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Although undergraduates are enrolling in our colleges and universities during a 

historical moment in which the lives of LGBTQ communities have never been as visible, 

LGBTQ harassment, violence and oppression is still pervasive within institutions of 

higher education in the United States. Still, LGBTQ student leaders persist towards 

graduation. Moving away from research that is grounded within a deficit model, this 

study examines the relationship between community-based practices (social support) 

found on college campuses that foster resiliency and the cultivation of leadership efficacy 

of LGBTQ undergraduates; namely in the form of LGBTQ student organizations and 

mentor relationships. Using data from the 2012 Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership 

(Dugan & Associates, 2012) this quantitative study works to address the gap in research 

exploring the leadership experiences of LGBTQ undergraduates, that has largely failed to 

incorporate the complexities of negotiating leadership at the intersections of race, 

sexuality and gender identity by centering the unique experiences of queer and 

transgender students of color. The results of the study indicate that overall, LGBTQ 

students demonstrated high levels of resiliency and moderately high levels of leadership 

efficacy but LGBTQ Students of Color had disparate experiences from their White peers 

in regards to mentorship and involvement in LGBTQ student organizations. Additional 

within group differences were found, with transgender students reporting lower levels of 

resiliency than their non-transgender peers. The findings of this study further 



problematize literature that inaccurately conflates the experiences of LGBTQ students, 

and by doing so, defaults to dominant identities, practices and epistemologies (i.e. 

heteronormativity, homonormativity, cisgenderism, Whiteness). Operating within a 

queer, intersectional, social justice lens, this study offers student affairs professionals 

insights about how to engage with queer and transgender students of color in more 

culturally responsive and affirming ways. 
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won’t you celebrate with me 
(Lucille Clifton, 1936–2010) 

 
won’t you celebrate with me 

what i have shaped into 
a kind of life? i had no model. 

born in babylon 
both nonwhite and woman 

what did i see to be except myself? 
i made it up 

here on this bridge between 
starshine and clay, 

my one hand holding tight 
my other hand; come celebrate 

with me that everyday 
something has tried to kill me 

and has failed. 
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PREFACE 
 

 
They tried to bury us. They didn’t know we were seeds. 
 

 
When I first began my doctoral journey I was 26 years old, a first-generation 

college graduate, leaving my home of six years in Brooklyn, NY to live in the U.S. 

South, without any family or community. I made these major life transitions only five 

months after I began medically transitioning and living as an openly queer, trans-

masculine person. I did not yet know the community of queer and trans Southerners that 

would transform my life or what to expect from any of it. I did not know how I would be 

treated as an out trans-masculine person, especially a Black-transgender person at a 

predominantly White institution. At the time, I only knew of one other Black trans man 

who had successfully completed a doctoral program [currently, I only know three others]. 

What I knew was that transgender people of color were chronically unemployed, under 

employed, criminalized, incarcerated, impoverished, detained, and murdered (Grant et al., 

2011), and that nothing about the Academic Industrial Complex (Smith, 2007) reinforced 

or affirmed my presence in it.  

From the beginning, I did not see anyone like myself reflected in the readings, at 

my school, in my professors, or in leadership. This was also true of my experiences 

within mainstream K-12 educational settings, where the curriculum did not elevate the 

experiences, histories, leadership, resilience, and brilliance of people of color. And it was 

truer still within the mainstream LGBTQ non-profits that I worked in as a community 
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organizer. Although these organizations benefited from the narratives of queer and trans 

people of color, we were not reflected in decision making-leadership positions. However, 

my life experiences as a queer, trans person of color, my work as a community organizer, 

and connections to queer elders allowed me to contextualize the invisibility of queer and 

trans people within a sociopolitical context and identify this erasure as oppression. These 

formal educational spaces were not only symptomatic of systemic oppression but also 

regulatory and reproductive of what hooks (2004) refers to as imperialist white-

supremacist-capitalist-patriarchy. In these spaces entire knowledges, histories, skill sets, 

and epistemologies are subjugated, and only certain people are depicted as teachers, 

leaders, and constructors of knowledge. 

However, at the time, I did not possess the language of internalized oppression, 

intergenerational trauma, implicit bias, anti-racism, micro-aggressions, social justice, and 

intersectionality to describe my experiences as a burgeoning, Black, trans-masculine 

queer, of poor-working class origins, who is a feminist, vegan, anti-capitalist, activist 

with USAmerican, able-bodied, lighter skin, and educational privilege. These were words 

and identities that I was learning to powerfully and intentionally place together for the 

first time. And although I did not have the language to describe my persistence through 

these often oppressive organizations and institutions, I knew that it was partly attributed 

to connections with queer and trans ancestors of color who resisted oppression in all its 

forms—ancestors who upheld a radical vision for the world, free from fear. Early on in 

my development as a queer youth, my mentors and peers connected me to the legacies of 
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Sylvia Rivera, Marsha P. Johnson, Miss Major, Leslie Feinberg, Audre Lorde, James 

Baldwin, and Bayard Rustin. Learning about their lives and histories of resistance 

allowed me to situate my own experiences within the broader struggle for social and 

economic justice. Moreover, I was propelled forward by the connections I had cultivated 

with mentors and chosen family who were deeply invested in my survival, personal and 

professional success, and overall well-being. My involvement within affirming queer 

communities primed me to critically engage in the learning process and more readily 

identify spaces outside of borders, outside of the gender binary, and aspire to embody the 

authentic desire, joy, and the kind of liberation made possible by queer imagination. 

My shift toward intersectional, social justice work happened gradually and then 

all at once. During my first semester, I learned of an acquaintance’s suicide, a disabled 

transman, as well as the murder of Victoria Carmen White, a Black transwoman from my 

hometown. She was in my senior class but, like so many transgender and gender 

nonconforming youth of color, she never graduated and less than a decade later, on 

September 12, 2010, she was killed by a cisgender man who would later be acquitted. 

Her devastating death, like the unremitting pandemic of anti-trans violence against 

transwomen since, was eclipsed by the deaths of five LGBTQ-identified college students, 

including Rutger’s senior Tyler Clementi, whose suicides happened all within weeks of 

each other. Their deaths and the subsequent media coverage were personally coupled by a 

bombardment of literature that inextricably positioned queer identities with suicidality 

and state-sanctioned violence. This literature not only fails to explore the resiliency 
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located at the intersections of identities and oppressions, but it also is overwhelmingly 

based on the lives and experiences of White, cisgender students. Furthermore, the 

programming that stems from this research and out of the leadership of LGBTQ spaces 

are also predominately White and cisgender led. 

Without further contributing to the erasure of queer peoples’ histories in their 

totality, I wanted to work to create programs and research that would shift the paradigm 

from one of queer victimization to one of resiliency, survivorship, and possibilities of 

leadership. I became invested in conducting research that works to identify the ways that 

LGBTQ communities have sustained ourselves, when larger systems (medical, 

governmental, educational) do not, by explicating what I refer to as “queer practices of 

care” and “characteristics of resiliency.” Moreover, I wanted to cultivate research and 

programs that were culturally responsive, that uplifted, and centered the needs, 

experiences, and leadership of queer and trans people of color. I wanted to co-create 

something I saw myself and my community reflected in, whose organizational structure 

did not replicate larger systems of oppression. 

A preliminary review of the literature and focus groups resulted in identifying 

queer practices of care and characteristics of resiliency that included but are not limited to 

cultivating our own liberatory spaces, extending a legacy of queer activism, positing 

intergenerational mentoring as “a way of life,” steeped in an intrinsic need to “give back 

to a gay community,” and even building our own families of choice (Weston, 1991). My 

awareness of collectively based organizational structures emerged while simultaneously 
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learning from my experiences living and learning collectively in Greensboro, NC and 

from the deep history of the Black collective work and economies of North Carolina, as 

some of the longest standing in the country (Gordon Nembhard, 2014). I also continued 

to benefit from the support and guidance of a network of Black, cisgender women who 

were also pursuing doctoral degrees in my department. 

These praxes and ideas would come together in a powerful crescendo that resulted 

in the creation of The Mentoring Ourselves Raising Each other (MORE) Collective. 

MORE was designed to build intergenerational relationships with queer and allied 

students, faculty, and staff, promoting conversations across the intersections of race, 

ethnicity, class, ability, sexual orientation, and gender identity, while incorporating 

alternative models of mentorship, including an emphasis on non-hierarchical 

organizational structures and collective-based decision making processes. These 

participatory approaches were employed as a way of potentially defusing internalized 

oppression and addressing horizontal oppression, while offering transformative 

educational and community-building opportunities. The participants were selected 

intentionally to construct a group that was predominantly comprised of queer, trans, and 

gender non-conforming people of color/women/femme of center students, faculty, and 

staff. Together, we worked to de-center authority and combat horizontal oppressions by 

focusing on collaboration and collectivity, personal narratives, queer ancestry, and 

histories of resistance. 
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Although the program ended after two years of developing relationships, many of 

us have remained connected and some have become my chosen family, committed to 

engaging in lifelong mentorship and care. For us, liberation is a collective process (Crass, 

2013) and our liberation is inherently connected to one another’s (Combahee River 

Collective Statement). These anti-capitalist and anti-oppression practices and ideologies 

continued to evolve as I worked as the LGBTQQA Coordinator at a local liberal arts 

college. There, I was provided the opportunity to collaborate with powerful, brilliant 

young, queer, trans, and gender nonconforming students who gravitated towards 

intersectional approaches to education and movement building. These students were not 

coincidently mostly queer and Transgender Students of Color, who maintain concurrently 

experienced multiple salient identities, as well as burgeoning White, anti-racist queer and 

trans students, and straight Students of Color beginning to make connections between 

systems of oppression (i.e., racism, sexism, heterosexism, ableism, cissexism, 

imperialism, etc.). 

I shared a parallel process with these students, as well as the MORE participants, 

in that they too articulated neither feeling welcomed or affirmed in predominantly White, 

cisgender LGBTQ student organizations, nor comfortable in people of color-led spaces 

that were staunchly tethered to heterosexism and cissexism. Most disconcertingly, the 

majority of us do not identify as leaders, despite showing incredible leadership on and off 

campus. I also have troubled the boundaries of “advisor” with these students, and our 

exchanges have evolved to resemble the queer kinship that I reveled in outside of the 
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academia and with the MORE participants. My endeavors to engage in queer, 

intersectional pedagogies and community building is reflective in this research study. 

This research is derivative of my own experiences as a beneficiary of lifelong 

mentorship and the parallel processes with other queer and transgender people within 

higher education. It is my hope that through this quantitative study, I can expound on the 

possibilities of leadership that center queer and transgender people of color. To depict an 

accurate portrayal of the ways in which queer and trans people are operating on 

characteristics of resiliency, it is imperative to pay close attention to the culturally 

defined community-based practices of care and how queer communities are working 

towards the sustainability of themselves and their communities and how those practices 

shift at the intersections of identities. 
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CHAPTER I 

	
INTRODUCTION	

 

Several decades of research have highlighted the struggles experienced by 

lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, questioning (LGBTQ) youth (e.g., Carragher & 

Rivers, 2002; Hershberger, Pilkington, & D’Augelli, 1997; Remafedi, Farrow, & 

Deisher, 1991; Rotheram-Borus, Hunter, & Rosario, 1994; Russell, Driscoll, & Truong; 

2002; Savin-Williams, 2001; Schneider, Farberow, & Kruks, 1989). The discrimination 

that sexual and gender minority youth disproportionately endure leaves them among 

those most at risk for suicide, depression, substance abuse, academic failure, emotional 

distress, compromised relationships, and homelessness. Research acknowledging that 

sexual minority youth are at risk for a range of negative health and behavioral outcomes 

provides important but incomplete renderings of their experiences, as it does little to 

explain how these individuals transcend adversity (DiFulvio, 2011; Massey, Cameron, 

Ouellette, & Find, 1998). These narratives, grounded in a deficit model and saturated 

with elements of isolation and suicide, have become synonymous with the process of 

LGBTQ identity development. 

Moreover, the undergraduate experience itself is saturated with anxiety to 

manage, peer-pressure to evade, expectations to fulfill, and transitions to endure (cf., 

Kadison & DiGeronimo, 2004). These issues and concerns, when compounded by a 

sexual orientation and/or gender identity that is not congruent with societal norms, can 
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make attaining higher education even more challenging, if not seemingly impossible. 

Still, many LGBTQ (or queer) college students persist to graduation (Black, Gates, 

Sanders, & Taylor, 2000; Carpenter, 2009). There is a paucity of scholarly research 

dedicated to explaining “why or how the majority of sexual (and gender) minority young 

people grow up to be healthy and contributing members of society despite widespread 

heterosexism and homophobia” (Russell, 2005, p. 8). This study seeks to add to the 

burgeoning literature that suggests that it is through their experiences of overt 

discrimination and/or peripherally-felt stigma that LGBTQ communities have developed 

various protective factors and coping strategies that aid in the persistence towards 

graduation and overall success (Abes, Jones, & McEwen, 2004; Fassinger, Shullman, & 

Stevenson, 2010; Russell, 2005).	

This study specifically sought to examine the relationship between community-

based practices (social support) found on college campuses that foster resiliency and the 

cultivation of leadership efficacy of LGBTQ undergraduates—namely in the form of 

LGBTQ student organizations and mentor relationships. Moreover, this quantitative 

study works to address the gap in research exploring the leadership experiences of 

LGBTQ undergraduates (Fassinger et al., 2010; Renn, 2007; Renn & Bilodeau, 2005a, 

2005b) that has largely failed to incorporate the complexities of negotiating leadership at 

the intersections of race, sexuality, and gender identity by centering the unique 

experiences of queer students of color. 

Recently, literature has demonstrated how women, transgender communities, 

people of color, and individuals with disabilities (not mutual exclusive identities) often 
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feel unwelcome and may not want to access LGBTQ-specific student groups and campus 

organizations (Beemyn, 2005; Goode-Cross & Tager, 2011; Pusch, 2005; Strayhorn, 

Blakewood, & DeVita, 2008; Westbrook, 2009). This has been attributed to perceived 

and experienced hostility and horizontal oppression (i.e., sexism, cissexism, ableism, and 

racism) within queer communities (Beemyn, 2005; Goode-Cross & Tager, 2011; Pusch, 

2005; Strayhorn et al., 2008; Ward, 2008; Westbrook, 2009). Operating within a social 

justice lens, this study worked to ascertain whether the mentoring opportunities and 

involvement in LGBTQ identity based student organizations of students of color differs 

from their White peers, and how those differences inform resiliency and leadership 

efficacy. Ultimately, this study could offer student affairs professionals insight about how 

to engage with queer students of color in more culturally responsive ways.	

Problem Statement	

Institutions of higher education have maintained a longstanding history of 

excluding individuals based on gender, religion, race, ethnicity, and social class 

(Margioles, 2001). It was not until the 20th century that mass education was made 

accessible to individuals of all ages, preparation levels, and incomes. Mass education in 

the United States can be attributed to several initiatives and policy changes including the 

introduction of the community college (Cohen & Brawer, 1996; Dougherty, 1994; 

Shannon & Smith, 2006); the establishment of normal schools (or teacher’s colleges; 

accessed initially by White, cisgender women), and urban universities with multiple 

locations (Geiger, 2014). Moreover, post-World War II, the GI Bill made college more 

accessible than ever, but still disproportionately benefited poor and working class, white 
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male veterans, particularly in the U.S. South (Bound & Turner, 2002). Lastly, the 

affirmative action policies of the Civil Rights era, incited in part because of student 

activism, helped to desegregate institutions of higher education, increasing access for 

racial minoritized communities (Astin, 1998; Astin, Astin, Bayer & Bisconti, 1975). 	

In spite of these efforts, however, racial and sexual minority students, as well as 

those living at the intersections of identity (Bieschke, Eberz, & Wilson, 2000; Ferguson 

& Howard-Hamilton, 1999; Goode-Cross & Tager, 2011; hooks, 1989; Rankin, 2003, 

2010) remain markedly marginalized within institutions of higher education. LGBTQ 

students in particular are disproportionately denied the support and resources needed to 

negotiate often unwelcoming and even overtly hostile campus environments. Moreover, 

although the traditional-age college student of the millennial generation has matured 

during a time in history in which LGBTQ communities are more visible than ever 

(Broido, 2004), stigma and anti-LGBTQ violence is still an everyday reality for queer 

youth and college students across the country (Beemyn & Rankin, 2011; Rankin, Weber, 

Blumenfield, & Frazer, 2010). Despite having to negotiate and endure socially and 

legally sanctioned oppression, many queer students persist to graduation (Black, Gates, 

Sanders, & Taylor, 2000; Carpenter, 2009).	

As mentioned previously, decades of research have highlighted the struggles 

experienced by LGBTQ youth (e.g., Carragher & Rivers, 2002; Hershberger et al., 1997; 

Russell et al., 2002; Savin-Williams, 2001). The impact of various levels of oppression 

are reflected in higher rates of substance abuse and depression, disproportionately high 

rates of unemployment, and that 20–40% of all homeless youth identify as LGBTQ (Ray, 
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2007). The research over the past several decades about the lives and experiences of 

LGBTQ youth (youth is loosely defined as adolescents to young adults ages 13–24) 

overwhelming links suicide and suicidality with a non-heterosexual identity (e.g., 

D’Augelli et al., 2005; Russell, 2003; Russell & Joyner, 2001). 

Moreover, the literature from the past two decades reveals that college campuses 

have not necessarily proven to have been an empowering place for queer collegians and 

that anti-LGBTQ intolerance and harassment has been prevalent (Mallory, 1998; Owens, 

1998; Rankin, 2003; Rey, 1997; Sherrill & Hardesty, 1994). According to Rankin et al.’s 

(2010) national assessment of the campus climate for LGBTQ undergraduates, campuses 

remain sites of significant heterosexism, harassment, and violence:	

 
23% of LGBQ respondents were significantly more likely to experience 
harassment when compared with their heterosexual counterparts (12%) and were 
seven times more likely to indicate that the harassment was based on their sexual 
identity (83%, 12%, respectively). Additional analyses indicated that those who 
identified as Queer (33%) were significantly more likely to experience harassment 
than other sexual minority identities . . . Thirty-nine percent of transmasculine 
respondents, 38 percent of transfeminine respondents, and 31 percent of gender 
non-conforming (GNC) respondents reported experiencing harassment compared 
with 20 percent of men and 19 percent women. (p. 10)	

 

These experiences of harassment and hostility are further exacerbated for students of 

color (and/or transmasculine, transfeminine, and gender non-conforming):	

 
Respondents of Color (20%) were 10 times more likely to indicate racial profiling 
as a form of harassment when compared with White Respondents (2%); LGBQ 
Respondents of Color were more likely than their LGBQ White counterparts to 
indicate race as the basis for harassment. Sexual identity, however, was the primary 
risk factor for harassment for both groups. Transmasculine, Transfeminine, and 
GNC Respondents of Color were more likely than Men and Women of Color to 
experience harassment. (Rankin et al., 2010, p. 11) 
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In short, we know quite a bit about the violence experienced by and the substance abuse 

of LGBTQ college students. Yet, we know little about their academic achievements or 

their achievements outside of the classroom. Previous research has chronicled the trials 

and tribulations associated with a sexual minority status; it has done so, however, without 

incorporating concepts of resiliency, internalized oppression, and efficacy. 

Several researchers have observed this single-minded trend in educational and 

psychological research that inescapably couples the risk of stress with that of a sexual and 

gender minority identity and have begun to expound upon the existing research by 

investigating how resiliency factors, components of holistic wellness, and positive 

survival skills relate to psychosocial functioning of sexual minority college students 

(Moe, Dupuy, & Laux, 2008; Russell, 2005; Sanlo, 2004). Most recently, research has 

also begun to reflect the resiliency that can be found at the intersections of identity 

amongst queer people of color, demonstrating how negotiating multiple layers of 

oppression (racism and heterosexism) can lead to increased coping and resiliency (Meyer, 

2010; Moradi, DaBlaere, & Huang, 2010). Although resilience is a nuanced phenomenon, 

it has been described within the literature as “a process of or capacity for, or the outcome 

of successful adaptation despite challenges and threatening circumstances” (Masten, 

Best, and Garmezy, 1990, p. 426) or “the ability people have to ‘bounce back’ from 

adverse situations and stressors” (Singh & Chun, 2010, p. 38). 

What we know about resiliency as it relates to the lives and outcomes for young 

people in general is that it cannot be conceptualized as a certain skill set or intrinsic 

characteristic. Resilience is better described as an assemblage of protective factors that 
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promote healthy development and offset risk (Russell, 2005; Wenar & Kerig, 2000). 

These protective factors 

 
may come from supportive school policies (Goodenow & Szalacha, 2003; 
O’Shaughnessy, Russell, Heck, Calhoun, & Laub, 2004), unconditional family 
affirmation (Herdt & Koff, 2000), close friendships (Anderson, 1998), or 
individual strengths such as positive self-esteem (Savin-Williams, 1989a). 
(Russell, 2005, p. 7) 

 

Together these protective factors comprise a culture of care and each can be potentially 

cultivated to combat internalized heterosexism and help ensure the success of queer 

students. This study sought to address an important question posed in Sanlo (2004) that 

asks, “does community involvement and/or leadership on or off campus help develop 

coping skills and resilience?” (p. 103). 

As mentioned previously, this study focused on LGBTQ identity-based peer 

groups (student organizations and support groups), and the role of mentor relationships in 

fostering LGBTQ leadership efficacy and resiliency. Although the missions, culture, 

membership composition, and organizational structure of LGBTQ student organizations 

vary depending on the institution, they are generally perceived to be	

 
. . . a common resource on campuses that reduces social isolation and feelings of 
stigmatization. These groups are run by and for LGBTQ students and their allies 
and may or may not be connected to an LGBTQ campus center. These groups, like 
all LGBTQ organizations, serve one or more of three purposes: support, 
socializing, and activist work. (Westbrook, 2009, p. 371)	

 

There is a growing amount of literature supporting the claim that participation in LGBTQ 

campus organizations promotes resilience (Rhoads, 1994; Sanlo, 2004; Stevens, 2004), 
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leadership development (Pacarella & Terenzi, 1991, 2005; Renn & Ozaki, 2010), and 

more specifically queer leadership development (Fassinger et al., 2010; Renn, 2007) and 

potentially informs leadership efficacy (Dugan, Kusel, & Simounet, 2012; Dugan & 

Yurman, 2011). Also, Renn and Ozaki (2010) cite “a growing body of literature has 

supported the claim that involvement in campus activities related to a specific element of 

psychosocial identity—such as race, sexual orientation, or gender—contributes to the 

development of that identity” (p. 14).	

As mentioned previously, although research suggests that LGBTQ campus groups 

can be beneficial to those who can access these organizations, there is a growing body of 

literature that demonstrates how women, transgender communities, people of color, and 

individuals with disabilities often feel unwelcome, tokenized, and may not want to access 

LGBTQ-specific student groups and campus organizations (Beemyn, 2005; Goode-Cross 

& Tager, 2011; Pusch, 2005; Strayhorn et al., 2008; Westbrook, 2009). It is also 

important to highlight that leadership is not enacted, supported, or cultivated uniformly 

across differences within queer spaces and communities (Komives, Owen, Longerbeam, 

Mainella, & Osteen, 2005), which may be partly attributed to racism within the LGBTQ 

community (Boykin, 1996). LGBTQ student organizations act as a microcosm of a larger 

discriminatory society complete with racism, sexism, ableism, transphobia, biphobia, 

classism, and various other forms of intersecting oppression. This kind of pervasive 

oppression manifests itself in a myriad of ways, most notably in the inaccurate depiction 

of “the LGBTQ community” as being one homogenous group rather than a composition 
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of numerous communities and subcultures with varying needs, disadvantages, and 

strengths. 

In particular, students who maintain several marginalized identities might not feel 

welcomed in the one-size-fits-all model of the general LGBTQ student organization 

(Ward, 2008; Westbrook, 2009). Although the literature available does not speak to the 

intersectionality of identities as comprehensively as it could, there are connections to be 

made between how queer students of color have sustained themselves at heterosexist, 

predominantly White institutions of higher education and the research describing how 

students of color, in general, rely on the power of community and social connectedness as 

they negotiate unwelcoming and even hostile educational settings (Goode-Cross & Tager, 

2011; Meyer, 2010; Moradi et al., 2010). 

Moreover, as a way to combat the often hostile, heterosexist campus climate and 

to offer our sexual and gender minority students the high quality interactions with others 

in the campus community that are vital for student persistence as outlined within the 

retention model of Tinto (1975), this study explored the benefits of community building 

specifically as it relates to mentoring. The retention model of Tinto (1975) suggests that 

“given individual characteristics, prior experiences and commitments . . . it is the 

individual’s integration into academic and social systems of the college that mostly 

directly relate to his continuance in college” (p. 96). Briefly put, students who do not feel 

a part of the campus are likely to drop out. The isolation often felt by queer and 

questioning students does not have to be an inevitable part of their college experience. 

Borrowing from the work done with racial and ethnic minority students, we know that 
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student affairs professionals play an integral role in the success of students, and by 

providing minority students with affirming mentoring relationships, while working to 

honor their existing “village networks” (Miller-Dyce, 2009), the retention and ultimate 

graduation of these students is significantly strengthened. This study sought to add to the 

growing body of literature that highlights that not only is mentorship desired by LGBTQ 

students (Lark & Croteau, 1998; McAllister, Harold, Ahmedani, & Cramer, 2009; Van 

Puymbroeck, 2001), but that it can positively inform self-development and help combat 

isolation and invisibility. 

Although the aim of this study was not to elucidate ways of creating inclusive 

spaces or remedying the maltreatment of queer student communities specifically, 

implications for future research on how students, teachers, and student affairs 

practitioners can collaborate and work to preserve institutions of higher learning as caring 

places that promote the leadership of all students will be addressed. By failing to attend to 

concepts of resiliency and leadership efficacy in LGBTQ students’ lives and collegiate 

experiences, researchers are continuing the cyclical nature of victimization of sexual and 

gender minorities. The perpetual reiteration of research that overpathologizes queer 

identities, which is pervasive throughout LGBTQ identity development research, is in the 

service of the maintenance of a heteronormative status quo obscured within academia. 

This reality makes it imperative for researchers, theorists, and student affairs 

practitioners to refrain from locating queer identities solely in juxtaposition to the 

violence and hardships that they face, which are grave and largely overlooked in 

mainstream society. This is also true of LGBTQ students’ unremitting demonstrations of 
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extraordinary courage, resilience, leadership, and perseverance in the face of ubiquitous 

heterosexism, transphobia (DiFulvio, 2011), and cisgenderism (Ansara, 2012). 

Definition of Terms	

In this dissertation I use the following definitions of these terms:	

LGBTQ or Queer—The letters “LGBTQ” depict a history of struggle and 

resistance by non-heterosexual individuals and communities moving away from the 

pathologizing label of “homosexual” (which was then defined as a mental illness and was 

not removed from the Diagnostic Statistic Manual (DSM) until 1973), towards labels of 

identification that work to incorporate and affirm the broad range of human sexuality. 

What we know about sexuality and sexual identity is that it is both fluid and contested—

fluid in the sense that one’s sexual identification is subject to change at any time, several 

times throughout one’s life, and contested in that even the language those who fall within 

the acronym is debated and not used unanimously across communities and subcultures. 

 For the purpose of this study I focused on the lives and identities of non-

heterosexual (or sexual and gender minority) students and will be using the terms 

Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Questioning (LGBTQ) as outlined within the 

Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (Dugan and Associates, 2012). However, I will 

also be employing the word “queer” in my discussion to not only connote an all-

encompassing umbrella term that houses the identities represented by the LGBTQ 

acronym, but also to include the ideological underpinnings of “queer” as a collective 

sociopolitical identity. “Queer” as a sociopolitical identity has evolved and eventually 

divested from a gay and lesbian identity politics that seeks less to normalize gay (or non-
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heterosexual) identities, but employed rather “as a means of confronting and disrupting 

static notions of gender and sexuality” (Rankin, 2006, p. 115). The common denominator 

between queer practices of care, queer social movements, queer citizenship, queer theory, 

queer pedagogies, and identity politics is almost always the confrontation of boundaries, 

binary thinking, and limitations, as well as the implementation of a critical lens that 

troubles normativity. Although “queer” identities were not used as a part of the Multi-

Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL; Dugan & Associates, 2012) data collection used 

for this study, it continues to be important language when considering non-heterosexual 

student experiences and what is possible for institutions of higher education and future 

research. 

Cisgender—For the purposes of this study, respondents who did not identify as 

transgender will be referred to throughout the study as cisgender or non-transgender. 

“‘Cisgender’ refers to people who generally experience congruence between their 

assigned sex at birth and the gender they are expected to identify with by extension” 

(Jourian, 2014, para. 3). Cisgenderism or cissexism (an extension of “transphobia”) used 

“to describe discriminatory approaches towards people’s self-designated genders and 

body diversity (e.g., Ansara & Hegarty, 2011; see also Serano, 2007)” that also address 

“systemic problems” (Ansara, 2012, p. 93). 

Students of Color—The term students of color (or people of color) will be used as 

an umbrella term to describe an immense variety of students who identified themselves as 

African American/Black, Asian/Asian American, Middle Eastern, Latino/a, Chicano/a, 
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Hispanic American, American Indian/Native Alaskan, and Multiracial. These categories 

are derived from the data set utilized for this study (Dugan & Associates, 2012). 

	 Resilience—Resilience is an extremely nuanced phenomenon and has been 

described within the literature as “a process of or capacity for, or the outcome of 

successful adaptation despite challenges and threatening circumstances” (Masten, Best, & 

Garmezy, 1990, p. 426) or “the ability people have to ‘bounce back’ from adverse 

situations and stressors” (Singh & Chun, 2010, p. 38). In human development research, 

resilience refers to “a class of phenomena characterized by good outcomes in spite of 

serious threats to adaptation or development” (Masten, 2001, p. 228). Operating within 

this definition of resiliency, it can be understood that assessing the presence of resiliency 

is only tenable in juxtaposition to and understanding of one’s ability to overcome some 

level of adversity or risk.	

	 Leadership Self-Efficacy—Self-efficacy is grounded in social cognitive theory 

coined by social cognitive psychologist Albert Bandura (1997) and “refers to beliefs in 

one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce give 

attainments” (p. 3). Although efficacy is often discussed broadly across disciplines and 

activities, “Bandura (1997) spoke to the significance of studying efficacy in a way that is 

domain specific (e.g., leadership, public speaking, and athletics)” (Kodama & Dugan, 

2013, p. 185). Thus, leadership self-efficacy (LSE) or leadership efficacy refers to 

“individuals’ internal beliefs about their knowledge, skills, and abilities to successfully 

engage in leadership” (Kodama & Dugan, 2013, p. 185), and within an ever-expanding 

global economy, scholars have elevated the meaningfulness of efficacy in meeting the 
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leadership needs and challenges of modern day society (Hannah, Avolio, Luthans, & 

Harms, 2008).	

	 Mentorship—This study recognizes the varying definitions of mentoring 

relationships, which can differ in “their structure, intent, and communication style” 

(Mullen, 2005, p. 21) with research describing how these relationships “may be informal 

or formal, long-term or short-lived, planned or spontaneous” (Girves, Zepeda, & 

Gwathmey 2005, p. 529). Within the realm of education specifically, mentorship “is 

generally understood as a personal or professional relationship between two people—a 

knowing, experienced professional and a protégé or mentee who commits to an advisory 

and non-evaluative relationship that often involves a long-term goal” (Mullen, 2005, pp. 

1–2). This study, however, maintains the definition employed by the Multi-Institutional 

Study of Leadership (Dugan & Associates, 2012), which defined a mentor as a person 

who intentionally assists your growth or connects you to opportunities for career or 

personal development (N. Turman, personal communication, September 22, 2015). 

Research Questions	

For the purpose of this study, I will focus on LGBTQ identity-based peer groups 

(student organizations and support groups) and the role mentors may have in fostering 

resiliency and leadership efficacy of LGBTQ undergraduates. Additionally, the aim of 

this study was to ascertain whether there are differences of experiences across 

intersections of identity. The research questions that guide this study were:	

1. Is there a relationship between involvement in LGBTQ student organizations 

and the leadership efficacy of LGBTQ Students of Color? 
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2. Does the resiliency of LGBTQ Students of Color differ based on involvement 

in LGBTQ organizations? 

3. Does the presence of a mentor increase the leadership efficacy of LGBTQ 

Students of Color? 

4. Does the presence of a mentor significantly relate to the resiliency of LGBTQ 

Students of Color? 

5. Does leadership efficacy vary significantly between LGBTQ Students of 

Color and their White peers? 

6. Are there differences in level of resiliency between LGBTQ Students of Color 

and their White peers? 

7. Does involvement in LGBTQ student organizations vary significantly 

between LGBTQ Students of Color and their White peers? 

8. Does the presence of a mentor vary significantly between LGBTQ Students of 

Color and their White peers? 

9. Does resiliency and leadership efficacy vary based on gender identity, sexual 

orientation, and race? Is there an interaction effect with gender identity, sexual 

orientation, and race? 
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CHAPTER II 

 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 
 

If you have come here to help me, you are wasting your time. But if you have 
come because your liberation is bound up with mine, then let us work together. 
—Lilla Watson 

 

This study sought to expand the literature that explores the relationship between 

race, sexual and gender identity and leadership development and enactment within 

college environments (Fassinger et al., 2010; Renn, 2007; Renn & Bilodeau, 2005a, 

2005b) by focusing on the unique experiences of students of color. Although Renn 

(2007) described a “relative explosion of research on lesbian, gay, bisexual, and 

transgender adolescents and college students (e.g., Abes et al., 2004; Bilodeau, 2005; 

Dilley, 2005; Evans & Broido, 1999; Fassinger, 1998; Rhoads, 1998; Stevens, 2004; 

Tomlinson & Fassinger, 2003)” (p. 311), there is limited research available that 

integrated the ways that various social identities interact with sexual orientation, 

including race (Meyer, 2010; Moradi et al., 2010), gender identity (Beemyn, 2005; 

Carter, 2000), and ability (Harley, Nowak, Gassaway, & Savage, 2002). This existing 

literature demonstrates that although LGBTQ undergraduates are more visible than ever 

(Rankin et al., 2010), college campuses have not necessarily proven to be empowering 

places for LGBTQ people and that anti-LGBTQ intolerance and harassment has been 

prevalent (Abes & Kasch, 2007; Rankin et al., 2010; Rhoads, 1994; Wall & Evans, 

1999). Also, most pertinent to this study, these experiences of harassment and hostility 
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are further exacerbated for students of color and/or transmasculine, transfeminine, and 

gender non-conforming students (Rankin et al., 2010).	

This review highlights the work being done on college campuses to combat these 

hostile, heterosexist environments and to offer our sexual and gender minority students 

the “high quality interactions with persons in the social system of the campus [that] are 

critical for student persistence” (Tinto, 1975, p. 96). Borrowing from the work being 

done to support racial and ethnic marginalized students, we know that student affairs 

professionals play an integral role in the success of students and, by providing minority 

students with affirming mentoring relationships, while working to honor their existing 

“village networks” (Miller-Dyce, 2009), the retention and ultimate graduation of these 

students is significantly strengthened. This review incorporates the support services 

available to queer students that positively inform queer students’ persistence towards 

graduation, specifically mentor relationships and LGBTQ student organizations. 

Operating within a social justice lens, this study worked to ascertain whether mentor 

relationships, and participation in LGTQ student organizations and subsequent leadership 

efficacy and resiliency of Students of Color differ from their White peers. 

In this chapter the empirical and conceptual literature supporting this study is 

reviewed. First will be an exploration of the dependent variables of this study: resiliency 

and leadership efficacy, and how each are informed by sexual and racial identities. 

Second, to set the context in which this study was situated, the literature on campus 

climate for LGBTQ people in general and for LGBTQ persons of color specifically is 

reviewed. Then an overview of mentoring is provided, along with a discussion of the 
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relationship between queer-specific mentoring and the development of leadership 

efficacy. Finally, literature on LGBTQ student leadership is discussed. This discussion 

includes the literature exploring the relationship between involvement in LGBTQ student 

organizations, leadership efficacy, and resiliency. 

Overview of Leadership Efficacy 

Self-efficacy is grounded in social cognitive theory popularized by social 

cognitive psychologist Albert Bandura (1997) and “refers to beliefs in one’s capabilities 

to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce give attainments” (p. 3). 

Much of people’s lives are guided by self-efficacy, including the choices in the activities 

in which to participate; efforts, persistence, and resilience; levels of accomplishments; 

self-talk; and the stress and depression experienced while traversing adversity (Bandura, 

1997; Schunk & Pajares, 2005, 2009). Scholars have noted that “motivation and human 

behavior are directly connected to individuals’ beliefs about their capabilities” (Montas-

Hunter, 2012, p. 321). The more someone believes they can accomplish something the 

more motivated they are to do it; the more one is motivated and the more effort someone 

puts in, the more likely one will persist and succeed (Schunk & Pajares, 2005, 2009; 

Schunk, Meece, & Pintrich, 2014). Conversely, “people holding low self-efficacy for 

accomplishing a task may avoid it; those who believe they are capable are likely to 

participate. This may be especially when they encounter difficulties, efficacious students 

work harder and persist longer than those with doubts” (Schunk et al., 2014, p. 145).	

Although efficacy is often discussed broadly across disciplines and activities, 

efficacy is domain specific (Bandura, 1997; Komives & Dugan, 2010). Thus, leadership 
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self-efficacy (LSE) or leadership efficacy refers to “individuals’ internal beliefs about 

their knowledge, skills, and abilities to successfully engage in leadership” (Kodama & 

Dugan, 2013, p. 185); within an ever expanding global economy, scholars have elevated 

the meaningfulness of efficacy in meeting the leadership needs and challenges of modern 

day society (Hannah et al., 2008). Despite the limited research highlighting the 

meaningfulness of leadership efficacy within leadership development efforts and research 

endeavors (Anderson, Krajewski, Goffin, & Jackson, 2008; Komives & Dugan, 2010), 

scholars are suggesting that self-efficacy serves as a starting point for leadership 

development efforts and research endeavors (Anderson et al., 2008; Kodama & Dugan, 

2013). This study sought to expand on a growing body of research on college student 

leadership development, which identifies “connections between leadership efficacy and 

leadership enactment as well as capacity” (Kodama & Dugan, 2013, p. 185). The 

available research that highlights the importance of leadership efficacy in leadership 

development efforts among college students cites correlations between the motivation 

and frequency with which students attempted a leadership role (McCormick, Tanguma, & 

López-Forment, 2002), socially responsible leadership capacity (Dugan & Komives, 

2011), and the development of a leadership identity (Komives et al., 2005). 

 Dugan and Komives (2011) explored the “influences of college experiences on 

students’ capacity to engage in socially responsible leadership” (p. 538). Their findings 

suggest that “socio-cultural conversations among peers, faculty mentoring, and 

participation in community service emerged as key influences” (Dugan & Komives, 

2011, p. 542). Moreover, existing research suggests that there is a loose theoretical link 
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between LSE and leadership capacity and ability and the developmental process in 

general (Bandura, 1997; Dugan & Komives, 2011). Still, there remains scant attention 

that has been paid on examining what factors might predict or influence leadership 

efficacy (Dugan & Komives, 2011; Dugan & Yurman, 2011). The limited literature 

suggests that 

 
Both leadership capacity and leader efficacy are influenced by a variety of 
learning experiences associated with the collegiate environment. These include 
involvement in community service, interactions across difference,’ mentoring 
relationships, internships, involvement in student clubs and organizations, 
positional leadership roles, and formal leadership training (Dugan, 2011b). 
(Dugan, Fath, Howes, Lavelle, & Polanin, 2013, p. 9) 

 

Kezar and Moriarty (2000) cautioned that although “involvement opportunities are 

clearly important for the development of leadership among all groups . . . different types 

of involvement opportunities are helpful in developing leadership for each subgroup” (p. 

67). This study was built from the limited literature that examines the relationship 

between leadership efficacy and social identity (Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Kodama & 

Dugan 2013), with the aspirations of making recommendations to those developing 

programming specifically for students who are queer, transgender, and of color. 

Although Bandura (1997) mentions ethnic affiliation as a potential influence on 

self-efficacy, including leadership efficacy, leadership studies and practice have failed to 

frame college student leadership within a racial context, and has been negligible in 

incorporating issues of social identity in general (Kodama & Dugan, 2013). In a recent 

review of the literature on the intersections of race and leadership, Ospina and Foldy 

(2009) critiqued the shortage of research on this topic and encouraged researchers to 
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investigate how racial identity influences leadership and its enactment. This trend is 

particularly evident in quantitative studies that often fail to disaggregate their data by race 

entirely (Dugan, Kodama, & Gebhardt, 2012). The lack of available research outlining 

how race informs, empowers, and conflates leadership efficacy is particularly 

disconcerting given the increased diversity on campus and a bourgeoning awareness that 

undergraduates do not experience educational spaces uniformly (Kezar & Moriarty, 

2000; Kodama & Dugan, 2013; Milem, Chang, & Antonio, 2005).  

Disappointingly, the scant research that explores leadership efficacy among 

LGBTQ undergraduates does not disaggregate the findings by race and/or ethnicity, 

further perpetuating the erasure of the unique experiences of queer Students of Color 

(Kodama & Dugan, 2013; Ospina & Foldy, 2009). Similarly, the relationship between 

sexual orientation, gender identity, and leadership efficacy has been gravely overlooked 

within the literature. From the limited research, several overarching themes emerge 

throughout the existing leadership development research. Most pertinent is a pattern of 

marginalized student populations in general (Arminio et al., 2000; Kezar & Moriarty, 

2000), and LGBTQ students specifically are often being reluctant to take on the identity 

of “leader” due to subsequent homophobia, heterosexism, and harassment once identified 

as an LGBTQ leader (Renn, 2007; Renn & Bilodeau, 2005a). Although this hesitance is 

not uniquely relegated “to student leadership experiences in identity-based groups, they 

take on special importance to students from groups historically marginalized in higher 

education: women, people of color, gays, lesbians, bisexuals, and transgender students” 
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(Renn & Bilodeau, 2003, “College student leadership in identity-based contexts,” para. 

1). 

And although owning a non-heterosexual identity remains taboo in most realms of 

modern society, our society is not at a loss for powerful LGBTQ leadership. Scholars 

have suggested that because of how heterosexism and internalized oppression can shape 

the way queer students enact leadership both positively and negatively, or how they are 

perceived as leaders in general, sexual identity in and of itself “may prove to be an 

extremely important and viable area of leadership study” (Fassinger et al., 2010, p. 206). 

This study aimed to build from the research that examines the leadership efficacy of 

LGBTQ college students, while exploring the nuances of experiences located at the 

intersections of race, gender, and sexuality. 

Overview of LGBTQ Leadership Efficacy	

As mentioned previously, LGBTQ students are not identifying as leaders. This 

remains true despite existing research suggesting that the perpetual engagement in some 

kind of coming out process, while having to negotiating multiple systems of interlocking 

oppressions, sexual minorities (and I would suggest LGBTQ people of color) may be 

better positioned to 

 
listen and respond better to criticism articulate their own points of view even in 
the face of oppositional create strong support systems; advocate for themselves 
and similar others within systems of power and privilege; examine their own 
needs, desires, and life goals; and take care of themselves psychologically, 
physically, and materially. (Fassinger et al., 2010, p. 206) 
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Still, having to remain hypervigilant about perceived and enacted stigma, 

 
LGBTQ individuals may experience low self-efficacy in regard to assuming 
certain leadership roles; they may be prevented from emerging as leaders within 
certain occupational opportunity structures; they may find their effectiveness and 
success as leaders compromised when they become leaders; and they may be 
perceived as ineffective even if successful. (Fassinger et al., 2010, p. 206) 

 

Although a thorough exploration of the role that various internalized and horizontal 

oppression plays in queer leadership identity development was not within the scope of 

this study specifically, this study sought to bridge the gap in research and in theory 

between leadership identity development and leadership efficacy amongst LGBTQ 

students. 

Porter (1998) provides an unparalleled examination of the relationship between 

development of leadership self-efficacy and gay and lesbian identity development, and is 

frequently cited as being particularly significant to the conversation. Porter (1998) found 

that the progression of a gay and lesbian identity did not affect leadership efficacy for 

leading any type of organization (gay or lesbian, or heterosexual); however, the study 

revealed gender differences in students’ self-efficacy, citing that “gay men reported lower 

self-esteem and were less confident than lesbian women that they could engage in 

leadership behaviors in mixed groups including heterosexual students as compared to 

groups that were gay and lesbian in composition” (Fassinger et al., 2010, p. 207). These 

findings were supported by Renn’s (2007) qualitative study researching “the development 

of leadership self-efficacy among gay and lesbian leaders of LGBTQ and non-LGBTQ 

student organizations” (p. 314). The study sampled from across 13 different campuses 
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and suggested that “progression in lesbian or gay identity did not affect leadership 

efficacy for leading a same type (gay or lesbian) or different-type (heterosexual 

organization; however, identity did significantly influence self-esteem, which, in turn, 

affected self-efficacy” (Fassinger et al., 2010, p. 207). 

These findings were later echoed in quantitative studies that also found that 

leadership-efficacy of undergraduate students was not largely affected by maintaining an 

LGB identity (Dugan & Yurman, 2011; Martinez, Ostick, Komives & Dugan, 2006). In 

general, the research remains divided as to the ways in which an LGBTQ identity informs 

the leadership efficacy of undergraduates. Quantitative research, however, remains 

particularly minimal (Longerbeam, Inkelas, Johnson, & Lee, 2007) with students 

typically not being asked about their sexual orientation, “reflecting deeper issues related 

to heteronormativity in research, but sampling strategies rarely capture the sample size 

necessary for quantitative analytic techniques” (Dugan & Yurman, 2001, p. 201). For this 

reason, the study being conducted parallels the few examples of empirical research 

concerning LGBTQ undergraduate based on the data made available by The Multi-

Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL) (Dugan & Associates, 2012), which could 

potentially “provide additional perspective about qualities that sexual minority leaders 

bring to their roles” (Fassinger et al., 2010, p. 207). 

Overview of Resiliency 

Research has continually coupled a sexual minority status with unavoidable 

hardships, while failing to investigate how resiliency factors, components of holistic 

wellness, and positive survival skills relate to psychosocial functioning of sexual minority 
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college students (Moe, Dupuy, & Laux, 2008; Russell, 2005; Sanlo, 2004). Several 

researchers including Russell (2005) have observed the single-minded trend in 

educational and psychological research that inescapably couples the risk of stress with 

that of a sexual and gender minority identity (Moe et al., 2008; Russell, 2005; Sanlo, 

2004). Within the LGBTQ literature the concept of “minority stress” describes the 

omnipresent awareness maintained by queer people of the stigma they face, as well as a 

preoccupation with protecting their selves mentally, emotionally, and physically from the 

ramifications of compulsory heterosexuality, including the threat or reality of violence 

(Fassinger et al., 2010; Meyer, 1995, 2003, 2010). As mentioned previously, the 

connection to high levels of minority stress to poorer health and educational outcomes, as 

well as “risky” behavior, including suicide and substance abuse, has been widely 

documented (e.g., Carragher & Rivers, 2002; Hershberger et al., 1997; Remafedi, 

Farrow, & Deisher, 1991; Russell, Driscoll, & Truong; 2002; Savin-Williams, 2001). 

Although highlighting the struggles and risks faced by queer communities is meaningful, 

Russell (2005) posed the question, “How can we move ‘beyond risk’ to understanding 

resiliency?” (p. 6). 

Russell (2005) contends that it would be remiss to abandon all research on 

LGBTQ issues in education that is grounded in a history of risk, as LGBTQ individuals 

indisputably face discrimination disproportionately to non-LGBTQ peers, but encourages 

researchers to work against a “risk-as-outcomes” approach that systematically labels all 

LGBTQ students as predictably “at-risk” and to reflect on the context that resiliency and 

protective factors may be provided. “Resilience may come from supportive school 
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policies (Goodenow & Szalacha, 2003; O’Shaughnessy, Russell, Heck, Calhoun, & Laub, 

2004), unconditional family affirmation (Herdt & Koff, 2000), close friendships 

(Anderson, 1998), or individual strengths such as positive self-esteem (Savin-Williams, 

1989a)” (Russell, 2005, p. 7). 

Sanlo (2004) identified the resiliency of LGB college undergraduates as being 

critically under-researched. She posed questions for future research about what factors 

might affect resiliency and persistence for sexual minority college students and whether 

involvement and/or leadership helps sexual minority students develop resilience. Renn 

and Bilodeau (2005a, 2005b) explored the question of the relationship between leadership 

in LGBTQ student organizations and leadership development and LGBTQ identity 

development. Recently, literature has emerged that builds on the hypothesis of sexual 

minorities being susceptible to unique stressors but have begun to attribute a positive 

cause and effect relationship between these seemingly negative experiences and having to 

traverse adversity. Emerging research suggests that it is because of the stress of ongoing 

adversity that queer people demonstrate higher level of resiliency (among other positive 

characteristics; Komives, Dugan, & Segar, 2006; Martinez, Ostick, Komives, & Dugan, 

2006). Some of the scholarship focuses on the intersection of racial/ethnic and lesbian, 

gay, and bisexual (LGB) identities and the question of stress and resilience (Meyer, 2010; 

Moe et al., 2008; Moradi et al., 2010). This study sought to add to the burgeoning 

literature that suggests that it is through their lived experiences of overt discrimination 

and/or peripherally felt stigma that LGBTQ communities develop aforementioned 

protective factors—positive coping skills such as community building, enhanced 
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meaning-making capacities, communication, and critical thinking skills (Abes et al., 

2004; Fassinger et al., 2010) and demonstrate higher levels of resiliency in general 

(Meyer, 2010) than their non-LGBTQ peers. Wexler, DiFluvio, and Burke (2009) echoed 

the argument to move away from a deficit model and asserted that research on resilience 

must explore how social connections and group membership may help young people 

contextualize their individual hurt and oppression within the larger collective struggle of 

a marginalized group and how those connections foster positive health outcomes. 

 Next, a review of campus climate literature helps contextualize this study’s 

exploration on the meaningfulness of centering sexual and gender identity in leadership 

development. 

Campus Climate	

Campus climate has been described as “the current attitudes, behaviors, standards, 

and practices of employees and students of an intuitions (Rankin & Reason, 2008, p. 

264). Rankin et al. (2010) provided the most comprehensive national research study of its 

kind to date, surveying 5,149 LGBTQ students, faculty members, staff members, and 

administrators at college and universities “representing all 50 states and all Carnegie 

Basic Classifications of Institutions of Higher Education” (p. 8). This study revealed 

many things about the challenges that LGBTQ students face as they seek to achieve their 

educational goals. According to the study, 23% of respondents reported being harassed 

on campus, 31% of LGBTQ students felt their campus was homophobic, and 13% of 

LGBQ students and 43% of Transgender students feared for their physical safety on their 

college campuses. These findings mirrored Rankin’s previous study (2004) that cited that 
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30% of the participants reported that they had “personally experienced harassment due to 

their sexual orientation or gender identity” (p. 18) within the last 12 months and that 

“20% of the respondents feared for their physical safety because of their sexual 

orientation or gender identity, and 51 percent concealed their sexual orientation or gender 

identity to avoid intimidation” (p. 19).			

Research suggests that these negative experiences are consistent across different 

kinds of institutions of higher education, including community colleges (Beemyn, 2012; 

Garvey, Taylor, & Rankin, 2015; Ivory, 2012; Leider, 2012; Ottenritter, 2012; Sanlo & 

Espinoza, 2012), Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs; Carter, 2013; 

Harper & Gasman, 2008; Rhoads, 1994), and Christian schools (Wolff & Himes, 2010). 

Although a heterosexist climate has been found to exacerbate or increase mental health 

problems for LGBTQ students leading to increased rates of substance and alcohol abuse 

(Reed, Prado, & Matsumoto, & Amaro, 2010), depression (Westefeld, Maples, Buford, & 

Taylor, 2001), and even suicidality (D’Augelli, 2002), the impact of a heterosexist and 

transphobic campus climate and how it affects the academic outcomes and retention of 

LGBTQ students in college have been less explored (Carpenter, 2009; Dugan & Yurman, 

2011; Rankin et al., 2010; Sanlo, 2004; Woodford & Kulick, 2015). 

The literature available describes how violence and harassment experiences by 

sexual minority students on campus “interfered with their ability to work or learn on 

campus” (Rankin, 2003, p. 24), and although sexual minority students perform 

academically better and maintain higher GPAs (Carpenter, 2009; Sherill & Hardesty, 

1994), experiences of harassment combined with persistent negative perceptions of their 
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campuses led to LGBTQ students having decreased rates of persistence. Rankin et al. 

(2010) cited how “33% of LGBQ respondents [and 38% of Trans students] seriously 

considered leaving their institution due to the challenging climate” (p. 10). These findings 

are likely an underestimate, considering that students who already left the institution 

because of the negative climate were not taken into account. 

Most recently, Woodford and Kulick (2015) examined the psychological and 

experiential campus climate for sexual minority students “based on the responses 

extracted from a campus climate survey conducted at a large university in the Midwest” 

(p. 14). Woodford and Kulick (2015) described how “heterosexism on campus is 

associated with decreased academic and social integration among sexual minority college 

students” (p. 20). This is contrary to the findings of Longerbeam et al. (2007), who 

investigated a wide range of educational outcomes and collegiate experiences based on a 

national sample of students but found no differences of educational outcomes based on 

sexual orientation. However, the implications of Longerbeam et al.’s (2007) findings are 

limited, considering that the study itself was based largely on the responses of first-year 

residents. Moreover, as predicted, Woodford and Kulick’s (2015) findings aligned with 

Tinto’s (1993) model of institutional departure that postulates that integration into the 

academic and social aspects of the campus and overall sense of belonging is imperative 

for students’ persistence. The researchers found that “student engagement with the 

informal academic and social systems can both promote academic and social integration. 

That is, higher rates of informal social engagement were associated with great academic 

and social integration” (Woodford & Kulick, 2015, p. 20). 
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Woodford and Kulick (2015) provide an important nuance to the existing body of 

research and create an important bridge for future research that attempts to understand the 

impact of campus climate on the academic outcomes for sexual minorities. Woodford and 

Kulick (2015) elucidated the connection between minority stress theory (Meyer, 2003), 

that suggests that perceptions of a negative social climate can cause sexual minorities to 

be hypervigilant of discrimination and the impulse to conceal their sexual identity, with 

the retention and academic outcomes of these students based on Tinto’s (1993) model of 

institutional departure. Similarly, Carpenter (2009) compared various aspects of the 

college experience for sexual minority students, including participation in leadership 

activities and social support (mentorship and friendships), as well as academic success of 

sexual minority students compared to their heterosexual peers. The goal of Carpenter 

(2009) was to ascertain the relationship between sexual identity and outcomes, and 

specifically to answer the question of “why sexual minorities have higher rates of college 

attendance and completion” (p. 694). 

Carpenter (2009) used confidential data on over 40,000 students from the 1997, 

1999, and 2001 waves of the Harvard College Alcohol Study, over 1,800 of whom report 

having same-sex sexual partners in their lifetime and found significant within group 

differences amongst the experiences and outcomes of LGB students. The study suggests 

that these differences can be attributed to various factors including time use, academic 

performance, and social capital, which according to the study can be informed by social 

identity. For example, “gay male students, who were generally estimated to have 

experiences that were no worse than heterosexual students and often more positive; 
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which may help explain why gay men have such high college attainment rates” 

(Carpenter, 2009, p. 703). Although Carpenter (2009) did not include race and was 

relegated to cisgender students (transgender students were omitted)—which eliminates 

the possibility to make correlations between performance and social identity—the 

findings echo scholarship that demonstrates that LGBTQ collegians neither maintain 

identical access to resources and support services because of racial and gender 

inequalities and horizontal oppression (Ward, 2008; Westbrook, 2009), nor do they 

experience discrimination and harassment uniformly. 

For example, students who identify on the “transgender spectrum (androgynous, 

gender nonconforming, genderqueer, transfeminine, transmaculine, transgender, etc.)” 

generally report feeling marginalized on their campuses and report a disproportionately 

high amount of violence and discrimination in comparison to their non-transgender peers 

(Beemyn, 2012, p. 504; see also McKinney, 2005; Pusch, 2005). Rankin et al. (2010) 

found that “thirty-nine percent of transmasculine respondents, 38 percent of 

transfeminine respondents, and 31 percent of gender non-conforming (GNC) respondents 

reported experiencing harassment compared with 20 percent of [cisgender] men and 19 

percent [cisgender] women” (p. 10). Similarly, 

 
in their 2007 study, Rankin and Beemyn found that over 250 survey respondents 
(27 percent of their sample size) had been harassed within the past year because 
of their gender identity and/or gender expression, and the majority of these 
individuals were 18-22 years old. (Rankin et al., 2010, p. 61) 
 

Although “anecdotal evidence suggests that students are coming out as 

transgender on campuses across the country” (Beemyn, Curtis, Davis, & Tubbs, 2005, p. 
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49) and that the number of college students identifying as transgender is increasing 

(Beemyn, 2005; Dugan, Kusel, et al., 2012; McKinney, 2005), their unique experiences 

remain largely ignored within the higher education literature (Beemyn, 2003a; Dugan, 

Kusel, et al., 2012). Alternatively, the experiences of transgender students are 

inaccurately conflated with those of non-transgender LGB students (Beemyn, 2003a; 

Dugan, Kusel, et al., 2012; Renn, 2007). From the scarce literature available it is apparent 

that, although some colleges and universities have made strides to address the unique 

needs and concerns of transgender and gender non-conforming students, institutions of 

higher education have failed to create anything more than “less chilly” climates, while 

creating and often maintaining discriminatory institutionalized policies and practices 

against them (Rankin et al., 2010).	

Several studies provide insight into a number of challenges within campus 

environments for students who identify across the transgender spectrum. These 

challenges include a lack of mentorship and support services, access to affirming health 

care, difficulties with sex-segregated facilities, and a general lack of knowledge 

demonstrated across college institutions (Beemyn, 2003a, 2005; Beemyn et al., 2005; 

Nakamura, 1998). McKinney’s (2005) mixed method study of 75 graduate and 

undergraduate transgender students from across the country revealed that, overall, 

undergraduate students felt that faculty and staff were not educated about transgender 

issues, there was a lack of programming on transgender issues, and a lack of resources 

across campus—including inadequate counseling. Moreover, “none of the students 

indicated that their college or university included gender identity or expression in its non-
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discrimination policy, and only 25 participants (33%) reported having a campus GLBT 

office or center” (McKinney, 2005, p. 67). Similarly, support services and research 

pertaining to the unique collegiate experiences of bisexual students is lagging behind 

(Sheets & Mohr, 2009). Rhoads (1997) asserted, “the assumption that lesbian, gay, and 

bisexual students share quite similar experiences has led to overgeneralizations about 

their lives and has compromised the quality of scholarship on such populations” (p. 460). 

These overgeneralizations have not evolved over the years to include a more nuanced 

analysis of the within group differences of LGBTQ college students’ experiences and 

distinctive developmental patterns (Dugan & Yurman, 2011; Renn, 2007).	

Campus climate includes not only overt acts of violence and intolerance but also 

targets population members’ perceptions of the climate or “psychological campus 

climate” (Woodford & Kulick, 2015, p. 14). How students perceive the campus climate 

plays a significant role in their learning and developmental outcomes, as well as their 

academic experiences, academic and intellectual development, institutional commitment, 

and persistence (Cabrera, Nora, Terenzini, Pascarella, & Hagedorn, 1999; Reason & 

Rankin, 2006). Overall, literature suggests that LGBTQ undergraduates generally 

perceive their campuses as less welcoming than their heterosexual peers (Rankin, 2006; 

Rankin et. al., 2010). This research is congruent with studies that described how students 

from historically marginalized groups tend to be more aware of negative campus climate 

for their own group than those representing more privileged groups (Rankin & Reason, 

2005; Woodford & Kulick, 2015; Yost & Gilmore, 2011).	
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Although the research that explores the relationship between perceptions and 

academic outcomes among sexual minority students is nominal (Sanlo, 2004), several 

studies suggest that the degree of the impact of negative perceptions may depend on the 

degree of internalization of negative messages (Meyer, 2010; Woodford & Kulick, 2015). 

This research echoes studies investigating the perceptions of campus climates for racial 

minority undergraduates that demonstrate how students’ perceptions of their campus as 

racist negatively impacted their learning and developmental outcomes, as well as their 

persistence (Cabrera et al., 1999). Conversely, when Black students feel affirmed in their 

experiences at HBCUs, for example, research shows that it reflects in greater educational 

attainment, academic self-image, and cognitive development (Pascarella & Terenzini, 

2005). 

Research demonstrates that LGB, transgender, and gender non-conforming 

students are at increased psychological, physical, emotional, and academic risk because 

of the pervasiveness of unopposed heteronormativity and gender conformity on campus 

(Rankin, 2003; Rankin et al., 2010; Yost & Gilmore, 2011). As mentioned previously, 

these negative “effects are magnified among ‘multiple-identity minority students’ 

(Poynter & Washington, 2005; Rankin et al., 2010; Rankin 2003)” such as queer Students 

of Color (Yost & Gilmore, 2011, p. 1350). Rankin et al. (2010) explores the experiences 

and perceptions of LGBTQ Students of Color who maintain multiple, salient, 

marginalized identities by paying attention to the intersections of racial, sexual, and 

gender identity. Their study found that “LGBQ Respondents of Color (44%) were 

significantly more likely than LGBQ White Respondents (52%) to observe harassment” 
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(Rankin et al., 2010, p. 13). These experiences of harassment also trickled into the 

students’ academic lives with LGBQ respondents of color experiencing less comfort 

within their department/work unit climate than their LGBQ White counterparts (78% and 

66%, respectively), as well as feeling less comfortable in their classes than White LGB 

respondents (60% and 65%, respectively; Rankin et al., 2010). Moreover, the forms of 

harassment reported from respondents of color were racial profiling (ten times more 

likely to be identified as a form of harassment than Whites), which included poor 

performance evaluations or assumptions being made about why they were hired or fired, 

and derogatory written comments (Rankin et al., 2010). 

Moreover, the study revealed differences in the experiences within-racial groups 

with transfeminine respondents, transmasculine respondents, and non-transgender women 

being “more likely to attribute the harassment to gender identity to than to race, which 

was not the case for non-transgender men of color who participated in the study” (Rankin 

et al., 2010, p. 68). Research that examines the within-group differences of experiences of 

queer Students of Color and addresses the heterogeneity of communities of color is 

nascent within the literature and often glosses over how misogyny, sexism, and various 

forms of gender injustices inform the experiences and perceptions of Students of Color, 

particularly women of color (transgender and cisgender), genderqueer, and gender non-

conforming students. Although there is limited empirical research that explicates the 

experiences and perceptions of LGBTQ people of color (Strayhorn et al., 2008), 

scholarship has grown to include the nuanced experiences of gay and bisexual, African-

American men at predominantly White institutions (Goode-Cross & Tager, 2011; 
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Strayhorn et al., 2008), as well as HBCUs; Carter, 2013; Harper & Gasman, 2008; 

Rhoads, 1994).	

Although this research may not “accurately reflect the experiences of African-

American MSM [men who have sex with men] who identify as heterosexual . . .” or 

“LGBTQ African Americans whose racial identity is less salient to them” (Goode-Cross 

& Tager, 2011, p. 1249), it does successfully highlight key nuances to the experiences of 

African American (Black was used interchangeably within the research) male 

undergraduates. From the existing scholarship, we are able to recognize that Black gay 

men do not experience the blanketed comfort within Black enclaves as their heterosexual 

peers, or garner the same amount of support from Black peer campus communities 

because of experienced or perceived homophobia (Strayhorn et al., 2008), and because of 

experiences of racism within LGBTQ communities (Boykin, 1996), Black gay male 

students did not access LGBTQ student support services (Goode-Cross & Tager, 2011; 

Strayhorn et al., 2008). This was true, even though their desire to “come out” and live 

freely in a college that provided that space was a determining factor in their college 

choice (Strayhorn et al., 2008). Instead, Goode-Cross and Tager (2011) found that 

students managed and persisted on these campuses by selectively disclosing their sexual 

orientation, and being able to garner support and integrate into a perceived anti-gay Black 

peer community in order to traverse sexual prejudice pervasive at predominantly White 

institutions (PWIs). 

Perceptions of a chilly campus climate can compel LGBTQ students to be 

hypervigilant to prejudice, refrain from coming out and living openly as a queer person, 
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and internalize oppressive messages about queer communities and their own sexuality 

(Meyer, 2010; Woodford & Kulick, 2015. As previously suggested, this turns out 

particularly true amongst Students of Color, who in Rankin (2005) were 

 
more likely than white LGBT people to conceal their sexual orientation or gender 
identity to avoid harassment. Many respondents said they did not feel comfortable 
being out in predominantly straight, people of color venues, but felt out of place at 
predominantly white LGBT settings. (pp. 19–20) 

 

This can result in a dialectic relationship for queer Students of Color between their 

identity salience and academic persistence. Research has suggested that LGBTQ college 

experiences can differ based on level of outness and identity salience, which in turn 

affects how they perceive the campus and as research suggests informs their experiences, 

persistence, and academic success. 

Section Summary 

Considering how deeply academic and social integration into the campus 

environment and culture impacts students’ overall sense of belonging, academic 

persistence, and success (Tinto, 1993), it is imperative that future research builds on the 

few existing studies that explore LGBTQ students’ collegiate experiences and academic 

outcomes and persistence (Rankin et al., 2010; Sanlo, 2004). This work should be done in 

the aspirations of providing the support necessary for the persistence of queer and 

otherwise marginalized students. Moreover, the existing research demonstrates that a 

student’s perception of a campus as being a place that is welcoming and affirming has a 

positive impact upon the student’s academic achievement and persistence (Sanlo, 2004; 

Woodford & Kulick, 2015). Conversely, if students perceive a campus to be an 
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unwelcoming place, it has a negative impact. Therefore, LGBTQ students’ perceptions of 

a college campus’s climate for LGBTQ students, faculty, and staff may have an impact 

upon students’ learning and development as well as their persistence. Rankin’s (2004) 

study regarding the campus climate for LGBTQ students, staff, and faculty shows that on 

many college campuses across the country LGBTQ people have to worry about being 

intimidated and harassed, and many conceal their identity in order to avoid negative 

consequences. 

 It is difficult to know how many LGBTQ students leave college without having 

obtained their undergraduate degree because of issues they face related to their sexual 

orientation and gender identity and expression. Current research does not provide this 

information for us directly; however, the available research does provide a clear outline 

of the issues that LGBTQ people are facing on college campuses. Simply stated, many 

college campuses are hostile and oppressive places for LGBTQ students. The next 

section focuses on mentor relationships of LGBTQ undergraduates and seeks to build 

from the existing research that suggests that positive instructor relations and peer 

relations may serve as a protective factor against a negative campus climate and 

strengthen leadership efficacy (Wernick, Woodford, & Kulick, 2014; Woodford & 

Kulich, 2015) and resiliency (Rhoads, 1994; Sanlo, 2004; Stevens, 2004). 

Overview of Mentorship 

Until the 1980s, few of the empirical studies on the benefits of mentorship had 

been conducted in academic settings; rather, they were predominantly conducted in the 

corporate and private business sector (Kram, 1985; Kram & Isabella, 1985). Although 
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there is a lack of empirical literature that explains why mentoring proves to be successful 

or evaluates specific programming, there is a consensus that mentoring works and that 

more is needed (Girves, Zapeda, & Gwathmey, 2005). The literature cites a lack of a 

clear definition of mentorship that has made it challenging to draw comparisons between 

and build from previous studies (Crisp & Cruz, 2009; Girves et al., 2005). In addition to 

the varying definitions, mentoring relationships also can differ in “their structure, intent, 

and communication style” (Mullen, 2005, p. 21) with research describing how these 

relationships may be formal or informal, or may vary by whether they are planned or 

emerge organically, or whether they or short term or long term (Luna & Cullen, 1995). 

Within the realm of education specifically, mentorship “is generally understood as a 

personal or professional relationship between two people—a knowing, experienced 

professional and a protégé or mentee who commit to an advisory and non-evaluative 

relationship that often involves a long-term goal” (Mullen, 2005, pp. 1–2). 

This study, however, maintains the definition employed by Dugan and Associates 

(2012) (MSL), which defines a mentor as a person who intentionally assists your growth 

or connects you to opportunities for career or personal development (N. Turman, personal 

communication, September 22, 2015). The next section will focus on mentoring as it 

relates to LGBTQ specific mentor programming. I identify research that makes the 

connections between identity, mentorship, and leadership development, specifically 

leadership efficacy. From this conversation, readers will gain insight into the potential 

benefits of mentorship on leadership development as a way of defusing internalized 

oppression and combat discrimination on campus, while offering transformative 
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educational relationships by connecting otherwise marginalized students, staff, and 

faculty members and those who support them. 

LGBTQ Mentorship Programs and Practices 

Although there is a lack of empirical research based on formal or even informal 

LGBTQ mentorship relationships (McAllister et al., 2009), the literature reviewed 

provides an overview of the strengths of LGBTQ-specific programs and some of the 

downfalls of targeted mentorship, that is, mentoring aimed at a particular population. 

Although the benefits of formal mentoring relationships for LGBTQ youth have been 

noted (McCormick et al., 2002; Renn, 2007), the importance of informal LGBTQ 

relationships (i.e., informal mentors, friends, peers, and romantic partnerships) have on 

their development is largely overlooked. Recent research outlines the significance of peer 

mentor relationships for LGB undergraduates and demonstrates that those relationships 

are maintained at almost as the same rate of mentoring relationships with faculty (Dugan 

& Yurman, 2011). 

Although queer students desire formal or informal mentor relationships (Swerdlik 

& Barton, 1988), they often find themselves left wanting for positive role models, safe 

spaces, and guidance around negotiating being “out” in the academy (Evans, Wall, & 

Bourassa, 1994). A now dated, but still pertinent qualitative study found that 

 
When they [LGB students] felt safe and affirmed in their LGB identities, they 
then had the energy and freedom required to work on becoming counseling 
psychologists . . . Without a sense of safety and affirmation for their LGB 
identity, their time and energy were consumed with survival . . . Based on the 
results of this study, we are convinced that simple and intentional acts on the part 
of affirmative faculty mentors can ‘make all the difference’ for LGB students. 
(Lark & Croteau, 1998, p. 754) 
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Lark and Croteau (1998) found that mentoring needs of students varied by levels 

of “outness” and that mentors served two major functions: professional and interpersonal. 

Although the participants ranged in their level of outness, they overwhelmingly described 

a state of hypervigilance to anti-LGB sentiments and made decisions of their disclosures 

based in part because of their perceived safety and acceptance of the mentor (Lark & 

Croteau, 1998). In addition to these needed cues from the mentor, participants also 

observed how other oppressions (e.g., racism or sexism) were addressed to help surmise 

how LGB issues would be handled. 

The need for LGBTQ affirming mentorship could help contextualize the research 

available that cites that LGBTQ students are more likely than their heterosexual peers to 

report the importance of career models being “of their orientation” (Nauta, Saucier, & 

Woodard, 2001, p. 358). It has also been suggested that LGBTQ-identified mentors were 

found to be helpful in ways that non-LGBTQ mentors were not (Lark & Croteau, 1998). 

These findings are echoed throughout the literature highlighting the importance of having 

LGBTQ-target mentoring (Lark & Croteau, 1998) with scholars citing that “overall, 

studies on mentoring for LGBTQ employees and graduate students across disciplines 

found that these individuals are seeking support and mentoring from and feel more 

satisfied by support and mentoring from LGBTQ or LGBTQ-affirming supervisors and 

mentors” (McAllister et al., 2009, p. 92). 

As mentioned previously, target mentoring or matched mentoring “refers to 

mentoring aimed at a particular population” (McAllister et al., 2009, p. 89) and describes 

the process pairing a mentor and a mentee by a shared identity (e.g., race, sexual 
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orientation, gender). There have been numerous studies that explored the benefits and 

desirability of target mentoring for Students of Color in general (e.g., Davidson & Foster-

Johnson, 2001; Dixon-Reeves, 2003; Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 2005), African American 

students in particular (Patitu & Terrel, 1997; Strayhorn & Saddler, 2009), and women 

(Patton & Harper, 2003; Williams-Nickelson, 2009). There is also a growing amount of 

literature that asserts that target mentoring across identifications is necessary to address 

the marginalization of minority students. For example, Mullen (2005) argues that racially 

mixed mentoring dyads and those shared across gender within faculty in higher education 

have had significant breakthroughs. Still, there remains a scarcity of literature available 

that explicitly investigates the utility of programs that work to match mentors and 

mentees based on their shared sexual orientation or gender expression. There are several 

college programs that have successfully maintained mentor programs designed for 

LGBTQ and questioning undergraduates. However, very few have published on the 

benefits and struggles of operating LGBTQ-specific mentor programs for college 

students (Alford-Keating, 1998; McAlister et al., 2009). The identities and experiences of 

these mentors, however, were not discussed. 

Fewer still are studies exploring the within group differences of LGBTQ students, 

especially research on mentoring that highlights the unique needs of bisexual (Sheets & 

Mohr, 2009) and transgender students (Beemyn, 2003a, 2005; McKinney, 2005). 

Beemyn (2005) explains how “many schools also do not have out transgender faculty and 

staff or student affairs professionals who are well-versed on trans issues. Thus, 

transgender students lack mentors and role models and may feel that there are no 
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supportive people on campus” (p. 85). This work is supported by Dugan, Kusel, et al. 

(2012), which as mentioned previously, provides a rare study exploring the within group 

difference among transgender identified students. This study found that “Male to Female 

and intersexed students reported less mentoring by members than their FtM peers” 

(Dugan, Kusel, et al., 2012, p. 721). Dugan, Kusel, et al. (2012) provide an important 

contribution to the literature highlighting the heterogeneity of transgender and gender 

non-conforming undergraduates. 

Moreover, LGBTQ students who maintain “multiple minority identities” further 

complicate target-mentoring initiatives, with research highlighting the difficulties queer 

Students of Color have in establishing mentoring relationships with a mentor who affirms 

not only their racial identity but also their LGBTQ identity (Komives et al., 2005; Renn, 

2007; Reynolds & Pope, 1991). A lack of a conceptual framework based on issues of 

intersectionality leads to a deepening perpetuation of LGBTQ students as one monolithic 

group. One-size-fits-all programming for LGBTQ students, including mentor programs, 

does not adequately address the intersections of identities for those who identify as queer 

and transgender/disabled/Black/undocumented—those on the margins of the margins. 

 As an alternative to popular target mentoring models, Van Puymbroeck (2001) 

provided an example of co-mentorship models, or a mentor network that uniquely 

provides a network of resources to support career development and life planning to 

LGBTQ undergraduates. It was reported that 

 
the program was successful in all of its aims. It provided a safe environment for 
students to address their concerns regarding the relationship of their life and 
career goals with their burgeoning sexual identities. As a result of the focus 
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groups, students felt less isolated and began to see themselves as a part of a 
supportive community. (pp. 16–17) 

 

Moreover, as students of the millennial generation make their way into college, it is 

important to acknowledge their inclination towards technology, social networking, and 

overall reputation for being peer-oriented when program planning (Balda & Mora, 2011). 

Lastly, more research is needed about the impact of LGBTQ-specific 

programming as well as the experiences and benefits those relationships have on those 

deemed “mentors.” Moreover, one major criticism of the existing literature on LGBTQ 

mentorship does not adequately address how mentor relationships function holistically at 

the intersections of identity (sexual orientation, gender identity, race, ethnicity, class, 

etc.). The following section provides an examination of the mentorship outcomes, 

specifically the literature that explores the role that mentorship plays in fostering 

leadership resiliency, identity, and efficacy within LGBTQ student communities. This 

line of inquiry will continue to add layers of meaning to our understanding of the 

experiences of LGBTQ undergraduates and their persistence towards graduation and 

potentially beyond college life. 

Mentoring Outcomes: Leadership Efficacy for LGBTQ Undergraduates & Students 
of Color 
	

When traversing often-hostile campus climates, mentors have the opportunity to 

instill hope in otherwise underserved LGBTQ students, offering students with a glimpse 

of what Gilbert and Rossman (1992) describe as a future “possible self” (p. 235). 

Mentorship for LGBTQ students has proven to be a catalyst for leadership outcomes and 

efficacy (Dugan & Komives, 2007), particularly in the way that Moe, Dupuy, and Laux 
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(2008) described hope “as a sense of efficacy and motivation related to past, present, and 

future goals as well as believing that plans to meet goals (including coping with and 

enduring the present)” (p. 202). As mentioned previously, there is minimal literature 

available about the predictors of leadership efficacy and even fewer that disaggregated 

their data by social identity (Kodama & Dugan, 2013). The research available has cited 

the potential significance of adult mentors (faculty, staff, LGBTQ Center Directors, 

LGBTQ student group advisers, older peers, and peers in general) have in getting 

students involved in queer-specific groups and activities and encouraging them to take on 

positional leadership (Komives et al., 2005; Renn, 2007). This kind of support and 

mentorship is particularly significant for students “who might not think of themselves as 

leaders” (Renn, 2007, p. 326). 

Although Renn (2007) did not employ the language of “leadership self-efficacy,” 

which has been described throughout the literature as an “individual’s internal beliefs 

about their knowledge, skills, and abilities to successfully engage in leadership (Hannah 

et al., 2008)” (Kodama & Dugan, 2013, p. 185), the study provided an important 

theoretical bridge in the gap in existing research on LGBTQ leadership. Renn’s (2007) 

qualitative study of 15 undergraduate students (including Transgender students and 

Students of Color) uplifted how staff advisors were key in instances that new 

organizations had to be created, particularly as a result of Students of Color experiencing 

racism within existing LGBTQ groups. This study sought to draw connections between 

these underserved student communities and the role that mentors may play in bridging 
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some of these disparities in services, address maladapted self-conceptions of leadership 

and ultimately cultivate leadership efficacy and resiliency. 

Although the size of Renn’s (2007) study did function as a limitation, previous 

research also noted how the sponsorship of adults and older peers for Students of Color at 

predominantly White institutions was especially important (Komives, Casper, 

Longerbeam, Mainella, & Osteen, 2003, 2004). As mentioned previously, the more 

recent work of John Dugan and colleagues meaningfully employed the language of 

“leadership efficacy” in a series of quantitative studies that also utilized the MSL, some 

of which center the experiences of LGBTQ undergraduates (Dugan, Kusel, et al., 2012; 

Dugan & Yurman, 2011). As mentioned previously, this work has made important, 

unparalleled contributions to the project of LGBTQ leadership development by 

explicating the within-group differences of LGBTQ students, with one such study citing 

that Male to Female transgender students reported less mentoring as FtM peers and 

subsequently less leadership efficacy, as well as fewer positional leadership roles (Dugan, 

Kusel, et al., 2012). The authors suggested that these findings are problematical, 

considering research on the importance of faculty mentoring, specifically for LGBTQ 

undergraduates (Renn, 2007). Dugan, Kusel, et al. (2012) went on to suggest that a lower 

rate of mentoring could be attributed to feelings of discomfort amongst faculty and staff 

in interfacing with students identifying outside of the gender binary, especially 

transfeminine students whose transition is perceived to disavow masculinity within a 

patriarchal society (Dugan, Kusel, et al., 2012). 
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Dugan and Yurman (2011) conducted a quantitative study (also utilizing the 

MSL) that explored the similarities and differences of 980 LGB-identified students across 

13 dimensions of the collegiate experience. Overall, the study found that these LGB 

students were more alike than different. Specifically, the study found that mostly students 

reported a general level of confidence in regard to leadership efficacy, but found no 

significant differences across the outcomes of leadership efficacy. These findings 

mirrored a national study conducted several years earlier (Dugan & Komives, 2007). 

Qualitative research on the LGBTQ leadership identity suggests that the difference 

between LGBTQ students might have less to do with sexual identities but more so about 

the degree of identity salience of that identity and how they conceptualize their sexual 

orientation (Dugan & Yurman, 2011; Renn, 2007). To this end, researchers have 

encouraged student affairs practitioners to develop programming that connects 

“leadership to other social identities so students can explore their leadership practices and 

personal leadership identity . . . For example, create a mentoring program for women or 

community service programs that engage men and Asian American students” (Dugan & 

Komives, 2007, p. 19). These types of mentor programs have the potential of not only 

informing students’ leadership involvement and development process, but may also 

influence the academic lives and career goals. 

There is also emerging literature that makes the connections between mentorship 

as a predictor of leadership efficacy across racial differences (Kodama & Dugan, 2013). 

Kodama and Dugan (2013) also relied on data collected as a part of the MSL, a 

quantitative, cross-sectional design to examine influences on the leadership development 
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of undergraduates securing a sample size of 8,510 students, with 73% White, and the 

remaining respondents being Students of Color (including 1,702 Latino students). The 

study found that predictors of LSE varied across race. For example, “community service 

was a positive predictor for LSE positively for African Americans, Asian Americans and 

multiracial students, it was not for white and Latina students” (Kodama & Dugan, 2013, 

p. 194). The study also cited that Asian Pacific American college students reported lower 

levels of LSE is “not new” (p. 196) within the literature, but research that expounds upon 

this reality is negligible. Similarly, Kodama and Dugan (2013) described the research on 

Latino students as being “virtually non-existent” (p. 196). Although the study highlighted 

two different significant predictors of LSE including sociocultural conversations with 

peers and positional leadership roles, faculty mentoring did not emerge as a significant 

influence on LSE across any racial group in this research (Kodama & Dugan, 2013). 

However, this is contrary to other research that highlights faculty mentoring as 

having a positive relationship with leadership development (Dugan & Komives, 2007; 

Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Komives et al., 2005). A qualitative study of five out of eight 

bisexual, gay, or homosexual (although this study did not inquire about the participants’ 

sexual identity but rather their same-sex sexual behaviors) African American/Black men 

at a public, Midwestern, predominantly White institution also attributed faculty 

mentoring as being vital to their persistence (Good-Cross & Tager, 2011). This study 

found that supportive relationships with faculty and staff, peers, and family members 

were vital to their persistence at predominantly White institutions (Good-Cross & Tager, 

2011). 
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These findings are echoed in Strayhorn et al.’s (2008) qualitative study on the 

retention of gay, Black, non-transgender, male undergraduates, who also identified 

“supportive relationships with peers and family, self-determination and independence” 

(p. 99) as being vital to their persistence and success in college. Although neither study 

examined leadership efficacy specifically, Strayhorn et al.’s (2008) participants 

“perceived themselves as self-determined, motivated, and independent, which, in their 

view, affected their ability to succeed in college” (p. 99). Montas-Hunter (2012) provides 

an important phenomenological study that continues this line of inquiry that addresses the 

intersections of race and gender and extends Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy to examine 

the self-efficacy of Latina women in leadership positions at institutions of higher 

education in the US. This study examined the experiences of eight leaders and found that 

they all maintained high self-efficacy, which was thought to be imperative to their 

success as leaders. In addition to significant professional experience accumulated by the 

women, 50% of the participants indicated having role models and indicated that these 

mentor relationships, especially from other Latinas in leadership positions, to be 

particularly beneficial in their own leadership journeys. 

According to Montas-Hunter (2012), “social models are important to leadership 

development because they provide individuals with the opportunity of seeing similar 

people in positions that they strive for and will recognize in themselves similar 

capabilities needed for successful progression into leadership” (p. 325). These findings 

mirror Bandura’s (1997) assertion that role modeling is imperative to efficacy, as well as 

Kodama and Dugan (2013) who also found a significant impact of racial group 
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membership on LSE and suggested that “despite mixed findings on the importance of 

matching mentoring relationships by race (Sedlacek, Benjamin, Schlosser, & Shen, 

2007), attention should be paid to the racial context of mentoring relationship in higher 

education” (p. 196). 

Montas-Hunter (2012) also noted that all of the participants recognized that 

encouragement from their families and a strong support network contributed to their 

success. These findings provide evidence supporting Bandura’s (1994) theory that states, 

“affirmation and recognition are other ways to increase self-efficacy” (Montas-Hunter, 

2012, p. 326). Furthermore, the study makes a tentative link between concepts of self-

efficacy and resiliency, specifically as they relate to race by citing how 

 
self-efficacy is developed if individuals can overcome obstacles through 
perseverance . . . The Hispanic women who participated in this study cited both 
racial and sexist attitudes as a challenging experience, but these same women 
haves used these experiences as motivation to move forward and persevere. 
(Montas-Hunter, 2012, p. 331)	

 

Although this study did not investigate the relationship between resiliency and 

leadership-efficacy, more research building on these connections could prove to be 

meaningful contributions to culturally responsive leadership development. 

 A combination of peer support, social models, and mentoring relationships proves 

as motivation to persist in these instances provided within the literature. Similar claims to 

peer connection and peer mentoring are also cited as points of resilience and persistence 

for LGBTQ undergraduates (D’Augelli, 1994; Evans & Broido, 1999; Rhoads, 1994; 

Stevens, 2004). The role that student organizations play in fostering these peer 
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connections and these organizations’ potential to promote resilience will be addressed in 

subsequent sections. 

Section Summary	

The research available upholds that mentorship is both largely beneficial and 

desired by Students of Color (e.g., Davidson & Foster-Johnson, 2001; Dixon-Reeves, 

2003; Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 2005; Simon et al., 2004), African American students in 

particular (Patitu & Terrel, 1997; Strayhorn & Saddler, 2009), as well as women (Patton 

& Harper, 2003; Williams-Nickelson, 2009), sexual minority students (Lark & Croteau, 

1998; McAllister et al., 2009; Van Puymbroeck, 2001), and students living at the 

intersection of gender and race (Reynolds & Pope, 1991). However, more empirical 

research about the nuanced forms of mentor relationships—peer, formal, and targeted—is 

needed to ascertain the best interventions for queer students, especially when tackling the 

challenges that arise for queer Students of Color who live at the intersection of identities 

and oppression. 

Mentor programs on college campuses are setting the precedent for formal 

interactions between younger generations of queers and older, professional queer faculty 

and staff members. Queer role models are something to which many generations prior did 

not have access. Programs that highlight the benefits of intergenerational community-

building potentially maintain numerous positive outcomes and successes; however, the 

impact of these programs remains unclear because of lack of evaluation. In order to 

adequately meet the needs of queer collegians, formal evaluations of queer mentor 

programs would have to be conducted so that better practices can be established. Such 
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literature would work to move away from literature that inevitably renders LGBTQ 

students as inevitably “at risk,” and expounds on how students are sustained by 

constructing positive healthy relationships to themselves, mentors, peers, and others in 

their communities.	

Similarly, there are a multitude of current studies available that confronts the 

notion of queer youth as presumably at risk that are also mostly exploratory in nature, and 

often leave more questions than answers. Sanlo (2004) identified three themes related to 

LGB college students as being critically under-researched, including discrimination and 

coping, health effects/outcomes, and resiliency. The next section will explore the 

questions that Sanlo (2004) posed, including 

 
what factors affect resiliency (measured as psychological well-being and coping 
skills) and persistence to graduation among sexual minority students, particularly 
in the face of discrimination and harassment on campus? Does community 
involvement and/or leadership on or off campus help develop coping skills and 
resilience? (p. 103) 

	

Involvement in LGBTQ Identity-based Student Organizations and the Impacts on 
Leadership Efficacy & Resiliency on LGBTQ Student Communities:	

Overview of LGBTQ Student Organizations 
 

Theorists across disciplines have acknowledged the importance of LGBTQ (or 

queer) student organizations (Renn, 2007; Renn & Bilodeau, 2005a, 2005b; Sanlo, 1998). 

LGBTQ student organizations in particular fulfill a variety of roles on college campuses 

including, but not limited to providing networking opportunities, resources, and social 

and educational programming, as well as support for students who are dealing with issues 

related to their sexual orientation and gender identities (Renn, 2007; Renn & Bilodeau, 
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2005a, 2005b; Sanlo, 1998). Although the missions, culture, membership composition, 

and organizational structures of LGBTQ student organizations vary depending on the 

institution, they are generally perceived to be 

 
a common resource on campuses that reduces social isolation and feelings of 
stigmatization. These groups are run by and for LGBTQ students and their allies 
and may or may not be connected to an LGBTQ campus center. These groups, 
like all LGBTQ organizations, serve one or more of three purposes: support, 
socializing, and activist work. (Westbrook, 2009, p. 371) 
 

Research has been conducted that explores the nuances of students’ experiences 

within the organizations, with many citing that not all students access these resources 

uniformly for a myriad of reasons, including but not limited to discrimination. For 

example, Westbrook (2009) extensively cites the long-noted gender gap in participation 

in LGBTQ organizations in groups intended for the “general” LGBTQ population within 

the literature with the membership of the groups being mostly male and the leadership 

positions held mostly by “White, middle class gay men” (p. 372). She attributed the lack 

of women in leadership positions to a cycle of hierarchal leadership dominated by gay 

White men recruiting other men, ultimately leading to disproportionate group 

membership. This cycle creates an environment in which sexist microagressions are 

naturalized and hard to withstand for all people who don’t identify as cisgender men. 

Similarly, Students of Color have a long history of being marginalized within LGBTQ 

student organizations. When LGBTQ student organizations began to form in colleges 

across the U.S., their membership was largely gay, White, and affluent enough to attend 
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college; therefore, the research on these organizations largely outlines solely the 

experiences of mostly White, gay men (Dilley, 2002; Rhoads, 1994). 

Today, diversity exists among LGBTQ student organizations. Although most 

colleges and universities have only one LGBTQ group, it is not uncommon for multiple 

organizations to exist on a given campus (Sanlo, 1998). Twenty years after the founding 

of the Student Homophile League, for instance, “Columbia University boasted 15 

separate LGBTQ student organizations” (Sanlo, 1998, p. 322). When more than one 

group emerges on campus, the difference between groups may be based on ethnicity, 

gender, political, ideology, religious affiliation, or function (Scott, 1991). Scott (1991) 

acknowledged that the creation of more than one LGBTQ student organizations has been 

historically perceived to add to the fractionalization of gay and lesbian activism on 

campus. However, the author suggests that having multiple student organizations are 

largely beneficial because they provide more leadership opportunities (Chickering & 

Reisser, 1993) and can maintain more specific mission statements and purposes. 

There is a growing amount of literature supporting the claim that participation in 

LGBTQ campus organizations promotes resilience and LGBTQ identity development 

(D’Augelli, 1994; Evans & Broido, 1999; Rhoads, 1994; Stevens, 2004). Much of the 

literature available describing the development of queer student organizations is 

engrossed in psychosocial identity development theory, highlighting the need for and 

benefits of identity-based organizations (Renn & Ozaki, 2010) and queer leadership 

development theory (Fassinger et al., 2010; Renn, 2007; Renn & Bilodeau, 2005a, 2005b; 

Renn & Ozaki, 2010) that make distinctions between activists who are queer and queer 
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activists. And although the past two decades have produced a modest body of scholarship 

that explores the how leading LGBTQ student organizations informs LGBTQ students’ 

identity and leadership development (Fassinger et al., 2010; Renn, 2007; Renn & 

Bilodeau, 2005a, 2005b), literature that examines horizontal oppression within these 

organizations, however, is scarce (Goode-Cross & Tager, 2011; Westbrook, 2009). 

The next section will work to build from the literature that makes the connections 

between the role of student leadership and social connectivity and the community-based 

practices (social support) found on college campuses that foster resiliency and the 

cultivation of leadership skills (Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 2006; Renn, 2003; Renn 

& Bilodeau, 2005a, 2005b; Renn & Ozaki, 2010). Specifically, the next sections work to 

highlight the meaningfulness of LGBTQ student organizations as sites that aim to foster 

community and resilience (Renn, 2003; Renn, 2007; Renn & Bilodeau, 2005b; Sanlo, 

1998), while exploring the varying experiences among students across difference. 

Involvement in LGBTQ Identity-based Student Organizations and the Impacts on 
the Leadership Efficacy of LGBTQ Students 
	

The past two decades have rendered a modest body of scholarship that 

demonstrate that “colleges and universities have also played a role in incubating 

LGBTQ/queer activism and activists” (Renn, 2010, p. 132). LGBTQ student 

organizations specifically have been cited as spaces on campus that foster connection, 

while promoting resiliency and LGBTQ identity development (D’Augelli, 1994; Evans & 

Broido, 1999; Renn, 2003; Renn & Bilodeau 2005b; Rhoads, 1994; Stevens, 2004). Renn 

and Bilodeau (2005b) suggested that a growing body of literature supports the claim that 

“involvement in activities related to a specific element of identity—such as race or 
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gender-supports exploration of identity construction . . . However, it is not known how 

involvement in campus LGBT-related activities influences the identity development of 

student participants” (p. 51). This body of literature has expanded from psychosocial 

identity development to explore the intersection of college student LGBTQ identity and 

leadership, particularly the impact on LGBTQ college students of leading LGBTQ 

organizations and how students make meaning of their leadership and identity 

development experiences (Renn, 2007; Renn & Bilodeau, 2005a, 2005b). Some theorists 

assert that “LGBTQ leadership represents a distinctive leadership experience worth of 

empirical attention” (Fassinger et al., 2010, p. 207; see also Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; 

Renn & Ozaki, 2010). 

Renn and colleagues have written extensively on the subject of LGBTQ 

leadership development and suggest, “educational programs (e.g., residence halls, career 

services) and interventions (participation in LGBTQ student leadership) can be seen as 

developmental assets, one of the key contributors to resiliency. LGBTQ-supportive peer 

interactions and advisor-student relationships create a context for positive development” 

(Renn & Bilodeau, 2005b, p. 68). Renn and Bilodeau (2005b) conducted an exploratory 

study using qualitative case study methods of seven LGBTQ-identified undergraduate 

student organizers of the 2002 Midwest Bisexual, Lesbian, Gay, Transgender, and Allies 

College Conference (MBLGTACC) and posed two questions: What is the relationship 

between involvement in leadership of LGBTQ student organization and student outcomes 

related to (a) leadership development and (b) LGBTQ identity? Students in their 

exploratory study demonstrated the potential for campus involvement to promote 
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resiliency. Renn and Bilodeau (2005b) proposed that, although LGBTQ student leaders 

are sometimes included in leadership development programs on campus, and although the 

benefits to identity development of group members are often acknowledged, the findings 

of this exploratory study suggest a different approach: making the LGBTQ identity 

development of student leaders a central purpose. 

Fassinger et al. (2010) mirrored the potential positive effects of negotiating the 

stigma attached with a sexual minority status by stating, “despite the myriad of ways that 

marginalization may compromise LGBTQ leadership, it is also the case that 

marginalization, as Brown (1989) pointed out, may increase the effectiveness of LGBTQ 

people in a variety of contexts, including leadership roles” (p. 206). Learning to cope 

with the stresses related to marginalization actually may catalyze certain kinds of skill 

development that aid LGBTQ individuals in leadership roles. Fassinger et al. (2010) also 

argued “that LGBTQ leadership represents a distinctive leadership experience worthy of 

empirical attention” (p. 207). 

Renn and Ozaki (2010) conducted a qualitative study of 18 traditional-age 

sophomores, juniors, seniors, and two “super seniors” (fifth year and beyond), who were 

diverse in terms of gender and race and who all served in the role of organization 

president/chair, co-president/chair, or vice president on a campus of over 30,000 

undergraduate students, of whom 16.5% were Students of Color. They found that leaders 

of identity-based student groups experienced increased salience of the social identities 

related to that group. Further, 
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except in the case of the LGBTQ student leaders, there did not seem to be much 
interaction between leadership identity and psychosocial identity (i.e., a student 
might experience herself as a feminist and as a leader, but not as a “feminist 
leader,” or a student might experience himself as African American and a leader, 
but not as an “African American leader;” but a gay man described himself as a 
“queer activist.” (Renn & Ozaki, 2010, p. 18) 

 

Most noteworthy, the study also highlights the cycle of involvement and identity salience, 

a cycle Renn (2007) observed as a key component of LGBTQ student leaders’ 

experience. The idea is that the more “out” students are the more involved they become 

and inversely, the more involved they are the more “out” they become. The authors go on 

to cite four factors influencing the experience of and interactions between students’ 

psychosocial and leadership identities: 

 
(1) a cycle of increased involvement and identity salience, (2) social interaction 
and friendship groups, (3) the academic-cocurricular interface, and (4) the context 
of the university. . . . The social interaction with peers both influenced leaders to 
become more involved in groups and provided a foundation of members when 
beginning new groups. Much of the literature (HERI, 1996; Komives, Lucas, & 
McMahon, 2006) on student leadership emphasizes relationships, but the role of 
friendships among students in campus organizations is less well explored. 
Evidence of this phenomenon was clear in our data and bears further exploration. 
(Renn & Ozaki, 2010, pp. 20–21)	
 

Moreover, research has highlighted the positive effects of negotiating the stigma 

attached with a sexual minority status including the effectiveness within leadership 

positions (Fassinger et al., 2010). Additional research (Komives, Dugan, & Segar, 2006; 

Martinez et al., 2006) has found that in comparison to heterosexual identified students, 

lesbian, gay, and bisexual student leaders demonstrated a higher level of “managing 

controversy with civility, recognizing interconnectedness of members of a community, 
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and believing that change is possible and can be achieved when people work together” 

(Fassinger et al., 2010, p. 207), but no difference in leadership efficacy (Martinez et al., 

2006). 

Dugan, Kusel, et al. (2012) is one such study that builds from the MSL and as a 

part of that national study accessed the responses of 91 transgender identified students, 

specifically their “perceptions, engagements, and educational outcomes across 17 

dimensions of the collegiate experience” (p. 719). As mentioned previously, Dugan, 

Kusel, et al. (2012) has not been replicated and represents “one of the first quantitative 

studies to explore within-group differences in the transgender populations,” and found 

that “MtF students in particular reported lower leadership capacity, leadership efficacy, 

and attainment of positional leadership roles, all of which are interconnected” (p. 730). 

The authors assert that “decreased involvement in positional leadership along with lower 

perceptions of leadership capacity and efficacy may reflect MtF students’ subconscious 

recognition of the significant impediments to women’s attainment of positional 

leadership roles that continue to exist in society (Carli & Eagly, 2007; Rhode & 

Kellerman, 2007) and a desire to conform to them as normative” (p. 731). 

 This assertion has not been empirically supported, whereas prior research has 

found similar findings in studies of cisgender (or non-trans) college lesbian and bisexual 

women reporting “lower levels of involvement in student clubs and organizations and 

positional leadership roles” (Dugan & Yurman, 2011, p. 213), as well as “a pattern of 

significantly lower scores in leadership efficacy [for cisgender women] . . . despite 

evidence that they often demonstrate significantly higher leadership skills and capacities 
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than their male peers” (Dugan & Yurman, 2011, p. 211). This is, however, contrary to 

earlier research that reported gay men having lower self-efficacy scores than gay women 

(Porter, 1998). As a way to account for the within-group difference among LGBTQ 

students, researchers suggest that student affairs professionals explore and interrupt ways 

that the misogyny and hegemonic gender norms are upheld, maintained, and reproduced 

within LGBTQ communities and LGBTQ student organizations (Dugan & Yurman, 

2011; Westbrook, 2009).	

To this end, the available literature overwhelmingly suggests that involvement in 

leadership activities connected to a particular aspect of identity (e.g., race, sexual 

orientation, gender, etc.) supports student development, including student learning, the 

development of leadership skills, and the exploration and construction around that 

identity (e.g., Arminio et al., 2000; D’Augelli, 1994; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Liang, 

Lee, & Ting, 2002; Porter, 1998; Renn, 2007; Rhoads, 1994). Although not indicated 

specifically within the research, students feeling more connected to the campus because 

they are able to integrate their sexual identities into their college experiences might have 

implications for retention and positive social, developmental, and academic outcomes 

(DiFulvio, 2011; Moe, Dupuy, & Laux, 2008; Russell, 2005). For these reasons, support 

has emerged for a paradigm shift to centralizing sexuality identity in leadership 

development (Fassinger et al., 2010; Renn & Bilodeau, 2005b). 

LGBTQ Student Involvement & Resiliency: Queer Students of Color Resiliency, 
Queer Politics, and Intersectionality 
	

One of the main benefits of participating in LGBTQ student organizations is the 

opportunities for socializing and connectedness (Westbrook, 2009). If researchers are to 
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take seriously the task of explicating the ways in which LGBTQ students persist, then an 

investigation of how these relationships inform undergraduates’ experiences and 

persistence is essential. DiFulvio (2011), one such study that pays particular attention to 

the concept of social connectedness, uses a life story methodology to understand how 

sexual minority youth define and perform resilience. The author describes how social 

connectedness and how thoroughly young people feel cared for (e.g., the number of 

friends, higher frequency of social contact, and lower levels of social isolation) act as a 

protective factor against poor mental health outcomes and self-destructive behavior such 

as substance abuse and suicidal thoughts and behaviors. In addition to connection, 

acceptance from others has also been identified within the research as a core protective 

factor in the lives of LGB youth (Anhalt, Morris, Scotti, & Cohen, 2003; Sheets & Mohr, 

2009). Moreover, connection allows for LGBTQ youth to situate their lived experiences 

within a larger sociohistorical context and aligns their individual struggle with a larger 

collective struggle. 

 
Researchers have found that many ethnic cultural groups have developed pride 
and strength in collective resistance against oppression, with positive effects for 
individual and collective well-being (Chandler & Lalonde, 1998; Duran & Duran, 
1995). These data suggest that social connectedness for sexual minority youth 
may also facilitate collective resistance and personal agency, which in turn may 
contribute to overall wellbeing. Future research examining resilience must 
continue to expand our understanding of connectedness and the particular ways 
that connectedness contributes to resilience for sexual minority youth. (DiFulvio, 
2011, pp. 1616–1617)	

 

An example of research highlighting the necessity of peer support can be found in 

Pusch’s (2005) study of transgender college students (MtFs and FtMs). Pusch adds an 
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important contribution to the conversation about the complexities of peer support and 

friendship of transgender youth. The study found that although the youth initially found 

their friends’ willingness to ask questions as affirming, eventually “as the students moved 

into living part time in their self-identified gender, they found the constant questions 

draining and a contributing factor to their sense of themselves as not normal” (Pusch, 

2005, p. 60). This creates a challenge in that there is no blanketed way of affirming 

transgender youth, with each maintaining their own evolving capacity to articulate their 

equally evolving needs and identities. Sheets and Mohr (2009) continued in this line of 

investigation exploring the relationship of perceived social support to depression, life 

satisfaction, and internalized bi-negativity among 210 bisexual young adult college 

students. The researchers found that the participants’ general well-being depended on the 

degree to which they received social support from friends and family, whereas when 

individuals received support specifically from heterosexual friends and family around 

their sexuality it was most predictive in combating internalized bi-negativity and the 

creation of a positive sexual identity. Contrary to the researchers’ hypothesis, friend 

support remained at the same level of importance regardless if the participant received 

support from their family or not, further highlighting the need for peer support. 

 
Both family support and friend support contributed to the prediction of each of the 
outcome variables. Although it was expected that the link between friend support 
and positive adjustment would be strongest at low levels of family support, none 
of the interactions between friend and family support was statistically significant. 
(Sheets & Mohr, 2009, p. 152) 
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Peer support may play a particularly important role for LGBTQ identified young 

adults, as well as those questioning their sexual and/or gender identity. It has been noted 

that close-knit friendships and peer groups are the channels through which students 

initially access the formal LGBTQ campus structures (Renn & Bilodeau, 2005; Sheets & 

Mohr, 2009), although “the role of friendships among students in campus organizations is 

less well explored” (Renn & Ozaki, 2010, p. 21). Within this line of exploration, previous 

research has found that peer and adult mentors have been shown to be effective conduits 

for facilitating student involvement and leadership but also as safe alternatives to LGBTQ 

campus organizations, whereas interactions with peers with relatively complex meaning-

making capacity could assist in the progression for students who have only begun to 

delve into issues of identities by providing alternative ways of thinking (Abes et al., 

2004; Renn, 2007).	

As mentioned previously, although LGBTQ student organizations can be 

beneficial, research suggests that not everyone can access these groups equally (Beemyn, 

2005; Goode-Cross & Tager, 2011; Westbrook, 2009). Recently, literature demonstrates 

how women, transgender communities, people of color, disabled individuals, etc. 

oftentimes have a challenging time accessing queer campus resources (Beemyn, 2005; 

Pusch, 2005; Westbrook, 2009), and additional research demonstrates that some Students 

of Color might not want to access LGBTQ student groups because of horizontal 

oppression. To this end, it is important to reassert that because members of LGBTQ 

communities do not experience adversity uniformly, the level of resiliency and strategies 

of coping may also shift at the intersections of identities. Meyer (2010), for example, 
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followed up on Moradi et al.’s (2010) examination of stress and resilience in racial/ethnic 

minority LGB persons, finding that both the participants who identified as White and the 

LGBTQ participants of color “perceived notable levels of heterosexist stigma” but 

suggested that “LGB people of color might have resources and strengths that buffer 

against the link of perceived stigma with internalized homophobia” (p. 419). 

Both studies examined the double jeopardy concept of individuals having to 

endure unique stressors and experience less social support because of their racial and 

sexual gender minority status. Both studies agreed with the concept of minority stress, 

but found that LGB people of color did not demonstrate more negative mental health 

outcomes than White LGB people, and may in fact be more adept to manage stigma 

effectively—what Kimmel (1978) referred to as “crisis competence” (p. 117).  Through a 

coming out process and having to negotiate multiple systems of interlocking oppressions, 

sexual minorities (and I would suggest LGBTQ people of color), may be better 

positioned to  

 
listen and respond better to criticism articulate their own points of view even in 
the face of oppositional create strong support systems; advocate for themselves 
and similar others within systems of power and privilege; examine their own 
needs, desires, and life goals; and take care of themselves psychologically, 
physically, and materially. (Fassinger et al., 2010, p. 206) 

 

This line of research contests the myth of the “warring selves,” or the notion that LGB 

people of color have difficulty simultaneously negotiating their multiple identities and 

also has implications for LGBTQ leadership development—which has not yet been 

explored. Overall, the amount of literature available that examines the resiliency found at 
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the intersections of multiple minority statuses, which builds upon the work of Meyer 

(2010) and Moradi et al. (2010), remains underwhelming. 

In response to the greater visibility and power of privileged LGBTQ students 

within LGBTQ student organizations, as well as an overrepresentation within the 

research, advocates criticizing single-issue movement building and education have 

argued for a queered, intersectional approach in support of coalition-building across 

difference and anti-oppression education (Abes & Kasch, 2007; Harr & Kane, 2008; 

Kumashiro, 2002). For example, Harr and Kane (2008) seek to address the scant attention 

being paid in empirical testing of this kind of intersectional approach within the literature 

on LGBTQ movements. Drawing on data from a survey of queer students at 25 small 

liberal arts colleges (175 respondents; including transgender and genderqueer students) in 

the U.S., the researchers “assess students support for two dimensions of intersectional 

approach to queer organizing: inclusivity and coalition-building” (p. 284). Their analysis 

suggested that “among queer students, those with less-privileged personal identifications 

in terms of race, class, gender and sexuality are more likely to support the utilization of 

queer politics within queer student organizations” (p. 284). 

Although the study focuses on queer students attending prestigious liberal arts 

colleges (who are disproportionately fulltime, White, affluent, cisgender students from 

the Northeast U.S.), which limits the generalizability of the sample, the authors maintain 

the assertion “that given the lack of other students studies documenting queer student 

support for queer politics, even this limited sample provides an important first look at 

such support” (Harr & Kane, 2008, p. 289). Moreover, the authors cite that the 
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meaningful introduction of queer theory politics will have a positive shift in campus 

climate not just for the queer students, or the privileged students, but for the campus as a 

whole. Queer politics and intersectionality infused within the mission and curriculum of 

an institution could offer a heightened awareness of social issues and potentially incite 

action on the part of the more privileged students. This kind of work brings 

accountability to the student body, in particular the more privileged students. To this end, 

“queer politics is important to all student organizations, as well as to campus political 

climates more generally, for queer politics aids in the dismantling of privilege” (Harr & 

Kane, 2008, p. 297).	

Research that incorporates intersectional theory is essential to our holistic 

understanding of students experiencing the matrix of domination (Hill-Collins, 1990). In 

order to not perpetuate these interlocking systems of oppression, LGBTQ student leaders 

and advisors must still problematize the way that we work within our intersections. 

Kumashiro (2001) states this best, 

 
In our commitment to change oppression and embrace differences, we often fail 
to account for the intersections of racism and heterosexism, and of racial and 
sexual identities. Ironically, our efforts to challenge one form of oppression often 
unintentionally contribute to other forms of oppression, and our efforts to embrace 
one form of difference often exclude and silence others. In fact, even our attempts 
to address intersections are often problematic. (Kumashiro, 2001, p. 1) 
 

Moreover, future literature will have to take into consideration that “queer 

movements that are only about sexuality risk complying with other oppressions and 

excluding their own margins” (Kumashiro, 2001, p. 5). Research around queer 

movements and student organizations must resist the urge to entertain oversimplified 
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“identity politics” and single issue movements and incorporate research on 

intersectionality to help fill in the gaps left in queer theory. 

Section Summary	

The literature provided suggests organizing one’s efforts, energies, and activism 

around a sexual identity is complicated but can help students not only in the coming out 

process but also in their leadership development in general. The available research 

offered insights around what centralizing sexual identity politics within our leadership 

development efforts could mean on college campuses. By centering sexual and gender 

identity as a part of the leadership development process, students have the potential to be 

more connected to themselves, their histories as queer people, as well as their peers and 

community members. These connections may provide points of strength and unity, and 

fortify the ability to enact resiliency. Although resilience remains an elusive 

phenomenon, it is suggested that it can also be cultivated through what researchers call 

protective factors (e.g., supportive school policies, affirmation from family, close 

friendships, positive self-esteem, etc.; Russell, 2005), and that some of us are predisposed 

to being able to negotiate adversity more positively than others. The relationship between 

resilience and leadership is made evident by how we conceptualize what makes for the 

most ideal or effective leaders, which is oftentimes the leader who has traversed adversity 

and whose leadership is informed by their resiliency. Researchers have encouraged a shift 

in employing a queer and intersectional lens when working with undergraduates and 

centering the leadership of historically marginalized students. 
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CHAPTER III 

 
METHODOLOGY 

  

This chapter will discuss the methodology that was employed in this study to 

explore the role of LGBTQ identity-based peer groups on college campuses (student 

organizations and support groups) and the role mentors may have in fostering resiliency 

and leadership efficacy of LGBTQ undergraduates. The purpose of this study was to 

ascertain whether experiences differ across intersections of identity, while centering the 

experiences of queer undergraduates of color. The chapter will begin by introducing the 

key research questions and describing the details of the research methodology, including 

the research design. Next, the participant population and sampling procedures will be 

described. Finally, the data analysis procedures that were conducted to answer the 

research questions will be identified. 

This study sought to expand the literature that explores the role intersections of 

race and sexual and gender identity has on leadership development and enactment, 

specifically as it relates to LGBTQ leadership within college environments (Fassinger et 

al., 2010; Renn, 2007, Renn & Bilodeau 2005a, 2005b). The study explored the unique 

experiences of LGBTQ undergraduates of color, focusing specifically on the leadership 

efficacy of LGBTQ undergraduates of color. The aim of this research was to gain a better 

understanding of the relationships between mentorship, involvement in LGBTQ identity-

based student organizations, resiliency, and leadership self-efficacy. Operating within a 
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social justice lens, this study explored whether the leadership efficacy of Students of 

Color differs from their White peers. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

RQ1: Is there a relationship between involvement in LGBTQ student organizations and 

the leadership efficacy of LGBTQ Students of Color? 

Hypothesis: Involvement in identity-based organizations affects the experiences 

of students accessing these spaces of activism and support. As such, LGBTQ student 

organizations positively influence the leadership efficacy of LGBTQ Students of Color. 

RQ2: Does the resiliency of LGBTQ Students of Color differ based on involvement in 

LGBTQ organizations? 

Hypothesis: Involvement in LGBTQ student organizations affects the resiliency 

of undergraduate students. However, not all Students of Color feel welcomed within 

largely White LGBTQ-run student organizations. As such, involvement in LGBTQ 

student organizations has a negative or neutral effect on the resiliency of LGBTQ 

undergraduates of color. 

RQ3: Does the presence of a mentor increase the leadership efficacy of LGBTQ Students 

of Color? 

Hypothesis: Mentors affect the leadership efficacy of undergraduate students. As 

such, LGBTQ undergraduates of color who have or have had relationships with mentors 

will exhibit significantly higher leadership efficacy than those who have not been 

mentored. 
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RQ4: Does the presence of a mentor significantly related to the resiliency of LGBTQ 

Students of Color? 

Hypothesis: LGBTQ undergraduates of color who have or have had relationships 

with mentors will have significantly higher resiliency. 

RQ5: Does leadership efficacy vary significantly between LGBTQ Students of Color and 

their White peers? 

Hypothesis: The experiences of white LGBTQ undergraduates and those of color 

often differ. White LGBTQ students will have significantly higher leadership efficacy. 

RQ6: Are there differences in level of resiliency between LGBTQ Students of Color and 

their White peers? 

Hypothesis: There are significant difference between the level of resiliency 

between LGBTQ Students of Color and their White peers. LGBTQ Students of Color 

have to traverse overlapping systems of oppression within institutions of higher 

education. Because of these experiences LGBTQ Students of Color cultivate higher 

levels of resiliency than their White peers. 

RQ7: Does involvement in LGBTQ student organizations vary significantly between 

LGBTQ Students of Color and their White peers? 

Hypothesis: The experiences of white LGBTQ undergraduates and those of color 

often differ. White LGBTQ students will be significantly more likely to be involved in 

LGBTQ organizations. 

RQ8: Does the presence of a mentor vary significantly between LGBTQ Students of 

Color and their White peers? 
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Hypothesis: The experiences of White LGBTQ undergraduates and those of color 

often differ. White LGBTQ students will be significantly more likely to have been 

mentored. 

RQ9: Does resiliency and leadership efficacy vary based on gender identity, sexual 

orientation, and race? Is there an interaction effect with gender identity, sexual 

orientation, and race? 

Hypothesis: There is heterogeneity amongst the experiences of LGBTQ 

undergraduates. There will be within-group difference of LGBTQ students across gender 

identity, race, and sexual orientation. There will also be interaction effects of race and 

sexual orientation that demonstrate that students maintaining multiple marginalized 

identities (i.e., LGBTQ Students of Color) will have less leadership efficacy but higher 

resiliency than White LGBTQ students. 

Research Design 

The study employed secondary quantitative analysis of a data set extracted from 

The Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL; Dugan & Associates, 2012). The 

MSL was first administered in 2006 and is one of the largest studies of college student 

leadership to date. This study used the data from the 2012 administration of the MSL. 

The MSL (Dugan & Associates, 2012) is comprised of responses from 77,148 students at 

82 institutions of higher education in the U.S., and maintains a response rate of 33% 

(Dugan & Associates, 2012). Of the 77,148 participants, this current study drew from the 

4,237 students who identified as LGBQ and 124 who identified as Transgender students. 
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Participants 

Scholars have argued that quantitative research within queer communities is 

scarce because of lack of significant sample size. Compulsory heterosexuality and 

cissexism latent within higher education research can be exemplified by the lack of 

research studies that ask students questions about their sexual and gender identities. The 

MSL (Dugan & Associates, 2012) does ask such questions. Extracting data from such a 

large dataset provides an exciting opportunity because the larger sample size and multi-

institutional nature of the data provides a large enough sample to look at what are small 

sub-populations in the college student population and helps ensure the generalizability of 

the findings and comparisons. Of the MSL (Dugan & Associates, 2012) participants, 

4,294 students identified LGBQ with a breakdown of: 1,829 students identifying as 

Bisexual (29.3%), 1,667 as Gay/Lesbian (26.7%), and 798 as Questioning (12.8%). See 

Table 1. 

 
Table 1 

Breakdown of the Sexual Orientation of LGBQ Respondents (N=4294) 

Sexual 
Orientation 

 
n 

Percentage of Total 
LGBQ Respondents 

Bisexual 1829 29.3% 

Gay/Lesbian 1667 26.7% 

Questioning 798 12.8% 

Rather Not Say 1945 31.2% 

Total LGBQ Respondents 4294 100.0% 
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For the purpose of this study, the 1,945 respondents who declined to identify their 

sexual orientation (listed as “rather not say”) were omitted. Although their experiences 

could provide meaningful insights about the experiences of non-heterosexual identified 

students, this study is concerned with sexual identity and not necessarily behavior and 

also since “Questioning” was one of the options, “rather not say” does not meet the 

qualifications of the study, outlined in the research questions. 

Sexual orientation and gender identity were kept as two markedly different 

categories within the original data collection process, which allowed for further study of 

the sexual orientation of the 124 Transgender students, with 91 of those students 

identifying as LGBQ. When frequencies were run to identify potential transgender 

students who identified as heterosexual or “rather not say,” no students were found within 

those categories. Perhaps of the options available the remaining transgender students 

identified outside of LGBTQ, or heterosexual. Although this study does not explore the 

within-group differences of transgender students based on sexual orientation, gender 

expression, and identity, these nuances could be further explored in future research. Of 

the students who identified as LGBQ 1,844 (42.9%) identified as Male and 2,357 

(54.9%) identified as Female. 

Racial group membership was also self-reported with cisgender participants who 

identified as LGBQ also identifying as 207 African American/Black (4.8%); 13 

American Indian/Alaska Native (.3%); 270 Asian American (6.3%); 249 Latino/Hispanic 

(5.8%); 23 Middle Eastern (.5%); 79 Multiracial (1.8%); and 2,908 White/Caucasian 

(67.7%). The 59 respondents who selected their race as “Not Included” were collapsed 
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with Other Students of Color. Although their race is unknown, they did not select 

“White” and for the purposes of this study racial categories were dichotomized (1=White, 

2=Students of Color) to answer some of the research questions. This was done since the 

main area of research was to determine differences between White and non-White 

groups. Students who identified as transgender by racial group membership breakdown 

included seven African American/Black (5.6%); three American Indian/Alaska Native 

(2.4%); three Asian American (2.4%); two Latino/Hispanic (1.6%); five Middle Eastern 

(4%); two Multiracial (1.6%); and 63 White/Caucasian (50.8%). 

For the purpose of this study the data were grouped into two categories of racial 

group membership: LGBTQ Identified Students of Color (LGBQ Students of Color, 

N=900; Transgender Students of Color, N=34) and LGBTQ White Students (LGBQ 

White Students, N=2908, Transgender White Students, N=63) for descriptive 

comparisons. This information played a significant role in ascertaining the differences of 

experiences within LGBTQ communities, specifically LGBTQ Students of Color and 

answering the research questions. To answer the last research question, the data were 

grouped into five categories of racial group membership (White, African-

American/Black, Asian-American, Middle Eastern, Latino, and Racial Groups with small 

sample sizes were grouped to make one multiracial group). See Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Demographical Information of LGBTQ Respondents by Race 

LGBQ 
Students of Color 

 
N 

Percentage (of LGBQ and 
Transgender participants) 

LGBQ Students of Color 900  

LGBQ White 2,908  

LGBQ Total 4,294  

Trans Students of Color 34  

White Trans 63  

Trans Total 124  

African American/Black LGBQ  207 4.8% 

African American/Black Trans 7 5.6% 

White Transgender  63 50.8% 

Latino/a LGBQ 249 5.8% 

Latino/a Trans 2 1.6% 

Asian American LGBQ 270 6.3% 

Asian American Trans 3 2.4% 

Middle Eastern LGBQ 23 0.5% 

Middle Eastern Trans 5 4.0% 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 13 0.3% 

American Indian/Alaska Native 3 2.4% 

Multiracial LGBQ 79 1.8% 

Multiracial Trans 2 1.6% 
 

Instrumentation 

The dataset offered through the MSL begins with the participants’ demographic 

information. In addition to the demographic questions, the MSL survey includes more 
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than 400 variables, scales, and composite measures that capture a variety of experiences 

that occur during college that often inform educational and leadership-related outcomes 

(Kodama & Dugan, 2013). “The MSL instrument underwent significant psychometric 

testing to establish the reliability and validity of constructs (Dugan, Komives, & 

Associates, 2012)” (Kodama & Dugan, 2013, p. 188). For the purpose of this study, the 

researcher selected several scales addressing the variables of interest as outlined within 

the research questions including the Leadership Efficacy Scale and the Resiliency Scale, 

as well as information concerning the mentor relationships of LGBTQ students (if any) 

and their involvement in on-campus, LGBTQ identity-based student organizations (if 

any). 

Leadership Self-Efficacy (LSE) Scale 

Leadership self-efficacy was measured using the Leadership Self-Efficacy (LSE) 

Scale. The LSE is derived from the work of Bandura (1997) that defined leadership self-

efficacy as an individual’s internal belief in his or her ability to successfully engage in 

leadership. The scale comprises four questions that asked participants to identify the 

extent to which they would be confident doing the following: leading others, organizing a 

group’s tasks to accomplish a goal, taking initiative to improve something, and working 

with a team on a group project, with possible responses ranging from “not at all 

confident” (1) to “very confident” (4). Cronbach’s alpha was tested to assess reliability 

with this sample. A high alpha of .88 was reported (Cronbach, 1951). 
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Resiliency Scale 

Resiliency was measured using a 10-item Resiliency Scale that asked participants 

to identify the extent to how much they agreed with a series of statements as they apply 

to their experiences over the last month (if a particular situation did not occur within the 

last month, participants were asked to answer in ordinance to how they think they would 

have felt). Examples of the Resiliency Scale items are: I can deal with whatever comes 

my way; I think of myself as a strong person when dealing with life’s challenges and 

difficulties; and I am able to handle unpleasant or painful feelings like sadness, fear, and 

anger. Responses were obtained using a Likert Scale ranging from 1 to 5 (1= Not at All 

True, 2=Rarely True, 3=Sometimes True, 4=Often True, 5=True Nearly All of the Time). 

The Resiliency Scale reported high reliability. A high alpha of .91 was reported 

(Cronbach, 1951). 

Involvement in LGBTQ Organizations 

 Student Involvement in on-campus LGBTQ student organizations was measured 

using a single question from the MSL within the background information section: To 

what extent have you been actively involved in LGBTQ groups (e.g., Pride Alliance, 

Queer Student Union) on campus during college? This question was only asked to 

students who responded as transgender and LGBQ in the background information 

section. Although participants responded to this MSL item in terms of frequency of 

involvement (0=Never, 1=Sometimes, 2=Often, 3=Very Often), the present study was 

interested in whether study participants were involved or not. Therefore, responses were 
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recoded to “No Involvement” (those who originally responded Never) and “Any 

Involvement” (those who originally responded Sometimes, Often, and Very Often). 

Mentoring 

The MSL (Dugan & Associates, 2012) defined a mentor as a person who 

intentionally assists your growth or connects you to opportunities for career or personal 

development (N. Turman, personal communication, September 22, 2015). The presence 

of a mentor was operationalized using the five items used to assess mentorship in the 

MSL (Dugan & Associates, 2012). The question read as, “Since you started at your 

current college/university, have you been mentored by the following types of people” and 

lists six difference categories of types of people. Because the current study was interested 

in whether or not participants had a mentor (not in the characteristics of the mentor or the 

frequency of mentorship), mentorship or “presence of a mentor” was created by recoding 

responses to “Yes Mentor Present” if respondents indicated that they had been mentored 

by any of the types of people listed and “No Mentor Present” if they indicated that they 

had not been mentored by any of the types of people listed. 

Demographic Items 

In addition to the previous scales, the researcher explored several demographic 

responses. Several of the variables (racial identity, gender identity, sex and sexual 

orientation) were used for grouping responses for descriptive comparisons. As mentioned 

previously, for the purpose of this study racial group membership was grouped into two 

categories for descriptive comparisons: Students of Color and White. This information 

played a significant role in ascertaining the differences of experiences within LGBTQ 
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communities, specifically LGBTQ Identified Students of Color and LGBTQ White 

Students and answering the research questions. It is important to note that because sexual 

orientation and gender identity were listed as different demographical responses, each test 

had to be run separately in regards to (Lesbian/Gay, Bisexual, and Questioning) and then 

again for transgender participants. 

Data Analyses 
 

Descriptive statistics were obtained for all of the measures. Multiple statistical 

analyses were utilized to answer the research questions.  

Research Question 1& 2: Is there a relationship between involvement in LGBTQ student 

organizations and the leadership efficacy of LGBTQ Students of Color? Does the 

resiliency of LGBTQ Students of Color differ based on involvement in LGBTQ 

organizations? 

To control for the possibility of a Type I error created by running multiple tests 

(Raykov & Marcoulides, 2008), a one-way MANOVA analysis was run to evaluate the 

significance of the relationship between involvement in LGBTQ student organizations 

(independent variable) and leadership efficacy (research question #1) and resiliency 

(research question #2) (dependent variables) for LGBTQ Students of Color.  

Research Question #3 & 4: Does the presence of a mentor increase the leadership 

efficacy of LGBTQ Students of Color? Does the presence of a mentor significantly relate 

to the resiliency of LGBTQ Students of Color? 

To control for the possibility of a Type I error created by running multiple tests 

(Raykov & Marcoulides, 2008), a one-way MANOVA analysis was run to evaluate the 
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significance of the relationship between the presence of a mentor (independent variable) 

and leadership efficacy and resiliency (as dependent variables) for LGBQ Students of 

Color.  

Research Questions 5 &6: Does leadership efficacy vary significantly between LGBTQ 

Students of Color and their White peers? Are there differences in level of resiliency 

between LGBTQ Students of Color and their White peers?  

To control for the possibility of Type I error created by running multiple tests 

(Raykov & Marcoulides, 2008), a one-way MANOVA analysis was run to evaluate the 

significance of the relationship between race (1=White, 2=Students of Color as the 

independent variable) and leadership efficacy and resiliency of LGBTQ students (as the 

dependent variables). 

Research Question 7: Does involvement in LGBTQ student organizations vary 

significantly between LGBTQ Students of Color and their white peers?  

RQ7 was analyzed using a chi-squared test of independence to examine the 

relationship between the race of LGBQ students and their involvement in LGBTQ 

student organizations.  

Research Question 8: Does the presence of a mentor vary significantly between LGBTQ 

Students of Color and their white peers?  

RQ8 was analyzed using a chi-squared test of independence to examine the 

relationship between the presence of a mentor (1=Yes, 2=No) and race (1=White, 

2=Students of Color). These tests were duplicated for research questions pertaining to 

evaluate the experiences of transgender students.  
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Research Question 9: Do resiliency and leadership efficacy vary based on gender 

identity, sexual orientation, and race? Is there an interaction effect with gender identity, 

sexual orientation, and race?  

A MANCOVA was used to determine the main effects and interactions between 

sexual orientation, gender identity and race as it pertains to leadership efficacy and 

resiliency. The MANCOVA was also used to identify the within-group differences or 

interaction effects of race, gender identity, and sexual orientation with LGBTQ 

respondents (see Appendix for a table summarizing the analyses by research question). 
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CHAPTER IV 

 
RESULTS 

  

The purpose of this study was to explore how experiences of mentorship and 

involvement in LGBTQ student organizations for LGBTQ Students of Color informs 

resiliency and leadership efficacy and if the students’ experiences differ from their White 

LGBTQ peers. This chapter is organized in relation to the seven research questions posed 

in Chapter III. The findings of the study are reported in this chapter. First, preliminary 

analyses are reported. Following that, analyses for each of the research questions are 

reported. 

Preliminary Analyses 

 Both the Resiliency Scale and the Leadership Self Efficacy scale were used as 

dependent measures in this study. Overall, respondents reported having high resiliency 

(M=3.899, SD=.699) and moderately high efficacy (M=3.059, SD=.714). 

The relationship of the two dependent variables, leadership self-efficacy and 

resiliency, was explored using a Pearson’s correlation. The test revealed a moderate 

positive relationship between leadership efficacy and resiliency, r= .57, p < .001. See 

Table 3. 
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Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations of Resiliency and Leadership Efficacy of LGBTQ 

Participants 

      Skewness Kurtosis 
  

N 
 

Min 
 

Max 
 

M 
 

SD 
 

Statistic 
Standard 

Error 
 

Statistic 
Standard 

Error 

Leadership 
Efficacy 
Scale 

4292 1.00 4.00 3.0588 .71409 -.512 .037 -.187 .075 

Resiliency 
Scale 
Construct 

4292 1.00 5.00 3.8990 .69853 -.624 .037 .847 .075 

Valid N 
(listwise) 4291         

 

Research Questions 1 & 2 

x Is there a significant relationship between involvement in LGBTQ student 

organizations and the leadership efficacy of LGBTQ Students of Color? 

x Is there a significant relationship between involvement in LGBTQ student 

organizations and the resiliency of LGBTQ Students of Color? 

1a & 2a: LGBQ Students of Color 

To control for the possibility of Type I error created by running multiple tests, a 

one-way MANOVA was run to evaluate the significance of the relationship between 

involvement in LGBTQ student organizations and leadership efficacy (research question 

#1) and resiliency (research question #2) for LGBQ Students of Color. It is appropriate to 

run a MANOVA when the dependent variables under consideration are correlated; the 

MANOVA takes the correlation into account (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2008). The 
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MANOVA revealed a significant relationship between involvement in LGBTQ student 

organizations and leadership efficacy and resiliency, F(2,897) =6.895, Wilks’s 

Lambda=.985, p=.001, partial eta2=.015, Observed Power=.923. When a MANOVA is 

significant, it indicates that there is a significant relationship somewhere among the 

variables. Follow-up univariate tests are performed to ascertain where the significance 

lies. 

A univariate test revealed that there is a significant difference in leadership 

efficacy based on the involvement in LGBTQ student organization, F(1, 898) =12.402, 

p<.001, partial eta2 =.014, Observed Power=.940. Those who were involved had higher 

leadership efficacy (M= 3.119, SD= .039) than those who were not involved (M=2.944, 

SD= .031). Although the test had high power because of the ample sample size, and 

revealed a statistical significant difference, the effect that involvement in LGBTQ student 

organizations has on leadership efficacy is small (partial eta2 =.014). Post-hoc tests were 

not necessary as there were only two groups in each analysis. 

The univariate tests did not reveal a statistically significant relationship between 

LGBTQ student organization involvement and resiliency, F(1,898) =1.148, p=.284, 

partial eta2=.001, despite a large sample size. LGBQ Students of Color who were not 

involved (M=3.687, SD=.742 reported less leadership efficacy than LGBQ Students of 

Color who were involved at any level (M=3.923, SD=.749). 

1b & 2b: Transgender Students of Color 

As above, a one-way MANOVA was run to control for the possibility of Type I 

Error created by running multiple tests (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2008) and evaluated the 
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significance of the relationship between involvement in LGBTQ student organizations 

and leadership efficacy (research question #1b) and resiliency (research question #2b), 

this time for Transgender Students of Color. The multivariate test was not significant 

when evaluating the significance of the relationship between the involvement in LGBTQ 

student organizations and the leadership efficacy or the resiliency of Transgender 

Students of Color, F(2, 31) =1.917, p=.164, Wilks’s Lambda = .890, Observed 

Power=.367. To check whether the non-significant results for both tests were due to a 

lack of statistical power, a post hoc power analyses using G*Power (Faul & Erdfelder, 

1992) with power (1- β) set at 0.80 and alpha= .05, two tailed. A sample size of N=158 

would be needed to meet an 80% chance of detecting any existing statistically 

significance (Cohen, 1988). Thus, it is possible that these negative findings could be 

attributed to a limited sample size. 

Research Questions 3 & 4 

x Is there a significant relationship between the presence of a mentor and the 

leadership efficacy of LGBTQ Students of Color? 

x Is there a significant relationship between the presence of a mentor and the 

resiliency of LGBTQ Students of Color? 

3a & 4a: LGBQ Students of Color 

To control for the possibility of Type I Error created by running multiple tests 

(Raykov & Marcoulides, 2008), a one-way MANOVA analysis was run to evaluate the 

significance of the relationship between the presence of a mentor and leadership 

efficacy (research question #3) and resiliency (research question #4) for LGBQ Students 
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of Color. The MANOVA revealed that there is a significant difference in leadership 

efficacy and resiliency based on the presence of a mentor, F(2, 896) =8.559, Wilks=.981, 

p=.000, partial eta2=.019. 

A univariate test that evaluated the significance of the relationship between the 

presence of a mentor and leadership efficacy of LGBQ Students of Color revealed that 

there is a significant difference in leadership efficacy based on the presence of a mentor, 

F(1, 897) =16.361, p=<.001, partial eta2=.018. An examination of the means shows that 

those who had a mentor had higher leadership self-efficacy (M=3.05, SD= .701) than 

those who did not (M= 2.73, SD= .88). Although the test had high power because of the 

ample sample size, and revealed a statistical significant difference, the effect that the 

presence of a mentor has on the leadership efficacy of LGBQ students is small (partial 

eta2 =.018). 

 A univariate test that evaluated whether there was a significant relationship 

between the presence of a mentor and the resiliency of LGBQ Students of Color revealed 

that there is a significant difference in resiliency based on the presence of a mentor, F(1, 

897) =9.227, p=.002, partial eta2=.010. Those who had a mentor had higher resiliency 

(M= 3.919, SD= .713) than those who did not have a mentor (M=3.680, SD= .902). 

Although the test had high power because of the ample sample size, and revealed a 

statistical significant difference, the effect that the presence of a mentor has on the 

resiliency of LGBQ students is negligible (partial eta2 =.010). No post-hoc test was 

necessary as there were only two groups in each analysis. 
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3b & 4b: Transgender Students of Color 

As above, a one-way MANOVA analysis was run to control for the possibility of 

Type I Error created by running multiple tests (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2008) and 

evaluate the significance of the relationship between the presence of a mentor and 

leadership efficacy and the resiliency, this time for Transgender Students of Color. The 

multivariate test revealed no statistical difference when evaluating the significance of the 

relationship between the presence of a mentor and leadership efficacy and the resiliency, 

F(2, 30) =.106, p=.90, Wilks’s Lambda = .993, Observed power=.065. To check whether 

the non-significant results were due to a lack of statistical power, a post hoc power 

analyses using GPower (Faul & Erdfelder, 1992) with power (1- β) set at 0.80 and alpha= 

.05, two tailed (Cohen, 1988). This showed that sample sizes would have to increase up 

to N=158, in order for group differences to reach statistical significance at the .05 level. 

Thus, it is likely that these negative findings could be attributed to a limited sample size. 

Research Questions 5 & 6 

x Does leadership efficacy vary significantly between LGBTQ Students of 

Color and their White peers? 

x Does resiliency vary significantly between LGBTQ Students of Color and 

their White peers? 

5a & 6a: LGBQ Students 

To control for the possibility Type I Error created by running multiple tests 

(Raykov & Marcoulides, 2008), a one-way MANOVA analysis was run to whether there 

was a significant relationship between the presence of a mentor and leadership efficacy 
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(research question #5) and resiliency (research question #6) for LGBQ Students of Color. 

The MANOVA revealed a statistical significance of the relationship between the 

leadership efficacy and the resiliency of LGBQ Students of Color and the leadership 

efficacy and resiliency of White students, F(2, 3,802) = 3.056, Wilks’s=.998, p=.047, 

partial eta2=.002, Observed Power=.592. 

 A univariate test evaluated the significance of the relationship between leadership 

efficacy and race. The test revealed a statistical difference in resiliency based on race, 

F(1, 3803) =5.338, p=.021, partial eta2=.001. White LGBQ students had higher efficacy 

(M=3.074, SD=.706) than Students of Color (M=3.011, SD=.729). Although the test had 

high power because of the ample sample size, and revealed a statistical significant 

difference, the effect that race has on the leadership efficacy of LGBQ students is small 

(partial eta2 =.001).   

A univariate test evaluated the significance of the relationship between race and 

resiliency of LGBQ students. The test revealed that there is no significant difference in 

resiliency based on race, F(1, 3803) =.345, p=.557, Observed Power=.090. No post-hoc 

test was necessary as there were only two groups in each analysis. 

5b & 6b: Transgender Students 

A MANOVA was run to evaluate the significance of the relationship between the 

leadership efficacy and the resiliency of Transgender Students of Color and White 

Transgender students. The test revealed a statistically significant difference in the 

leadership efficacy and resiliency based on race, F(2, 94) = 6.340, Wilks=.881, p=.003, 

partial eta2=.119. A univariate test was run to evaluate the significance of the relationship 
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between the leadership efficacy for Transgender Students of Color and White 

Transgender students. The test revealed that there is a statistically significant difference 

in the leadership efficacy based on race, F(1, 95) =.191, p=.663, partial eta2= .002, 

Observed Power=.072. White Transgender people reported more leadership efficacy 

(M=3.905, SD=.675), that Transgender Students of Color (M=3.889, SD=.745). A small 

effect size partial eta2=.002) was found (Cohen, 1992). 

A univariate test was run to evaluate the significance of the relationship between 

the resiliency for Transgender Students of Color and White Transgender students. The 

test revealed that there is a statistically significant difference in the resiliency based on 

race, F(1, 95) = 4.014, p=.048, partial eta2=.041, Observed Power=.509. White 

Transgender students reported more resiliency (M=3.69, SD=.89) than Transgender 

Students of Color (M=3.25, SD=1.24). A moderate effect size (partial eta2=.041) was 

found (Cohen, 1992). 

Research Question 7 

  Does the presence of a mentor vary significantly between LGBTQ Students of 

Color and their white peers? 

7a: LGBQ Students 

A chi-square analysis was performed to examine whether LGBQ Students of 

Color and White LGBQ students were equally likely to have had a mentor. White LGBQ 

students were more likely to have a mentor than their student of color counterparts Χ2 (1) 

= 7.164, p =.007). 
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7b: Transgender Students 

A chi-square analysis was performed to examine whether Transgender Students of 

Color and White Transgender students were equally likely to have had a mentor. No 

statistical difference was found, meaning neither White Transgender nor Transgender 

Students of Color were more or less likely to report the presence of a mentor Χ2 (1) = 

1.191, p =.275). To check whether the non-significant results were due to a lack of 

statistical power, a post hoc power analyses using GPower (Faul & Erdfelder, 1992) with 

power (1- β) set at 0.80 and alpha= .05, two tailed (Cohen, 1988). This showed that 

sample sizes would have to increase up to N=143, in order for group differences to reach 

statistical significance at the .05 level. Thus, it is likely that these negative findings could 

be attributed to a limited sample size. 

Research Question 8 

Does involvement in LGBTQ student organizations vary significantly between 

LGBTQ Students of Color and their white peers? 

8a: LGBQ Students 

A chi-square analysis was performed to examine whether LGBQ Students of 

Color and White LGBQ students were equally likely to be involved in LGBTQ campus 

organizations. White LGBQ students were more likely to be involved in LGBTQ student 

organizations than their student of color counterparts Χ2 (1) =13.387,  

p < .001). 
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8b: Transgender Students 

A chi-square analysis was performed to examine whether Transgender Students of 

Color and White Transgender students were equally likely to be involved in LGBTQ 

campus organizations. No statistically significant difference was found, as White 

Transgender students and their transgender student of color contemporaries reported 

similar involvement in LGBTQ organizations Χ2 (1) = 2.735, p =.098). To check whether 

the non-significant results were due to a lack of statistical power, a post hoc power 

analyses using G*Power (Faul & Erdfelder, 1992) with power (1- β) set at 0.80 and 

alpha= .05, two tailed (Cohen, 1988). This showed that sample sizes would have to 

increase up to N=143, in order for group differences to reach statistical significance at the 

.05 level. Thus, it is likely that these negative findings could be attributed to a limited 

sample size. 

Research Question 9 

Do resiliency and leadership efficacy vary based on gender identity (cisgender v. 

transgender), sexual orientation, and race? Is there an interaction effect with gender 

identity (cisgender v. transgender), sexual orientation, and race? 

 A MANCOVA analysis was run to assess the effects and interactions between the 

sexual orientation, gender identity and race of LGBTQ undergraduates as independent 

variables and leadership efficacy and resiliency as dependent variables. The MANCOVA 

also was used to identify the within-group differences or interaction effects of race, 

gender identity, and sexual orientation with LGBTQ respondents. The test indicated that 

there is a main effect of race F(8, 7,572) =4.131, Wilks’s=.991, p<.001, partial eta2=.004, 
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Observed Power=33.046), and a main effect of gender identity of F(4, 7,572) =11.736, 

Wilks’s=.988, p<.001, partial eta2=.006, Observed Power=1.0, when controlling for 

sexual orientation F(2, 3,786) =12.376, Wilks’s=.994, p<.001, partial eta2=.006, 

Observed Power=.996. The test revealed that there is a significant interaction between 

race and gender identity, when you control for sexual orientation F(16, 7572) =3.502, 

Wilks=.985, p<.001, partial eta2=.007. 

From this study, univariate tests revealed that there was a significant difference of 

the resiliency of LGBTQ F(8, 3787) =5.022, p<.001, partial eta2=.010, Observed 

Power=.999; but not leadership efficacy, F(8, 3787) =.431, p=.903, partial eta2=.001, 

Observed Power=.206. The pair-wise comparisons revealed that there were no statistical 

differences in the resiliency between White, Black, Latino/a LGBTQ students or LGBTQ 

students whose racial groups included small sample sizes. However, there were statistical 

differences between Asian American LGBTQ respondents and mostly all other LGBTQ 

groups (White MD=.659, p=.001; Latino MD=.971, p<.001); as well as differences 

between the groups with small sample sizes and Latino/a LGBTQ students (MD=.521, 

p=.036) in regards to resiliency. 

The pairwise comparisons revealed that White LGBQ cisgender Men had the 

highest resiliency (M=3.993, SD= .020), higher than both their White LGBQ cisgender 

women (M= 3.841, SD=.017, and their White LGBQ transgender peers (M=3.727, 

SD=.097). The pairwise comparisons also showed that Asian-American transgender 

students had the lowest reported levels of resiliency (M=2.147, SD=. 482). Asian 

American in general were the lowest scoring racial group with Asian American cisgender 
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men (M=3.730, SD=.061) and cisgender women (M=3.303, SD=.057). The test revealed 

that other racial groups with smaller sample sizes—Asian American (N=2) also reported 

lower resiliency LGBTQ Latino men (M=4.009, SD=.061), LGBTQ Latina women 

(M=3.959, SD=.062), transgender students (M=4.528, SD=.483), and a multiracial group 

of cisgender men (M=3.986, SD= .077), cisgender women (M=4.045, SD=.075), and 

transgender (M=2.992, SD=.091). These insignificant results might be because of the 

lower sample size of these racial groups (partial eta2=.010) 

A MANCOVA analysis was run to assess the effects and interactions between the 

sexual orientation, gender identity and race of LGBTQ undergraduates as independent 

variables and leadership efficacy and resiliency as dependent variables. The MANCOVA 

was also used to identify the within-group differences or interaction effects of race, 

gender identity, and sexual orientation with LGBTQ respondents. The test indicated that 

there is a main effect of gender identity F(4, 7586) =13.437, Wilks’s=.986, p<.001, 

partial eta2=.007, Observed Power=1.00), and a main effect of sexual orientation F(4, 

7584) =3.501, Wilks’s= .996, p=.007, partial eta2=.002, when controlling for race F(2, 

3,792) =2.608, Wilks’s=.999, p=.074, partial eta2=.001, Observed Power=.521. The test 

revealed that there are no significant interactions between sexual orientation and gender 

identity, when you control for race, F(8, 7584) =.836, Wilks=.998, p=.570, partial 

eta2=.001, Observed Power=.398. Overall, respondents reported to have moderately high 

leadership efficacy, as well as high resiliency. 
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Table 4 

Means, Standard Deviations and Sample Sizes for Leadership Efficacy and Resiliency by 

Race and Gender Identity 

 Race Gender M SD n 

Resiliency 
Scale 

Construct 

White 

Male 3.9839 0.63767 1233 
Female 3.8505 0.69084 1621 
Transgender 3.7347 0.86904 49 
Total 3.9052 0.67553 2903 

Black 

Male 3.9895 0.61607 86 
Female 4.0810 0.75376 116 
Transgender 3.0400 0.29665 5 
Total 4.0179 0.70801 207 

Asian 

Male 3.7173 0.75667 127 
Female 3.7014 0.65900 141 
Transgender 2.1000 1.55563 2 
Total 3.6970 0.72275 270 

Latinx 

Male 4.0040 0.64912 125 
Female 3.9680 0.63964 122 
Transgender 4.4500 0.77782 2 
Total 3.9900 0.64403 249 

Groups with small groups 

Male 3.8795 0.72781 78 
Female 4.0518 0.82556 83 
Transgender 2.9385 1.45976 13 
Total 3.8914 0.88728 174 

Total 

Male 3.9602 0.65517 1649 
Female 3.8682 0.69939 2083 
Transgender 3.5141 1.06077 71 
Total 3.9015 0.69249 3803 
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Table 4 
 
Cont. 
 
 Race Gender M SD n 

Leadership 
Efficacy 

Scale 

White 

Male 3.1800 0.67745 1233 
Female 3.0011 0.71311 1621 
Transgender 2.8265 0.82633 49 
Total 3.0741 0.70625 2903 

Black 

Male 3.3169 0.58840 86 
Female 3.1164 0.68321 116 
Transgender 2.9000 0.74162 6 
Total 3.1944 0.65261 207 

Asian 

Male 2.8583 0.74242 127 
Female 2.6667 0.74021 141 
Transgender 2.3750 1.94454 2 
Total 2.7546 0.75339 270 

Latinx 

Male 3.1340 0.70963 125 
Female 3.0697 0.68353 122 
Transgender 3.3750 0.88388 2 
Total 3.1044 0.69607 249 

Groups with small groups 

Male 3.1571 0.61384 78 
Female 3.0131 0.74621 83 
Transgender 2.7308 1.05801 13 
Total 3.0565 0.72299 174 

Total 

Male 3.1578 0.68354 1649 
Female 2.9894 0.71823 2083 
Transgender 2.8169 0.87928 71 
Total 3.0592 0.71220 3803 

 

 



96 

 

Table 5 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Sample Sizes for Leadership Efficacy and Resiliency 

by Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity 

  
Gender 

Sexual 
Orientation 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
n 

Resiliency 
Scale 

Construct 

Male 

Bisexual 3.9580 .66955 403 

Gay/Lesbian 4.0123 .63504 989 

Questioning 3.7634 .67348 257 

Total 3.9602 .65517 1649 

Female 

Bisexual 3.8809 .68293 1192 

Gay/Lesbian 3.9836 .68637 482 

Questioning 3.6950 .73002 409 

Total 3.8682 .69939 2083 

Transgender 

Bisexual 3.5538 1.09772 26 

Gay/Lesbian 3.5783 .82954 23 

Questioning 3.4000 1.25508 22 

Total 3.5141 1.06077 71 

Total 

Bisexual 3.8948 .68973 1621 

Gay/Lesbian 3.9964 .65704 1494 

Questioning 3.7111 .73345 688 
 Total 3.9015 .69249 3803 
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Table 5 
 
Cont. 
 
  

Gender 
Sexual 

Orientation 
 

M 
 

SD 
 
n 

Leadership 
Efficacy 

Scale 

Male 

Bisexual 3.1644 .67479 403 

Gay/Lesbian 3.1999 .67443 989 

Questioning 2.9854 .70747 257 

Total 3.1578 .68354 1649 

Female 

Bisexual 3.0109 .70300 1192 

Gay/Lesbian 3.1120 .69255 482 

Questioning 2.7820 .74967 409 

Total 2.9894 .71823 2083 

Transgender 

Bisexual 2.7404 .89017 26 

Gay/Lesbian 2.9239 .79927 23 

Questioning 2.7955 .97173 22 

Total 2.8169 .87928 71 

Total 

Bisexual 3.0447 .70317 1621 

Gay/Lesbian 3.1673 .68377 1494 

Questioning 2.8584 .74751 688 

Total 3.0592 .71220 3803 
 

  A MANCOVA analysis was run to assess the effects and interactions between the 

sexual orientation, gender identity and race of LGBTQ undergraduates as independent 

variables and leadership efficacy and resiliency as dependent variables. The MANCOVA 

was also used to identify the within-group differences or interaction effects of race, 

gender identity, and sexual orientation with LGBTQ respondents. The test indicated that 
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there is a main effect of race F(8, 7,572) =6.625, Wilks’s=.986, p<.001, partial eta2=.007, 

Observed Power= 1, and a main effect of sexual orientation F( 4, 7,572)= 8.963, 

Wilks’s=.991, p<.001, partial eta2=.005, Observed Power=.999, when controlling for 

gender identity F(2, 3,786)=19.987, Wilks’s= .990, p<.001, partial eta2=.010, Observed 

Power=1). The univariate test revealed that there are no significant multivariate 

interactions between race and sexual orientation, when you control for gender identity, 

F(15, 7572) =1.582, Wilks’s=.993, p=.065, partial eta2=.003, Observed Power=.916. 

Overall, respondents reported to have moderately high resiliency, as well as high 

leadership efficacy. See Tables 6 and 7 to reference means and standard deviations. 

 
Table 6 

Means, Standard Deviations and Sample Sizes for Resiliency by Race and Sexual 

Orientation 

 Sexual 
Orientation 

 
Race 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
n 

Resiliency 
Scale 

Construct 
Bisexual 

White 3.8898 .67981 1264 
Black 4.0711 .67797 83 
Asian 3.6811 .71446 101 
Latinx 3.9105 .69198 105 
Groups with small groups 4.0559 .77003 68 
Total 3.8948 .68973 1621 
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Table 6 
 
Cont. 
 
 Sexual 

Orientation 
 

Race 
 

M 
 

SD 
 
n 

Resiliency 
Scale 

Construct 

Gay/Lesbian 

White 3.9955 .63952 1157 
Black 4.1805 .62171 82 
Asian 3.7452 .80373 93 
Latinx 4.1067 .59522 105 
Groups with small groups 3.9561 .78080 57 
Total 3.9964 .65704 1494 

Questioning 

White 3.7289 .71092 482 
Black 3.5952 .77079 42 
Asian 3.6500 .62876 76 
Latinx 3.8897 .60122 39 
Groups with small groups 3.5878 1.07754 49 
Total 3.7111 .73345 688 

Total 

White 3.9052 .67553 2903 
Black 4.0179 .70801 207 
Asian 3.6970 .72275 270 
Latinx 3.9900 .64403 249 
Groups with small groups 3.8914 .88728 174 
Total 3.9015 .69249 3803 
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Table 7 

Means, Standard Deviations and Sample Sizes for Leadership Efficacy by Race and 

Sexual Orientation 

 Sexual 
Orientation 

 
Race 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
n 

Leadership 
Efficacy 

Scale 

Bisexual 

White 3.0492 .70332 1264 
Black 3.2229 .55903 83 
Asian 2.7649 .71922 101 
Latinx 3.0571 .74780 105 
Groups with small groups 3.1397 .66409 68 
Total 3.0447 .70317 1621 

Gay/Lesbian 

White 3.1871 .67606 1157 
Black 3.3659 .59212 82 
Asian 2.7500 .76436 93 
Latinx 3.1833 .63480 105 
Groups with small groups 3.1316 .67663 57 
Total 3.1673 .68377 1494 

Questioning 

White 2.8683 .73293 482 
Black 2.8036 .77801 42 
Asian 2.7467 .79319 76 
Latinx 3.0192 .70567 39 
Groups with small groups 2.8537 .82206 49 
Total 2.8584 .74751 688 

Total 

White 3.0741 .70625 2903 
Black 3.1944 .65261 207 
Asian 2.7546 .75339 270 
Latinx 3.1044 .69607 249 
Groups with small groups 3.0565 .72299 174 
Total 3.0592 .71220 3803 
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Table 8 

Main Effects and Interactions between Race, Gender Identity, and Sexual Orientation 

 
Source 

Dependent 
Variable 

 
df 

 
SS 

 
MS 

 
F 

 
p 

Partial 
eta2 

Covariate (IV): 
Sexual 

Orientation 

Resiliency 1 7.767 7.767 16.707 .000 .004 

Leadership 
Efficacy 1 10.53 10.530 21.502 .000 .006 

Interaction: 
Race*Gender 

Identity 

Resiliency 8 18.679 2.335 5.022 .000 .004 

Leadership 
Efficacy 8 1.687 .211 .431 .903 .001 

Covariate 
(Race) 

Resiliency 1 .000 .000 .000 .986 .000 

Leadership 
Efficacy 1 1.786 1.786 3.640 .056 3.64 

Interaction: 
Sexual 

Orientation * 
Gender Identity 

Resiliency 4 .485 .121 .259 .904 .000 

Leadership 
Efficacy 4 2.687 .672 1.369 .242 .001 

Covariate 
Gender Identity 

Resiliency 1 7.195 7.195 15.518 .000 .004 

Leadership 
Efficacy 1 19.171 19.171 39.664 .000 .010 

Interaction: 
Race*Sexual 
Orientation 

Resiliency 8 8.076 1.009 2.177 .026 .005 

Leadership 
Efficacy 8 7.333 .917 1.896 .056 .004 
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CHAPTER V 

 
WE ARE THE ONES WE HAVE BEEN WAITING FOR: EXPLORING THE 

EXPERIENCES OF LGBTQ UNDERGRADUATES OF COLOR 
 

The purpose of this study was to explore the leadership efficacy and resiliency of 

LGBTQ Students of Color. The aim of this research was to gain a better understanding of 

the relationships between mentorship, involvement in LGBTQ identity-based student 

organizations, resiliency, and leadership self-efficacy. Although today’s campuses 

maintain more diversity than ever before, LGBTQ students still remain largely 

marginalized within colleges and universities (Rankin et al., 2010). The literature has 

overwhelmingly demonstrated that colleges and universities remain unwelcoming and 

hostile places for LGBTQ students (Beemyn & Rankin, 2011; Rankin et al., 2010). 

Within the literature, LGBTQ students have been inextricably linked to substance abuse, 

poor mental health outcomes, and suicide (D’Augelli, 2002; Reed et al., 2010; Westefeld 

et al., 2001). 

 Although chronicling the trials and tribulations associated with an LGBTQ 

identity is important, it presents an incomplete depiction of the LGBTQ student 

experience, grounded within a deficit framework. This study breaks from that trend by 

examining the relationship between community-based practices (social support) found on 

college campuses that foster resiliency and the cultivation of leadership efficacy of 

LGBTQ undergraduates, namely in the form of LGBTQ student organizations and 

mentor relationships. This research was guided by nine research questions. This chapter 
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further explains the research findings and discusses limitations of the study, significance 

of the findings, implications for both practice and research, and conclusions. 

Discussion 

Overview 

Using data from the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL; Dugan & 

Associates, 2012), this study explored the relationship of mentorship and involvement in 

LGBTQ student organizations with both leadership efficacy and resiliency. However, 

mentorship and involvement in LGBTQ organizations were not significantly related to 

the resiliency of LGBQ Students of Color. This study demonstrated that overall, LGBQ 

students and LGBQ Students of Color demonstrated high levels of resiliency and 

moderately high levels of leadership efficacy, but had disparate experiences from their 

White peers in regards to mentorship and involvement in LGBTQ student organizations. 

As an overview, when examining the within-group differences of LGBTQ students based 

on race, significant differences were found between the experiences of LGBQ students 

and those of their White peers. For example, White students had received mentorship 

more often, were more involved in LGBTQ student organizations, and reported higher 

leadership efficacy. Conversely, LGBQ students across the board maintained high 

resiliency. However, inferences about the experiences of Transgender Students of Color 

were limited because of the small sample size of the study (N=124). Below, each research 

question is discussed in light of the empirical results. In addition, implications for future 

research and practice will be provided. 
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Preliminary Analyses 

 Preliminary analysis found that leadership efficacy and resiliency are moderately 

connected constructs. There is some relationship between students’ feeling of confidence 

in their ability to be leaders and their resiliency in the face of hardship and failure. 

Following are Research Questions 1–9: 

1. Is there a relationship between involvement in LGBTQ student organizations 

and the leadership efficacy of LGBTQ Students of Color? 

2. Does the resiliency of LGBTQ Students of Color differ based on involvement 

in LGBTQ organizations? 

3. Does the presence of a mentor increase the leadership efficacy of LGBTQ 

Students of Color? 

4. Does the presence of a mentor significantly relate to the resiliency of LGBTQ 

Students of Color? 

5. Does leadership efficacy vary significantly between LGBTQ Students of 

Color and their White peers? 

6. Are there differences in level of resiliency between LGBTQ Students of Color 

and their White peers? 

7. Does involvement in LGBTQ student organizations vary significantly 

between LGBTQ Students of Color and their White peers? 

8. Does the presence of a mentor vary significantly between LGBTQ Students of 

Color and their White peers? 
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9. Does resiliency and leadership efficacy vary based on gender identity, sexual 

orientation, and race? Is there an interaction effect with gender identity, sexual 

orientation, and race? 

Research Question 1 

Is there a relationship between involvement in LGBTQ student organizations and 

the leadership efficacy of LGBTQ Students of Color? 

1a. LGBQ students. As predicted, findings from this study suggest that LGBQ 

Students of Color who engaged in LGBTQ student organizations had higher leadership 

self-efficacy than the LGBQ Students of Color who did not engage in LGBTQ student 

organizations. These findings are consistent with the existing research that outlines the 

positive connections between participation in LGBTQ student organizations and 

leadership efficacy and leadership identity development (Fassinger et al., 2010; Renn, 

2007; Renn & Billodeau, 2005a, 2005b), and social identity development (Renn & Ozaki, 

2010). The existing literature suggests that although the missions, culture, membership 

composition, and organizational structure of LGBTQ student organizations vary 

depending on the institution, they are generally perceived to be an important resource that 

provides support, opportunities for socialization, and activist work that can help to 

combat isolation and feelings of stigmatization (Westbrook, 2009). Renn and colleagues 

have written extensively on the subject of LGBTQ leadership development and suggest 

that “LGBTQ-supportive peer interactions and advisor-student relationships create a 

context for positive development” (Renn & Bilodeau 2005b, p. 68; also see Renn & 

Bilodeau, 2005a). 
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The increase in leadership efficacy by those involved in student organizations can 

be further contextualizing using Bandura’s (1994) four sources of self-efficacy: 

performance accomplishments (mastery), vicarious experience (observing those similar 

to you doing it), verbal persuasion, and physiological states (mood, emotion, stress, 

physical reaction). Considering the multi-faceted nature of LGBTQ student 

organizations, several of these sources of self-efficacy are present. LGBTQ student 

organizations can provide an opportunity for LGBTQ students to learn and to practice 

leadership. LGBTQ student organizations could potentially provide a space for 

participants to cultivate important leadership skills while planning LGBTQ events on 

campus. Whether these events are educational or social in nature, a successful event 

entails employing time management skills, collaborating effectively with other students 

and collaborators across campus, budgeting, and public speaking. Performing these tasks 

as a part of an event planning team could provide an opportunity for “mastery” of these 

skills, as outlined by Bandura (1994), and could positively impact the leadership efficacy 

of participants. One successful event could help LGBTQ student leaders develop the 

confidence needed to plan subsequent events. 

Second, the lack of diversity in our institutions can result in LGBTQ Students of 

Color to go without mentoring relationships more often (also affirmed by this study’s 

findings). The lack of representation of people of color in leadership positions at our 

colleges and universities leaves LGBQ Students of Color wanting and unable to tap into 

the power of vicarious experience outlined by Bandura (1994) as being sources for the 

development of self-efficacy development. Third, interactions with affirming and 
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supportive advisors of LGBTQ student organizations, as well as peers, could also provide 

the “verbal persuasion” discussed in Bandura (1994). Advisors and student affairs 

practitioners can play an integral role in facilitating conversations around the needs, 

expectations, and guidelines for the group, while also normalizing and affirming their 

experiences, as well as communicating encouragement to LGBTQ student leaders 

(Komives et al., 2005; Renn, 2007). Although the role of peer support is less researched 

in the leadership development (Renn & Osaki, 2010), it is important to note the important 

role peers may play in verbally affirming their friends in the group. This kind of mutual 

aid, perhaps from LGBTQ upperclassmen to LGBTQ lower classmen, may hold 

significant weight as someone who has recently been “in their shoes.” Exchanges with 

peers also have the benefit of mirroring what positive coping strategies might look like 

when traversing heterosexism and cissexism on campus, but other participants can also 

act as a much needed shoulder to lean on. This process of mutual aid and support has 

implications for the psychological state of those involved in LGBTQ student 

organizations. If encouragement, affirmation, and support are present in these student 

organizations, student leaders might feel as though they have the emotional safety net to 

take risks often necessary of leadership (Komives, Lucas, et al., 2006; Renn & Bilodeau, 

2005a, 2005b; Renn & Ozaki, 2010). 

How students feel about their participation matters and how students feel about 

leadership matters. Leadership efficacy plays an important yet under-researched role in 

the experiences of college students with scholars citing correlations between the efficacy 

and motivation and frequency with which students attempted a leadership role 
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(McCormick et al., 2002), socially responsible leadership capacity (Dugan & Komives, 

2011), and the development of a leadership identity (Komives et al., 2005). Essentially, 

so much of what we do is motivated by how we feel about our abilities (Schunk & 

Pajares, 2005, 2009; Schunk et al., 2014). As mentioned previously, participation in these 

LGBTQ student organizations provides important opportunities for engaging in 

sociopolitical, cross-cultural interactions, and conversations said to bolster leadership 

efficacy and identity development (Dugan & Komives, 2011; Abes et al., 2004; hooks, 

1984; Kodama & Dugan, 2013). Dugan and Komives (2010) theorized that these 

opportunities to negotiate and experiment with having difficult conversations may incite 

an aspiration to work towards social change. It is also important to mention that these 

positive gains from being involved in student organizations and engaging in these 

conversations are beneficial throughout the entire campus, not just the few students 

engaged in social justice work, or the privileged students who might not have otherwise 

engaged in difficult conversations across differences (Abes et al., 2004; Kodama & 

Dugan, 2013). Overall, these findings that demonstrate a connection between 

involvement in LGBTQ organizations and increased leadership efficacy and may suggest 

the meaningfulness of using and creating opportunities at every level, formal and 

informal, to engage in these sociocultural conversations in the aspirations of cultivating 

culturally responsive leaders. 

However, the findings of this study are disconcerting considering the importance 

of leadership efficacy in LGBQ undergraduates, because we know that not all students 

have equal access to these spaces (Ward, 2008; Westbrook, 2009). LGBQ Students of 
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Color may be averse to participating in these organizations potentially because of the 

horizontal oppression present within LGBTQ spaces (Meyer, 2010; Moradi et al., 2010; 

Ward, 2008; Westbrook, 2009). The findings suggest that it is imperative that all students 

have access to the benefits of LGBTQ student organizations, which might mean that 

those responsible for the group work to mitigate ways in which people are feeling 

unwelcomed or ostracized. Although these findings suggest a connection between 

involvement in LGBTQ organizations and leadership efficacy of LGBQ Students of 

Color, it remains unclear if LGBQ Students of Color who accessed these spaces 

maintained higher efficacy already, which propelled them to engage, or if involvement in 

LGBTQ identity-based student organizations helped cultivate higher levels of leadership 

efficacy. Moreover, this research cannot clearly outline the specific benefits of the 

student organization. As mentioned previously, although these organizations have similar 

benefits, they can maintain different organizational structures, missions, and practices. 

Although the evaluation and implications of the level, quality, mission, and positional 

leadership of these groups remain outside the scope of this study, future research will be 

addressed in subsequent sections. 

 1b. Transgender students. Due to a small sample size of Transgender Students 

of Color and low power, most of the findings were not statistically significant. As noted 

in the result section, the sample size was too small to reach 80% power (Cohen, 1988), 

which is one of the possible reasons for non-significant findings. It is also possible that 

there were no differences to compare. Implications for future search and practice will be 

addressed in subsequent sections. 
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Research Question 2 

Does involvement in LGBTQ student organizations increase the resiliency of 

LGBTQ Students of Color? 

2a. LGBQ students. As predicted, findings from this study suggest that LGBQ 

Students of Color who engaged in LGBTQ student organizations did not necessarily 

maintain higher resiliency, and instead involvement in these organizations would have a 

negative or neutral effect on the resiliency of LGBTQ undergraduates of color. This study 

found that there was no statistically significant relationship between involvement in 

LGBTQ student organizations and the resiliency of LGBQ students. These findings 

contradict the growing amount of literature that suggests that participation in LGBT 

campus organizations promotes resiliency for LGBTQ undergraduates (D’Augelli, 1994; 

Evans & Broido, 1999; Renn; 2003; Renn & Bilodeau, 2005b; Rhoads, 1994; Stevens, 

2004). 

It is important to note, however, that although there were significant differences 

between the LGBQ Students of Color and their White peers, overall LGBQ Students of 

Color reported moderately high levels of resiliency for those involved in LGBTQ student 

organizations (M=3.923, SD=.749) and for the uninvolved group (M=3.119, SD=.039). 

The variance in reported resilience may be also be attributed to the level of “out-ness” 

and identity salience of the respondents. LGBTQ Students of Color might have to 

negotiate being “out” from their White peers, and might not want to be a part of LGBTQ-

specific organizations. Instead, these LGBQ Students of Color may seek refuge within 

race and ethnicity identity-based organizations, although these spaces may not be as open 
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to LGBTQ identities. Research suggests that LGBTQ students may refrain from 

disclosing their sexual identity in order to socialize within the larger student of color 

communities (Goode-Cross & Tager, 2011). These concessions may negatively impact 

their experiences in general although this research is not as developed. The findings of 

this study encourage future researchers to extend the existing scholarship that 

demonstrates that involvement and leadership efficacy vary across social identity (Kezar 

& Moriarty, 2000; Kodama & Dugan 2013). 

Further, the high resiliency scores of both groups may have greater implications 

for LGBQ students. It contests the myth of the “warring selves,” or the notion that 

LGBTQ People of Color having difficulty simultaneously negotiating their multiple 

identities and also has implications for LGBT leadership development—which has not 

yet been explored. Overall, the literature available that examines the resiliency found at 

the intersections of multiple minority statuses, which builds from the work of Meyer 

(2010) and Moradi et al. (2010), remains underwhelming. Implications for future research 

will be addressed in subsequent sections. 

 2b. Transgender students. This analysis yielded non-significant results. As 

noted earlier, the sample size was insufficient to reach 80% power (Cohen, 1988), which 

is one of the possible reasons for non-significant findings. It is also possible that there 

were no differences to compare. Implications for future search and practice will be 

addressed in subsequent sections. 
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Research Question 3 

Is the presence of a mentor significantly related to the leadership efficacy of 

LGBTQ Students of Color? 

3a. LGBQ students. As predicted, findings from this study indicated that LGBQ 

Students of Color who had a mentor had higher leadership self-efficacy than the LGBQ 

Students of Color who did not have a mentor. These findings support the existing 

research that outlines the positive connections between leadership efficacy and 

mentorship (Dugan & Komives, 2007). In general we know that mentorship is both 

desired by and beneficial for Students of Color (e.g., Davidson & Foster-Johnson, 2001; 

Dixon-Reeves, 2003; Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 2005) and African American students in 

particular (Patitu & Terrel, 1997; Saddler, 2010; Strayhorn & Saddler, 2009), as well as 

women (Patton & Harper, 2003; Williams-Nickelson, 2009), sexual minority students 

(Lark & Croteau, 1998; McAllister, Harold, Ahmedani, & Cramer, 2009; Van 

Puymbroeck, 2001), and students living at the intersections of gender and race (Reynolds 

& Pope, 1991). As mentioned previously, when traversing often-hostile campus climates, 

mentors have the opportunity to instill hope in otherwise underserved LGBTQ students, 

offering students with a glimpse of what Gilbert and Rossman (1992) describe as a future 

“possible self” (p. 235). Mentor relationships have the potential to help combat stigma 

and isolation and presenting models of possibilities. This line of thought is aligned with 

Bandura’s (1994) concept of vicarious experiences as a source of self-efficacy. Mentors 

potentially provide possibility models for LGBTQ student-by offering conceptions of 

what it might mean to be out as an LGBQ person, as a professional and someone who is a 
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part of a larger community. This could help negate the perpetuation of LGBTQ 

individuals as isolated and deprived of support. 

To this end, mentor relationships can help LGBTQ undergraduates reframe 

negative self-conceptualizations of who and what leaders are. This may be particularly 

true for LGBQ Students of Color, negotiating institutions of higher education in which 

representation of LGBQ people of color, (and people of color in general) remain 

incredibly scarce and while institutionalized heterosexism and racism remain prevalent 

(Montas-Hunter, 2012). With the affirmation, safety, and guidance afforded by 

mentorship, LGBQ undergraduates’ energies can be channeled into development and 

persistence, instead of being consumed with survival (Lark & Croteau, 1998). Bandura 

(1994) would agree that this kind of connection, encouragement, and verbal persuasion 

from a mentor could prove to be a source of self-efficacy for LGBTQ Students of Color. 

To this end, a simple “you can be a leader of this organization” from an adult 

mentor (faculty, staff, LGBTQ Center Directors, LGBTQ student group advisers, older 

peers, and peers in general) can play a significant role in getting students involved in 

queer specific groups and activities and encouraging them to take on positional leadership 

(Komives et al., 2005; Renn, 2007). This kind of support and mentorship is particularly 

significant for students “who might not think of themselves as leaders” (Renn, 2007, p. 

326). This is an important line of inquiry, considering what this study revealed about the 

connection between participation in LGBQ student organizations and leadership efficacy 

for LGBQ Students of Color. As mentioned previously, much of people’s lives are 

guided by self-efficacy, including the choices in the activities to participate in, efforts, 
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persistence and resilience, levels of accomplishments, self-talk, and the stress and 

depression experienced while traversing adversity (Bandura, 1997; Schunk & Pajares, 

2005, 2009). Montas-Hunter (2012) has noted that “motivation and human behavior are 

directly connected to individuals’ beliefs about their capabilities” (p. 321). The more 

people believe they can accomplish something, the more motivated they are to do it; the 

more motivated they are, the more effort they put in, and the more likely they will persist 

and succeed (Schunk, Meece, & Pintrich, 2014; Schunk & Pajares, 2005, 2009). 

Conversely, “people holding low self-efficacy for accomplishing a task may avoid it; 

those who believe they are capable are likely to participate. This may be especially when 

they encounter difficulties, efficacious students work harder and persist longer than those 

with doubts” (Schunk et al., 2014, p. 145). This points to the relationship between 

leadership self-efficacy and resiliency. 

The findings of this study further problematize the ways that LGBQ Students of 

Color may struggle with establishing mentoring relationships with a mentor that affirms 

not only their racial identity but also their LGBTQ identity (Komives et al., 2005; Renn, 

2007; Reynolds & Pope, 1991). Although research is mixed around the importance of 

mentors also sharing an LGBTQ identity (Lark & Croteau, 1998; McAllister et al., 2009; 

Nauta et al., 2001), the very low representation of prospective LGBTQ mentors of color 

within the academy make that possibility incredibly challenging. However, similar to our 

investigation of LGBTQ student involvement, the inferences about the identities of the 

mentors invoked in this study, as well as the level, role (faculty, staff, peer, community 

member, etc.), and kinds of mentoring (target, matched mentoring, informal, etc.) that 
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may positively influence resiliency of LGBQ Students of Color is beyond the scope of 

this study. 

 3b. Transgender students. This analysis yielded non-significant results. As 

noted in the result section, the sample size was insufficient to reach 80% power (Cohen, 

1988), which is one of the possible reasons for non-significant findings. It is also possible 

that there were no differences to compare. Implications for future search and practice will 

be addressed in subsequent sections. 

Research Question 4 

Is the presence of a mentor significantly related to the resiliency of LGBTQ 

Students of Color? 

4a. LGBQ students. As predicted, this study found a significant relationship 

between the presence of a mentor and the resiliency of LGBQ Students of Color. The 

findings from this study suggest that LGBQ Students of Color who have a mentor had 

higher resiliency (M=3.919, SD=.713) than the LGBQ Students of Color who did not 

have a mentor (M=3.680, SD=.902). These findings are aligned with existing research 

that outlines the positive connections between resiliency and mentorship (D’Augelli, 

1994; Evans & Broido, 1999; Rhoads, 1994; Stevens, 2004). These findings support the 

research on underserved Students of Color suggesting that students thrive when given 

models of success within predominately White institutions of higher education (Montas-

Hunter, 2012). One reason for the significant difference in resiliency between those who 

received mentorship and those who did not could be linked to their willingness and 

ability to seek out support in the form of a mentor. If students do not see role models of 
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LGBQ faculty and staff at colleges and universities, they might internalize the lack of 

representation and might feel less likely to persist and navigate adversity successfully. It 

also may be that students with low resiliency may lack the persistence to find and benefit 

from a mentor. 

To compensate for the lack of faculty and staff of color within our institutions of 

higher education (especially those that are out as LGBQ), LGBQ Students of Color might 

rely on their connections to peers for support and affirmation. From the research, we 

know that the harassment and violence endured by LGBTQ students are also 

disproportionately endured by LGBTQ Students of Color (Rankin et al., 2010). Under 

these stressful circumstances, it makes sense that LGBQ Students of Color would form 

strong connections to combat internalized oppression and isolation. These peer mentor 

relationships are also important considering the heterosexism latent within racial identity-

based student organizations that might deter LGBQ students from accessing or feel 

comfortable within these organizations. Strong peer relationship would not, however, 

account for the variance in resiliency found in this study, since peer mentorship was also 

listed as a possible response category and incorporated into the results. 

 Another potential explanation for the variance in the resiliency, as well as the 

leadership efficacy of LGBQ Students of Color who have a mentor, may be attributed to 

the willingness, ability, and capacities of the mentors themselves. Out of the potential 

4,294 respondents, 88.6% (N=3,806) reported that they had some sort of mentor. It is 

unclear if the mentors selected these students because of their demonstrated resiliency or 

if the mentors were catalysts for the development of resiliency. While causation and 
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causal direction cannot be confirmed by this study, a connection between mentorship and 

resiliency is nonetheless well established. 

 4b. Transgender students. This analysis yielded non-significant results. As 

noted in the results section, the sample size was insufficient to reach 80% power (Cohen, 

1988), which is one of the possible reasons for non-significant findings. It is also possible 

that there were no differences to compare. Implications for future search and practice will 

be addressed in subsequent sections. 

Research Question 5 

Does leadership efficacy vary significantly between LGBTQ Students of Color 

and their White peers? 

5a. LGBQ students. As predicted, findings from this study suggest that White 

LGBQ students have higher leadership efficacy than LGBQ Students of Color. These 

findings contradict research that did not find within-group differences amongst LGB 

students (Dugan & Yurman, 2011), although the study did not disaggregate the data by 

race. White LGBQ students may have reported higher leadership efficacy for many of the 

same reasons listed above, including increased mentoring and greater involvement in 

LGBTQ student organizations, both of which have been located as potential predictors of 

leadership efficacy within this study. Another reason for the higher levels of the 

leadership efficacy of White LGBQ students are the opportunities of positional 

leadership, that are disproportionally accessed by White students, which has also been 

suggested as a predictor of leadership efficacy (Dugan, Kodama, et al., 2012). As 
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mentioned previously, White, gay, cisgender students have historically held positional 

leadership since their establishment (Beemyn, 2003b). 

 White students, regardless of their sexuality, are more likely to find affirmation 

and support on campus within predominantly White institutions. Again, the concept of 

internalized dominance, although outside the scope of this study, could be an important 

theoretical link when considering the self-reporting of high leadership efficacy by White 

students. Internalized dominance, coupled with an inaccurate appraisal of one’s 

leadership abilities, may accompany an inflated sense of confidence from White LGBQ 

undergraduates. If students are entering college having historically been cultivated, 

perceived, and treated as leaders, these conceptions are echoed by a larger society that 

upholds Whiteness as the cultural barometer against which all else is gauged. This is 

again reified once they get to college by the overrepresentation of White leadership on 

college campuses. White normativity within LGBTQ organizations and mentor 

paradigms might allow for White students to feel an inherent ownership of the identify of 

“leader,” regardless of their capacity or effectiveness as leaders. This outcome is 

explained by Bandura’s (1994) concept of vicarious experiences because observing those 

similar to you engaging in something provides a source of self-efficacy. If White students 

hold positional leadership, and White staff and faculty members are also serving as 

advisors, then a cycle may be created that disproportionately benefits the self-efficacy of 

LGBQ White students who have access to those vicarious experiences more often than 

LGBQ Students of Color. 
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 Conversely, LGBQ Students of Color might be reluctant to take on the identity of 

leader for its connection to Whiteness. If leadership is conceptualized as a way to exert 

dominance or even take authority of a task, then students, who have engaged in more 

collective models and collaborative familial relationships might be averse to the term 

leader. It is important to note that although White students reported moderately high 

confidence to engage in leadership behaviors, the means were fairly close; White LGBQ 

students had higher efficacy (M=3.074, SD=.706) than Students of Color (M=3.011, 

SD=.729). 

Still, if Bandura (1994) positions verbal persuasion, psychological mood, and 

vicarious experiences as sources of self-efficacy, it is important to note that overall 

experiences of harassment and violence are disproportionately endured by queer and 

Transgender Students of Color (Rankin et al., 2010). Instead of positive verbal 

affirmations and in lieu of vicarious experiences of other LGBTQ leaders of color (due to 

lack of representation), LGBQ Students of Color remain hypervigilant to racial micro-

aggressions and systemic violence. This may lead Students of Color to psychologically 

feel as though their leadership is not valued, or even feel like what feminist 

psychotherapist Pauline Clance coined as an “impostor syndrome.” Impostor syndrome, 

“has been defined as an ‘internal experience of intellectual phoniness’ and a phenomenon 

of ‘feeling like a fraud’” (Clance & Imes, 1978, p. 241). These feelings of insecurity 

around leadership could also be exacerbated by being a first-generation student, a woman 

within a predominantly male field, non-native English speaker, or those living at the 

intersections of those experiences. 
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 These findings specifically do not take into account the within-group differences 

amongst LGBQ Students of Color, but are assessed within this study. In doing so, this 

study builds from the research that highlights within-group differences of LGBQ student 

communities (Dugan, Kusel, et al., 2012; Dugan & Yurman, 2011; Goode-Cross & 

Tager, 2011; Pusch, 2005; Strayhorn et al., 2008) and have found race as an important yet 

under-measured variable in leadership development theory (Arminio et al., 2000; Balon, 

2005; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Kodoma & Dugan, 2013). Implications for future 

research will be addressed. 

5b. Transgender students. This analysis yielded non-significant findings. As 

noted in the results section, the sample size was insufficient to reach 80% power (Cohen, 

1988), which is one of the possible reasons for non-significant findings. It is also possible 

that there were no differences to compare. Implications for future search and practice will 

be addressed in subsequent sections. 

Research Question 6 

Are there significant differences in level of resiliency between LGBTQ Students of 

Color and their White peers? 

6a. LGBQ students. Contrary to prediction, the study found no significant 

differences in the resiliency of White LGBQ students and LGBQ Students of Color. It 

was surmised that, because of having to negotiate interlocking systems of oppression, that 

LGBTQ Students of Color would maintain higher resiliency than their White LGBQ 

peers. These findings are not congruent with previous research that suggests that, because 

of having to negotiate multiple levels of “minority stress,” minority students have 
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cultivated higher decision making capacities and communication skills (Meyer, 2010; 

Moradi et al., 2010). It is important to note that overall LGBQ students reported high 

levels of resiliency (M=3.899, SD=.699). The non-significant findings may have greater 

implications related to the cultivation of resiliency in the lives of LGBQ students. That is, 

LGBQ students, regardless of race, are forced to develop high levels of resiliency. 

Regardless of race or gender identity, LGBTQ students are tasked with traversing 

discrimination and harassment, as well as peripherally-experienced or “felt stigma 

(Herek, 2007, 2008; Herek et al., 2009)” (Fassinger et al., 2010, p. 205). Research has 

suggested that these lived experiences help prepare LGBTQ individuals to cope with 

adversity and may enhance communication and leadership skills (Abes et al., 2004; 

Fassinger et al., 2010; Meyer, 2010; Moradi et al., 2010; Russell, 2005). 

6b. Transgender students. Contrary to the hypothesis, findings from this study 

suggest that there is a statistical difference in the resiliency amongst transgender students, 

with White Transgender students have higher resiliency than Transgender Students of 

Color. This finding adds to the literature highlighting the within-group differences of 

transgender student communities (Dugan, Kusel, et al., 2012). One reason for the 

variance in resiliency between White Transgender students and Transgender Students of 

Color might be that, despite maintaining a transgender identity, students who are White 

still operate within White privilege. This privilege helps them potentially access mentor 

relationships and access LGBTQ student communities that maintain a long history of 

upholding White supremacy and normativity. 
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Research Questions 7 & 8 

Does involvement in LGBTQ student organizations, or presence of a mentor vary 

significantly between LGBTQ Students of Color and their white peers? 

7a & 8a. LGBQ students. As predicted, findings from this study suggest that 

White LGBQ students are more likely to receive mentorship and be involved in LGBTQ 

student organizations than LGBQ Students of Color. These findings support the literature 

that demonstrates that LGBTQ students do not experience college uniformly (Beemyn, 

2005; Goode-Cross & Tager, 2011; Pusch, 2005; Strayhorn et al., 2008; Westbrook, 

2009) and affirms the burgeoning scholarship that works to explicate the within-group 

difference of LGBTQ collegians by disaggregating their data by social identity (i.e., race, 

sexual identity, gender identity, etc.; Dugan, Kusel, et al., 2012; Dugan & Yurman, 2011; 

Goode-Cross & Tager, 2011; Strayhorn et al., 2008). The findings of this study highlight 

the inequitable access to resources and support for LGBQ Students of Color. 

 These findings are particularly problematic considering the connections cited 

previously in this study between involvement in LGBTQ student organizations and 

mentorship and their potentially positive influences on the leadership efficacy of LGBQ 

Students of Color. One of the reasons White LGBQ students are more heavily involved in 

LGBTQ student organizations have already been named in previous discussions, which is 

the overrepresentation of White leadership within LGBTQ student organizations and on 

campuses as a whole. 

Previous research has suggested that peers can play a significant role in 

encouraging the participation of their peers in LGBTQ student organizations (Renn & 
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Bilodeau, 2005a, 2005b; Sheets & Mohr, 2009). This then would create a cycle of 

participation, with White students recruiting other White students to join and even take 

on positional leadership roles within the group. This is an important consideration given 

previous research that identifies positional leadership in student organizations as a 

predictor of higher reports of leadership efficacy (Dugan, Kodama, et al., 2012; Kodama 

& Dugan, 2013). This cycle is further exacerbated considering the overrepresentation of 

White faculty, staff, peers, and community members within institutions of higher 

education, who also serve as prospective advisors and mentors. 

7b & 8b. Transgender students. These analyses both yielded non-significant 

results. For each question, the sample size was insufficient to reach 80% power (Cohen, 

1988), which is one of the possible reasons for non-significant findings. It is also possible 

that there were no differences to compare. Implications for future search and practice will 

be addressed in subsequent sections. 

Research Question 9 

Do resiliency and leadership efficacy vary based on gender identity sexual 

orientation, and race? Is there an interaction effect with gender identity, sexual 

orientation, and race? 

As predicted, findings from this study suggest that there are within-group 

differences of LGBTQ undergraduates in regards to resiliency. Findings from this study 

depart from the scholarship that positions race as an important predictor of leadership 

efficacy and leadership development and a meaningful factor to study (Arminio et al., 

2000; Balon, 2005; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Kodoma & Dugan, 2013) in that there were 
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no statistically significant differences found in regards to race and leadership efficacy. 

Previous research, however, did not further disaggregate their data by gender identity and 

sexual orientation, looking specifically at LGBTQ student communities. Overall, these 

findings align with research that suggests that LGBTQ students are more alike than 

different (Dugan & Yurman, 2011), demonstrating no statistical differences across race, 

gender, and sexual orientation in regards to leadership efficacy. 

However, the findings of this study suggest that intersections of race, sexual 

orientation and gender identity played a role in the level of reported resiliency with White 

LGBQ cisgender men reporting the highest resiliency (M=3.993, SD= .020), higher than 

both White LGBQ cisgender women (M= 3.841, SD=.017) and their White LGBQ 

transgender peers (M=3.727, SD=.097). These findings are symptomatic of previous 

discussions on the impact that race has on the experiences and identity development of 

LGBTQ students but provides a greater nuance uplifting gender differences between 

cisgender men, cisgender women, and transgender identified students. Looking through 

an intersectional lens (Crenshaw, 1991), students living at the intersections of dominant 

group membership (i.e., White, Cisgender LGBQ Men) are in some ways oppressed 

within a heterosexist campus community; however, they still benefit from and reproduce 

the sexism and cissexism latent within the academy. 

In juxtaposition to the previous findings yielded by this study suggesting that 

White LGBQ students access LGBTQ student organizations and report having a mentor 

more often than LGBQ Students of Color, it is not a huge leap to surmise that White, 

cisgender, LGBQ men disproportionately reap the benefits of those support networks. 
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These findings demonstrate that there is horizontal oppression to consider even within s 

subgroup (Westbrook, 2009). 

Conversely, Asian Americans in general were the lowest scoring racial group, 

with Asian-American cisgender men (M=3.730, SD=.061) and cisgender women 

(M=3.303, SD=.057) and Asian-American transgender students reporting the lowest 

levels of resiliency (M=2.147, SD=. 482). The literature on the leadership development 

and resiliency of Asian American students is scarce (Balon, 2005). The meaningfulness 

of these findings, however, is questionable because of the smaller sample size of Asian 

Americans (N=2). This is also true of other racial groups with smaller sample sizes, who 

also reported lower resiliency including LGBTQ Latino men (M=4.009, SD=.061), 

LGBTQ Latina women (M=3.959, SD=.062), transgender students (M=4.528, SD=.483), 

and a multiracial group of cisgender men (M=3.986, SD= .077), cisgender women 

(M=4.045, SD=.075), and transgender (M=2.992, SD=.091). These insignificant results 

might be because of the lower sample size of these racial groups. 

This was the first time throughout this study, however, in which transgender 

students were specifically compared to cisgender students. These findings join Dugan, 

Kusel, et al. (2012) as one of the rare quantitative studies to explore within-group 

differences in the transgender population. Even within their own racial groups, 

transgender students reported lower resiliency than cisgender students. Transgender 

students appear to have similar feelings of resiliency across race, which can be attributed 

to shared experiences of marginalization and harassment (Beemyn, 2003a, 2005; Dugan, 
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Kusel, et al., 2012). Again, the sample size of transgender student populations plays a 

role in these statistical findings. Future implications for research will be addressed below. 

It is important to note that although many of the tests exploring the leadership 

efficacy and resiliency of LGBQ students yielded statistically significant results, the 

small effect sizes of both the involvement in LGBTQ organizations, as well as the 

presence of a mentor, makes their significance questionable. For example, although the 

test examining leadership efficacy between LGBQ Students of Color and their White 

LGBQ peers were statistically significant, the means were very close (White LGBQ 

students M=3.074, SD=.706; Students of Color M=3.011, SD=.729), with an effect size of 

partial eta2=.001. This would indicate that although statistically significant because of the 

high power from the large sample sizes, the effect of mentorship and involvement in 

LGBTQ student organizations is small and in some cases negligible, renders the true 

meaningfulness or practicality significance of these findings to be limited. 

Limitations of the Study 

There are challenges when attempting to capture the nuances of intersecting 

identities. There are two major limitations in the results of this study including the limited 

demographical categories of sexual identity and the limited power yielded by such a 

small sample size of Transgender Students of Color. Because this study involved 

secondary analysis of an existing data set, the researcher was constrained by the way that 

the original study delineated demographic categories. Dugan and Associates (2012) 

collected the sexual orientation of their participants by asking, “What is your sexual 

orientation?,” with potential response categories being “Gay/Lesbian,” “Bisexual,” 
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“Questioning,” or “Rather not say.” The way this information is gathered is problematic 

in that the sexual (and gender) identities of LGBTQ students and identities can be fluid 

and the language that students use to describe their identities is also constantly evolving 

(Jourian, 2015). For instance, students may identify as queer, asexual, pansexual, and 

demi-sexual when describing their sexual identities, and masculine-of-center (MOC), 

genderqueer, agender, transmen, and transwomen when describing their gender identity 

(Jourian, 2015). These evolutions were not reflected in the possible response categories 

and the limited options made available for students to report proved to be a major 

limitations identified within this study. This study would be bettered by having to myriad 

of ways that LGBTQ undergraduates identify as possible response categories. Another 

option would be to conduct a mixed method study that includes a qualitative component 

or fill-in option for participants to self-report their sexual orientation more accurately. 

These challenges in capturing the nuance of LGBTQ identities may contribute to 

the lack of quantitative research available about the within-group differences amongst 

these student communities. This work is even more challenging and has greater 

implications for transgender students that often yield small sample sizes, making 

empirical findings hard to come by (Bowleg, 2008). These students whose “experiences, 

sexes assigned at birth, and current gender presentations appear similar, choose to define 

their gender identities differently from each other” (Jourian, 2014, p. 3). Collapsing all 

transgender students into one single demographic category presents an oversimplified and 

inaccurate portrayal of their collegiate experiences. Rather, the findings of this study 
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located within group differences between Transgender Students of Color and their White 

peers. 

Although Dugan and Associates (2012) did yield the warning of Dugan and 

Yurman (2011) that cited the inappropriateness of collapsing lesbian, gay, and bisexual 

college students into a single category in quantitative research designs, the study still 

remained limited in that it only gave the options of “male,” “female,” or “transgender” 

for the question, “What is your gender?” Dugan and Associates (2012) did, however, 

provide a rare exploration of within-group differences of transgender students by 

disaggregating the data by trans-feminine and trans-masculine identities. Although 

improved, it is not an exhaustive list of gender identities and excluded genderqueer, non-

binary, and agender students. Moreover, since queer was not an option of sexual 

orientation, this may limit the number of transgender students who do not identify as 

lesbian, gay, bisexual, or questioning, limiting an already oversimplified population 

sample. 

This is of course true of cisgender students who do not identify as LGBQ, which 

might account for the students who did not answer, or the 1,945 participants (31.2%) who 

chose “rather not say.” As a result, those selecting “rather not say” as their response 

could not be utilized in analyses. 

In terms of gender identity, the small number of transgender students meant that 

the analyses lacked sufficient power to detect differences that may have existed. Of the 

4,294 students represented in this study, only 124 identified themselves as transgender 

and only 34 identified both as transgender and as Students of Color. This highlights the 
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challenge of quantitative research on transgender college students (Bowleg, 2008; 

Jourian, 2014). 

Lastly, other limitations identified within this study included the fact that although 

the data are available as part of the MSL, this study did not explore the level, role 

(faculty, staff, peer, community member, etc.), kinds of mentoring (target, matched 

mentoring, informal, etc.), or frequency of interaction that may influence resiliency and 

leadership efficacy of LGBTQ undergraduates. Implications for future research are 

addressed below. 

Significance of Study 

Even with its limitations, this study addresses critical gaps in the literature 

regarding the lives and experiences of LGBTQ undergraduates. At the time of the study, 

no other published study had explicitly endeavored to assess the role that LGBTQ student 

organizations and mentoring has on the leadership development and resiliency of 

LGBTQ undergraduates. This study expanded upon the small body of existing knowledge 

on the college experiences of LGBTQ students that disaggregated data by race, gender 

identity, and sexual orientation, and explored the within-group differences of LGBTQ 

student communities (Dugan, Kusel, et al., 2012; Dugan & Yurman, 2011; Goode-Cross 

& Tager, 2011; Pusch, 2005; Strayhorn et al., 2008). To this end, this was successful in 

its aim to move away from previous research that portrays LGBTQ undergraduates as 

one monolithic group by centering the experiences of LGBTQ Students of Color. By 

doing so, this study problematizes literature that inaccurately conflates the experiences of 

LGBTQ students, and by doing so, defaults to dominant identities and epistemologies 
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(i.e., heteronormativity, homonormativity, cisgenderism, Whiteness). Amplifying the 

unique experiences of LGBTQ Students of Color also unearths the potential for LGBTQ 

student leaders and student affairs professionals to work to address the horizontal 

oppression within queer student communities and organizations and create more 

liberatory educational spaces. By employing an intersectional lens, researchers have the 

ability to identify where colleges and universities successfully support and affirm the 

lives of marginalized student communities, while identifying room for development. 

Lastly, this study moves away from previous research on the experiences of 

LGBTQ undergraduates that was largely restricted to deficit models, rendering LGBTQ 

youth as solely “at risk,” and adds value to the literature by providing quantitative 

support that LGBTQ organizations and mentorships were significant predictors of 

leadership efficacy and resiliency. By focusing on the resiliency and leadership efficacy, 

this study provides a more holistic understanding of how LGBTQ students traverse the 

undergraduate experiences and potential influences on leadership and persistence. 

Implications for Future Research and Theory 
 

The paucity of literature exploring the within-group differences of LGBTQ 

student communities, and unchecked disparities endured by queer and Transgender 

Students of Color, begs to be addressed through scholarship that centers the leadership 

and experiences of marginalized student communities. The findings of this study 

encourage a deeper exploration of how we conduct research about LGBTQ student 

communities, in general. The findings of this study suggest that LGBQ Students of Color 

have disparate experiences than their LGBQ White peers. Future research should work to 
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supplement the existing literature that examines the resiliency found at the intersections 

of multiple minority statuses (Meyer, 2010; Moradi et al., 2010), as well as the existing 

scholarship that explores how social identity impacts leadership efficacy, development, 

and involvement (Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Kodama & Dugan, 2013). The findings of 

this study highlight the disproportionate involvement by White LGBQ students in 

LGBTQ student organizations, affirming the necessity of continued research on the 

within-group differences of LGBTQ student communities (Dugan, Kusel, et al., 2012; 

Dugan & Yurman, 2011), as well as scholarship that seeks to address the horizontal 

oppression within LGBTQ campus communities (Beemyn, 2005; Goode-Cross & Tager, 

2011; Pusch, 2005; Strayhorn et al., 2008; Westbrook, 2009). However, studies that 

explicitly name or expound upon the potential impact of White supremacy, White 

normativity, and how institutional racism informs LGBTQ student organizations remains 

nascent within student affairs literature. Future research could engage in a deeper 

interrogation of the social capital and privileges that come with being White, even while 

maintaining minoritized identities (poor, disabled, queer, transgender, etc.) in the 

aspirations of revisiting LGBTQ identity development and addressing horizontal 

oppression. Again, the potential role, effectiveness, or positionality of the mentors cannot 

be deduced through this study; however, an investigation of how implicit biases held by 

prospective mentors may inform which students to invest in and to what extent is 

warranted. Conversely, internalized oppression is also a factor that was not included in 

the parameters of this study that could improve future research endeavors. 
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 As highlighted in the discussion of this study, a theoretical foundation using 

intersectionality (Crenshaw, 1991), social justice and anti-oppression, critical race 

theories could provide a holistic understanding of the leadership and experiences of 

sexual and gender minorities of color. It is recommended that future research continues to 

move away from compartmentalizing racial and sexual identities. These findings concur 

with literature that avows the disaggregation of data on LGBTQ communities by race, 

sexual orientation, and gender identity, and specifically uplifts within-group differences 

(Dugan, Kusel, et al., 2012; Dugan & Yurman, 2011, Kodama & Dugan, 2013). 

Disappointingly, the scant research that explores leadership efficacy among LGBTQ 

undergraduates does not disaggregate the findings by race and/or ethnicity, further 

perpetuating the erasure of the unique experiences of queer Students of Color (Kodama & 

Dugan, 2013; Ospina & Foldy, 2009). This shift is crucial, since 

 
organizations do not operate in an institutional or cultural vacuum, an analysis of 
white normativity, sexism, classism, transphobia, etc. in LGBTQ organizations 
must account for the ways the external norms produce rewards for organizations 
that have white normative cultures and, conversely, produce constraints for those 
organizations that attempt to operate outside of a cultural framework that is 
similar to whites. (Ward, 2008, p. 565) 

 

Previously, researchers have encouraged a shift towards framing research on students 

through a queer, anti-racist, anti-oppression, intersectional lens (Abes & Kasch, 2007; 

Harr & Kane, 2008; Kumashiro, 2002). This study’s recommendation is to endeavor to 

deepen this work by centering the experiences and leadership of historically marginalized 

students. By centering queer and trans Students of Color and building these important 

theoretical bridges, scholars will be more adept at explicating the ways that historically 



133 

 

marginalized students persist and how our institutions can learn from these student 

communities to address and eliminate systemic oppression. Furthermore, future research 

that identifies ways to foster community engagement and build on these important 

connections is imperative to what we know about how LGBTQ youth perceive 

themselves and their leadership and enact resiliency. 

 For example, the findings of this study suggest that social connectedness, 

especially in the form of mentorship, proves to positively inform the leadership efficacy 

and resiliency of LGBQ undergraduates. These findings are aligned with previous 

research that suggests that social connectedness allows LGBTQ youth to contextualize 

their own personal oppression within a longer history of LGBTQ resistance, take action 

against their own oppression, and subsequently enhance their own well-being (DiFulvio, 

2011). Although mentor relationships are cited as beneficial, there remains a paucity of 

empirical research based on formal or even informal LGBTQ mentorship relationships 

(McAllister et al., 2009). Future research is necessary, as mentor programs on college 

campuses are setting the precedent for formal interactions between younger generations 

of queers and older, professional queer faculty and staff members. Queer role models are 

something that prior generations did not have access to. Programs that highlight the 

benefits of intergenerational community-building potentially maintain numerous positive 

outcomes and successes; however, the impact of these programs remains unclear because 

of lack of evaluation (Alford-Keating, 1998; McAlister et al., 2009). In order to 

adequately meet the needs of queer collegians, formal evaluations of queer mentor 

programs would have to be conducted so that better practices can be established. Such 
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literature would work to move away from literature that inevitably renders LGBTQ 

students as inevitably “at risk” and expounds on how students are sustained by 

constructing positive healthy relationships to themselves, mentors, peers, and others in 

their communities. 

Moreover, although the data were made available through the MSL (Dugan & 

Associates, 2012), this study did not explore the level, role (faculty, staff, peer, 

community member, etc.), kinds of mentoring (target, matched mentoring, informal, etc.), 

or frequency of interaction with the mentor that may influence resiliency and leadership 

efficacy of LGBTQ undergraduates. Furthermore, research that extends the literature on 

the identities of the mentor themselves and the meaningfulness of LGBTQ target 

mentorship (Lark & Croteau, 1998; McAllister et al., 2009; Nauta et al., 2001) is 

necessary. Future research could create evaluations and work to assess what kind of 

mentorship, as well as extent of mentoring, is most beneficial to LGBQ undergraduates, 

especially those of color, if we are to retain the most marginalized student communities 

and harness the diversity required of authentic learning. Similarly, future research could 

endeavor to provide a deeper evaluation of kinds of LGBTQ organizations (support and 

discussion oriented, activist oriented, queer people of color specific, women specific), as 

well as the level of involvement and their impacts on leadership development and 

resiliency of LGBTQ students. This exploration could build on existing literature that 

highlights positive connections between positional leadership and leadership efficacy 

(Dugan, Kodama, et al., 2012; Kodama & Dugan, 2013). 
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 Lastly, future researchers could explore the leadership and experiences of Native 

or Indigenous, Latino/a, Middle Eastern, Black, and Asian American LGBTQ students 

more intimately. There are challenges, however, that occur when attempting to capture 

the nuances of LGBTQ youth, especially when incorporating their intersecting identities. 

These challenges also informed the data analysis of this study. As mentioned previously, 

future research would have to build from the limited research that explores the within-

group differences of LGBTQ student communities (Dugan, Kusel, et al., 2012; Dugan & 

Yurman, 2011). For example, Dugan, Kusel, et al. (2012) provided an important 

contribution to the literature by highlighting the heterogeneity of transgender and gender 

non-conforming undergraduates. In order to advance this scholarship, future researchers 

would have to find ways to garner larger sample sizes, or create alternative 

demographical categories to self-report, as this study offered only “transgender.” Future 

research would have to address the myriad ways that queer and transgender (as well as 

asexual, pansexual, genderqueer, etc.) describe themselves, especially when considering 

within-group differences of transgender identities. These difficulties would most likely 

contribute to the lack of quantitative research available about the within-group 

differences amongst LGBTQ student communities and transgender students (Bowleg, 

2008; Jourian, 2014). A mixed method study that includes a qualitative component or fill-

in option would allow participants to more accurately self-report their sexual orientation 

and gender identity. 
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Implications for Practice 

This study’s findings provide further understanding into the experiences of 

LGBTQ undergraduates related to leadership efficacy and resiliency, as well as the 

within-group differences of queer student communities. This study’s findings suggest that 

affirming and supportive spaces for LGBTQ students can positively influence leadership 

efficacy and resiliency of LGBTQ undergraduates. It is incumbent upon campus 

communities to provide a welcoming environment for all of their members. The results of 

the study suggest that mentorship and involvement in LGBTQ student organizations are 

potentially beneficial to the leadership efficacy of LGBQ students in general. However, 

this study also found that LGBTQ Students of Color have disparate experiences when 

working to access these support services. Overall, the study found that LGBTQ students 

report high resiliency and maintain high levels of leadership efficacy. What is particular 

noteworthy are the findings that highlight how, despite having less mentorship and 

potentially less access to LGBTQ student organizations, the LGBTQ Students of Color 

still report high leadership efficacy and high resiliency. 

To meet the needs of underserved Students of Color, it is recommended that 

professionals in higher education must engage in a deep interrogation of the factors that 

negatively impact the college experiences of LGBTQ Students of Color, as well as those 

that work to bolster resiliency, leadership development, positive academic outcomes, and 

persistence towards graduation. Previous research has cited the important role that 

student affairs practitioners and educators play in the lives of LGBTQ students (Sanlo, 

2004). The findings of this study suggest that it is imperative for student affairs 
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professionals (faculty and mentors) to be educated about the way they perpetuate 

institutional oppression and the ways it is enacted within LGBTQ student organizations 

and mentoring relationships and campuses as a whole (Jourian, 2014). 

One way that student affairs practitioners can aspire to collaborate more 

effectively with LGBTQ Students of Color is to cultivate more culturally responsive 

programming. To support and inform these endeavors it is recommended that educators 

and advisors infuse an intersectional, anti-oppression analysis in doing the work with 

marginalized student communities. This recommendation is informed by the findings of 

this study and suggest that White LGBQ student leaders are disproportionately 

benefitting from being in these LGBTQ student organizations, maintaining an important 

network of connections. This trend is evident in that research practices, programming, 

and queer leadership development theory also has been based largely on the college 

experiences of White, cisgender LGBQ students (Cass, 1979, 1984; Fassinger, 1991; 

Savin-Williams, 1988, 1990). 

In response to the greater visibility and power of privileged queer students within 

queer student organizations, “advocates of queer theory and queer politics have argued 

for a more intersectional approach to organizing, encouraging inclusion of members and 

issues in queer social movements, criticizing single issue movement organization, and 

supporting coalition-building among social movements” (Harr & Kane, 2008, p. 284). 

Literature has documented that “among queer students, those with less-privileged 

personal identifications in terms of race, class, gender and sexuality are more likely to 

support the utilization of queer politics within queer student organizations” (Harr & 
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Kane, 2008, p. 284). LGBTQ Students of Color often go without seeing themselves 

reflected in leadership, programming, policies, and curricula. An intersectional, anti-

oppression, queered pedagogical approach would help to address institutionalized 

oppression and create the necessary changes needed to meet the needs of all of our 

students. 

 Moreover, Harr and Kane (2008) cite that the meaningful introduction of queer 

theory politics will have a positive shift in campus climate not just for the queer students, 

or the privileged students, but the campus as a whole. Recruiting, retaining and serving 

considerable numbers of less privileged students within their student bodies would work 

to increase recognition and utilization of queer politics within queer student 

organizations. Queer politics and intersectionality infused within the mission and 

curriculum of an organization could offer a heightened awareness of social issues and 

potentially incite action on the part of the more privileged students. Moreover, the 

employment of a queer intersectional lens within LGBTQ student organizations and 

mentor relationships, may help to mitigate horizontal oppression and retain LGBTQ 

students of color. Operating within a theoretical foundation that centers the intersections 

of power and privilege could also bring about more accountability from the student body, 

particularly the more privileged students. To this end, “queer politics is important to all 

student organizations, as well as to campus political climates more generally, for queer 

politics aids in the dismantling of privilege” (Harr & Kane, 2008, p. 297). Student affairs 

practitioners must work to engage in the work holistically and uplift the various needs 

and strengths of LGBTQ Students of Color and invest in building intersectional analysis 
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to inform their practices, policies, and programming. By moving away from 

compartmentalizing racial and sexual identities and single-issue programming, LGBT 

student organizations can harness the power of difference and address the power 

dynamics within the organizations. Again, this would also mean working to build 

collaboratively across campus to infuse intersectional and social justice issues and 

analysis. This would work to engage in not just the sexual and gender identity 

development processes of LGBTQ Students of Color, but also their personal, academic, 

and career development. 

 Lastly, previous research offered insights around what centralizing sexual identity 

politics within our leadership development efforts could mean on college campuses 

(Fassinger et al., 2010; Renn & Bilodeau, 2005a, 2005b) especially in the attempts for 

students to employ all of their creativity and coping strategies and enact their fullest 

selves more of the time. Through these processes, students have the potential to be more 

connected to themselves, their histories as queer people, and their peers and community 

members, providing points of strength, unity, and the ability to enact resiliency. As 

mentioned previously, literature suggests that it is rampant discrimination that LGBT 

communities face that propels students to emerge from those lived-experiences and those 

peripherally experienced or “felt stigma (Herek, 2007, 2008; Herek et al., 2009)” 

(Fassinger et al., 2010, p. 205), with aforementioned protective factors already intact, and 

with them positive coping skills such as community building, enhanced meaning-making 

capacities, communication, and critical thinking skills. 
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 Future practice with LGBTQ students needs to move away “from a view of queer 

students as survivors of victimization, [and] instead educators can help foster hopeful 

relationships in which they can helps students define themselves in positive terms of what 

they value” (Abes & Kasch, 2007, p. 634). Our jobs as educators and practitioners then 

becomes to empower and to draw out characteristics of resiliency and develop the 

leadership skills that our students already possess. Abes and Kasch (2007) emphasized 

the need for a shift in approach of the student affairs practitioners’ role when working 

with queer students from being one of service provider to that of facilitator or mentor. 

However subtle this shift may seem, it can serve as a powerful and empowering 

framework that honors the ways that LGBTQ communities have sustained themselves 

when larger systems (medical, government, higher education, etc.) have not met their 

needs by developing their own practices of care and cultivating their own liberatory 

spaces.   

 It is imperative that practitioners extend this theoretical framework into program 

planning and invest in programming that employs strategies and practices of care already 

being employed by queer and trans communities. The findings of this study suggest that 

there is a positive relationship between mentorship, resiliency, and leadership efficacy. 

As mentioned previously, although mentor relationships could prove to be a powerful 

resource for LGBTQ students, not all students have access to or seek out these kinds of 

connections. Social connections, like those fostered by involvement in mentor programs 

and LGBTQ student organizations, 
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allows one to reach beyond the self, take action against his/her own oppression 
and situates the gay, lesbian, bisexual or transgender youth within a larger 
sociohistorical context shifting their personal experiences of oppression into a 
larger collective struggle . . . facilitate collective resistance and personal agency, 
which in turn may contribute to overall wellbeing. (DiFulvio, 2011, pp. 1616–
1617) 
 

Considering the findings of this study suggest that White LGBTQ students are 

significantly more likely to receive mentoring than are their peers of color, coupled with 

the possibility of a lack of affirming, competent, and available mentors, new models of 

mentoring could be embraced as a solution to this problem. This study recommends that 

certain models of mentorship (networks, group-mentoring, mentor collectives, co-

mentoring, etc.) may work to provide more culturally responsive alternatives to 

traditional, dyadic technical mentoring (Van Puymbroeck, 2001). These networks or 

collective-based mentorship programs could prove to be powerful strategies to reduce 

horizontal oppression and center the epistemologies and practices of care of communities 

of color. Considering the findings of this study suggest that White LGBTQ students are 

significantly more likely to receive mentoring than are their peers of color, traditional 

dyadic mentoring could perpetuate these disparate experiences and an insufficient remedy 

to systemic oppression within colleges and universities.    

This recommendation is aligned with the literature describing how these broader, 

more flexible networks of support, which are non-hierarchical, position all participants as 

having vital information and “know-how” necessary for the group’s success. Moreover, 

mentoring networks, collaborative mentoring, and co-mentor models have been favored 

in the literature because they provide underserved student populations with an 
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opportunity to increase social capital and the support necessary to persist in higher 

education (Crisp & Cruz, 2009; Girves et al., 2005; Lark & Croteau, 1998; Van 

Puymbroeck, 2001). These community-based models could also help increase the mutual 

aid amongst students as well as faculty and staff and foster support needed to combat 

systemic oppression. The potential collaborations between participants and increased 

visibility could work to cultivate a more transformative learning community. These 

mentoring paradigms are engaged from a social justice perspective that demands for a 

certain level of agency to be demonstrated by all members in a learning community and 

also de-centers White, patriarchal ways of knowing while exalting other epistemologies 

and otherwise subjugated knowledges (Freire, 1997; hooks, 1994). 

This kind of programming seeks to acknowledge the “risk” and violence that our 

students face, but builds from a structure that embodies antiracism, anti-oppression, and a 

queer lens that works to promote community-building, intergenerational dialogue, and 

self-care that is imperative to the continued success of all of our students, of all 

orientations, capacities, and genders. This premise also has larger implications, not just 

for culturally responsive program planning, but also a call for more participatory program 

evaluative methods, interdisciplinary research, and theoretical frameworks that are 

conducted from a critical, strengths-based perspective. Additionally, as the students of the 

millennial generation continue to make their way into college it is important that student 

affairs practitioners acknowledge their inclination towards technology, social networking, 

and an overall reputation for being peer-oriented when program planning (Balda & Mora, 

2011). 
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 It is necessary that mentor programs are developed keeping in mind the capacity 

of LGBTQ faculty and staff who are also having to traverse “cool” campus climates, 

while juggling mentoring responsibilities and intense workloads. Moreover, at a time 

when budgets are eroding and universities are challenged to meet the needs of more 

students with less resources and more students are forced to balance the struggles of 

working and having to go to school at the same time, college administrators and student 

personnel are all going to have to pay attention to programs that highlight networks and 

resource sharing as highlighted in newly emerging mentor programs and student success 

programs. As mentioned previously, these programs could prove to be more culturally 

responsive and effective than more traditional technical models of mentorship within 

higher education, especially in seeking to meet the needs of historically marginalized 

student populations. 

     Conclusion 

Colleges and universities currently exist in a time of incredible social change. 

And as always, colleges and universities have worked to combat, but also reproduce 

social injustices. The recent mobilization and increased visibility of LGBTQ Students of 

Color leadership on college campuses mirrors current intersectional movements also led 

by queer and trans activists of color (e.g., #BlackLivesMatter, #NotOneMore, 

#FightFor15). These concurrent realities have major implications for campus life and 

beyond. The results of this study provide insights about the meaningfulness of cultivating 

and centering the leadership of LGBTQ Students of Color, in the aspirations of 

harnessing the power of difference, and addressing interlocking systems of oppression in 
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ourselves, our relationships, organizations, and communities. Future research expanding 

on these findings will assist in helping to create campuses equipped to do the hard work 

of creating spaces where students bring their fullest selves, and within them the power to 

learn how to transform themselves and the world. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSES BY RESEARCH QUESTION 
 
 

Research 
Question 

Data Source/ 
Scale 

 
Analysis 

 
Reason for Test 

 
1: Is there a 
relationship 
between 
involvement in 
LGBTQ student 
organizations 
and the 
leadership 
efficacy of 
LGBTQ 
Students of 
Color? 
 

 
Leadership 

Efficacy Scale 
 

Dependent 
Variable 

(DV)=Leadership 
Efficacy 

Involvement (IV)= 
Involvement in 

LGBTQ Student 
Organizations 

 

 
Multivariate 
Analysis of 
Variance 

(MANOVA) 

 
To reduce the risk of Type 

1 Error 

2: Does the 
resiliency of 
LGBTQ 
Students of 
Color differ 
based on 
involvement in 
LGBTQ 
organizations? 
 

Resiliency Scale 
 

DV=Resiliency 
IV=Involvement in 

LGBTQ student 
organizations 

Multivariate 
Analysis of 
Variance 

(MANOVA) 

To reduce the risk of Type 
1 Error 

3. Does the 
presence of a 
mentor increase 
the leadership 
efficacy of 
LGBTQ 
Students of 
Color? 
 

Leadership 
Efficacy Scale 

 
DV=Leadership 

Efficacy 
IV=Presence of a 
Mentor (No/Yes) 

 

Multivariate 
Analysis of 
Variance 

(MANOVA) 

To reduce the risk of Type 
1 Error 



173 

 

Research 
Question 

Data Source/ 
Scale 

 
Analysis 

 
Reason for Test 

 
4. Does the 
presence of a 
mentor increase 
the resiliency of 
LGBTQ 
Students of 
Color? 

 
Resiliency Scale 

 
DV=Resiliency 

IV= Presence of a 
Mentor (Yes/No) 

 

 
Multivariate 
Analysis of 
Variance 

(MANOVA) 

 
To reduce the risk of Type 

1 Error 

 
5. Does 
leadership 
efficacy vary 
significantly 
between LGBTQ 
Students of 
Color and their 
White peers? 

 
Leadership 

Efficacy Scale 
 

DV=Leadership 
Efficacy 
IV=Race 
(1=White, 

2=Students of 
Color) 

 

 
Multivariate 
Analysis of 
Variance 

(MANOVA) 

 
To reduce the risk of Type 

1 Error 

6. Are there 
differences in 
level of 
resiliency 
between LGBTQ 
Students of 
Color and their 
White peers? 
 

Resiliency Scale 
 

DV=Resiliency 
IV=Race 

(1=White, 2= 
Students of Color). 

 

Multivariate 
Analysis of 
Variance 

(MANOVA) 

To reduce the risk of Type 
1 Error 

7. Does 
involvement in 
LGBTQ student 
organizations 
vary 
significantly 
between LGBTQ 
Students of 
Color and their 
White peers? 
 

The relationship 
between the race 

of LGBQ students 
and involvement in 

LGBTQ student 
organizations. 

chi-squared 
test of 

independence 
 

To determine if there is a 
significant relationship 
between two nominal 

(categorical) variables.  
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Research 
Question 

Data Source/ 
Scale 

 
Analysis 

 
Reason for Test 

 
8. Does the 
presence of a 
mentor vary 
significantly 
between LGBTQ 
Students of 
Color and their 
White peers? 
 

 
Resiliency Scale 

 
DV=Resiliency 
The relationship 
between the race 

of LGBQ students 
and the presence 

of a mentor 
 

 
chi-squared 

test of 
independence 

 
To determine if there is a 
significant relationship  

 
between two nominal 

(categorical) variables.  

9: Does 
resiliency and 
leadership 
efficacy vary 
based on gender 
identity, sexual 
orientation, and 
race? Is there an 
interaction effect 
with gender 
identity, sexual 
orientation, and 
race? 
 

Resiliency Scale, 
Leadership 

Efficacy Scale 
 

DV=Resiliency& 
Leadership 

Efficacy 
IV=Race, Gender 
Identity, Sexual 

Orientation 

Multivariate 
analysis of 
covariance 

(MANCOVA) 

To examine pairwise 
comparisons/intersectional 
within-group differences 

 
 
 
 


