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Introduction

The question of how
leadership happens
is  one that  has 

long enthralled postsec-
ondary researchers and
practitioners. After all,
the qualities of leader-
ship entail the very gains
associated most often
with successful outcomes
of the college experience
– autonomy, increased
capacity for crit ical
thinking,  a  sense of  
purpose, commitment to
social responsibility, and
engaged citizenship - to
name a few. These are
some of the same meas-
ures embraced by the
Social Change Model that
informs the select results
of the Multi-Institutional
Study of Leadership
(MSL) reported on in
this issue of Concepts &
Connections. What do these
data say to those charged
with shaping effective
learning environments on
campus for purposes of
developing leaders?

The MSL data thus far suggest
that what students bring with them
to the college experience is a signifi-
cant predictor of what they will gain
from it, in this case, the range of val-
ues understood collectively as the
components of socially responsible
leadership. These seven critical val-
ues, or “Seven Cs” of leadership
development, include Consciousness
of Self, Congruence, Commitment,
Collaboration, Common Purpose,
Controversy with Civility, and

Citizenship. All of these
apparently benefit from
the college experience
(Komives, Dugan, &
Segar, 2006), inasmuch
as students are predis-
posed to them upon
entry to an institution.
On the surface, then, it
may seem that college
does not make much of a
difference in this regard.
After all, the data gener-
ally indicate that gradu-
ating socially responsi-
b le  l eaders  depends
greatly on admitting the
best of them in the first
place. However, Dugan
(2006) has found that the
degree of gain in such
values is enhanced
through participation in
positional leadership
roles, involvement in
student organizations,
formal leadership pro-
grams, and especially
communi ty  serv ice
opportunit ies .  Thus,
these data support the
notion that, although
leadership achievement
is best predicted by lead-

ership potential, it is the shape of the
learning environment and the vari-
ous leadership opportunities it
offers that ultimately turn potential
into action when it comes to these
values. This means that if we are to
capitalize on the goals of leadership
development we must approach the
challenge with clear intention and
design. What constitutes the compo-
nents of such a design is the focus of
my observations here.
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Iam excited to share our final
edition of Concepts & Connect-
ions on the outcomes of the

Multi-Institutional Study of
Leadership (MSL). Over the past
year the research team has ana-
lyzed the national data centering
on identity, teaching and interven-
tions that matter in the leadership
learning process. We’ve show-
cased findings from many of the
participating institutions. There
have been a number of disserta-
tions and masters theses that used
the MSL data to advance our
thinking about how college stu-
dents advance in their socially
responsible leadership learning.
The research team has traveled
around the country and interna-
tionally presenting MSL findings
at conferences, institutes, and
symposia. The value of research is
the opportunity to unlock the
unknown and to make clear what
seems blurred at best. The MSL
research team and the 52 partici-
pating institutions have and 
continue to draw meaning from
the data to advance our individual
and collective practice. 

This edition of Concepts &
Connections features the work of
John Dugan, MSL Co-Principal
Investigator, looking at how stu-
dent involvement in clubs and
organizations influence leader-
ship Learning. Tom Segar, MSL
Project Manager, in collaboration
with Katherine Hershey, MSL
research team member, and John
Dugan, Co-Principal Investigator,
examined how students’ engage-
ment in socio-cultural conversa-
tion influenced their leadership
development. How mentoring
affects student leadership devel-
opment is a focus piece in this 
edition of Concepts & Connections.
Ramsey Jabaji and Nathan Slife,
MSL research team members, in
partnership with Co-Principal
Investigators Susan Komives and
John Dugan, share national find-
ings on the benefits of mentoring
and college student leadership
development.  Kirsten Freeman
Fox and Jennifer Smist, both MSL

research team mem-bers, along
with Co-Principal Investigator
Susan Komives, look at the signif-
icance community service learn-
ing plays in the development of
the eight constructs of the Social
Change Model of Leadership. The
way we create educational envi-
ronments does affect leadership
learning. In Leadership Happens. Or
Does It? Carney Strange shares his
thoughts and research on how
leaning environments influence
leadership development for col-
lege students. We are excited to
share two participating campuses’
accounts of lessons learned from
their findings. Dennis Roberts and
Andrew Beckett share findings
from Miami University and
Dhanfu Elston shares findings
from the data collected at Georgia
State University. 

We are excited to share the
series of MSL focused Concepts &
Connections on the NCLP web site.
We also have power point slides
from presentations presented at
national conferences. We will con-
tinue to add MSL resources to the
web site as they become available.
Please be on the look out for 
the newly published Multi-
Institutional Study of Leadership-
National Report funded by a grant
from the C. Charles Jackson
Foundation.   

We encourage you to find
application of the descriptive 
findings to your practice. Please
become and or continue to be an
active member of the NCLP list-
serve and share your thoughts
and questions about the MSL
study and findings.
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Designing for Leadership
Whatever the size and mission,

every institution contains myriad
opportunities and challenges that
shape a learner’s journey, including
those seeking to become leaders. Some
attract, some deter; some are bold and
some benign. These are the many
dimensions and influences that create
the collage of learning called “going to
college.” In essence, these comprise
the components of a campus’s “insti-
tutional environment” (Strange &
Banning, 2001). They include the col-
lective characteristics of campus
inhabitants, its physical features and
layout, the organizational structures
that support its goals, and the percep-
tions of those who participate in them.
These components exert their impact
through classrooms, residence halls,
student organizations, department
offices, commuter centers, and a
whole variety of events and experi-
ences, all of which hold potential for
enhancing the learning, growth, and
development of students. How that
happens and what role campus lead-
ers can play in effecting them is the
focus of my claim. While leadership
does indeed ‘happen,’ its probability is
increased for a greater number 
of students if we include, secure,
involve, and invite them into the
learning community.

Campus environment goals of
inclusion, safety, involvement, and
community identify not only the steps
in any successful learning experience
(in or out of the classroom), but also
suggest a framework for understand-
ing what we do (and must do) as lead-
ers in the academy. Our call is to assist
students to feel like they belong in our
institutions, that they are safe there
being themselves, that they have a
significant role to play, and that they
will gain much by immersing them-
selves in its communities of learning.
Essentially this is a three-step process.

Step One
The beginning of any successful
learning experience is a basic sense
of belonging. Is this the right place to
be? Is this the right moment? Is this
the right occasion? To feel welcomed
is to understand with confidence
that this is the place, the right
moment, and the right occasion to
affirm and support who I am. This is
where I fit. Absent a sense of place,
the temptation is to put distance
between self and setting, first psy-
chologically and then physically.
Related to this sense of belonging
also is the understanding that who
I am does not place me at risk in 
the setting. This is about a sense 
of safety and security. There are 
a variety of reasons for doubts in 
this domain. Am I only one among
few here? Do others share my 
values and experiences? Are my
expectations so different from those
around me? Do my preferences, abil-
ities, and style support or challenge
me here? Questions such as these
relate to the individual values of the
Social Change Model that connect to
Consciousness of Self, Congruence, and
Commitment. Each of these values
reflects personal qualities that must
be affirmed by the environment
before they can be put to use in the
service of leadership. Commitment,
consistency, and an awareness of self
emanate from a basic sense of identi-

ty that is included and secured
within the learning environment.

Successful learning environ-
ments recognize that individ-

ual differences are important
and deserve attention.

Although the goal may be
singular (e.g., socially
responsible leadership),

effective learning experiences
include a variety of pathways to it.
To feel welcome and secure in the
learning environment is to experi-
ence one’s uniqueness as an asset
rather than a liability in the learning
process. Perhaps this explains in part
the success of Dhanfu Elston’s lead-
ership focus that reaches out to com-
muter students whose complex lives
don’t ordinarily entail the opportuni-
ties more commonplace in the resi-
dential experience of an institution.
Regardless, to feel unwelcome jeop-
ardizes the learning experience and
prevents the kind of investment
required for the development of
group values so important to social
change. Moving forward requires the
opportunity to be one’s self, and feel-
ing welcome, secure, and safe can
only encourage the next step in the
learning process - getting involved.

Step Two
Involvement is the substance of

any successful learning experience.
Without it, quite simply, nothing is
done; and when nothing is done,
nothing is risked or learned. This is
one of the surest-grounded princi-
ples of learning. To learn anything
requires engagement, or the will-
ingness and opportunity for the
learner to take on a significant role
within the setting (e.g., classroom,
student organization, residence hall)
that capitalizes on one’s potential
and skills. Effective learning envi-
ronments “run with the learner.” In 
settings intent on learning the ratio
of learners and opportunities is such
that “everyone has something to
do.” If inclusion and safety serve as
the requisite motivational platforms
for learning, it is the act of involve-
ment that capitalizes on learners’
capacities and skills so as to chal-
lenge them to new levels of achieve-
ment. The outcome is a sense of
ownership and accomplishment that
promotes a form of personal agency
and self-authorship in the setting
that cannot help but encourage the
learner to do even more. Such posi-
tive reinforcement in turn energizes
the learner to try new experiences
and to benefit from new challenges
that require the development of new
skills. Undoubtedly, such a dynamic
might underlie what Dennis Roberts

Community
(Citizenship)

Involvement
(Collaboration, Common Purpose,

 Controversy with Civility

Inclusion & Safety
(Consciousness of Self, Congruence, Commitment)
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and Andrew Beckett report on to be the power
of peer mentoring in the development of 
leaders. This is also the step perhaps when
practices of Collaboration, Common Purpose, and
Controversy with Civility, the group values of the
Social Change Model, come together with an
effect that transforms the entire effort to a new
level of learning we understand as communal.

Step Three
This final step recognizes that the benefits of

involvement over time manifest most power-
fully in the form of community - where goals,
structures, values, people, and resources create
a synergy of membership that sustains fulfill-
ment and actualization. In effect, this is the
moment when involvement of the learner
translates into a broader sense of membership
in the setting such that individual goals are
connected to a broader purpose. In the Social
Change Model this step is closest to the value
placed on Citizenship. Thus, the student who
passes the gavel following leadership of a 
campus organization; the student whose class
engagement is recognized at the end of a term;
and the service learner whose contributions are
noted in lives being changed, all meet the stan-
dard that defines the ultimate goal of this
sequence – to experience learning as a truly
connective process. In such cases the learners
have imprinted the environment with their
own unique mark, in essence leaving a trail for
others to see, such that when they are gone they
are missed. This principle is surely a part of
Chad Ellsworth’s and Aaron Asmundson’s
observations here on the value of Greek
involvement and the opportunities gained
through living in a fraternity or sorority.

Conclusion
The development of socially responsible

leaders is a challenge for all educators and one
that promises much in the form of positive
social change. The data presented here sug-
gest that how well we do that depends greatly
on our capacity to welcome, secure, involve,
and invite students into the learning communi-
ty we call college. 

References
Strange, C., & Banning, J. (2001). Educating by

design. Creating campus learning environ-
ments that work. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
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Next Steps: On to MSL2
Susan R. Komives and John P. Dugan

What a saga this has been! These four issues of Concepts &
Connections have chronicled the journey of this Multi-
Insti tutional  Study of  Leadership (MSL) from its

inception in the summer of 2005 to data gathering with 52 cam-
puses in the spring of 2006, detailed campus reports that were
completed in summer 2006, and the analysis that began in fall
2006 and continues today! The MSL National Report, funded by a
grant from the C. Charles Jackson Foundation, is now available on
the NCLP website. We have learned a great deal about student
leadership development, about web surveys, about the joys of an
energetic research team, and about the critical partnerships
between academic and student affairs to accomplish such an
ambitious project with little external funding.

Now what?
We plan to do a call for participation in MSL2 during the spring

of 2008 with a targeted web administration to students in spring
2009.  We are now at two different universities (John has moved as
an Assistant Professor to Loyola University Chicago and Susan
remains at the University of Maryland), so we will learn to man-
age a multi-site team.

At this point we imagine such expanded features to MSL2 as:

• A longitudinal design option with the follow-up study occur-
ring after four years

• Further exploration of pre-college factors that contribute to
leadership development

• New sub-studies allowing us to explore diverse aspects of
leadership. Such sub-studies might include examining spiritu-
ality, ethical behavior, contexts for discussion of socio-cultural
issues, racial identity, leadership identity development, and
more

• New scales in the core of MSL such as implementing social
change, role of training/education, and assessing campus 
climate from a variety of perspectives

We invite you to stay posted on the project through the NCLP
website and through inquiries that will go to NCLP members as
MSL2 is designed. Sign up on the NCLP site if you would like specif-
ic information on applying to be a participating campus in MSL2. We
welcome your comments on what needs to be studied anytime. 

__________________________________________________________
Susan R. Komives is a Professor of College Student Personnel at the
University of Maryland. John Dugan is an Assistant Professor of Higher
Education at Loyola University Chicago. They are Co-PIs of the MSL. (delete
and a doctoral candidate at the University of Maryland).

Handbook for Student Leadership Programs
Make sure you get NCLP’s newest publication, 
Handbook for Student Leadership Programs.  

Visit www.nclp.umd.edu and order your copy today



Community service involve-
ment is one aspect of the col-
lege experience that signifi-

cantly contributes to student leader-
ship development (Astin & Sax,
1998; Cress, Astin, Zimmerman-
Oster, & Burkhardt,
2001; Dugan, 2006).
Many campuses incor-
porate elements of
leadership develop-
ment into community
service programs and
service experiences into
leadership programs.
Cress et al. (2001) found
that leadership pro-
grams incorporating
service opportunities
demonstrated a direct
impact on student
d e v e l o p m e n t .
Especially for students
not involved in tradi-
tional student organi-
zations, involvement in
service functions as a
strong avenue for lead-
ership development
(Delve & Rice, 1990).

Additionally, colleges and uni-
versities are currently placing an
increased focus on promoting civic
participation.  Knowing that stu-
dents who participate in service are
more likely to have civic gains
(Astin & Sax, 1998), we believe it is
especially important to look closely
at the contributions of service partic-
ipation on leadership ability.  

The eight values within the social
change model (SCM) (i.e., conscious-
ness of self, congruence, commit-
ment, common purpose, collabora-
tion, controversy with civility, citi-
zenship, and change) are associated
with involvement in service through
the connection among individual,
group, and community values
toward the core value of change
(Higher Education Research Institute
[HERI], 1996). Dugan (2006) found
that students involved in service
reported significantly higher scores
across six of the eight scales of the
Socially Responsible Leadership

Scale (SRLS) in comparison to stu-
dents involved in other types of lead-
ership experiences. Further-more,
students involved in service report-
ed significantly higher scores than
students not involved in service

across all eight scales. 

The Multi-Institu-
tional Study of Leader-
ship (MSL) examined
the influence of a vari-
ety of college environ-
ments on  s tudent
leadership develop-
ment (see Volume 15,
Issue 1 of Concepts &
Connections on The
Multi-Institu-tional
Study of Leader-ship)
including the relation-
ship between involve-
ment in service and
leadership develop-
ment. 

General Findings
Over half (52%) of

the students reported
doing some amount 
of community service

while enrolled in college. Community
service participation includes service
as part of a class, with a student
organization, as part of a work-study
experience, and individually.
Specifically, 55% of women and 48%
of men indicated participation in
service in an average academic term.

Involvement in service signifi-
cantly and meaningfully contributed
to the development of collaboration,
controversy with civility, and citi-
zenship for participating students.
For men, participating in communi-
ty service was a significant contribu-
tor for all eight leadership outcomes.
For women, service participation
significantly contributed to the out-
comes of commitment, congruence,
collaboration, common purpose,
controversy with civility, and citi-
zenship. The only leadership out-
comes that involvement in service
did not contribute to significantly
for women were consciousness of
self and change. 

Implications
As leadership educators, it is

imperative that we continue to
develop community service oppor-
tunities on our campuses.  While
over 50% of students report partici-
pating in community service, the
positive leadership outcomes gar-
nered by service involvement pro-
vides rationale for why educators
should try to involve even more 
students in service opportunities.
This is particularly important for
men who are less likely than women
to participate in community service,
but have more significant outcomes
as a result of service participation.
In an effort to target males, leader-
ship educators should work both
with other student affairs educators
and their academic counterparts to
create male-centered community
service opportunities. Specifically,
collaboration should occur with 
fraternities, men’s athletic teams,
and male-dominated residence
halls, student organizations, and
academic programs.

As the data show, participating in
community service was a significant
contributor for women on all leader-
ship outcomes except on conscious-
ness of self and change. Both 
consciousness of self and change
could be enhanced through more
intentional reflective experiences.
Knowing that reflection is funda-
mental to service involvement, lead-
ership educators should be more
intentional with the reflection com-
ponent of the service opportunities
provided especially for college
women. In an effort to increase con-
sciousness of self, college women
should be encouraged to reflect on
their service participation in ways
that helps develop self-awareness in
regards to personal beliefs, values,
attitudes, and emotions.  To increase
leadership development in terms
of change, reflection can incorporate
discussions on the ability for indi-
viduals, groups, and communities
to work together to make a better
society. 

“Involvement 
in service
significantly and
meaningfully
contributed to
the development
of collaboration,
controversy with 
civility, and
citizenship for
participating
students.”

Service Matters: Reviewing Gender Implications
Kirsten F. Fox, Jennifer A. Smist, and Susan R. Komives
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Conclusion
Lessons on leadership and

service are especially timely as
colleges and universities are
turning their attention towards
civic involvement and properly
preparing students to become
responsible citizens.  It is our
obligation as leadership educa-
tors to provide students with
new opportunities for service
participation and involvement
in an effort to help our students
become responsible and pro-
ductive leaders. 
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___________________________

Kirsten Freeman Fox is a third-year
doctoral student in the College
Student Personnel Program at the
University of Maryland where she
currently serves as the Senior Year
Experience Coordinator. She earned
her master’s degree from the
University of Vermont and served
as a member of the Multi-
Institutional Study of Leadership
research team.

Jennifer A. Smist is Assistant
Director of the Center for
Leadership Education and Service
at the University of North
Carolina Wilmington. She earned
her master’s degree from the
University of Maryland and
served as a member of the Multi-
Institutional Study of Leadership
research team. 

Susan R. Komives is Professor in
Counseling and Personnel Services
at the University of Maryland and
Co-PI of the Multi-Institutional
Study of Leadership.
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Are You
Familiar

with CAS?
NCLP is a member asso-

ciation of the Council for the
Advancement of Standards
in Higher Education. If you
are looking for learning out-
comes, assessment guides,
or standards to direct prac-
tice, be sure to connect with
this valuable tool.

Standards for leadership
development programs can
be viewed on the NCLP
website courtesy of CAS.
Just go to the following
address:

http://www.nclp.umd.edu/re
sources/assessment_tools.asp

Fraternity and
Sorority Residents

and the 
Multi-Institutional

Study of Leadership
Chad Ellsworth and Aaron Asmundson

The MSL instrument, administered by the
University of Maryland, measured
dimensions of the Social Change Model

of Leadership Development on individuals
associated with social fraternities and sororities. 

Upon receiving the data and analysis for the
MSL, a significant finding that emerged for
respondents at the University of Minnesota
was the difference between those individuals
that lived in a sorority or fraternity house com-
pared to those that did not.  Of the eight out-
come variables related to the “C’s,” those living
in fraternity and sorority houses were higher on
five including consciousness of self, commit-
ment, collaboration, common purpose, and citi-
zenship. The University of Minnesota conducts
the “Greek Experience Survey” so the Office of
Fraternity and Sorority Life embarked on an
effort to compare the results from that survey to
the results of the MSL.

Living in the Chapter House and the
Greek Experience

The Greek Experience Survey was adminis-
tered to 74% of the Fraternity and Sorority pop-
ulation at the University of Minnesota in March,
2006. One of the questions on the survey asks
members to indicate to what effect (from strong
positive effect to strong negative effect) fraterni-
ty and sorority involvement has made on differ-
ent aspects of personal development (e.g. sense
of civic commitment and involvement, sense of
identity, sense of purpose).

Given that the results were high for live-in
members according to the MSL, we isolated those
in the Greek Experience Survey who indicated
they live in the chapter house to see how their
results with regard to personal development
compared to those who live elsewhere. With
regard to each aspect of personal development, a
higher percentage of students that lived in a
sorority or fraternity house indicated that each
value had either a positive effect or strong posi-
tive effect on their development. In some cases,
the percentage was higher, i.e. 85.6% of those who
live in a chapter house feel that their chapter has
a positive or strong positive effect on their leader-

Continued on page 16
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Mentoring in
higher educa-
tion encour-

ages student growth
and development on
many college outcomes
(Kram, 1983; Rosser,
2006). Leadership is
enhanced in students
who have mentoring
experiences with facul-
ty, student affairs staff,
and peers (Thompson,
2006). Cress, Astin,
Zimmerman-Oster, and
Burkhart (2001) used
longitudinal CIRP data
from 1994-1998 and
supplemental surveys
to link leadership train-
ing, including mentor-
ing, with leadership
ability and leadership-
related outcomes.  This
beneficial developmen-
tal relationship will be
briefly examined and
then analyzed in light
of findings from the
Mul t i - Ins t i tu t iona l
Study of Leadership. 

Kram (1983) pro-
posed two main func-
tions of mentoring
including career func-
tions and psychosocial
functions. The career
function can be exam-
ined when mentoring
helps students prepare
to succeed in the workforce including
such functions as sponsorship, expo-
sure-visibility, coaching, protection,
and challenging assignments. The
psychosocial function of mentoring
focuses on personal development for
students including such functions as
role modeling, acceptance-and-con-
firmation, counseling, and friend-
ship. For more on mentoring in lead-
ership see Concepts & Connections
14(3) and Collins-Shapiro’s (2006)
NCLP monograph, Mentoring and
Leadership Development.

The Multi-Institu-
tional Study of Leader-
ship (MSL) included
items that asked stu-
dents how frequently
they were mentored 
by several categories 
of mentors: faculty, 
student affairs staff,
community members,
employers, and peers.
Specifically, students
were asked “how often
have you been in men-
toring relationships
where another person
intentionally assisted
your growth or connect-
ed you to opportunities
for career and personal
development?” Their
responses ranged from
never (1) to many (4)
times. Other informa-
tion on the methods of
the MSL can be found in
Concepts & Connections
15 (1). 

Mentoring and the
MSL Findings

MSL findings show
that students who were
mentored to any degree
more than never by
faculty, student affairs
staff, employers, mem-
bers of the community,
or other students were
significantly higher in

their leadership efficacy than were
students who were never mentored.
More mentoring is related positively
to higher leadership efficacy. Peer
mentoring was the most prevalent
form of mentoring with 71.6% of
students reporting being mentored
by other students, 69.6% were men-
tored by faculty, 53.4% by student
affairs professionals, 48% by an
employer, and 36% by a member 
of the community. Mentoring by 
faculty mattered (that is, explained a 
significant amount of the variance)
on all Social Change Model leader-

ship outcomes for both men and
women. Mentoring by other stu-
dents mattered most to women (on
four of the scales of the Social
Change Model) and to men on 
collaboration. Mentoring mattered
most on collaboration (i.e., it con-
tributed to more of the variance);
mentoring by students, faculty, and
student affairs staff were all signifi-
cant for women and mentoring by
peers was significant for men. When
generalizing these finding, it should
be noted that the MSL sample 
is largely comprised of full time 
students who have increased oppor-
tunities to interact with faculty, staff,
and peers.

Implications for Practice 
Simply put, mentoring matters.

Mentorship is clearly an important
tool for developing leadership
potential among students (Zackary,
2006). Leadership educators should
capitalize on the mentoring relation-
ships that contribute positively to
students’ leadership efficacy; partic-
ularly with their peers, faculty, and
student affairs staff.  Because faculty
mentorship had a significant contri-
bution to students’ leadership effica-
cy, it is important for educators to
create opportunities to connect stu-
dents and faculty in meaningful
ways particularly outside the class-
room. Living-learning programs
have been one excellent method for
increasing student engagement with
faculty outside the classroom for 
residential students (Inkelas, Vogt,
Longerbeam, Owen, & Johnson,
2006).  It is essential for leadership
educators to add faculty mentorship
components to a wide variety of 
co-curricular leadership offerings
because of its substantial impact on
one’s leadership efficacy. It is also
important to identify the students
that do not have mentoring relation-
ships with faculty and determine 
the factors that might contribute
to developing such relationships.

Mentoring Relationships Matter in Developing
Student Leadership

Ramsey Jabaji, Nathan Slife, Susan R. Komives, and John P. Dugan

“MSL findings
show that
students who
were mentored
to any degree
more than
never by
faculty, student
affairs staff,
employers,
members of the
community, 
or other
students were
significantly
higher in their
leadership
efficacy than
were students
who were never
mentored.”

Continued on page 8



The prevalence of
peer mentorship sug-
gests that students desire
peer mentoring relation-
sh ips .  I t  appears  
students would benefit
from leadership educa-
tors expanding peer
leadership programs as
a delivery method for
leadership development
initiatives as well as better prepare 
students to be highly effective and
positive mentors to their peers. The
leadership identity development (LID)
grounded theory (Komives, Owen,
Longerbeam, Mainella, & Osteen,
2005) established that being mentors is
a developmental process for upper-
class students as they develop genera-
tively and teach and coach others.

Leadership educators need to
understand the developmental
processes in mentoring. Kram (1983)
proposes that the developmental cycle
of mentoring consists of four main
phases including: initiation, cultiva-
tion, separation, and redefinition. The
initiation  phase of Kram’s model is
associated with establishing a deeper
level of intimacy, trust, and affiliation.
The cultivation stage is characterized
by clearer boundaries and expecta-
tions within the relationship (Kram,
1988). The developmental relationship
during this stage also takes on a
stronger degree of mutuality and
reciprocal learning. The third stage of
the model is often the result of both
structural and psychological changes
to the relationship when both protégé
and mentor typically deal with a sense
of loss resulting in a longing for the
dynamics of the developmental rela-
tionship as they previously existed.
The redefinition phase occurs when
both protégé and mentor recognize
that the relationship is no longer suc-
cessful nor needed in its existing form
(Kram, 1988) and results in ending in
the separation phase (Kram, 1988).
During this phase both parties
acknowledge that the relationship has
changed and a peer status and friend-
ship has been attained (Kram, 1983). 

Mentoring is poten-
tially a transformative
process that warrants
intentional develop-
ment for many student
outcomes, including 
leadership. Leadership
educators  should
encourage and support
a campus-wide mentor-
ing  mind-se t  that
includes a peer compo-
nent. Mentoring expert,
Lois Zachary, wrote in 
a 2006 Concepts &
Connections article that
“A mentoring culture

enriches all mentoring that goes on
within an institution. Leadership
educators need to continuously 
create readiness, provide multiple
opportunities for mentoring and
offer support to enhance mentor-
ing” (p. 6). 
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College students
may participate
in several differ-

ent co-curricular experi-
ences that contribute to
their leadership devel-
opment. Leadership
training and courses,
service learning, stu-
dent organizations,
campus employment,
and other activities may
be used to foster 
student leadership.
Discussion-based for-
mats are often used in
connection with these
activities as an effective
strategy for supporting
student engagement
and learning of com-
plex issues. This article
explores the role socio-
cultural conversations
(i.e., engagement with
others in conversation
across difference) in
particular may play in
the leadership develop-
ment process of college
students using data
f rom the  Mul t i -
Institutional Study of
Leadership (MSL).

Socio-Cultural Conversations
in the Literature

Significant learning occurs
through students’ interactions with
one  another  (Ast in ,  1993b) .
Discussions can be used with an infi-
nite number of topics and provide
an opportunity for peer-to-peer
knowledge sharing. This encourages
students to explore multiple and
divergent perspectives about a par-
ticular issue. Specifically related to
leadership, socio-cultural discus-
sions can serve as a powerful tool for
facilitating overall leadership devel-
opment and efficacy. Socio-cultural
discussions can be defined as those
discussions that focus on topics of
diversity, multiculturalism, political
views, lifestyles, religion, and social

justice issues such as
peace and human
rights.

Research over the
past decade has sub-
stantiated the positive
effects of socio-cultural
discussions among 
college students (Astin,
1993a, 1993b; Chang,
1999; Whitt, Edison,
Pascarella, Terenzini, &
Nora, 2001; Zúñiga,
Williams, & Berger,
2005). Among these
studies, which outline
many outcomes to
which diverse interac-
tions have been proven
to make meaningful
contributions, several
have established impor-
tant l inks between
diverse interactions and
leadership ability in
students.

Astin (1993b) used
leadership as one of the
outcome measures in
his widely known
study of college stu-
dents, and found it to
be significantly affected

by cross-racial interaction and con-
versations about racial/ethnic
issues. He noted that “emphasizing
diversity and intergroup interaction
is positively associated with leader-
ship,” among other outcomes
(1993a, p. 48). Of further importance
is the role that peer interaction plays
as a key predictor. Astin (1999) cited
peer groups as an influence on posi-
tive outcomes, contending, “the
greater the interaction with peers,
the more favorable the outcome” (p.
490). More recently, Antonio (2001)
examined intergroup interaction
and its relationship to the develop-
ment of leadership skills. He found
intergroup interaction to have a sig-
nificant and positive relationship
with leadership ability, even after
controlling for pre-college character-

istics and institutional variables.
Hurtado (2005) also found inter-
group contact to have a positive rela-
tionship with leadership abilities,
corroborating Antonio’s data.
However, studies have yet to exam-
ine this concept using a theoretical-
ly-grounded measure of leadership. 

Socio-Cultural Discussions 
and MSL

The MSL is a national research
project designed to examine influ-
ences of the college environment on
leadership development. Data from
the study represent 52 institutions of
higher education and more than
50,000 cases. The study measured
socio-cultural discussions through
students’ self-reported frequency of
engagement across six items using a
Likert-type scale ranging from never
(1) to very often (4). Sample items
included the degree to which stu-
dents held discussions with others
whose personal values were differ-
ent than their own and how often
they discussed views about diversi-
ty and multiculturalism.  This meas-
ure was designed and validated as
part of the National Study of Living
Learning Programs (Inkelas, 2004). 

Multiple hierarchical regressions
were run on each of the eight leader-
ship outcomes (i.e., consciousness 
of self, congruence, commitment,
collaboration, common purpose,
controversy with civility, citizen-
ship, change), which are theoretical-
ly grounded using the social change
model of leadership development
(Higher Education Research
Institute, 1996). Results indicated
that socio-cultural discussions were
the single strongest, positive predic-
tor from the college environment of
student gains across all eight leader-
ship measures. In other words, the
more students engaged in conversa-
tions across difference, the more
likely they were to demonstrate a
higher capacity for leadership. 
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Implications for
Practice

Any leadership
development experience
can infuse socio-cultural
discussions. Creating a
space for students to
talk about different
lifestyles and major
social issues such as jus-
tice, human rights, and
peace may go a long
way in promoting posi-
tive leadership out-
comes. When students
have their views con-
firmed and challenged
by their peers through
reflective and construc-
tive dialogue they can begin to
understand the complexities of the
world from various perspectives and
critically assess their own and oth-
ers’ points of view. These interac-
tions provide opportunities to learn
and understand more about them-
selves, their peers, and become more
open-minded.

Socio-cultural discussions can be
initiated by inviting participants to
establish discussion ground rules for
a productive conversation (Zúñiga 
& Sevig, 1997). This step may be fol-
lowed with a facilitator posing a set
of questions. For example, meaning-
ful interaction may begin by asking
participants to share their responses
to questions about their personal
values, views about multicultural-
ism and diversity, religious beliefs,
and political opinions. Participants
start the process by talking in groups
of two to four. After participants
have responded to questions in
small groups, the conversation can
continue in a larger group. This is
just one example of how to facilitate
this intervention, which can be 
an effective means for encouraging
the democratic outcomes and social
change we seek to cultivate in 
students.

Findings suggest
that students would be
well-served by leader-
ship program designs
that include opportuni-
ties for engagement
across  d i fference .
Leadership educators
should consider how
existing programs sup-
port this or can be
restructured to make
room for meaning-
ful dialogue among 
students. Often times,
content on diversity
become one day or one
segment of leadership
programs.  Findings
from the MSL would
suggest a need to inte-
grate these conversa-
tions throughout the
experience to increase
the likelihood of stu-
dent educational gains.

References
Antonio, A.L. (2001). The role of

interracial interaction in the
development of leadership skills
and cultural knowledge and
understanding. Research in Higher
Education, 42, 593-617.

Astin, A. W. (March/April 1993a).
Diversity and multiculturalism
on the campus: How are stu-
dents affected? Change, 25(2), 
44-49.

Astin, A. W. (1993b). What matters 
in college:  Four critical years 
revisited. New York: Jossey-Bass.

Astin, A.W. (1999). Involvement in
learning revisited: Lessons we
have learned. Journal of College
Student Development, 40, 587-598.

Chang, M. J. (1999). Does racial
diversity matter?: The education-
al impact of a racially diverse
undergraduate population.
Journal of College Student
Development, 40, 377-395.

Higher Education Research
Institute. (1996). A social change
model of leadership development:
Guidebook version III. College
Park, MD: National Clearing-
house for Leadership Programs.  

Hurtado, S. (2005). The next genera-
tion of diversity and intergroup
relations research. Journal of
Social Issues, 61, 595-610. 

Inkelas, K. K., & Associates.  (2004).
National Study of Living-Learning
Programs: 2004 report of findings.
Retrieved April 17, 2007, from
http://www.livelearnstudy.net/i
mages/NSLLP_2004_Final_Repo
rt.pdf 

Whitt, E. J., Edison, M.I., Pascarella,
E.T., Terenzini, P.T., & Nora, A.
(2001). Influences on students’
openness to diversity and chal-
lenge in the second and third
years of college. The Journal of
Higher Education 72, 172-204.

Zúñiga, X. & Sevig, T. D. Bridging
the “us/them” divide through
intergroup dialogue and peer
leadership. The Diversity Factor.
Winter, 1997, 22-28.

Zúñiga, X., Williams, E.A., & Berger,
J.B. (2005). Action-oriented dem-
ocratic outcomes: The impact of
student involvement with cam-
pus diversity. Journal of College
Student Development, 46, 660-678.

________________________________

Thomas C. Segar served as the Project
Manager for the MSL and is currently a
third year doctoral student and
Graduate Research Assistant in the
College Student Personnel Program at
the University of Maryland, College
Park. He can be reached via email at
tsegar@umd.edu

Katherine Hershey served as a member
of the MSL research team and is current-
ly the Coordinator of Community
Service-Learning for America Reads*
America Counts at the University of
Maryland, College Park. She can be
reached via email at hershey1@umd.edu.

John Dugan served as Co-Principal
Investigator on the MSL and is current-
ly an Assistant Professor in the Higher
Educa t i on  Program a t  Loyo la
University Chicago. He can be reached
via email at jdugan1@luc.edu.

Socio-Cultural
Conversations:
The Power of
Engagement Across
Difference   

Continued from page 9

“Findings
suggest that
students
would be
well-served 
by leadership
program
designs that
include
opportunities
for
engagement
across
difference.”



11

R esearchers have
long been inter-
ested in the

unique contributions
of college student
involvement in clubs
and organizations on
educational gains
(Astin, 1984; Pace, 1984).
This interest comes in
large part from the
degree to which these
experiences increase the
quantity and quality of
peer interactions, which
are identified among
the strongest predictors
of student outcomes
(Astin, 1996). Research
on this topic that
explores the key college
outcome of leadership
development (Astin &
Astin, 2000), however, suffers from
limitations associated with atheoretical
definitions of leadership that are either
inconsistent with current conceptual-
izations or make transferability to
practice difficult. This article draws on
data from the Multi-Institutional
Study of Leadership (MSL) to examine
the influences of student involvement
in co-curricular clubs and organiza-
tions on theoretically grounded meas-
ures of leadership. 

Past Research
The vast majority of research

examining the influence of student
involvement in clubs and organiza-
tions on leadership development is
derived from data collected as part
of the Cooperative Institutional
Research Program. Findings from
this longitudinal research project
identified participation in student
clubs and organizations as a positive
predictor of overall leadership
development (Astin, 1993; Cress,
Astin, Zimmerman-Oster, & Burk-
hardt, 2001; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000;
Smart ,  E th ington ,  R iggs ,  &
Thompson, 2002). However, all of
the studies are limited by how the
researchers chose to define and
measure leadership with many stud-
ies using indicators that are inconsis-

tent with contempo-
rary conceptualiza-
tions of the phenome-
non (e.g., positional
role attainment, popu-
lar i ty,  soc ia l  se l f -
confidence, drive to
achieve). This results
in findings that may or
may not be consistent
with current practice
and educational goals.
More recent research
has attempted to exam-
ine the influence of
involvement in clubs
and organizat ions
using more theoretical-
ly grounded measures
of leadership (Dugan,
2006; Thompson, 2006),
but were only single-
institution studies.

This again draws into question the
generalizability of findings to the
broader higher education landscape.   

MSL Design
The MSL was designed specifi-

cally to address concerns regarding
the use of theoretically grounded
measures as well as samples that
represent the diverse array of insti-
tutions in the U.S. higher education
system. Theoretical grounding for
the study is derived using the social
change model of leadership devel-
opment (Higher Education Research
Institute, 1996) with separate meas-
ures for each of the eight core values
in the model (i.e., consciousness of
self, congruence, commitment, col-
laboration, common purpose, con-
troversy with civility, citizenship,
and change).  The study also
employed a composite variable
designed to measure participants’
self-efficacy for leadership. Data

were collected from 52 campuses
across the U.S. and the sample in
this analysis is comprised of 50,378
cases. For more information about
the MSL research design and sample
please see Concepts & Connections
volume 15, issue 1. 

Key Findings
Findings are organized into three

key areas: the role of general involve-
ment in clubs and organizations, the
influence of positional leadership
roles, and considerations associated
with breadth of involvement. 

General Involvement

Interestingly, 78% of students in
this sample report having had at
least one experience in a college
organization (See Table 1). This
number exceeds those reported by
other national studies, which sug-
gest about half of college students
participate at some point in college
clubs (National Survey of Student
Engagement, 2006). Furthermore,
hierarchical multiple regression
analyses identified general involve-
ment in student clubs and organiza-
tions as one of the three most signif-
icant, positive predictors of leader-
ship for all of the outcome variables
except controversy with civility. 

Positional Leadership Roles 

Almost a third of the participants
in the MSL sample reported that
they had never held a positional
leadership role in a student club or
organization (See Table 1). Positional
leadership roles were described
broadly to include positions such 
as president, treasurer, committee
chair, captain, and others. Involve-
ment in positional leadership roles

“General
membership in
co-curricular
groups is one of
the strongest
predictors of
leadership
development
even beyond
gains associated
with positional
role attainment.”

Continued on page 12

Involvement in Student Clubs and Organizations Matters
John P. Dugan

TABLE 1. Percentage of participants reporting involvement in clubs and organizations. 

Variable Never One Some Many

Involvement in  College Organizations 22% 13% 30% 35%

Leadership Positions in College Organizations 57% 10% 14% 19%
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did not emerge among
the top three predictors
of leadership across 
the measures associated
with the social change
model. However, it did
emerge as the second
strongest, positive pre-
dictor of student self-
efficacy for leadership. 

Breadth of
Involvement 

Breadth of involve-
ment in this study was
constructed by examin-
ing student involvement
across 21 types of co-cur-
ricular group experi-
ences (e.g., student gov-
ernment, fraternities and
sororities, academic clubs, intramu-
rals, etc.). Responses were summed to
create a range in terms of breadth or
variety of types of involvement run-
ning from 0 (i.e., no involvement) to
21 (i.e., involvement in every type of
group experience). Participants in this
study reported an average participa-
tion in approximately three student
groups. Additionally, breadth of
involvement emerged as a negative
predictor of leadership development
with varying degrees of significance
across each of the outcome variables
measured in this study. In other
words, the greater the variety of expe-
riences students were involved in, the
lower their reported development
across the theoretically-derived lead-
ership outcomes.  

Implications for Practice
These findings support previous

research indicating that involvement
in clubs and organizations contributes
significantly to the leadership 
development of college students.
Additionally, general membership in
co-curricular groups is one of the
strongest predictors of leadership
development even beyond gains asso-
ciated with positional role attainment.
This is good news considering so
many students (78%) report having

these experiences at
some point in their 
college career. Leader-
ship educators should
encourage students not
involved in clubs or
organizations that even
through general mem-
bership important skills
are developed. Based on
this data, one need not
hold a positional role to
benefit. This is an impor-
tant finding given the
number of non-tradi-
tionally aged students
and students working
off-campus who report
difficulty in prioritizing
time for involvement
experiences that require a
significant commitment
(Chronicle Almanac,
2006). 

That so many stu-
dents in this sample
report never holding a
positional leadership role
is concerning. What is

not known is whether this is a result
of student aversion to positional roles,
the lack of availability of positional
roles, or changing perceptions regard-
ing what constitutes a positional role.
However, taken in the context of the
above findings, the degree of concern
is lessened some. Involvement in
positional leadership roles emerges
only as a top predictor for the out-
come variable measuring self-efficacy
for leadership. Intuitively, this makes
sense as the positional role provides a
platform for students to test knowl-
edge and skills and build a sense 
of confi-dence for the leadership
process. Practitioners should consider
how they can create opportunities 
for participation in positional roles 
particularly for student populations
that score lower on the self-efficacy
measure (See Concepts & Connections
volume 15, issue 2 for more details on
scores based on various identities). 

Findings related to breadth of
involvement are consistent with 
previous research identifying it as a
negative contributor (Komives,
Longerbeam, Owen, Mainella, &
Osteen, 2006). These findings likely
relate to both the pressures associat-
ed with over-involvement as well as
student prioritization of values and
interests. Involvement in too wide a

range of experiences does not allow
students to go deeply into work
within a given area, nor does it assist
in the process of clarifying a sense 
of purpose (Komives et al., 2006).
Leadership educators should work
with students to help them think
critically about why they choose to
join particular organizations and
how it advances personal goals.

Data from the MSL support pre-
vious research on the positive influ-
ence of student involvement in clubs
and organizations on leadership
development. It also situates clubs
and organizations as a particularly
potent predictor of leadership 
capacity. This information provides
jsutification for leadership educators
to encourage student participation
in these experiences as well as help
them intentionally connect their
experiences to knowledge, skills,
and attitudes about leadership. 
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Leadership can be an integral
part of every person’s experi-
ence in life, whether through a

helpful act for a friend, volunteering
for a task, or changing the world. 
No matter how small or how great,
leadership acts occur with great 
frequency.  Many students do not con-
sider themselves leaders, yet believe
that such individuals are people with
important titles, enormous power, and
an obvious ability to influence. As 
a member institution of the Multi-
Institutional Study of Leadership,
Georgia State University was afforded
an opportunity to critically analyze
our leadership efforts.  

Campus Environment
Georgia State University is a doctor-

al-granting urban institution with a
student population of 27,000 located in
downtown Atlanta, Georgia. Of the
19,000 undergraduate students, less
than 15% reside in campus housing,
providing a unique set of challenges
and opportunities related to leader-
ship development for commuter
students (Jacoby, 1989).  

Program Description/ Leadership
Development Model

Leadership at Georgia State is a
component of the Office of Student
Life and Leadership within the
Division of Student Affairs at Georgia
State Univer-sity. Students are offered
a variety of ways to learn and grow
through leadership development expe-
riences. Philosophically, the programs
are based in the belief that all students
possess the capacity for leadership at
some level.  The programs are ground-
ed in the Georgia Statement on
Leadership, which is a theoretical
model derived from the Social Change
Model for Leadership Development
(HERI, 1996), and  provides the follow-
ing definition of leadership thatis
future-oriented and identifies personal
and community values to foster this
type of leadership:

Leadership is a visionary, values-driv-
en, collaborative learning process that
creates change for the greater good.

This occurs within an individual’s
relationships, organizations, and local
and global communities.

Programs are  implemented
through a variety of formats, including
one-time events and ongoing work-
shops, geared towards both individu-
als and groups.  The model and related
programs are developmental in nature,
but not necessarily sequential.
Students may begin their exploration
of leadership development at any
time during their college careers.

Institutional Findings
Our participation in the Multi-

Institutional Study of Leadership yield-
ed a plethora of results that have aided
in the evaluation and further develop-
ment of our leadership programs. We
anticipated consistency in our campus
data compared to the national data pro-
vided by the MSL team, especially in the
areas of gender, class standing, leader-
ship experience, and involvement in 
college organizations. Although this
finding remained true, we gained a
more in-depth understanding of the 
differences between our residential and
commuter student populations. Our
most surprising result was that the
mean scores in all outcome categories
for off-campus students were higher
than those in on-campus residence halls.

Much of our previous efforts toward
commuter students were focused on
the importance of incorporating sup-
port systems into their collegiate world
and creating a sense of belonging on the
campus (Jacoby, 2000). The multiple life
roles exhibited by this student demo-
graphic were reflected in the data.
Long-term leadership development
experiences, such as internships, off-
campus employment, Study Abroad,
and learning communities provided
higher value scores for the off-campus
students.  Participants in the Emerging
Leaders learning communities, a collab-
orative effort between the Divisions 
of Student Affairs and Enrollment
Services (Undergraduate Studies) for
incoming freshman, received higher
values for all outcomes.   

Georgia State University’s Experience with
the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership

Dhanfu E. Elston, Georgia State University

Continued on page 14



The Multi-Institutional
Study of Leadership
(MSL) is a gold mine of

opportunity. The challenge is 
figuring out how to use it to
engage colleagues in discussion
of the enhancement of leadership
learning.  This article provides a
brief and anecdotal account of
how we at Miami University
began to dig into our MSL data,
who we involved, the areas 
we explored, and what we see
down the road as we continue
to use this treasure-chest of
data.

Getting Started – Denny’s
Perspective

I can remember the day our
MSL data arrived.  I was so
excited to dig into the sum-
maries to figure out where
Miami had achieved its goals in
leadership learning and where
we had gaps that we could now
more effectively address. I sus-
pect that I was like any number
of participants in the national
MSL study who jumped at 
the opportunity to participate, 
but didn’t consider carefully
enough how I would use the
data once it arrived and more
importantly who I would
involve in exploring the impli-
cations.

Luckily enough, I had the
great fortune of reconnecting
with a colleague whom I met
only briefly a couple of years
before he arrived on Miami’s
campus during the summer of
2006.  I am speaking, of course,
of the colleague who is 
co-author on this piece, Dr.
Andrew Beckett. Andrew
arrived as a newly anointed
Ph.D. with considerable quanti-
tative study interest and even
more expertise.  The core princi-
ple I am advocating from the top
is that any of us who seek to
understand and use the MSL
data have to start with col-

leagues who have both enthusi-
asm for research and the req-
uisite computational and statis-
tics skills to work side-by-side
with those of us who define our-
selves as leadership educators.

Andrew and I began to look
at the MSL study at a relatively
surface level, but it didn’t take
long until even the gems that
floated on the surface drew us
deeper into more sophisticated
analyses.  When this began to
happen, we convened a team of
other leadership  educator
colleagues who were willing to
share the journey of discovery
with us.  The team included
graduate students, young and
seasoned professionals from 
a variety of departments in 
student affairs.  Each had a 
particular intellectual or pro-
grammatic interest in being at
the table and we approached
the task of discovery as an
opportunity for mutual learning.

During the early analysis
phase, we primarily looked at
the measures of central tendency
in our data to see if we could dis-
cern anything that confirmed
our views of our work or depart-
ed from what we expected.  The
initial look raised additional
questions that drew us deeper
and required other types of
data manipulation and statistical
analyses. The beauty of this
process was that it was iterative,
informing all of us as we moved
along. A particular connection
that attracted Andrew was that
our data provided information
about the role of mentors in 
students’ experiences, a topic
that related directly to questions
he was exploring as he sought to
further enhance the impact of
our first-year student programs
as well as dig into new work
with our second-year students.
The particular questions were
who served as mentors, which
students sought and secured

14

Understanding the Role of 
Mentors in Leadership Learning

Dr. Dennis C. Roberts and Dr. Andrew Beckett, Miami UniversityInterventions/Implications/ 
Future Efforts

To bolster the leadership skills of both 
residential and commuter students, Georgia
State University has utilized the Council for 
the Advancement of Standards’ Professional
Standards for Higher Education Handbook to 
create realistic learning outcomes for our lead-
ership programs. The Division of Student
Affairs has focused on the identification of
developmental opportunities within the institu-
tion and highlighting them for our student
body. Collaborative relationships between 
the offices of Residence Life, Undergraduate
Studies, Civic Engagement, and Student Life
and Leadership have yielded new ideas for 
a consistent long-term curricular approach to
leadership development for all students. An on-
going tracking plan has been created to monitor
and evaluate the skill development for each of
the eight MSL Social Change model outcomes.    

Conclusions
The Multi-Institutional Study of

Leadership has been an exemplary tool in the
enhancement and evaluation of our leader-
ship programs. As we prepare our students
to be active global citizens and visionary
change agents, we must continue to provide a
foundation for understanding future-oriented
leadership that is attainable by anyone with
the desire to achieve it.  
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them, and what impact these relation-
ships had on leadership learning as
measured by the Socially
Responsible Leadership
Scale (SRLS) as well as
measures of leadership
efficacy and identity
included in the MSL.

The question of the
influence of mentor rela-
tionships was addressed
most recently in Volume
14, Issue 3, 2006, of
Concepts & Connections.
As Sharon Daloz Parks
(2000) indicates and 
is reinforced in the
Concepts & Connections
summary, mentor rela-
tionships can be formal
or informal, but those
environments where
they are most effective
tend to be where a cul-
ture is cultivated that val-
ues and provides oppor-
tunities for protégés to
find individuals who are
willing and skilled in
stimulating big questions and worthy
dreams.  Our question at Miami was
how prevalent mentor and protégé
relationship were and how these influ-
enced students’ learning in leadership.

Mentor and Protégé Relation-
ships – Andrew’s Perspective

Being new to Miami, I was elated
when asked to work with the MSL
data.  Knowing little about our stu-
dent body or the Social Change
Model of Leadership, I viewed this
work as both a way of learning about
our student experiences as well as
exposing myself to an emerging 
theory in leadership.  As Denny and I
began to explore the data, several
findings immediately surprised us
regarding students’ views of mentors.  

First and foremost, we were sur-
prised to find that the most common
form of mentoring was student to stu-
dent.  Nearly 57% of our students
indicated that either “several times”
or “many times” they had been men-
tored by another student.  In contrast,
only 52% similarly answered with
regard to faculty mentoring and 33%
similarly answered with regard to

student affairs mentoring.  Further
analysis indicated that students had

at least one mentoring
experience from two or
more of the identified
groups (students, facul-
ty, student affairs,
employers, or commu-
nity members). Women
were more likely to
have mentors than men.
However, the correla-
tion between mentoring
and the Social Change
constructs was stronger
for men than for
women.  While correla-
tions should not be
interpreted as causal in
nature, this finding
raised questions with
our team as to the quali-
ty and nature of mentor-
ing relationships on our
campus.  It has also
helped us realize that in
order to truly under-
stand students’ experi-
ences, we need to con-

tinue to “drill down” into the data to
identify attributes that would be
meaningful.  We have also begun to
look at a variety of different 
subgroups including athletes, Greek
students, and sophomores.  The data
regarding sophomores has been par-
ticularly helpful in our planning for a
more intentional second-year experi-
ence, especially since most of our
ongoing assessments such as the
Nat ional  Survey  of  S tudent
Engagement (NSSE) are administered
to only first-year students or seniors.

Now what?
This is but one example of how

our campus has begun to use the
MSL data to enhance the impact of
comprehensive leadership initia-
tives.  We assumed at the outset of
our analyses that students would be
more deeply influenced in leader-
ship learning if they had mentors
available to them and we were
pleased to find that this was true.
However, we didn’t realize that
peers were our greatest ready source
of natural and pre-existing mentor
relationships.  Further, we were
quite surprised by the differences in

women’s and men’s experiences
with mentors.  As we forge ahead,
we will focus on helping students
understand what a substantive men-
tor-protégé relationship involves
and how they can most effectively
seek a mentor to work with them.
We will also pay close attention to
the differences in how mentor rela-
tionships will unfold for the diversi-
ty of students with whom we work. 

Other topics that we have started to
explore include analyzing the differ-
ence between students affiliated with
fraternal organizations versus those
who are not, political orientation and
its relationship to socially responsible
leadership, and service engagement
and its impact on students. Graduate
students on our team recently assem-
bled summaries that were then distrib-
uted to all our staff and became the
stimulus for discussion at a planning
retreat. The graduate students had the
opportunity to work with Andrew in
data analysis and they worked with
Denny in drafting interpretive reports
for the use of others.  Everyone in this
case benefited – graduate and under-
graduate students, leadership educa-
tors, assessment experts, and ultimate-
ly the institution itself. We have much
left to analyze and we hope that the
momentum will continue to build as
we explore the questions that will
allow us to become more effective in
our work.  

References
Rosser, M. (2006). Mentoring:

The work of educators. 
Concepts & Connections, 14(3), 1-4.  

Parks, S. D. (2000). Big questions,
worthy dreams. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

________________________________

Dr. Dennis C. Roberts is the Associate
Vice-President for Student Affairs at
Miami University. He provides supervi-
sion and leadership to a number of stu-
dent affairs departments including
Student Activities & Leadership and 
the newly formed Harry T. Wilks
Leadership Institute.

Dr. Andrew Beckett is the Assistant
Dean of Students in the Office of
Transition and Assessment at Miami
University.

“Everyone 
in this case
benefited –
graduate and
undergraduate
students,
leadership
educators,
assessment
experts, and
ultimately the
institution
itself.”

Leadership Insights and Applications Series Available Online!
www.nclp.umd.edu



ship abilities as opposed
to 75.1% of those who
do not live in. 

Initiatives and
Programs

The fraternity and
sorority community at
the  Univers i ty  o f
Minnesota has a num-
ber of initiatives and
programs that may con-
tribute to the positive
outcomes for students
living in fraternity and
sorority houses. 

The New Member
Seminar is a day-long
presentation and work-
shop where incoming
members are given
opportunities to con-
front issues facing the community,
including alcohol abuse, community
service, hazing, leadership opportu-
nities, neighborhood relations, and
risk management. This event encour-
ages incoming members to work
together in addressing common con-
cerns, as well as building a sense of
common purpose and community.

In 2005, the Univer-sity signed the
Greek Community Partnership with

the University of
Minnesota-Twin Cities.
The Partnership State-
ment outlines common
values in academics,
student development,
leadership, community
service, safe housing,
and continuing recruit-
ment  of outstanding
students. The University
Greek Partnership
Board (UGPB), a group
comprising alumni, fac-
ulty and staff, and stu-
dents, meets monthly
and is charged with
implementing the stan-
dards and values of the
Partnership Statement.
Together, they encour-
age members to collabo-
rate around shared con-
cerns and values.

The fraternity and
sorority community
gathers together in
sponsoring a number
of service events. For
example, the Interfra-
ternity and Panhellenic

governing councils bring hundreds
of grade school-aged children to a
nearby park each year for a day of
activities and games, which gives
members an opportunity to interact
with and mentor children from
urban schools. Likewise, the coun-
cils have adopted an ongoing service
project, for which they package
thousands of meals every month to
be distributed to impoverished

countries. As a whole, the communi-
ty’s focus on service may be promot-
ing citizenship among its members.

Discussion, Limitations, and
Implications

These initiatives and programs may
contribute to the findings provided by
the combined data of these two studies.
In addition, the results of the two stud-
ies raise future research questions for
the Office for Fraternity & Sorority Life
and the Office for Student Engagement
& Leadership. Specifically, is there a
significant difference for personal
development between those who live
in fraternity and sorority houses and
those who do not? If so, what aspects of
fraternity and sorority life can be attrib-
uted to these results? With regard to
leadership development program-
ming, what leadership topics are pro-
moted within fraternity and sorority
life and what topics are not implicitly
valued? Finally, it will be beneficial to
explore additional leadership pro-
grams to compliment the other proac-
tive initiatives and programs described
in this abbreviated article. 
________________________________
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“Of the eight
outcome
variables
related to the
‘C’s,’ those
living in
fraternity and
sorority houses
were higher on
five including
consciousness
of self,
commitment,
collaboration,
common
purpose, and
citizenship.”

Fraternity and Sorority
Residents and the 
Multi-Institutional
Study of Leadership
Continued from page 6
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