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Resident Assistants’ Leadership Efficacy

SERVING AS A RESIDENT ASSISTANT can have a positive effect on students’
leadership efficacy. We used propensity score matching techniques to develop a

treatment group of resident assistants and a matched control group of students who

did not serve as resident assistants. Our covariates included pre-college leadership

efficacy, demographics, and other collegiate experiences. The results suggest

that resident assistants had significantly higher leadership efficacy than did their

matched group of peers.

Note: This research was funded by the Association of College and University
Housing Officers-International and the ACUHO-I Foundation, and the

C. Charles Jackson Foundation.

esident assistants (RAs) play an in-

disputably important role in college

and university housing by helping
residents connect with campus resources
(Servaty-Seib & Taub, 2010), socialize and
develop relationships with other students
(Manata et al., 201y; Roland & Agosto, 2017),
and become integrated within the greater col-
lege community (Blimling, 2010). They also
promote better university outcomes by facil-
itating students’ engagement and retention
through programming (Soria & Taylor, 2016)
and by imparting university values and pro-
moting student learning outcomes (Healea,
20006). While much is known about how
RAs contribute to their institutions, little is
known about the developmental outcomes
that they gain through their experiences
(Martin & Blechschmidt, 2014). Specifically,
even though leadership is often an implicit
expectation or explicit requirement in RAs’
position descriptions (Benjamin & Davis,

20106), little is known about the potential for
resident assistants to develop leadership out-
comes from their paraprofessional training,
interpersonal interactions or relationships,
and leadership experiences.

The existing literature on RAs’ leader-
ship development has yielded somewhat
discordant information about the potential
leadership benefits derived from serving in
this role. Martin and Blechschmidt (2014)
discovered that RAs are significantly more
likely than are their non-RA peers to develop
self-awareness of their values, attitudes, and
beliefs, which motivates them to take action;
however, they also found that RAs were not
more likely than were their non-RA peers to
develop other measures of socially responsi-
ble leadership or intercultural effectiveness.
Early (2016) found that resident assistants
who received mentorship reported high-
er levels of leadership capacity and socially
responsible leadership than did RAs who
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did not receive mentorship, yet nearly 96%
of the sample of RAs had received mentor-
ship, making comparisons of mentored and
non-mentored RAs challenging.

Although there is significant value in
studying college students’ leadership capac-
ity and development of socially responsible
leadership (Astin & Astin, 1996; Dugan &
Komives, 2007), scholars have also docu-
mented the importance of leadership ef-
ficacy as an outcome that can unleash sev-
eral attendant benefits in college students’
leadership development. Leadership efficacy
represents individuals’ confidence in their
capacity to lead (Dugan et al., 2013), and it
can motivate them to efficaciously pursue
complex challenges, mobilize others to un-
dertake collective action, and influence social
or organizational change (Avolio & Luthans,
20006; Chemers et al., 2000; Hannah et al.,
2008). Leadership efficacy is positively asso-
ciated with not only individuals’ leadership
capacity (Dugan & Komives, 2010) but also
the frequency with which they attempt to
serve as leaders (McCormick et al., 2002).
Additionally, leadership efficacy is associat-
ed with leaders’ performance (Paglis, 2010;
Paglis & Green, 2002) and groups’ collective
performance (Hoyt et al., 2003; Paglis, 2010;
Watson et al., 2001).

The concept of leadership self-efficacy
is derived from Bandura’s (1977) social
cognitive theory and construct of self-effi-
cacy. Self-efficacy, or the belief that one can
successfully engage in actions to produce
outcomes, influences not only individuals’
likelihood of initiating tasks, but also their
stamina and tenacity in following through
on those tasks (Bandura, 1977, 1982, 1997).
Self-efficacy is malleable (Bandura, 1977)
and can be influenced through interven-
tions, such as increasing individuals’ aware-
ness of the complexity of tasks and improv-
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ing their abilities to perform tasks through
training (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Efficacy be-
liefs are derived from personal experiences
(McCormick et al., 2002); therefore, resident
assistants may develop increased leadership
efficacy from their training, experiences
working as a paraprofessional alongside stu-
dent affairs professionals, relationships with
other student leaders, and experiences serv-
ing as leaders in their residences.

Researchers have left breadcrumbs lead-
ing toward the potential impact that serv-
ing as a resident assistant has on students’
leadership efficacy. For instance, Benjamin
and Davis (2010) discovered that the RAs
interviewed in their study reported great-
er self-efficacy—confidence in their abil-
ities as a resident assistant and increased
overall self-confidence—through enhanced
self-awareness, which was also mirrored in
Martin and Blechschmidt’s (2014) study.
Early (2016) found that RAs who were men-
tored by student affairs professionals had
significantly greater leadership efficacy than
did their non-mentored peers; however, Ear-
ly did not compare RAs with students who
were not RAs, leaving a void in terms of un-
derstanding whether serving in a resident as-
sistant capacity in and of itself is associated
with leadership efficacy.

Due to the aforementioned limitations
and lack of literature, the purpose of this
paper is to examine whether resident assis-
tants have a significantly different leadership
efficacy than do their peers who are not res-
ident assistants. A persistent shortcoming
in the existing research on the impact of
college students’ participation as leaders is
the potential presence of self-selection biases
(Soria & VeLure Roholt, 2018; Soria &
Werner, 2018; Soria et al., 2019). In other
words, the characteristics and prior experi-
ences that compel students to serve as RAs



Leadership efficacy represents individuals’ confidence in their capacity
to lead, and it can motivate them to efficaciously pursue complex
challenges, mobilize others to undertake collective action, and

influence social or organizational change.

may contribute to systematic differences be-
tween RAs and their peers; for instance, stu-
dents who already possess high leadership
efficacy may apply to be RAs given their high
confidence, while students with lower lead-
ership efficacy may not apply for those posi-
tions given a lack of confidence in their abil-
ities. Comparisons of resident assistants and
non-resident assistants may therefore show
effects that are not attributed to the actual ex-
perience of serving as an RA but are instead
attributed to students’ pre-resident assistant
characteristics, experiences, efficacy, and be-
liefs. Those systematic differences may con-
tribute to differences in students’ outcomes,
so researchers should account for those dif-
ferences when estimating the effects of expe-
riences on outcomes (Austin, 2011).

To address the limitations of prior re-
search, we used quasi-experimental proce-
dures known as propensity score matching
techniques to construct control groups (stu-
dents who were not resident assistants) and
treatment groups (resident assistants) similar
to those found in randomized experiences.
We matched students on their demographics,
pre-college leadership efficacy, pre-college
leadership experiences, and additional colle-
giate experiences to reduce the potential bias
found within students’ self-selection into res-
ident assistant positions.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

We employed two conceptual frameworks
for this study: Gist and Mitchell’s (1992) the-
oretical analysis of self-efficacy’s malleability
and Astin’s (1993) input-environment-output
model. Gist and Mitchell proposed that

self-efficacy can be changed through in-
creased experiences with tasks, frequent
feedback, and training. Astin hypothesized
that the background characteristics of college
students (inputs) and relevant aspects of the
college experience (environment) influence
students’ outcomes. Our analyses utilize
Astin’s theory by taking students’ inputs and
experiences into account when considering
the self-selection biases of resident assistants
and Gist and Mitchell’s theory by including
students’ pre-college leadership and efficacy
experiences as covariate measures.

METHODS

In this paper, we investigated whether stu-
dents’ participation as a resident assistant
has an effect on their leadership efficacy. In
the sections that follow, we describe the sur-
vey instrument used to collect students’ in-
formation, the sample of college students we
utilized in analyses, the measures we utilized
in our statistical model, and the procedures
we employed to analyze our data.

Instrument

We utilized data collected as part of the
Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership
(MSL), which was administered at eight
of the 14 Big Ten Coalition universities in
spring 2018. The MSL is an international
research program that examines the influ-
ence of higher education on undergraduates’
leadership development (Dugan, 2015). The
MSL survey measures a variety of leadership-
related outcomes, including students’ en-
gagementin a variety of leadership experienc-
es, pre-college experiences and perceptions,
demographic characteristics, capacities for
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socially responsible leadership, and lead-
ership efficacy. The MSL survey has also
been used in a number of studies related
to students’ experiences in residence life
and housing (Early, 2016; Manz, 2019;
Soria & Roberts, 2021). Researchers test-
ed the psychometric properties of the MSL
instrument and discovered that common
concerns related to self-reported data—social
desirability, halo effect, and item format—
were not problematic in the MSL (Dugan,
2015; Tyree, 1998). Additionally, researchers
who examined the MSL for content, crite-
rion, and construct validity made several
changes to improve those psychometric
properties, including reducing the num-
ber of items and removing two constructs
(Dugan, 2015; Tyree, 1998).

Sample

In spring 2018, eight of the 14 Big Ten in-
stitutions participated in the MSL, and each
invited 4,000 randomly selected students to
participate in the survey. The response rate
was 22.8% (n = 7,298). Within the sample,
226 students indicated that they had partic-
ipated as a resident assistant at some point
during college. We matched those 226 res-
ident assistants with 226 students who re-
ported never serving as resident assistants,
resulting in a final sample of 452 students
used in analyses. The descriptive statistics
for the final file are shown in Table 1.

Measures

Independent measure. Our primary inde-
pendent variable included whether students
had ever participated as a resident assistant
during college (1 = yes, 0 = no).

Covariate measures. We utilized several
measures as covariates in propensity score
matching. The measures we selected are
known to have relationships with students’
participation in leadership experiences, which
we used as a proxy for serving as a resident
assistant, given an absence of research on
the variables associated with serving as a res-
ident assistant. Researchers have discovered
that students’ high school leadership expe-
riences are associated with their collegiate
experiences (Komives & Johnson, 2009;
Soria et al., 2013); therefore, we included
how often students participated in leadership
positions in student clubs or organizations
and in community organizations or work-
related groups in high school (o = never to
3 = very often) and their pre-college leader-
ship efficacy. We measured students’ pre-
college leadership efficacy through four items
in which students indicated their level of
confidence (1 = not at all confident to 5 = very
confident) in leading others, organizing a
group’s tasks to accomplish a goal, taking
initiative to improve something, and work-
ing with a team on a group project. We used
factor analysis to develop the pre-college lead-
ership efficacy variable (as explained below).

We also included demographic covariate
measures including students’ self-reported
gender, age, race/ethnicity, transfer status,
and first-generation status (Dugan, 2006;
Dugan & Komives, 2010; Soria et al., 2014).
Furthermore, we used whether students
lived on campus, their academic majors, and
self-reported grade point averages as addi-
tional covariates (Soria et al., 2014). Finally,
we included additional measures of leader-

Resident assistants enact leadership on a daily basis as they wrestle with
complex tasks such as community development, conflict resolution, mediation,
policy enforcement, and developmental programming.
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TABLE 1

Covariates Used in Analysis

n %
Man 189 41.8
Woman 258 571
Transgender/gender non-conforming 5 1.1
African American/Black 49 10.8
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 0.2
Asian American 83 18.4
Latino/Hispanic 31 6.9
Middle Eastern/Northern African 13 29
Multiracial 1 24
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 2 0.4
Race not listed 31 6.9
White/Caucasian 231 511
Started at their institution (non-transfer) 392 86.7
Started elsewhere (transfer) 60 13.3
First-generation 67 14.8
Continuing-generation 385 85.2
Currently living on campus 289 63.9
Currently living off campus 163 36.1
Arts, Humanities, and Communication 94 20.8
Business 72 159
Education 4 09
Health Sciences 29 6.4
Natural and Physical Sciences 76 16.8
Social and Behavioral Sciences 62 137
Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics 15 25.4
.~ s |

Age 20.42 2.04
Leadership positions in student clubs, groups, or sports (high school) 1.96 1.09
Leadership positions in community organizations or 118 1.1
work-related groups (high school)

Held a leadership position in a college organization 2.27 1.54
Had been an involved member in an off-campus community 115 1.42

or work-based organization
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Self-efficacy, or the belief that one can successfully engage
in actions to produce outcomes, influences not only
individuals’ likelihood of initiating tasks, but also their
stamina and tenacity in following through on those tasks.

ship participation, including the frequency
with which students held a leadership posi-
tion in a college organization or had been in-
volved as a member in off-campus commu-
nity or work-based organizations (o = never
to 3 = very ofen).

Dependent measure. Our dependent
measure included students’ leadership effi-
cacy, which we measured through four items
in which students noted their confidence
in leading others, organizing a group’s tasks
to accomplish a goal, taking initiative to
improve something, and working with a
team on a group project. The items were
all scaled from 1 = not at all confident to
4 = very confident. We used factor analysis
to develop the pre-college leadership effica-
cy variable (as explained below).

Data Analyses

We utilized propensity score matching tech-
niques in SPSS 24.0 (Thoemmes, 2012) to
match students in the treatment condition
(resident assistants) with those in the control
condition (students who were not resident as-
sistants). We used binary logistic regression
to compute propensity scores (the estimat-
ed probability that students participated as
resident assistants) for individual students.
Next, we used 1:1 nearest neighbor matching,
meaning that each student in the treatment
condition is matched to a student in the un-
treated condition who has the most similar
estimated propensity score (Austin, 2011). We
matched without replacement and discarded
all units that fell outside the area of com-
mon support to avoid extrapolation to units
that were so dissimilar that no comparisons
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could be made to other units (Thoemmes,
2012). We imposed a caliper of .20 of the
standard deviation of the logit of the propen-
sity score to avoid inadequate matches (Aus-
tin, 2011). The result was a group of 226 res-
ident assistants matched with 226 students
who were not resident assistants.

Next, we utilized a factor analysis on the
survey items to reveal latent variables that
explain correlations between the variables
(or dimensions). Traditional methods of ex-
ploratory factor analysis may overestimate
or underestimate the true number of factors
(Basto & Pereira, 2012). We therefore utilized
Velicer’s (1976) minimum average partial
(MAP) method, parallel analysis (Velicer et
al., 2000), and Raiche and colleagues’ (20006)
optimal coordinate (OC) method to estimate
the factors (Courtney, 2013). We used the
procedures outlined by Courtney (2013) to
analyze the data using SPSS R-Menu v2.0
(Basto & Pereira, 2012). Velicer's MAP val-
ues suggested a two-step minimum squared
average partial correlation, and parallel anal-
ysis suggested that two factors should be re-
tained. Against a plot of eigenvalues, the OC
procedures estimated that two factors should
be retained. The goodness of fit statistics
suggest that the factorial model had good fit
(GFI = .962, RMSR = .075), so we retained
the following factors: pre-college leadership
efficacy (a = .868) and leadership efficacy
in college (a = .861). We computed the fac-
tor scores using the regression method and
standardized the scores with a mean of zero
and a standard deviation of one.

Although the data utilized in this study
are from multiple institutions—and, thus,



the students are nested within different con-
texts—we did not utilize hierarchical linear
modeling techniques for analyses for sev-
eral reasons. We computed the intraclass
correlation coefficients, an estimate of the
proportion of between-institution variance
compared to within-institution variance, and
discovered that the coefficients were less
than .oo1, suggesting greater independence
of observations in the different groups of in-
stitutions. Scholars utilizing the MSL survey
in prior studies have similarly discovered
nominal between-institution differences in
their results (Dugan et al., 2013), suggesting
that ordinary least squares regressions are
sufficient analyses for the present project.
Finally, we analyzed the data using ordinary
least squares regression. We examined the
relationship between our independent vari-
able (participating as a resident assistant, yes
or no) and our dependent variable (leader-
ship efficacy).

RESULTS

After
matching analysis, we examined whether the

conducting the propensity score
matching procedures balanced the distribu-
tion of variables in both the treatment and
control groups by first reviewing the stan-
dardized mean differences (the mean dif-
ferences between the two groups divided by
the standard deviation of the control group)
in the treatment and control groups before
and after matching. We detected no large im-
balances above .25 after matching, meeting
the threshold suggested by Rosenbaum and
Rubin (1985). We also examined the overall
imbalance test (Hansen & Bowers, 2008)
and found that no variables were significant-
ly unbalanced after matching. Additionally,
the measure developed by Iacus et al. (2009)
was smaller in the matched sample than in

the unmatched sample. Our visual inspec-
tions of histograms of propensity scores
pre- and post-matching suggested that the
magnitude of standardized differences was
reduced, and histograms of standardized dif-
ferences of all terms pre- and post-matching
suggested that the standardized differences
post-matching were centered on zero and
that no systematic differences existed after
matching (Thoemmes, 2012). Therefore, the
covariates within the treatment and control
groups differed significantly before match-
ing procedures were implemented, and the
propensity score matching decreased bias by
making the observed and treatment groups
more similar with regard to their covariates.

After creating matched pairs of students,
we examined the differences in students’lead-
ership efficacy based upon whether they had
served as a resident assistant (yes or no). The
results of our analyses suggest that RAs had
significantly higher leadership efficacy than
did their matched group of peers who did not
participate as resident assistants (p = .265,
p <.oort). Participation as a resident assistant
explained 7.0% of the variance in students’
leadership efficacy.

DISCUSSION

We found that resident assistants had sig-
nificantly higher leadership efficacy than
did a matched group of peers who did not
serve as resident assistants. In other words,
compared to their peers, RAs had signifi-
cantly higher confidence in their ability to
lead others, organize a group’s tasks to ac-
complish goals, take initiative to improve
something, and work with a team on a group
project. While we hypothesize that some of
the effects could be attributed to the inten-
sive mentorship with student affairs profes-
sionals that often takes place in RA positions
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(Early, 2016), we also believe that consistent
opportunities to engage in leadership tasks,
resident assistant training, and feedback
also contributed to increased leadership
efficacy (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Resident
assistants enact leadership on a daily basis
as they wrestle with complex tasks such as
community development, conflict resolu-
tion, mediation, policy enforcement, and
developmental programming (Benjamin
& Davis, 2016; Blimling, 2010; Winston &
Fitch, 1993). The more frequent opportuni-
ties to develop a vision, ask individuals to
join collective action, strategize, and engage
groups in executing tasks may lead RAs to
develop higher leadership efficacy given the
constant stream of leadership opportunities
available in their positions.

The results of this study have several
implications for housing and residence life
staff. For instance, as they seek to recruit new
RAs, housing and residence life staff can
highlight the potential benefit of increased
leadership confidence. Such a step can better
name potential learning outcomes associat-
ed with the RA position and can also contrib-
ute to RAs’ understanding of the value of the
role (Benjamin & Davis, 2010). If framed as
a formal developmental outcome associated
with serving as a resident assistant, hous-
ing and residence life staff can also provide
feedback on students’ leadership efficacy de-
velopment and draw attention to additional

opportunities that RAs have in increasing
their leadership efficacy (Benjamin & Davis,
2016). Housing and residence life supervi-
sors are uniquely positioned to witness RAs’
leadership abilities and recommend addi-
tional ways in which they can engage in lead-
ership in other areas of campus life.

We discovered that RAs have a higher
degree of confidence in undertaking leader-
ship tasks, working with others, and taking
initiative compared to their peers—which
also presents an opportunity for them to be
effective leaders not only among their res-
idents, colleagues, and residence life staff,
but also in other areas of campus, commu-
nity, and society. Manz (2019) found that
RAs had higher levels of citizenship, a value
in the social change model of leadership de-
velopment in which individuals and groups
become deeply connected to communities
and societies in their work to create positive
social change (Cilente, 2009). To reinforce
those bonds, residence life staff can con-
tinue to promote community building and
team development strategies, connect RAs
to alternative leadership and engagement
opportunities in their communities, and
infuse their work with social justice and di-
versity, equity, and inclusion education. As
a consequence, RAs may be positioned to
extend their leadership capacities beyond
the residence halls into other communities
to facilitate greater social good.

... resident assistants had significantly higher leadership efficacy

than did a matched group of peers who did not serve as resident assistants.
In other words, compared to their peers, RAs had significantly higher
confidence in their ability to lead others, organize a group's tasks

to accomplish goals, take initiative to improve something, and work

with a team on a group project.
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... as they seek to recruit new RAs, housing
and residence life staff can highlight the potential
benefit of increased leadership confidence.

The results of this study further high-
light the critical role that housing and res-
idence life play in educating future leaders
who can confidently and efficaciously engage
in leadership tasks. Employers consistent-
ly rank leadership, initiative, the ability to
work in a team, and interpersonal skills as
attributes they seek on candidates’ résumés
(National Association of Colleges and Em-
ployers, 2018). Compared to their peers, RAs
may possess more desirable qualities and
attributes to meet the demands of today’s
workforce, a factor that only enhances the
ongoing contributions of student housing on
college and university campuses.

LIMITATIONS AND DIRECTIONS
FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

There are many limitations to the present
study that are important to address. For in-
stance, our sample was derived from Big
10 institutions, thus limiting the generaliz-
ability of the findings to different types of
institutions (e.g., small liberal arts institu-
tions). Serving as a resident assistant only
explained a nominal amount of variance in
students’ leadership efficacy, meaning that
there are many additional variables associat-
ed with leadership efficacy not present in our
limited model. Propensity score matching
techniques present additional limitations;
for instance, the selection of covariates in
the logistic regression is subjective, and the
misspecification of the logistic model is com-
mon (King & Nielsen, 2016). Furthermore,

propensity score matching reduces the sam-
ple size of participants for the outcome anal-
ysis, sometimes introducing potential bias in
the final models (Peikes et al., 2008). Final-
ly, while we implemented propensity score
matching to address self-selection bias in
applying for—and achieving—employment
in the resident assistant role, the generaliza-
tions derived from self-selection in response
to a survey must also be factored into cau-
tious interpretations of the results.

Some of the limitations present oppor-
tunities for future research; for instance,
we encourage researchers to expand their
scope beyond Big 10 institutions (which are
very large, research-intensive schools) into
different institutional types to enhance the
potential generalizability of the results. Fur-
thermore, as recommended by Manz (2019),
researchers could expand the analyses by
adding variables such as the years of service
in the RA position, the specific job responsi-
bilities of the RAs (which can vary across the
different institutions), or other variables like
burnout in the RA role (which could affect
the outcomes achieved in the position). Re-
searchers are also encouraged to engage in
qualitative studies related to the leadership
outcomes of serving as a resident assistant
to further unpack the many ways in which
RAs develop their leadership capacities or
connect with their supervisors, colleagues,
or residents, who can also provide additional
insights into resident assistants’ leadership
development (Manz, 2019).
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CONCLUSION

The results of our study suggest that resident
assistants had significantly higher levels of
leadership efficacy than did a matched group
of students who were not resident assistants.
We encourage housing professionals to ex-
tol and promote the leadership outcomes

REFERENCES

Astin, A. W. (1993). What matters in college? Four
critical years revisited. Jossey-Bass.

Astin, H. S., & Astin, A. W. (1996). A social
change model of leadership development:
Guidebook. Higher Education Research
Institute.

Austin, P. C. (2011). An introduction to propensi-
ty score methods for reducing the effects
of confounding in observational studies.
Multivariate Behavioral Research, 46(2),
399-424.

Avolio, B. ]., & Luthans, F. (2000). The high
impact leader. McGraw-Hill.

Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unify-
ing theory of behavioral change. Psychological
Review, 84, 191-215.

Bandura, A. (1982). Self-efficacy mechanism in
human agency. American Psychologist, 37,
122-147.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of
control. HarperCollins.

Basto, M., & Pereira, J. M. (2012). An SPSS
R-Menu for ordinal factor analysis. Journal of
Statistical Software, 46(4), 1-29.

Benjamin, M., & Davis, L. (2016). “What haven’t
Ilearned?” Learning resulting from the res-
ident advisor role. The Journal of College and
University Student Housing, 42(3), 12—25.

The Journal of College and University Student Housing

derived from serving as a resident assistant,
and we encourage researchers to further in-
vestigate the developmental outcomes of stu-
dents who serve in this critical role on college
and university campuses.

Blimling, G. S. (2010). The resident assistant:
Applications and strategies for working with
college students in residence halls (7th ed.).
Kendall Hunt.

Chemers, M. M., Watson, C. B., & May, S. T.
(2000). Dispositional affect and leadership
effectiveness: A comparison of self-esteem,
optimism, and efficacy. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 26(3), 267-277.

Cilente, K. (2009). An overview of the social
change model of leadership development. In
S. Komives, W. Wagner, & Associates (Eds.),
Leadership for a better world: Understanding the
social change model of leadership development
(pp- 43—78). Jossey-Bass.

Courtney, M. G. R. (2013). Determining the
number of factors to retain in EFA: Using the
SPSS R-menu v2.0 to make more judicious
estimates. Practical Assessment, Research, &
Evaluation, 18(8), 1-14.

Dugan, J. P. (2006). Involvement and leadership:
A descriptive analysis of socially responsible
leadership. Journal of College Student Develop-
ment, 47(3), 335-343-

Dugan, J. P. (2015). The measurement of socially
responsible leadership: Considerations in
establishing psychometric rigor. Educational,
Cultural, and Psychological Studies, 12, 23—42.



Dugan, J. P., Fath, K. Q., Howes, S. D.,
Lavelle, K. R., & Polanin, J. R. (2013). Develop-
ing the leadership capacity and leader efficacy
of college women in science, technology, engi-
neering, and math fields. Journal of Leadership
Studies, 7(3), 6-23.

Dugan, J. P., & Komives, S. R. (2007). Developing
leadership capacity in college students. National
Clearinghouse for Leadership Programs.

Dugan, J. P., & Komives, S. R. (2010). Influences
on college students’ capacities for socially
responsible leadership. Journal of College
Student Development, 51(5), 525-549.

Early, S. L. (2016). An examination of mentor-
ing relationships and leadership capacity in
resident assistants. The Journal of College and
University Student Housing, 42(3), 52—65.

Gist, M. E., & Mitchell, T. R. (1992). Self-efficacy:
A theoretical analysis of its determinants
and malleability. The Academy of Management
Review, 17(2), 183—211.

Hannah, S. T., Avolio, B. J., Luthans, F., &
Harms, P. D. (2008). Leadership efficacy:
Review and future directions. The Leadership
Quarterly, 19(6), 669-692.

Hansen, B. B., & Bowers, J. (2008). Covariate
balance in simple, stratified, and clustered
comparative studies. Statistical Science, 23(2),
219-236.

Healea, C. D. (2006). Character education with
resident assistants: A model for developing
character on college campuses. The Journal of
Education, 186(1), 65-77.

Hoyt, C. L., Halverson, S. K., Murphy, S. E., &
Watson, C. B. (2003). Group leadership:
Efficacy and effectiveness. Group Dynamics:
Theory, Research, and Practice, 7, 259—274.

Tacus, S. M., King, G., & Porro, G. (2009). CEM:
Coarsened exact matching software. Journal of
Statistical Software, 30, 1-27.

King, G., & Nielsen, R. (2016). Why propensity
scores should not be used for matching.
Political Analysis, 27(4), 435—454-

Komives, S. R., & Johnson, M. (2009). The role
of high school experience in college student
leadership development. Educational Consider-
ations, 37(1), 30-39.

Manata, B., DeAngelis, B. N, Paik, J. E.,, &

Miller, V. D. (2017). Measuring critical aspects
of the resident assistant role. Journal of College
Student Development, 58(4), 618—623.

Manz, J. (2019). Exploring resident assistants’
demonstration of socially responsible lead-
ership. The Journal of College and University
Student Housing, 43(1), 80—-96.

Martin, G. L., & Blechschmidt, S. (2014). The
impact of being a resident assistant on inter-
cultural effectiveness and socially responsible
leadership development during college.

The Journal of College and University Student
Housing, 40(2), 31-45.

McCormick, M. J., Tanguma, J., & Lopez-
Forment, A. S. (2002). Extending
self-efficacy theory to leadership: A review
and empirical test. Journal of Leadership
Education, 1(2), 34—49.

National Association of Colleges and Employers.
(2018). Job outlook 2019.

Paglis, L. L. (2010). Leadership self-efficacy:
Research findings and practical applications.
Journal of Management Development, 29(9),
771-782.

Paglis, L. L., & Green, S. G. (2002). Leadership
self-efficacy and managers’ motivation for
leading change. Journal of Organizational
Behaviour, 23, 215-235.

Peikes, D. N., Moreno, L., & Orzol, S. M. (2008).
Propensity score matching. American Statisti-
cian, 62(3), 222-231.

Raiche, G., Roipel, M., & Blais, J. G. (2000).
Non-graphical solutions for the Cattell’s scree test
[Paper presentation]. Psychometric Society
71st annual international meeting, Montreal,
Quebec, Canada.

Volume 48, No. 1 - 2021

57



Roland, E., & Agosoto, V. (2017). Black women
resident assistants: Seeking and serving
as bridges, mentors, advisors, filters, and
community builders. NASPA Journal About
Women in Higher Education, 10(2), 186—201.

Rosenbaum, P. R., & Rubin, D. B. (1985).
Constructing a control group using mul-
tivariate matched sampling methods that
incorporate the propensity score. American
Statistician, 39(1), 33—38.

Servaty-Seib, H. L., & Taub, D. J. (2010). Bereave-
ment and college students: The role of coun-
seling psychology. Counseling Psychologist, 38,
947-975-

Soria, K. M., Fink, A., Lepkowski, C. C., &
Snyder, L. (2013). Undergraduate student
leadership and social change. Journal of
College and Character, 14(3), 241—252.

Soria, K. M., Hussein, D., & Vue, C. (2014).
Leadership for whom? Socioeconomic factors
predicting undergraduate students’ positional
leadership participation. Journal of Leadership
Education, 13(1), 14-30.

Soria, K. M., & Roberts, B. J. (2021). The
benefits of living on campus for low-income,
first-generation students’ belonging, per-
ceptions of campus climate, and resilience.
Journal of First-Generation Student Success,
1(2), 111-126.

Soria, K. M., & Taylor, L., Jr. (2016). Strengths-
based approaches in college and university
student housing: Implications for first-year
students’ retention and engagement. The
Journal of College and University Student
Housing, 42(2), 60—75.

Soria, K. M., & VeLure Roholt, C. (2018). Lead-
ership experiences: Educating for diverse
citizenship. Journal of College and Character,

19(4), 264-274.

The Journal of College and University Student Housing

Soria, K. M., & Werner, L. (2018). Academic
leadership courses: Catalysts for students’
retention and graduation. Journal of Leadership
Education, 17(3), 26—41.

Soria, K. M., Werner, L., & Nath, C. (2019). Lead-
ership experiences and perspective taking
among college students. Journal of Student
Affairs Research and Practice, 56(2), 138-152.

Thoemmes, F. J. (2012). Propensity score matching
in SPSS. Retrieved from http://arxiv.org/ftp/
arxiv/papers/1201/1201.6385.pdf

Tyree, T. M. (1998). Designing an instrument to
measure the socially responsible leadership
using the social change model of leadership
development [Doctoral dissertation]. Disserta-
tion Abstracts International, 59(06), 1945. (AAT
9836493)

Velicer, W. F. (1976). Determining the number
of components from the matrix of partial
correlations. Psychometrika, 41, 321-327.

Velicer, W. F., Eaton, C. A., & Fava, J. L. (2000).
Construct explication through factor or
component analysis: A review and evaluation
of alternative procedures for determining
the number of factors or components. In R.
D. Goffin & E. Helmes (Eds.), Problems and
solutions in human assessment (pp. 41—71).
Springer-Verlag.

Watson, C. B., Chemers, M. M., & Preiser, N.
(2001). Collective efficacy: A multilevel anal-
ysis. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
27, 1057-1068.

Winston, R. B., Jr., & Fitch, R. T. (1993). Para-
professional staffing. In R. Winston, Jr., S.
Anchors, & Associates (Eds.), Student housing
and residential life (pp. 315-343). Jossey-Bass.



DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. The authors quote a study by Bandura (1997) saying that “self-efficacy is malleable.” Reflecting on
this, how has your program influenced students’ self-efficacy?

2. The authors used Gist and Mitchell's (1992) theoretical analysis of self-efficacy malleability and
Astin’s (1993) input-environment-output models. How do these two models help inform the

experience of equity-deserving students?

3. The authors utilized data from the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership survey, and they cite
concerns with generalizability. How does this use of the data impact the validity of this study for
students at your institution?

4. Did anything in the study surprise you? If so, discuss.

5. The authors mention that future research could look at expanding the analysis by adding variables.
What other variables would you suggest future research focus on?

Discussion questions developed by Tracey Mason-Innes, Simon Fraser University in Burnaby,
British Columbia.
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