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ABSTRACT
This study researches the involvement and engagement of Asian college students
in the United States. Utilizing Astin‟s Theory of Student Involvement, Tinto‟s
Interactionalist Theory, and the Model Minority Stereotype as its theoretical foundation,
this study examines if colleges and universities are truly engaging its Asian student
populations through the variables of mentorship relationships, involvement inside and
outside of the classroom, and leadership opportunities. The study takes the additional
step of examining intra-group variability among Asian students, in an effort to determine
if different ethnic group memberships and generation/citizenship status play a role in the
experience of Asian college students. Using data from the 2009 Multi-Institutional Study
of Leadership Survey, the study utilizes path analysis to build a path model linking the
aforementioned variables with self-esteem and self-confidence.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
From the outside, my childhood was much like that of any other “American” kid.
Along with my parents, older sister, and older brother, I lived in a large single-family
home in the suburbs of Washington, DC. My father was a successful research chemist
for the Food and Drug Administration and my mother stayed home and watched after my
siblings and me. We were the stereotypical middle-class American family – never rich,
but always with enough money to live comfortably. I was a typical child that loved to
play outside with the neighborhood kids and enjoyed watching cartoons and sports on
TV. I was extroverted and frequently the student who got in trouble at school, because I
talked to my classmates while the teacher was instructing. On these facts alone, one
would not assume that I was any different than the rest of the children in my
neighborhood.
However, from a very young age, I quickly realized that I was different. The
neighborhood and schools that I attended were mostly made up of White and Black
children. My parents are immigrants from India. Although they immigrated to the
United States several years before my birth, I still felt “un-American.” Being of Indian
descent, there were not many children, adults, or teachers that looked like me. I was the
Brown kid. I did not have another Indian student in my class until I was 12 years old. I
did have a few classmates from other parts of Asia, but I did not identify with them.
Those were the Asian kids…I was Indian. Did the neighborhood kids or my classmates
pick on me because of my background? Not really. For the most part, I was always
accepted in these groups. Despite that fact, I felt different. I knew that I did not look like
the other kids – you realize at a young age when nobody in your neighborhood is Brown
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like you. My feelings went beyond how I looked though. My story was unlike that of
everyone else.
Education was strongly emphasized in my childhood. Specifically, math and
science were the most important subjects. I knew from a very early age that I had two
options in my life – to become a doctor or an engineer. Unlike the “American” kids, who
dreamed of becoming a professional athlete or famous musician, I knew that my future
did not hold those possibilities. I also realized that getting anything less than “A‟s” and
“B‟s” in school (and only a few “B‟s”) would not be acceptable in my house. My father
came to the United States because of education (he came to the country as a Ph.D.
Student), so I understood that school work always came first. This was true throughout
the local Indian community – my family kept close connections with other Indian
families in the Washington, DC area. When all of the Indian children were together, I
saw that the older children who were celebrated were the ones who went to the best
colleges. In my head, I thought that as an Indian child, I had to be perfect in school –
anything less was not an option. Despite this pressure, I found great success in the
classroom from elementary school through high school. I never received anything less
than a “C” for a class grade and always held a Grade Point Average (GPA) above a 3.7
(on a 4.0 scale). Teachers applauded my work and I saw myself as the model student.
Things changed when I entered college though. As a first-year college student, I
quickly realized that the level of work was more than anything I ever encountered. I
struggled to learn how to balance taking care of myself, living on my own, and dealing
with the higher level of class work. I had difficulty learning course material in lectures as
opposed to small classes and felt too intimidated and embarrassed to ask my classmates
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for help. I started failing exams and could not keep up with the fast pace of the work.
Beyond simply struggling in the classroom, as I progressed through my first year of
college, I began having doubts about if engineering or medicine was for me. This was a
tremendous burden to my well-being, because I knew that my family would not support a
shift to a change of major outside of these subjects. Adding to my stress was the fact that
I felt lost – I found administrators on campus that supported me through tough times, but
nobody genuinely understood my story. For me, my struggles in college went beyond
deciding if I wanted to change my major or get additional support in my classes, the
whole definition of who I was started to unravel. If I am not the smart Indian kid in
school…then who am I?
Statement of the Problem
College has led me to reflect on much more than just friendships [and]
relationships…School led me to question my own intelligence…It wasn’t because
I did poorly in my classes or that people around me were brilliant…I doubted my
intelligence…because everyone around me had specific expectations for me…I’m
supposed to do well…because I’m Asian. (Hirashima, 2007, p. 104)
The quote above by Hirashima, as well as my own personal narrative, illustrates
the unique struggles and lofty expectations that many Asian students face in the U.S.
Due to pressure from both family members and peers, Asian students often feel like
anything less than perfection in their education is failure. As a result, Asian students can
face severe mental health issues and difficulty finding their place within a school
community (Choi, Rogers, & Werth, 2009; Hirashima, 2007; Otsuki, 2003; Sheu &
Sedlacek, 2002). This stress is only magnified when Asian students enter college,
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because of the increased workload and less structured environment in comparison to K12 schooling (Suzuki, 2002).
As colleges and universities continue their attempts to create campus
environments that support the success of all students, it is important to determine where
gaps still exist in working with various groups of students. It is equally important to
study involvement and engagement of all students of color, including (but not limited to)
Black, Hispanic, and Asian students. Teranishi, Ceja, Antonio, Allen, and McDonough
(2004) report that Asian students are often overlooked when colleges and universities
look at improving the experience of its students of color, because of the fact that
institutions of higher education assume that Asian students are not facing any issues on
campus. As a result, Asian students frequently do not receive the same quality of
education (both inside and outside of the classroom) as their counterparts. This issue
becomes magnified when looking at the number of Asians in the United States. Musesus
and Kiang (2009) indicate that Asians are the second-fastest growing racial group in the
nation and projections suggest that one out of every ten American residents will be of
Asian descent by 2050. As the Asian population in the Unites States continues to grow,
colleges and universities need a more nuanced and accurate understanding of this
population and how to best support it.
While there is a body of research on Asian student involvement at all educational
levels, such research is frequently flawed, because of the fact that all Asian ethnicities
and generations are grouped together (Lee, 1996). The failure to account for intra-group
variability is problematic, because students who are from different Asian subgroups often
have unique cultural traditions, life stories, and beliefs. In addition, the

5
generation/citizenship status of an Asian student can also impact his or her ability to be
successful in school or deal with stressful situations. “Instead of seeing different Asian
ethnicities as being separate and distinct…[current research] lumps diverse Asian
ethnicities into one racial/panethnic group. This representation silences the multiple
voices of Asian[s]…” (p. 6).
Despite the fact that the number of Asian college students continues to rise, the
number of Asian staff members on campus is not increasing. Suzuki (2002) indicates
that individuals of Asian ethnicity hold lower numbers of staff and administrative
positions on college campuses in comparison to individuals of White, Black, or Hispanic
descent. The lack of Asian administrators often prevents Asian students from receiving
support from individuals who can personally relate to their unique struggles. In addition,
due to the lack of quality research on the Asian student experience, administrators of
different backgrounds can face difficulties in genuinely understanding the experiences of
the variety of Asian students. A lack of adequate support for Asian students can result in
social isolation, self-segregation, exclusion from major school activities, and negative
appraisals of the academic experience for Asian students (Choi, Rogers, & Werth, 2009;
Hirashima, 2007; Otsuki, 2003; Sheu & Sedlacek, 2002).
As Asian students struggle to find support on campus, they often also face lower
levels of self-esteem and self-confidence (Choi, Rogers, & Werth, 2009; Hirashima,
2007; Otsuki, 2003; Sheu & Sedlacek, 2002). Low levels of self-esteem and selfconfidence can lead to less involvement on campus, which can result in decreased
performance both in and out of the classroom (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Beyond
not finding success on campus, the lack of self-esteem and self-confidence for Asian
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students can lead to even more serious issues. This includes suicidal thoughts or
behaviors. Choi, Rogers, and Worth (2009) indicate that Asian students are 1.6 times
more likely to consider suicide than their White peers. This indicates that a lack of
appropriate support for Asian students can potentially result in life-and-death situations.
Despite the fact that Asian college students struggle to find support on campus
and often have lower levels of self-esteem and self-confidence in comparison to their
peers, college and universities still see Asians as the “problem-free” minority group.
Much of this belief stems from the “model minority” stereotype. The general definition
of model minority stereotype is that all Asians have found success in and out of the
classroom, therefore providing a “blueprint” for other minority groups (Lum, 2009;
Maxwell, 2007; Museus, 2008; Museus & Chang, 2009; Museus & Kiang, 2009;
Suyemoto, Kim, Tanabe, Tawa, & Day, 2009; Suzuki, 2002; Wing, 2007; Zhao & Qiu,
2009). However, the model minority stereotype is flawed in its assertion, because there
are a great number of Asians who struggle finding success in the U.S. As noted
previously, on college campuses, Asian students are more likely to commit suicide than
their peers because of lower levels of self-esteem and self-confidence (Choi, Rogers, &
Worth, 2009). The model minority stereotype can often lead to Asian issues being
dismissed or not taken seriously (Suzuki, 2002).
Much of the pressure that Asian students feel to excel at college happens before
they even arrive on campus. Researchers indicate that many Asian parents and family
members push their children towards being successful in school, because of the belief
that other avenues in society will not be available (Wing, 2007). For many Asian
immigrants, there is a feeling that their children will not have the same opportunities
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through sports or other extracurricular activities, because of the lack of knowledge that
family members hold about those topics. As a result, there is a strong belief that
achievement in school is the only avenue that will provide their children with success in
American society. “…The reality of being Asian in America causes many [parents] to
develop „an almost desperate faith in schooling‟ as the only hope for their children‟s
futures” (p. 479).
The pressure from family members, coupled with the lack of support from college
administrators, creates a challenging environment for Asian college students. Low levels
of self-esteem and self-confidence, decreased involvement on campus, and significant
mental health issues are all concerns that Asians face on campus (Choi, Rogers, & Werth,
2009; Hirashima, 2007; Otsuki, 2003; Sheu & Sedlacek, 2002; Suzuki, 2002). It is vital
for colleges and universities to be adequately prepared to work with Asian students
before they arrive on campus. This study will address the factors that are common
among Asian college student experiences, while also taking into account the variety of
subcultures present in the Asian subpopulation.
Purpose of the Study
Family pressure, cultural expectations, and not being “American” are a few
themes that are part of the life stories of Asian college students (Lee, 1996; Lum, 2009;
Musesus, 2008; Musesus & Chang, 2009; Wing, 2007; Zhao & Qiu, 2009). Asian
students cope with the difficultly of living in two different worlds – one world dominated
by their cultural upbringing and another dominated by the values of American society.
Phelan, Davidson, and Yu (1996) describe this interaction between the norms and values
of a culture and those of an educational institution as the Student Multiple Worlds Model.
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Within the Multiple Worlds Model, the definition of self for any student is impacted by
the interactions between the norms and values of family, school, and classmates. As
Asians leave their families to enter into college, they often face the difficulty of
connecting the different worlds of culture and education together. Adding to the
struggles of Asian students is the fact that colleges are frequently not prepared to support
their unique challenges (Museus & Chang, 2009). Although research does exist for
colleges and universities to learn more about the Asian student experience, many studies
are flawed because Asians are frequently grouped together; this ignores the unique stories
of different Asian cultures (Lee, 1996).
While colleges and universities continue to explore how to improve the campus
experience for other students of color, Asian students are frequently overlooked, thus
becoming the “invisible” students of color. One of the primary reasons behind this
oversight is the model minority stereotype (Lum, 2009; Maxwell, 2007; Museus, 2008;
Museus & Chang, 2009; Museus & Kiang, 2009; Suyemoto, Kim, Tanabe, Tawa, & Day,
2009; Suzuki, 2002; Wing, 2007; Zhao & Qiu, 2009). The model minority stereotype
asserts that Asian students are smarter than their peers, and therefore, will find success in
and out of the classroom. As a result, colleges and universities believe that they do not
need to provide as much support for their Asian student populations (Teranishi, Ceja,
Antonio, Allen, & McDonough, 2004). Even outside of higher education, many
individuals share this conviction, labeling Asians as the minority group who have “made
it” in the United States in comparison to other racial and ethnic groups.
It is vital that faculty, staff, and administrators at institutions of higher education
gain a better understanding of the many issues facing Asian college students. This group
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of students faces several unique challenges that are associated with being labeled as the
“model minority.” As a result of these challenges, significant issues surrounding Asian
students and their self-esteem and self-confidence often arise on campus (Choi, Rogers,
& Werth, 2009; Hirashima, 2007; Otsuki, 2003; Sheu & Sedlacek, 2002). This study
researches the involvement (in the classroom and extracurricular activities) of Asian
college students and its impact on their self-esteem/self-confidence. This study also
examines existing strategies colleges and universities use to help Asian students find
success. There is the additional step of investigating intra-group differences between
Asian ethnicity and generation/citizenship status. Examining intra-group differences
makes an important contribution to the current literature and sets the study apart from
available research on Asians. It provides a more detailed and nuanced portrait of the
Asian college student population and the challenges they face.
Research Questions
Like the rest of their Bengali [Indian] friends, his parents expect him to be, if not
an engineer, then a doctor…These were the fields that brought them to America,
his father repeatedly reminds him…But now…it’s easier to ignore his parents
[and choose another area of study]…At times he feels as if he’s cast himself in a
play, acting the part of twins, indistinguishable to the naked eye yet fundamentally
different. (Lahiri, 2003, p. 105)
This quote from the novel, The Namesake, illustrates the challenges of an Indian
college student deciding to go against his parent‟s wishes and choosing a field of study
outside of engineering or medicine. It is representative of the struggles that many Asian
students face when setting a course for themselves in college, independent of the wishes
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of their family. There is an underlying struggle for many of these students; the pull of
following one‟s own dreams pit against the desires and hopes of the family and culture
that is so intricately tied to their life story. How colleges and universities support these
students play a significant role in the ability of Asians to cope with this internal tension
and find success on campus. This study examines the challenges facing Asian college
students, such as disengagement from campus life, lack of self-esteem and selfconfidence, and family/cultural pressure. The three research questions guiding this study
are:
1. What are the levels of self-esteem and self-confidence for Asian students? Are
there differences in self-esteem and self-confidence between Asians and other
students, as well as among different Asian populations? Do these effects change
across different types of college campuses?
2. What are the effects of common interventions on student engagement between
Asians and other students, as well as among different Asian populations?
3. What is the relationship between mentorship relationships, involvement in
extracurricular activities, involvement in the classroom, leadership
opportunities, and self-esteem and self-confidence for Asian college students?
While these are the three major research questions that guide this study, there are
several subcategories of concepts that help to answer those primary foci. For the first
research question, self-esteem and self-confidence are compared between Asian students
and students of other racial backgrounds, as well as across Asian ethnicity and
generation/citizenship status. Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) is utilized to see if
differences in self-esteem and self-confidence can be attributed to type of institution. For
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the second research question, mentorship relationships, involvement inside and outside of
the classroom, and leadership opportunities are compared between Asian students and
students of other racial backgrounds, as well as across Asian ethnicity and
generation/citizenship status. For the third research question, path analysis is employed
to examine the relationships between the aforementioned variables for Asian college
students (for comparison, similar analysis is also done for other racial groups). Path
analysis provides this study with the ability to see if correlations exist between variables
(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006; Olobatuyi, 2006). More detailed information on the variables
examined is found in Chapter 3.
Significance of Study
His parents are distressed…They’d hoped he would choose MIT…[but] he didn’t
want to move back to Massachusetts, the one city in America his parents know.
He didn’t want to attend his father’s alma mater, and live in an apartment in
Central Square as his parents once had, and revisit the streets about which his
parents speak nostalgically. He didn’t want to go home on the weekends, to go
with them to pujos and Bengali parties, to remain unquestionably in their world.
(Lahiri, 2003, p. 126)
For many Asian students, they struggle with the pressure associated with the
model minority stereotype (Lum, 2009; Maxwell, 2007; Museus, 2008; Museus &
Chang, 2009; Museus & Kiang, 2009; Suyemoto, Kim, Tanabe, Tawa, & Day, 2009;
Suzuki, 2002; Wing, 2007; Zhao & Qiu, 2009). Due to the model minority stereotype,
Asian student issues are overlooked and Asian students are often left to fend for
themselves. As a result, Asian students can face serious problems, such as a lack of self-
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esteem and self-confidence, which can lead to suicidal thoughts or behaviors (Choi,
Rogers, & Werth, 2009). While some research does exist on the Asian students, this
research frequently groups together all Asian cultures and background, indicating that all
Asian students have a similar experiences and thought patterns (Lee, 1996).
However, it is not enough to broadly categorize all Asians as having one
experience, which is the reality for much of the research that currently exists on Asian
students (Lee, 1996). The true reality is that Asian individuals have a variety of
backgrounds and cultures, which help to frame how they encounter the world. There is a
lack of knowledge about the overall Asian experience in the United States and how the
unique stories of each Asian ethnicity shapes and impacts the Asian college student. The
goal of this study is to bring greater attention not only to the Asian college student
experience, but to concurrently bring light to the larger question of what it means to be
Asian in the United States.
This study adds vital information to current research on Asians in the U.S. By
examining Asian ethnicity and generation/citizenship status, this study contributes to
future research on Asians and provides a blueprint for how to not “lump” all Asian
subgroups together. In specifically looking at the Asian college student experience,
college administrators can utilize this study to gain better understanding and knowledge
for what it will take to work effectively with the growing Asian college student
population. College and universities can use the details of this study to understand the
unique experiences of different types of Asian students and how, in many ways, it is
unfair and untrue to label all Asian students as being the “model minority.” In fact, many
of these students have difficulty adapting to college life and could benefit from more
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administrators and faculty understanding their stories, as well as greater emphasis on
their experiences through programs such as Asian studies (Wang, 2007).
While some individuals may point to the fact that Asian students make up a great
number of the seats at institutions of higher education in America, this alone is not an
example of success. One must look at the background of all of these students and
understand that not all Asian college students are finding success on campus, inside
and/or outside of the classroom (Lee, 1996; Lum, 2009; Musesus, 2008; Musesus &
Chang, 2009; Wing, 2007; Zhao & Qiu, 2009). Colleges and universities must do a
better job of understanding the Asian student experience and use that information to
positively impact hiring practices, activities for students, and curriculum design. This
study aims to break down the barrier as to why the “…Asian…experience was never an
integral part of American history and a legitimate field of study in institutions of higher
education” (Wang, 2007, p. 80).
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CHAPTER 2: FRAMEWORK FOR STUDY AND LITERATURE REVIEW
…Racial politics in higher education are determined and shaped by black
experiences…and white experiences…Asians are perceived to be either like
whites or not like whites; or, alternatively, like blacks or not like blacks.
Asian[s]…have functioned as a wild card in the politics of higher education –
their education experiences…have been incorporated into arguments both for and
against discrimination, diversity, and affirmative action. (Takagi, 1998, p. 11)
Takagi‟s quote suggests how colleges and universities utilize Asian students in
the discourse of how to improve higher education. The Asian student experience is often
viewed through the prism of White and Black student experiences. As a result, the
unique characteristics of what an Asian student feels on a college campus is frequently
overlooked or ignored. This leaves Asian students on their own to deal with the stresses
and challenges associated with higher education. These stresses are further complicated
by the notion of the model minority stereotype, which labels Asians as the minority group
who has found success in the United States (Lee, 1996; Lum, 2009; Maxwell, 2007;
Museus, 2008; Museus & Chang, 2009; Museus & Kiang, 2009; Suzuki, 2002;
Suyemoto, Kim, Tanabe, Tawa, & Day, 2009; Takagi, 1998; Wang, 2007; Wing, 2007;
Zhao & Qiu, 2009). “The convenient label of…„model minority‟…unfairly diverts
public attention from, resources for, and services to the people who need help the
most…in…universities and colleges” (Wang, 2007, p. 81).
This chapter provides an overview of this study and identifies how it will add
valuable research and insight to discourse on the Asian student experience at colleges and
universities in the U.S. This study utilizes path analysis to determine if strong
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correlations exist between the variables of mentorship relationships, involvement inside
and outside of the classroom, leadership opportunities, and the self-esteem/selfconfidence of Asian college students. Furthermore, the study takes the additional step of
researching intra-group variability amongst Asian student populations, identifying if there
are differences in the aforementioned variables across Asian ethnicities and
generation/citizenship status. The beginning of this chapter presents the conceptual and
theoretical framework for the study, allowing the reader to gain a greater understanding
of how the three primary research questions of this study are answered.
After presenting the conceptual and theoretical framework of the study, this
chapter provides an overview of the Asian experience in the United States, from both a
historical and higher education perspective. This allows for a greater understanding as to
why this study is vital for colleges and universities to understand in an effort to support
their Asian student populations, as well as provide the foundation for the study‟s
conceptual and theoretical framework. First, the chapter presents an overview of the
history of how Asian individuals came to the United States, and subsequently, how they
were (and still are) viewed by the general population. The focus then shifts specifically
to the educational experience of Asians in the U.S., ultimately looking at higher
education and the unique struggles Asians face on college campuses. The model
minority stereotype is then explored, looking at the origin of this stereotype and tying
into the experience of the Asian college student. The chapter briefly steps away from the
Asian student experience and focuses on general theories of college student involvement,
student leadership, and student integration. The next part of the chapter looks at the
model minority stereotype and its effect on today‟s Asian college student. The chapter
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concludes by summarizing all elements of the Asian experience in America and tying it
back to the conceptual and theoretical framework of the study.
Conceptual and Theoretical Framework of Study
As noted in Chapter 1, there are three primary research questions of this study:
1. What are the levels of self-esteem and self-confidence for Asian students? Are
there differences in self-esteem and self-confidence between Asians and other
students, as well as among different Asian populations? Do these effects change
across different types of college campuses?
2. What are the effects of common interventions on student engagement between
Asians and other students, as well as among different Asian populations?
3. What is the relationship between mentorship relationships, involvement in
extracurricular activities, involvement in the classroom, leadership
opportunities, and self-esteem and self-confidence for Asian college students?
The variables identified in the third research question (mentorship relationships,
involvement in extracurricular activities, involvement in the classroom, leadership
opportunities and levels of self-esteem/self-confidence) are chosen because all are
concepts that are utilized to measure social engagement and psychosocial involvement of
Asian college students (Astin, 1999). Astin‟s Theory of Student Involvement indicates
the more involved students are on campus, both inside and outside of the classroom, the
more successful they will be at college. Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) state that
leadership opportunities allow for gains in the interpersonal skills and self-esteem/selfconfidence of most college students. Pascarella and Terenzini also indicate that
involvement in the classroom assists students in emotional development. In addition, the
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ability to find mentors and the variety of student organizations on campus are specific
ways that colleges and universities can ensure greater involvement of its student body
(Astin, 1993). Astin states that institutions of higher education must create a support
network for its students, so they are encouraged to become involved. Furthermore, Astin
indicates that college administrators must create structures or policies that allow students
to interact (and become leaders) on a sustained basis. Having a diverse collection of
administrators and faculty, as well as student organizations, allows for a support network
for students to be successful. This support network is further strengthened by college
administrators and faculty members who match the racial/ethnic breakdown of the
student body (Suzuki, 2002).
As students become more involved on campus, they are more likely to be
successful on campus and persist until graduation (Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Terenzini,
2005; Tinto, 1993). Colleges and universities must work to integrate Asian students into
campus life in an effort to ensure their persistence on campus (Kuh & Love, 2000). Kuh
and Love indicate that the probability of a student‟s persistence increases if there is a
strong connection between a student‟s culture of origin and the culture of the college or
university. Tinto‟s Interactionalist Theory further states that if students are more likely to
adopt the norms and expectations of their institution, they are less likely to depart from
their institution (Tinto, 1993). These are more reasons as to why this study researches
mentorship opportunities, involvement in extracurricular activities, involvement in the
classroom, leadership opportunities and levels of self-esteem/self-confidence. By
researching these factors, this study has the ability to state if Asian students truly are
incorporated into the fabric of institutional culture across colleges and universities in the

18
U.S. The research questions look at Asian intra-group variability, giving greater
definition as to if all Asian subpopulations are successfully woven into college and
university culture. This will assist colleges and universities in gaining a greater
understanding on if their policies and procedures are leading to successful persistence of
their entire student body. More information on Tinto‟s Interactionalist Theory, as well as
greater definition of college student involvement, is presented later in this chapter.
It is important to note the differences and similarities between two important
concepts of college student development – involvement and engagement. In a study
conducted by Wolf-Wendel, Ward, and Kinzie (2009), Alexander Astin notes that there is
little difference between the two concepts. “…There are no essential differences between
the terms engagement and involvement…[and] „trying to make a distinction between
these two words is…not all that productive or necessary‟” (p. 417). However, it is
important to note that the biggest difference between the two concepts is that
involvement is primarily associated with what students do to find success on campus
(both inside and outside of the classroom), while engagement focuses on what colleges
and universities do (with institutional resources) to promote student success and
development. In this study, college students are the primary unit of analysis for the
research. Therefore, the theoretical framework and path models for the study utilize the
concept of involvement. However, in looking at what colleges and universities are doing
as a whole for its student body, the concept of engagement is utilized.
As noted in Chapter 1, Asian college students can face significant mental health
issues as the result of the stress they face at college, which can lead to suicidal thoughts
or behaviors (Choi, Rogers, & Werth, 2009). As a result, one of the primary objectives
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of this study is to build a path model that identifies specific variables that lead to positive
self-esteem and self-confidence of college students. By building this path model,
colleges and universities have the ability to identify specific areas where additional time
and resources can be placed in an effort to improve the experience for all students.
Therefore, path analysis is the best and most effective statistical method to utilize in this
study (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006; Olobatuyi, 2006). Olobatuyi indicates that path
analysis is the only statistical method that allows a researcher to look at the relationships
between a set of variables and see if strong correlations exist between the predictor
variables. In this study, mentorship relationships, involvement in extracurricular
activities, involvement in the classroom, and leadership opportunities are the predictor
variables; while self-esteem/self-confidence is the criterion variable. The path model for
this study is presented in Figure 3.1 of Chapter 3.
All of the information presented in this section leads to the overall conceptual and
theoretical framework of this study, which is presented in Figure 2.1.
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As stated previously, this study builds a path model through path analysis that will
identify correlations between the predictor variables of mentorship opportunities,
involvement in extracurricular activities, involvement in the classroom, and leadership
opportunities; as they relate to the criterion variable of self-esteem/self-confidence. The
added element of intra-group variability is also researched for Asian students, in order to
identify if differences exist between Asian students of different ethnicities and
generation/citizenship status. Astin‟s Theory of Student Involvement, the Model
Minority Stereotype, and Tinto‟s Interactionalist Theory all provide the theoretical
foundation of this study. Each of these theories, both independently and in interaction
with one another, help shape the reality for what it means to be an Asian college student
in the U.S. This chapter will now provide an overview of the Asian historical experience
in the U.S., followed by an overview of each of the aforementioned theories.
The History of Asians in the United States
Asian individuals have faced a variety of barriers and roadblocks in their efforts
to achieve the equal rights as their counterparts in the United States (Hsia, 1988; Wang,
2007). Asian Americans are individuals who are within the United States, but their
ancestry traces back to a country within the continent of Asia. These countries include,
but are not limited to, China, Japan, Korea, India, and Pakistan. There are more than 20
Asian subgroups identified by the United States census (Hsia, 1988). With so many
different cultures, societies, and traditions represented in Asia, it is important to look at
the history of how many Asian individuals came to the United States. This historical
background shapes many of the current viewpoints and potential biases that much of the
general population in the United States holds against Asians (Wang, 2007).
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The earliest record of Asians immigrating to the continental United States (there
are early records of Asian immigrants in Hawaii during the eighteenth century, before
Hawaii became part of the U.S.) is in the mid-nineteenth century, when individuals from
China arrived on the west coast (Hsia, 1988; Wang, 2007). These immigrants from
China found work upon arrival in the United States, helping to build the western frontier.
The Chinese faced an interesting society upon arrival, one which appreciated their work
in helping build a portion of the United States, but expected the group to remain
inconspicuous and assimilate into American society. Wang (2007) indicates that
American politicians expected these Chinese immigrants to simply accept any jobs
presented to them and not voice any opposition or opinions. Due to the fact that
American politicians and the larger society did not appreciate (or have any interest in
learning) the story or background of these new immigrants, a precedent was set for how
Americans viewed Asians. “…The Japanese, Korean, Filipino, and South Asian
immigrants [who later arrived to the U.S.] in the first half of the twentieth
century…[were] conflated, sinized, and collectively labeled as „Orientals‟ despite their
differences” (p. 79).
After several decades of political debate, the U.S. Congress ultimately passed the
Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882, which banned Chinese immigration and stripped
citizenship from the approximately 100,000 Chinese Americans who were already in the
U.S. (Wang, 2007). With the new alien status of the Chinese, the Supreme Court ruled in
1893 in the case of Fong Yue Ting v. the U.S. that Chinese immigrants were not
protected by the Bill of Rights. Due to these news laws, immigration from China
naturally stopped. Individuals from other parts of Asia, such as Japan and the
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Philippines, began arriving in the United States to take the labor positions left behind by
the Chinese. This was until the 1924 National Origins Act, which barred immigrants
from Asia altogether, except for Filipinos (Hsia, 1988). The inequities that Asians faced
during this time period continued to grow. Asians were denied basic rights, such as the
ability to marry or own land. Even native-born Asian American children were denied
entrance to public schools, often relegated to segregated and inferior schools. During
World War II, thousands of Japanese Americans were placed in internment camps.
“Against this sketchy historical setting, we can begin to understand why generations of
Asian[s]…continue to be treated socially and politically as aliens in their own country”
(Wang, 2007, p. 79).
Hsia (1988) indicates that the social and political landscape for Asian immigrants
positively shifted during the 1960s. Two major laws allowed Asians to have more equal
footing with their American counterparts – the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the
Immigration Act of 1965. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 banned discrimination on the
basis of race, color, national origin, religion, or gender in use of public facilities, the right
to vote, or obtain employment. The Immigration Act of 1965 amended previous bills that
put a limit on the number of Asian immigrants allowed in the U.S. The 1965 Act
required one quota for the Western Hemisphere and one quota for the Eastern
Hemisphere. As a result, there was a significant increase in the number of Asian
immigrants to the U.S., because of greater economic and educational opportunities in the
country. The individuals who came to the U.S. as a result of the 1965 Act were mostly
Chinese, Koreans, and Indians. Another law enacted that assisted many Southeastern
Asian refugees in coming to America was the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1975.
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This Act allowed Southeastern Asians, who were driven involuntarily from their home, to
have the opportunity to come to the U.S. and have a safe place to live. This led to a surge
in the Asian American population between 1970 and 1985, with the Asian population
nearly quadrupling in number, mostly from the addition of individuals of Vietnamese and
Cambodian ethnicity.
As the Asian population grew during the late twentieth century, their impact on
the American culture was significant. Hsia (1988) states that many of the Asians who
arrived to the U.S. as a result of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Immigration Act of
1965 were well-educated and they passed along this strong belief in the value of
education to their children. For this group of Asian Americans, they “…have become the
best educated Americans…They now are more likely to have good jobs, earn aboveaverage incomes, and live in affordable housing in communities with academically strong
schools for their children” (p. 6). However, for many of the other Asian populations in
the U.S., they are “…the poorest of the poor. Their children are the most likely to attend
center-city schools with other disadvantaged, non-English speaking classmates” (p. 6).
These facts alone speak to the great divide that exists in the experiences of Asians who
reside in the United States.
Asians in Higher Education
Mostly as the result of the Asian families who arrived in the U.S. after the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 and the Immigration Act of 1965, Asians are the most visible
minority group in the institutions of higher education in the U.S. (Wang, 2007). This is
especially true among the most selective national research universities and elite liberal
arts colleges. These Asian students arrive on campus as byproducts as mostly successful
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families who have found success in the U.S. through various professions. However, on
the flip side, Asian children of the working class and poor struggle to gain opportunities
in higher education in the U.S. Those who do go to college from this group often find it
difficult to be successful. To understand the full context of these Asian college students,
one must understand the history of Asians in the American education system.
As noted previously, Asians were frequently excluded from and discriminated
against by both K-12 school systems and institutions of higher education (Wang, 2007).
Hsia (1988) reports that during the late 1800s, the children of Chinese immigrants were
not allowed in California public schools. This continued until 1885, when courts ruled
that there was no legal basis for not allowing Chinese students in public schools.
However, as opposed to opening the doors of public schools for these Chinese children,
separate “Asiatic Schools” were established in several California communities. These
schools did not, in fact, measure up to the educational standards held by the American
public school system. After the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 and then the ruling of the
Fong Yue Ting v. the U.S. case in 1893, Chinese immigrants were replaced by other
Asian subgroups. However, Japanese and other Asian immigrants faced the same
discrimination as their Chinese counterparts. In the early 1900s, these Asian children
were required to attend “Oriental” public schools that mirrored the “Asiatic Schools”
which preceded them. Battles for fair and equal educational schooling for Asian students
continued until the Civil Rights Act of 1964 led to the desegregation of all schools.
The struggle to obtain quality education on all levels plays a major role in the
Asian emphasis on education, particularly on attending colleges and universities.
“Asian[s]…[are] the most committed to higher education. The right to…education has
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been so dearly won by each of the Asian immigrant groups that most…regard a college
education as…essential for their full acceptance and success in American society” (Hsia,
1988, p. 13). Asian Americans did not find regular opportunities for higher education
until after the 1960s. This was despite the fact that many American-born Chinese and
Japanese students were emerging from west coast schools in Chinatowns and Japantowns
with great academic credentials as early as the 1920s and 1930s. These same students
were unable to obtain opportunities at colleges and universities largely because of racial
discrimination (Wang, 2007). However, the history of non-American born Asians in U.S.
colleges and universities actually begins in the 1850s.
Wang (2007) states that in the mid-1800s, many American businesses hoped to
gain partnerships with Asian companies. As a result, in an effort to gain greater
partnerships with these Asian nations, institutions of higher education began recruiting
talented students from Asian countries such as China, Japan, and Korea. These same
institutions were not granting similar opportunities for the Asian students already in
America. Ultimately, these foreign Asian students would obtain their degrees and go
back to their countries, where they would hold influential roles in areas such as
education, politics, and business. This would assist the U.S., because of the ties that
these Asian college students made while in the country. Yale University was the first
institution that admitted an Asian student, from China, in 1850. Other top ivy-league
universities followed suit, along with top land-grant institutions, through the second half
of the nineteenth century. This created a divide in the Asians that were in America –
laborers who struggled to obtain equal rights and younger college students who were
obtaining an education before heading back to their homeland countries.
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After the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Immigration Act of 1965, the doors to
higher education finally opened widely for Asian students (Hsia, 1988). For those Asian
families who were already in the United States, they understood the struggle to obtain
quality education for their children and therefore encouraged them to attend colleges and
universities. For foreign Asian students, there were now opportunities not only to come
and study in highly selective institutions, but to potentially stay in the U.S. and raise a
family that would have true chances to succeed. “Higher education for these new
immigrants…is considered a means for maintaining or improving their families‟
socioeconomic standing, or regaining family status…” (p. 16). The primary recipients of
these opportunities for higher education were families originally from China, Korea, and
India (not the Southeastern Asians who arrived as a result of the Immigration and
Nationality Act of 1975). These Chinese, Korean, and Indian individuals were largely
arriving to this country with college or professional degrees or had worked for years in
the U.S. and established a strong economic foundation for their families.
Fast forward to today, it is clear in the last 40 years, Asian students have achieved
great success in education as a whole (K-12 and post-secondary) in the U.S. (Aud, Fox,
& Kewal-Ramani, 2010). Largely because of family and cultural values placed on
education, Asian students as a whole are doing better in high school and beyond in
comparison to their White and Black peers. According to the 2010 National Center for
Educational Statistics (NCES) Report (as reported by Aud, Fox, and Kewal-Ramani),
students who identified as Asian/Pacific Islander scored on average 27 points higher than
students who identified as White on the SATs in 2008. Asian/Pacific Islander scores
were 330 points higher on average than students who identified as Black. In addition, in
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2008, 33% of individuals who identified as White and were between the ages of 25 and
29 obtained at least a Bachelor‟s degree from a college or university. In the same year,
20% of individuals who identified as Black and were between the ages of 25 and 29
obtained at least a Bachelor‟s degree. An astonishing 52% of individuals who identified
as Asian/Pacific Islander and were between the ages of 25 and 29 obtained as least a
Bachelor‟s degree in 2008. This shows the great level of success that Asians are having
both during their high school and college years.
However, a closer inspection of the 2010 NCES Report (Aud, Fox, & KewalRamani, 2010) indicates a stark divide in the educational success of Asians. In 2008, for
individuals who were between the ages of 16 and 24 and identified as Other Asian
(Cambodian, Hmong, and other groups), they were seven times more likely to drop out of
high school than their Indian, Korean, and Filipino counterparts in the same age group.
While 52% of the individuals who identified as Asian/Pacific Islander and were between
the ages of 25 and 29 obtained at least a Bachelor‟s degree in 2008, that number is hugely
influenced by the success of Indian and Chinese individuals. Those who identified as
Other Asian were 40% below their Indian and Chinese counterparts in obtaining at least
Bachelor‟s degree in 2008. These individuals who identify as “Other Asians” are
frequently the forgotten Asian subgroup, who come from lower socioeconomic classes
and struggle to find success in American society. “It has been largely class that sharply
divides…Asian American[s]…” (Wang, 2007, p. 86).
Influence of Generation/Citizenship Status on Asian College Students
As previously stated, the bulk of current research on Asian college students
combines the experiences of all students together, regardless of cultural differences in
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Asian ethnicity (Wang, 2007). Another reason against researching all Asians as one
cultural group are the differences that exist between generation/citizenship statuses
(Baum & Flores, 2011; Empleo, 2009; Woo, 1994). Several issues, including language
challenges and cultural barriers, result in Asians of different generation/citizenship
statuses having contrasting experiences, specifically when looking at higher education.
First Generation Asians are considered individuals who are born in the United States, but
his or her parents are born in another country.
Empleo (2009) indicates that Asian students whose families are not originally
from the United States face significant issues in the classroom due to language
difficulties. “Not having a good grasp of the English language can affect educational
success…[For example] the sociolinguistic aspects of Chinese languages…are very
complex [in comparison to the English language]” (p. 48). These language challenges
mirror difficulties facing nearly all immigrant families, not just Asians (Baum & Flores,
2011). Students whose families have spent multiple generations in the United States are
much more likely to have a greater command of the English language and do better in all
levels of education.
Woo (1994) also notes that specific differences in family and cultural
backgrounds between Asian ethnic groups are heightened when generation/citizenship
status is also considered. Family members who immigrated to this country (and their
sons or daughters who are not born in the United States) are much more likely to hold
onto the norms and values of their home countries. Woo indicates that this creates a
“glass ceiling” for Asian students of immigrant status, because of the fact that they have
difficulty assimilating themselves into American culture. This creates significant issues,
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because these Asian students cannot connect the norms and values of their
families/culture with those of their schools and classmates. This connection leads to
greater success at college, as noted by the Student Multiple Worlds Model (Phelan,
Davidson, & Yu, 1996), which is further explained in Chapter 1.
Having generations of family members in the United States and/or becoming a
U.S. citizen greatly increases the chances of success in college for Asian students (Baum
& Flores, 2011; Empleo, 2009; Woo, 1994). Beyond grades, the language and cultural
barriers often associated with students not originally from the U.S. can present issues in
regards to “fitting in” and interaction with classmates and staff on a college campus. This
is another reason why it is critical to not combine all Asians together when researching
their experience at college. The question then arises – why do many individuals not see
these differences between Asian subgroups and often assume that Asians are always
finding success in and out of the classroom? The answer to this question lies in the
history and definition of the model minority stereotype.
The Model Minority Stereotype
As noted in the previous sections, Asians in the U.S. achieve different levels of
educational success, largely dependent on socioeconomic class, Asian ethnicity, and
generation/citizenship status (Baum & Flores, 2011; Empleo, 2009; Wang, 2007; Woo,
1994). Despite these differences, research on Asians still often looks at the experiences
and patterns of all Asians as if they were the same (Hsia, 1988). “…Inferences about the
behavior of one Asian ethnic group cannot be automatically generalized to another group,
unless there are very good reasons to believe that the…groups have strong cultural,
linguistic, historical, and educational ties and share common experiences…” (p. 18).
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Even in looking at the history of Asian immigration into the U.S., it is clear that the
stories and background of most Asian subgroups are unique and different than one
another. However, a good portion of America still applies one label to all Asians in the
U.S. – the model minority (Lee, 1996; Lum, 2009; Maxwell, 2007; Museus, 2008;
Museus & Chang, 2009; Museus & Kiang, 2009; Suzuki, 2002; Suyemoto, Kim, Tanabe,
Tawa, & Day, 2009; Takagi, 1998; Wang, 2007; Wing, 2007; Zhao & Qiu, 2009).
The model minority stereotype originated during the 1960s, after the passage of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Immigration Act of 1965. As stated previously,
many immigrants from the countries of China, Korea, India, and the Philippines came to
the U.S. as a result of these two laws. In addition, another major factor that assisted
many of these individuals in coming to America was the Cold War (Wang, 2007).
During and after World War II, thousands of Asian foreign students were admitted into
American colleges and universities in an effort to make up for the decline of Europeans,
many of whom stopped coming for higher education in the U.S. because of the war.
Several of these Asian students completed Ph.D. Programs with distinction. The 1965
Immigration Law allowed these students to stay in America and become citizens (which
they often could not do before 1965). “These are the scientists and engineers who formed
the backbone of American superiority in science and technology in the second half of the
twentieth century…” (p. 85). It is this group that contributed to the construction of the
model minority stereotype for Asians.
One must also look at the civil rights movement in the mid-1960s to gain a full
understanding of model minority stereotype. Wang (2007) indicates that the ideology
that drives the model minority stereotype is the belief that “…America is the land of
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unlimited opportunity as long as racial minorities are willing to work hard to overcome
hardship and racial discrimination” (p. 85). The success of Asian subgroups, driven by
the fact that colleges and universities were admitting Asian students at higher rates to
make up for the lack of European immigrants, provided a counter-narrative to the stories
of African Americans who were leading the civil rights movement. The American
media, as well as many politicians, began to focus on the “success” stories of Asians to
show a group of individuals who came to this country and “made it” (Lee, 1996). News
stories and articles were printed in an effort to silence African Americans and paint the
United States as the model nation for all groups. “Asian[s]…via the model minority
myth…have been used as a wedge between whites and other people of color. This is a
primary reason why this stereotype is dangerous” (Wing, 2007, p. 460).
John Ogbu (1987, 1990, 1991) also presents a theory of Asians in the U.S. that
supports the model minority stereotype and presents Asians as “voluntary” minorities.
This means that Asian immigrants “chose” to come to the U.S., in order to find a better
life for their families. This voluntary status allows Asians to be more willing to accept
“American life.” Asians, according to Ogbu, are more likely to accept the dominant
culture, unlike their “involuntary” minority peer groups. Much like the model minority
stereotype, Ogbu‟s theory places expectations and beliefs on Asians as to what their
experience is within the United States. The fact that many Asians “chose” to come to the
United States does not discount the fact that they face many of the same struggles and
inequalities as other racial/ethnic groups.
The model minority stereotype originated as a way to paint Asians as successful
and other racial groups, primarily African Americans, as being incorrect in their assertion
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that societal structures and systems (set up by the U.S. Government) prevent minority
groups from finding equitable levels of achievement as their White counterparts (Lee,
1996; Wang, 2007; Wing, 2007). In reality, Asians suffered through more than 100
years of injustices and inequalities until some Asian subgroups found success in the late
1960s (Hsia, 1988; Wang, 2007). In addition, this success was found largely because
Asians were admitted into colleges and universities in an effort to make up for the lack of
European students as the result of World War II (Wang, 2007). The generations of
Asians that did not have equal rights prior to the 1960s left many Asian subgroups as
unwilling to speak up against injustices against minority groups (Lee, 1996). The result
is an American societal structure where minority groups are expected to be silent and
work hard to find success. “„Good‟ minorities know their place within the system and do
not challenge the existing system…Minority groups should model their behavior after
[Asians]…rather than spending their time protesting inequality” (p. 7).
The model minority stereotype also makes the same mistake as the majority of
research on Asian subgroups – it lumps the experiences of all Asians together (Hsia,
1988; Wang, 2007; Wing, 2007). As stated previously, the educational attainment of
Asians differ greatly when looking at individual Asian ethnicities. Indians are much
more likely to graduate from high school and obtain a Bachelor‟s Degree (or higher) than
those who identify as Cambodian or Hmong (Aud, Fox, & Kewal-Remani, 2010; Yoo,
Burrola, & Steger, 2010). These statistics alone show the differences that exist between
Asian subgroups in the field of education. In simply labeling all Asians as the group that
has “made it,” the model minority stereotype erases the diversity of experiences (both
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good and bad) that constitute the entire Asian population in the U.S. (Hsia, 1988; Wang,
2007; Wing, 2007).
In an ironic twist, the same stereotype that assisted some Asians in finding
success in American higher education started to work against them in the 1980s and
1990s (Takagi, 1998; Wang, 2007). Takagi (1998) states that many selective colleges
and universities are implementing quotas in an effort to limit the number of Asian
students at their institutions. This effort began in the late 1980s, when Asian students
were labeled as academically prepared for college, but not well rounded with
extracurricular activities. College and university admissions offices were listening to the
voices of the White majority. The same population that celebrated Asian achievement (as
a way to combat the Civil Rights Movement of the 1960s) suddenly became weary of
“too much” success. “…White students‟ anxiety about Asian…students combined
nineteenth century racist stereotypes of Asians as „hordes‟ of „unfair competition‟ with
contemporary images…of Asian[s]…as diligent super-students…” (p. 60).
As opposed to speaking about White anxiety, many politicians and media
commentators instead focused on affirmative action policies that favored African
Americans and Latinos in college and university admissions (Takagi, 1998; Wang, 2007).
Asians were lumped together with White students who were suffering by race-based
admissions policies. The reality was that for many White Americans, there were simply
too many Asians in college and universities. “In reality, it was racial at the core:
Asian…presence had transgressed the invisible line of demarcation or level of comfort
and toleration” (Wang, 2007, p. 88). Takagi (1998) also indicates that White Americans
were using Asians in an effort to argue against affirmative action policies. The model
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minority stereotype and the experience of Asians in general were being used as a wedge
issue in the racial politics of higher education admissions (Wing, 2007).
The model minority stereotype is simply constructed as a way to put Asians in the
middle of issues between White Americans and other persons of color. The model
minority stereotype has largely been accepted by mainstream society, because in looking
at Asian groups as a whole, they have achieved academic success in the U.S. (Aud, Fox,
& Kewal-Ramani, 2010; Wing, 2007). In looking specifically at higher education, the
end result is that Asian students are left to fend for themselves (Hsia, 1988; Takagi, 1998;
Wang, 2007). Other students and administrators see Asians as the minority group who
“gets it” and does not need support or assistance in finding success. Due to the fact that
they are used as a “wedge” in racial politics, Asians receive little sympathy from both
White students and other students of color if they do run into issues on campus. The fact
that students from different Asian backgrounds have unique issues and concerns is
overlooked. “In essence and quite ironically, Asian[s]…have the dubious distinction of
being the most visible yet most marginalized population in all types of institutions of
higher education” (Wang, 2007, p. 90).
Astin’s Theory of Student Involvement
In order to get a better understanding of how the model minority stereotype
affects Asian college students, it is important to gain an understanding of what it means
to be involved on campus for all students. This will allow for a more nuanced
understanding of how the model minority stereotype interacts with theories of college
student involvement for Asian students. Therefore, the next three sections of this chapter
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will briefly step away from looking at Asians and instead focus on theories of student
involvement, leadership, and integration.
Astin (1999) defines student involvement as “…the amount of physical and
psychological energy that the student devotes to the academic experience” (p. 518). It is
important to note that student involvement looks at the energy that students put into both
classroom and non-classroom activities. In fact, many recent studies focus on the
benefits of extracurricular involvement for college students (Pascarella & Terenzini,
2005; Wolf-Wendel, Ward, & Kinzie, 2009). Astin (1999) indicates that the more
involved students are on campus, the more successful they will be at college. Pascarella
and Terenzini (2005) identify the importance of student involvement in their research.
They state that persistence at college and educational attainment is maximized when there
is a campus culture where “…students develop close on-campus friendships, participate
frequently in college-sponsored activities, and perceive their college to be concerned
about them individually…” (p. 599). Pascarella and Terenzini also indicate that student
involvement in the classroom and with faculty maximizes psychosocial adjustment and
maturity amongst students.
The individual most often cited as an expert on student involvement is Alexander
Astin (Wolf-Wendel, Ward, & Kinzie, 2009). This is because the concept of student
involvement is first introduced in Astin‟s (1975) book, Preventing Students from
Dropping Out. Astin went on to expand upon the concept of involvement in other books
and articles. Astin (1999) indicates that student involvement occurs along a continuum
and students can experience degrees of involvement in different subjects (either academic
or non-academic) at the same time. “The [subjects] may be highly generalized (the
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student experience) or highly specific (preparing for a chemistry examination)” (p. 519).
Astin indicates that the success of any educational policy is related to how much that
policy increases student involvement. Wolf-Wendel, Ward, and Kinzie (2009) state that
the concept of student involvement links the time and energy students spend on their
collegiate experience with the environment of the campus which they reside.
Much of Astin‟s work centers around the Input-Environment-Output (I-E-O)
Model, which Astin describes as “…a conceptual guide for studying college student
development” (Astin, 1993, p. 7). In this model, input refers to a student‟s characteristics
when he or she enters into college. Next, environment refers to the programs, policies,
educational experiences, etc. present at the college where the student attends. Finally,
output refers to the student‟s characteristics after his or her exposure to their campus
environment. “The basic purpose of the model is to assess the impact of various
environmental experiences by determining whether students grow or change differently
under varying environmental conditions” (p. 7). Astin later added the construct of
“intermediate outcomes” or “involvement” between environment and outcome (WolfWendel, Ward, & Kinzie, 2009). By making this addition to the I-E-O Model, Astin
(1993) underscored the importance of involvement in the value of higher education for all
students. “Involvement has been linked via research to almost every positive outcome of
college” (p. 412).
Astin’s Theory as it Relates to College Student Leadership
In looking at Astin‟s (1999) work, it is clear that the fundamental principle of
much of his work is that college students who are more involved on campus experience
greater levels of success at college. One of the factors that allows for greater student

38
involvement on campus is the ability to gain leadership experience on campus. Astin
indicates that students who become leaders during their college years typically rate
themselves as being in the top ten percent of students for popularity and social selfesteem/self-confidence. In general, leadership opportunities allow for gains in the
interpersonal skills and self-esteem/self-confidence of most college students (Pascarella
& Terenzini, 2005).
Due to the impact of leadership on student involvement (and college student
success), researchers recently looked at how college students can get more involved
through leadership opportunities on campus. Building off his previous work, Astin and
Astin (2000) note that there needs to be a shift in the way leadership on campus is
traditionally defined. “In contrast to the notion of „management,‟ which suggests
preservation or maintenance, „leadership‟ implies a process where there is movement…to
some future place or condition that is different…Accordingly, leadership is a purposive
process which is inherently value-based” (p. 8). Astin‟s beliefs in a process-driven
definition of leadership (as opposed to a management or business model) laid the
foundation for the Social Change Model of Leadership (SCM).
Komives and Wagner (2009) indicate that the SCM approaches leadership as a
collaborative, values-based process. Through this lens, a group can have multiple
leaders, as opposed to just one static leader. The other primary factor in the SCM is that
leadership results in positive social change. Komives and Wagner believed that leaders
who promote social change through their communities not only positively influence those
around them, but also personally develop. “Rather than being competing opposites, the
individual and the community reinforce each other…Each person‟s ability to be a self-
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reliant individual is bolstered by having a strong supportive community” (Wagner, 2009,
p. 20).
Komives and Wagner (2009) identify six principles that guide the SCM:


Leadership is concerned with effecting change of behalf of others and society



Leadership is collaborative



Leadership is a process rather than a position



Leadership should be value-based



All students (not just those who hold formal leadership positions) are potential
leaders



Service is a powerful vehicle for developing students‟ leadership skills

These principles are based on the eight core values of the SCM, which is geared towards
increasing college students‟ levels of self-awareness and ability to work with others.
These values function at the individual level (Consciousness of Self, Congruence, and
Commitment), the group level (Collaboration, Common Purpose, and Controversy with
Civility), and the societal level (Citizenship). Each of these levels interacts with one
another, working towards positive change in the students who engage in leadership
opportunities while at college.
Despite all of its great benefits, the SCM (and leadership opportunities in general)
is only beneficial when students take advantage of them. Therefore, college and
university administrators must not only offer leadership opportunities, they must also
create a support network for all students, so that they are encouraged to get involved.
“…[Students] must be willing to learn as they go; to listen to those around them and
those most directly affected, and be open to learning where they were wrong” (Wagner,
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2009, p. 26). Astin (1993) supports this point, indicating that college administrators must
create structures or policies that allow students to interact (and become leaders) on a
sustained basis.
Tinto’s Interactionalist Theory
One of the primary goals of any college or university is to develop and implement
systems and policies that lead to a greater persistence of its student body (Braxton, 2003).
Greater persistence of students leads to a more engaged campus and assists with the
financial stability of the institution. Tinto (1993) indicates that students depart an
institution (either to transfer to another school or to drop out of school completely) for a
variety of reasons, including family issues, tuition increases, or changes in academic
programs of study. However, for over 70% of student departures at four-year institutions,
the departures are voluntary. In looking specifically at Asian students, as indicated
earlier in this chapter, the 2010 NCES Report (Aud, Fox, & Kewal-Ramani, 2010) states
that those who identify as Other Asian (Cambodian, Hmong, and other groups), were
40% below their Indian and Chinese counterparts in obtaining at least Bachelor‟s degree
in 2008. This statistic indicates that many Asian students are not persisting throughout
their time at colleges and universities.
Kuh and Love (2000) state that the connection between the culture of a student
peer group and the culture of a campus are vital in understanding student persistence. A
college or university is more likely to retain a student if there is a degree of
“…correspondence between a student‟s culture of origin and the cultures of the college or
university…” (Braxton, 2003, p. 326). Kuh and Love (2000) further state that if colleges
and universities do no implement systems of support through items such as having a
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variety of student organizations or mentors who understand the unique experience of
students from different cultures, cultural stress can result, which leads to lower
persistence of certain groups of students.
The primary theory on student persistence, and the theory upon which Kuh and
Love (2000) base much of their work, is Tinto‟s Interactionalist Theory. Tinto (1993)
indicates that all student departures are a byproduct of an individual student‟s interaction
with a college or university as an organization. Tinto states that students “integrate” into
an institutional culture on two levels – intellectually and socially. While intellectual
integration represents the congruency between a student and the academic system of a
college or university, social integration looks at the environment of an institution.
Mechanisms of social integration include extracurricular activities and interactions with
faculty and administration. “Tinto posited that [a] student‟s level of integration greatly
influences the decision to persist or depart” (Wolf-Wendel, Ward, & Kinzie, 2009).
Tinto‟s (1993) statement that extracurricular activities and interactions with
faculty and administration aligns with Astin‟s Theory of Student Involvement. As Astin
(1999) indicates, the more involved students are on campus, both inside and outside of
the classroom, the more likely they are to succeed in college. Greater success on campus
leads to greater persistence of students for a college or university (Braxton, 2003). These
theories indicate that colleges and universities must pay attention to the systems and
structures that they set up for all students. The model minority stereotype prevents
colleges and universities from fully engaging its Asian students, because of the fact that
so many institutions believe that Asians are the minority group that does not need further
assistance (Lee, 1996; Lum, 2009; Maxwell, 2007; Museus, 2008; Museus & Chang,
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2009; Museus & Kiang, 2009; Suzuki, 2002; Suyemoto, Kim, Tanabe, Tawa, & Day,
2009; Takagi, 1998; Wang, 2007; Wing, 2007; Zhao & Qiu, 2009). The resulting effect
is that Asian students are left alone to deal with their unique struggles and stresses, which
can lead to less involvement and persistence for this group (Hsia, 1988; Takagi, 1998;
Wang, 2007).
The Asian Student Experience at Colleges and Universities
The Asian population is well-represented in colleges and universities in the U.S.
(Aud, Fox, & Kewal-Remani, 2010; Wang, 2007; Yoo, Burrola, & Steger, 2010).
Although there are discrepancies in the fact that not all Asian subgroups are represented
equally at institutions of higher education, one cannot discount the fact that Asian
students are going to college and finding some level of success (Aud, Fox, & KewalRemani, 2010). Therefore, is it not reasonable to state that the model minority stereotype
fits the Asian population? In other words, many would argue that this is a group that
“gets it” and does not need additional support. Beyond the fact that not all Asians are
finding equal success at college, there is additional research that shows the negative
effects of the model minority stereotype.
Yoo, Burrola, and Steger (2010) indicate that Asian students frequently
internalize the model minority stereotype and can face significant psychological damage
if they fail to meet societal (or their own) expectations. Many scholars add that the
model minority stereotype causes Asian students to have unrealistic expectations, which
can cause psychological distress. Furthermore, Asian students are frequently teased or
bullied by their non-Asian peers, leading to dissatisfaction and lack of pride in their
cultural background. Cultural values and embarrassment also prevent Asian students
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from seeking help for physical or mental health needs. As stated in Chapter 1, Asian
students are 1.6 times more likely than their White peers to consider suicide (Choi,
Rogers, & Worth, 2009).
It is important to note that the influence of cultural norms and values on
engagement with learning is not limited to Asian students. Phelan, Davidson, and Yu
(1996) describe this interaction between culture and educational development as the
Student Multiple Worlds Model, which is further defined in Chapter 1. A lack of
congruence between cultural and school values can negatively affect a student‟s
adaptation to school. In a K-12 setting, Phelan, Davidson, and Yu indicate that teachers
must become sensitized and aware of the “borders” and difficulties that students from
different backgrounds may face in traversing the norms and values of a school. This
theory can easily be applied to colleges and universities, where administrators and faculty
must understand the unique cultural values of all students, including Asians. To do this,
colleges and universities must work past the model minority stereotype that Asian
students do not need additional support (Hsia, 1988; Takagi, 1998; Wang, 2007).
In addition to the internalization of the model minority stereotype, many Asians
already arrive to campus with a great amount of pressure from family members to
perform well in school (Wing, 2007). Wang (2007) indicates that most institutions of
higher education do not have solid departments or programs focusing on Asian American
studies, preventing Asian students from gaining a better understanding and appreciation
of their cultural background. All of these factors can lead to serious issues for Asian
students, who often have lower levels of self-esteem and self-confidence in comparison

44
to their peers (Choi, Rogers, & Werth, 2009; Hirashima, 2007; Otsuki, 2003; Sheu &
Sedlacek, 2002).
The impact of the model minority myth and the Multiple Worlds model, as well
as the lack of departments focusing on Asian American studies, can lead to decreased
involvement on campus (Kwon, 2008). Involvement, both in and out of the classroom, is
one of primary factors that lead to positive outcomes and persistence at college (Astin,
1999; Tinto, 1993). “…It is well documented that Asian Americans are underrepresented
in [extracurricular activities and] leadership positions [within] higher education…”
(Kwon, 2008, p. 7). Asian students often struggle with their ability to find connections
with their peers and lack the mentorship of faculty and staff to guide them to appropriate
student organizations and activities on campus. Colleges and universities must address
the specific challenges facing Asian students in an effort to increase their involvement on
campus.
Conclusion
This chapter provides the conceptual and theoretical framework of this study,
along with a picture of the Asian experience in the U.S. This experience is mixed with
inequities and discrimination along with opportunities and success. The history of other
racial groups plays a significant role in how Asians are viewed in the U.S. and their levels
of achievement. Asians are defined as being the “model minority,” yet that definition is
flawed in its assertion, due to the fact that not all Asian subgroups have found the same
levels of success (Aud, Fox, & Kewal-Remani, 2010; Yoo, Burrola, & Steger, 2010).
However, for many Asian subgroups, the model minority stereotype has left them with
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significant psychological issues as the result of societal pressures and unreasonable
expectations (Yoo, Burrola, & Steger, 2010).
What is left out of current research on Asians is analysis of inter-ethnic and intergeneration differences, which impact the Asian experience at institutions of higher
education in America. In specifically looking at higher education, it is vital to break
down the current research that “lumps” together all Asian populations. This will allow
for a greater understanding of how the model minority stereotype affects each Asian
subgroup. This study builds a path model through path analysis that will identify
correlations between the predictor variables of mentorship opportunities, involvement in
extracurricular activities, involvement in the classroom, and leadership opportunities; as
they relate to the criterion variable of self-esteem/self-confidence. The added element of
intra-group variability is researched for Asian students, in order to identify if differences
exist between Asian students of different ethnicities and generation/citizenship status.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
This chapter describes the data and analytic procedures utilized for carrying out
this study, outlining the steps necessary to answer the study‟s three primary research
questions:
1. What are the levels of self-esteem and self-confidence for Asian students? Are
there differences in self-esteem and self-confidence between Asians and other
students, as well as among different Asian populations? Do these effects change
across different types of college campuses?
2. What are the effects of common interventions on student engagement between
Asians and other students, as well as among different Asian populations?
3. What is the relationship between mentorship relationships, involvement in
extracurricular activities, involvement in the classroom, leadership
opportunities, and self-esteem and self-confidence for Asian college students?
This study builds a path model that identifies specific variables that lead to
positive self-esteem and self-confidence of Asian college students. Path analysis is the
best and most effective statistical method to utilize in this study, because it is the only
statistical method that allows a researcher to look at the relationships between a set of
variables and seeing if strong correlations exist between the predictor variables (Fraenkel
& Wallen, 2006; Olobatuyi, 2006). In this study, mentorship opportunities, involvement
in extracurricular activities, involvement in the classroom, and leadership opportunities
are the predictor variables; while self-esteem/self-confidence is the criterion variable.
The added element of intra-group variability is also researched for Asian students, in
order to identify if differences exist between Asian students of different ethnicities and
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generation/citizenship status. Asian students are also compared to students of other racial
backgrounds to identify if differences exist in the predictor and criterion variables.
This study utilizes the 2009 Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL) as its
data source. The first section of this chapter describes the 2009 MSL Survey and gives
details behind why this survey was created, who completes the survey, and what
variables are contained within the 2009 MSL Data Set. Next, the primary research
methods utilized to answer each research question are defined. The chapter will conclude
by stating how this study will add to existing research on the experience of Asian
individuals in the U.S.
Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL)
The Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL) is a national survey
questionnaire of leadership development among college students, which is administered
in partnership with the National Clearinghouse of Leadership Programs (NCLP) at the
University of Maryland at College Park. NCLP developed the MSL after seeing a divide
between research and practice in regards to college student leadership development. The
MSL attempts to identify elements of college and university environments that contribute
towards leadership outcomes. Specifically, the MSL addresses an institutional and
national understanding of student needs/outcomes, effective institutional practices, and
the extent of environmental influence on leadership development.
The MSL is an online survey with 40 questions; although there are multiple
sections of several questions (the 2009 MSL Survey is included in Appendix A and the
variable codebook is included in Appendix B). Questions range from having Yes/No
responses to having a Likert scale, where respondents can rank on a 1 – 4 or 1 – 5 scale
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their level of agreement with certain statements or how often they engage with specific
activities.
The MSL was first administered in 2006 and again in 2009. In 2006, 52
institutions of higher education participated in the MSL survey questionnaire. The
number of institutions grew to 106 colleges and universities in 2009, indicating that the
MSL is becoming a very popular instrument to measure leadership development of
college students. For purposes of this study, the 2009 MSL Data Set is utilized (see
Appendix C for the complete list of participating institutions for the 2009 MSL Survey).
The 106 institutions who utilized the MSL in 2009 were selected by the NCLP team
based on characteristics such as Carnegie classification and enrollment size to best
represent higher education in the United States. 4,000 students at each institution were
randomly selected to take the MSL online; those schools with 4,000 students or less
provided access to the survey questionnaire to the entire student population.
Once selected, colleges and universities sent personalized e-mails to their student
sample (which was evenly distributed over the four class years at each participating
institution) asking if they wished to participate in the MSL. Each of these e-mails
outlined the purpose of MSL and addressed issues of confidentiality and consent. A link
was then provided to the survey questionnaire itself. Students could be contacted up to
four times over e-mail. Students were not forced to answer any questions on the survey –
they could skip any items and still submit the questionnaire. However, the MSL team did
not incorporate student responses into their final data set if less than 90% of the survey
questionnaire was completed. Analysis was conducted at the institution level to account
for biases that may have been present in the data.
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A total of 115,632 college and university students completed the 2009 MSL
Survey, giving the MSL an overall response rate of approximately 30% (which is
calculated based upon the assumption that approximately 4,000 students completed the
survey for each institution listed in Appendix C). Full-time students represented 92.9%
of all MSL respondents. Further breakdown of the MSL respondents, by broad racial
group membership and gender are provided in Tables 3.1 and 3.2.

Table 3.1
Broad Racial Group of MSL Respondents
Race/Ethnicity of Respondents

Number of Respondents

White/Caucasian
African American/Black
American Indian/Alaska Native
Asian American/Asian
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian*
Race/Ethnicity Not Included
Did Not Answer

66,722
4,902
397
7,172
3.779
5,070
1,810
1,264
25,075

Percentage of Total Number
of Respondents
57.1%
4.2%
0.3%
6.1%
3.2%
4.3%
1.6%
1.1%
21.5%

* Multiracial Asian is defined as an individual who identifies as Asian and at least one other non-Asian ethnic group

Table 3.2
Gender of MSL Respondents
Gender of Respondents

Number of Respondents

Male
Female
Transgender
Did Not Answer

35,520
59,217
143
24,894

Percentage of Total
Number of Respondents
27.8%
50.7%
0.1%
21.3%

As noted by Tables 3.1 and 3.2, the bulk of the respondents on the 2009 MSL
Survey identify as White/Caucasian and the majority of the respondents are female.
However, it is interesting to note that outside of individuals who identified as White,
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those who identified as Asian are the second highest respondent group. The number of
Asian respondents for the 2009 MSL makes it more desirable for this study.
Intra-Group Variability among Asian Students
Beyond focusing on the number of respondents in any broad racial group, one of
the primary reasons why the 2009 MSL is ideal for this study is its level of depth for how
respondents can identify their race and ethnicity. MSL respondents are not only able to
indicate their broad racial group membership, but they are also able to identify a more
specific ethnic group membership. For example, if a respondent was to identify
himself/herself as Asian, he/she can then further identify as Chinese, Indian/Pakistani,
Japanese, Korean, Filipino, Pacific Islander, Vietnamese, or Other Asian Ethnicities.
Additional categories are created identifying Asian respondents as being Multiple Asian
Ethnicities (an individual who identifies as being two or more Asian ethnic groups) or
Multiple Ethnicities (an individual who identifies as being Asian and at least one other
non-Asian racial group. In addition, respondents can identify their generation/citizenship
status. As noted in the Conceptual and Theoretical Framework of this study (Figure 2.1),
Asian ethnicity and generation/citizenship status is utilized as a factor that influences
concepts linked to Asian student self-esteem and self-confidence. The diversity of
specific groups among Asian respondents is provided in Tables 3.3 and 3.4.
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Table 3.3
Ethnic Groups of Asian MSL Respondents
Asian Ethnic Group

Number of Respondents

Chinese
Indian/Pakistani
Japanese
Korean
Filipino
Pacific Islander
Vietnamese
Other Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Asian Ethnicities*
Multiple Ethnicities**

2,339
955
364
1,156
550
35
460
686
623
1,809

Percentage of Total
Number of Respondents
Who Identified as Asian
26.7%
10.6%
40.5%
12.9%
6.1%
0.4%
5.1%
7.6%
6.9%
20.1%

*Multiple Asian Ethnicities refers to individuals who identify as two or more Asian ethnic groups
**Multiple Ethnicities refers to individuals who identify as Asian and at least one other non-Asian racial group

Table 3.4
Generation/Citizenship Status of Asian MSL Respondents
Generation/Citizenship Status of Asian
Respondent

Number of
Respondents

Third Generation (or more)
Second Generation
First Generation
Foreign-Born U.S. Citizen
Foreign-Born Resident Alien/Permanent
Citizen
International Student

602
485
4,165
1,612
884

Percentage of Total
Number of Respondents
Who Identified as Asian
6.3%
5.1%
43.6%
16.9%
9.2%

1,813

19.0%

First Generation refers to students who are born in the United States, but whose parents are born in another country. Second
Generation refers to students and parents who are born in the United States. Third Generation (or more) refers to students, parents,
and grandparents (at least) who are born in the United States.
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Descriptive Statistical Analysis – ANOVA
As stated earlier in the chapter, the primary research questions of this study are:
1. What are the levels of self-esteem and self-confidence for Asian students? Are
there differences in self-esteem and self-confidence between Asians and other
students, as well as among different Asian populations? Do these effects change
across different types of college campuses?
2. What are the effects of common interventions on student engagement between
Asians and other students, as well as among different Asian populations?
3. What is the relationship between mentorship relationships, involvement in
extracurricular activities, involvement in the classroom, leadership
opportunities, and self-esteem and self-confidence for Asian college students?
In breaking down these questions, there are several subcategories of questions that arise.
The premise of these questions is if Asian students are as socially involved and
psychologically invested as their peers of different racial backgrounds. In addition, do
differences exist between Asian students of different ethnicity and generation/citizenship
status? The breakdown of subcategories of questions for this study is presented in
Table 3.5.
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Table 3.5
Subcategories of Questions for Primary Research Questions of Study
Composite Measure
Involvement in the Classroom

Involvement in the Classroom

Involvement in Extracurricular Activities

Involvement in Extracurricular Activities

Leadership Opportunities

Leadership Opportunities

Mentorship Relationships

Mentorship Relationships

Self-Esteem/Self-Confidence

Self-Esteem/Self Confidence

Subcategory of Question
Are Asian students as involved in the classroom
as their peers at institutions of higher
education?
Is there a difference in involvement in the
classroom for Asian college students of
different ethnic group memberships and
generation/citizenship status?
Are Asian students participating in on-campus
student organizations at the same rate as their
peers at institutions of higher education?
Is there a difference in participation in
on-campus student organizations for Asian
college students of different ethnic group
memberships and generation/citizenship status?
Are Asian students participating in leadership
positions for on-campus student organizations
at the same rate as their peers at institutions of
higher education?
Is there a difference in participation in
leadership positions for Asian college students
of different ethnic group memberships and
generation/citizenship status?
Are Asian students able to find mentors who
are faculty and/or administration at the same
rate as their peers at institutions of higher
education?
Are Asian students of different ethnic group
memberships and generation/citizenship status
able to find mentors who are faculty and/or
administration at the same rates?
Do Asian students have lower levels of selfesteem/self-confidence than their peers at
institutions of higher education?
Is there a difference in self-esteem/selfconfidence between Asian college students of
different ethnic group memberships and
generation/citizenship status?

54
Due to the fact that each subcategory of the research questions are asking to
compare one group of students to another group of students, Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) is utilized to statistically analyze the data and determine if significant
differences exist between the means of each racial group within the composite measures
of the study. ANOVA is also utilized for the questions that look at differences between
Asian students of different ethnic group memberships and generation/citizenship status,
because several different Asian groups are compared. The null hypothesis for each of the
subcategories‟ of research questions is that there will be no difference in specific variable
(involvement in the classroom, leadership opportunities, etc.) when Asian students are
compared to other groups (or one another).
Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM)
In reviewing the 2009 MSL Data Set, it is apparent that the data is not chosen at
random. 106 institutions of higher education were selected to participate in the MSL data
collection (all participating institutions are listed in Appendix C). Students at each of
these colleges and universities then completed MSL surveys, which is how the data was
collected. As a result, this is a hierarchical data set, because there are several different
types of institutions who participated in the study (research universities, four-year
colleges, two-year colleges, community colleges, etc.). To account for the hierarchical
nature of this data set, the study utilizes Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM). HLM
allows this study to account for institutional differences when presenting an answer to the
second portion of the first research question – Do these effects (for self-esteem/selfconfidence) change across different types of college campuses?
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Within the data structure of this study, students (level-1) are nested within
different types of institutions of higher education (level-2). Of specific interest is the
relation between student self-esteem and self-confidence (level-1 criterion variable) and
the Carnegie classification of the participating institutions in the MSL (a level-2
institution variable). Model testing proceeded in two phases: intercept-only model and
the means-as-outcomes model. Results of HLM analysis are presented in Chapter 4.
Multivariate Statistical Analysis – Path Analysis
However, beyond the use of ANOVAs and HLM, what truly sets this study apart
from previous research is its ability to look at relationships between a series of variables.
As stated earlier in the chapter, the third research question for this study is: What is the
relationship between mentorship relationships, involvement in extracurricular
activities, involvement in the classroom, leadership opportunities, and self-esteem and
self-confidence for Asian college students? For this question, the criterion variable is
self-esteem/self-confidence. The predictor variables are mentorship relationships,
involvement in extracurricular activities, involvement in the classroom, and leadership
opportunities. The primary outcome for this research question is to build a path model
that shows specific relationships between the predictor variables and the criterion
variable. In this case, this study will show how the interaction of mentorship
relationships, involvement in extracurricular activities, involvement in the classroom, and
leadership opportunities correlate to self-confidence/self-esteem of Asian college students
(for purposes of comparison, this is done for other racial groups as well) . The primary
method of analysis utilized for this portion of the study is path analysis.
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A traditional multiple regression technique can also be utilized for this study,
because multiple regression is “…a technique that enables researchers to determine a
correlation between a criterion variable and the best combination of two or more
predictor variables” (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006, pp. 338 – 339). However, path analysis
takes the additional step of seeing if strong correlations exist between the predictor
variables. “Regression is merely an analysis of correlating mathematical relationships
performed in a very specific way. But path analysis is a much more
specific…analysis…” (Olobatuyi, 2006, p. 11). Olobatuyi further states that path
analysis provides a better understanding of the direct and indirect effects of the predictor
variables on the criterion variables.
The first step of path analysis is to formulate a theory that links the variables of
the study to explain a particular phenomenon of interest (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006;
Olobatuyi, 2006). The theory driving this study is that Asian college students have lower
levels of self-esteem and self-confidence because of a lack of mentorship relationships,
involvement in extracurricular activities, involvement in the classroom, and leadership
opportunities. As a result, Asian students are not socially involved or psychologically
invested on campus. This is primarily because colleges and universities are not
implementing specific strategies to help Asian students acclimate to campus life and find
success. The path model of this study is shown in Figure 3.1.
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Figure 3.1
Path Model of Study

The path model of any path analysis acts as a tool to show relationships between
multiple predictor variables and the criterion variable (Olobatuyi, 2006). “…The
diagram is…built…by taking two variables…and applying the [same] principles over and
over again, adding more variables and arrows…until the researcher is satisfied …” (p.
58). The arrows in a path model indicate the hypothesized relationship in the direction of
the arrow (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006; Olobatuyi, 2006; Webley & Lea, 1997).
After formulating a path model, the next step in path analysis is to measure the
variables specified. In this study, the variables are measured through items on the MSL
2009 survey. Correlation coefficients are then computed to indicate the strength of the
relationship between the variables of the study. The Analysis of Moment Structure
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Program, or AMOS, is utilized in conjunction with SPSS to determine correlations
between all of the variables of the study (Byrne, 2010). If strong correlations are shown
to exist between particular variables, path analysis can also take the additional step of
determining if these variables maintain strong relationships independent of other
variables. Larger path coefficients indicate the strongest relationships between variables
that are independent of the other variables of the study.
Conclusion
The purpose of this chapter is to outline how the study will answer its three
primary research questions. As noted in previous chapters, the missing element in most
research on Asian individuals in the U.S. is the fact that all Asian ethnic groups are
studied as one (Lee, 1996). This eliminates the unique stories and characteristics of each
Asian subpopulation. For institutions of higher education, the lack of attention to
understanding the Asian student experience has resulted in serious issues for Asian
students, including social isolation, self-segregation, exclusion from major school
activities, and negative appraisals of the academic experience (Choi, Rogers, & Werth,
2009; Hirashima, 2007; Otsuki, 2003; Sheu & Sedlacek, 2002). A lack of Asian college
administrators only adds to the issue of not understanding the experiences of Asian
students on campus (Suzuki, 2002).
The power of this study rests in its ability to study several Asian ethnic groups
independently, comparing these groups to one another and to other racial populations.
This will add a necessary component to the current body of research on Asians in the
United States, because this study indicates if current research findings on Asians hold
true when the group is further broken down into its multiple constituent groups. By also
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looking at generation/citizenship status, another layer of understanding is added to the
Asian experience in the U.S. This study provides greater understanding on if
generation/citizenship status impacts social involvement and psychological investment
for Asian college students. Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) allows the study to
determine if any research findings regarding self-esteem/self-confidence are attributed to
the different types of institutions that participated in the 2009 MSL Survey.
Finally, the use of path analysis as the study‟s primary statistical tool allows for
strong correlation relationships to be added to the discussion on the relationships between
the criterion and predictor variables. The variables identified in this study, along with the
study‟s theoretical and conceptual framework (Figure 2.1) are based from existing
literature and research on Asian individuals and college students in general. However,
there is still the need to conduct research linking the variables of this study together,
which path analysis will accomplish. Through this method of analysis, and this study as
a whole, an opportunity exists to give voice to the generations of Asian individuals who
have been silenced.
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CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
This chapter will present the findings and results from the statistical analyses
conducted for this study. As stated in Chapter 3, a series of ANOVAs, HLM analysis,
and Path Analysis are conducted on data from the 2009 MSL Survey. These statistical
procedures are used to answer the primary research questions of the study:
1. What are the levels of self-esteem and self-confidence for Asian students? Are
there differences in self-esteem and self-confidence between Asians and other
students, as well as among different Asian populations? Do these effects change
across different types of college campuses?
2. What are the effects of common interventions on student engagement between
Asians and other students, as well as among different Asian populations?
3. What is the relationship between mentorship relationships, involvement in
extracurricular activities, involvement in the classroom, leadership
opportunities, and self-esteem and self-confidence for Asian college students?
Statistical analyses that compare Asian college students to other racial groups are
presented first. The chapter then looks at analyses that focus on intra-group variability
among Asian students. For both categories, results of a series of one-way betweengroups ANOVAs are presented, followed by path analysis findings. The use of HLM
procedures is also described in the first section of the chapter, which focuses on the
comparison of Asian students to other racial groups. In addition, while the primary
variables of this study are leadership opportunities, mentorship relationships,
involvement in extracurricular activities, involvement in the classroom (as measured by
GPA), and self-esteem/self-confidence, research findings will first focus on individual
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items that are related to these variables, before transitioning into statistical analyses on
the composite measures that represent the five primary variables of the study.
Group Variability between Asian Students and Students of Other Races
As noted in Table 3.5, there are several subcategories of questions that arise from
the research questions of this study. This section answers the first portion of these
research question (and the associated subcategories of questions from Table 3.5), looking
specifically at the comparison of Asian students to other racial groups. Several one-way
between-groups ANOVAs are first conducted on individual items from the 2009 MSL
Survey. This section will then transition into research on the composite measures of this
study (leadership opportunities, mentorship relationships, involvement in extracurricular
activities, and self-esteem/self-confidence). Path analysis results with these composite
measures, along with involvement in the classroom (as measured by GPA), are then
presented with a focus on all racial groups.
Individual Item Descriptive Statistical Analysis (ANOVA) Results
The first question explored is, “Are Asian students as involved in the classroom as
their peers at institutions of higher education?” Involvement in the classroom is
measured through GPA for students. As a result, a one-way between-groups ANOVA is
conducted to explore the impact of race on involvement in the classroom, as measured by
GPA. 2009 MSL Survey respondents are asked to provide the best estimate of their
current GPA (1 = 3.50 – 4.00; 2 = 3.00 – 3.49; 3 = 2.50 – 2.99; 4 = 2.00 – 2.49;
5 = Below 2.00; 6 = No College GPA). To ensure that higher numbers are matched with
higher GPAs, a new variable is created for purposes of this analysis (5 = 3.50 – 4.00,
4 = 3.00 – 3.49; 3 = 2.50 – 2.99; 2 = 2.00 – 2.49; 1 = Below 2.00; Respondents with no
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college GPA are removed from analysis). There is a statistically significant difference at
the p < .05 level in GPA: F (8, 91690) = 358.4, p = .00. The effect size, calculated using
partial eta squared, is .03. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta squared,
the actual difference in mean scores between the groups is small. Post-hoc comparisons
using the Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean score for Asian students (M = 4.08,
SD = 0.95) is significantly different from the following groups: White/Caucasian students
(M = 4.14, SD = 0.89), African American/Black students (M = 3.51, SD = 1.03),
American Indian/Alaska Native students (M = 3.78, SD = 1.01), Latino/Hispanic students
(M = 3.76, SD = 0.99), Multiracial students (who are a combination of two or more races
other than Asian; M = 3.90, SD = 0.97), and students whose race is not included
(M = 3.90, SD = 1.05). In addition, students who indicate that their race is Multiracial
Asian (a combination of Asian and one or more other races; M = 4.06, SD = 0.98) are
also significantly different from all non-Asian racial groups. A breakdown of all GPA
means is listed in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of GPA by All Racial Groups
White/Caucasian
Asian American/Asian
African American/Black
American Indian/Alaska Native
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian (Asian and Other Race)
Race Not Included

N
66,722
7,172
4,902
397
3,779
5,070
1,810
1,264

Mean
4.14
4.08
3.51
3.78
3.76
3.90
4.06
3.90

Standard Deviation
.89
.95
1.03
1.01
.99
.97
.98
1.05

GPA is measured by MSL Variable DEM13. This variable label is “What is your best estimate of grades so far in college?” The results
are based on a scale where 5 = 3.50 – 4.00, 4 = 3.00 – 3.49, 3 = 2.50 – 2.99, 2 = 2.00 – 2.49, and 1 = Below 2.00.
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As noted in Table 4.1, Asian college students are doing well in regards to GPA.
Other than White/Caucasian students, Asian students, including Multiracial Asians, have
the highest GPAs (as reported on the 2009 MSL Survey) by a statistically significant
amount when compared to other racial groups. Even with the small effect size, one can
still make the argument that Asian students are finding success in the classroom (or at
worst, doing just as well as their peers). This seems to add validity to the idea that Asians
are the “model minority” and do not need additional support to find success (Lee, 1996;
Lum, 2009; Maxwell, 2007; Museus, 2008; Museus & Chang, 2009; Museus & Kiang,
2009; Suzuki, 2002; Suyemoto, Kim, Tanabe, Tawa, & Day, 2009; Takagi, 1998; Wang,
2007; Wing, 2007; Zhao & Qiu, 2009). However, it is important to see how Asian
students are doing in comparison to other racial groups in categories outside of the
classroom as well.
The next question explored is, “Are Asian students participating in on-campus
student organizations at the same rates as their peers?” A one-way between-groups
ANOVA is conducted to explore the impact of race on participation in on-campus student
organizations. 2009 MSL Survey respondents are asked to indicate how often they were
an involved member in an on-campus student organization since starting college
(1 = Never; 2 = Once; 3 = Sometimes; 4 = Many Times; 5 = Much of the Time). There is
a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in participation in on-campus
student organizations: F (8, 91656) = 59.8, p = .00. The effect size, calculated using
partial eta squared, is .005. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta
squared, the actual difference in mean scores between the groups is quite small. Post-hoc
comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean score for Asian students
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(M = 3.10, SD = 1.39) is significantly different from the following groups:
White/Caucasian students (M = 3.21, SD = 1.44), African American/Black students
(M = 3.01, SD = 1.51), American Indian/Alaska Native students (M = 2.62, SD = 1.51),
and Latino/Hispanic students (M = 2.83, SD = 1.50). In addition, those students who
indicate that their race is Multiracial Asian (M = 3.19, SD = 1.44) are also significantly
different from African American/Black students, American Indian/Alaska Native
students, Latino/Hispanic students, and Multiracial students (M = 3.05, SD = 1.47).
Other than White/Caucasian students, Asian students are the largest participants in
on-campus student organizations. A breakdown of all means for participation in
on-campus student organizations is listed in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Participation in On-Campus Student
Organizations by All Racial Groups
White/Caucasian
Asian American/Asian
African American/Black
American Indian/Alaska Native
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian (Asian and Other Race)
Race Not Included

N
66,699
7,167
4,901
397
3,777
5,069
1,810
1,263

Mean
3.21
3.10
3.01
2.62
2.83
3.05
3.19
3.05

Standard Deviation
1.44
1.38
1.51
1.51
1.50
1.44
1.44
1.44

Participation in an on-campus organization is measured by MSL Variable ENV6A. This variable label is “Since starting college, how
often have you been an involved member in a college organization?” The results are based on a scale where 1 = Never, 2 = Once,
3 = Sometimes, 4 = Many Times, and 5 = Much of the Time.

Before moving past participation in on-campus student organizations, it is
interesting to note the types of organizations that Asian students are more likely to
participate in when compared to other racial groups. Academic/Departmental/
Professional (Engineering Club, etc.) and identity-based (Korean Student Association,
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etc.) student organizations have higher rates of participation in regards to Asian students.
This adds to the general belief that Asian students are finding opportunities to become
involved on campus, while concurrently adding to the thought that Asian students do not
need further assistance because of their success in and out of the classroom (Lee, 1996;
Lum, 2009; Maxwell, 2007; Museus, 2008; Museus & Chang, 2009; Museus & Kiang,
2009; Suzuki, 2002; Suyemoto, Kim, Tanabe, Tawa, & Day, 2009; Takagi, 1998; Wang,
2007; Wing, 2007; Zhao & Qiu, 2009). However, one can also note that Asian students
are not participating in all on-campus organizations at the same rates as their peers.
Asian students tend to be one of the least involved groups with political (College
Democrats, etc.) on-campus student organizations and social fraternities or sororities.
Results of one-way between-groups ANOVAs for these student organizations are
presented in the next several paragraphs.
A one-way between-groups ANOVA is conducted to explore the impact of race
on participation in an academic/departmental/professional student organization. 2009
MSL Survey respondents are asked to indicate if they are an involved member in an
academic/departmental/professional student organization since starting college (1 = Yes;
2 = No). There is a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level for participation
in academic/departmental/professional student organization: F (8, 91652) = 35.52,
p = .00. The effect size, calculated using partial eta squared, is .003. Cohen (1988)
indicates that because of this partial eta squared, the actual difference in mean scores
between the groups is quite small. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test
indicate that the mean score for Asian students (M = 1.61, SD = 0.49) is significantly
different from the following groups: White/Caucasian students (M = 1.64, SD = 0.48),
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African American/Black students (M = 1.70, SD = 0.46), American Indian/Alaska Native
students (M = 1.75, SD = 0.43), Latino/Hispanic students (M = 0.72, SD = 0.45),
Multiracial students (M = 1.70, SD = 0.46), and students whose race is not included
(M = 1.68, SD = 0.47). Asian students are the most likely group on campus to join an
academic/departmental/professional student organization. A breakdown of all means for
participation in this type of student organization is listed in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Participation in
Academic/Departmental/Professional Student Organizations by All Racial
Groups
White/Caucasian
Asian American/Asian
African American/Black
American Indian/Alaska Native
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian (Asian and Other Race)
Race Not Included

N
66,698
7,168
4,901
397
3,775
5,069
1,810
1,261

Mean
1.64
1.61
1.70
1.75
1.72
1.70
1.65
1.68

Standard Deviation
.48
.49
.46
.43
.45
.46
.48
.46

Participation in an academic/departmental/professional student organization is measured by MSL Variable ENV7A. This
variable label is “Have you been involved in an academic/departmental/professional student group (ex. Pre-Law Society,
an academic fraternity, Engineering Club) during college?” The results are based on a scale where 1 = Yes and 2 = No.

A one-way between-groups ANOVA is next conducted to explore the impact of
race on participation in an identity-based on-campus student organization. There is a
statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level for participation in an identity-based
student organization: F (8, 91646) = 1544.70, p = .00. The effect size, calculated using
partial eta squared, is .01. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta squared,
the actual difference in mean scores between the groups is small. Post-hoc comparisons
using the Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean score for Asian students (M = 1.59,
SD = 0.49) is significantly different from the following groups: White/Caucasian students
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(M = 1.92, SD = 0.27), American Indian/Alaska Native students (M = 1.81, SD = 0.40),
Latino/Hispanic students (M = 1.71, SD = 0.46), Multiracial students (M = 1.78,
SD = 0.42), and students whose race is not included (M = 1.70, SD = 0.46). Asian
students are the most likely group on campus to join an identity-based student
organization. A breakdown of all means for participation in this type of student
organization is listed in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Participation in Identity-Based
Student Organizations by All Racial Groups
White/Caucasian
Asian American/Asian
African American/Black
American Indian/Alaska Native
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian (Asian and Other Race)
Race Not Included

N
66,695
7,167
4,900
397
3,775
5,069
1,809
1,261

Mean
1.92
1.59
1.58
1.81
1.71
1.78
1.76
1.70

Standard Deviation
.27
.49
.49
.40
.46
.41
.43
.46

Participation in an identity-based student organization is measured by MSL Variable ENV7D. This variable label is “Have you
been involved in an identity-based student group (ex. Black Student Union, LGBT Allies, Korean Student Association) during
college?” The results are based on a scale where 1 = Yes and 2 = No.

Turning the focus to on-campus student organizations with a lack of Asian student
participation, a one-way between-groups ANOVA is conducted to explore the impact of
race on participation in a political student organization. There is a statistically significant
difference at the p < .05 level in participation in political student organizations:
F (8, 91634) = 33.4, p = .00. The effect size, calculated using partial eta squared, is .003.
Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta squared, the actual difference in
mean scores between the groups is quite small. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey
HSD test indicate that the mean score for Asian students (M = 1.93, SD = 0.25) is
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significantly different from the following groups: White/Caucasian students (M = 1.87,
SD = 0.33), African American/Black students (M = 1.90, SD = 0.30), Latino/Hispanic
students (M = 1.91, SD = 0.29), Multiracial students (M = 1.86, SD = 0.34), and students
whose race is not included (M = 1.87, SD = 0.34). Asian students are the least likely
group on campus to join a political student organization. A breakdown of all means for
participation in this type of student organizations is listed in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Participation in Political
Student Organizations by All Racial Groups
White/Caucasian
Asian American/Asian
African American/Black
American Indian/Alaska Native
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian (Asian and Other Race)
Race Not Included

N
66,691
7,163
4,899
397
3,773
5,069
1,809
1,261

Mean
1.87
1.93
1.90
1.91
1.91
1.86
1.87
1.87

Standard Deviation
.33
.25
.30
.29
.29
.34
.34
.34

Participation in an on-campus political organization is measured by MSL Variable ENV7M. This variable label is “Have
you been involved in a political student group (ex. College Democrats, College Republicans, Libertarians) during college?”
The results are based on a scale where 1 = Yes and 2 = No.

A one-way between-groups ANOVA is then conducted to explore the impact of
race on participation in social fraternities or sororities. There is a statistically significant
difference at the p < .05 level in involvement in social fraternities or sororities:
F (8, 91630) = 114.45, p = .00. The effect size, calculated using partial eta squared, is
.01. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta squared, the actual difference
in mean scores between the groups is small. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD
test indicate that the mean score for Asian students (M = 1.90, SD = 0.29) is significantly
different from the following groups: White/Caucasian students (M = 1.82, SD = 0.38),
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African American/Black students (M = 1.94, SD = 0.24), and Multiracial students
(M = 1.87, SD = 0.33). Outside of African American/Black students, Asian students are
the least likely group on campus to join a social fraternity or sorority. A breakdown of all
means for participation in this type of student organization is listed in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Participation in Social
Fraternities and Sororities by All Racial Groups
White/Caucasian
Asian American/Asian
African American/Black
American Indian/Alaska Native
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian (Asian and Other Race)
Race Not Included

N
66,690
7,163
4,898
397
3,773
5,069
1,809
1,259

Mean
1.82
1.90
1.94
1.88
1.89
1.87
1.85
1.89

Standard Deviation
.38
.29
.24
.33
.32
.34
.36
.31

Participation in a fraternity or sorority is measured by MSL Variable ENV7Q. This variable label is “Have you been
involved in social fraternities or sororities (ex. Panhellenic or Intrafraternity Council groups such as Sigma Phi Epsilon or
Kappa Kappa Gamma) during college?” The results are based on a scale where 1 = Yes and 2 = No.

Overall, while there are differences in the types of on-campus student
organizations that Asian students are participating in, it is evident that Asian students are
finding opportunities to participate in extracurricular activities during college. The next
question then arises, while these Asian students are finding opportunities on campus to
participate in student organizations, are they concurrently finding leadership
opportunities at the same rate as their peers? The results presented in the next few
paragraphs and tables indicate that Asian students are finding opportunities to become
leaders within these on-campus student organizations.
A one-way between-groups ANOVA is conducted to explore the impact of race
on holding a leadership position in an on-campus student organization. 2009 MSL
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Survey respondents are asked to indicate if they held a leadership position, such as an
officer in a student group or captain of a sports team, since starting college (1 = Never;
2 = Once; 3 = Sometimes; 4 = Many Times; 5 = Much of the Time). There is a
statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in holding a leadership position in
an on-campus student organization: F (8, 91665) = 12.83, p = .00. The effect size,
calculated using partial eta squared, is .001. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this
partial eta squared, the actual difference in mean scores between the groups is quite
small. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean score for
Asian students (M = 2.22, SD = 1.48) is significantly different from the following groups:
White/Caucasian students (M = 2.17, SD = 1.51), African American/Black students
(M = 2.10, SD = 1.51), American Indian/Alaska Native students (M = 1.89, SD = 1.41),
Latino/Hispanic students (M = 2.00, SD = 1.47), and Multiracial students (M = 2.09,
SD = 1.49). In addition, those students who indicate that their race is Multiracial Asian
(M = 2.26, SD = 1.54) are also significantly different from African American/Black
students, American Indian/Alaska Native students, Latino/Hispanic students, and
Multiracial students. Asian students are the most likely group on campus to find a
leadership position in an on-campus student organization. A breakdown of all means for
holding a leadership position in an on-campus student organization is listed in Table 4.7.
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Table 4.7
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Holding Leadership Positions
on Campus by All Racial Groups
White/Caucasian
Asian American/Asian
African American/Black
American Indian/Alaska Native
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian (Asian and Other Race)
Race Not Included

N
66,705
7,169
4.902
397
3,777
5,070
1,810
1,263

Mean
2.17
2.22
2.10
2.22
2.00
2.09
2.26
2.23

Standard Deviation
1.51
1.48
1.50
1.48
1.47
1.49
1.54
1.51

Holding a leadership position on campus is measured by MSL Variable ENV6B. This variable label is “Since starting
college, how often have you held a leadership position in a college organization?” The results are based on a scale where
1 = Never, 2 = Once, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Many Times, and 5 = Much of the Time.

This study now looks at the success rate of Asian students in finding mentors
during college. In other words, are Asian students able to find mentors who are faculty
and/or administration at the same rate as their peers at institutions of higher education?
The 2009 MSL Survey defines a mentor as a person who intentionally assists your
growth or connects you to opportunities for career or personal development. While the
data presented in the next few paragraphs and tables suggest that Asian students are not
finding mentors on campus at higher rates than other racial groups, it does indicate that
Asian students are not greatly below their peers in this category.
A one-way between-groups ANOVA is conducted to explore the impact of race
on finding a faculty mentor on campus. 2009 MSL Survey respondents are asked to
indicate if they found a faculty mentor on campus since starting college (1 = Yes;
2 = No). There is a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in finding a
faculty mentor on campus: F (8, 91665) = 39.02, p = .00. The effect size, calculated
using partial eta squared, is .003. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta
squared, the actual difference in mean scores between the groups is quite small. Post-hoc
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comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean score for Asian students
(M = 1.35, SD = 0.48) is significantly different from the following groups:
White/Caucasian students (M = 1.28, SD = 0.45) and Multiracial students (M = 1.31,
SD = 0.46). Other than African American/Black students, Asian students are the most
likely group to find faculty mentors on campus. However, due to the lack of statistically
significant means, these results show that most racial groups have similar opportunities to
find a faculty mentor on campus. A breakdown of all means for finding a faculty mentor
on campus is listed in Table 4.8.

Table 4.8
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Having a Faculty Mentor
During College by All Racial Groups
White/Caucasian
Asian American/Asian
African American/Black
American Indian/Alaska Native
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian (Asian and Other Race)
Race Not Included

N
66,702
7,169
4,901
397
3,775
5,069
1,809
1,261

Mean
1.28
1.35
1.36
1.33
1.32
1.31
1.29
1.32

Standard Deviation
.45
.48
.48
.47
.47
.46
.45
.47

Finding a faculty mentor during college is measured by MSL Variable ENV8A1. This variable label is “A mentor is
defined as a person who intentionally assists your growth or connects you to opportunities for career or personal
development. Since you started at your current college/university, have you been mentored by faculty/instructor?” The
results are based on a scale where 1 = Yes or 2 = No.

Switching from faculty to student affairs professional staff members, a one-way
between-groups ANOVA is conducted to explore the impact of race on finding a student
affairs professional staff mentor on campus. There is a statistically significant difference
at the p < .05 level in finding a student affairs professional staff mentor on campus:
F (8, 91649) = 25.95, p = .00. The effect size, calculated using partial eta squared, is
.002. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta squared, the actual
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difference in mean scores between the groups is quite small. Post-hoc comparisons using
the Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean score for Asian students (M = 1.61, SD = 0.49)
is significantly different from the following groups: White/Caucasian students (M = 1.65,
SD = 0.48) and Multiracial students (M = 1.64, SD = 0.48). Asian students are in the
middle of all racial groups in regards to the likelihood of finding a student affairs
professional staff mentor. However, once again due to the lack of statistically significant
means, these results show that most racial groups have similar opportunities to find a
student affairs professional staff mentor on campus. A breakdown of all means for
finding a student affairs professional staff mentor is listed in Table 4.9.

Table 4.9
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Having a Student Affairs
Professional Staff Mentor During College by All Racial Groups
White/Caucasian
Asian American/Asian
African American/Black
American Indian/Alaska Native
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian (Asian and Other Race)
Race Not Included

N
66,701
7,167
4.898
397
3,775
5.070
1,809
1,260

Mean
1.65
1.61
1.58
1.63
1.60
1.64
1.63
1.61

Standard Deviation
.47
.49
.49
.48
.49
.48
.48
.49

Finding a student affairs professional staff mentor during college is measured by MSL Variable ENV8A2. This variable
label is “A mentor is defined as a person who intentionally assists your growth or connects you to opportunities for career or
personal development. Since you started at your current college/university, have you been mentored by student affairs
professional staff (ex. student organization advisor, career counselor, Dean of Students, residence hall coordinator)?” The
results are based on a scale where 1 = Yes or 2 = No.

In addition to looking at faculty and student affairs professional staff members,
the 2009 MSL Survey also asks college students if their parent or guardian is a mentor
during college. This is an interesting question for Asian students, because of the often
increased family stress and pressures facing this group (Wing, 2007). A one-way
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between-groups ANOVA is conducted to explore the impact of race on having a
parent/guardian mentor during college. There is a statistically significant difference at
the p < .05 level in having a parent/guardian mentor on campus: F (8, 91645) = 99.23,
p = .00. The effect size, calculated using partial eta squared, is .01. Cohen (1988)
indicates that because of this partial eta squared, the actual difference in mean scores
between the groups is small. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate
that the mean score for Asian students (M = 1.34, SD = .48) is significantly different from
the following groups: White/Caucasian students (M = 1.23, S = .42), Latino/Hispanic
students (M = 1.31, SD = .46), and Multiracial students (M = 1.28, SD = .45). Adding
support to the fact that Asian student often face family pressures and/or stress, Asian
students are the second-least likely group (along with American Indian/Alaska Native
students) to indicate that they have a parent or guardian mentor during their college years.
A breakdown of all means for having a parent/guardian mentor during college is listed in
Table 4.10.

Table 4.10
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Having a Parent/Guardian
Mentor During College by All Racial Groups
White/Caucasian
Asian American/Asian
African American/Black
American Indian/Alaska Native
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian (Asian and Other Race)
Race Not Included

N
66,702
7,166
4,898
396
3,774
5,068
1,809
1,260

Mean
1.23
1.34
1.32
1.34
1.31
1.28
1.26
1.31

Standard Deviation
.42
.47
.47
.47
.46
.45
.44
.46

Having a parent/guardian mentor during college is measured by MSL Variable ENV8A5. This variable label is “A mentor is
defined as a person who intentionally assists your growth or connects you to opportunities for career or personal development.
Since you started at your current college/university, have you been mentored by a parent/guardian?” The results are based on
a scale where 1 = Yes or 2 = No.
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Utilizing 2009 MSL Survey Individual Items to Create Larger Constructs
Outside of the parent/guardian mentors, Asian students are doing well in
relationship to their peers during college when looking at GPA, participation in oncampus student organizations, holding leadership positions within these student
organizations, and finding faculty or student affairs professional staff mentors. In
comparison to other racial groups, Asian students have high GPAs, they are active (and
becoming leaders) in many student organizations on campus, and they are finding
mentors on campus at rates that are in line with their peers. However, while these facts
are true, the next question then arises, are Asian students receiving the same positive
outcomes associated with these items as their peers? Does becoming a member or leader
of an on-campus student organization translate into gaining the skills and confidence
needed to do these things successfully? Does finding mentors on campus translate into
feeling a sense of belonging at college? Do Asian students have the same levels of selfesteem and self-confidence as their peers? In order to answer these questions, it is critical
to run a series of analyses on variables that encompass larger constructs than the
individual items on the 2009 MSL Survey. This will be the only way to truly answer the
second research question of this study: What are the effects of common interventions
on student engagement between Asians and other students, as well as among different
Asian populations?
In looking at the 2009 MSL Survey, there are individual items that represent
outcomes associated with involvement in extracurricular activities, leadership
opportunities, mentorship relationships, and self-esteem/self-confidence. For example,
respondents can answer a 1 – 5 Likert scale indicating if their mentor during college
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empowered them to engage in leadership. This item represents a positive outcome
associated with finding a mentor during college. In an effort to ensure that multiple items
are represented in looking at outcomes, several questions and statements from the MSL
Survey are chosen that related to the areas of four of the five primary variables in the
study (involvement in extracurricular activities, leadership opportunities, mentorship
relationships, and self-esteem/self-confidence). A Cronbach‟s alpha coefficient is
calculated on each of these individual items, in an effort to see if these items “hold
together” in connection to its larger construct. A Cronbach‟s alpha coefficient value of .7
or above is considered optimal (DeVellis, 2003). As shown in Table 4.11, a high
Cronbach‟s alpha coefficient exists for each of these constructs. As a result, new
variables representing the positive outcomes associated with involvement in
extracurricular activities, leadership opportunities, mentorship relationships, and selfesteem/self-confidence are created by taking the means of the individual items listed in
the following table. Note that factor loadings for all MSL Variables, except mentorship
relationships (which are calculated), are copied from Dugan and Komives (2010).
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Table 4.11
Reliabilities/Factor Loadings for Composite Measures Utilized in Path Models
Composite Measure
Leadership Opportunities

MSL
Variable
-OUT2A
OUT2B
OUT2C
OUT2D

Mentorship Relationships

-SUB1B
SUB1C
SUB1D
SUB1J
SUB1K
SUB1N

SUB1O

SUB1P
SUB1Q
SUB1R
Involvement in Ext. Activities

-SRLS14
SRLS15

MSL Variable Label
-How confident are you that you can be
successful at leading others?
How confident are you that you can be
successful at organizing a group‟s tasks
to accomplish a goal?
How confident are you that you can be
successful at taking initiative to improve
something?
How confident are you that you can be
successful at working with a team on a
group project?
-Your most significant mentor at this
college/university…helped me empower
myself to engage in leadership.
Your most significant mentor at this
college/university…helped me empower
others to engage in leadership.
Your most significant mentor at this
college/university…helped me engage in
ethical leadership.
Your most significant mentor at this
college/university…helped me live up to
my potential.
Your most significant mentor at this
college/university…helped me be a
positive role model.
Your most significant mentor at this
college/university…helped me mentor
others.
Your most significant mentor at this
college/university…helped me value
working with others from diverse
backgrounds.
Your most significant mentor at this
college/university…helped me be open
to new experiences.
Your most significant mentor at this
college/university…helped me develop
problem solving skills.
Your most significant mentor at this
college/university…helped me identify
areas for self-improvement.
-I am committed to a collective purpose
in those groups to which I belong.
It is important to develop a common
direction in a group in order to get
anything done.

Factor
Loading
--

Cronbach’s
alpha
.873

.877

--

.901

--

.868

--

.757

--

--

.904

.777

--

.779

--

.714

--

.670

--

.723

--

.651

--

.675

--

.709

--

.681

--

.673

--

--

.848

.651

--

.580

--
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Table 4.11
Reliabilities/Factor Loadings for Composite Measures Utilized in Path Models
Composite Measure

MSL
Variable
SRLS19
SRLS31
SRLS35
SRLS37
SRLS58
SRLS61
SRLS67

Self-Esteem/Self-Confidence

-SRLS4
SRLS6
SRLS9
SRLS18
SRLS22
SRLS34
SRLS41
SRLS56
SRLS59

MSL Variable Label
I contribute to the goals of the group.
I think it is important to know other
people‟s priorities.
I have helped to shape the mission of the
group.
Common values drive an organization.
I know the purpose of the groups to
which I belong.
I work well when I know the collective
values of a group.
I support what the group is trying to
accomplish.
-I am able to articulate my priorities.
I have low self-esteem.**
I am usually self-confident.
The things about which I feel passionate
have priority in my life.
I know myself pretty well.
I could describe my personality.
I can describe how I am similar to other
people.
Self-reflection is difficult for me.**
I am comfortable expressing myself.

Factor
Loading
.748

Cronbach’s
alpha
--

.647

--

.645

--

.569

--

.719

--

.484

--

.713

--

-.590
.621
.726

.785
----

.551

--

.737
.667

---

.541

--

.441
.701

---

*OUT MSL Variable results are based on a scale where 1 = Not at all Confident, 2 = Somewhat Confident, 3 = Confident, and 4 = Very
Confident. SUB and SRLS MSL Variable results are based on a scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5
= Strongly Agree.
**For these specific MSL Variables, results were transformed, because the statements were negative (other statements were positive).
***Factor Loadings were calculated using the entire 2009 MSL Data Set.

It is important to note that this study does not create a composite measure for
involvement in the classroom. In reviewing research and literature, many authors cite
GPA and graduation rates as the primary factors related to student success in college
(Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges, & Hayek, 2006). “The most often cited theories define
student success as…educational attainment, or achieving the desired degree of
educational credential” (p. 11). While graduation rates are seen as vital indicators of
success in the classroom during college, the 2009 MSL Survey is completed by current
college students, eliminating the use of graduation rates as a variable in this study.
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Therefore, this study concludes that of the data available through the 2009 MSL Survey,
high GPA is the best positive outcome associated with involvement in the classroom.
Composite Measure Descriptive Statistical Analysis (ANOVA) Results
A one-way between-groups ANOVA is conducted to explore the impact of race
on the composite measure for involvement in extracurricular activities. From the 2009
MSL Survey, the means for the “Common Purpose” SRLS items are computed to create
this new variable. As with all SRLS item questions, individuals responded to these
statements on a Likert scale: (1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neutral;
4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree). There is a statistically significant difference at the
p < .05 level for involvement in extracurricular activities: F (8, 91690) = 37.3, p = .00.
The effect size, calculated using partial eta squared, is .003. Cohen (1988) indicates that
because of this partial eta squared, the actual difference in mean scores between the
groups is quite small. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate that the
mean score for Asian students (M = 3.93, SD = 0.5) is significantly different from the
following groups: White/Caucasian students (M = 4.00, SD = 0.44), African
American/Black students (M = 4.07, SD = 0.49), Latino/Hispanic students (M = 4.01,
SD = 0.49), Multiracial students (M = 4.03, SD = 0.47), and students whose race is not
included on the MSL Survey (M = 3.97, SD = 0.59). Asian students have the lowest
scores associated with the composite measure of involvement in extracurricular activities.
A breakdown of all means for involvement in extracurricular activities is listed in
Table 4.12.
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Table 4.12
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Involvement in Extracurricular
Activities by All Racial Groups
White/Caucasian
Asian American/Asian
African American/Black
American Indian/Alaska Native
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian (Asian and Other Race)
Race Not Included

N
66,722
7,172
4,902
397
3,779
5,070
1,810
1,264

Mean
4.00
3.93
4.07
3.97
4.01
4.03
4.00
3.97

Standard Deviation
.44
.50
.49
.52
.49
.47
.52
.59

As noted in Table 4.11, Involvement in Extracurricular Activities is a composite measure based on SRLS items from the 2009
MSL Survey. The SRLS Items for Involvement in Extracurricular Activities are labeled as the “Common Purpose” SRLS Items.
The results are based on a scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree.

A one-way between-groups ANOVA is next conducted to explore the impact of
race on the composite measure for leadership opportunities during college. From the
2009 MSL Survey, the means for items measuring leadership efficacy are computed to
create this new variable. Students indicate their level of confidence in regards to being
successful at tasks/items related to leadership (1 = Not at All Confident; 2 = Somewhat
Confident; 3 = Confident; 4 = Very Confident). There is a statistically significant
difference at the p < .05 level for leadership opportunities: F (8, 91690) = 119.04, p = .00.
The effect size, calculated using partial eta squared, is .01. Cohen (1988) indicates that
because of this partial eta squared, the actual difference in mean scores between the
groups is small. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean
score for Asian students (M = 2.86, SD = 0.68) is significantly different from every other
racial group on campus: White/Caucasian students (M = 3.09, SD = 0.64), African
American/Black students (M = 3.16, SD = 0.63), American Indian/Alaska Native students
(M = 3.07, SD = 0.66), Latino/Hispanic students (M = 3.09, S = 0.67), Multiracial
students (M = 3.11, SD = 0.66), and students whose race is not included (M = 3.10,
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SD = 0.68). Asian students have the lowest scores associated with the composite measure
of leadership opportunities. A breakdown of all means for leadership opportunities is
listed in Table 4.13.

Table 4.13
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Leadership Opportunities by All
Racial Groups
White/Caucasian
Asian American/Asian
African American/Black
American Indian/Alaska Native
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian (Asian and Other Race)
Race Not Included

N
66,722
7,172
4,902
397
3,779
5,070
1,810
1,264

Mean
3.09
2.86
3.16
3.07
3.09
3.11
3.06
3.10

Standard Deviation
.64
.67
.63
.66
.67
.66
.68
.68

As noted in Table 4.11, Leadership Opportunities is a composite measure based on OUT items from the 2009 MSL Survey. The
OUT Items for Leadership Opportunities are labeled as the “Leadership Efficacy” OUT Items. The results are based on a scale
where 1 = Not at all Confident, 2 = Somewhat Confident, 3 = Confident, and 4 = Very Confident.

A one-way between-groups ANOVA is then conducted to explore the impact of
race on the composite measure of mentorship relationships. From the 2009 MSL Survey,
the means for items measuring leadership empowerment and personal development are
computed to create this new variable. Students indicate their level of agreement with
statements such as “My most significant mentor helped me to empower myself to engage
in leadership,” etc. (1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neutral; 4 = Agree;
5 = Strongly Agree). There is a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in
mentorship relationships: F (8, 39011) = 20.268, p = .00. The effect size, calculated
using partial eta squared, is .004. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta
squared, the actual difference in mean scores between the groups is quite small. Post-hoc
comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean score for Asian students

82
(M = 3.89, SD = 0.65) is significantly different from the following groups:
White/Caucasian students (M = 3.99, SD = 0.61), African American/Black students
(M = 4.09, SD = 0.68), Latino/Hispanic students (M = 4.06, SD = 0.62), Multiracial
students (M = 4.02, SD = .65), and students whose race is not included (M = 4.02,
SD = 0.70). Asian students have the lowest scores associated with the composite measure
of mentorship relationships. A breakdown of all means for mentorship relationships is
listed in Table 4.14.

Table 4.14
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Mentorship Relationships by All
Racial Groups
White/Caucasian
Asian American/Asian
African American/Black
American Indian/Alaska Native
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian (Asian and Other Race)
Race Not Included

N
28,630
2,929
2,040
156
1,614
2,147
728
534

Mean
3.99
3.89
4.09
4.02
4.06
4.02
3.98
4.02

Standard Deviation
.61
.65
.68
.74
.62
.65
.70
.70

As noted in Table 4.11, Mentorship Relationships is a composite measure based on SUB items from the 2009 MSL Survey. The
SUB Items for Mentorship Relationships are labeled as the “Leadership Empowerment and Personal Development” OUT Items.
The results are based on a scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree.

The primary outcome variable for this study is self-esteem/self-confidence. A
one-way between-groups ANOVA is finally conducted to explore the impact of race on
the composite measure of self-esteem/self-confidence. From the 2009 MSL Survey, the
means for the “Consciousness of Self” SRLS items are computed to create this new
variable. As indicated above, students responded to SRLS statements on a 1 – 5 Likert
scale. There is a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in self-esteem/selfconfidence: F (8, 91690) = 166.64, p = .00. The effect size, calculated using partial eta
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squared, is .01. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta squared, the actual
difference in mean scores between the groups is small. Post-hoc comparisons using the
Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean score for Asian students (M = 3.78, SD = 0.54) is
significantly different from every other racial group: White/Caucasian students
(M = 3.99, SD = 0.50), African American/Black students (M = 4.09, SD = 0.52),
American Indian/Alaska Native students (M = 3.95, SD = 0.54), Latino/Hispanic students
(M = 4.00, SD = 0.52), Multiracial students (M = 4.02, SD = 0.53), and students whose
race is not included (M = 3.92, SD = 0.58). Asian students have the lowest scores
associated with the composite measure of self-esteem/self-confidence. A breakdown of
all means for self-esteem/self-confidence is listed in Table 4.15:

Table 4.15
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Self-Esteem/Self-Confidence by
All Racial Groups
White/Caucasian
Asian American/Asian
African American/Black
American Indian/Alaska Native
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian (Asian and Other Race)
Race Not Included

N
66,722
7,172
4,902
397
3,779
5,070
1,810
1,264

Mean
3.99
3.78
4.09
3.95
4.00
4.01
3.96
3.91

Standard Deviation
.50
.54
.52
.54
.52
.53
.55
.58

As noted in Table 4.11, Self-Esteem and Self-Confidence is a composite measure based on SRLS items from the 2009 MSL
Survey. The SRLS Items for Self-Esteem and Self-Confidence are labeled as the “Consciousness of Self” SRLS Items. The
results are based on a scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree.

From the series of ANOVAs run on both individual items and the composite
measures of involvement in extracurricular activities, leadership opportunities,
mentorship relationships, and self-esteem/self-confidence, a few things stand out. First,
looking at the surface level, Asian students are finding some levels of success on college
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campuses. They have solid GPAs, get involved in particular types of student
organizations, often become student leaders, and find mentors on campus at similar levels
to their peers. However, when one takes the further step of looking at if Asian students
are achieving the same positive outcomes associated with these activities, it is clear that
Asian students are far behind other racial groups. This includes self-esteem/selfconfidence, which Asian students rank themselves at statistically significant lower levels
than their peers.
Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) Results
There are 106 participating institutions in the 2009 MSL Survey. Within these
participating institutions, there are also a variety of types of institution. Participating
institutions are categorized into five different Carnegie classifications of institutions of
higher education: Associate, Baccalaureate, Masters, Doctoral/Research, and Research
(very high). With differences existing between institutions, a question arises as to how
much of the findings in this study are affected by the type of institution? This is a vital
question to answer, especially when looking at the primary outcome variable of the study,
self-esteem/self-confidence.
As noted in Chapter 3, Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) is a statistical
method that allows for data analysis when individuals are nested within groups
(Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002). HLM is used to statistically analyze the 2009 MSL data
set. In this data structure, students (level-1) are nested within different types of
institutions of higher education (level-2). Of specific interest was the relation between
self-esteem/self-confidence (level-1 criterion variable) and the Carnegie classification of
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the participating institutions in the MSL Survey (level-2 institution variable). Model
testing proceeded with the intercept-only and the means-as-outcomes models.
The intercept-only model revealed an intraclass correlation of only .01.
Therefore, only 1% of the variance in self-esteem/self-confidence is at the institution
level and 99% of the variance in self-esteem/self-confidence is at the student level. With
an intraclass correlation less than .1, the variance at the institution level is negligible
(Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002). The means-as-outcomes model added Carnegie
classification as a level-2 predictor variable. The regression coefficient relating Carnegie
classification to student self-esteem/self-confidence was positive (.005), but not
statistically significant (p = .230). As a result of the low intraclass correlation and nonstatistically significant regression coefficient for Carnegie classification, in answering the
second portion of the study‟s first research question (Do these effects change across
different types of college campuses?), it is safe to assume that any findings on
differences with self-esteem/self-confidence are not due to the type of institution they
attend.
The HLM findings are interesting, particularly when looking at research that
indicates the influence that institution type has on the college student experience (Astin,
1991). Astin specifically indicates that institutional characteristics are strongly connected
to overall student satisfaction. However, it is equally important to note that Astin also
links student satisfaction to individual items of involvement. “The student‟s ratings of
the…college experience and environment are strongly influenced by various forms of
involvement…[such as] being active in a social fraternity or sorority…” (p. 186). As
previously noted, self-esteem/self-confidence is a composite measure consisting of
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various items from the 2009 MSL Data Set. Therefore, while the HLM results show that
the composite measure of self-esteem/self-confidence is not strongly influenced by type
of institution, it is possible that when looking at individual items in the data set,
institution type will have a greater impact.
Path Analysis Results
The central part of this study is grounded in the use of path analysis. In
specifically looking at the third research question of this study (What is the relationship
between mentorship relationships, involvement in extracurricular activities,
involvement in the classroom, leadership opportunities, and self-esteem and selfconfidence for Asian students?), the use of path analysis allows for the creation of a
model that provides a better understanding of the direct and indirect effects of the
predictor variables (mentorship relationships, involvement in extracurricular activities,
involvement in the classroom, and leadership opportunities) on the criterion variable
(self-esteem/self-confidence) (Olobatuyi, 2006). While the third research question only
focuses on Asian students, path analysis is also conducted on all racial groups, so that if
relationships between variables are found to exist (or not exist) between all racial groups,
the findings can be compared to path analysis results for just Asian ethnic groups. The
path model for this study, shown in Figure 3.1, is reprinted below.
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Before conducting path analysis, tests are conducted to ensure the reliability of
each measure, normality of the data, and strength of the relationships among the
variables. As noted in Table 4.11, Cronbach‟s alpha reliability coefficients for each
composite measure included in the model are calculated. A Cronbach‟s alpha coefficient
value of .7 or above is considered optimal (DeVellis, 2003), and all composite measures
within the model meet that criteria. Next, skewness and kurtosis for each variable in the
path model was calculated to confirm assumptions of normality. Kline (1986) indicates
that variables with skewness above 3.0 and kurtosis above 10.0 violate assumptions of
normality. As shown in the Table 4.16, that is not the case with this set of variables, so
normality assumptions are not violated. Finally, Pearson correlations are computed for
all predictor and criterion variables in the path model. These values can be found in
Table 4.17. Significant correlations exist between each variable.
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Table 4.16
Skewness and Kurtosis of Variables in Path Model of All Racial Groups
Leadership Opportunities
Mentorship Relationships
Involvement in Extracurricular
Activities
Involvement in the Classroom
(as measured by GPA)
Self-Esteem and
Self-Confidence

Skew
-.404
-.752

Kurtosis
.537
1.933

-.296

2.572

-.896

-.815

-.105

.541

Table 4.17
Means, Standard Deviations, Correlation Coefficients, and Reliability of Path Model
Composite Measures of All Racial Groups
1. Leadership
Opportunities
2. Mentorship
Relationships
3. Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
4. Involvement in
the Classroom
(as measured by
GPA)
5. Self-Esteem and
Self-Confidence

Mean

SD

1

2

3

4

3.08

.58

(.87)

3.98

.63

.34**

(.90)

4.00

.42

.51**

.41**

(.85)

3.20

1.86

.03**

.08**

.05**

(---)

3.92

.48

.52**

.32**

.57**

.25**

5

(.79)

** p < .01, Cronbach’s alpha shown in parentheses

In looking at all racial groups, path analysis is utilized in relation to the following
categories: racial group, gender, generation/citizenship status, and race of mentor. These
analyses are conducted both for all racial groups (results presented in this section) and for
only Asian students (results presented in next section). For racial group,
generation/citizenship status, gender, and race of mentor, data is dummy coded with
White/Caucasian students, third generation (or above) students, male students, and
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White/Caucasian mentors serving as reference groups. These groups are selected as
reference groups because of the fact that each is the largest sample size in its category.
Models examining group differences were conducted only with the group of interest.
Before reference groups are utilized, Figure 4.1 shows the path analysis for all racial
groups and the corresponding standardized path coefficients between each set of
variables.

Figure 4.1
Path Models for All Racial Groups

In Figure 4.1, all un-standardized path coefficients (not shown) are statistically
significant at the p < .001 level. However, not all relationships are considered as strong
when looking at standardized path coefficients. Cohen (1988) indicates that medium or
strong standardized coefficients are at .3 and .5 respectively. In looking at the
standardized path coefficients of the path model, the relationships between leadership
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opportunities and mentorship relationships (.33), leadership opportunities and
involvement in extracurricular activities (.51), mentorship relationships and involvement
in extracurricular activities (.40), leadership opportunities and self-esteem/selfconfidence (.31), and involvement in extracurricular activities and self-esteem/selfconfidence (.38) are considered medium or strong. Hoyle (1995) indicates that
standardized path coefficients may be thought of as similar to effect sizes. For example,
a standardized path coefficient of .38 means that for each standard deviation unit change
in involvement in extracurricular activities, a .38 standard deviation unit change in selfesteem/self-confidence can also be expected. Therefore, for all races, more involvement
in extracurricular activities and greater leadership opportunities is positively related to
higher levels of self-esteem and self-confidence. Furthermore, stronger mentorship
relationships are positively related to leadership opportunities and involvement in
extracurricular activities. Squared multiple correlations indicate that 45% of the variance
in self-esteem and self-confidence is explained by the relationship between leadership
opportunities, mentorship relationships, involvement in extracurricular activities, and
involvement in the classroom (as measured by GPA).
Testing for Fit of Path Model
Utilizing recommendations from Barrett (2007), Hu and Bentler (1998), Kenny
(2011), and Tabachnick and Fidell (1996), each path model utilized in this study is
assessed for goodness of fit. The path model shown in Figure 4.2, utilizing all of the
racial groups, did not adequately fit to the data (Chi square = .00, RMSEA = .278, and
NFI = 1.0). Kenny indicates that a chi square value of greater than .05 and a Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) of less than .01 should be reached in order to
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have an excellent fit. However, Kenny also states that a Normed Fit Index (NFI) above
0.9 indicates an excellent fit for the model, which is achieved in this model utilizing all
racial groups. For each path analysis conducted in this study, the same results occur in
testing fit (low chi square value, high RMSEA values, and perfect NFI value).
There is some controversy over the validity of fit indices, arguing that cutoffs for
a given fit index can be misleading and the fact that there are differences in opinion of
which fit test should be utilized (Barrett, 2007; Kenny, 2011). This is shown in the
models utilized in this study, where chi square values and RMSEA indicate a poor fit,
while NFI indicates an excellent fit. For purposes of this study, it is not critical to prove
an excellent fit for the path models. The primary purpose of this study is to indicate the
interaction and relationships between leadership opportunities, mentorship relationships,
involvement in extracurricular activities, involvement in the classroom (as measured by
GPA), and self-esteem/self-confidence. The path analyses utilized for all racial groups
and Asian subgroups are successful in achieving this outcome.
Path Analysis for All Racial Groups in Comparison to White/Caucasian Students
Using the path model shown in Figure 3.1, several path analyses are conducted
comparing different racial groups to White/Caucasian students. For each racial group,
data is dummy coded with White/Caucasian students serving as the reference group,
because of its large sample size. Table 4.18 shows the values of un-standardized and
standardized path coefficients for all racial groups in relation to White/Caucasian
students.
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Table 4.18
Path Coefficients for All Racial Groups with White/Caucasian Students as
Reference Group (Standardized Path Coefficients in Parentheses)

Leadership
Opportunities
Mentorship
Relationships
Leadership
Opportunities
Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
Leadership
Opportunities
Involvement in
the Classroom
Mentorship
Relationships
Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
Mentorship
Relationships
Involvement in
the Classroom
Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
Involvement in
the Classroom
Leadership
Opportunities
Self-Esteem and
Self-Confidence
Mentorship
Relationships
Self-Esteem and
Self-Confidence
Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
Self-Esteem and
Self-Confidence
Involvement in
the Classroom
Self-Esteem and
Self-Confidence

Asian

African
American/
Black

American
Indian

Latino/
Hispanic

Multiracial

Multiracial
Asian

Race
Not
Included

.16***
(.36)

.14***
(.33)

.16***
(.34)

.15***
(.36)

.16***
(.37)

.19***
(.40)

.19***
(.40)

.19***
(.54)

.16***
(.52)

.18***
(.53)

.17***
(.52)

.16***
(.52)

.19***
(.54)

.23***
(.58)

.051***
(.08)

.06***
(.09)

.08 (.11)

.06***
(.09)

.06***
(.10)

.05***
(.08)

.06 (.09)

.154***
(.45)

.12***
(.37)

.13***
(.34)

.12***
(.41)

.13***
(.41)

.17***
(.47)

.20***
(.48)

.02
(.04)

.06***
(.09)

-.004
(-.01)

.04 (.07)

.04***
(.07)

.09***
(.13)

.04 (.06)

.05***
(.11)

.06***
(.11)

.06 (.12)

.04***
(.08)

.05***
(.10)

.07***
(.14)

.08***
(.12)

.23***
(.29)

.24***
(.29)

.28***
(.34)

.23***
(.30)

.28***
(.35)

.24***
(.29)

.25***
(.29)

.05***
(.06)

.04 (.05)

.01 (.01)

.06***
(.07)

.01 (.02)

.05 (.07)

.05 (.06)

.52***
(.48)

.49***
(.46)

.43***
(.41)

.44***
(.42)

.44***
(.38)

.46***
(.43)

.45***
(.45)

.002
(.003)

.004
(.009)

.008 (.01)

.006
(.01)

.013 (.02)

.023 (.04)

.03 (.05)

Bolded items indicate standardized path coefficients that represent more than a medium effect size (Cohen, 1988)
***p < .001

93
In Table 4.18, there are multiple un-standardized path coefficients that are
statistically significant at the p < .001 level. Interestingly, very few of the unstandardized path coefficients, regardless of racial group, are significant between
involvement in the classroom or mentorship relationships and self-esteem/selfconfidence. On the other hand, for every racial group (in relationship to White/Caucasian
students), the relationship between involvement in extracurricular activities and selfesteem/self-confidence shows a statistical significance and standardized path coefficients
that are greater than medium strength. This is also true for the relationship between
mentorship relationships and involvement in extracurricular activities, leadership
opportunities and involvement in extracurricular activities, and leadership opportunities
and mentorship relationships. Therefore, for students in comparison to their
White/Caucasian peers, more involvement in extracurricular activities is positively
related to higher levels of self-esteem and self-confidence. Furthermore, stronger
mentorship relationships are positively related to leadership opportunities and
involvement in extracurricular activities. Table 4.19 indicates the variance in self-esteem
and self-confidence explained by the criterion variables for these path models.
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Table 4.19
Squared Multiple Correlations for Path Model of All Racial Groups with
White/Caucasian Students as Reference Group
Racial Group
Asian
African American/Black
American Indian
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian
Race Not Included

Percentage of Variance in Self-Esteem and
Self-Confidence Explained by Criterion
Variables
52%
47%
44%
44%
42%
46%
50%

Path Analysis for All Respondents in Comparison to Male Students
Using the path model shown in Figure 3.1, several path analyses are then
conducted comparing all female and transgender respondents in the 2009 MSL Survey to
male respondents. For each student, data is dummy coded with male students serving as
the reference group, because of its large sample size. While 2009 MSL Survey
respondents can select male, female, or transgender, very few (less than 150) selected
transgender in completing the survey. As a result of that small sample size, this study
will only look at female students in comparison to male students. The path model for
female respondents is shown in Figure 4.2.
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Figure 4.2
Path Model for All Female Respondents (in Comparison to Males)

In Figure 4.2, all un-standardized path coefficients (not shown) are statistically
significant at the p < .001 level. Cohen (1988) indicates that medium or strong
standardized coefficients are at .3 and .5 respectively. In looking at the standardized path
coefficients of the path model, the relationships between leadership opportunities and
mentorship relationships (.36), leadership opportunities and involvement in
extracurricular activities (.51), mentorship relationships and involvement in
extracurricular activities (.41), leadership opportunities and self-esteem/self-confidence
(.34), and involvement in extracurricular activities and self-esteem/self-confidence (.38)
are considered medium or strong. Therefore, for female college students, more
involvement in extracurricular activities and greater leadership opportunities is positively
related to higher levels of self-esteem and self-confidence. Furthermore, stronger
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mentorship relationships are positively related to leadership opportunities and
involvement in extracurricular activities. Squared multiple correlations indicate that 42%
of the variance in self-esteem and self-confidence by gender is explained by the
relationship between leadership opportunities, mentorship relationships, involvement in
extracurricular activities, and involvement in the classroom (as measured by GPA).
Path Analysis for All Respondents in Comparison to Third Generation (or Above)
Students
Using the path model shown in Figure 3.1, several path analyses are conducted
comparing the generation/citizenship status of all 2009 MSL Survey respondents. For
each generation/citizenship status, data is dummy coded with third generation (or above)
students serving as the reference group, because of its large sample size. Generation
statuses are defined as follows: Third generation or above (grandparents, parents, and
student all born in United States; potentially even great grandparents and beyond that are
born in United States as well), second generation (parents and student born in United
States), and first generation (student born in United States). Beyond first generation
students, respondents are defined as foreign born United States citizens, foreign born
resident aliens/permanent citizens, or international students. Table 4.20 shows the values
of un-standardized and standardized path coefficients for all generation/citizenship
statuses in relation to third generation (or above) students.
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Table 4.20
Path Coefficients for Generation/Citizenship Status of All Racial Groups with Third
Generation (or above) Students as Reference Group (Standardized Path Coefficients
in Parentheses)

Leadership Opportunities
Mentorship Relationships
Leadership Opportunities
Involvement in Extracurricular
Activities
Leadership Opportunities
Involvement in the Classroom
Mentorship Relationships
Involvement in Extracurricular
Activities
Mentorship Relationships
Involvement in the Classroom
Involvement in Extracurricular
Activities
Involvement in the Classroom
Leadership Opportunities
Self-Esteem and SelfConfidence
Mentorship Relationships
Self-Esteem and SelfConfidence
Involvement in Extracurricular
Activities
Self-Esteem and SelfConfidence
Involvement in the Classroom
Self-Esteem and SelfConfidence

Second
Generation
.15***
(.37)

First
Generation
.16***
(.37)

Foreign Born
U.S. Citizen

Foreign Born
Resident Alien

International
Student

.16*** (.35)

.16*** (.34)

.17*** (.38)

.15***
(.51)

.17***
(.52)

.18*** (.54)

.20*** (.56)

.19*** (.54)

.04***
(.07)

.06***
(.09)

.04*** (.07)

.04 (.05)

.06*** (.08)

.13***
(.44)

.13***
(.42)

.15*** (.43)

.16*** (.43)

.17*** (.50)

.04***
(.07)

.03 (.04)

.02 (.03)

.02 (.03)

.09*** (.14)

.05***
(.10)

.04***
(.09)

.05*** (.10)

.04*** (.07)

.09*** (.16)

.24***
(.30)

.27***
(.34)

.25*** (.31)

.25*** (.31)

.23*** (.29)

.02 (.03)

.04***
(.05)

.03 (.04)

.06 (.07)

.04 (.06)

.48***
(.43)

.44***
(.40)

.52*** (.48)

.49*** (.46)

.50*** (.49)

.02***
(.03)

.009 (.02)

.02 (.03)

.000 (.001)

.003 (.006)

Bolded items indicate standardized regression weights that represent more than a medium effect size (Cohen, 1988)
***p < .001

In Table 4.20, there are multiple un-standardized path coefficients that are
statistically significant at the p < .001 level. Interestingly, very few of the unstandardized path coefficients, regardless of generation/citizenship status, are significant
between involvement in the classroom or mentorship relationships and self-esteem/selfconfidence. On the other hand, for every generation/citizenship status, the relationship
between involvement in extracurricular activities and self-esteem/self-confidence shows a
statistical significance and standardized path coefficients that are greater than medium
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strength. The relationship between leadership opportunities and self-esteem/selfconfidence also displays the same behavior for most groups. This is also true for the
relationship between mentorship relationships and involvement in extracurricular
activities, leadership opportunities and involvement in extracurricular activities, and
leadership opportunities and mentorship relationships. Therefore, for students in
comparison to their peers who are third generation or above, greater involvement in
extracurricular activities (and in general, more leadership opportunities) is positively
related to higher levels of self-esteem and self-confidence. Stronger mentorship
relationships are also positively related to leadership opportunities and involvement in
extracurricular activities. Table 4.21 indicates the variance in self-esteem and selfconfidence explained by the criterion variables for these path models.

Table 4.21
Squared Multiple Correlations for Path Model of All Racial Groups with Third
Generation (or above) Students as Reference Group
Generation/Citizenship Status
Second Generation
First Generation
Foreign Born U.S. Citizen
Foreign Born Resident Alien
International Student

Percentage of Variance in Self-Esteem and
Self-Confidence Explained by Criterion
Variables
43%
45%
51%
52%
52%
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Path Analysis for All Respondents in Comparison to Students with
White/Caucasian Mentors
Again using the path model from Figure 3.1, several path analyses are next
conducted comparing the race of mentors for all students in the 2009 MSL Survey. For
each mentor racial group, data is dummy coded with White/Caucasian mentors serving as
the reference group, because of its large sample size. Table 4.22 shows the values of unstandardized and standardized path coefficients for all students in relation to those with
White/Caucasian mentors.
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Table 4.22
Path Coefficients for Mentor Racial Group of All Racial Groups with
White/Caucasian Mentors as Reference Group (Standardized Regression Weights in
Parentheses)

Leadership
Opportunities
Mentorship
Relationships
Leadership
Opportunities
Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
Leadership
Opportunities
Involvement in the
Classroom
Mentorship
Relationships
Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
Mentorship
Relationships
Involvement in the
Classroom
Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
Involvement in the
Classroom
Leadership
Opportunities
Self-Esteem and
Self-Confidence
Mentorship
Relationships
Self-Esteem and
Self-Confidence
Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
Self-Esteem and
Self-Confidence
Involvement in the
Classroom
Self-Esteem and
Self-Confidence

Asian

African
American/
Black

Latino/
Hispanic

Multiracial

Multiracial
Asian

Unsure

Race Not
Included

.13***
(.34)

.13***
(.33)

.13***
(.35)

.14***
(.36)

.14***
(.35)

.12
(.29)

.16***
(.35)

.15***
(.51)

.14***
(.51)

.15***
(.52)

.14***
(.53)

.14***
(.49)

.15***
(.52)

.17***
(.55)

.03
(.03)

.08***
(.09)

.06 (.07)

.06***
(.07)

.00 (.00)

.02
(.02)

.03 (.03)

.13***
(.45)

.12***
(.41)

.11***
(.38)

.12***
(.43)

.13***
(.43)

.12***
(.38)

.14***
(.41)

.03
(.03)

.08***
(.08)

.03 (.03)

.09***
(.10)

.06 (.06)

.13***
(.13)

.05 (.05)

.05***
(.07)

.08***
(.11)

.06***
(.10)

.07***
(.11)

.04 (.06)

.04***
(.06)

.03 (.04)

.27***
(.32)

.24***
(.28)

.27***
(.33)

.24***
(.28)

.21***
(.26)

.26***
(.32)

.32***
(.38)

.07***
(.09)

.07***
(.09)

.01***
(.01)

.01 (.01)

.05 (.06)

.04
(.05)

.05 (.07)

.46***
(.40)

.47***
(.42)

.44***
(.40)

.48***
(.43)

.55***
(.49)

.46***
(.41)

.43***
(.37)

.04***
(.10)

.03***
(.10)

.03***
(.09)

.04***
(.11)

.03***
(.09)

.04***
(.11)

.04***
(.11)

Bolded items indicate standardized regression weights that represent more than a medium effect size (Cohen, 1988)
***p < .001
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In Table 4.22, there are multiple un-standardized path coefficients that are
statistically significant at the p < .001 level. For every 2009 MSL Survey respondent (in
relationship to students with a White/Caucasian mentor), the relationship between
involvement in extracurricular activities and self-esteem/self-confidence shows a
statistical significance and standardized path coefficients that are greater than medium
strength. The relationship between leadership opportunities and self-esteem/selfconfidence also displays the same behavior, except for students with African
American/Black, Multiracial, or Multiracial Asian mentors. This is also true for the
relationship between mentorship relationships and involvement in extracurricular
activities, leadership opportunities and involvement in extracurricular activities, and
leadership opportunities and mentorship relationships. Therefore, for students in
comparison to their peers with White/Caucasian mentors, greater involvement in
extracurricular activities (and for the most part, more leadership opportunities) is
positively related to higher levels of self-esteem and self-confidence. Furthermore,
stronger mentorship relationships are positively related to leadership opportunities and
involvement in extracurricular activities. Table 4.23 indicates the variance in self-esteem
and self-confidence explained by the criterion variables for these path models.
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Table 4.23
Squared Multiple Correlations for Path Model of All Racial Groups with
White/Caucasian Mentors as Reference Group
Generation/Citizenship Status
Asian
African American/Black
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian
Unsure
Race Not Included

Percentage of Variance in Self-Esteem and
Self-Confidence Explained by Criterion
Variables
48%
46%
44%
43%
48%
45%
50%

Conclusions for All Racial Groups
In looking at the second research question of the study (What are the effects of
common interventions on student engagement between Asians and other students, as
well as among different Asian populations?), statistical analysis comparing Asian
students to all other racial groups does show some levels of success for Asians at college.
Asian students tend to have high GPAs, participate in certain types of on-campus student
organizations, find leadership opportunities within these organizations, and find mentors
on campus. However, when taking the additional measure of looking at the positive
outcomes associated with these items, it is clear that Asian students fall behind their
peers. In looking at the composite measures of involvement in extracurricular activities,
leadership opportunities, mentorship relationships, and self-esteem/self-confidence,
Asian students have lower scores than other racial groups. The model minority myth
indicates that Asians are the group of individuals who have “made it” in the United States
and found success (Lum, 2009; Maxwell, 2007; Museus, 2008; Museus & Chang, 2009;
Museus & Kiang, 2009; Suyemoto, Kim, Tanabe, Tawa, & Day, 2009; Suzuki, 2002;
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Wing, 2007; Zhao & Qiu, 2009). These findings stand in opposition to those thoughts.
In looking specifically at results of the one-way between groups ANOVAs, an argument
could be made that because of the low effect sizes, any significant differences found
between Asian students and other students is negligible. However, even if that is true, the
model minority myth still indicates that Asians may somehow be “better” than their peer
group. The findings of research focusing on all racial groups show that Asian students
are not succeeding at greater levels than their peers, in regards to achieving the same
positive outcomes associated with the primary variables of this study.
Transitioning to the third research question of this study (What is the relationship
between mentorship relationships, involvement in extracurricular activities,
involvement in the classroom, leadership opportunities, and self-esteem and selfconfidence for Asian college students?), in an effort to compare results with findings for
Asian ethnic groups, path analyses are conducted for all racial groups. Path analysis
results indicate that with minor differences, for all racial groups regardless of gender,
generation/citizenship status, and race of mentor during college, more involvement in
extracurricular activities is positively related to higher levels of self-esteem and selfconfidence. Furthermore, stronger mentorship relationships are positively related to
leadership opportunities and involvement in extracurricular activities. Involvement in the
classroom (as measured by GPA) does not have a strong relationship with self-esteem
and self-confidence, which is the criterion variable for all path models of the study. This
shows the importance of ensuring that all students have high levels of involvement in
extracurricular activities, leadership opportunities, and mentorship relationships in
regards to positive self-esteem and self-confidence. Low self-esteem and self-
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confidence, along with mental health issues, are already a source of concern for the Asian
college student population (Choi, Rogers, & Werth, 2009; Hirashima, 2007; Otsuki,
2003; Sheu & Sedlacek, 2002; Suzuki, 2002).
Intra-Group Variability among Asian Students
As previously noted, in separating itself from previous studies on Asian students,
this study takes the additional step of researching intra-group differences between Asian
ethnicities and generation/citizenship statuses. This section will present the findings for
this specific research. Both research questions of the study are examined, with a focus on
if there are unique characteristics attributed to different Asian populations. Several oneway between groups ANOVAs are first conducted to answer the subcategories of
questions listed in Table 3.5, looking at the comparison of Asian students by both ethnic
group membership and generation/citizenship status. This section will then transition
into research on the composite measures of this study (leadership opportunities,
mentorship relationships, involvement in extracurricular activities, and self-esteem/selfconfidence). Path analysis results with these composite measures, along with
involvement in the classroom (as measured by GPA), are then presented with a focus on
Asian subgroups.
Individual Item Descriptive Statistics (ANOVA) Results
The first question explored is, “What differences exist between Asian students of
different ethnic group memberships in regards to involvement in the classroom?” A oneway between-groups ANOVA is conducted to explore the impact of Asian ethnicity on
involvement in the classroom (as measured by GPA). There is a statistically significant
difference at the p < .05 level in GPA: F (10, 9554) = 21.775, p = .00. The effect size,
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calculated using partial eta squared, is .02. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this
partial eta squared, the actual difference in mean scores between the groups is small.
Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean score for Chinese
students (M = 4.25, SD = 0.90) is significantly different from the following groups:
Korean students (M = 4.09, SD = 0.92), Filipino students (M = 3.89, SD = 0.88),
Vietnamese students (M = 3.89, SD = 1.05), Other Asian students (students who are
Asian, but did not identify with any of the Asian ethnicities listed; M = 3.74, SD = 1.09),
Multiple Asian Ethnicity students (students who are a combination of two or more Asian
races; M = 3.97, SD = 0.93), and Multiple Ethnicity students (students who are a
combination of an Asian race and at least one other race; M = 4.07, SD = 0.98). Chinese
students are the Asian ethnic group with the highest GPA in college, with Pacific Islander
and Other Asian students having the lowest GPAs. A breakdown of all Asian student
GPAs by ethnic group is listed in Table 4.24.

Table 4.24
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of GPA by All Asian Groups
Chinese
Indian/Pakistani
Japanese
Korean
Filipino
Pacific Islander
Vietnamese
Other Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Ethnicities (Asian & Other Race)

N
2,339
955
364
1,156
550
35
460
686
623
1,809

Mean
4.25
4.15
4.11
4.09
3.89
3.86
3.89
3.74
3.97
4.06

Standard Deviation
.90
.92
.96
.92
.88
.94
1.05
1.09
.93
.98

GPA is measured by MSL Variable DEM13. This variable label is “What is your best estimate of grades so far in college?”
The results are based on a scale where 5 = 3.50 – 4.00, 4 = 3.00 – 3.49, 3 = 2.50 – 2.99, 2 = 2.00 – 2.49, and 1 = Below
2.00.
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In addition to simply looking at Asian ethnic group membership status, this study
takes an additional look at the impact of generation/citizenship status on Asian students.
Therefore, the next question explored is, “What differences exist between Asian students
of different generation/citizenship status in regards to involvement in the classroom?” A
one-way between-groups ANOVA is conducted to explore the impact of
generation/citizenship status for Asian students on involvement in the classroom, as
measured by GPA. There is a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in
GPA: F (5, 9555) = 11.59, p = .00. The effect size, calculated using partial eta squared,
is .006. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta squared, the actual
difference in mean scores between the groups is quite small. Post-hoc comparisons using
the Tukey HSD test indicate few statistical differences. The mean score for International
Asian students (M = 4.20, SD = 1.0) is significantly different from first generation Asian
students (M = 4.01, SD = 0.96) and foreign-born Asian students who are United States
citizens (M = 4.02, SD = 1.0). Interestingly, although there are few statistically
significant differences, International Asian students tend to have the highest GPAs. A
breakdown of all Asian student GPAs by generation/citizenship status is listed in
Table 4.25.
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Table 4.25
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of GPA by Generation/Citizenship
Status of All Asian Groups
Third Generation (or more)
Second Generation
First Generation
Foreign-Born U.S. Citizen
Foreign-Born Resident Alien/Permanent Citizen
International Student

N
602
485
4,165
1,612
884
1,813

Mean
4.08
4.13
4.01
4.01
4.10
4.20

Standard Deviation
.89
.92
.96
.96
.95
1.00

GPA is measured by MSL Variable DEM13. This variable label is “What is your best estimate of grades so far in college?” The
results are based on a scale where 5 = 3.50 – 4.00, 4 = 3.00 – 3.49, 3 = 2.50 – 2.99, 2 = 2.00 – 2.49, and 1 = Below 2.00.

The next question explored is, “What differences exist between Asian students of
different ethnic group memberships in regards to participation in on-campus student
organizations?” A one-way between-groups ANOVA is conducted to explore the impact
of Asian ethnicity on participation in on-campus student organizations. There is a
statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level for participation in on-campus
student organizations: F (10, 9548) = 15.5, p = .00. The effect size, calculated using
partial eta squared, is .02. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta squared,
the actual difference in mean scores between the groups is small. Post-hoc comparisons
using the Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean score for Indian/Pakistani students
(M = 3.45, SD = 1.32) is significantly different from the following groups: Chinese
students (M = 3.14, SD = 1.33), Japanese students (M = 2.90, SD = 1.38), Korean
students (M = 2.97, SD = 1.40), Filipino students (M = 3.05, SD = 1.45), Vietnamese
students (M = 2.90, SD = 1.40), Other Asian students (M = 2.85, SD = 1.42), and
Multiple Ethnicity students (M = 3.19, SD = 1.44). Indian/Pakistani students are the most
likely Asian group to participate in an on-campus student organization. A breakdown of
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all Asian student participation in on-campus student organizations by ethnic group is
listed in Table 4.26.

Table 4.26
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Participation in On-Campus Student
Organizations by All Asian Groups
Chinese
Indian/Pakistani
Japanese
Korean
Filipino
Pacific Islander
Vietnamese
Other Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Ethnicities (Asian & Other Race)

N
2,337
954
364
1,155
550
35
460
686
622
1,809

Mean
3.14
3.45
2.90
2.97
3.05
2.69
2.90
2.85
3.23
3.19

Standard Deviation
1.33
.043
1.38
1.40
1.45
1.23
1.40
1.42
1.43
1.44

Participation in an on-campus organization is measured by MSL Variable ENV6A. This variable label is “Since starting college, how
often have you been an involved member in a college organization?” The results are based on a scale where 1 = Never, 2 = Once,
3 = Sometimes, 4 = Many Times, and 5 = Much of the Time.

A one-way between-groups ANOVA is then conducted to explore the impact of
generation/citizenship status for Asian students on participation in on-campus student
organizations. There is a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in
participation in on-campus student organizations: F (5, 9550) = 24.32, p = .00. The
effect size, calculated using partial eta squared, is .01. Cohen (1988) indicates that
because of this partial eta squared, the actual difference in mean scores between the
groups is small. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate several
statistical differences between both foreign-born Asian students who are resident
aliens/permanent citizens (M = 2.79, SD = 1.39) and international Asian students
(M = 2.89, SD = 1.32) with third generation (or above) Asian students (M = 3.16,
SD = 1.42), second generation Asian students (M = 3.18, SD = 1.39), first generation
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Asian students (M = 3.22, SD = 1.42), and foreign-born Asian students who are United
States citizens (M = 3.12, SD = 1.41). From these results, it is clear that being a United
States citizen greatly increases the likelihood that an Asian student will participate in an
on-campus student organization. A breakdown of all Asian student participation in oncampus student organizations by generation status is listed in Table 4.27.

Table 4.27
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Participation in On-Campus
Student Organizations by Generation/Citizenship Status of All Asian Groups
Third Generation (or more)
Second Generation
First Generation
Foreign-Born U.S. Citizen
Foreign-Born Resident Alien/Permanent Citizen
International Student

N
602
485
4,165
1,611
883
1,810

Mean
3.16
3.18
3.22
3.12
2.79
2.89

Standard Deviation
1.42
1.39
1.42
1.41
1.39
1.32

Participation in an on-campus organization is measured by MSL Variable ENV6A. This variable label is “Since starting college,
how often have you been an involved member in a college organization?” The results are based on a scale where 1 = Never,
2 = Once, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Many Times, and 5 = Much of the Time.

Moving beyond participation in on-campus student organizations, a one-way
between-groups ANOVA is next conducted to explore the impact of Asian ethnicity on
holding a leadership position in these on-campus student organizations. There is a
statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in involvement in holding a
leadership position on campus: F (10, 9549) = 9.84, p = .00. The effect size, calculated
using partial eta squared, is .01. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta
squared, the actual difference in mean scores between the groups is small. Post-hoc
comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean score for Indian/Pakistani
students (M = 2.56, SD = 1.57) is significantly different from the following groups:
Chinese students (M = 2.28, SD = 1.46), Japanese students (M = 2.04, SD = 1.39), Korean
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students (M = 2.12, SD = 1.43), Filipino students (M = 2.15, SD = 1.52), Vietnamese
students (M = 2.01, SD = 1.41), Other Asian students (M = 2.01, SD = 1.41), Multiple
Asian Ethnicity students (M = 2.27, SD = 1.56), and Multiple Ethnicity students
(M = 2.26, SD = 1.53). Matching the results for participation in on-campus student
organizations, Indian/Pakistani students are the most likely Asian ethnic group to hold a
leadership position in an on-campus student organization. A breakdown of all means for
Asian students holding a leadership position by ethnic group is listed in Table 4.28.

Table 4.28
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Holding Leadership Positions on
Campus by All Asian Groups
Chinese
Indian/Pakistani
Japanese
Korean
Filipino
Pacific Islander
Vietnamese
Other Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Ethnicities (Asian & Other Race)

N
2,338
954
364
1,155
550
35
460
686
623
1,809

Mean
2.28
2.56
2.04
2.12
2.15
1.89
2.01
2.01
2.27
2.26

Standard Deviation
1.46
1.57
1.39
1.43
1.52
1.10
1.41
1.41
1.56
1.53

Holding a leadership position on campus is measured by MSL Variable ENV6B. This variable label is “Since starting college, how
often have you held a leadership position in a college organization?” The results are based on a scale where 1 = Never, 2 = Once,
3 = Sometimes, 4 = Many Times, and 5 = Much of the Time.

A one-way between-groups ANOVA is then conducted to explore the impact of
generation/citizenship status for Asian students on holding a leadership position in an oncampus student organization. There is a statistically significant difference at the p < .05
level in participation in on-campus organizations: F (5, 9551) = 4.40, p = .001. The
effect size, calculated using partial eta squared, is .002. Cohen (1988) indicates that
because of this partial eta squared, the actual difference in mean scores between the
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groups is quite small. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate several
statistical differences between foreign-born Asian students who are resident
aliens/permanent citizens (M = 2.02, SD = 1.41) and third generation (or above) Asian
students (M = 2.22, SD = 1.50), second generation Asian students (M = 2.31, SD = 1.56),
first generation Asian students (M = 2.25, SD = 1.53), and foreign-born Asian students
who are United States citizens (M = 2.26, SD = 1.49). Being an Asian student who is
foreign-born and a resident alien or permanent citizen significantly reduces the chance
that you will hold a leadership position in an on-campus student organization. A
breakdown of all Asian student leadership in on-campus student organizations by
generation/citizenship status is listed in Table 4.29.

Table 4.29
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Holding Leadership Positions on
Campus by Generation/Citizenship Status of All Asian Groups
Third Generation (or more)
Second Generation
First Generation
Foreign-Born U.S. Citizen
Foreign-Born Resident Alien/Permanent Citizen
International Student

N
602
484
4,165
1,612
883
1,811

Mean
2.22
2.31
2.25
2.26
2.02
2.19

Standard Deviation
1.50
1.56
1.53
1.49
1.41
1.39

Holding a leadership position on campus is measured by MSL Variable ENV6B. This variable label is “Since starting college, how
often have you held a leadership position in a college organization?” The results are based on a scale where 1 = Never, 2 = Once, 3
= Sometimes, 4 = Many Times, and 5 = Much of the Time.

The next question explored is, “What differences exist between Asian students of
different ethnic group memberships in regards to finding a faculty mentor on campus?”
A one-way between-groups ANOVA is conducted to explore the impact of Asian
ethnicity on finding a faculty mentor on campus. There is a statistically significant
difference at the p < .05 level in finding a faculty mentor on campus: F (10, 9548) = 3.91,
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p = .00. The effect size, calculated using partial eta squared, is .004. Cohen (1988)
indicates that because of this partial eta squared, the actual difference in mean scores
between the groups is quite small. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test
indicate that there are almost no statistically significant differences between Asian ethnic
groups in regards to finding a faculty mentor on campus. Due to the lack of statistically
significant means, one can assess that most Asian ethnic groups have similar
opportunities to find a faculty mentor on campus. A breakdown of all means for finding
a faculty mentor by Asian ethnicity is listed in Table 4.30.

Table 4.30
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Having a Faculty Mentor During
College by All Asian Groups
Chinese
Indian/Pakistani
Japanese
Korean
Filipino
Pacific Islander
Vietnamese
Other Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Ethnicities (Asian & Other Race)

N
2,337
954
364
1,156
550
35
460
686
623
1,808

Mean
1.35
1.31
1.35
1.39
1.32
1.40
1.33
1.33
1.34
1.29

Standard Deviation
.48
.46
.48
.49
.47
.50
.47
.47
.47
.45

Finding a faculty mentor during college is measured by MSL Variable ENV8A1. This variable label is “A mentor is defined as a
person who intentionally assists your growth or connects you to opportunities for career or personal development. Since you started
at your current college/university, have you been mentored by faculty/instructor?” The results are based on a scale where 1 = Yes or
2 = No.

A one-way between-groups ANOVA is then conducted to explore the impact of
generation/citizenship status for Asian students on finding a faculty member on campus.
There is a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in finding a faculty
mentor on campus: F (5, 9550) = 5.61, p = .00. The effect size, calculated using partial
eta squared, is .003. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta squared, the
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actual difference in mean scores between the groups is quite small. Post-hoc comparisons
using the Tukey HSD test indicate several statistical differences between both third
generation (or above) Asian students (M = 1.28, SD = .45) and second generation Asian
students (M = 1.28, SD = .45) with first generation Asian students (M = 1.35, SD = .48)
and foreign-born Asian students who are United States citizens (M = 1.36, SD = .48). In
general, if you are a second generation Asian student or above, you are more likely to
find a faculty mentor on campus. A breakdown of all means for finding a faculty mentor
by Asian generation/citizenship is listed in Table 4.31.

Table 4.31
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Having a Faculty Mentor During
College by Generation/Citizenship Status of All Asian Groups
Third Generation (or more)
Second Generation
First Generation
Foreign-Born U.S. Citizen
Foreign-Born Resident Alien/Permanent Citizen
International Student

N
602
484
4,165
1,611
883
1,811

Mean
1.28
1.28
1.35
1.36
1.35
1.31

Standard Deviation
.45
.45
.48
.48
.48
.46

Finding a faculty mentor during college is measured by MSL Variable ENV8A1. This variable label is “A mentor is defined as a
person who intentionally assists your growth or connects you to opportunities for career or personal development. Since you started
at your current college/university, have you been mentored by faculty/instructor?” The results are based on a scale where 1 = Yes or
2 = No.

A one-way between-groups ANOVA is then conducted to explore the impact of
Asian ethnicity on finding a student affairs professional staff mentor on campus. There is
a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in finding a faculty mentor on
campus: F (10, 9546) = 2.11, p = .02. The effect size, calculated using partial eta
squared, is .002. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta squared, the
actual difference in mean scores between the groups is quite small. Post-hoc comparisons
using the Tukey HSD test indicate that there are no statistically significant differences
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between Asian ethnic groups in regards to finding a student affairs professional staff
mentor on campus. Due to the lack of statistically significant means, one can assess that
Asian ethnic groups have similar opportunities to find a student affairs professional staff
mentor on campus. A breakdown of all means for finding a student affairs professional
staff mentor by Asian ethnicity is listed in Table 4.32.

Table 4.32
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Having a Student Affairs
Professional Staff Mentor During College by All Asian Groups
Chinese
Indian/Pakistani
Japanese
Korean
Filipino
Pacific Islander
Vietnamese
Other Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Ethnicities (Asian & Other Race)

N
2,336
954
364
1,155
550
35
460
686
623
1,808

Mean
1.60
1.58
1.66
1.63
1.63
1.51
1.62
1.58
1.60
1.63

Standard Deviation
.49
.50
.47
.48
.48
.51
.48
.49
.49
.48

Finding a student affairs professional staff mentor during college is measured by MSL Variable ENV8A2. This variable label is “A
mentor is defined as a person who intentionally assists your growth or connects you to opportunities for career or personal
development. Since you started at your current college/university, have you been mentored by student affairs professional staff (ex.
student organization advisor, career counselor, Dean of Students, residence hall coordinator)?” The results are based on a scale
where 1 = Yes or 2 = No.

A one-way between-groups ANOVA is next conducted to explore the impact of
generation/citizenship status for Asian students on finding a student affairs professional
staff mentor on campus. There is a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level
in finding a student affairs professional staff mentor on campus: F (5, 9549) = 6.60,
p = .00. The effect size, calculated using partial eta squared, is .003. Cohen (1988)
indicates that because of this partial eta squared, the actual difference in mean scores
between the groups is quite small. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test
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indicate several statistical differences between international Asian students (M = 1.55,
SD = .50) and third generation (or above) Asian students (M = 1.64, SD = .48), first
generation Asian students (M = 1.63, SD = .48), foreign-born Asian students who are
United States citizens (M = 1.62, SD = .48), and foreign-born Asian students who are
resident aliens/permanent citizens (M = 1.61, SD = .49). An international Asian student
is the more likely to be mentored by a student affairs professional staff member than any
other Asian generation/citizenship status group. A breakdown of all means for finding a
student affairs professional staff mentor by Asian generation/citizenship status is listed in
Table 4.33.

Table 4.33
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Having a Student Affairs
Professional Staff Mentor During College by Generation/Citizenship Status of All
Asian Groups
Third Generation (or more)
Second Generation
First Generation
Foreign-Born U.S. Citizen
Foreign-Born Resident Alien/Permanent Citizen
International Student

N
602
484
4,165
1,611
882
1,811

Mean
1.64
1.62
1.63
1.62
1.61
1.55

Standard Deviation
.48
.48
.48
.48
.49
.50

Finding a student affairs professional staff mentor during college is measured by MSL Variable ENV8A2. This variable label is “A
mentor is defined as a person who intentionally assists your growth or connects you to opportunities for career or personal
development. Since you started at your current college/university, have you been mentored by student affairs professional staff (ex.
student organization advisor, career counselor, Dean of Students, residence hall coordinator)?” The results are based on a scale
where 1 = Yes or 2 = No.

As noted in the previous section of this chapter, Asian students are one of the least
likely groups to have a parent/guardian mentor during college. This speaks to the issues
and challenges that Asian students often face from their families (Wing, 2007).
However, do all Asian ethnic groups face this added family pressure? A one-way
between-groups ANOVA is conducted to explore the impact of Asian ethnicity on having
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a parent/guardian mentor during college. There is a statistically significant difference at
the p < .05 level in having a parent/guardian mentor during college: F (10, 9545) = 13.88,
p = .00. The effect size, calculated using partial eta squared, is .01. Cohen (1988)
indicates that because of this partial eta squared, the actual difference in mean scores
between the groups is small. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate
that the mean score for Indian/Pakistani students (M = 1.25, SD = .43) is significantly
different from the following groups: Chinese students (M = 1.39, SD = .49), Japanese
students (M = 1.38, SD = .49), Korean students (M = 1.33, SD = .47), Vietnamese
students (M = 1.40, SD = .49), and Other Asian students (M = 1.35, SD = .48).
Indian/Pakistani students are the most likely Asian ethnic group to have a parent/guardian
mentor during college, while Vietnamese students are the least likely Asian ethnic group.
A breakdown of all means for having a parent/guardian mentor during college by Asian
ethnicity is listed in Table 4.34.

Table 4.34
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Having a Parent/Guardian Mentor
During College by All Asian Groups
Chinese
Indian/Pakistani
Japanese
Korean
Filipino
Pacific Islander
Vietnamese
Other Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Ethnicities (Asian & Other Race)

N
2,335
953
364
1,156
550
35
460
686
623
1,808

Mean
1.39
1.25
1.38
1.33
1.27
1.40
1.40
1.35
1.30
1.26

Standard Deviation
.49
.43
.49
.47
.44
.50
.49
.48
.46
.44

Having a parent/guardian mentor during college is measured by MSL Variable ENV8A5. This variable label is “A mentor is defined
as a person who intentionally assists your growth or connects you to opportunities for career or personal development. Since you
started at your current college/university, have you been mentored by a parent/guardian?” The results are based on a scale where
1 = Yes or 2 = No.
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A one-way between-groups ANOVA is then conducted to explore the impact of
generation/citizenship status for Asian students on having a parent/guardian mentor
during college. There is a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in having
a parent/guardian mentor during college: F (5, 9547) = 19.32, p = .00. The effect size,
calculated using partial eta squared, is .01. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this
partial eta squared, the actual difference in mean scores between the groups is small.
Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate several statistical differences
between third generation (or above) Asian students (M = 1.21, SD = .40) and first
generation Asian students (M = 1.31, SD = .46), foreign-born Asian students who are
United States citizens (M = 1.35, SD = .48), foreign-born Asian students who are resident
aliens/permanent citizens (M = 1.34, SD = .47), and international Asian students
(M = 1.39, SD = .49). The longer that an Asian student‟s family is in the United States
(and if that student is a U.S. Citizen); the more likely they are to have a parent/guardian
mentor during college. A breakdown of all means for having a parent/guardian mentor
during college by Asian generation/citizenship status is listed in Table 4.35.

Table 4.35
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Having a Parent/Guardian Mentor
During College by Generation/Citizenship Status of All Asian Groups
Third Generation (or more)
Second Generation
First Generation
Foreign-Born U.S. Citizen
Foreign-Born Resident Alien/Permanent Citizen
International Student

N
602
484
4,164
1,610
882
1,811

Mean
1.21
1.25
1.31
1.35
1.34
1.39

Standard Deviation
.41
.43
.46
.48
.47
.49

Having a parent/guardian mentor during college is measured by MSL Variable ENV8A5. This variable label is “A mentor is defined
as a person who intentionally assists your growth or connects you to opportunities for career or personal development. Since you
started at your current college/university, have you been mentored by a parent/guardian?” The results are based on a scale where
1 = Yes or 2 = No.
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As noted in the previous section, while Asian college students are finding
opportunities for success in and out of the classroom, they are not finding the same
positive outcomes as their peers in regards to the composite measures of involvement in
extracurricular activities, leadership opportunities, mentorship relationships, and selfesteem/self-confidence. What differences exist between Asian students of different
ethnic group memberships in regards to these composite measures? Results for a series
of one-way between groups ANOVAs in relation to these composite measures are
detailed next.
Composite Measure Descriptive Statistical Analysis (ANOVA) Results
A one-way between-groups ANOVA is conducted to explore the impact of Asian
ethnicity on the composite measure of involvement in extracurricular activities. There is
a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level for involvement in extracurricular
activities: F (10, 9554) = 13.4, p = .00. The effect size, calculated using partial eta
squared, is .01. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta squared, the actual
difference in mean scores between the groups is small. Post-hoc comparisons using the
Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean score for Indian/Pakistani students (M = 4.02,
SD = 0.52) are significantly different from the following groups: Chinese students
(M = 3.89, SD = .50), Japanese students (M = 3.81, SD = .48), Korean students (M = 3.90,
SD = .49), Vietnamese students (M = 3.92, SD = .52), and Other Asian students
(M = 3.92, SD = .49). Indian/Pakistani students have the highest scores associated with
the composite measure of involvement in extracurricular activities. A breakdown of all
means for involvement in extracurricular activities by Asian ethnicity is listed in
Table 4.36.
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Table 4.36
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Involvement in Extracurricular
Activities by All Asian Groups
Chinese
Indian/Pakistani
Japanese
Korean
Filipino
Pacific Islander
Vietnamese
Other Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Ethnicities (Asian & Other Race)

N
2,339
955
364
1,156
550
35
460
686
623
1,809

Mean
3.89
4.02
3.81
3.91
4.04
3.91
3.93
3.92
4.00
4.00

Standard Deviation
.50
.52
.48
.49
.47
.42
.52
.49
.52
.52

As noted in Table 4.11, Involvement in Extracurricular Activities is a composite measure based on SRLS items from the 2009 MSL
Survey. The SRLS Items for Involvement in Extracurricular Activities are labeled as the “Common Purpose” SRLS Items. The results
are based on a scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree.

A one-way between-groups ANOVA is then conducted to explore the impact of
generation/citizenship status for Asian students on involvement in extracurricular
activities. There is a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level for
involvement in extracurricular activities: F (5, 9555) = 23.56, p = .00. The effect size,
calculated using partial eta squared, is .01. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this
partial eta squared, the actual difference in mean scores between the groups is small.
Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate several statistical differences
between international Asian students (M = 3.84, SD = .52) and third generation (or
above) Asian students (M = 3.99, SD = .55), second generation Asian students,
(M = 3.99, SD = .49), first generation Asian students (M = 3.99, SD = .49), foreign-born
Asian students who are United States citizens (M = 3.97, SD = .51), and foreign-born
Asian students who are resident aliens/permanent citizens (M = 3.91, SD = .52). The
longer that an Asian student‟s family is in the United States (and if that student is a U.S.
Citizen); the more likely that Asian student is to experience the higher scores associated
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with the composite measure of involvement in extracurricular activities. A breakdown of
all means for involvement in extracurricular activities by Asian generation/citizenship
status is listed in Table 4.37.

Table 4.37
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Involvement in Extracurricular
Activities by Generation/Citizenship Status of All Asian Groups
Third Generation (or more)
Second Generation
First Generation
Foreign-Born U.S. Citizen
Foreign-Born Resident Alien/Permanent Citizen
International Student

N
602
485
4,165
1,612
884
1,813

Mean Standard Deviation
4.00
.55
3.99
.49
4.00
.49
3.97
.51
3.91
.52
3.84
.52

As noted in Table 4.11, Involvement in Extracurricular Activities is a composite measure based on SRLS items from the 2009 MSL
Survey. The SRLS Items for Involvement in Extracurricular Activities are labeled as the “Common Purpose” SRLS Items. The results
are based on a scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree.

A one-way between-groups ANOVA is then conducted to explore the impact of
Asian ethnicity on leadership opportunities. There is a statistically significant difference
at the p < .05 level for leadership opportunities: F (10, 9554) = 44.3, p = .00. The effect
size, calculated using partial eta squared, is .01. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of
this partial eta squared, the actual difference in mean scores between the groups is small.
Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean score for
Indian/Pakistani students (M = 3.11, SD = 0.64) is significantly different from the
following groups: Chinese students (M = 2.77, SD = .65), Japanese students (M = 2.64,
SD = .70), Korean students (M = 2.81, SD = .68), Filipino students (M = 2.96, SD = .64),
Vietnamese students (M = 2.81, SD = .68), Other Asian students (M = 2.87, SD = .67),
and Multiple Asian Ethnicity students (M = 2.91, SD = .69). Indian/Pakistani students
have the highest scores associated with the composite measure of leadership
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opportunities. A breakdown of all means for leadership opportunities by Asian ethnicity
is listed in Table 4.38.

Table 4.38
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Leadership Opportunities by All
Asian Groups
Chinese
Indian/Pakistani
Japanese
Korean
Filipino
Pacific Islander
Vietnamese
Other Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Ethnicities (Asian & Other Race)

N
2,339
955
364
1,156
550
35
460
686
623
1,809

Mean Standard Deviation
2.78
.65
3.11
.65
2.64
.70
2.81
.68
2.96
.64
3.00
.70
2.81
.68
2.87
.67
2.91
.69
3.06
.67

As noted in Table 4.11, Leadership Opportunities is a composite measure based on OUT items from the 2009 MSL Survey. The OUT
Items for Leadership Opportunities are labeled as the “Leadership Efficacy” OUT Items. The results are based on a scale where 1 =
Not at all Confident, 2 = Somewhat Confident, 3 = Confident, and 4 = Very Confident.

A one-way between-groups ANOVA is next conducted to explore the impact of
generation/citizenship status for Asian students on leadership opportunities. There is a
statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in leadership opportunities:
F (5, 9555) = 31.18, p = .00. The effect size, calculated using partial eta squared, is .01.
Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta squared, the actual difference in
mean scores between the groups is small. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD
test indicate several statistical differences between international Asian students
(M = 2.76, SD = .68) and third generation (or above) Asian students (M = 3.00, SD = .69),
second generation Asian students, (M = 3.05, SD = .65), first generation Asian students
(M = 2.96, SD = .67), and foreign-born Asian students who are United States citizens
(M = 2.93, SD = .67). The longer that an Asian student‟s family is in the United States
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(and if that student is a U.S. Citizen); the more likely that Asian student is to experience
the higher scores associated with the composite measure of leadership opportunities. A
breakdown of all means for leadership opportunities by Asian generation/citizenship
status is listed in Table 4.39.

Table 4.39
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Leadership Opportunities by
Generation/Citizenship Status of All Asian Groups
Third Generation (or more)
Second Generation
First Generation
Foreign-Born U.S. Citizen
Foreign-Born Resident Alien/Permanent Citizen
International Student

N
602
485
4,165
1,612
884
1,813

Mean
3.00
3.05
2.96
2.93
2.84
2.76

Standard Deviation
.69
.65
.67
.67
.69
.68

As noted in Table 4.11, Leadership Opportunities is a composite measure based on OUT items from the 2009 MSL Survey. The OUT
Items for Leadership Opportunities are labeled as the “Leadership Efficacy” OUT Items. The results are based on a scale where 1 =
Not at all Confident, 2 = Somewhat Confident, 3 = Confident, and 4 = Very Confident.

The next composite measure of interest is mentorship relationships. A one-way
between-groups ANOVA is conducted to explore the impact of Asian ethnicity on
mentorship relationships. There is a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level
in mentorship relationships: F (10, 3888) = 6.81, p = .00. The effect size, calculated
using partial eta squared, is .02. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta
squared, the actual difference in mean scores between the groups is small. Post-hoc
comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean score for Chinese students
(M = 3.77, SD = 0.61) is significantly different from the following groups:
Indian/Pakistani students (M = 3.95, SD = .74), Korean students (M = 3.89, SD = .65),
Filipino students (M = 4.03, SD = .63), Vietnamese students (M = 3.96, SD = .67), Other
Asian students (M = 3.92, SD = .58), Multiple Asian Ethnicity students (M = 3.99,
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SD = .66), and Multiple Ethnicity students (M = 3.98, SD = .70). Chinese students have
the lowest scores associated with the composite measure of mentorship relationships,
while Filipino students have the highest scores. A breakdown of all means for
mentorship relationships by Asian ethnicity is listed in Table 4.40.

Table 4.40
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Mentorship Relationships by All
Asian Groups
Chinese
Indian/Pakistani
Japanese
Korean
Filipino
Pacific Islander
Vietnamese
Other Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Ethnicities (Asian & Other Race)

N
918
395
136
456
251
13
196
301
260
728

Mean
3.77
3.95
3.89
3.89
4.04
3.91
3.96
3.91
3.99
3.98

Standard Deviation
.61
.74
.66
.65
.63
.47
.67
.59
.67
.70

As noted in Table 4.11, Mentorship Relationships is a composite measure based on SUB items from the 2009 MSL Survey. The SUB
Items for Mentorship Relationships are labeled as the “Leadership Empowerment and Personal Development” OUT Items. The
results are based on a scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree.

A one-way between-groups ANOVA is then conducted to explore the impact of
generation/citizenship status for Asian students on mentorship relationships. There is a
statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in mentorship relationships on
campus: F (5, 3892) = 12.6, p = .00. The effect size, calculated using partial eta squared,
is .02. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta squared, the actual
difference in mean scores between the groups is small. Post-hoc comparisons using the
Tukey HSD test indicate several statistical differences between international Asian
students (M = 3.76, SD = .66) and third generation (or above) Asian students (M = 4.03,
SD = .69), first generation Asian students (M = 3.97, SD = .63), and foreign-born Asian
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students who are United States citizens (M = 3.91, SD = .69). The longer that an Asian
student‟s family is in the United States (and if that student is a U.S. Citizen); the more
likely that Asian student is to experience the higher scores associated with the composite
measure of mentorship relationships. A breakdown of all means for leadership
opportunities by Asian generation/citizenship status is listed in Table 4.41.

Table 4.41
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Mentorship Relationships by
Generation/Citizenship Status of All Asian Groups
Third Generation (or more)
Second Generation
First Generation
Foreign-Born U.S. Citizen
Foreign-Born Resident Alien/Permanent Citizen
International Student

N
246
203
1,712
652
367
718

Mean
4.03
3.90
3.97
3.91
3.84
3.76

Standard Deviation
.69
.66
.64
.69
.76
.66

As noted in Table 4.11, Mentorship Relationships is a composite measure based on SUB items from the 2009 MSL Survey. The
SUB Items for Mentorship Relationships are labeled as the “Leadership Empowerment and Personal Development” OUT Items.
The results are based on a scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree.

Finally, a one-way between-groups ANOVA is conducted to explore the impact
of Asian ethnicity on the primary variable of this study, the composite measure of selfesteem/self-confidence. There is a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level
in self-esteem/self-confidence: F (10, 9554) = 33.4, p = .00. The effect size, calculated
using partial eta squared, is .03. Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta
squared, the actual difference in mean scores between the groups is small. Post-hoc
comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean score for Japanese students
(M = 3.63, SD = .55) is significantly different from the following groups:
Indian/Pakistani students (M = 3.89, SD = .56), Korean students (M = 3.77, SD = .54),
Filipino students (M = 3.92, SD = .51), Vietnamese students (M = 3.79, SD = .53), Other
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Asian students (M = 3.76, SD = .53), Multiple Asian Ethnicity students (M = 3.83,
SD = .54), and Multiple Ethnicity students (M = 3.96, SD = .55). Japanese students have
the lowest scores associated with the composite measure of self-esteem/self-confidence,
while Multiple Ethnicity students have the highest scores. A breakdown of all means for
self-esteem/self-confidence by Asian ethnicity is listed in Table 4.42.

Table 4.42
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Self-Esteem/Self-Confidence by All
Asian Groups
Chinese
Indian/Pakistani
Japanese
Korean
Filipino
Pacific Islander
Vietnamese
Other Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Ethnicities (Asian & Other Race)

N
2,339
955
364
1,156
550
35
460
686
623
1,809

Mean
3.72
3.89
3.63
3.77
3.92
3.86
3.79
3.76
3.83
3.96

Standard Deviation
.52
.56
.55
.54
.51
.49
.53
.53
.54
.55

As noted in Table 4.11, Self-Esteem and Self-Confidence is a composite measure based on SRLS items from the 2009 MSL Survey.
The SRLS Items for Self-Esteem and Self-Confidence are labeled as the “Consciousness of Self” SRLS Items. The results are based
on a scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree.

A one-way between-groups ANOVA is then conducted to explore the impact of
generation/citizenship status for Asian students on self-esteem/self-confidence. There is
a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in self-esteem and self-confidence:
F (5, 9555) = 59.0, p = .00. The effect size, calculated using partial eta squared, is .03.
Cohen (1988) indicates that because of this partial eta squared, the actual difference in
mean scores between the groups is small. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD
test indicate several statistical differences between international Asian students
(M = 3.66, SD = .52) and third generation (or above) Asian students (M = 3.95, SD = .57),
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second generation Asian students (M = 3.96, SD = .53), first generation Asian students
(M = 3.87, SD = .54), foreign-born Asian students who are United States citizens
(M = 3.85, SD = .56), and foreign-born Asian students who are resident aliens/permanent
citizens (M = 3.72, SD = .55). The longer that an Asian student‟s family is in the United
States (and if that student is a U.S. Citizen); the more likely that Asian student is to
experience the higher scores associated with the composite measure of self-esteem/selfconfidence. A breakdown of all means for self-esteem/self-confidence by Asian
generation/citizenship status is listed in Table 4.43.

Table 4.43
Sample Size, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Self-Esteem/Self-Confidence by
Generation/Citizenship Status of All Asian Groups
Third Generation (or more)
Second Generation
First Generation
Foreign-Born U.S. Citizen
Foreign-Born Resident Alien/Permanent Citizen
International Student

N
602
485
4,165
1,612
884
1,813

Mean
3.95
3.96
3.87
3.85
3.73
3.66

Standard Deviation
.57
.53
.54
.56
.55
.52

As noted in Table 4.11, Self-Esteem and Self-Confidence is a composite measure based on SRLS items from the 2009 MSL Survey.
The SRLS Items for Self-Esteem and Self-Confidence are labeled as the “Consciousness of Self” SRLS Items. The results are based
on a scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree.

From the series of ANOVAs run on both individual items and overall composite
measures (involvement in extracurricular activities, leadership opportunities, mentorship
relationships, and self-esteem/self-confidence), it is evident that differences do exist for
Asian students by both ethnic group membership and generation/citizenship status.
Looking first at Asian ethnicity, as a whole, Indian/Pakistani students tend to be doing
well at college in comparison to their Asian peers, achieving high GPAs (they are second
highest behind Chinese students), becoming most involved as members and leaders of
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on-campus student organizations, having parent/guardian mentors during college, and
having high scores associated with involvement in extracurricular activities, leadership
opportunities, mentorship relationships, and self-esteem/self-confidence. On the flip
side, Asian students who identify as Vietnamese or other tend to have lower scores in
looking at individual items (the same is true for Pacific Islander students, but their low
representation in the 2009 MSL Survey can bring question to the reliability of their
results). In looking at the composite measures, Japanese students scored low in the areas
of involvement in extracurricular activities, leadership opportunities, and selfesteem/self-confidence.
In focusing on generation/citizenship status, the results show that for most
individual items and composite measures, Asian students who have families in the United
States for multiple generations (and those who are United States citizens) are more likely
to participate in on-campus student organizations, find leadership positions within these
groups, find a faculty mentor of campus, have a parent/guardian mentor during college,
and achieve higher scores associated with the composite measures of involvement in
extracurricular activities, leadership opportunities, mentorship relationships, and selfesteem/self-confidence. The only exceptions are international Asian students, who have
higher GPAs than their peers and are more likely to be mentored by a student affairs
professional staff member. While all of this information will be further discussed in
Chapter 5, it is important to note that these results indicate the necessity for both
researchers and college administrators to not look at the Asian student experience as
being the same regardless of ethnicity or generation/citizenship status.
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Path Analysis Results
As noted in the first section of this chapter, the central part of this study is
grounded in its use of path analysis. This next section of the chapter focuses specifically
on answering the third research question of the study: What is the relationship between
mentorship relationships, involvement in extracurricular activities, involvement in the
classroom, leadership opportunities, and self-esteem and self-confidence for Asian
students? The path model shown in Figure 3.1 is utilized for all path analyses
specifically looking at Asian students. While the same data set from the 2009 MSL
Survey is used for this next set of path analyses, all non-Asian student respondents are
removed. To ensure assumptions of normality are not violated (Kline, 1986) and that
Cronbach‟s alpha reliability coefficients remain high (DeVellis, 2003), Tables 4.44 and
4.45 are presented. As the tables show, assumptions of normality are not violated,
Cronbach‟s alpha coefficient values remain above .7, and significant correlations exist
between each variable.

Table 4.44
Skewness and Kurtosis of Variables in Path Model of All Asian Groups
Leadership Opportunities
Mentorship Relationships
Involvement in
Extracurricular Activities
Involvement in the
Classroom (as measured by
GPA)
Self-Esteem and SelfConfidence

Skew
-.223
-.752

Kurtosis
-.293
1.869

-.427

1.748

-1.199

1.948

-.201

-.017
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Table 4.45
Means, Standard Deviations. Correlation Coefficients, and Reliability of Path Model
Composite Measures of All Asian Groups
1. Leadership
Opportunities
2. Mentorship
Relationships
3. Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
4. Involvement in
the Classroom
(as measured
by GPA)
5. Self-Esteem
and SelfConfidence

Mean

SD

1

2

3

4

2.91

.68

(.88)

3.91

.67

.36**

(.92)

3.95

.51

.54**

.45**

(.88)

4.07

.96

.08**

.05**

.11**

(---)

3.82

.55

.58**

.38**

.66**

.09**

5

(.81)

** p < .01, Cronbach’s alpha shown in parentheses

In looking at Asian ethnic groups, path analysis is utilized in relation to the same
categories as those used for all racial groups: Asian ethnic group (as opposed to all racial
groups), gender, generation/citizenship status, and race of mentor. For each category,
data is dummy coded with Chinese students, third generation (or above) students, male
students, and White/Caucasian mentors serving as reference groups. These groups are
selected as reference groups because of the fact that each is the largest sample size in its
category. Models examining group differences were conducted only with the group of
interest. Before reference groups are utilized, Figure 4.3 shows the path analysis for all
Asian ethnic groups, with no groups removed, and the corresponding standardized path
coefficients between each set of variables.
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Figure 4.3
Path Model for All Asian Ethnic Groups

In Figure 4.3, all un-standardized path coefficients (not shown) are statistically
significant at the p < .001 level, except for the path coefficient between involvement in
the classroom (as measured by GPA) and self-esteem/self-confidence. Cohen (1988)
indicates that medium or strong standardized coefficients are at .3 and .5 respectively. In
looking at the standardized path coefficients (shown in the figure), the relationships
between leadership opportunities and mentorship relationships (.37), leadership
opportunities and involvement in extracurricular activities (.54), mentorship relationships
and involvement in extracurricular activities (.45), leadership opportunities and selfesteem/self-confidence (.30), and involvement in extracurricular activities and selfesteem/self-confidence (.47) are considered medium or strong. Matching the outcome for
all races, looking specifically at Asian students, more involvement in extracurricular
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activities and greater leadership opportunities is positively related to higher levels of selfesteem and self-confidence. Furthermore, stronger mentorship relationships are
positively related to leadership opportunities and involvement in extracurricular
activities. Squared multiple correlations indicate that 51% of the variance in self-esteem
and self-confidence is explained by the relationship between leadership opportunities,
mentorship relationships, involvement in extracurricular activities, and involvement in
the classroom (as measured by GPA).
Path Analysis for Asian Ethnic Groups in Comparison to Chinese Students
Using the path model shown in Figure 3.1, several path analyses are conducted
comparing different Asian ethnic groups to Chinese students. For each racial group, data
is dummy coded with Chinese students serving as the reference group, because of its
large sample size. Table 4.46 shows the values of un-standardized and standardized path
coefficients for all Asian ethnic groups in relation to Chinese students.
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Table 4.46
Path Coefficients for All Asian Groups with Chinese Students as Reference Group
(Standardized Regression Weights in Parentheses)

Leadership
Opportunities
Mentorship
Relationships
Leadership
Opportunities
Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
Leadership
Opportunities
Involvement in
the Classroom
Mentorship
Relationships
Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
Mentorship
Relationships
Involvement in
the Classroom
Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
Involvement in
the Classroom
Leadership
Opportunities
Self-Esteem
and SelfConfidence
Mentorship
Relationships
Self-Esteem
and SelfConfidence
Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
Self-Esteem
and SelfConfidence
Involvement in
the Classroom
Self-Esteem
and SelfConfidence

Indian/
Pakistani

Japanese

Korean

Filipino

Pacific
Islander

Vietnamese

Other
Asian

Multiple
Asian
Ethnicities

Multiple
Ethnicities

.12***
(.25)

.23***
(.50)

.16***
(.36)

.14***
(.33)

-.04
(-.13)

.22***
(.48)

.20***
(.51)

.17***
(.37)

.19***
(.40)

.17***
(.52)

.20***
(.61)

.17***
(.50)

.16***
(.54)

.14
(.50)

.19***
(.54)

.16***
(.50)

.19***
(.57)

.19***
(.54)

.04 (.07)

.12***
(.18)

.04
(.06)

-.005
(-.01)

.13
(.20)

-.01
(-.01)

.10***
(.13)

.02 (.04)

.05***
(.08)

.13***
(.34)

.18***
(.59)

.13***
(.42)

.15***
(.51)

-.01
(-.06)

.17***
(.48)

.17***
(.57)

.16***
(.48)

.17***
(.47)

.002
(.00)

.11 (.17)

-.01
(-.02)

.02
(.04)

-.05
(-.12)

-.03
(-.04)

.03
(.05)

.08 (.13)

.09***
(.13)

.05 (.10)

.11***
(.24)

.03
(.08)

.002
(.00)

-.03
(-.09)

.06 (.11)

.07***
(.14)

.06 (.13)

.07***
(.14)

.21***
(.25)

.27***
(.34)

.23***
(.29)

.31***
(.38)

.31***
(.44)

.22***
(.28)

.20***
(.26)

.23***
(.30)

.24***
(.29)

.03 (.04)

.02 (.03)

.07
(.08)

.03
(.03)

.12
(.11)

.02 (.03)

.09
(.10)

.04 (.06)

.05 (.07)

.57***
(.54)

.42***
(.37)

.52***
(.47)

.45***
(.41)

.43***
(.37)

.52***
(.51)

.52***
(.49)

.50***
(.44)

.46***
(.43)

.002
(.00)

-.001
(.00)

-.005
(.01)

.03
(.05)

.05
(.09)

-.01
(-.02)

-.02
(-.03)

-.005
(-.01)

.02 (.04)

Bolded items indicate standardized regression weights that represent more than a medium effect size (Cohen, 1988)
***p < .001

In Table 4.46, there are multiple un-standardized path coefficients that are
statistically significant at the p < .001 level. Interestingly, none of the un-standardized
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path coefficients, regardless of Asian ethnic group, are significant between involvement
in the classroom or mentorship relationships and self-esteem/self-confidence. On the
other hand, for every Asian ethnic group (in relationship to Chinese students), the
relationship between involvement in extracurricular activities and self-esteem/selfconfidence shows a statistical significance and standardized path coefficients that are
greater than medium strength. This is also true, except for Pacific Islander students, for
the relationship between mentorship relationships and involvement in extracurricular
activities, and leadership opportunities and involvement in extracurricular activities. The
results for Pacific Islander students only looked at a sample size of 35 students, so the
path coefficients listed can largely be disregarded, because the sample size is not large
enough for path analysis (Olobatuyi, 2006). It is interesting that Indian/Pakistani students
are the only Asian ethnic group that do not have a medium or strong standardized path
coefficient for leadership opportunities and mentorship relationships, considering that
earlier research findings show that Indian/Pakistani students are the most likely to
participate and hold a leadership position in an on-campus student organization. These
results may indicate that Indian/Pakistani students are not as reliant on mentorship
relationships as other Asian ethnic groups to achieve success outside of the classroom at
college.
For the most part, these findings match those found in the path analysis for all
racial groups in comparison to White/Caucasian students. More involvement in
extracurricular activities is positively related to higher levels of self-esteem and selfconfidence. Furthermore, stronger mentorship relationships are positively related to
leadership opportunities and involvement in extracurricular activities. Table 4.47
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indicates the variance in self-esteem and self-confidence explained by the criterion
variables for these path models.

Table 4.47
Squared Multiple Correlations for Path Model of All Asian Groups with Chinese
Students as Reference Group
Racial Group
Indian/Pakistani
Japanese
Korean
Filipino
Pacific Islander
Vietnamese
Other Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Asian Ethnicities
Multiple Ethnicities

Percentage of Variance in Self-Esteem and
Self-Confidence Explained by Criterion
Variables
51%
43%
49%
51%
51%
52%
52%
47%
46%

Path Analysis for Asian Respondents in Comparison to Male Asian Students
The next set of path analyses, again using the path model shown in Figure 3.1,
compares all Asian female and transgender respondents in the 2009 MSL Survey to
Asian male respondents. For each Asian student, data is dummy coded with Asian male
students serving as the reference group, because of its large sample size. As noted in a
previous section of the chapter, very few respondents selected transgender in completing
the survey. As a result of that small sample size, this study will only look at Asian
female students in comparison to Asian male students. The path model for Asian female
respondents is shown in Figure 4.4.

135

Figure 4.4
Path Model for Asian Female Respondents (in Comparison to Asian Males)

In Figure 4.4, all un-standardized path coefficients (not shown) are statistically
significant at the p < .001 level, except for the path coefficients between involvement in
the classroom (as measured by GPA) and mentorship relationships and self-esteem/selfconfidence. Cohen (1988) indicates that medium or strong standardized coefficients are
at .3 and .5 respectively. In looking at the standardized path coefficients of the path
model, the relationships between leadership opportunities and mentorship relationships
(.36), leadership opportunities and involvement in extracurricular activities (.54),
mentorship relationships and involvement in extracurricular activities (.41), leadership
opportunities and self-esteem/self-confidence (.33), and involvement in extracurricular
activities and self-esteem/self-confidence (.43) are considered medium or strong.
Therefore, for Asian female college students, more involvement in extracurricular
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activities and greater leadership opportunities is positively related to higher levels of selfesteem and self-confidence. Furthermore, stronger mentorship relationships are
positively related to leadership opportunities and involvement in extracurricular
activities. These results match the findings for all female college students, regardless of
racial background. Squared multiple correlations indicate that 49% of the variance in
self-esteem and self-confidence by gender is explained by the relationship between
leadership opportunities, mentorship relationships, involvement in extracurricular
activities, and involvement in the classroom (as measured by GPA) for Asian female
students.
Path Analysis for Asians in Comparison to Third Generation (or Above) Asian
Students
Again using the path model shown in Figure 3.1, several path analyses are
conducted comparing the generation/citizenship status of all Asian ethnic groups. For
each generation/citizenship status, data is dummy coded with third generation (or above)
Asian students serving as the reference group, because of its large sample size.
Generation statuses are defined as follows: Third generation or above (grandparents,
parents, and student all born in United States; potentially even great grandparents and
beyond that are born in United States as well), second generation (parents and student
born in United States), and first generation (student born in United States). Beyond first
generation students, respondents are defined as foreign born United States citizens,
foreign born resident aliens/permanent citizens, or international students. Table 4.48
shows the values of un-standardized and standardized path coefficients for all Asian
generation/citizenship statuses in relation to third generation (or above) students.
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Table 4.48
Path Coefficients for Generation/Citizenship Status of All Asian Groups with Third
Generation (or above) Asian Students as Reference Group (Standardized Path
Coefficients in Parentheses)
Second
Generation

Leadership Opportunities
Mentorship Relationships
Leadership Opportunities
Involvement in Extracurricular
Activities
Leadership Opportunities
Involvement in the Classroom
Mentorship Relationships
Involvement in Extracurricular
Activities
Mentorship Relationships
Involvement in the Classroom
Involvement in Extracurricular
Activities
Involvement in the Classroom
Leadership Opportunities
Self-Esteem and SelfConfidence
Mentorship Relationships
Self-Esteem and SelfConfidence
Involvement in Extracurricular
Activities
Self-Esteem and SelfConfidence
Involvement in the Classroom
Self-Esteem and SelfConfidence

.14*** (.32)

First
Generation
.15***
(.36)

Foreign Born
U.S. Citizen

Foreign Born
Resident Alien

International
Student

.18*** (.37)

.18*** (.34)

.15*** (.33)

.15*** (.48)

.18***
(.53)

.19*** (.54)

.19*** (.52)

.18*** (.52)

.07 (.11)

.06***
(.09)

.05 (.07)

.02 (.03)

.06*** (.09)

.13*** (.41)

.13***
(.42)

.16*** (.44)

.17*** (.42)

.17*** (.50)

.03 (.05)

.03 (.05)

.005 (.01)

.01 (.01)

.09*** (.13)

.08*** (.17)

.05***
(.11)

.06*** (.12)

.03 (.05)

.08*** (.15)

.22*** (.27)

.26***
(.32)

.24*** (.29)

.24*** (.30)

.19*** (.25)

.11 (.14)

.04 (.05)

.08 (.09)

.03 (.04)

.05 (.07)

.46*** (.43)

.48***
(.44)

.52*** (.48)

.55*** (.52)

.52*** (.52)

.04 (.07)

.01 (.01)

.02 (.03)

.01 (.02)

-.002
(.00)

Bolded items indicate standardized regression weights that represent more than a medium effect size (Cohen, 1988)
***p < .001

In Table 4.48, there are multiple un-standardized path coefficients that are
statistically significant at the p < .001 level. Interestingly, none of the un-standardized
path coefficients, regardless of generation/citizenship status, are significant between
involvement in the classroom or mentorship relationships and self-esteem/selfconfidence. On the other hand, for every generation/citizenship status, the relationship
between involvement in extracurricular activities and self-esteem/self-confidence shows a
statistical significance and a greater than medium strength for standardized path
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coefficients. The relationship between leadership opportunities and self-esteem/selfconfidence also displays a similar behavior for most groups. This is also true for the
relationship between mentorship relationships and involvement in extracurricular
activities, leadership opportunities and involvement in extracurricular activities, and
leadership opportunities and mentorship relationships. Therefore, for Asian students in
comparison to their Asian peers who are third generation or above, greater involvement
in extracurricular activities (and in general, more leadership opportunities) is positively
related to higher levels of self-esteem and self-confidence. Stronger mentorship
relationships are also positively related to leadership opportunities and involvement in
extracurricular activities. These results align with those found of all students in
comparison to their peers who are third generation (or above). Table 4.49 indicates the
variance in self-esteem and self-confidence explained by the criterion variables for these
path models.

Table 4.49
Squared Multiple Correlations for Path Model of All Asian Groups with Third
Generation (or above) Asian Students as Reference Group
Generation/Citizenship Status
Second Generation
First Generation
Foreign Born U.S. Citizen
Foreign Born Resident Alien
International Student

Percentage of Variance in Self-Esteem and
Self-Confidence Explained by Criterion
Variables
48%
47%
53%
56%
51%
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Path Analysis for Asians in Comparison to Asian Students with White/Caucasian
Mentors
Finally, again using the path model from Figure 3.1, several path analyses are
next conducted comparing the race of mentors for all Asian students in the 2009 MSL
Survey. For each mentor racial group, data is dummy coded with White/Caucasian
mentors serving as the reference group, because of its large sample size. Table 4.50
shows the values of un-standardized and standardized path coefficients for all Asian
ethnic groups in relation to individuals with White/Caucasian mentors.
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Table 4.50
Path Coefficients for Mentor Racial Group of All Asian Groups with
White/Caucasian Mentors as Reference Group (Standardized Regression Weights in
Parentheses)

Leadership
Opportunities
Mentorship
Relationships
Leadership
Opportunities
Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
Leadership
Opportunities
Involvement in the
Classroom
Mentorship
Relationships
Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
Mentorship
Relationships
Involvement in the
Classroom
Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
Involvement in the
Classroom
Leadership
Opportunities
Self-Esteem and SelfConfidence
Mentorship
Relationships
Self-Esteem and SelfConfidence
Involvement in
Extracurricular
Activities
Self-Esteem and SelfConfidence
Involvement in the
Classroom
Self-Esteem and SelfConfidence

Asian

African
American/
Black

Latino/
Hispanic

Multiracial

Multiracial
Asian

Unsure

Race Not
Included

.16***
(.37)

.14*** (.34)

.09 (.23)

.19***
(.41)

.15*** (.34)

.16***
(.33)

.33***
(.56)

.18***
(.54)

.17*** (.50)

.12***
(.40)

.20***
(.57)

.14*** (.46)

.17***
(.50)

.25***
(.59)

.07***
(.11)

-.05
(-.07)

.07 (.11)

.13***
(.20)

.005 (.01)

.06
(.09)

-.02 (-.03)

.15***
(.49)

.14*** (.46)

.15***
(.47)

.15***
(.44)

.14*** (.41)

.12***
(.34)

.25***
(.53)

.02 (.03)

-.07
(-.12)

-.05
(-.07)

.06 (.10)

.03 (.04)

.10
(.14)

.08 (.10)

.05***
(.11)

.003 (.01)

.07 (.12)

.08***
(.17)

.06*** (.13)

.07
(.14)

-.005
(-.01)

.23***
(.29)

.26*** (.34)

.26***
(.33)

.28***
(.35)

.22*** (.28)

.19***
(.24)

.25***
(.31)

.08***
(.10)

.06 (.07)

.12 (.16)

.001 (.00)

.06 (.08)

.05
(.06)

.02 (.03)

.52***
(.47)

.42*** (.40)

.40***
(.40)

.51***
(.46)

.56*** (.52)

.54***
(.50)

.53***
(.52)

.004
(.01)

.05 (.09)

-.04
(-.08)

.02 (.04)

.01 (.02)

.001
(.00)

-.01
(-.02)

Bolded items indicate standardized regression weights that represent more than a medium effect size (Cohen, 1988)
***p < .001
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In Table 4.50, there are multiple un-standardized path coefficients that are
statistically significant at the p < .001 level. Interestingly, only one of the unstandardized path coefficients is significant between involvement in the classroom or
mentorship relationships and self-esteem/self-confidence. For every Asian student
respondent (in relationship to students with a White/Caucasian mentor), the relationship
between involvement in extracurricular activities and self-esteem/self-confidence shows a
statistical significance and a close to or greater than medium strength for standardized
path coefficients. The relationship between leadership opportunities and self-esteem/selfconfidence also displays the same behavior for many groups. This is also true for the
relationship between mentorship relationships and involvement in extracurricular
activities, leadership opportunities and involvement in extracurricular activities, and
leadership opportunities and mentorship relationships. Therefore, for Asian students in
comparison to their peers with White/Caucasian mentors, greater involvement in
extracurricular activities (and for the most part, more leadership opportunities) is
positively related to higher levels of self-esteem and self-confidence. Furthermore,
stronger mentorship relationships are positively related to leadership opportunities and
involvement in extracurricular activities. This again matches the findings for all racial
groups in comparison to those who have White/Caucasian mentors. Table 4.51 indicates
the variance in self-esteem and self-confidence explained by the criterion variables for
these path models.
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Table 4.51
Squared Multiple Correlations for Path Model of All Asian Groups with
White/Caucasian Mentors as Reference Group
Generation/Citizenship Status
Asian
African American/Black
Latino/Hispanic
Multiracial
Multiracial Asian
Unsure
Race Not Included

Percentage of Variance in Self-Esteem and
Self-Confidence Explained by Criterion
Variables
53%
45%
47%
53%
54%
47%
60%

Conclusions for All Asian Ethnic Groups
In looking at the results for Asian students, it is evident that differences do exist
between Asian ethnicities and generation/citizenship statuses. Indian/Pakistani students
tend to be doing well at college in comparison to their Asian peers, achieving high GPAs
(they are second highest behind Chinese students), becoming most involved as members
and leaders of on-campus student organizations, having parent/guardian mentors during
college, and having high scores associated with involvement in extracurricular activities,
leadership opportunities, mentorship relationships, and self-esteem/self-confidence.
Vietnamese, Japanese, and Asian students who identify as other scored lower in many of
these areas. For most individual items and composite measures, Asian students who
have families in the United States for multiple generations (and those who are United
States citizens) are more likely to participate in on-campus student organizations, find
leadership positions within these groups, find a faculty mentor of campus, have a
parent/guardian mentor during college, and achieve higher scores associated with the
composite measures of involvement in extracurricular activities, leadership opportunities,
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mentorship relationships, and self-esteem/self-confidence. The only exceptions are
international Asian students, who have higher GPAs than their peers and are more likely
to be mentored by a student affairs professional staff member.
In answering the third research question (What is the relationship between
mentorship relationships, involvement in extracurricular activities, involvement in the
classroom, leadership opportunities, and self-esteem and self-confidence for Asian
college students?), results for different Asian populations largely mirrored those found
for all racial groups. Path analysis results indicate that with minor differences, more
involvement in extracurricular activities is positively related to higher levels of selfesteem and self-confidence. Furthermore, stronger mentorship relationships are
positively related to leadership opportunities and involvement in extracurricular
activities. Involvement in the classroom (as measured by GPA) does not have a strong
relationship with self-esteem and self-confidence, which is the criterion variable for all
path models of the study. The similarities in path analysis results underscore the need for
researchers and college administrators to look at the needs of specific populations,
because the blueprint for student success is available. This will be further explored in
Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5: FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
The purpose of this study is to research the Asian college student experience as it
relates to involvement in the classroom, involvement in extracurricular activities,
leadership opportunities, mentorship relationships, and self-esteem/self-confidence. The
study looks at existing strategies that colleges and universities utilize to help students find
success on campus and to see if differences exist between Asian students and their peers.
Astin‟s Theory of Student Involvement, Tinto‟s Interactionalist Theory, and the Model
Minority Stereotype provide the theoretical foundation of the study. There is also the
additional step of investigating intra-group differences between Asian ethnicity and
generation/citizenship status, because of the fact that previous research often combines
the experiences of all Asian groups and ignores their unique characteristics (Lee, 1996).
The three research questions of this study (answered through statistical analysis on the
2009 Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership/MSL Survey) are:
1. What are the levels of self-esteem and self-confidence for Asian students? Are
there differences in self-esteem and self-confidence between Asians and other
students, as well as among different Asian populations? Do these effects change
across different types of college campuses?
2. What are the effects of common interventions on student engagement between
Asians and other students, as well as among different Asian populations?
3. What is the relationship between mentorship relationships, involvement in
extracurricular activities, involvement in the classroom, leadership
opportunities, and self-esteem and self-confidence for Asian college students?
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Findings for Asians vs. Other Racial Groups
A series of one-way between-groups ANOVAs are utilized to answer the series of
subcategories of questions (listed in Table 3.5) related to the first and second primary
research questions of the study. In looking at the comparison of all Asian students to
their peers, Asians tend to be doing well at college when focusing on individual items.
Outside of White/Caucasian students, Asian students have the highest GPAs on campus
by a statistically significant amount, indicating success within the classroom. Asian
students are also more involved in on-campus student organizations than all other groups,
except for White/Caucasian students. Within these on-campus student organizations,
Asian students are the most likely group to find a leadership position by a statistically
significant amount. In addition, Asian students are at similar rates as their peers when
looking at finding a faculty or student affairs professional staff member as a mentor on
campus.
When focusing on the findings presented in the previous paragraph, it is logical to
assume that Asian students are finding success at all colleges and universities within the
United States. However, when going beyond individual items and looking at composite
measures, the research results dramatically differ. Several individual items, which held
high Cronbach‟s alpha values (see Table 4.11) are combined in order to create larger
constructs representing four of the five primary variables of the study – leadership
opportunities, mentorship relationships, involvement in extracurricular activities, and
self-esteem/self-confidence. A composite measure for involvement in the classroom is
not created, because based on the data available in the 2009 MSL Survey; GPA is the
best indicator for success in the classroom (Kuh et al., 2006).
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In looking at the larger constructs, Asian students rank lower than their peers in
every category. Asian students have the lowest scores associated with the composite
measures of involvement in extracurricular activities, leadership opportunities,
mentorship relationships, and self-esteem/self-confidence. Asian students have
statistically significant lower scores against most groups in these categories and against
all groups in regards to self-esteem/self-confidence. In specifically looking at selfesteem/self-confidence, Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) is utilized to determine if
type of institution impacts differences found between groups. HLM analysis produces a
low intraclass correlation and non-statistically significant regression coefficient for
Carnegie classification of institution, indicating that differences found between groups
for self-esteem/self-confidence are not attributed to type of institution.
The central part of this study is grounded in its use of path analysis, most
specifically in answering the third research question of the study (What is the
relationship between mentorship relationships, involvement in extracurricular
activities, involvement in the classroom, leadership opportunities, and self-esteem and
self-confidence for Asian college students?). While the third research question focuses
on Asian students, path analysis is also conducted on all racial groups in an effort to
compare results for Asian students only. The path model of the study is found in Figure
3.1.
In looking at all racial groups, the relationships between leadership opportunities
and mentorship relationships, leadership opportunities and involvement in extracurricular
activities, mentorship relationships and involvement in extracurricular activities,
leadership opportunities and self-esteem/self-confidence, and involvement in
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extracurricular activities and self-esteem/self-confidence are medium or strong. This
indicates that more involvement in extracurricular activities and greater leadership
opportunities is positively related to higher levels of self-esteem/self-confidence. In
addition, stronger mentorship relationships are positively related to leadership
opportunities and involvement in extracurricular activities (which are also positively
related to one another). Therefore, achieving the positive outcomes associated with
finding a mentor on campus leads to positive outcomes associated with involvement with
extracurricular activities and leadership opportunities. All of this may lead to greater
self-esteem and self-confidence for college students. With minor differences, these
results hold true when path analysis is conducted accounting for the factors of student
race, gender, generation/citizenship status, and mentor race.
Findings for Intra-Group Variability among Asian Students
In shifting focus to intra-group variability for Asian students, several differences
are found through one-way between groups ANOVAs. When looking at Asian ethnicity,
Indian/Pakistani students tend to be the most successful Asian group in college, both
inside and outside of the classroom. One-way between-groups ANOVAs show that
Indian/Pakistani students have the second highest GPAs (Chinese students have the
highest) against their Asian peers. They are also the most likely Asian group in become
involved in an on-campus student organization, obtain a leadership position within these
organizations, and have a parent/guardian mentor during their college years. Most of
these differences between Indian/Pakistani students and other Asian students hold true by
a statistically significant amount. Filipino, Pacific Islander, Vietnamese, and Other Asian
students tend to have the lowest results within each of these individual items.
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Switching from individual items to the larger constructs for the primary variables
of the study, one-way between-groups ANOVA indicate that by a statistically significant
amount (in comparison to most other Asian ethnicities), Indian/Pakistani students had the
highest scores associated with involvement in extracurricular activities and leadership
opportunities. Outside of students who identified as being a mix of Asian and a nonAsian race, Indian/Pakistani students also have the highest levels of self-esteem/selfconfidence. Chinese students have the highest scores associated with mentorship
relationships, which could relate to their higher GPAs in comparison to other Asian
ethnic groups. Japanese, Filipino, Pacific Islander, Vietnamese, and Other Asian students
tend to have the lowest results within each of these composite measures. Furthermore,
Japanese students have the lowest levels of self-esteem/self-confidence by a statistically
significant amount in comparison to most other Asian ethnicities.
In researching intra-group differences for Asian students, one-way betweengroups ANOVAs are also conducted for Asians of different generation/citizenship
statuses. Outside of GPA, Asian students who are U.S. Citizens and/or have families
who have resided in the U.S. for multiple generations tend to have greater levels of
success in college. International Asian students do have the highest GPAs in comparison
to other Asian generation/citizenship statuses, although it is worth noting that there are
few statistically significant differences between these means. In looking at participation
in on-campus student organizations, holding a leadership position, finding a faculty
mentor, and having a parent/guardian mentor, Asian students of multiple generations tend
to have higher means for these individual items. Transitioning to the larger composite
measures of involvement in extracurricular activities, leadership opportunities,
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mentorship relationships, and self-esteem/self-confidence, means drop (and typically by a
statistically significant amount) when moving down the spectrum of
generation/citizenship status from third generation (or above) to international student
status.
In transition to path analysis results, the relationships between the five primary
variables of the study mostly remain consistent across all Asian groups (and match the
findings for all racial groups). In looking at all Asian groups, the relationships between
leadership opportunities and mentorship relationships, leadership opportunities and
involvement in extracurricular activities, mentorship relationships and involvement in
extracurricular activities, leadership opportunities and self-esteem/self-confidence, and
involvement in extracurricular activities and self-esteem/self-confidence are medium or
strong. This indicates that more involvement in extracurricular activities and greater
leadership opportunities is positively related to higher levels of self-esteem/selfconfidence. In addition, stronger mentorship relationships are positively related to
leadership opportunities and involvement in extracurricular activities (which are also
positively related to one another). Therefore, achieving the positive outcomes associated
with finding a mentor on campus may lead to positive outcomes associated with
involvement with extracurricular activities and leadership opportunities. All of this leads
to greater self-esteem and self-confidence for college students. With minor differences,
these results hold true for Asian students when path analysis is conducted accounting for
the factors of Asian ethnicity, gender, generation/citizenship status, and mentor race.
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Implications of Findings
The findings for this study indicate that both differences and similarities exist for
Asian college students in comparison to other racial groups and for different subgroups
within Asian students. One-way between groups ANOVA results show statistically
significant differences for Asian students in several areas. Path analysis results indicate
that regardless of several factors, the relationships between involvement in the classroom,
involvement in extracurricular activities, leadership opportunities, mentorship
relationships, and self-esteem/self-confidence largely remain the same. The results can
be tied back to the theoretical framework for the study, as well as provide a blueprint for
how colleges and universities need to engage Asian students.
In setting out to build a path model linking the variables of predictor variables of
involvement in the classroom, involvement in extracurricular activities, leadership
opportunities, and mentorship relationships with the criterion variable of self-esteem/selfconfidence, it becomes clear that these variables are connected in similar ways for all
racial groups. More involvement in extracurricular activities and greater leadership
opportunities is positively related to higher levels of self-esteem/self-confidence. In
addition, stronger mentorship relationships are positively related to leadership
opportunities and involvement in extracurricular activities (which are also positively
related to one another). Relationships involving other variables (specifically involvement
in the classroom) are not significant. Therefore, achieving the positive outcomes
associated with finding a mentor on campus leads to positive outcomes associated with
involvement with extracurricular activities and leadership opportunities. All of this can
lead to greater self-esteem and self-confidence for college students.
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The connection found in the path models of the study indicates the validity of
Astin‟s Theory of Student Involvement, which links campus involvement to college
success (Astin, 1999). Furthermore, Astin indicates that students who become leaders on
campus (and gain positive skills related to leadership) are much more likely to report
positive self-esteem/self-confidence. These findings are further strengthened by the fact
the ability to find mentors leads to greater student involvement on campus (Astin, 1993).
Astin‟s Theory of Student Involvement provides a basis for why path analysis results for
this study remain consistent across race, ethnicity, gender, and generation/citizenship
status.
It is interesting to note that of all predictor variables, involvement in the
classroom is the least significant variable in achieving positive self-esteem/selfconfidence at college. While GPA does lead to student success at college (Kuh, Kinzie,
Buckley, Bridges, & Hayek, 2006), it is evident that success does not translate into
greater levels of self-esteem/self-confidence. In looking specifically at Asian college
students, this is a significant finding, because their general success in the classroom does
not prevent the significant mental health and self-assurance issues for that group (Choi,
Rogers, & Werth, 2009; Hirashima, 2007; Otsuki, 2003; Sheu & Sedlacek, 2002). In
addition, this furthers strengthens the assertion that the model minority stereotype is
flawed, because high GPAs are often utilized to show that Asian students are doing fine
and do not need additional support from college administrators (Takagi, 1998; Wang,
2007).
Furthermore, in looking specifically at GPA, it is critical to note that not all Asian
students are finding success in the classroom. Study results indicate that Chinese,
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Indian/Pakistani, Japanese, and Korean students (along with students who are a mix of an
Asian ethnicity and a non-Asian race) are achieving higher GPAs than their peers who
identify as Filipino, Pacific Islander, Vietnamese, or Other Asian. This matches the
findings of Hsia (1988) and Wang (2007), who indicate that Asian families who came to
the U.S. during the 1960s often came because of educational opportunities and they are
more likely to pass along the value of education to their children. Chinese,
Indian/Pakistani, Japanese, and Korean families largely immigrated to the U.S. during
this time period. On the flip side, Asian families who arrived in the U.S. because of the
Immigration and Nationality Act of 1975 were poor and became members of the working
class in this country. These Asian families are less likely to install the value of education
in their children. Filipino, Pacific Islander, Vietnamese, and Other Asians fall into this
category of Asians. The GPA results of the study also match the findings of the 2010
National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) report, which indicate that the majority
of Asian/Pacific Islanders who obtained a bachelor‟s degree in college were of Indian or
Chinese descent (Aud, Fox, & Kewal-Ramani, 2010). Therefore, while Asians as a
whole are finding success in the classroom, there is a divide between Asian groups
related to immigration history and class (Wang, 2007).
Looking beyond GPA and to participation in on-campus student organizations,
while Asian students are finding success in joining and becoming leaders within these
groups, it is evident that they are not receiving the same positive outcomes as their peers.
Asian students have the lowest scores associated with the composite measures of
involvement in extracurricular activities and leadership opportunities by a statistically
significant amount in comparison to most other racial groups. These results indicate that
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while Asian students are involved on campus, colleges and universities are not truly
engaging them. As noted by Alexander Astin, involvement is primarily associated with
what students do to find success on campus, while engagement focuses on what colleges
and universities do (with institutional resources) to promote student success and
development (Wolf-Wendel, Ward, & Kinzie, 2009). College and university
administrators cannot simply continue to increase the number of student organizations on
campus and point to an increase in student involvement as success. Greater work must be
done to ensure that all students receive the same positive outcomes from their
involvement.
Astin (1993) also declares that finding mentors on campus leads to greater student
involvement and success on campus. Once again, while Asian students are finding
mentors as similar rates as their peers, they are not receiving the same positive outcomes
as their peers with these relationships. Asian students have the lowest scores associated
with the composite measures of mentorship relationships by a statistically significant
amount in comparison to many other racial groups. This result can likely be traced back
to the fact that there is a lack of Asian faculty and staff on campus (Suzuki, 2002). While
there seems to be many individuals on campus who are willing to mentor Asian students,
these individuals often cannot personally relate to (or understand) the unique challenges
facing the Asian student population. One of these unique challenges is the pressure that
many Asian students feel from family members (Wing, 2007). This fact is further
supported by the results of this study, which indicate that Asian students are the least
likely racial group to have a parent or guardian mentor during college.
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The primary variable of focus for this study is self-esteem/self-confidence. There
is a variety of research that indicates the specific issues related to low levels of selfesteem/self-confidence for Asian college students (Choi, Rogers, & Werth, 2009;
Hirashima, 2007; Otsuki, 2003; Sheu & Sedlacek, 2002; Suzuki, 2002). Asian students
have statistically significant lower self-esteem/self-confidence scores against all other
racial groups. This only further signifies the importance of why institutions must learn
how to engage Asian students on campus. Beyond not being engaged on campus, if
colleges and universities continue to not support Asian students due to beliefs stemming
from the model minority stereotype, statistics such as the fact that Asians are 1.6 times
more likely than their White peers to consider suicide will only continue to grow (Choi,
Rogers, & Werth, 2009).
As continuously noted throughout this study, it is vital to look at ethnicities and
generation/citizenship status of Asian students to gain a further understanding of the
unique qualities of the different Asian groups. Indian/Pakistani students are the most
involved Asian group on campus. They are the most likely Asian group to participate in
and become a leader of an on-campus student organization. College and university
administrators, at least in relation to other Asian groups, are also successfully engaging
Indian/Pakistani students, because they have the highest scores related to the composite
measures of involvement in extracurricular activities and leadership opportunities; and
have high scores related to self-esteem/self-confidence. It is important to remember
though that the success of Indian/Pakistani students is in relation to their Asian peers –
they still fall behind many other racial groups, especially when looking at the larger
composite measure of the study.
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In looking at what Asian groups are not finding equal levels of success in college,
it is interesting to note Asian students who identify as Other Asian have low scores in
relation to participation in and holding leadership positions for on-campus student
organizations. This can be related back to the fact that many of these “other” Asian
ethnicities came to the U.S. during the 1970s and, as a result of their poor backgrounds,
are less likely to understand traditional U.S. culture, which can cause difficulty for their
children (Hsia, 1988; Wang, 2007). Interestingly, Japanese students score very low in the
individual items of participation in on-campus student organizations and holding
leadership positions for these organizations, as well as the composite measures of
involvement in extracurricular activities, leadership opportunities, and self-esteem/selfconfidence. This matches the findings of Omori and Ingersoll (2005), who indicate that
Japanese students tend to relate failure situations to their self-esteem, which can in turn
lead to lower levels of self-confidence.
Going beyond Asian ethnicity, this study also focuses on differences between
Asian generation/citizenship statuses. As noted previously, involvement in the classroom
(as measured by GPA) is one area where international students tend to achieve higher
results in comparison to other Asian generation/citizenship statuses. However, in every
composite measure within the study (involvement in extracurricular activities, leadership
opportunities, mentorship relationships, and self-esteem/self-confidence), scores fell by a
statistically significant rate as one moves from third generation (or above) Asians towards
international Asian students. This indicates that regardless of Asian ethnicity, college
and university administrators are not engaging Asian students whose families have not
been in the U.S. for multiple generations. This is another danger in combining all Asian
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students together in research, because there is a clear difference between Asian student
involvement in regards to generation/citizenship status.
Conclusion
The results of this study indicate that institutions of higher education in the U.S.
are not engaging Asian students are the same levels as their peers. Furthermore, it is
critical to look at the unique experiences of students of different Asian ethnicities and
generation/citizenship statuses. While previous research often combines the experiences
of all Asian groups (Lee, 1996), this research shows that the Asian student experience is
not singular in nature and that immigration/family history along with unique cultural
traditions do impact the college student experience for Asians.
The model minority stereotype states that Asians are the minority group in the
United States who have “made it” and, as a result, do not need to same levels of support
as other groups (Lee, 1996; Lum, 2009; Maxwell, 2007; Museus, 2008; Museus &
Chang, 2009; Museus & Kiang, 2009; Suzuki, 2002; Suyemoto, Kim, Tanabe, Tawa, &
Day, 2009; Takagi, 1998; Wang, 2007; Wing, 2007; Zhao & Qiu, 2009). College and
university administrators can point to several results of this study to support the
stereotype that Asian students do not need assistance to be successful – Asian students
have high GPAs, they are participating in (and becoming leaders of) on-campus student
organizations, and they are finding faculty and student affairs professional staff mentors
at the same rates as their peers. For most college and university administrators, it is safe
to assume that they see Asians as the group who accepts the dominant culture on campus
and in the U.S. (Ogbu, 1978, 1990, 1991).
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The reality is that the results of this study further prove the need for greater
support of Asian college students. Asian students score lower at statistically significant
rates than other racial groups in the composite measures of involvement in extracurricular
activities, leadership opportunities, mentorship relationships, and self-esteem/selfconfidence. There is a disconnect for many Asian students in regards to the outcomes
associated with their involvement on campus. Using Astin‟s Input-Environment-Output
(I-E-O) Model, the environment of most U.S. campuses does not align with Asian student
characteristics, which limits their success at college (Astin, 1993). Tinto‟s
Interactionalist Theory takes this one step further, stating that if an institutional culture
does not engage Asian students, they will lack social integration into the campus, which
often leads to college departure (Kuh & Love, 2000; Tinto, 1993).
Beyond solely focusing on student departure, it is issues related to selfesteem/self-confidence that are most troubling for Asian college students. As noted in
the Student Multiple Worlds Model, the definition of self for any student is impacted by
the interactions between the norms and values of family, school, and classmates (Phelan,
Davidson, & Yu, 1996). These norms are frequently in conflict for Asian students,
because college and universities do not have the staffing or the curriculum necessary to
create an environment where different Asian cultures are understood and appreciated
(Museus & Chang, 2009; Suzuki, 2002). This can lead to serious mental health issues,
including suicide (Choi, Rogers, & Werth, 2009; Hirashima, 2007; Otsuki, 2003; Sheu &
Sedlacek, 2002). Complicating matters are that Asian family members are often not
utilized as sources of support, due to the increased pressure and stress that Asian families
frequently place on education (Wing, 2007). This fact is supported by this study, which

158
indicates that Asian students are one of the least likely groups to have parent/guardian
mentors during college.
This study also indicates the need to have a broader understanding of what it
means to be Asian in the U.S. There simply is not a “one size fits all” approach to
working with this group of college students. There are a variety of ethnicities and
generation/citizenship statuses represented in the Asian culture, each having its own
unique values, norms, and cultural customs. This creates great differences in how
different Asian groups approach the stresses and challenges associated with college life.
This history of how different Asian groups came to the U.S does play a role in their
success. Groups from China, Korea, and India/Pakistan tend to have children finding
greater levels of success than their Asian peers, because they came to the country in the
1960s with greater educational and economic opportunities (Hsia, 1988). As a result,
these groups often pass along the value of education to their children, which lead to
greater success in and out of the classroom. On the contrary, groups from Southeastern
Asia (Vietnam, Cambodia, etc.) are not doing as well, due to the fact that these families
came to the U.S. during the 1970s and often represent the working class and poor. Less
economic opportunity and U.S. cultural awareness leads to struggles on campus for many
of these students. And overall, there is a great difference in levels of success for Asians
of different generation/citizenship status. Outside of GPA, being an Asian student who
has multiple generations of family members in the U.S. (along with being a U.S. Citizen)
greatly increases one‟s chances of being involved and engaged on a college campus.
The path analysis results for this study provide a blueprint for how to increase
self-esteem and self-confidence for not only Asians, but all college students. More
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involvement in extracurricular activities and greater leadership opportunities is positively
related to higher levels of self-esteem/self-confidence. In addition, stronger mentorship
relationships are positively related to leadership opportunities and involvement in
extracurricular activities (which are also positively related to one another). Therefore,
achieving the positive outcomes associated with finding a mentor on campus leads to
positive outcomes associated with involvement with extracurricular activities and
leadership opportunities. All of this leads to greater self-esteem and self-confidence for
college students. It is not simply enough to offer a variety of extracurricular activities on
campus. College and university administrators must increase dialogue and understanding
of all Asian groups, leading to a more nuanced and balanced understanding of the
struggles of these groups. Recruitment and hiring of more Asians on staff will be a good
first step, allowing for a group of faculty and administrators who understand the unique
struggles of different Asian ethnicities and generation/citizenship statuses. At the core
though, it is time for college and university administrators to honestly engage in
discussion about the impact of the model minority stereotype on campus-wide decisions.
Until administrators understand the historical basis and fallacies of this myth, Asian
students as a whole will continue to be the “invisible” students of color (Lum, 2009;
Maxwell, 2007; Museus, 2008; Museus & Chang, 2009; Museus & Kiang, 2009;
Suyemoto, Kim, Tanabe, Tawa, & Day, 2009; Suzuki, 2002; Wing, 2007; Zhao & Qiu,
2009).
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Directions for Future Research
One of the most interesting results stemming from this study is the fact that
Japanese students scored lower than their Asian peers in nearly all categories outside of
involvement in the classroom. As noted by the path analysis results, involvement in the
classroom does not have a strong relationship to self-esteem/self-confidence, so it is
important to research why Japanese students are not becoming involved on campus or
having the same positive outcomes as some of their other Asian peers. While current
research does point to how Japanese students internalize failures, which affects their
overall self-esteem/self-confidence (Omori & Ingersoll, 2005), further research should be
conducted on how to better engage this group of college students.
In addition to Japanese students, further research should be done on the
experiences of Southeastern Asian students whose families arrived in the U.S. during the
1970s. Many of these students come from a working class or poor background (Hsia,
1988), which relates to their struggles at college. Studies should focus on the experience
of these students before college, to gain a greater understand of what this group needs in
order to achieve educational success. Do these Asian students face similar challenges as
other poor and working class students of color? Answering this question will assist in
helping Vietnamese, Cambodian, and other Southeastern Asian students in gaining access
to college and then finding greater levels of accomplishment.
Finally, more studies should be completed on the issues and challenges facing
Asian students who are first generation or new to the U.S. As noted, most research on
Asian students combines the experiences of all Asian groups (Lee, 1996). This study
proves that different generation/citizenship status does make an impact on how involved
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and engaged Asian students are on campus. Studies should focus upon the struggles
these students face in learning the cultural norms and values of both college and the
United States. Theories such as the Student Multiple Worlds Model (Phelan, Davidson,
& Yu, 1996) can provide the theoretical framework for these studies. Qualitative
methods could also be utilized to gain a different perspective on the experiences of these
(and all) Asian college students.
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MULTI-INSTITUTIONAL STUDY OF
LEADERSHIP 2009
This instrument may not be reproduced in
whole or in part without permission of the MSL
co-principal investigators.

in a typical 7-day week?

5.

Are you currently working ON CAMPUS?
(Circle one)
Yes
No

NOTE:

If NO, skip to #6

This is a paper and pencil version of what
will be presented as an on-line web survey.
 Skip patterns will automatically take the
respondent to the appropriate section.
 Shaded sections/ items will be used in
sub-samples and will not be asked of all
participants.

5a. Approximately how many hours do you work
on
campus in a typical 7-day week?

COLLEGE INFORMATION

6. In an average month, do you engage in any
community service?

1. Did you begin college at your current
institution or elsewhere? (Choose One)
Started Here = 1

1 = Yes

If NO, skip to #7

Started Elsewhere = 2

6a-e. In an average month, approximately how
many hours do you engage in community
service? (Choose one from each category).

2. How would you characterize your
enrollment status?
(Choose One)
Full-Time=1

2 = No

Less than FullTime=2

3. What is your current class level?
(Choose One)

1 = None

5 = 16-20

2 = 1-5

6 = 21-25

3 = 6-10

7 = 26-30

4 = 11-15

8 = 31 or more

Freshman/First-year

1

As part of a class

Sophomore

2

As part of a work study experience

Junior

3

With a campus student organization

Senior (4 year and
beyond)

4

As part of a community organization
unaffiliated with your school

Graduate Student

5

On your own

Unclassified

6

th

4.

Are you currently working OFF
CAMPUS in a position unaffiliated with
your school?
1 = Yes

2 = No

If NO, skip to #5
4a. Approximately how many hours do you
work off campus

7.

Check all the following activities you engaged
in during your college experience:
1 = Yes

2 = No

Study abroad
Practicum, internship, field experience, coop experience, or clinical experience
Learning community or other formal
program where groups of students take two
or more classes together
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Living-learning program (ex. language
house, leadership floors, ecology halls)
Research with a faculty member
First-year or freshman seminar course
Culminating senior experience (ex. capstone
course, thesis)

YOUR PERCEPTIONS BEFORE
ENROLLING IN COLLEGE
8. Looking back to before you started college,
how confident were you that you would be
successful in college at the following:
(Select one for each response)
1 = Not at all
confident

3 = Confident

2 = Somewhat
confident

4 = Very
confident

Handling the challenge of college-level work
Analyzing new ideas and concepts
Applying something learned in class to the
“real world”
Enjoying the challenge of learning new material
Appreciating new and different ideas, beliefs
Leading others

dance, drama, or art)
Academic clubs (ex. science fair, math club,
debate club, foreign language club, chess club,
literary magazine)
Organized sports (ex. Varsity, club sports)
Leadership positions in student clubs, groups,
sports (ex. officer in a club or organization,
captain of athletic team, first chair in musical
group, section editor of newspaper)

10. Looking back to before you started college,
how often did you engage in the following
activities:
(Select one response for each)
1 = Never

3 = Often

2 = Sometimes

4 = Very Often

Performed community service
Reflected on the meaning of life
Participated in community organizations (ex.
church group, scouts)
Took leadership positions in community
organizations
Considered my evolving sense of purpose in life
Worked with others for change to address
societal problems (ex. rally, protest, community
organizing)
Participated in training or education that
developed your leadership skills
Found meaning in times of hardship

Organizing a group‟s tasks to accomplish a goal
Taking initiative to improve something
Working with a team on a group project
9. Looking back to when you were in high
school, how often did you engage in the
following activities: (Select one response for
each)
1 = Never

3 = Often

2 = Sometimes

4 = Very Often

Student council or student government
Pep Club, School Spirit Club, or Cheerleading
Performing arts activities (ex. band, orchestra,

11. Looking back to before you started college,
please indicate your level of agreement with the
following items:
1 = Strongly disagree

4 = Agree

2 = Disagree

5 = Strongly
Agree

3 = Neutral
Hearing differences in opinions
enriched my thinking
I had low self esteem
I worked well in changing
environments
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I enjoyed working with others toward
common goals

My racial group membership was important
to my sense of identity.

I held myself accountable for
responsibilities I agreed to

I was generally happy to be a member of
my racial group.

I worked well when I knew the
collective values of a group

I did not feel a strong affiliation to my
racial group.

My behaviors reflected my beliefs

YOUR EXPERIENCES IN COLLEGE

I valued the opportunities that allowed
me to contribute to my
community

14. How often have you engaged in the following
activities during your college experience:

12. Please indicate how well the following
statements describe
how you were prior to college.
1 = Does Not
Describe Me
Well

4=

2=

5 = Describes Me
Very Well

I attempted to carefully consider the perspectives of
those with whom I disagreed.
I regularly thought about how different people
might view situations differently.
Before criticizing someone, I tried to imagine what
it would be like to be in their position.
13. We would like you to consider your
BROAD racial group membership (ex. White,
Middle Eastern, American Indian, African
American/ Black, Asian American/ Pacific
Islander, Latino/ Hispanic, Multiracial) in
responding to the following statements. Please
indicate what your perceptions were prior to
college.
5 = Agree
Somewhat

2 = Disagree

6 = Agree

3 = Disagree
Somewhat

7 = Strongly
Agree

4 = Neutral

3 = Often

2 = Sometimes

4 = Very Often

Performed community service
Acted to benefit the common good or protect the
environment
Been actively involved with an organization that
addresses a social or environmental problem

3=

1 = Strongly Disagree

1 = Never

Been actively involved with an organization that
addresses the concerns of a specific community
(ex. academic council, neighborhood association)
Communicated with campus or community leaders
about a pressing concern
Took action in the community to try to address a
social or environmental problem
Worked with others to make the campus or
community a better place
Acted to raise awareness about a campus,
community, or global problem
Took part in a protest, rally, or march
Worked with others to address social inequality
15. Since starting college, how often have you:
1 = Never
4 = Many Times
2 = Once

5 = Much of the
Time

3 = Sometimes

Held a leadership position in a college
organization(s)? (ex. officer in a club or
organization, captain of athletic team, first
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chair in musical group, section editor of
newspaper, chairperson of committee)?
Been an involved member in an off-campus
community organization(s) (ex. ParentTeacher Association, church group)?
Held a leadership position in an off-campus
community organization(s)? (ex. officer in a
club or organization, leader in youth group,
chairperson of committee)?
16.

Have you been involved in the
following kinds of student groups
during college?
(Respond to each item)
1 = Yes

2 = No

Academic/Departmental/Professional (ex. PreLaw Society, an academic fraternity,
Engineering Club)

Service (ex. Circle K, Habitat for Humanity)
Multi-Cultural Fraternities and Sororities (ex.
National Pan-Hellenic Council [NPHC]
groups such as Alpha Phi Alpha Fraternity
Inc., or Latino Greek Council groups such as
Lambda Theta Alpha)
Social Fraternities or Sororities (ex.
Panhellenic or Interfraternity Council
groups such as Sigma Phi Epsilon or Kappa
Kappa Gamma)
Sports-Intercollegiate or Varsity (ex. NCAA
Hockey, Varsity Soccer)
Sports-Club (ex. Club Volleyball, Club
Hockey)
Sports-Intramural (ex. Intramural flag football)
Recreational (ex. Climbing Club, Hiking
Group)

Arts/Theater/Music (ex. Theater group, Marching
Band, Photography Club)

Social/ Special Interest (ex. Gardening Club,
Sign Language Club, Chess Club)

Campus-Wide Programming (ex. program board,
film series board, multicultural programming
committee)

Student Governance (ex. Student Government
Association, Residence Hall Association,
Interfraternity Council)

Identity-Based (ex. Black Student Union, LGBT
Allies, Korean Student Association)
International Interest (ex. German Club, Foreign
Language Club)
Honor Societies (ex. Omicron Delta Kappa
[ODK], Mortar Board, Phi Beta Kappa)
Media (ex. Campus Radio, Student Newspaper)

17a. A mentor is defined as a person who
intentionally assists your growth or connects you
to opportunities for career or personal
development.
Since you started at your current
college/university, have
you been mentored by the following types of
people:

Military (ex. ROTC, cadet corps)

1 = Yes

2 = No

New Student Transitions (ex. admissions
ambassador, orientation advisor)

Faculty/Instructor

Yes No

Resident Assistants

Student Affairs Professional Staff

Yes No

Peer Helper (ex. academic tutors, peer health
educators)

Employer

Yes No

Community member (not your employer)

Yes No

Parent/ Guardian

Yes No

Other student

Yes No

Advocacy (ex. Students Against Sweatshops,
Amnesty International)
Political (ex. College Democrats, College
Republicans, Libertarians)
Religious (ex. Fellowship of Christian Athletes,
Hillel)

(ex. a student organization advisor, career counselor,
the Dean of Students, or residence hall coordinator)

IF NO for all of the above, skip to Question #18.
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17b. A mentor is defined as a person who
intentionally assists your growth or connects
you to opportunities for career or personal
development.
Since you started at your current
college/university, how often have the following
types of mentors assisted you in your growth or
development?

Transgender

3

17e. When thinking about your most significant
mentor at this college/university, what was this
person’s race/ethnicity?
White/ Caucasian

1

Middle Eastern

2

1 = Never

3 = Often

African American/ Black

3

2 = Sometimes

4 = Very Often

American Indian

4

Asian American/ Pacific Islander

5

Latino/ Hispanic

6

Multiracial

7

Unsure

8

Race/ethnicity not indicated above

9

Faculty/Instructor
Student Affairs Professional Staff
(ex. a student organization advisor, career counselor,
Dean of Students, residence hall coordinator)

Employer
Community member (not your employer)

17f. When thinking of your most significant
mentor at this college/university, indicate your
level of agreement or disagreement with the
following: This mentor helped me to:

Parent/ Guardian
Other student
17c. When thinking of your most significant
mentor at this college/university, what was this
person’s role?
1 = Yes

1 = Strongly Disagree

4 = Agree

2 = Disagree

5 = Strongly
Agree

2 = No
3 = Neutral

Faculty/Instructor
Student Affairs Professional Staff (ex.
student organization advisor, career
counselor, Dean of Students, residence
hall coordinator)

Empower myself to engage in leadership

Employer

Live up to my potential

Other Student

Be a positive role model

Empower others to engage in leadership
Engage in ethical leadership

Mentor others
Value working with others from diverse
backgrounds
Be open to new experiences
Develop problem-solving skills
17d. When thinking about your most significant
mentor at this college/university, what was this
person’s gender?
Female

1

Male

2

Identify areas for self improvement

18. During interactions with other students
outside of class, how often have you done
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each of the following in an average school
year? (Select one for each)
1 = Never

3 = Often

2 = Sometimes

4 = Very Often

Talked about different lifestyles/ customs
Held discussions with students whose personal
values were very different from your own
Discussed major social issues such as peace,
human rights, and justice
Held discussions with students whose religious
beliefs were very different from your own

Emerging or New Leaders Program
Living-Learning Leadership Program
Peer Leadership Educator Team
Outdoor Leadership Program
Women‟s Leadership Program

Discussed your views about multiculturalism and
diversity

Multicultural Leadership Program

Held discussions with students whose political
opinions were very different from your own

* Note that there is a skip pattern here that
cannot be documented in a paper and pencil
version of the instrument.

19. Since starting college, have you ever
participated in a leadership training or
leadership education experience of any kind
(ex. leadership conference, alternative spring
break, leadership course, club, president‟s
retreat…)?
1 = Yes
2 = No
If NO, skip to #20
19a. Since starting college, to what degree
have you been involved in the following
types of leadership training or education?
1 = Never

3 = Sometimes

2 = Once

4 = Often

Leadership Conference
Leadership Retreat
Leadership Lecture/Workshop Series
Positional Leader Training (ex.
Treasurer‟s training, Resident
Assistant training, Student
Government training)
Leadership Course
Alternative Spring Break

19b. Since starting college, have you been
involved in the following types of
leadership training or education?
1 = Yes

2 = No

Leadership Certificate Program
Leadership Capstone Experience
Leadership Minor
Leadership Major

19c. Since starting college, to what extent has
participation in the following types of
training or education assisted in the
development of your leadership ability?
1 = Not at all

3 = Moderately

2 = Minimally

4 = A Great Deal

Leadership Conference
Leadership Retreat
Leadership Certificate Program
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2 = Disagree
Leadership Lecture/Workshop Series

5 = Strongly Agree

3 = Neutral
I am open to others‟ ideas

Positional leader training (ex:
Treasurer‟s training, Resident
Assistant training, Student
Government training)
Leadership Capstone Experience

Creativity can come from conflict
I value differences in others
I am able to articulate my priorities
Hearing differences in opinions enriches
my thinking
I have low self esteem

Leadership Course

I struggle when group members have ideas
that are different from mine

Leadership Minor

Transition makes me uncomfortable
I am usually self confident

Leadership Major
Short-Term Service Immersion (ex.
alternative spring break, January term
service project)

I am seen as someone who works well with
others
Greater harmony can come out of
disagreement

Emerging or New Leaders Program

I am comfortable initiating new ways of
looking at things

Living-Learning Leadership Program

My behaviors are congruent with my
beliefs

Peer Leadership Educator Program

I am committed to a collective purpose in
those groups to which I belong

Outdoor Leadership Program

It is important to develop a common
direction in a group in order to get anything
done

Women‟s Leadership Program
Multicultural Leadership Program

ASSESSING YOUR GROWTH

I respect opinions other than my own
Change brings new life to an organization
The things about which I feel passionate
have priority in my life
I contribute to the goals of the group

20. Please indicate your level of agreement
with the following items:

There is energy in doing something a new
way

For the statements that refer to a group, think
of the most effective, functional group of which
you have been a part. This might be a formal
organization or an informal study group. For
consistency, use the same group in all your
responses.

I am uncomfortable when someone
disagrees with me

1 = Strongly Disagree

I stick with others through difficult times

4 = Agree

I know myself pretty well
I am willing to devote the time and energy
to things that are important to me
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When there is a conflict between two
people, one will win and the other will lose
Change makes me uncomfortable
It is important to me to act on my beliefs

Being seen as a person of integrity is
important to me
I follow through on my promises

I am focused on my responsibilities

I hold myself accountable for
responsibilities I agree to

I can make a difference when I work with
others on a task

I believe I have a civic responsibility to the
greater public

I actively listen to what others have to say

Self-reflection is difficult for me

I think it is important to know other
people‟s priorities

Collaboration produces better results

My actions are consistent with my values

I know the purpose of the groups to which I
belong

I believe I have responsibilities to my
community

I am comfortable expressing myself

I could describe my personality

My contributions are recognized by others
in the groups I belong to

I have helped to shape the mission of the
group

I work well when I know the collective
values of a group

New ways of doing things frustrate me

I share my ideas with others

Common values drive an organization

My behaviors reflect my beliefs

I give time to making a difference for
someone else

I am genuine

I work well in changing environments

I am able to trust the people with whom I
work

I work with others to make my
communities better places

I value opportunities that allow me to
contribute to my community

I can describe how I am similar to other
people

I support what the group is trying to
accomplish

I enjoy working with others toward
common goals

It is easy for me to be truthful

I am open to new ideas

It is important to me that I play an active
role in my communities

I have the power to make a difference in
my community

I volunteer my time to the community

I look for new ways to do something

I believe my work has a greater purpose for
the larger community

I am willing to act for the rights of others
I participate in activities that contribute to
the common good
Others would describe me as a cooperative
group member
I am comfortable with conflict
I can identify the differences between
positive and negative change

THINKING MORE ABOUT
YOURSELF
21. How would you characterize your political
views?
(Choose One)
1 = Very Liberal
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2 = Liberal

Have discussions about the meaning of life with
your friends

3 = Moderate
4 = Conservative
5 = Very Conservative
22. In thinking about how you have changed
during college, to what extent do you feel you
have grown in the following areas? (Select
one response for each.)
1 = Not grown at all

3 = Grown

2 = Grown somewhat

4 = Grown very
much

Ability to put ideas together and to see
relationships between ideas
Ability to learn on your own, pursue ideas,
and find information you need
Ability to critically analyze ideas and
information

Surround yourself with friends who are searching
for meaning/purpose in life
Reflect on finding answers to the mysteries of life
Think about developing a meaningful philosophy
of life
25. The following statements inquire about your
thoughts and feelings in a variety of situations.
For each item, be as honest as possible in
indicating how well it describes you.
1 = Does Not Describe Me Well
2
3
4
5 = Describes Me Very Well

Learning more about things that are new to
you

I often have tender, concerned feelings for
people less fortunate than me.

23. How confident are you that you can be
successful at the following: (Select one
response for each.)

Sometimes I don't feel very sorry for other
people when they are having problems.

1 = Not at all
confident

3 = Confident

2 = Somewhat
confident

4 = Very confident

I try to look at everybody's side of a
disagreement before I make a decision.
I sometimes try to understand my friends
better by imagining how things look from
their perspective.

Leading others

Other people's misfortunes do not usually
disturb me a great deal.

Organizing a group‟s tasks to
accomplish a goal

I believe that there are two sides to every
question and try to look at them both.

Taking initiative to improve
something

When I'm upset at someone, I usually try to
"put myself in their shoes" for a while.

Working with a team on a group
project

Before criticizing somebody, I try to imagine
how I would feel if I were in their place.

24. How often do you…

YOUR COLLEGE CLIMATE

1 = Never

3 = Often

2 = Sometimes

4 = Very Often

Search for meaning/purpose in your life

26a. Indicate your level of agreement with the
following statements about your experience on
your current campus
1 = Strongly Disagree

4 = Agree
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2 = Disagree

5 = Strongly Agree

3 = Neutral

I feel valued as a person at this school

Parks, Recreation, Leisure Studies, Sports Management
Physical Sciences
(ex. physics, chemistry, astronomy, earth science)

I feel accepted as a part of the campus community

Pre-Professional
(ex. pre-dental, pre-medical, pre-veterinary)

I have observed discriminatory words, behaviors or
gestures directed at people like me

Public Administration
(ex. city management, law enforcement)

I feel I belong on this campus
I have encountered discrimination while attending
this institution
I feel there is a general atmosphere of prejudice
among students
Faculty have discriminated against people like me
Staff members have discriminated against people
like me

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Social Sciences (ex. anthropology, economics, etc.)
Visual and Performing Arts (ex. art, music, theater)
Undecided
Asked but not answered
28. Did your high school require community
service for
graduation?
1 = Yes

2 = No

29. What is your age?

27. Which of the following best describes your
primary major? (Select the category that best
represents your field of study)
Agriculture
Architecture/ Urban planning
Biological/ Life Sciences (ex. biology, biochemistry,
botany, zoology)
Business (ex. accounting, business administration,
marketing, management)
Communication (ex. speech, journalism, television/radio)
Computer and Information Sciences
Education
Engineering
Ethnic, Cultural Studies, and Area Studies
Foreign Languages and Literature (ex. French, Spanish)
Health-Related Fields
(ex. nursing, physical therapy, health technology)
Humanities (ex. English, Philosophy, Religion, History)
Liberal/ General Studies
Mathematics
Multi/ Interdisciplinary Studies (ex. ecology, etc.)

30a. What is your gender?
1=
Female

2 = Male

3=
Transgender
If 1 or 2, skip to # 31

30b. Please indicate which of the following best
describe you?
Female to Male

1

Intersexed

3

Male to Female

2

Rather not say

4

31. What is your sexual orientation?
Heterosexual

1

Questioning

4

Bisexual

2

Rather not say

5

Gay/Lesbian

3

32. Indicate your citizenship and/ or generation
status:
(Choose One)
Your grandparents, parents, and you were born in the
U.S.
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Both of your parents AND you were born in the U.S.
You were born in the U.S., but at least one of your
parents was not
You are a foreign born, naturalized citizen
You are a foreign born, resident alien/ permanent
resident
International student

33a. Please indicate your broad racial group
membership:
(Mark all that apply)

Indian/Pakistani

2

Japanese

3

Korean

4

Filipino

5

Pacific Islander

6

Vietnamese

7

Other Asian

8

Latino/ Hispanic
Mexican/ Chicano

1

Puerto Rican

2

Cuban

3

Dominican

4

South American

5

4

Central American

6

Asian American/ Asian

5

Other Latino

7

Latino/ Hispanic

6

Multiracial

7

Race/Ethnicity not included above

8

34. We are all members of different social
groups or social categories. We would
like you to consider your BROAD
racial group membership (ex. White,
Middle Eastern, American Indian,
African American/ Black, Asian
American/ Pacific Islander, Latino/
Hispanic, Multiracial) in responding to
the following statements. There are no
right or wrong answers to any of the
statements; we are interested in your
honest reactions and opinions.

White/ Caucasian

1

Middle Eastern

2

African American/ Black

3

American Indian/ Alaska Native

* Note that there is a skip pattern here that
cannot be documented in a paper and pencil
version of the instrument.
33b. Please indicate your ethnic group
memberships
(Mark all that apply)
African American/ Black
Black American

1

1 = Strongly Disagree

5 = Agree Somewhat

2 = Disagree

6 = Agree

3 = Disagree Somewhat

7 = Strongly Agree

African

2

West Indian

3

Brazilian

4

I am a worthy member of my racial group

Haitian

5

I often regret that I belong to my racial group

Jamaican

6

Other Caribbean

7

Overall, my racial group is considered good
by others

Other Black

8

Asian American/ Asian
Chinese

1

4 = Neutral

Overall, my race has very little to do with
how I feel about myself
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I feel I don‟t have much to offer to my racial
group

Speech/Language Condition

3

Learning Disability

4

Physical or Musculoskeletal (ex.
multiple sclerosis)

5

Attention Deficit Disorder/
Attention Deficit
Hyperactivity Disorder

6

7

I am a cooperative participant in the activities
of my racial group

Psychiatric/Psychological
Condition (ex. anxiety
disorder, major depression)

Overall, I often feel that my racial group is
not worthwhile

Neurological Condition (ex.
brain injury, stroke)

8

In general, others respect my race

Medical (ex. diabetes, severe
asthma)

9

Other

10

In general, I‟m glad to be a member of my
racial group
Most people consider my racial group, on the
average, to be more ineffective than other
groups
The racial group I belong to is an important
reflection of who I am

My race is unimportant to my sense of what
kind of a person I am
I often feel I am a useless member of my
racial group
I feel good about the racial group I belong to
In general, others think that my racial group is
unworthy
In general, belonging to my racial group is an
important part of my self image

36. What is your current religious
preference?
(Mark Your Primary Affiliation)
Agnostic

1

Atheist

2

Baptist

3

Buddhist

4

a. Blindness, deafness, or a severe vision or
hearing impairment;

Catholic

5

Church of Christ

6

b. A psychological, mental, or emotional
condition;

Eastern Orthodox

7

Episcopalian

8

Hindu

9

Islamic

10

Jewish

11

LDS (Mormon)

12

Lutheran

13

Methodist

14

Presbyterian

15

Quaker

16

35a. Do you have any of the following
conditions:
1 = Yes
2 = No
If no, skip to # 36

c. A condition that substantially limits one or
more basic physical activities such as
walking, climbing stairs, reaching, lifting,
or carrying;
d. A condition that affects your learning or
concentration; or
e. A permanent medical condition such as
diabetes, severe asthma, etc.?
35b. Please indicate all that apply:
Deaf/Hard of Hearing

1

Blind/Visually Impairment

2
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Roman Catholic

17

Seventh Day Adventist

18

Unitarian/Universalist

19

Less than $12,500

1

UCC/Congregational

20

$12,500 - $24,999

2

Other Christian

21

$25,000 – $39,999

3

Other Religion

22

$40,000 – $54,999

4

None

23

$55,000 - $74,999

5

$75,000 - $99,999

6

$100,000 - $149,999

7

$150,000 - $199,999

8

37. What is your best estimate of your
grades so far in college? [Assume 4.00 = A]
(Choose One)

guardian(s), indicate your income. (Choose
one)

3.50 – 4.00

1

$200,000 and over

9

3.00 – 3.49

2

Don‟t know

10

2.50 – 2.99

3

Rather not say

11

2.00 – 2.49

4

1.99 or less

5

40. Which of the following best describes where
you are currently living while attending
college?
(Choose one)

38. What is the HIGHEST level of formal
education obtained by any of your
parent(s) or guardian(s)? (Choose
one)
Less than high school diploma or less than a
GED

1

High school diploma or a GED

2

Some college

3

Associates degree

4

Bachelors degree

5

Masters degree

6

Doctorate or professional degree (ex. JD, MD,
PhD)

7

Don‟t know

8

39. What is your best estimate of your
parent(s) or guardian(s) combined total
income from last year? If you are
independent from your parent(s) or

Parent/guardian or other relative
home

1

Other off-campus home,
apartment, or room

2

College/university residence hall

3

Other on-campus student housing

4

Fraternity or sorority house

5

Other

6

40. Please provide a brief definition of what
the term
leadership means to you.
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Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership
Final Codebook
Version 12.1.09

QUESTION
VARIABLE NAME
SAMPLE INFORMATION
RESPID
PRE_1

VARIABLE LABEL
Unique Respondent Identifier
PRE_1: Sub-study Identifier

PRE_3
PRE_4

PRE_3: School ID
PRE_4: Sample Type

PRE_5

PRE_5: Class

PRE_6
DISP_MAIN

PRE_6: Institution Name
DISP_Main: Primary Survey Disposition

HISPANIC

HISPANIC: From sample

INDIAN

INDIAN: From sample

ASIAN

ASIAN: From sample

BLACK

BLACK: From sample

PACIFIC

PACIFIC: From sample

WHITE

WHITE: From sample

RESPONSE CODING

1=SUB1 will be shown
2=SUB2 and SUB3 will be shown
1=Main sample
2=Comparative sample
3=Both samples
1=First year
2=Sophomore
3=Junior
4=Senior
5=Other
9=Missing
1=Complete
2=Partial
0=Respondent is not race
1=Respondent is race
9=Missing
0=Respondent is not race
1=Respondent is race
9=Missing
0=Respondent is not race
1=Respondent is race
9=Missing
0=Respondent is not race
1=Respondent is race
9=Missing
0=Respondent is not race
1=Respondent is race
9=Missing
0=Respondent is not race
1=Respondent is race
9=Missing

NOTES
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GENDER

GENDER: From sample

QCONSENT

QCONSENT

1

DEM1

2

DEM2

3

DEM3

COLLEGE INFORMATION
Did you begin college at your current institution or
elsewhere? (Choose One)
How would you characterize your enrollment status?
(Choose One)
What is your current class level? (Choose One)

DEM3.1

What is your current class level? (Choose One)

4

ENV1

4a

ENV1a

5

ENV2

Are you currently working OFF CAMPUS in a job unaffiliated
with your school?
Approximately how many hours do you work off campus in
a typical 7-day week?
Are you currently working ON CAMPUS?

5a

ENV2a

1=Male
2=Female
1=Yes, I have read the above text and I consent to participate in the
survey
2=No I do not consent to participate in the survey
9=Asked but not answered
1= Started here
2=Started elsewhere
1=Full-time
2=Less than full-time
1=Freshman/ First-year
2=Sophomore
3=Junior
th
4=Senior (4 year and beyond)
5=Graduate Student
6= Unclassified
1=Freshman/ First-year
2=Sophomore
3=Junior
th
4=Senior (4 year and beyond)
1=Yes
2=No
Open response
1=Yes
2=No
Open response

Approximately how many hours do you work on campus in a
typical 7-day week?
6
ENV3
In an average month, do you engage in any community
1=Yes
service?
2=No
6a-e. In an average month, approximately how many hours do you engage in community service? (choose one for each category).
6a
ENV3a
As part of a class
1=None
6b
ENV3b
As part of a work study experience
2=1-5
6c
ENV3c
With a campus student organization
3=6-10
6d
ENV3d
As part of a community organization unaffiliated with your
4=11-15
school
5=16-20
6e
ENV3e
On your own
6=21-25
7=26-30
8=31 or more
7. Which of the following have you engaged in during your college experience:

If NO, skip to
question #5

If NO, skip to
question #6

If NO, skip to
question #7
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7a
7b

ENV4a
ENV4b

7c

ENV4c

7d

ENV4d

Study abroad
Practicum, internship, field experience, co-op experience, or
clinical experience
Learning community or other formal program where groups
of students take two or more classes together
Living-learning program (ex. language house, leadership
floors, ecology halls)
Research with a faculty member
First-year or freshman seminar course
Culminating senior experience (ex. capstone course, thesis)

1=Yes
2=No

7e
ENV4e
7f
ENV4f
7g
ENV4g
YOUR PERCEPTIONS BEFORE ENROLLING IN COLLEGE
8. Looking back to before you started college, how confident were you that you would be successful in college at the following: (Select one response for each)
8a
PRE1a
Handling the challenge of college-level work
1=Not at all confident
Cognitive Skills
2=Somewhat confident
Pretest
8b
PRE1b
Analyzing new ideas and concepts
3=Confident
Cognitive Skills
4=Very Confident
Pretest
8c
PRE1c
Applying something learned in class to the “real world”
Cognitive Skills
Pretest
8d
PRE1d
Enjoying the challenge of learning new material
Cognitive Skills
Pretest
8e
PRE1e
Appreciating new and different ideas or beliefs
Cognitive Skills
Pretest
8f
PRE2a
Leading others
Leadership
Efficacy Pretest
8g
PRE2b
Organizing a group’s tasks to accomplish a goal
Leadership
Efficacy Pretest
8h
PRE2c
Taking initiative to improve something
Leadership
Efficacy Pretest
8i
PRE2d
Working with a team on a group project
Leadership
Efficacy Pretest
9. Looking back to when you were in high school, how often did you engage in the following activities: (Select one response for each)
9a
PRE3a
Student council or student government
1=Never
9b
PRE3b
Pep Club, School Spirit Club, or Cheerleading
2=Sometimes
9c
PRE3c
Performing arts (ex. band, orchestra, dance, drama, art)
3=Often
9d
PRE3d
Academic clubs (ex. science fair, math club, debate club,
4=Very Often
foreign language club, chess club, literary magazine)
9e
PRE3e
Organized sports (ex. Varsity, club sports)
9f
PRE3f
Leadership positions in student clubs, groups, sports (ex.
officer in a club or organization, captain of athletic team,
first chair in musical group, section editor of newspaper)
10. Looking back to before you started college, how often did you engage in the following activities: (Select one response for each)
10a
PRE4a
Performed community service
1=Never
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10b

PRE4b

Reflected on the meaning of life

10c

PRE4c

10d
10e

PRE4d
PRE4e

Participated in community organizations (ex. church group,
scouts)
Took leadership positions in community organizations
Considered my evolving sense of purpose in life

10f

PRE4f

10g

PRE4g

10h

PRE4h

2=Sometimes
3=Often
4=Very Often

Spirituality:
Search for
Meaning Pretest

Worked with others for change to address societal
problems (ex. rally, protest, community organizing)
Participated in training or education that developed your
leadership skills
Found meaning in times of hardship

Spirituality:
Search for
Meaning Pretest

11. Looking back to before you started college, please indicate your level of agreement with the following items:
11a
PRE5a
Hearing differences in opinions enriched my thinking
1=Strongly Disagree
2=Disagree
3=Neutral
11b
PRE5b
I had low self esteem
4=Agree
5=Strongly Agree
11c
PRE5c
I worked well in changing environments
11d
PRE5d
I enjoyed working with others toward common goals
11e

PRE5e

I held myself accountable for responsibilities I agreed to

11f

PRE5f

I worked well when I knew the collective values of a group

11g

PRE5g

My behaviors reflected my beliefs

11h

PRE5h

I valued the opportunities that allowed me to contribute to
my community
12. Please indicate how well the following statements describe how you were prior to college.
12a
PRE6a
I attempted to carefully consider the perspectives of those
with whom I disagreed.
12b

PRE6b

I regularly thought about how different people might view
situations differently.

12c

PRE6c

Before criticizing someone, I tried to imagine what it would
be like to be in their position.

Spirituality:
Search for
Meaning Pretest

1=Does Not Describe Me Well
2
3
4
5=Describes Me Very Well

Controversy
with Civility
Pretest
Consciousness
of Self Pretest
Change Pretest
Collaboration
Pretest
Commitment
Pretest
Common
Purpose Pretest
Congruence
Pretest
Citizenship
Pretest
Social
Perspective
Taking Pretest
Social
Perspective
Taking Pretest
Social
Perspective
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Taking Pretest
13. We would like you to consider your BROAD racial group membership (ex. White, Middle Eastern, Native American, African American/ Black, Asian American/ Pacific
Islander, Latino/ Hispanic, Multiracial) in responding to the following statements. Please indicate what your perceptions were prior to college.
13a
PRE7a
My racial group membership was important to my sense of
1=Strongly Disagree
Collective Racial
identity.
2=Disagree
Efficacy Pretest
13b
PRE7b
I was generally happy to be a member of my racial group.
3=Disagree Somewhat
Collective Racial
4=Neutral
Efficacy Pretest
13c
PRE7c
I did not feel a strong affiliation to my racial group.
5=Agree Somewhat
Collective Racial
6=Agree
Efficacy Pretest
7=Strongly Agree
YOUR EXPERIENCES IN COLLEGE
14. How often have you engaged in the following activities during your college experience:
14a
ENV5c
Performed community service
1=Never
Social Change
2=Once
Behaviors Scale
14b
ENV5d
Acted to benefit the common good or protect the
3=Sometimes
environment
14c
ENV5e
Been actively involved with an organization that addresses a 4=Often
social or environmental problem
14d
ENV5f
Been actively involved with an organization that addresses
the concerns of a specific community (ex. academic council,
neighborhood association)
14e
ENV5g
Communicated with campus or community leaders about a
pressing concern
14f
ENV5h
Took action in the community to try to address a social or
environmental problem
14g
ENV5i
Worked with others to make the campus or community a
better place
14h
ENV5j
Acted to raise awareness about a campus, community, or
global problem
14i
ENV5n
Took part in a protest, rally, march, or demonstration
14j
ENV5o
Worked with others to address social inequality
15. Since starting college, how often have you:
15a
ENV6a
Been an involved member in college organizations?
1=Never
15b
ENV6b
Held a leadership position in a college organization(s)? (ex. 2=Once
officer in a club or organization, captain of athletic team,
3=Sometimes
first chair in musical group, section editor of newspaper,
4=Many Times
chairperson of committee)?
5=Much of the Time
15c
ENV6c
Been an involved member in an off-campus community
organization(s) (ex. Parent-Teacher Association, church
group)?
15d
ENV6d
Held a leadership position in an off-campus community
organization(s)? (ex. officer in a club or organization, leader
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in youth group, chairperson of committee)?
16. Have you been involved in the following kinds of student groups during college? (Respond to each item)
16a
ENV7a
Academic/Departmental/Professional (ex. Pre-Law Society,
1=Yes
an academic fraternity, Engineering Club)
2=No
16b
ENV7b
Arts/Theater/Music (ex. Theater group, Marching Band,
Photography Club)
16c
ENV7c
Campus-Wide Programming (ex. program board, film series
board, multicultural programming committee)
16d
ENV7d
Identity-Based (ex. Black Student Union, LGBT Allies, Korean
Student Association)
16e
ENV7e
International Interest (ex. German Club, Foreign Language
Club)
16f
ENV7f
Honor Societies (ex. Omicron Delta Kappa [ODK], Mortar
Board, Phi Beta Kappa)
16g
ENV7g
Media (ex. Campus Radio, Student Newspaper)
16h
ENV7h
Military (ex. ROTC, cadet corps)
16i
ENV7i
New Student Transitions (ex. admissions ambassador,
orientation advisor)
16j
ENV7j
Resident Assistants
16k
ENV7k
Peer Helper (ex. academic tutors, peer health educators)
16l
ENV7l
Advocacy (ex. Students Against Sweatshops, Amnesty
International)
16m
ENV7m
Political (ex. College Democrats, College Republicans,
Libertarians)
16n
ENV7n
Religious (ex. Fellowship of Christian Athletes, Hillel)
16o
ENV7o
Service (ex. Circle K, Habitat for Humanity)
16p
ENV7p
Multi-Cultural Fraternities and Sororities (ex. National PanHellenic Council [NPHC] groups such as Alpha Phi Alpha
Fraternity Inc., or Latino Greek Council groups such as
Lambda Theta Alpha)
16q
ENV7q
Social Fraternities or Sororities (ex. Panhellenic or
Interfraternity Council groups such as Sigma Phi Epsilon or
Kappa Kappa Gamma)
16r
ENV7r
Sports-Intercollegiate or Varsity (ex. NCAA Hockey, Varsity
Soccer)
16s
ENV7s
Sports-Club (ex. Club Volleyball, Club Hockey)
16t
ENV7t
Sports-Intramural (ex. Intramural flag football)
16u
ENV7u
Recreational (ex. Climbing Club, Hiking Group)
16v
ENV7v
Social/ Special Interest (ex. Gardening Club, Sign Language
Club, Chess Club)
16w
ENV7w
Student Governance (ex. Student Government Association,
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Residence Hall Association, Interfraternity Council)
17a. A mentor is defined as a person who intentionally assists your growth or connects you to opportunities for career or personal development. Since you started at
your current college/university, have you been mentored by the following types of people:
17a1
ENV8a1
Faculty/Instructor
1=Yes
If NO for ALL
2=No
items, skip to
17a2
ENV8a2
Student Affairs Professional Staff (ex. student organization
question #18.
advisor, career counselor, Dean of Students, residence hall
coordinator)
For EACH
17a3
ENV8a3
Employer
question with a
17a4
ENV8a4
Community member (not your employer)
response other
17a5
ENV8a5
Parent/Guardian
than NO,
17a6
ENV8a6
Other Student
provide the
corresponding
variable name
from the next
question.
17b. A mentor is defined as a person who intentionally assists your growth or connects you to opportunities for career or personal development.
Since you started at your current college/university, how often have the following types of mentors assisted you in your growth or development?
17b1
ENV8b1
Faculty/Instructor
1=Never
17b2
ENV8b2
Student Affairs Professional Staff (ex. student organization
2=Once
advisor, career counselor, Dean of Students, residence hall
3=Sometimes
coordinator)
4=Often
17b3
ENV8b3
Employer
17b4
ENV8b4
Community member (not your employer)
17b5
ENV8b5
Parent/Guardian
17b6
ENV8b6
Other Student
17c. When thinking of your most significant mentor at this college/university, what was this person’s role?
ENV8c1
Faculty/Instructor
Select one response from the list of participant
provided options, but do not include options not
ENV8c2
Student Affairs Professional Staff (ex. student organization
listed to the left.
advisor, career counselor, Dean of Students, residence hall
coordinator)
ENV8c3
Employer
ENV8c6
Other Student
17d
ENV8c_2
When thinking of your most significant mentor at this
1=Female
college/university, what was this person’s gender?
2=Male
3=Transgender
17e
ENV8d
When thinking of your most significant mentor at this
1=White/ Caucasian
college/university, what was this person’s broad racial
2=Middle Eastern
group membership?
3=African American/ Black
4=Native American
5=Asian American/ Pacific Islander
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6=Latino/ Hispanic
7=Multiracial
8=Unsure
9=Race/ethnicity not indicated above
ENV8D.1
ENV8D.2
ENV8D.3
ENV8D.4
ENV8D.5
ENV8D.6
ENV8D.7
ENV8D.8
ENV8D.9

White/ Caucasian
Middle Eastern
African American/ Black
Native American
Asian American/ Pacific Islander
Latino/ Hispanic
Multiracial
Unsure
Race/ethnicity not indicated above

Note these
variables are
permutations of
the above
question that
allow for the
identification of
each unique
racial group
identified
above.
17f. When thinking of your most significant mentor at this college/university, indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following: This mentor helped
me to …
17f1
SUB1b
Empower myself to engage in leadership
1= Strongly Disagree
Mentoring
2= Disagree
Outcomes:
3= Neutral
Leadership
4= Agree
Empowerment
17f2
SUB1c
Empower others to engage in leadership
5= Strongly Agree
Mentoring
Outcomes:
Leadership
Empowerment
17f3
SUB1d
Engage in ethical leadership
Mentoring
Outcomes:
Leadership
Empowerment
17f4
SUB1j
Live up to my potential
Mentoring
Outcomes:
Personal
Development
17f5
SUB1k
Be a positive role model
Mentoring
Outcomes:
Personal
Development
17f6
SUB1n
Mentor others
Mentoring
Outcomes:
Personal
Development
17f7
SUB1o
Value working with others from diverse backgrounds
Mentoring
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Outcomes:
Personal
Development
17f8
SUB1p
Be open to new experiences
Mentoring
Outcomes:
Personal
Development
17f9
SUB1q
Develop problem-solving skills
Mentoring
Outcomes:
Personal
Development
17f10
SUB1r
Identify areas for self improvement
Mentoring
Outcomes:
Personal
Development
18. During interactions with other students outside of class, how often have you done each of the following in an average school year? (Select one for each)
18a
ENV9a
Talked about different lifestyles/ customs
1=Never
Socio-Cultural
2=Sometimes
Discussions
3=Often
Scale
18b
ENV9b
Held discussions with students whose personal values were
4=Very Often
Socio-Cultural
very different from your own
Discussions
Scale
18c
ENV9c
Discussed major social issues such as peace, human rights,
Socio-Cultural
and justice
Discussions
Scale
18d
ENV9d
Held discussions with students whose religious beliefs were
Socio-Cultural
very different from your own
Discussions
Scale
18e
ENV9e
Discussed your views about multiculturalism and diversity
Socio-Cultural
Discussions
Scale
18f
ENV9f
Held discussions with students whose political opinions
Socio-Cultural
were very different from your own
Discussions
Scale
19
ENV10
Since starting college, have you ever participated in a
1=Yes
If NO, skip to
leadership training or leadership education experience of
2=No
question #20
any kind (ex: leadership conference, alternative spring
break, leadership course, club president’s retreat)?
19a. Since starting college, to what degree have you been involved in the following types of leadership training or education?
19a1
ENV10a1
Leadership Conference
1=Never
2=Once
For EACH
19a2
ENV10a2
Leadership Retreat
3=Sometimes
question with a
19a3
ENV10a4
Leadership Lecture/Workshop Series
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19a4

ENV10a5

Positional Leader Training (ex. Treasurer’s training, Resident 4=Often
Assistant training, Student Government training)
19a5
ENV10a7
Leadership Course
19a6
ENV10a10
Short-Term Service Immersion (ex. alternative spring break,
January term service project)
19a7
ENV10a11
Emerging or New Leaders Program
19a8
ENV10a12
Living-Learning Leadership Program
19a9
ENV10a13
Peer Leadership Educator Team
19a10
ENV10a14
Outdoor Leadership Program
19a11
ENV10a15
Women’s Leadership Program
19a12
ENV10a16
Multicultural Leadership Program
19b. Since starting college, have you been involved in the following types of leadership training or education?
19b1
ENV10a3
Leadership Certificate Program
1=Yes
2=No
19b2
ENV10a6
Leadership Capstone Experience
19b3
ENV10a8
Leadership Minor
19b4
ENV10a9
Leadership Major

response other
than NEVER,
provide the
corresponding
variable name
from question
#19c.

For EACH Yes
response,
provide the
corresponding
variable name
from question
#19c.
19c. Since starting college, to what extent has participation in the following types of training or education assisted in the development of your leadership ability?
19c1
ENV10b1
Leadership Conference
1=Not At All
2=Minimally
19c2
ENV10b2
Leadership Retreat
3=Moderately
19c3
ENV10b3
Leadership Certificate Program
4=A Great Deal
19c4
ENV10b4
Leadership Lecture/Workshop Series
19c5
ENV10b5
Positional Leader Training (ex. Treasurer’s training, Resident
Assistant training, Student Government training)
19c6
ENV10b6
Leadership Capstone Experience
19c7
ENV10b7
Leadership Course
19c8
ENV10b8
Leadership Minor
19c9
ENV10b9
Leadership Major
19c10
ENV10b10
Short-Term Service Immersion (ex. alternative spring break,
January term service project)
19c11
ENV10b11
Emerging or New Leaders Program
19c12
ENV10b12
Living-Learning Leadership Program
19c13
ENV10b13
Peer Leadership Educator Team
19c14
ENV10b14
Outdoor Leadership Program
19c15
ENV10b15
Women’s Leadership Program
19c16
ENV10b16
Multicultural Leadership Program
ASSESSING YOUR GROWTH
20. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following items:
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For the statements that refer to a group, think of the most effective, functional group of which you have been a part. This might be a formal organization or an informal
study group. For consistency, use the same group in all your responses.
20a

SRLS1

I am open to others’ ideas

20b

SRLS2

Creativity can come from conflict

20c

SRLS3

I value differences in others

20d

SRLS4

I am able to articulate my priorities

20e

SRLS5

Hearing differences in opinions enriches my thinking

20f

SRLS6

I have low self esteem

20g

SRLS7

I struggle when group members have ideas that are
different from mine

20h
20i

SRLS8
SRLS9

Transition makes me uncomfortable
I am usually self confident

20j

SRLS10

I am seen as someone who works well with others

20k

SRLS11

Greater harmony can come out of disagreement

20l
20m

SRLS12
SRLS13

I am comfortable initiating new ways of looking at things
My behaviors are congruent with my beliefs

20n

SRLS14

20o

SRLS15

20p

SRLS16

I am committed to a collective purpose in those groups to
which I belong
It is important to develop a common direction in a group in
order to get anything done
I respect opinions other than my own

20q
20r

SRLS17
SRLS18

Change brings new life to an organization
The things about which I feel passionate have priority in my

1=Strongly Disagree
2=Disagree
3=Neutral
4=Agree
5=Strongly Agree

Controversy
with Civility
Scale
Controversy
with Civility
Scale
Controversy
with Civility
Scale
Consciousness
of Self Scale
Controversy
with Civility
Scale
Consciousness
of Self Scale
Controversy
with Civility
Scale
Change Scale
Consciousness
of Self Scale
Collaboration
Scale
Controversy
with Civility
Scale
Change Scale
Congruence
Scale
Common
Purpose Scale
Common
Purpose Scale
Controversy
with Civility
Scale
Change Scale
Consciousness
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20s

SRLS19

life
I contribute to the goals of the group

20t
20u

SRLS20
SRLS21

There is energy in doing something a new way
I am uncomfortable when someone disagrees with me

20v

SRLS22

I know myself pretty well

20w

SRLS23

20x

SRLS24

I am willing to devote the time and energy to things that are
important to me
I stick with others through difficult times

20y

SRLS25

When there is a conflict between two people, one will win
and the other will lose

20z
20aa

SRLS26
SRLS27

Change makes me uncomfortable
It is important to me to act on my beliefs

20bb

SRLS28

I am focused on my responsibilities

20cc

SRLS29

I can make a difference when I work with others on a task

20dd

SRLS30

I actively listen to what others have to say

20ee

SRLS31

I think it is important to know other people’s priorities

20ff

SRLS32

My actions are consistent with my values

20gg
20hh

SRLS33
SRLS34

I believe I have responsibilities to my community
I could describe my personality

20ii

SRLS35

I have helped to shape the mission of the group

20jj
20kk

SRLS36
SRLS37

New ways of doing things frustrate me
Common values drive an organization

20ll
20mm
20nn
20oo

SRLS38
SRLS39
SRLS40
SRLS41

I give time to making a difference for someone else
I work well in changing environments
I work with others to make my communities better places
I can describe how I am similar to other people

of Self Scale
Common
Purpose Scale
Change Scale
Controversy
with Civility
Scale
Consciousness
of Self Scale
Commitment
Scale
Commitment
Scale
Controversy
with Civility
Scale
Change Scale
Congruence
Scale
Commitment
Scale
Collaboration
Scale
Collaboration
Scale
Common
Purpose Scale
Congruence
Scale
Citizenship Scale
Consciousness
of Self Scale
Common
Purpose Scale
Change Scale
Common
Purpose Scale
Citizenship Scale
Change Scale
Citizenship Scale
Consciousness
of Self Scale
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20pp

SRLS42

I enjoy working with others toward common goals

20qq
20rr
20ss
20tt
20uu

SRLS43
SRLS44
SRLS45
SRLS46
SRLS47

20vv

SRLS48

I am open to new ideas
I have the power to make a difference in my community
I look for new ways to do something
I am willing to act for the rights of others
I participate in activities that contribute to the common
good
Others would describe me as a cooperative group member

20ww

SRLS49

I am comfortable with conflict

20xx

SRLS50

20yy

SRLS51

I can identify the differences between positive and negative
change
I can be counted on to do my part

20zz

SRLS52

Being seen as a person of integrity is important to me

20aaa

SRLS53

I follow through on my promises

20bbb

SRLS54

I hold myself accountable for responsibilities I agree to

20ccc
20ddd

SRLS55
SRLS56

I believe I have a civic responsibility to the greater public
Self-reflection is difficult for me

20eee

SRLS57

Collaboration produces better results

20fff

SRLS58

I know the purpose of the groups to which I belong

20ggg

SRLS59

I am comfortable expressing myself

20hhh

SRLS60

20iii

SRLS61

My contributions are recognized by others in the groups I
belong to
I work well when I know the collective values of a group

20jjj

SRLS62

I share my ideas with others

20kkk

SRLS63

My behaviors reflect my beliefs

20lll

SRLS64

I am genuine

Collaboration
Scale
Change Scale
Citizenship Scale
Change Scale
Citizenship Scale
Citizenship Scale
Collaboration
Scale
Controversy
with Civility
Scale
Change Scale
Commitment
Scale
Congruence
Scale
Commitment
Scale
Commitment
Scale
Citizenship Scale
Consciousness
of Self Scale
Collaboration
Scale
Common
Purpose Scale
Consciousness
of Self Scale
Collaboration
Scale
Common
Purpose Scale
Controversy
with Civility
Scale
Congruence
Scale
Congruence
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20mmm

SRLS65

I am able to trust the people with whom I work

20nnn

SRLS66

20ooo

SRLS67

I value opportunities that allow me to contribute to my
community
I support what the group is trying to accomplish

20ppp

SRLS68

It is easy for me to be truthful

20qqq

SRLS69

20rrr
20sss

SRLS70
SRLS71

It is important to me that I play an active role in my
communities
I volunteer my time to the community
I believe my work has a greater purpose for the larger
community

THINKING MORE ABOUT YOURSELF
21
DEM4

How would you characterize your political views? (Choose
One)

Scale
Collaboration
Scale
Citizenship Scale
Common
Purpose Scale
Congruence
Scale
Citizenship Scale
Citizenship Scale
Citizenship Scale

1=Very liberal
2=Liberal
3=Moderate
4=Conservative
5=Very conservative
22. In thinking about how you have changed during college, to what extent do you feel you have grown in the following areas? (Select one response for each)
22a
OUT1a
Ability to put ideas together and to see relationships between 1=Not Grown At All
Cognitive Skills
ideas
2=Grown Somewhat
Scale
22b
OUT1b
Ability to learn on your own, pursue ideas, and find
3=Grown
Cognitive Skills
information you need
4=Grown Very Much
Scale
22c
OUT1c
Ability to critically analyze ideas and information
Cognitive Skills
Scale
22d
OUT1d
Learning more about things that are new to you
Cognitive Skills
Scale
23. How confident are you that you can be successful at the following? (Select one response for each)
23a
OUT2a
Leading others
1=Not at All Confident
Leadership
2=Somewhat Confident
Efficacy Scale
23b
OUT2b
Organizing a group’s tasks to accomplish a goal
3=Confident
Leadership
4=Very Confident
Efficacy Scale
23c
OUT2c
Taking initiative to improve something
Leadership
Efficacy Scale
23d
OUT2d
Working with a team on a group project
Leadership
Efficacy Scale
24. How often do you…
24a
SUB2a
Search for meaning/purpose in your life
1=Never
Spirituality:
2=Sometimes
Search for
3=Often
Meaning
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24b

SUB2b

Have discussions about the meaning of life with your friends

4=Very Often

Spirituality:
Search for
Meaning
24c
SUB2c
Surround yourself with friends who are searching for
Spirituality:
meaning/purpose in life
Search for
Meaning
24d
SUB2d
Reflect on finding answers to the mysteries of life
Spirituality:
Search for
Meaning
24e
SUB2g
Think about developing a meaningful philosophy of life
Spirituality:
Search for
Meaning
25. The following statements inquire about your thoughts and feelings in a variety of situations. For each item, be as honest as possible in indicating how well it
describes you.
25a
SUB3a
I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less
1=Does Not Describe Me Well
Social
fortunate than me.
2
Perspective
3
Taking Scale (EC)
25b
SUB3c
Sometimes I don't feel very sorry for other people when
4
Social
they are having problems.
5=Describes Me Very Well
Perspective
Taking Scale (EC)
25c
SUB3d
I try to look at everybody's side of a disagreement before I
Social
make a decision.
Perspective
Taking Scale (PT)
25d
SUB3f
I sometimes try to understand my friends better by
Social
imagining how things look from their
perspective.
Perspective
Taking Scale (PT)
25e
SUB3g
Other people's misfortunes do not usually disturb me a
Social
great deal.
Perspective
Taking Scale (EC)
25f
SUB3k
I believe that there are two sides to every question and try
Social
to look at them both.
Perspective
Taking Scale (PT)
25g
SUB3m
When I'm upset at someone, I usually try to "put myself in
Social
their shoes" for awhile.
Perspective
Taking Scale (PT)
25h
SUB3n
Before criticizing somebody, I try to imagine how I would
Social
feel if I were in their place.
Perspective
Taking Scale (PT)
YOUR COLLEGE CLIMATE
26. Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements about your experience on your current campus
26a
ENV11a_1
I feel valued as a person at this school
1=Strongly Disagree
Belonging
2=Disagree
Climate
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26b

ENV11a_2

I feel accepted as a part of the campus community

26c

ENV11a_4

I have observed discriminatory words, behaviors
or gestures directed at people like me

Discriminatory
Climate

26d

ENV11a_5

I feel I belong on this campus

26e

ENV11a_11

26f

ENV11a_12

26g

ENV11a_15

I have encountered discrimination while attending this
institution
I feel there is a general atmosphere of prejudice among
students
Faculty have discriminated against people like me

26h

ENV11a_16

Staff members have discriminated against people like me

Belonging
Climate
Discriminatory
Climate
Discriminatory
Climate
Discriminatory
Climate
Discriminatory
Climate

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
27
DEM5

Which of the following best describes your primary major?
(Select the category that best represents your field of study)

3=Neutral
4=Agree
5=Strongly Agree

1=Agriculture
2= Architecture/ Urban planning
3=Biological/ Life Sciences (ex. biology,
biochemistry, botany, zoology)
4=Business (ex. accounting, business
administration, marketing, management)
5=Communication (speech, journalism,
television/radio)
6=Computer and Information Sciences
7=Education
8=Engineering
9=Ethnic, Cultural Studies, and Area Studies
10=Foreign Languages and Literature (ex. French,
Spanish)
11=Health-Related Fields (ex. nursing, physical
therapy, health technology)
12=Humanities (ex. English, Literature,
Philosophy, Religion, History)
13=Liberal/ General Studies
14=Mathematics
15=Multi/ Interdisciplinary Studies (ex.
international relations, ecology, environmental
studies)
16=Parks, Recreation, Leisure Studies, Sports
Management

Belonging
Climate
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Dem5.1
Dem5.2
Dem5.3
Dem5.4
Dem5.5
Dem5.6
Dem5.7
Dem5.8
Dem5.9
Dem5.10
Dem5.11
Dem5.12
Dem5.13
Dem5.14
Dem5.15
Dem5.16
Dem5.17
Dem5.18
Dem5.19
Dem5.20

Agriculture
Architecture/ Urban planning
Biological/ Life Sciences (ex. biology, biochemistry, botany,
zoology)
Business (ex. accounting, business administration,
marketing, management)
Communication (speech, journalism, television/radio)
Computer and Information Sciences
Education
Engineering
Ethnic, Cultural Studies, and Area Studies
Foreign Languages and Literature (ex. French, Spanish)
Health-Related Fields (ex. nursing, physical therapy, health
technology)
Humanities (ex. English, Literature, Philosophy, Religion,
History)
Liberal/ General Studies
Mathematics
Multi/ Interdisciplinary Studies (ex. international relations,
ecology, environmental studies)
Parks, Recreation, Leisure Studies, Sports Management
Physical Sciences (ex. physics, chemistry, astronomy, earth
science)
Pre-Professional (ex. pre-dental, pre-medical, preveterinary)
Public Administration (ex. city management, law
enforcement)
Social Sciences (ex. anthropology, economics, political
science, psychology, sociology)

17=Physical Sciences (ex. physics, chemistry,
astronomy, earth science)
18=Pre-Professional (ex. pre-dental, pre-medical,
pre-veterinary)
19=Public Administration (ex. city management,
law enforcement)
20=Social Sciences (ex. anthropology, economics,
political science, psychology, sociology)
21=Visual and Performing Arts (ex. art, music,
theater)
22=Undecided
99=Asked but not answered
1=Yes
2=No

201

28

Dem5.21
Dem5.22
PRE6

29
30a

DEM6
DEM7

Visual and Performing Arts (ex. art, music, theater)
Undecided
Did your high school require community service for
graduation?
What is your age?
What is your gender?

DEM7.1

Gender (with transgender as missing)

30b

DEM7b

Please indicate which of the following best describe you?

31

DEM8

What is your sexual orientation?

DEM8.1

Sexual Orientation (collapsed)

32

DEM9

Indicate your citizenship and/ or generation status: (Choose
One)

33a

DEM10a

Please indicate your broad racial group membership: (Mark
all that apply)

1=Yes
2=No
Open Response
1=Female
2=Male
3=Transgender
1=Female
2=Male
1=Female to male
2=Male to female
3=Intersexed
4=Rather not say
1=Heterosexual
2=Bisexual
3=Gay/Lesbian
4=Questioning
5=Rather not say
1=Heterosexual
2=Bisexual, Gay/Lesbian, Questioning
3=Rather not say
1=Your grandparents, parents, and you were
born in the U.S.
2=Both of your parents AND you were born in the
U.S.
3=You were born in the U.S., but at least one of
your parents was not
4=You are a foreign born, naturalized citizen
5=You are a foreign born, resident alien/
permanent resident
6=International student

1=White/ Caucasian
2=Middle Eastern

If 1 or 2, skip to
question #31

DEM10
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3=African American/ Black
4=American Indian/ Alaska Native
5=Asian American/ Asian
6=Latino/ Hispanic
7=Multiracial
8=Race/ Ethnicity not included above
DEM10A.1
DEM10A.2
DEM10A.3
DEM10A.4
DEM10A.5
DEM10A.6
DEM10A.7
DEM10A.8

White/ Caucasian
Middle Eastern
African American/ Black
American Indian/ Alaska Native
Asian American/ Asian
Latino/ Hispanic
Multiracial
Race/ Ethnicity not included above

DEM10C

Racial Groups

1=White/ Caucasian
2=Middle Eastern
3=African American/ Black
4=American Indian/ Alaska Native
5=Asian American/ Asian
6=Latino/ Hispanic
7=Multiracial
8=Race/ Ethnicity not included above

DEM10D

Racial Groups

1= Latino/ Hispanic
2= American Indian/ Alaska Native
3= Asian American/ Asian
4= African American/ Black
5=Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
6=White
7=Two or More Races
8=Race or Ethnicity Unknown
9=Non-Resident Alien

Note these
variables are
permutations of
the above
question that
allow for the
identification of
each unique
racial group
identified
above.
Each person
falls into only
one category
and students
that are
multiracial, but
did not select
that group are
forced into the
category
Conforms to
Department of
Education
requirements
with students
that are
multiracial, but
did not select
that group are
forced into the
category. Note
that Middle
Eastern
students are
placed in the
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Caucasian
group.
33b

DEM10b

Please indicate your ethnic group memberships (Mark all
that apply).

DEM10B_1
DEM10B_1.1
DEM10B_1.2
DEM10B_1.3
DEM10B_1.4
DEM10B_1.5
DEM10B_1.6
DEM10B_1.7

African American/ Black
Black American
African
West Indian
Brazilian
Haitian
Jamaican
Other Caribbean

DEM10B_2
DEM10B_2.1
DEM10B_2.2

Asian American/ Asian
Chinese
Indian/Pakistani

African American/ Black
1=Black American
2=African
3=West Indian
4=Brazilian
5=Haitian
6=Jamaican
7=Other Caribbean
8=Other Black
Asian American/ Asian
1=Chinese
2=Indian/Pakistani
3=Japanese
4=Korean
5= Filipino
6=Pacific Islander
7=Vietnamese
8=Other Asian
Latino/ Hispanic
1=Mexican/ Chicano
2=Puerto Rican
3=Cuban
4=Dominican
5=South American
6=Central American
7=Other Latino

Note that:
1) This question
only pertains to
those that mark
responses of
AA/ Black,
Asian, Latino, or
Multiracial;
2) The response
options that
appear should
reflect just
those that
correspond with
their broader
racial group
membership.

Note these
variables are
permutations of
the above
question that
allow for the
identification of
each unique
ethnic group
identified
above.
Note these
variables are
permutations of
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DEM10B_2.3
DEM10B_2.4
DEM10B_2.5
DEM10B_2.6
DEM10B_2.7
DEM10B_2.8

the above
question that
allow for the
identification of
each unique
ethnic group
identified
above.
DEM10B_3
Latino/ Hispanic
Note these
variables are
DEM10B_3.1
Mexican/ Chicano
permutations of
DEM10B_3.2
Puerto Rican
the above
DEM10B_3.3
Cuban
question that
DEM10B_3.4
Dominican
allow for the
DEM10B_3.5
South American
identification of
DEM10B_3.6
Central American
each unique
DEM10B_3.7
Other Latino
ethnic group
identified
above.
34. We are all members of different social groups or social categories. We would like you to consider your BROAD racial group membership (ex. White, Middle Eastern,
American Indian, African American/ Black, Asian American/ Pacific Islander, Latino/ Hispanic, Multiracial) in responding to the following statements. There are no right
or wrong answers to any of the statements; we are interested in your honest reactions and opinions.
34a
SUB4a
I am a worthy member of my racial group
1=Strongly Disagree
MEMBERSHIP COLLECTIVE
2=Disagree
RACIAL ESTEEM
34b
SUB4b
I often regret that I belong to my racial group
3=Disagree Somewhat
PRIVATE COLLECTIVE RACIAL
4=Neutral
ESTEEM
34c
SUB4c
Overall, my racial group is considered good by others
5=Agree Somewhat
PUBLIC COLLECTIVE RACIAL
6=Agree
ESTEEM
34d
SUB4d
Overall, my race has very little to do with how I feel about
7=Strongly Agree
IMPORTANCE TO IDENTITY
myself
34e
SUB4e
I feel I don’t have much to offer to my racial group
MEMBERSHIP COLLECTIVE
RACIAL ESTEEM
34f
SUB4f
In general, I’m glad to be a member of my racial group
PRIVATE COLLECTIVE RACIAL
ESTEEM
34g
SUB4g
Most people consider my racial group, on the average, to be
PUBLIC COLLECTIVE RACIAL
ESTEEM
more ineffective than other groups
34h
SUB4h
The racial group I belong to is an important reflection of
IMPORTANCE TO IDENTITY
who I am
34i
SUB4i
I am a cooperative participant in the activities of my racial
MEMBERSHIP COLLECTIVE
RACIAL ESTEEM
group
34j

SUB4j

Japanese
Korean
Filipino
Pacific Islander
Vietnamese
Other Asian

Overall, I often feel that my racial group is not worthwhile

PRIVATE COLLECTIVE RACIAL
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34k

SUB4k

In general, others respect my race

34l

SUB4l

34m

SUB4m

My race is unimportant to my sense of what kind of a
person I am
I often feel I am a useless member of my racial group

34n

SUB4n

I feel good about the racial group I belong to

34o

SUB4o

In general, others think that my racial group is unworthy

34p

SUB4p

35a

DEM11a

35b

DEM11b

In general, belonging to my racial group is an important part
of my self image
Do you have any of the following conditions:
a. Blindness, deafness, or a severe vision or hearing
impairment;
b. A psychological, mental, or emotional condition
lasting 6 months or more;
c. A condition that substantially limits one or more
basic physical activities such as walking, climbing
stairs, reaching, lifting, or carrying;
d. A condition that affects your learning or
concentration; or
e. A permanent medical condition such as diabetes,
severe asthma, etc.?
Please indicate the conditions you have:

36

DEM12

What is your current religious preference? (Please Select

ESTEEM
PUBLIC COLLECTIVE RACIAL
ESTEEM
IMPORTANCE TO IDENTITY
MEMBERSHIP COLLECTIVE
RACIAL ESTEEM
PRIVATE COLLECTIVE RACIAL
ESTEEM
PUBLIC COLLECTIVE RACIAL
ESTEEM
IMPORTANCE TO IDENTITY
1=Yes
2=No

1=Deaf/Hard of Hearing
2=Blind/Visual Impairment
3=Speech/Language Condition
4=Learning Disability
5=Physical or Musculoskeletal (ex.
multiple sclerosis)
6=Attention Deficit Disorder/ Attention
Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder
7=Psychiatric/Psychological Condition (ex.
anxiety disorder, major depression)
8=Neurological Condition (ex. brain injury,
stroke)
9=Medical (ex. diabetes, severe asthma)
10=Other
1=Agnostic
2=Atheist

If NO, skip to question
#36
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One)

37

DEM13

What is your best estimate of your grades so far in college?
[Assume 4.00 = A] (Choose One)

38

DEM14

What is the HIGHEST level of formal education obtained by
any of your parent(s) or guardian(s)? (Choose one)

DEM14.1

First Generation College Student

DEM15

What is your best estimate of your parent(s) or guardian(s)
combined total income from last year? If you are
independent from your parent(s) or guardian(s), indicate
your income. (Choose one)
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3=Baptist
4=Buddhist
5=Catholic
6=Church of Christ
7=Eastern Orthodox
8=Episcopalian
9=Hindu
10=Islamic
11=Jewish
12=LDS (Mormon)
13=Lutheran
14=Methodist
15=Presbyterian
16=Quaker
17=Seventh Day Adventist
18=Unitarian/Universalist
19=UCC/Congregational
20=Other Christian
21=Other Religion
22=None
1=3.50 – 4.00
2=3.00 – 3.49
3=2.50 – 2.99
4=2.00 – 2.49
5=1.99 or less
6=No college GPA
1=Less than high school diploma or less
than a GED
2=High school diploma or a GED
3=Some college
4=Associates degree
5=Bachelors degree
6=Masters degree
7=Doctorate or professional degree (ex.
JD, MD, PhD)
8=Don’t know
1= First Generation
2= Non-First Generation
1=Less than $12,500
2=$12,500 - $24,999
3=$25,000 – $39,999
4=$40,000 – $54,999

207

40

41

ENV12

Which of the following best describes where are you
currently living while attending college? (Choose one)

ENV12.1

On-campus vs. Off-campus Housing

DEF

Please provide a brief definition of what the term leadership
means to you.
STARTTIME: The date and time this participant/user
began entering data.

STARTTIME

ENDTIME
ELAPSEDTIME
PCTCOMPLETE
LOGINTIME

ENDTIME: The date and time this participant/user
finished entering data.
ELAPSEDTIME: The total number of minutes it took
this participant/user to finish entering data.
PCTCOMPLETE: The percent of the survey completed.
LOGINTIME: The date and time when this participant
last logged in.

NUMPRESENTED

NUMPRESENTED: Number of questions presented to
the participant.

NUMANSWERED

NUMANSWERED: Number of questions answered by
this participant.

NUMUNANSWERED

NUMUNANSWERED: Number of questions
unanswered by this participant.

5=$55,000 - $74,999
6=$75,000 - $99,999
7=$100,000 - $149,999
8=$150,000 - $199,999
9=$200,000 and over
10=Don’t know
11=Rather not say
1=Parent/guardian or other relative home
2=Other off-campus home, apartment, or
room
3=College/university residence hall
4= Fraternity or sorority house
5= Other on-campus student housing
6=Other
1= On-campus
2= Off-campus
Open response

Comment box
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PCTUNANSWERED

PCTUNANSWERED: Percentage of questions
unanswered by this participant.

INCOMP
SRLS_90

INCOMP: Last answered question
Did respondent answer 90% of the SRLS items?

CORE_90

Did respondent answer 90% of the CORE Outcome
measures? (Only ‘Yes’ respondents used in reporting)

SELF
CONGRU
COMMIT
COLLAB
COMMON
CIVIL
CITZEN
CHANGE
OMNIBUS
PRECOG

Consciousness of Self Scale
Congruence Scale
Commitment Scale
Collaboration Scale
Common Purpose Scale
Controversy with Civility Scale
Citizenship Scale
Change Scale
Omnibus SRLS
Cognitive Skills Pretest

PREEFF

Leadership Efficacy Pretest

PRESPIR

Spirituality Pretest

PRESPT

Social Perspective Taking Pretest

PREOMNI

Omnibus SRLS Pretest

1 = Yes
0 = No
1 = Yes
0 = No

1=Strongly Disagree
2=Disagree
3=Neutral
4=Agree
5=Strongly Agree

1=Not at all confident
2=Somewhat confident
3=Confident
4=Very Confident
1=Not at all confident
2=Somewhat confident
3=Confident
4=Very Confident
1=Never
2=Sometimes
3=Often
4=Very Often
1=Does Not Describe Me Well
2
3
4
5=Describes Me Very Well
1=Strongly Disagree
2=Disagree
3=Neutral
4=Agree
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PRECRE

Collective Racial Efficacy Pretest

OUTSCB_rounded

Social Change Behaviors Scale

MENOUTLE
MENOUTPD

Mentoring Outcomes: Leadership Empowerment Scale
Mentoring Outcomes: Personal Development Scale

SOCCUL_rounded

Socio-Cultural Discussions Scale

OUTCOG

Cognitive Skills Scale

OUTEFF

Leadership Efficacy Scale

OUTSPIR

Spirituality: Search for Meaning Scale

OUTSPT

Social Perspective Taking Scale

BCLIM_rounded
DCLIM_rounded

Belonging Climate
Discriminatory Climate

5=Strongly Agree
1=Strongly Disagree
2=Disagree
3=Disagree Somewhat
4=Neutral
5=Agree Somewhat
6=Agree
7=Strongly Agree
1=Never
2=Once
3=Sometimes
4=Often
1= Strongly Disagree
2= Disagree
3= Neutral
4= Agree
5= Strongly Agree
1=Never
2=Sometimes
3=Often
4=Very Often
1=Not Grown At All
2=Grown Somewhat
3=Grown
4=Grown Very Much
1=Not at All Confident
2=Somewhat Confident
3=Confident
4=Very Confident
1=Never
2=Sometimes
3=Often
4=Very Often
1=Does Not Describe Me Well
2
3
4
5=Describes Me Very Well
1=Strongly Disagree
2=Disagree
3=Neutral
4=Agree
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5=Strongly Agree
OUTSCB_RAW
SOCCUL_RAW

Social Change Behaviors Scale
Socio-Cultural Discussions Scale

BCLIM_RAW
DCLIM_RAW

Belonging Climate
Discriminatory Climate

CREPRI
CREPUB
CREID
CREMEM

Private Collective Racial Esteem
Public Collective Racial Esteem
Importance to Identity
Membership Collective Racial Esteem

FINAL_NRWEIGHT
FINAL_PSWEIGHT

Non-response weight
Post-stratification weight

1=Never
2=Sometimes
3=Often
4=Very Often
1=Strongly Disagree
2=Disagree
3=Neutral
4=Agree
5=Strongly Agree
1=Strongly Disagree
2=Disagree
3=Disagree Somewhat
4=Neutral
5=Agree Somewhat
6=Agree
7=Strongly Agree
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2009 MSL Data Notes
This section is intended to create a place where all notes and updates regarding the data files are recorded.

Data Use Clarification - Some schools have asked us if they may publish their results in context with the national scores (as a
benchmark). Schools have found that portions of the report may be useful to post on their websites, or on collaborative sites such as
College Portraits. We strongly encourage this kind of use for the MSL data. Please do feel free to post the data for this purpose – and in
fact, we would love to hear how you are publishing the MSL data, and what we could potentially do in the future to make such posting
easier for you. If you have any doubts about how you are planning to publish your results, feel free to ask us.
Reverse Coding – several variables within the SPSS and report files have been reverse coded including the Discriminatory Climate
variables. Please note that any variable that is reverse coded is noted in this (and previous codebooks) codebook with RED text. When
looking at the Campus Climate section of the “Respondent Distributions Across Variables” table, please remember that the
Discriminatory Climate scale was reverse coded (as is indicated in the 2009 MSL codebook posted on the MSL Exchange). As a result of
the reverse coding, values associated with “(5) Strongly Agree” are actually indicating disagreement with the statements. Though this is
noted in all versions of the codebook we felt it was important to remind data users of this so the data is not misinterpreted.
Verbatim Response Correction in Report - report files were updated in late October (approximately 10/21) to correct reversed gender
variables in the verbatim portion of the report document. SPSS data files were NOT impacted
Additional Variables Added – updated data sets were posted in mid-December to include additional “raw” and “rounded” variables for
the OUTSCB, SOCCUL, BCLIM, DCLIM items. Previously, only one version of these variables were available in the SPSS data set (what is
now labeled as “rounded”). In an effort to make sure all MSL schools have as much information as possible, the “raw” versions of the
variables were added to the dataset and the originally provided variable names were changed to included “rounded” in their name.
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APPENDIX C
2009 Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL) Survey Participating
Institutions
1. Alfred University
2. Baylor University
3. Berry College
4. Bridgewater State College
5. Brigham Young University–Hawaii
6. Bryant University
7. Bucknell University
8. California Lutheran University
9. California State University–Sacramento
10. Clemson University
11. Colgate University
12. Colorado State University
13. Columbia College
14. Cornell College
15. CUNY Bernard M Baruch College
16. CUNY Lehman College
17. DePaul University
18. Drake University
19. Drexel University
20. Duke University
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21. Elmhurst College
22. Elon University
23. Furman University
24. Gallaudet University
25. George Mason University
26. Georgia Southern University
27. Gettysburg College
28. Guilford College
29. Hamline University
30. Harvard University
31. Houghton College
32. Indiana University–Bloomington
33. Jackson State University
34. John Carroll University
35. Kansas State University
36. Kent State University
37. Loyola Marymount University
38. Loyola University Chicago
39. Mansfield University
40. Marquette University
41. Meredith College
42. Metropolitan State College of Denver
43. Millikin University
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44. Mills College
45. Missouri Western State University
46. Monroe Community College
47. Montgomery College
48. Moravian College
49. North Carolina Central University
50. North Carolina State University
51. Northeastern Illinois University
52. Northeastern State University
53. Northwestern University
54. Ohio University
55. Pacific Lutheran University
56. Regis University
57. Roger Williams University
58. Rollins College
59. Saint Joseph‟s University
60. Saint Mary‟s University of Minnesota
61. Samford University
62. Seattle University
63. Sonoma State University
64. Southern Methodist University
65. Suffolk County Community College
66. SUNY at Binghamton
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67. SUNY at Buffalo
68. SUNY at Geneseo
69. SUNY–Potsdam
70. Temple University
71. Texas A & M University
72. Texas Christian University
73. University of Arizona
74. University of California–Berkeley
75. University of Central Florida
76. University of Central Oklahoma
77. University of Chicago
78. University of Colorado at Boulder
79. University of Detroit Mercy
80. University of Illinois at Urbana–Champaign
81. University of Iowa
82. University of Kansas
83. University of Louisville
84. University of Maryland–College Park
85. University of Maryland Eastern Shore
86. University of Massachusetts–Lowell
87. University of Minnesota–Twin Cities
88. University of Monterrey
89. University of Nevada–Las Vegas
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90. University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
91. University of North Carolina at Greensboro
92. University of North Carolina–Wilmington
93. University of Richmond
94. University of Rochester
95. University of San Diego
96. University of San Francisco
97. University of Scranton
98. University of South Florida
99. University of Tampa
100.

University of Wisconsin–La Crosse

101.

University of Wisconsin–Madison

102.

University of Wisconsin–Oshkosh

103.

University of Wisconsin–Stevens Point

104.

Wilson College

105.

Wartburg College

106.

Youngstown State University

