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ABSTRACT

Social Change Engagement and Leadership Development Among College Students

by

Andrew Harris, Doctor of Philosophy
Utah State University, 2020

Major Professor: Troy E. Beckert, Ph.D.
Department: Human Development and Family Studies

The purpose of this study was to test the relation between the seven values of the
Social Change Model of Leadership Development (consciousness of self, congruence,
commitment, common purpose, collaboration, controversy with civility, and citizenship)
and social change engagement. Previous research examining this relationship has used
inadequate measures of social change engagement. These measures of social change
behaviors focused on what a participant had done rather than Zow a person was engaged
in creating positive change. Additionally, previous research has combined the values of
the Social Change Model into one omnibus construct instead of studying each value’s
unique impact on social change engagement. The current study was designed to address
these shortcomings by introducing two new measures of social change engagement and
by calculating the individual impact of each of the values of the Social Change Model on

social change engagement.

With a sample of 162 college students, a series of linear and logistic regression



v
analyses were conducted to determine the relationship between the values of the Social
Change Model and social change engagement. The measures of social change
engagement utilized in this study were based on Westheimer and Kahne’s typology of
engaged citizens (personally responsible, participatory, and justice-oriented citizens).
Findings from this study suggest that separating the values of the Social Change Model
provides unique information compared to using the omnibus scale. This was true when
using previously used measures of social change behaviors as well as the new measures
of social change engagement. Of the Social Change Model values, citizenship emerged as
the most consistent predictor of social change engagement across models. Additionally,
measures of social generativity and sociocultural discussions were also significantly
related to social change engagement. These findings can help practitioners who utilize the
Social Change Model to further refine their programs as they seek to develop individuals

who are engaged in creating positive social change.

(150 pages)



PUBLIC ABSTRACT

Social Change Engagement and Leadership Development Among College Students

Andrew Harris

Young people are increasingly in the public view as agents of social change. As
suggested in the Social Change Model of Leadership Development, those who develop
the seven values of socially responsible leadership (consciousness of self, congruence,
commitment, common purpose, collaboration, controversy with civility, and citizenship)
are prepared to engage in the leadership process by creating positive social change.
Findings from this study suggest that the socially responsible leadership value of
citizenship was the value most consistently related to social change engagement.
Additionally, social generativity, or the desire to leave a legacy for future generations, as
well as participating in sociocultural discussions were related to social change
engagement. These findings can help educators who utilize the Social Change Model to
further refine their programs as they seek to develop young leaders who are engaged in

creating positive social change
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

In the wake of the February 14, 2018, shooting at Marjory Stoneman Douglas
High School in Parkland, Florida, survivors of that tragedy and youth from across the
nation coalesced to form March for Our Lives, a group dedicated to eliminating gun
violence (March for Our Lives, n.d.). On March 24, 2018, March for Our Lives helped
organize demonstrations in Washington D.C. and in over 800 other locations across the
globe drawing an estimated one to two million protestors. It was one of the largest youth-
led protests since the Vietnam War (Lopez, 2018; Sit, 2018). These events sparked
renewed discussions about the role that young people play in politics and in leading
social change. The discussion about the role that young people play in leading social
change is not new. However, such discussions typically focus on preparing young people
for their future roles as leaders in society rather than their potential to create change while
still young.

Many colleges have made it a part of their mission to develop future leaders. The
Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education has said, “colleges need
to develop not just better, but more leaders, and that efforts should be directed toward the
entire student body...students must be better prepared to serve as citizen-leaders in a
global community” (Miller, 2003, p. 196). Considering this mandate, many colleges have
implemented formal leadership programs (Freeman & Goldin, 2008). In the U.S., there
are more than 1,000 colleges and universities that have formal leadership programs

(Brungardt at al., 2006). Some of these programs began in the 1970s but the first



published work evaluating student leadership programs did not appear until 1981 (see
Roberts, 1981). Before the 1980s, collegiate leadership education was a fragmented and
atheoretical field, with each educator utilizing their own unique conceptual models and
pedagogical strategies (Komives, 2011). The inconsistency that began with early
programs and continues today is unsurprising considering the diverse definitions of

leadership that have existed throughout the empirical study of leadership.

Historical Overview of Leadership Literature

Humans have long been fascinated with, and invested in, understanding
leadership for millennia. The earliest formal writings on leadership date back to the
ancient Egyptian society around 2300 B.C.E. Human myths, legends, and religious texts
are replete with stories of both exemplary and poor leadership. Noted authors on the topic
have included Confucius, Lao-tzu, Plato, Aristotle, Machiavelli, and John Locke. Indeed,
there are numerous books, speeches, and articles about leaders and their effectiveness and
development (Bass, 2008). The empirical study of leadership within the social sciences
began in 1904. Terman’s (1904) foundational study focused on the characteristics that a
leader possessed. Research and theory-building following Terman’s work also focused on
the leader and their traits. Today these theories are often referred to as “great man”
theories because they focus on leadership as the qualities inherent in the leader
(Northouse, 2018).

In the middle of last century, Stogdill (1948) published a comprehensive review

of the leadership research literature. He proposed that the emergence of leadership



depended on the situation and not just on a leader’s traits and skills. The result was a
paradigm shift towards situational contingency theories which focused on leadership
behaviors and the situations where they were most effective (Hunt, 1999). Then, in the
late 1970s, researchers reintroduced traits into leadership research with constructs such as
vision, self-esteem, and charisma (Hunt, 1999) moving away from a managerial view of
leadership. This represented the beginning of a third paradigm shift in which leadership
was conceptualized as moral and ethical rather than transactional (Gini, 1997). This
paradigm, often called the postindustrial paradigm of leadership (Rost, 1993), suggests
that the goal of leadership should be to create positive change in individuals and
organizations. Another important shift of the postindustrial paradigm is the idea that
leadership is not tied to a formal position. Rather, leadership is a process of mutual
influence between leader and follower (Bedeian & Hunt, 2006; Collinson, 2005) and that
leadership is a shared aspect of group members regardless of formal position (Carson et
al., 2007).

Given the significant paradigm shifts in conceptualizing leadership, it is not
surprising that the field remains without an established definition of leadership.
Nonetheless, scholars generally agree that leadership is a process between leaders and
followers, and leaders possess certain gualities and engage in certain behaviors that result
in positive outcomes for individuals, organizations, and communities (Bass, 2008).

While leadership researchers still do not utilize a singular definition, progress has
been made toward improving the quality of leadership education. Before the formal

collegiate leadership education programs began in the 1980s, only students in formal



positions typically received leadership training. This followed the paradigm of the time
suggesting that leadership was tied to formal position and was the product of effective
actions taken by a leader in certain situations. With the shift towards the postindustrial
paradigm, in concert with colleges’ emphasis on leadership education, moral- and
character-based leadership education became the norm. Leadership educators, like those
who study leadership broadly, still do not use a single definition or theory. However,
educators typically see that the goal of leadership education is to “provide opportunities
for people to learn the skills, attitudes, and concepts necessary to become effective
leaders” (Huber, 2002, p. 27). This means that collegiate leadership programs typically
focus on skill building, experiential learning (Meixner & Rosch, 2011), and a
commitment to diversity and inclusion (Munin & Dugan, 2011). In the midst of the
disparate leadership programs and pedagogies, the Social Change Model of Leadership
Development (Higher Education Research Institute [HERI], 1996) has become the most

widely used (Owen, 2012).

The Social Change Model of Leadership Development

The Social Change Model (SCM) of Leadership Development was designed
specifically as a collegiate leadership educational tool (HERI, 1996). Central to the SCM
is the notion that leadership is a collaborative process and is not something that is
inherent to a position or individual. Additionally, leadership should be value-based and
concerned with creating change for society. As such, all students have the capacity to

develop into leaders (Komives et al., 2016). As an educational model, the SCM has two



goals:

1. To enhance student learning and development; more specifically, to develop
in each student, greater:

a. Self-knowledge: understanding one’s talents, values and interests,
especially as these relate to the student’s capacity to provide effective
leadership.

b. Leadership competence: the capacity to mobilize oneself and others to
serve and work collaboratively.

2. To facilitate positive social change at the institution or in the community. That
is, to undertake actions that will help the institution/community to function
more effectively and humanely. (HERI, 1996, p. 19)

The SCM is comprised of seven values divided into three domains—individual,
group, and societal/community. These values are called the Seven C’s (see Figure 1).
Within the SCM framework, leadership will develop these values to be effective leaders.
In the individual domain, a person must develop a consciousness of self or understanding
their social and personal identities as well as their core values. They must develop
congruence by living authentically and in harmony with their values. Finally, they must
develop a commitment to action in pursuing their passions. Within the group domain,
individuals must engage in collaboration with others towards a common purpose as they
work together towards a shared goal, they must also be able to engage in controversy with
civility. Finally, in the societal/community domain, a leader needs to engender a sense of
citizenship, or the feeling that they are a part of a larger whole. These seven values
prepare an individual to engage in the ultimate goal of the SCM, an eighth C of change,
specifically, positive social change (Komives et al., 2016).

Proponents of the SCM suggest, “putting all the Cs together mobilizes individuals

to understand themselves and come together in collaborative ways to accomplish change



Figure 1

The Social Change Model of Leadership Development

Group Values

Collaboration

Common Purpose
Controversy wich

Civility

Consciousness
of Self
Congruence
Commitment

Individual Sociery/Community
Values Values

Note. Reproduced from Komives et al. (2016).

particularly social change” (Komives et al., 2016, p. 198). This statement suggests that by
developing consciousness of self, congruence, commitment, collaboration, common
purpose, controversy with civility, and citizenship, an individual is prepared to create
social change. Leadership programs that utilize the SCM should be more effective in
developing young leaders who engage in social change. Indeed, this is the goal of the
developers of the SCM, “to help students acquire the skills and perspectives that will

enable them to become effective change agents, regardless of their actual position or level



of affluence” (HERI, 1996, p. 76). If young people are to play an important role in
creating positive social change, it is important to explore the ultimate outcome of the

SCM: change.

The Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership

The largest effort to understand student leadership development and the SCM has
been the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL). The MSL began in 2006 to
address the disparities between the use of theory in leadership research and practice, as
well as the disconnect between leadership research and education (MSL, 2018a). The
MSL is an ongoing research designed to study leadership education at colleges and
universities across the U.S. and in some places internationally. The original MSL
included 52 institutions with 63,095 student surveys (Komives et al., 2006). Since then,
the study has grown to include over 610,000 participants from 350 colleges and
universities with survey administered in 2006, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2015, and 2018
(MSL, 2018a). The research design of the MSL is called the “input-environment-
outcome” (I-E-O) model (Astin, 1991) which was designed for evaluation in higher
education. The I-E-O model is designed to help researchers determine how student
outcomes are influenced by the personal qualities and experiences that students bring
with them to college (inputs) as well as the structure and experiences they have during
college (environment). The research team for the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership
have adapted the model slightly from Astin’s original model (see Figure 2) by including

environmental variables outside of the college context such as mentor relationships in the



community, and by using a cross-section approach for data collection. To account for

pre-college variables, they use a retrospective pre-test (MSL, 2018b).

Figure 2

Conceptual Framework of the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership

INPUT ENVIRONMENTAL OUTCOME
VARIABLES VARIABLES MEASURES

EXPERIENCES
DURING
COLLEGE

Note. Adapted from Astin (1991). Reproduced from https://www.leadershipstudy.net/design/#conceptual-
model

The National Clearinghouse for Leadership Programs, one of the primary
sponsors of the MSL, has published several reports detailing some of the findings from
this study. Members of the research team have also published several empirical studies
and over 40 theses and dissertations have been completed using these data. While the
MSL has provided leadership educators with important findings about college qualities
and experiences related to developing the 7 C’s of the SCM, what they call socially
responsible leadership, little is known about the ultimate goal of the SCM, that of
creating positive social change. The MSL does include measures of social change
behaviors and community service but these are most often used in research as college

experience variables predicting socially responsible leadership development. When they



are used as outcome variables, they fall short of measuring engagement in creating

positive social change.

Social Change Engagement

Positive social change as an outcome is difficult to assess for two reasons. First,
the overall goal of social change unfolds slowly. According to Komives et al. (2016),
efforts to improve society should target the root cause of problems rather than addressing
symptoms, which is difficult to do in a single episode of effort. Secondly, determining
which social changes are positive is inherently value-based and disagreements would
undoubtedly arise about whether social change is always positive. Because social change
takes time and requires a value judgement, its evaluation might be a more appropriate
task for historians. To test the relationship between the values of the SCM and social
change engagement, we can measure the efforts of a young person to create positive
social change. By measuring engagement in social change efforts, we can test the
assertion of the SCM that, by developing socially responsible leadership, individuals are
“mobilize[d] to understand themselves and come together in collaborative ways to

accomplish change particularly social change.” (Komives et al., 2016, p. 198).

The Present Study

The present study was designed to test the main assertion of the SCM — increased
levels of socially responsible leadership (consciousness of self, congruence, commitment,

common purpose, collaboration, controversy with civility, and citizenship) prepares an



10
emerging leader to engage in creating positive social change. Previous attempts to
measure the relationship between socially responsible leadership and social change
engagement may have not adequately measured social change engagement. This study
introduces a new approach to measuring social change engagement and tests its

relationship to socially responsible leadership.



11
CHAPTERII

LITERATURE REVIEW

The purpose of the present study was to test the main assertion of the SCM —
increased development of socially responsible leadership (consciousness of self,
congruence, commitment, common purpose, collaboration, controversy with civility, and
citizenship) prepares an emerging leader to engage in creating positive social change. In
this chapter, I begin with a summary of the values of the SCM of Leadership
Development. I then present a summary of the empirical findings on community service
and activism. While community service and activism do not necessarily equate to
creating social change (Komives et al., 2016), social change engagement clearly
encompasses these activities. As I describe the research on community service and
activism, I outline how the findings from those studies conceptually relate the values of
the social change model. I do this to propose an empirically based connection between
socially responsible leadership and working social change engagement. In this chapter, I
also present research of important constructs that are also related to social change

behaviors that will be included in the analyses as covariates.

Socially Responsible Leadership

The SCM is built on seven core values. Each of these values begin with the letter
c and are sometimes called the “Seven C’s for Change” (Komives et al., 2016, p. 19). The
Seven C’s are: consciousness of self, congruence, commitment, common purpose,

collaboration, controversy with civility, and citizenship. These core values provide a



12
framework for individuals to engage in the leadership process where the goal is an eighth
C, change. Komives et al. suggest that the values of the SCM are interactive and that
“growth in one value increases the capacity for growth in the others” (p. 20). This
interaction would support treating these values as part of a greater whole — something that
Komives et al. call socially responsible leadership. The 7 C’s are divided into three
domains (personal, group, and societal/community). A comprehensive discussion of the
Social Change Model and the 7 C’s can be found in Komives et al. What follows is a
summary of the contents of that book.

The values in the personal domain are consciousness of self, congruence, and
commitment. As a value in the SCM, consciousness of self involves introspection and
mindfulness as an individual constantly reevaluates themselves in a lifelong process of
growth and identity making. Aspects of one’s identity include values, culture, talents, and
aspirations. These pieces of identity inform how we respond to problems and work within
the leadership process. To be successful, an emerging leader must be conscious of
themselves. Related to consciousness of self, the second value in the personal domain is
congruence. These two values are closely related because to have congruence, one must
first know one’s self. Congruence means thinking, feeling, and acting in a genuine and
authentic manner and in accordance with one’s values. The final value in the personal
domain is commitment. Commitment involves consistency, energy, and longevity in
pursuing activities. Commitment is what energizes the individual as they work towards
their goals. These three values are vital to the leadership process. Individuals, who know

themselves, are regularly striving for congruence and are committed to pursuing
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meaningful goals will be ready to engage in creating positive social change.

Creating positive social change requires the efforts of more than one individual.
The three values in the group domain are collaboration, common purpose, and
controversy with civility. These values are important for all those involved in the
leadership process to maximize their efforts. The first value, collaboration, represents a
recognition that a group’s efforts are multiplied by the individual and diverse
contributions of each of its members. This multiplicative effect is most pronounced when
members of the group share a common purpose with is the second value in the group
domain. A common purpose involves all the members of a group shaping priorities,
goals, and methods. A common purpose also promotes trust between the members of the
group. The final value in the group domain is controversy with civility. Holding this
value comes with the recognition that while strength comes from diverse viewpoints, it is
also the origin of conflict. Living the value of controversy with civility is allowing for
critical yet civil discourse as multiple opinions are heard and integrated into the group’s
common purpose. The group values of the SCM allow for effective efforts in the
interactive leadership process.

The final value of the Social Change Model is the societal/community value,
citizenship. This value comes from the responsibility an individual has to their
communities. As one accepts that they have the responsibility to others, they are more
likely to work for the benefit of the community through service, community involvement,
and social responsibility. These seven values come together to prepare an individual to

engage in creating positive social change, represented by the eighth C, change. The value



14
of change gives purpose and direction to the other values. Dedication to the value of
change means seeking for growth and improvement in creating a better world. Change
can happen at an individual, group, or societal level although creating positive social
change is the intent of the Social Change Model. While creating positive social change is
a long process, those who embrace the values of the Social Change Model (i.e., those
who develop socially responsible leadership) are likely to be engaged in certain behaviors

like community service and activism that contribute to social change.

Social Change Behaviors

Social change behaviors include a wide range of activities with the goal of
creating a positive impact on society (Musil, 2003). These behaviors can broadly be
separated into two categories — community service and activism. Much of the research
into community service and activism demonstrates the effect that social change behaviors
have on what Perry and Katula (2001) called the psychology of service — attitudinal
outcomes such as self-esteem and social responsibility. While research from the Multi-
Institutional Study of Leadership suggests that Social change behaviors are important
predictors of socially responsible leadership development among college students (Dugan
& Komives, 2007), the Social Change Model itself suggests that socially responsible
leadership would predict social change behaviors.

Pancer et al. (2007) conducted a study with 880 Canadian youth where they
measured participants’ identity development, levels of social responsibility, as well as the

frequency of their participation in 30 civic and community activities. Those activities
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were grouped into four categories: political activities (e.g., “helped prepare and make
verbal and written presentations to organizations, agencies, conferences, or politicians™),
community activities (e.g., “helped organize neighbourhood or community events™),
helping activities (“volunteered at a school event or function’), and responding activities
(“gave money to a cause”). Using a cluster analysis, they grouped participants into four
groups based on their engagement in those activities: activists, helpers, responders, and
the uninvolved. Pancer et al. found that activists (those involved in political, community,
and helping activities) and helpers (those involved in community and helping activities)
had the highest levels of identity achievement and social responsibility. What remained
unclear was whether participating in political and community activities promoted the
development of identity and social responsibility or vice versa. While the directionality of
this effect was unclear, using the SCM as a guide, one would expect that identity
development, and social responsibility would predict involvement.

Much of the research in this field has focused on how community service-learning
programs promote the development of identity and social responsibility in adolescence
(Hamilton & Fenzel, 1988) and college students (Dharamsi et al., 2010), but has also
demonstrated that social responsibility is related to desire to engage in community service
in the future (Giles & Eyler, 1994). As a construct, social responsibility encompasses an
individual’s belief that they are responsible to contribute to their community. This
construct aligns well with the SCM value of citizenship.

Further research has demonstrated this potentially reciprocal relationship. Support

for a reciprocal relationship between community service and the personal values of the
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SCM comes from Pearce and Larson (2006) who used a grounded theory approach to
understand how young people, who are initially disengaged with community service,
become motivated and engaged. Participants in their study initially began community
service with a youth activism group as a requirement for school. Gradually, these youth
connected their current engagement to their previous experiences and their work began to
take on personal meaning. Once they achieved personal meaning, they were energized by
what they were doing and were no longer motivated by the extrinsic school requirement.
This finding connects to consciousness of self, congruence, and commitment within the
SCM; as these young people became aware of how their work was congruent with their
own personal values, they became committed to engaging in social change work.

Like Pearce and Larson’s (2006) findings regarding personal connection to social
change work, Harré (2007) created a framework for how young people find identity
through community service and activism. Harré suggests that initial engagement begins
with personal characteristics such as moral character, empathy, and prosocial orientation.
Additionally, personal and collective contexts such as social crises and personal
experiences of injustice instigate a young person’s engagement in social change.
Engaging in social change can provide youth with a sense of belonging, purpose, and
feelings of efficacy. As activism and community service are integrated into a young
person’s identity, feelings of integrity and commitment to action emerge. Harré finished
his review by discussing how service learning and other educational programs might
promote identity development through activism and community service. He suggested

that such programs provide opportunities to work together to provide a sense of
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community. This suggestion is in line with developing group values of the SCM like
common purpose and collaboration. Harré also suggested that projects should be
designed to challenge the participants. He suggests that this will lead to what Pearce and
Larson (2006) found, personal investment in the work, defined in the SCM as
commitment.

Another interesting finding supporting a reciprocal relationship between the
values of the SCM and social change behaviors comes from Schwartz and Suyemoto
(2012). They interviewed participants in an urban youth action group called Youth Force.
Participants of Youth Force learned community organizing skills and engaged in work to
improve the situation for urban youth by campaigning for more access to jobs. Engaging
in this work provided a peer community and youth models of social change activity.
Collaboration and common purpose led to feeling respected by others as well as
identifying oneself as an agent of change (i.e., consciousness of self and commitment).
All of this also promoted feelings of connection to community (i.e., citizenship) and civic
action (i.e., change).

Community service and activism are related to socially responsible leadership as
defined by the values of the SCM. One of the limitations of this research is the reliance
on cross-sectional methods which limits the ability to determine the direction of
relationships between constructs. Another limitation of this research is that community
service and activism do not necessarily equate to engaging in the leadership process and

creating positive social change.
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The Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership and Social

Change Behaviors

The MSL has been the primary method for testing the Social Change Model and
its assumptions. Findings from the MSL have suggested a developmental sequencing of
the values of the SCM — leaders first develop the individual values, followed by the
development of group leadership values, and finally they develop the societal leadership
values (Dugan et al., 2013). Additionally, findings from the MSL also show that socio-
cultural conversations, mentors, community service, and engagement in off-campus
organizations all promote socially responsible leadership development (Dugan et al.,
2013). While these findings provide valuable information to collegiate program directors,
only two studies have tested the degree to which socially responsible leadership, as
described by the 7 C’s, promotes engagement in creating positive social change. Two
dissertations, which were completed using MSL data and have taken initial steps to verify
this relationship, are highlighted below.

Using MSL data, Gasiorski (2009) conducted a hierarchical logistic regression to
predict whether college students engaged in community service during an average
academic term. They added predictors in seven blocks: (1) background characteristics
(gender, race, parental characteristics, age), (2) high school experiences (grades,
community service, participation), (3) retrospective pre-test measures (socially
responsible leadership when entering college), (4) college student characteristics
(enrollment status, class standing, political views), (5) institutional characteristics (size,

selectivity, Carnegie type), (6) college involvement, and (7) socially responsible
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leadership, which is the measure used for the 7 C’s of the SCM. Gasiorski’s analyses
were influenced by Astin’s (1991) Input-Environment-Outcome (I-E-O) model of
evaluation. Using this framework, the inputs are what a student brings to the college
experience (blocks 1-3) and the environment would be aspects of the college environment
as well as the experiences they have in college (blocks 4-6). Added in the final block,
socially responsible leadership was a significant predictor of whether college students
engaged in community service (8 = .57, p <.001). The overall model had a pseudo R*> =
.36 and classified 73.2% of cases correctly.

Also, with MSL data, Segar (2011) performed a hierarchical regression analysis
to predict scores on a measure of social change behaviors and added the independent
variables in five blocks: (1) demographic characteristics, (2) pre-college experiences, (3)
institutional characteristics, (4) positional leadership development (which included the
measure of socially responsible leadership), and (5) socio-cultural discussions. Segar’s
final model accounted for a significant amount of variance in social change behaviors (R?
= .46). Segar’s research question was whether social cultural discussions was a
significant predictor of social change behaviors. While significant (5 = .18, p <.001),
sociocultural discussions had only a small effect on the outcome (/2 = .02). Block 4,
which contained the measure of socially responsible leadership produced the greatest
change in R? (A R? = .26), however socially responsible leadership was not the only
variable added in that block nor was it the strongest predictor in that block (f = .14, p <
.001). Holding a leadership position was a stronger predictor of social change behaviors

(= .39, p <.001) than socially responsible leadership was.
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Gasiorski’s (2009) and Segar’s (2011) findings provide initial support for the

assertion that leadership development, as defined by the SCM, prepares individuals to
participate in positive social change. The weakness of these studies was in the
measurement of social change behaviors. Gasiorski used a dichotomous variable—
whether college students engaged in community service in a typical academic term or
not. Segar’s outcome variable consisted of 10 activities including taking part in a
demonstration or rally, communicating with social leaders to address a pressing concern,
and performing community service, all of which were scored using a 4-point scale. The
community service measure that Gasiorski used could include someone who volunteers at
the food back once a semester or it could include one of the activists involved with the
March for Our Lives. The measure that Segar used was more detailed, although the
behaviors described in that measure of social change behaviors would not properly
distinguish between someone who organizes an event from someone who showed up and
participated. To test the relationship between socially responsible leadership, a distinction

needs to be made between social change behaviors and social change engagement.

Social Change Engagement

Social change engagement goes beyond simply volunteering. Creating change on
a social level requires seeking out and addressing the root of a problem (Wagner, 2016).
Creating social change requires individuals to be, as Westheimer and Kahne (2002)
described, a justice-oriented citizen. Justice-oriented citizens critically assess their

systems and seek out injustices to correct. In addition to the justice-oriented citizen,
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Westheimer and Kahne described two other types of engaged citizens: the personally
responsible citizen, and the participatory citizen. The personally responsible citizen
works and pays taxes, volunteers, and acts responsibly in their daily life. The
participatory citizen is more active than the personally responsible citizen is and
organizes community efforts to address community issues but lacks the critical
consciousness that the justice-oriented citizen has. One example of distinguishing these
types of citizens is how they might engage with the problem of hunger in their
community. A personally responsible citizen would donate to and possibly volunteer at a
food drive. A participatory citizen would most likely organize the food drive. A justice-
oriented citizen, in addition to participating and organizing, would seek to address the
systemic issues that contributed to hunger in the community in the first place.

Westheimer and Kahne’s (2002) citizen typologies are important to consider in

concert with the SCM. Based on the work of Komives et al. (2016), leadership under the
SCM is one of social change engagement and not just social change behaviors.
Leadership under the SCM is the engagement of a justice-oriented citizen. Westheimer
and Kahne’s typologies provide the foundation for a qualitative approach to measuring
social change engagement for the present study. This new approach should provide better
detection of individuals who are engaged in creating positive social change. This will be
important to establishing a relationship between socially responsible leadership and social

change engagement.
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Social Generativity, Sociocultural Discussions, and

Leadership Efficacy

There are three additional constructs related to social change engagement that are
important to consider: social generativity, sociocultural discussions, and leadership
efficacy. The following section summarized research on these constructs and their
relationship to social change behaviors as well as the values of the Social Change Model.
These constructs are included in the present investigation so that the unique effect of

socially responsible leadership can be explored.

Social Generativity

The concept of generativity, as developed by Erikson (1963), refers to an
individual’s concern for the next generation and desire to leave behind a legacy that will
benefit those future generations. Erikson conceived generative concern as the primary
task in middle adulthood, but he also expressed that every psychosocial crisis exists at
every stage of development. Therefore, the importance of generativity exists in
adolescents and early adults. To study generativity, McAdams and de St. Aubin (1992)
created the widely used Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS). They used Erikson’s theory as
a guide and validated it by comparing scores on their scale with narrative accounts of
generative concern and actions. McAdams et al. (1993) used a stratified sample of young
adults (ages 22-27), middle adults (ages 37-42) and older adults (ages 67-72) to study
generative concern, generative action and wellbeing. Middle adults had significantly

higher levels of generative concern and generative action compared to young adults and
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older adults. Their initial test revealed that older adults were also significantly higher than
young adults in measures of generativity. However, this difference was gone at a six-
month re-test. While the consistent difference in generative concern and action for middle
adults and the other two cohorts is supported by Erikson’s theory that generativity is
primarily a concern of middle adulthood, the inconsistent findings between young adults
and older adults suggests that generativity is not absent in early adulthood. In their own
work, Pratt and Lawford (2014) suggested that generativity during adolescence and early
adulthood manifests in community engagement, environmentalism, work, and political
involvement.

Other researchers have likewise demonstrated that generativity manifests prior to
middle adulthood. With a sample of 198 adolescents Lawford et al. (2005) measured
generativity (using the LGS), community involvement, parenting styles, and personal
adjustment over 6 years, from ages 17 to 23. They found that generative concern is
positively related to community involvement at age 23 (f = .34, p <.001). Busch and
Hoffer (2011) reported a positive relationship between generative concern (IV) and
prosocial behaviors (DV) for adolescents (ages 15-18) from Germany (b = .24, SE = .06,
p <.001) and from Cameroon (b = .35, SE = .04, p <.001) providing cross-cultural
evidence for this relationship.

In addition to its connection to community engagement, generativity is also
related to activism. Building on the qualitative work of Chan (2009), Matsuba et al.
(2012) sought to demonstrate a quantitative link between generativity and environmental

activism. Using a sample of 54 environmental activist and 56 nonactivists, half of whom
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were early adults (ages 17 —27, M =21.8, SD = 21.8), they found that college-aged
environmental activists scored higher on measures of generativity than their non-activist
comparisons. Additionally, younger activists did not differ from their older counterparts
on measures of generativity or action. In another study, Jia et al. (2015) found that among
the Canadian youth in their sample (N = 91), generative concern at age 23 was
significantly related to environmental activism (efforts to create social change) at age 32.
This relationship persisted even after controlling for political orientation and benevolent
attitudes. Generative concern is an important part of the SCM values of citizenship and
commitment. Leaders should feel connected to others in their communities and desire to
create positive change for their community. Because activism and community
engagement are both aspects of creating positive social change, these findings

demonstrate the importance of generativity when studying positive social change.

Sociocultural Discussions

Social change requires addressing systemic issues that precipitate societal
problems. For social change to happen, individuals must engage in socio-cultural
discussions to uncover the root of issues. As part of the SCM, these conversations can
promote the personal values of consciousness of self, congruence, and commitment as
well as the group values of common purpose and controversy with civility. Inkelas et al.
(2006) operationalized socio-cultural discussions in their study of university living-
learning programs. Their measure assessed the frequency with which students discussed
social issues, lifestyles and diversity with their peers. They also asked how often students

talked with students who differed from them on personal values, religion, and politics.
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Their study focused on examining the difference between students who lived in living-
learning communities (LLCs) and those who did not. Their findings showed that
individuals who lived in LLCs (M = 15.9, SD = 4.4, range: 6-24) engaged in more socio-
cultural discussions than their peers did (M = 15.0, SD = 4.4).

Researchers have also highlighted the relationship between sociocultural
discussions and civic engagement and other related constructs. In a dissertation on living
learning programs, Dong (2005) analyzed extant data of 2,642 college students. Using
regression analyses, Dong demonstrated that sociocultural discussions were significantly
related to civic engagement (B = .152), social responsibility (B =.135), and civic
empowerment ( =.108).

MSL researchers also use the Inkelas et al. (2006) measure as part of their
assessments. In a foundation report summarizing the findings from the first wave of the
MSL, Dugan and Komives (2007), reported that sociocultural discussions were the
strongest environmental predictor of growth in the SCM values as well as leadership
efficacy though they provided little detail about this finding. Findings from Segar (2011)
suggest that it only has a small effect on social change behaviors. Using a sample of
94,367 undergraduates from the 2009 wave of the MSL, Segar performed a hierarchical
regression analysis where sociocultural discussions were added as the final predictor.
Although statistically significant, this relationship had a small effect size, b = .17, p <
.001, 2 = .02, and only accounted for 2.4% of the total 45.5% of the variance explained
by the model. While this is a small amount of variance, the measure of social change

behaviors used by Segar encompassed how often students engage in one of ten activities.
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Some of these activities include community service, being involved in community
organizations, signing petitions, communicating with leaders about issues, and
participating in a rally; all of which are more in line with participatory or personally
responsible citizenship. None of these behaviors reaches the level of justice-oriented
citizen, which is where we would expect to see sociocultural discussions have an impact.
Notwithstanding Segar’s findings, sociocultural conversations might still be an important

predictor of social change engagement.

Leadership Efficacy

Bandura (1982) suggests that self-efficacy is an important motivational process of
behavior. Self-efficacy refers to an individual’s belief in their capacity to perform certain
behaviors. Self-appraisal is based on previous experience, vicarious experience,
physiological states, and verbal persuasion (Bandura, 1989). Self-efficacy is an important
predictor of whether someone will engage in and persist in a task (Bandura, 1982).
Popper and Mayseless (2007) suggest that self-efficacy is an important part of becoming
a leader. In the domain of leadership through social change, self-efficacy would help a
leader to begin engaging in social change work and persist through the difficulties
encountered when seeking to create positive social change.

Finley (1991) argued that self-efficacy is the catalyst that moves individuals who
believe in a cause toward action. They surveyed and interviewed Wiccan feminists and,
using qualitative analyses, found that those who endorsed statements that suggested self-
efficacy were more empowered to creating change. Similarly, Velasquez and LaRose

(2015) studied online activism among early adults (Mg = 20.9, SD = 2.8) and found that
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political self-efficacy predicted political participation (f = .223, p <.01). Interestingly,
the effect of self-efficacy on political participation disappeared when collective efficacy,
the belief that as a group you can accomplish a task, was added into the model. This
suggests that there could be an indirect effect of self-efficacy on political participation
through collective efficacy, though Velasquez and LaRose did not specifically test for
this mediation relationship. Collective efficacy is reminiscent of the group values of
collaboration and common purpose. Because self-efficacy has been demonstrated to be a
valuable predictor of many behaviors (Bandura, 1982), and has been shown to be related

to social change behaviors, leadership efficacy is an important construct to consider.

Gender, Race/Ethnicity, and Age

Researchers have previously also demonstrated the relationship between
demographic variables and social change behaviors like community service and activism.
Cruce and Moore (2007) conducted a large study (N = 129,597) of college students to
determine what student characteristics were related to engaging in community service.
They found that non-traditional students, females, and African American, Latinx, and
Asian American students all had greater odds of engaging in community service. Other
studies have found similar things as Cruce and Moore. Bonnett (2008) found that females
engaged in more community service hours than males did on average using MSL data.
Marks and Jones (2004) also found that females were more likely to engage in
community service using data from the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1998.

Findings from race have been more mixed as Gasiorski (2009) found different
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racial groups were more likely to engage in community service at different levels of a
hierarchical logistic regression model. In their analysis, Gasiorski found that Asian
American students were less likely to provide community service while Latinx students
were more likely. Segar (2011) found that African American and Asian American
students scored higher on a measure of social change behaviors while Latinx students
scored lower. These findings suggest that the relationship between race/ethnicity and

social change behaviors is more nuanced than a univariate analysis can account for.

The Current Study

The purpose of this study was to test the relationship between socially responsible
leadership and social change engagement. Building on the previous work conducted by
Gasiorski (2009) and Segar (2011), I used a different approach to measure social change
engagement. Instead of a forced response measure that captured what a student had done,
I used two measures to determine #ow a student engaged in social change efforts. First, I
asked participants to provide stories of their social change work. Using a qualitative
content analysis, I classified them as either a personally responsible citizen, participatory
citizen, or justice-oriented citizen (Westheimer & Kahne, 2002). For the second method, I
asked participants to classify themselves as one of those three citizen types. Using the
two new measures of social change engagement, I sought to use the values of socially
responsible leadership to predict which type of citizen each participant had been
classified as. In these analyses, I also controlled for the demographic variables of age,

gender, and race/ethnicity and the covariates of social generativity, sociocultural
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discussions, and leadership efficacy. Previous research testing the relationship between
social change behaviors and socially responsible leadership also suffers by using an
omnibus measure of socially responsible leadership instead of separating the individual
values of the SCM. In addition to the new measures of social change engagement, I tested
the relationship between social change engagement and the individual values of the SCM.
A detailed description of the procedures and methods is presented in Chapter I1I. Based
on this review of the literature on these topics, I hypothesized that females will be more
likely to engage in the different measures of social change behaviors used in this study. I
also hypothesized that people of color would be more likely to engage in social change
behaviors. Additionally, the covariates leadership efficacy, social generativity, and
sociocultural conversations would also be significantly related to the outcome. With the
inclusion of the covariates, I did not hypothesize that the omnibus SRLS would be a
significant predictor of social change behaviors, but I did hypothesize that some of the
subscales, citizenship in particular as it relates to social responsibility, would be

statistically significant.
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CHAPTER III

METHOD

Research Design

This study used a correlation design with measurement at one time point. The
following research questions guided this inquiry.
RQ1: Do the values of socially responsible leadership in college students predict
social change behaviors as measured by the standard MSL measures while

controlling for social generativity, socio-cultural discussions, leadership
efficacy and the demographic variables of age, gender, and race/ethnicity?

RQ2: Do the values of socially responsible leadership in college students predict
social change engagement as measured by assigned citizen types while
controlling for social generativity, socio-cultural discussions, leadership
efficacy and the demographic variables of age, gender, and race/ethnicity?

Recruitment

To recruit for the study, I primarily used two methods of sampling—purposive
and convenience sampling. The purposive portion of the sample came from the Val R.
Christensen Service Center at Utah State University. Expressed on their website, the
mission of the Val R. Christensen Service Center is to “prepare and educate all students
to make life-long contributions through genuine service and foster positive attitudes and

personal growth through service in our communities” (https://servicecenter.usu.edu/). At

the time of recruitment, there were 15 service programs at the center, each with an online
portal that students could join and receive updates about potential opportunities to engage
in community service. Membership in these programs ranges from 44 to 200 students

with some students having memberships in multiple programs. The Community Service
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Coordinator at the center agreed to send out notifications for the study via these portals
(N. Ault, personal communication, 2 Oct 2018). I targeted the service center for
recruitment based on an assumption that students who associate with the service center
likely would be engaged more in social change efforts than a typical student. Since social
change engagement was the primary outcome variable for this study, a purposive
sampling technique was used to gather data from individuals who would likely score high
on my outcome variables.

In order to increase variability in the dependent variable, I also recruited
participants from four introductory courses in the Human Development and Family
Studies (HDFS) department at Utah State University. The goal of recruiting this
convenience sample in addition to the purposive sample was to increase the amount of
variability in the data and avoid a skewed sample. I recruited from two section of HDFS
1500, Human Development Across the Lifespan, and three sections of HDFS 2400,
Marriage and Family Relationships. Both courses are listed as breadth social science
classes, which means that students can take these courses to fulfill a general education
requirement for graduation. As such, these classes potentially have students from all
disciplines across campus.

To bolster my chances of recruiting participants who score high on the dependent
variables, I also used a snowball method of recruiting. When finishing the questionnaire,
participants were prompted with the following:

“Thank you for participating in this study! If you know of anyone else who

attends USU who you think should participate in this study, please pass along the
link you received.”
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Because participants recruited using the snowball method would have used the same link
as the friend who sent it to them, there would be no way of knowing which participants
were recruited in this way and I made no efforts to differentiate them.

To conduct analyses appropriately, I set a sample goal of 300 participants.
Estimates for sample size needed for a logistic regression, the main statistical technique
used in this study, range from 10 participants per independent variable (Starkweather &
Moske, 2011) to 50 participants per independent variable (Wright, 1995). Because this

study had 14 independent variables, I would need a sample from 140 to 700.

Sample

Participants were recruited for this study with an initial goal of recruiting 300
participants. Three hundred fifty-seven people opened the survey. Of those, 16 did not
move passed the consent form, three individuals indicated that they did not qualify for the
study (at least 18 years old and current USU student), four individuals responded to the
consent form and then did not complete any other questions, one individual only
completed the demographic questions and another individual only responded to the
dichotomous community service question. These 25 individuals were removed leaving
332 responses. An additional 35 responses were removed because they closed the survey
before completing it. Of those 35 participants only 7 completed all of the demographic
and dependent variables and began responding to the independent variable measures.
These 35 cases would have been removed from analysis due to list-wise deletion, so they

were removed at this point, prior to data analysis. From the Val R. Christensen service
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center at USU, 152 responses were retained for analyses. From the introductory classes in
the Human Development and Family Studies department at USU 145 responses were
retained resulting in a sample size of 297.

This sample was further reduced after noticing irregularities in the data when
calculating coefficient alphas for the subscales of the Socially Responsible Leadership
Scale (SRLS). For the sample from the service center, all the reverse coded items were
flagged as being negatively correlated with the total score and potentially needing to be
reverse coded. The same was not true for the sample drawn from the introductory classes.
There were some earlier indications during data collection to suggest that someone was
responding multiple times to the survey distributed through the service center receive
multiple incentives. These indicators included multiple surveys being completed in a
period of time that seemed unreasonably quick and in succession during the early hours
of the morning. I checked the data to ensure that I had reverse coded the items correctly
and met with a statistical consultant to discuss the issue. Because I was worried about the
potential for bad data corrupting my analyses and with no statistical way of determining
which cases were bad, I decided to reduce the sample further and only include
participants who had offered a complete response to the short answer questions. I did this
assuming that those participants who took the time to thoughtfully respond to the short
answer questions would have also thoughtfully responded to the rest of the survey. It is
possible that this approach removed some valid responses of those who chose not to
respond to the qualitative questions for other reasons. Knowing no other way of

discovering the potential invalid responses through statistical methods, potentially losing
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some valid responses was better than keeping bad data. This resulted in a total sample of
162 participants with 24 responses from the service center and 138 responses from the
introductory classes. I moved forward with the analyses because this sample size was
sufficient as it was over the suggested minimum of 140 participants needed to conduct
my proposed analyses (Starkweather & Moske, 2011).

Participants in the final sample had a mean age of 20.46 (SD = 2.49) years old
with the youngest being 18 and the oldest being 34. Only five participants were over the
age of 25. Most of the participants were either freshman (n = 60) or sophomores (n = 52)
with some juniors (n = 29), seniors (n = 17) and post-graduate students (n = 4). There
were 137 female (84.6%) and 25 male (16.4%) participants. Almost all of the sample
(90.74%) was White (n = 147) with some African American (7 = 2), Asian American (n
= 2), Latinx/Hispanic (rn = 4), and multiracial (n = 7) students. The sample is less diverse
than the university where this sample was drawn where 83% of the student body is
White. This sample had more females compared to the student body which is 54%. This
was likely due to part of the sample being recruited from Human Development and
Family Studies classes which tend to have more female students. The classes where

participants were recruited were mostly female (79.78%).

Procedures

To recruit participants, a letter was posted to the Service Center’s portals and to
the introductory class Canvas pages explaining that the purpose of the study was to

understand college students’ efforts to improve society. The letter also explained that the
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study would require them to complete a short questionnaire as well as provide thoughtful,
written responses to three questions. A copy of the recruitment letter can be found in the
Appendix. The short-response questions were included in the announcement to allow
potential participants time to consider the questions before opening the survey.
Participants were also informed that the first 300 participants to complete the
questionnaire would receive a $5 incentive.

Following the IRB-approved protocol, the questionnaire was administered
through Qualtrics, an online survey platform. Once the participants followed the survey
link found in the announcement, they were asked to verify that they were at least 18 years
old and were a current student. If both criteria were met, participants were presented with
a letter of information detailing their rights as a participant and asking them to confirm
that they qualified for the study by being over 18 years old and a current student at Utah
State University. Once they confirmed eligibility, they were taken to the survey to
complete. Once they complete the survey, there were thanked for their participation and
offered a link to follow to another survey, unconnected to their responses, where email
addresses were gathered to process the incentive payments. This was done to ensure

anonymity.

Measures

The survey contained three open-ended questions as well as 100 closed-response
option questions. The survey included measures designed to assess the following

constructs: socially responsible leadership, social change behaviors, social change
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engagement, leadership efficacy, social generativity, social perspective taking,
sociocultural discussions, and the demographic variables of age, class level, gender, and

race/ethnicity.

Socially Responsible Leadership

The primary independent variables for analyses were the values of the Social
Change Model of Leadership Development. Tyree (1998) was the first to operationalize
how to measure development of the values described in the Social Change Model with
the SRLS. The SRLS is a self-report measure where respondents answer using a 5-point
scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. The original SRLS had 104
items, separated into eight constructs that correspond with the eight values of the SCM
each with 12-14 items. Tyree (1998) demonstrated that the scale had good internal
consistency (Henson, 2001) for each of the subscales of the SRLS: consciousness of self
(o =.82), congruence (o = .82), commitment (o = .85), collaboration (o = .77), common
purpose (a = .82), controversy with civility (o = .69), citizenship (o = .92), and change (a
=.78). Tyree also reported evidence of construct validity of the SRLS by using a factor
analysis. The items for each of the eight domains produced between two and four
significant factor loadings with at least 30% of the variance explained by the first factor.
Additionally, each of the domains had either one or no items fail to load on the first
factor. Additional evidence of validity presented by Tyree include positive item-total
correlations (» = .36 to .75) for all the items except one as well as correlations between
the domains suggesting similarity but enough difference to show distinction between the

constructs (» = .42 to r =.70).



37

The SRLS was reduced from 104 items to 68 items (SRLS-Rev2) for the first
wave of the MSL in 2006 (Dugan, 2008), then reduced again to 40 items (SRLS-Rev3)
for the 2009 wave. A further revision (SRLS-Rev4) reduced the measure to 34 items
omitting two domains in the process (Common Purpose and Change). For the present
study, I used the SRLS-Rev2 to measure socially responsible leadership. I chose this
version rather than Tyree’s (1998) 104-item version because the 68-item measure should
induce less participant fatigue. This was especially important because there are three
open-ended questions to measure the dependent variable. I did not use the SRLS-Rev3 or
-Rev4 because they were unavailable for public use. Previous work using MSL data has
typically utilized an omnibus measure of socially responsible leadership by taking the
mean of all the items on the SRLS. In my own analyses, I used both the omnibus SRLS

measure as well as the individual subscales on the SRLS.

Social Change Behaviors

I used two measures of social change behaviors as the independent variables to
answer research question 1, “Do the values socially responsible leadership in college
students predict social change behaviors as measured by the standard MSL measures
while controlling for social generativity, sociocultural discussions, leadership efficacy
and the demographic variables of age, gender, and race/ethnicity?” The first was a
dichotomous measure of whether a participant engages in community service. The second
was a continuous measure of engagement in various social change behaviors. These
measures are the same measures used previously by Gasiorski (2009) and Segar (2011)

respectively.
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The first measure of social change behaviors was a dichotomous variable that
asked participants, “In a typical academic term, do you engage in any community
service?” Participants who answered yes, were then asked to report approximately how
many hours they engaged in service on their own, as part of a class, as part of a student
organization, or as part of a community organization in an average month. These follow-
up items were scored using a slider scale ranging from 0 to 100.

The second measure of social change behaviors comes from the Multi-
Institutional Study of Leadership. The Social Change Behaviors Scale asks participants to
rate the frequency of their engagement on a list of ten behaviors. This scale uses a 4-point
scale ranging from (0) “never” to (3) “often.” Because of the nature of this measure
where a student might engage in some of these behaviors but not all, internal consistency
would not be inappropriate to calculate (Cronbach, 1951); however, previous work with
this measure has cited good internal consistency (Segar, 2011). Because this measure has
only been used in the large surveys of the MSL which only measures at one time point,
no test-retest reliability has been established which would be more appropriate for this

type of measure.

Social Change Engagement

To answer research question 2, “Do the values of socially responsible leadership
in college students predict social change engagement as measured by the assigned citizen
types while controlling for social generativity, sociocultural discussions, leadership
efficacy and the demographic variables of age, gender, and race/ethnicity?,” I utilized

two approaches to determine a participant’s level of social change engagement. First, |
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used a qualitative approach wherein I asked participants three open-ended questions
using the following prompt: “Below are three open-ended questions about your attitudes
and experiences. Please write at least a paragraph for each question adding as much detail
as you can.” The questions were: (1) “What does it mean to you to create positive change
in your community?” (2) “Describe in detail a project that you participated in where you
felt that you had made a difference in your community.” (3) “Describe in detail another
project that you participated in where you felt that you had made a difference in your
community.” Participants were presented with these questions in the recruitment letter
(see the Appendix) to allow them time to consider their answers before taking the survey.

In addition to the open-ended questions, I asked participants to identify
themselves among descriptions of three prototypes of citizen behaviors. The prototype
descriptions were written using Westheimer and Kahne’s (2002) typologies: personally
responsible citizen, participatory citizen, and justice-oriented citizen. Because the
Westheimer and Kahne typologies served as the coding scheme for the qualitative
analysis, this measure was included to serve as an additional measure of citizen type as

well as a member check for my coding process.

Covariates

Leadership Efficacy
The MSL team designed the leadership efficacy scale as a domain specific
measure of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1989). The measure asks a participant’s confidence in

succeeding in four leadership relevant tasks on a four-point scale ranging from (1) “Not
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at all Confident” to (4) “Very Confident”. The scores from previous waves of the MSL
have demonstrated internal consistency with coefficient alphas ranging from 0.87 to 0.88
with scores from different populations (Dugan et al., 2012). No information for validity

has been presented for this scale.

Social Generativity

Morselli and Passini (2015) developed the Social Generativity Scale because they
felt that the Loyola Generativity Scale, the most commonly used measure of social
generativity, as well as similar scales did not adequately measure an orientation towards
future generations and instead focused on self-transcendence. Morselli and Passini’s
Social Generativity measure was a new addition to the 2018 wave of the MSL (J. P.
Dugan, personal communication). As such, analyses with this construct are absent from
MSL reports. Similarly, this measure has not been used in other studies with college-aged
students to study social change behaviors or leadership.

Morselli and Passini (2015) report a coefficient alpha of .78 with item-total
correlations ranging from .40 to .64 as well as acceptable model fit in a confirmatory
factor analysis on scores collected during scale construction. Efforts by Morselli and
Passini to validate their measure include a factor analysis with good model fit (* (15) =
296.82, CFI = .96, TLI = .93; RMSEA = .08, SRMR = .04) and correlations with
previous measures of generativity ranging from .46 to .48 suggesting that the measures
are related but addressing different dimensions of related constructs. Additionally, the
Social Generativity Scale was designed to address a lack of social concern in previous

measures of generativity and regression analyses demonstrated that this new measure was
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more related to other measures of community than previous measures of generativity.
These all suggest construct validity for this measure. The Social Generativity Scale
contains six statements answered using a 7-point scale ranging from (1) “strongly

disagree” to (7) “strongly agree”.

Sociocultural Discussions

The Socio-Cultural Discussions scale was developed for the National Study of
Living-Learning Programs (Inkelas et al., 2008). The measure asks participants how often
they engage in conversations with their peers outside of class about topics of cultural and
political issues. Participants respond on a 4-point scale ranging from (0) “Never” to (3)
“Very Often”. Internal consistency for data collected with this measure ranges from 0.85
(Inkelas et al., 2008) to 0.90 (Segar, 2011). No evidence of validity has been presented

for this scale.

Demographic variables

Demographic variables included age, gender, and race/ethnicity. Age was
measured as a continuous variable with participants selecting their age using a sliding
scale. Gender and race/ethnicity both used a forced response format with one option
allowing participants to list something that was not listed. The responses for gender were:
“Female,” “Male,” “Questioning/Unsure,” “Transgender,” and “Preferred Response Not
Listed (Specify)”. The options for race/ethnicity were: “White/Caucasian,” “Middle
Eastern/North African,” “African American/Black,” “American Indian/Alaskan Native,”

“Asian American,” “Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander,” “Latinx/Hispanic,” “Multiracial,”
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and “Race Not Listed (Specify).”

Analytic Plan

To answer the two research questions, I utilized both qualitative and quantitative
procedures and three different statistical techniques. I began preparing the data for
inferential analyses by calculating descriptive statistics for all of the variables. I also
conducted preliminary statistical analyses by testing the internal consistency of my
measures. [ also conducted a correlation analysis to determine the risk of
multicollinearity in my variables. Below I outline the techniques used to answer each
research question and provide a rationale for the appropriateness of each type of analysis

in answering the research questions.

Analytic Plan for Research Question One

To answer the first research question: “Do the values of socially responsible
leadership in college students predict social change behaviors as measured by the
standard MSL measures while controlling for social generativity, socio-cultural
discussions, leadership efficacy and the demographic variables of age, gender, and
race/ethnicity?” I used both a hierarchical logistic regression and a hierarchical linear
regression. These analyses were patterned after the work previously done by Gasiorski
(2009) and Segar (2011) using the same dependent variables.

I first conducted a hierarchical logistic regression, which allows for exploration of
the relationship between one or more independent variables and a dichotomous

dependent variable (Wright, 1995). For this analysis, I used the dichotomous variable of
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whether participants engaged in community service in a typical academic term as my
dependent variable. Second, I conducted a hierarchical regression analysis with the Social
Change Behaviors Scale as the dependent variable. Similar to a logistic regression, a
linear regression allows for the exploration of the linear relationship between one or more
independent variables and a continuous dependent variable (Cohen et al., 2003). For both
of these analyses, I utilized a hierarchical approach. A hierarchical approach shows the
impact of the independent variable(s) while controlling for the impact of the covariates
by entering the independent variables into the analysis in steps (Cohen et al., 2003).

For both analyses, I entered the independent variables in three steps. The first
model included the demographic variables (age, gender, and race/ethnicity). The second
model introduced the covariates (leadership efficacy, social generativity, and,
sociocultural discussions) and the third model added the main independent variable
(socially responsible leadership). Previous MSL work has only utilized the omnibus
SRLS measure to predict social change behaviors. Conceptually some of the SCM values,
such as citizenship, should be more related to social change behaviors than other values,
such as controversy with civility. While the omnibus SRLS could be seen as an overall
measure of leadership development, combining all the subscales together could also
obscure the effects of some of the subscales.

Considering the potential different effects of the subscales, I tested a fourth
model, as an alternative to the third model, that included the eight subscales of the SRLS
(consciousness of self, congruence, commitment, collaboration, common purpose,

controversy with civility, citizenship, and change) instead of the omnibus scale. This
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fourth model allowed for the exploration of the individual values of the Social Change
Model and their impact on social change behaviors.

Based on previous research, I hypothesized that females and people of color
would be more likely to engage in social change behaviors. The covariates leadership
efficacy, social generativity, and sociocultural conversations should also be significantly
related to the outcome. With the inclusion of the covariates, I did not hypothesize that the
omnibus SRLS would be a significant predictor of social change behaviors, but I did
hypothesize that some of the subscales, citizenship in particular, would be statistically

significant.

Analytic Plan for Research Question Two

To answer the second research question: “Do the values of socially responsible
leadership in college students predict social change engagement as measured by assigned
citizen types while controlling for social generativity, socio-cultural discussions,
leadership efficacy and the demographic variables of age, gender, and race/ethnicity?” |
used a two-step plan of analysis. An undergraduate research assistant and I analyzed the
qualitative data from the two questions that asked participants to “Describe in detail a
project that you participated in where you felt that you had made a difference in your
community.” and coded them for social change engagement. The goal of our analysis was
to classify each story based on the level of engagement that the participants demonstrated
in their stories. We coded the data using a directed approach to content analysis. A
directed approach to coding is guided by theory or relevant research findings (Hsieh &

Shannon, 2005). Westheimer and Kahne’s (2002) distinctions between the personally
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responsible, participatory, and justice-oriented citizen served as our coding scheme to
classify social change behaviors as one of four categories: (0) uninvolved citizen, (1)
personally responsible citizen, (2) participatory citizen, and (3) justice-oriented citizen.
After the coding was complete, I created ordinal data by assigning each participant who
completed the qualitative measures a citizen type.

Using those rankings, I ran a hierarchical multinomial logistic regression analysis.
As with the previous analyses, I added the same independent variables in three steps. The
first model included the demographic variables (age, gender, and race/ethnicity). The
second model added the covariates and other control variables (leadership efficacy, social
generativity, and, sociocultural discussions) and the third model added the main
independent variable (socially responsible leadership). I also tested the fourth alternative
model which included the eight subscales of the SRLS (consciousness of self,
congruence, commitment, collaboration, common purpose, controversy with civility,
citizenship, and change) instead of the omnibus measure of socially responsible
leadership. Because the dependent variable had three groups, I tested each of the four
models twice. First with personally responsible citizens (level 1) as the reference group.
Results from this analysis demonstrated the odds of being a participatory citizen (level 2)
or a justice-oriented citizen (level 3) compared to a personally responsible citizen. Then |
tested the models with participatory citizens (level 2) as the reference group to determine
the odds of being a justice-oriented citizen (level 3) compared to a participatory citizen
(level 2). I repeated the analysis process a second time using the participant-assigned

citizen types instead of the researcher-assigned citizen types.
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Based on the previously reviewed literature, I hypothesized that females and
people of color would be more likely to be categorized as either participatory (level 2) or
justice-oriented citizens (level 3). I also hypothesized that the covariates leadership
efficacy, social generativity, and sociocultural conversations would be significantly
related to higher levels of citizen type. With the inclusion of the covariates, I did not
hypothesize that the omnibus SRLS would be a significant predictor of citizen type, but I
did hypothesize that some of the subscales, citizenship in particular, would be statistically

significant.
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CHAPTER 1V

RESULTS

In this chapter, I present the results from all the analyses I conducted to answer
my research questions. First, I present the descriptive statistics for the sample and the
reliability estimates for the measures used in this study as well as the results of a
correlation analysis of the independent variables to test for potential multicollinearity.
Then I present the results of the analyses I used to answer my research questions. First, |
present the results of the hierarchical logistic regression and hierarchical linear regression
analyses conducted to answer research question 1. For research question 2, I present the
results of the qualitative analysis to classify participants based on the stories that they
shared. Finally, I present the results of the hierarchical multinomial logistic regression
analysis used to analyze the qualitatively coded data and the participant-rated citizen
types. All analyses for this project were conducting in R version 3.6.1 (R Core Team,

2019).

Descriptive Analyses

Dependent Variables

The dependent variables for this study were a dichotomous measure of
community service and a continuous measure of social change behaviors for Research
Question 1 and an ordinal measure of engaged citizen type for Research Question 2.
Descriptive analyses for the community service and social change behaviors variables are

presented in Table 1. In this sample, 95 participants (58.6%) indicated that they gave
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community service in a typical academic term while 67 (41.4%) did not. For those who
engaged in community service, they served an average of 13.98 (SD = 26.00) hours in a
typical month, with a maximum of 190 hours served. Participants who served did so most
often with a campus organization (M =4.21, SD = 12.19). Next highest was serving on
their own (M = 3.96, SD = 10.92) and with a community organization (M = 3.52, SD =
8.49). They served the least on average as part of a class (M =2.30, SD = 7.94).
Participants had a mean score of .74 (SD = .62) on the Social Change Behaviors Scale,

which has a range of 0 to 3 with the maximum score being 2.9.

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics for Social Change Behaviors and Community Service

Scale Mean SD Range Min Max Skew Kurtosis N

Social change behaviors 74 .62 0-3 0 2.9 1.37 1.47 159

Community service 13.98  26.00 0 190 3.45 15.23 162
...as part of a class 2.30 7.94 0-100 0 60 5.60 34.92 162
...with a campus org. 4.21 12.19 0-100 0 98 4.72 26.42 162
...with a community org. 3.52 8.49 0-100 0 80 5.55 41.37 162
...0n your own 396  10.92 0-100 0 90 5.15 31.35 162

Because the engaged citizen type variable included a qualitative element, I present
descriptive information for that variable later in this chapter, along with a description of

the qualitative procedures.

Independent Variables
The independent variables for this study included the demographic variables of

age, gender, and race/ethnicity, the eight subscales of the SRLS, leadership efficacy,



social generativity, and sociocultural discussions. Descriptive statistics for the

independent variables, except for the demographic variables, are presented in Table 2.

Table 2

Descriptive Statistics for the Independent Variables

Scale Mean SD Range Min Max Skew  Kurtosis N
SRLS 4.03 31 1-5 3.00 4.5 -.30 .36 154
Consciousness of self 3.76 Sl 1-5 222 489 -.38 27 159
Congruence 4.36 49 -5 257  5.00 -.89 .84 160
Commitment 441 A48 -5 267 500 -1.06 1.40 162
Collaboration 4.10 .36 1-5 3.12 488 -.15 -.30 162
Common purpose 4.10 .38 1-5 2.89 5.00 -.05 17 161
Controversy with civility — 3.