
 

ELEVATE Leadership Development Program 
Assessing Effectiveness of Leadership Development in Higher Education 

  
 
 
 
 
Since the 1950s, researchers such as Donald Kirkpatrick have been trying to evaluate 
training, including leadership development. There are many studies within higher 
education that have demonstrated that leadership development trainings for students 
are not only highly effective, but that leadership skills are some of the most important 
competencies employers are looking for in college graduates. However, few studies 
have considered the best or most effective practices to deliver these leadership 
competencies at the university level. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This white paper aims to share the results of our study, “ELEVATE! Assessing 
Effectiveness of Leadership Development Methods in Higher Education: A Field 
Experiment,” and other research that sheds light on the best practices and other 
factors that may affect a student leadership development program. 
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BACKGROUND 
There has been an increasing demand from employers to have college students exhibit 
leadership competence by graduation. The National Association of Colleges and 
Employers (NACE) has identified a set of eight behaviors and competencies that 
employers have expressed all entry-level professionals should have to integrate quickly 
into their organization and have a successful career. They are: 
 
TABLE 1 

NACE College Graduate Requested Behaviors and Competencies 

Communication:  
● Understand and demonstrate verbal, written and non-verbal abilities (Communication) 
● Employ active listening and persuasion (Communication) 

Critical Thinking:  
● Make Decisions and solve problems (Decision Making/Strategic Planning/Wisdom) 
● Proactively anticipate needs (Managing Others) 
● Summarize and interpret data with an awareness of personal biases (Self-Awareness) 

Career and Self-Development:  
● Awareness of strengths and areas of development (Self-Awareness) 
● Accepting and applying feedback (Developing Others) 
● Developing goals (Self-Control and Management) 

Equity and Inclusion: 
● Actively contribute and advocate for inclusive and equitable practices  
● (Social Responsibility/Responsibility/Ethical Conduct)  

Leadership:  
● Inspire, persuade, motivate self and others (Manage Others/Intrinsic Motivation) 
● Use innovative thinking  
● Serve as a role model 
● Build trust (Ethical Conduct) 

Professionalism:  
● Act equitably with integrity (Social Responsibility/Responsibility/Ethical Conduct)  
● Maintain a positive personal brand 
● Prioritize and complete tasks (Self-Control and Management) 

Teamwork:  
● Effectively manage conflict (Resolving Conflict) 
● Recognized and employ personal strengths, knowledge, and talents (Self-Aware) 
● Collaborate with others 

Technology:  
● Navigate change 
● Use technology to improve efficiency 

Fisher Leadership Initiative’s Principled Leadership Competencies 
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Simultaneously, higher education has recognized an increased need to train future 
generations of leaders. Brett Seidle’s (et al.) study, as well as many others, have shown 
that leadership development in higher education can lead to an increase in student 
leadership performance.  
 
In the same study, Seidle et al. found that the amount of time an individual works in an 
organization (or the age of the individual) also affects their leadership development. 
They found that “increases in age may result in either no change or perhaps even a 
decrease in the change in leadership performance.”   
 
These findings demonstrate 
that leadership development 
programs should be 
conducted in higher 
education settings so we can 
meet the needs of employers 
and reach students at an 
impressionable age.  
 
GROUNDWORK 
With the growing emphasis 
on student leadership in higher education, there are very few studies on the best 
practices for delivering leadership development training. In Denise Reyes (et al., 2119)  
Meta-Analysis of the State of Higher Education Leadership Development Program 
Evaluation, they found several effective best practices:  
● Volunteering in a program, versus requiring participation, leads to an increase 

in motivation to actively attend.  
● Temporally spacing out content allows for an individual’s mental bandwidth not 

to be overwhelmed. 
● Applying knowledge or practicing skills is the most effective way to foster 

competencies. 
● Giving feedback, both positive and negative, provides students with a better 

understanding of themselves (their ability level) and what they need to improve.  
● In-person facilitation can provide specific guidance, adapt the material, and 

provide a customized experience.  
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However, Reyes concluded that there is still room for improvement in the study of 
leadership development.   
 
These findings led us to design the ELEVATE Leadership Development Program with: 

• Paid volunteers 
• Spaced learning, to take mental bandwidth into account (In phase II) 
• Feedback and reflection activities (only in experimental groups two and three in 

phase I and experimental group two in phase II) 
• In-person facilitation, adaptation of materials, and customized experience (In 

phase II only) 
 
Reyes et al. (2019) also share that information-based strategies (presenting content 
directly, for example, using PowerPoint to present information on how to resolve 
conflict) are the most used method to develop leadership. In his book, Team Training 
Essentials: A Research Guild, Eduardo Salas states that training programs can gain 
more preferable outcomes by incorporating a variety of delivery methods.** 
 
Another study by Barling and Kelloway suggested that the main training session, along 
with a few follow-up sessions, can significantly improve leaders’ transformational 
leadership skills by about 25 percentiles. With both phases, we offered at least one 
workshop each for two weeks for each module.  
 
Additionally, Kolb’s experiential learning theory proposes that knowledge is created 
and gained via transformational experiences. There are four elements of Kolb’s theory:  
● Concrete experience (CE): Where learning happens when the individual can 

immerse and observe (“concrete”) reality or new experiences (i.e., Case studies 
and simulations).  

● Abstract conceptualization (AC): When information is learned through 
perceiving, analyzing, planning to develop theories and creating ideas to solve 
problems (i.e., Lecture, in-class discussion, videos, online modules, reading). 

● Reflective observation: Learning through observing others and reflecting on 
one’s own experiences (i.e., Coaching and learning group discussion). 

● Active experimentation: Learning through the practical application of content 
so individuals can test existing ideas or validate learned theories in a structured 
environment (i.e., Practicum project).  
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Another element of the ELEVATE study is student engagement. Studies have focused 
on improving enthusiasm, interest, and participation (Kahu, 2013) to maintain student 
engagement levels. Gamification, the use of game design in non-game content 
(Deterding, Dixon, Khaled, and Nacke, 2011), is one way to achieve increased student 
engagement. Researchers have shown that gamification can have a positive outcome in 
the educational setting, including user experience, perceived enjoyment, engagement, 
perceived effectiveness, and motivation (in particular, learning) (Majuri and Hamari, 
2018). 
 

To explore gamification in ELEVATE, we 
utilized the method in two ways: The first 
was to pay the students a specific amount 
of money for participating in each section 
of the study, from taking the pre/post-
evaluations ($5 per evaluation) to 
participating in each of the workshops or 
online modules ($20 per session for 
phases I). The second way we tested 
gamification was to provide a progression 
system of digital badges. Upon 
completion of a module, students were 
awarded with a digital badge that could be 
kept and shared on social media 
platforms (such as LinkedIn) and 
resumes (See Appendix 1). 

 
An additional area we considered, especially with the continued threat of COVID-19, 
was whether there is a significant difference between in-person content delivery and 
remote learning (i.e., Zoom). Although many believe that training that occurs in an 
online setting is less effective, Reyes did not find any data to support that claim. Still, 
others feel that outcomes and transformation of remote learning are significantly 
reduced because of barriers such as a lack of flexibility (Merriam, 2001) and a lack of 
interaction and engagement (Magerko et al., 2005). However, we believe that with the 
advancement of technology and training techniques and a properly designed remote 
training program, there can be similar or increased retention and transformation of 
leadership skills. 
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EVALUATION CRITERIA 
ELEVATE aims to develop and then assess the effectiveness of different elements in 
college students’ leadership development strategies. For this study, we hypothesize 
that certain aspects of best practices in delivery and activities will show a significant 
increase in an individual's leadership development using Kirkpatrick's four levels of 
evaluation, Reyes’ meta-analysis, and other studies previously mentioned. Below are 
the different areas we have considered:  
● 1.1 Groups who received experiential learning elements showed higher post-

program growth than that of the control group and the other traditional group 
(All studies previously mentioned). 

● 1.2 Students show the highest post-program growth when all elements of 
experiential learning are incorporated (both virtual and in-person) (Reyes, 2019; 
Barling et al., 1996; Salas et al., 2015). 

● 2.0 Students show the highest post-program growth when using gamification 
(Majiuri et al., 2018). 

● 3.0 No significant difference between in-person and remote learning (Merriam, 
2001; Magerko et al., 2005). 

 
When using Kirkpatrick’s four levels of evaluation for learning and development 
(reactions, learning, transfer, and results) to assess ELEVATE’s hypotheses, we 
identified the following ways to evaluate the student participants: 
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1. Reaction refers to how an individual in a program feels about it. It is essential to 

obtain their reaction or how they feel about the training to understand better 
how well the training is received. This is one of the more popular ways to 
evaluate a program because it can be self-reported and collected immediately 
after the training is complete. We acquired students' reactions through a survey 
asking them if they agreed or disagreed with the following statements:  
● I am glad I participated in this program. 
● This program helped me understand what is expected of me in day-to-day 

activities. 
● This program was of little practical value. 
● Participating in this program has helped me perform my work better. 
● The program materials have served as useful references for me when I 

am in a professional setting.  
● I frequently use what I have learned in this program in work setting. 
● I have applied what I’ve learned in this program to my work. 

 
We also have students take the 
BUILD Leadership Assessment, 
which is a 360-degree instrument that 
identifies 18 competencies that we 
feel are engaging in developing a 
principled leader. The students 
evaluate themselves and then ask 
others that have seen them in a 
leadership role to assess their 
competence. Students take the 
BUILD Leadership Assessment 
before the modules begin (pre-
evaluation) and one year later (post-
evaluation). 
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2. Learning Outcomes refer to the knowledge the facilitator hopes the 
student/trainee will gain from the module presented. For this type of evaluation, 
we gave them a survey with situational judgment tests and other questions six 
months after the program to check their knowledge retention. For example:  

• Leaders at higher levels in the organization generally have higher levels 
of self-awareness. True or False. 

• The most effective leaders are generally the ones who are neither 
personally liked nor disliked by their followers. True or False. 

• Lorrie, who used to be a student-athlete, wants to begin an exercise 
routine again. She recently started a new position as a finance consultant 
and hasn’t had time to exercise for a couple of months. Lorrie has set 
several goals for herself, found below. 

■ Get up at 6:00 am from Monday to Friday. 
■ Yoga on Monday and Thursday, Cardio on Tuesday and Friday, and 

Strength on Wednesday; HIIT on Saturday and Sunday. 
■ To prevent myself from not being able to get up, I will go to bed at 

10:00 pm every night and set up multiple alarms to be sure. 
■ I will give myself until the end of this month to review my progress 

and my “attendance rate”. 
■ I will join an online healthy lifestyle group where group members 

will share progress regularly. 
● Based on the elements of an effective goal, which of the following 

elements is MISSING from Lorrie’s goal? 
1. Attainable 
2. Specific 
3. Expecting barriers 
4. Measurable 
5. Setting deadlines 
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3. Transfer is taking the leadership training provided and applying it in their daily 
work and life. Again, we utilize the BUILD Leadership Assessment to determine 
if there is transfer. We look for an increase in the behaviors or skills rated by 
themselves. The increases show a transfer of knowledge observed by co-
workers, direct reports, and managers.  

 
4. Results are when real-world outcomes that align with the training, such as 

personal or professional goals and performance, are met. Our study does not 
assess this level of evaluation.  
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EXECUTION AND ANALYSIS 
The ELEVATE Leadership Development Program had two phases, each a semester 
long. Phase 1 had four experimental groups and one control group: 
● Asynchronous - Received their autonomous, active, application-driven learning 

through a learning management system. 
● Experimental Group 1 - Participated in a 3-hour workshop where leadership 

content was delivered, and students had opportunities to apply their knowledge.  
● Experimental Group 2 - Also participated in a 3-hour workshop but had an 

additional opportunity to review content, reflect and do activities to apply the 
knowledge.  

● Experimental Group 3 - Participated in a 3-hour workshop, had a workshop to 
review, reflect and apply, and was given a digital badge to add a level of 
gamification. 

● Control Group - Participated in four, one-and-a-half hour workshops of non-
leadership business workshops, such as Excel at interviews, business writing, 
and other technical writing.  

 
Each group started with about 30 to 40 students.  
 
The first phase consisted of four modules, each lasting two weeks: Self-Leadership, 
Team Leadership, Principled Leadership, and Stewardship (See table below for more 
details).  
● Experimental Groups 1, 2 & 3 - Each group was given one workshop per week. 

The first week there was a 3-hour workshop delivering content and chances to 
apply knowledge. In the second week, the workshop was to review material and 
complete an application activity (Experimental groups 2 & 3 also had time to 
reflect on the knowledge gained in the module).  

● Asynchronous Group – Each group was given one module each week that 
aligned with the modules from the experimental groups. For example, in week 
one of the first module, students learned about self-awareness. The following 
week, they learned about self-control and management, including goal setting.  

● Control Group - This group met four times, once per module, to participate in 
business writing workshops.   
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TABLE 1: Content contained in each module 

 
With these groups and the content in mind, we took Kolb’s (1984) research on the four 
interactive intervention activities (Abstract Conceptualization, Concrete Experience, 
Active Experimentation, Reflective Observation) and gamification (See Table 2 below), 
and distributed them accordingly, specifically testing active experimentation, 
reflective observation, and gamification to see if there has been an increase in student 
reaction, mastery of the learning outcomes, demonstration and transference of 
leadership skills and behaviors to their everyday life, and if there was a significant 
change in leadership behavior.  
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TABLE 2: Intervention Activities for the ELEVATE groups in Phase I 

 
Phase Two consisted of a similar setup (groups and content),but with one significant 
difference. Instead of using Zoom for all workshops, we would deliver the content and 
activities in person. Phase I experienced significant student attrition rates (around 
90%). Therefore, we changed the delivery of experimental group 1, 2, and 3 in Phase II 
to:  
● A microlearning video of eight to twelve-minute videos 
● A fifteen to twenty-minute podcast with an expert in the field (i.e., Self-Control 

and Management with Dr. Howard Klein) 
● A job aid that shared the key takeaways from the content in the video and 

podcast (See Appendix 2) in the first week of each module.  
 
In the second week, all three groups received different variations of a workshop where 
students were able to:  
● Review the content (All groups) and reflect (Only experimental groups 2 and 3). 
● Apply their knowledge to an activity to practice the new technique properly  

(See table 3 below for a detailed schedule of Phase II).  
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TABLE 3: Phase II Schedule of Content  

Due to lower registration in Phase II (Phase I: 253/Phase II: 140), it was decided to only 
utilize three groups: Experimental 1 and 2, and asynchronous. With gamification being 
the only difference between Experimental 2 and 3 in Phase I, and with the 
understanding that we have data on gamification from Phase I, we could eliminate 
Experimental Group 2 and only run Experimental 3 in Phase II. To accommodate for 
the possibility of similar attrition rates as Phase I, we also chose not run the Control 
Group. We felt that with the low registration, Experimental Groups 1, 2, and the 
Asynchronous group would shed more light on our hypotheses.  

Also, due to unforeseen delays (change of the Primary Investigator and significant 
student attrition rate), we had to eliminate the Social Responsibility BUILDing Block to 
ensure that all of Phase II was completed before the end of the spring semester.  

To review the data, let's analyze it according to our hypothesis by using Kirkpatrick’s 
recommendation of acquiring learning outcomes from performance evaluations and 
reactions from surveys:  
● 1.1 Groups who received experiential learning elements showed higher post-

program growth than that of the control group and the other traditional group 
(All studies previously mentioned). 

 
Immediately after the modules were completed for Phase I and II, we conducted a 
knowledge test. We asked the students to complete situational judgment tests, multiple 
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choice questions, and true or false statements about the leadership content delivered 
in modules.  
 
After calculating the average of the students’ scores in each content area, half of the 
Phase I groups scored higher than the control group. Phase II was higher than the 
control group in every area of leadership development tested except PIIE1 and PIIE2 in 
Intrinsic Motivation content (See Table 4).  
 
When using the average scores from the post-evaluation with the leadership content 
consistent between the two phases, this showed that all the groups (Phase I: 
Experimental 2, and 3 (P1E2 and P1E3), and Control (C) and Phase II: Experimental 
Group 1 and 2 (P2E1 and P2E2), and Asynchronous (P2A) performed better overall than 
the control group. The only group that did not perform better than the control was 
Phase I Asynchronous.  
 
Intrinsic Motivation ** was the only outlier amongst all groups. By removing the 
Intrinsic Motivation data from the averages, all groups excelled by a range of two 
points higher to nine points higher over the control group in the Post Evaluation 
Leadership Knowledge Test (See Table 4 for those average scores and Appendix 1 to 
view the knowledge test) again except Phase I Asynchronous. Without the Intrinsic 
Motivation added to the averages, all the Phase II groups excelled better than all the 
Phase I groups. 
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TABLE 4: The post evaluation knowledge test data for both phases, all groups. They are 
split according to phases except for the control group.  
 

 
The knowledge test data shows a trend that Phase I and II E1, E2, and in PIIA show 
higher test scores than the control. This trend leads us to believe that the content 
provided for the study on leadership development seems to be retained by the student, 
considering they scored higher than the control group who received no leadership 
training. However, this study shows we need to re-evaluate the content, especially 
intrinsic motivation, to see how we can improve student understanding even more.  
 
The second measure of data from ELEVATE is a self-evaluation sent six months after 
the end of the modules (See Table 5 below). The data shows that students in Phase I 
seem to have a similar self-rating to those in the control group. However, those in 
Phase II E2 and A show a trend of rating themselves higher than the control group. 
This trend shows that the students feel more confident in their leadership ability as a 
result of their participation in the program. 
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TABLE 5: The six-month leadership self-evaluation for both phases  
 

 
We also asked students to evaluate the program, asking questions such as:  
● I am glad I participated in this program. 
● I have applied what I have learned in this program. 

 
These questions were rated on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 
There was also one additional question asked – “How likely you would recommend 
ELEVATE to others?” – rated on a scale from 1 (not likely) to 10 (extremely likely). We 
found that students from all groups rated the program’s content and delivery about the 
same as the Control. However, except for the question about recommending the course 
to others, PIIE2 and A scored much higher than the control group. We can attribute 
this to the content delivery and added reflection throughout each module of E2, the 
small amount of content between PIA (twelve modules) and PIIA (five modules) and 
the space between each module (every other week) for PIIA.  
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TABLE 6: The six-month post program evaluation 

 

One last way to evaluate a student's reaction to the program is their attendance. The 
higher the attendance rating and the less attrition (individuals stop coming), the better 
you can presume the program is, especially if there are no negative consequences for 
not attending. As you can see from the data, PIIA had the highest percentage of 
registered students attending. It had an attendance rate of 71.52 (See Table 7). If you 
remove students that participated in zero sessions, the percentage rises to 90.77, well 
above the attendance of the Control group. This is even more significant when you 
consider that if a student did not attend a workshop or complete an online module, 
they would not receive the money for that event.   
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TABLE 7: Phase I and II attendance  

 

We cannot say that any of this data significantly shows a specific phase, group, or way 
to deliver content is better. However, certain data indicates a need for additional 
research or speculation about the cause. These trends identified from the data are: 

● Phase II shows higher scores over all data sets (Knowledge test, leadership self-
evaluation, program evaluation, and attendance) against the control and most of 
the time Phase I (See Table 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8), which indicate the delivery system 
E1 and E2, and Asynchronous have characteristics that differentiate themselves:  
○ PIIE1 and E2 had unique delivery systems that stood out from their 

counterparts PIE1 and E2. PIIE1 and E2 both had flipped workshop 
delivery, in which the student watched a 10 to 15-minute video of 
leadership content, listened to a 15 to 20-minute podcast from an expert 
in the field, and reviewed a job aid highlighting the critical points in the 
content from the video and podcast. The following week, the student 
would have an opportunity to participate in a one-hour review, reflection 
and application workshop where they could practice what they had 
learned, whereas PIE1 and E2 combined the content and application into 
a traditional, three-hour workshop. 
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TABLE 8: Post Evaluation Knowledge Test Data placed in ranking order of performance 
 

 
● Comparing all the data to just the two asynchronous phases, where PIIA scored 

higher than PIA in all areas except (See Table 8 and 9):   
○ Knowledge Test: Emotional Intelligence (-0.88 point) 
○ Program Evaluation: Q1-3, 5-7 (But not the most critical question 

recommendation to a friend PIA: 6.91 to PIIA: 9.83).  
 

The data shows that the students may require spacing and reductions of new content to 
allow students to feel comfortable with the material and retain the highest level of 
content.  
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TABLE 9: Comparison of Phase I & II Asynchronous Groups in all data sets 

 

IMPLICATIONS FOR STUDENT LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT 
The results of ELEVATE revealed the effectiveness of three key practices that student 
affairs professionals can implement to increase knowledge retention and engagement 
amongst undergraduate populations. 
 
Adopting A Hybrid Learning Approach 
Student affairs practitioners at The Ohio State University and beyond should embrace, 
not reject, a hybrid approach to learning and development. To maximize knowledge 
retention and student engagement, practitioners should vary their instruction methods 
by utilizing self-paced, asynchronous learning opportunities, in-person facilitation, 
and/or a combination of the two (flipped classrooms).  
 
Utilizing Researched Delivery Techniques 
Researched learning and development techniques, such as space learning (allowing 
time between content delivery to maximize retention) and microlearning (delivering 
material in smaller chunks) activities, are effective means of developing and engaging 
the modern student. Student affairs practitioners should consider how they can modify 
their content and leverage these techniques both inside and outside of the classroom.  
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Applying Content to the Real-World 
To increase the transformation of leadership content, student affairs practitioners 
should consider how they can actively apply knowledge to real-world experiences. 
Case studies, “choose your own adventure” experiences, and simulations can help 
students effectively apply gained knowledge and stimulate transformation.  
 

FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS 
In conclusion, these trends identified could be considered even outside of the realm of 
leadership development. Thus, we recommend more research in leadership 
development or in a more general educational setting in the areas of: 

1. Interactive asynchronous work with spacing, where students can have an 
opportunity to learn the content and apply it on their own time to digest the 
material, especially if this is in addition to work outside their regular class 
schedule.  

2. The flipped classroom or workshop, where students use a variety of media to 
gain the knowledge required before meeting in-person for a workshop or class. 
The class or workshop is designed as an active learning situation where the 
students have the opportunity to review the content, apply what they have 
learned in a practical application, and reflect on how they then transfer it to 
their own life.  
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APPENDIX 1: Badges Awarded Upon Completion of a Module 
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APPENDIX 2: Example of a Job Aid Given to Students Week One of Each Module 
 
Here is an example of the Self-Awareness job aid given to student after watching the 
video and listening to the podcast week one.  
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APPENDIX 3: ELEVATE Post-Program Leadership Knowledge Test Questions 
 
Now that you have completed the ELEVATE program, we want to know if your understanding 
about leadership has changed with the following assessment. The purpose of the assessment 
is for us to keep track of the success of the program, not to assess your leadership abilities. We 
will not share individual assessment score with anyone outside of the research team. Please do 
not get anxious about providing the correct answers. We ask that you try to recall and apply as 
much leadership knowledge as you have learned, during this assessment. 
 
If you have any questions concerning the assessment, please email FCOB-Elevate@osu.edu. 
 
Your full name (e.g., Brutus Buckeye): 
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II. Multiple choice questions. There is only ONE correct answer for the following questions. 
Choose the option that you think best answers the question. 
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III. Multiple choice questions. There is More Than ONE correct answer for the following 
questions. Choose ALL of the options that you think best answer the question. 
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APPENDIX 4: Six-Month Post Leadership Self-Evaluation Questions 
 
These states were rated on a 1 to 3 scale where 1 relates to a low relatability to the 
statement and 3 would be a high.  
 
Directions: Rate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements 
regarding your effectiveness when you take up leadership responsibilities. 
 
Q1: Is a very effective leader. 
Q2: Leads a group or team that is effective. 
Q3: As a leader, makes a difference. 
Q4:  Is effective as a leader in influencing others. 
Q5: Is satisfying as a leader to others. 
Q6: All in all, I'm a leader with whom people like working. 
Q7: People enjoyed my leadership. 
Q8:  I perform tasks and duties that are expected of me. 
Q9:  I fulfill formal job performance requirements. 
Q10:  I failed to meet my obligations to the job. 
Q11: I neglect essential duties that are assigned to me. 
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APPENDIX 5: Questions for the Program Evaluation 
 

 

 
  



 
33 

REFERENCES 

Baird, A. M., & Parayitam, S. (2019). Employers’ ratings of importance of skills and 

competencies college graduates need to get hired. Education + Training, 61(5), 622–634. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/et-12-2018-0250  

Barling, J., Weber, T., & Kelloway, E.K. (1996). Effects of transformational leadership training 

on attitudinal and financial outcomes: A field experiment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

81, 827-832. 

Deterding, S., Dixon, D., Khaled, R., & Nacke, L. (2011). From game design elements to 

gamefulness: Defining gamification, MindTrek. In Proceedings of the 15th International 

Academic MindTrek Conference: Envisioning Future Media Environments (pp. 9-15). 

Kahu, E.R. (2013). Framing student engagement in higher education. Studies in Higher 

Education, 38, 758-773. 

Kolb, D. A. (1984). Experiential learning: Experience as the source of learning and development. New 

Jersey: Prentice-Hall. 

Kirkpatrick, D. L. (1959). Techniques for Evaluating Training Programs. Journal of the American 

Society for Training and Development, 13, 3–9.  

Magerko, B., Wray, B., Holt, L., & Stensrud, B. (2005). Improving interactive training through 

individualized content and increased engagement. Interservice/Industry Training, 

Simulation, and Education Conference (I/ITSEC) 2005.  

Majuri, J., Koivisto, J., Hamari, J. (2018). Gamification of education and learning: A review of 

empirical literature. In Proceedings of the 2nd International GamiFIN Conference 

(GamiFIN 2018) (pp. 11-19).  



 
34 

Merriam, S. B. (2001). Andragogy and self-directed learning. Pillars of Adult Learning Theory 

(pp. 3–14). Mezirow, J., & Taylor, E. (Eds.). (2009). Transformative learning in action: A 

handbook of practice. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.  

Reyes, D. L., Dinh, J., Lacerenza, C. N., Marlow, S. L., Joseph, D. L., & Salas, E. (2019). The state 

of Higher Education Leadership Development Program Evaluation: A Meta-analysis, 

critical review, and recommendations. The Leadership Quarterly, 30(5), 101311.  

Salas, E., Benishek, L., Coultas, C., Diets, A., Grossman, R., Lazzara, E., & Oglesby, J. (2015). 

Team training essentials: A research-based guide. Routledge. 

Seidle, B., Fernandez, S., & Perry, J. L. (2016). Do leadership training and development make a 

difference in the public sector? A panel study. Public Administration Review, 76(4), 603–

613. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12531  

What is Career Readiness? National Association of Colleges and Employers: What is Career 

Readiness? (n.d.). Retrieved October 6, 2022, from https://www.naceweb.org/career-

readiness/competencies/career-readiness-defined/  


