1997; Depp, 1993),1t fo%lows that stu-
expeﬂef}fi}f most p;‘evious experiences would have Fhe hlghe.s‘t se](fi—

o o Hom ver, the findings do not suppost this notion. In this stu g
efﬁ(?a‘?Y- H(‘)w?ﬂ(eé their levels of leadership self-efficacy as ver_y hig ihe
311' 280511:11;"3; ;ractices, thus indicating that all garticigaingl}tlsi ;‘ sgﬁ:gﬁisagemhip
acr : : ve ‘
amount' o pmgiouiieeagf iggl}%;;%ESETSF ?;ilglvergnt in previous 1eadersPip
self~e_fflcaCY- f elcla articipants, perhaps it is not the sheef' number of ex;;eu-
experiences 0 'aheil)-ent quality of those leadership expe;nences tha? moi1 -
onces, DUl e 1111 ment and level of leadership self-efficacy. Keeping _td lls m
aﬁ'Fe(élt ts}tlidien\fagfiirs practitioners should encouraiclz{ all stllldfzixgs; };el;gi; 1ei:ss
e i iences, to take on ica : 8.
of their pas;{CGCO:Cela?’(f:;eiﬁ‘iﬁptng gllztudents, both those wittla hlg;l and
i{esﬁltie(;g E)fli?);:{fious involvement, have high levels of leadership efficacy
ow levels

and thus can all be confident leaders.

ironmental Factors i . : factors,
EﬂV”’;’!;’L comparing leadership self-efficacy with environmental

d 41 o -

ed as student leaders. Ultimately advisors need to

supported and encourag e of

inue to acknowledge their important role in mentoring student le
ot o throughout their leadership devclopm‘ent process. -
pot genqefs tud?:ni had high self-efficacy in the six 1eade.rsh1p P flf:llt-lces,
Challgzﬁiegsthe Prc;cess had the lowest means. Since all S;éolga;ig;; Zlep; N
practices are essential for effective leadership {(Endress, :

1 1]
ga

i ncy in Chal-
epergy on helping student leaders develop their comftf;t;migg s
?;E;ng the Process through intentional support gld folr)IrI;ac e ol
' 'ch, student affairs _
I . Based upon this research, : s pr orting student
n Ehlfh:riilz;aerent importance of being an active ag\fiSOl {0 supporung
note i i udents.
organizations atd Sncouae I8 1Bad§fsﬁlgi‘;ris tslilgnif icant to examine the
nt affairs practitioners mig _ ols of leadership
diff 21tlliczepes of student organizations an(‘i t}:}e d{ffert?nat;z\rfls *re the only
f1i ezcy tlfat each supporis. Leaders of activist 011 g;m‘?f fficacy for Chal-
effic e ) level of selL-
- indi ly higher le
participants to indicate a statistically hig .
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lenging the Process. As a whole, all participants ranked Challenging the
Process as the aspect of leadership in which they have the lowest self-
efficacy. Student affairs practitioners should analyze the ways in which
activist organizations enhance this aspect of leadership so that they can then
encourage student leaders of other types of organizations to use similar
methods to improve their own abilities in Challenging the Process. Addition-
ally, it seems that leaders of all types of student organizations feel high levels
of self-efficacy for different aspects of the six leadership practices. Future
research should evaluate the ways in which organizational type affects
leadership self-efficacy and effective leadership behaviors.
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Here today, gone tomorrow? A Historical and Contemporary
Analysis of Black Student Participation and
Affirmative Action Policy in Higher Education

Ontario S. Wooden

This paper reviews literature on Black student participation in ‘higher ‘
education and how affirmative action programs have impacted it. Tren.ds in
Black student participation at predominantly White .institutions -r,md lustolrh
cally Black colleges and universities form the historical f()undfftwn for this
piece. The evolution of affirmative action in employment and h{gher .educa—'
tion is introduced and explored. Further, legal cases challenging ajﬁrn'mnve
aciion are reviewed. The paper concludes with recommendations for higher
education practice and directions for future research.

Introduction .

The 1960s sparked increased involvement by the federafl government, ,m
numerous social issues. Believing that Blacks needed “equality asa result,
President Lyndon B. Johnson shifted the widely accepted American concept
of equality of opportunity to one that meant government would guara‘ntele
opportunities through preferential policies for Blacks and later, other racial
minoritics and women (Rai & Critzer, 2000). One of the I-HOSt fa.med 91’
Johnson’s policies was atfirmative action. Since its.incegmon, z}f‘flrmatlve
action policy has been altered numerous times and is Fiefmed differently by'a
myriad of groups. Currently, affirmative action pOh(.lleS have come unFler fire
in both the employment and educational arenas. While the r90ts Qf afflrma—_
tive action lie in the employment arena, the discussion of affirmative action in
this paper will focus on its relationship with higher education. .

First, the early enrollment trends of Black students at ]E.’redorpmanﬂy
White Institutions (PWIs) will be reviewed, followed by a discussion of the
founding and subsequent enrollment of Blacks at Historically Black Colleges
and Universities (HBCUs). Second, this paper will move toward an anc?er—
standing of the initial purposes of affirmative action in employ'ment and its
introduction into higher education settings. Third, the paper will transition to
a discussion of the pros and cons of affirmative action, citing afgumfants from
both camps. Fourth, legal challenges surrounding the use of at?ﬁrmatwe
action in college and university admissions will be explored. Fmail){, the paper
will conclude with a discussion and analysis, as well as a. pre‘sentatlon of .
implications relative to the future participation of Blacks in higher education.

Literature Review

History of Black Higher Education in America _ .
With the founding of Harvard College in 1636 in Cambridge, Massa-
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