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 In order to explore the differences in engagement levels between entering and 

returning community college students, the researcher analyzed 13,300 surveys from the 

2007 Survey of Entering Student Engagement (SENSE) pilot data set utilizing a 

quantitative methodology. This study focused on analyzing engagement levels of entering 

and returning students in six constructs: Active and Collaborative Learning, First Day, 

Student Effort, Student-faculty Interaction, Support for Learners, and Motivation. After 

the comparison between the two groups was performed, data were disaggregated by 

eleven groups to further explore differences. Differences in engagement levels were 

explored in terms of students’ characteristics such as remedial background, age, gender, 

full-time status, ethnicity, degree seeking, first generation, and traditional status.  

 The results of this study revealed that returning community college students in 

general, are more engaged in educational practices associated with persistence than 

entering students. In addition, findings suggest that with the exception of one variable 

(overall high school grade average), students commonly categorized as “at risk” or 
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“disadvantaged” (developmental, non-traditional, part-time, first generation, minorities) 

overwhelmingly held higher levels of engagement in all positive engagement variables of 

the six analyzed constructs.  

 Furthermore, in an analysis of disaggregated data by eleven groups of students, 

the following was found: 

o Students who placed in three developmental courses were by far the most highly 

engaged group in all positive engagement variables of the six constructs.  

o Students with the highest level of engagement in the two negative variables of 

the Student Effort construct (skipped class or came to class without completing 

readings or assignments) were traditional, 18-19 year olds, not-first generation, 

and non-developmental students. 

o Students who reported that success courses had helped them to get the 

knowledge necessary to succeed in college were overwhelmingly disadvantaged 

students (developmental, non-traditional, females and minorities). 

o Developmental students showed higher levels of engagement with regard to 

college services.  

o Financial aid advising and skill labs (math, reading, and writing) were the two 

services with the highest number of statistically significant differences 

throughout the eleven groups. 

 This study was concluded with recommendations for further research and strategies 

that community college stakeholders could implement to increase student retention.
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CHAPTER I:  

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

 

Student persistence is the result of effective education. We must focus on student 

learning and those conditions that promote student learning. Student persistence 

will follow. –Vincent Tinto 

Background 

There has been growing pressure for accountability in higher education in the 

United States since the mid-1970’s. Important reports such as A Nation at Risk (National 

Commission on Excellence in Education) and Involvement in Learning (National Institute 

of Education) published in the early 1980’s criticized the way undergraduate education 

was conducted and originated an education reform revolution (Upcraft, M. L., Gardner, J. 

N., Barefoot, B. O., & Associates, 2005). According to Koljatic and Kuh (2001), both 

reports helped raise awareness of alleged shortcomings in educational practice in the 

United States. These reports called for educational reforms in elementary, high school, 

and postsecondary education. 

The education reform revolution changed the way in which the education system 

was perceived up to the 1980’s. As stated in Involvement in Learning, “The best evidence 

of excellence in undergraduate education was indices of gains in student learning and 

personal development” (Koljatic & Kuh, 2001, p. 351). As a result of these calls for 

reform, greater attention was paid to degrees awarded, persistence and retention rates, 
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graduation rates, and job placement, among other student outcomes (Dougherty & Hong, 

2006). 

Barefoot (2004) recognized this reform as a change in institutional culture, when 

it was noted that  “the inclusion of retention/graduation statistics in an overall measure of 

institutional quality is a clear reversal from the 1950s and 1960s when high drop-out rates 

were often considered a mark of institutional status” (p. 9). As a result, one measure that 

has increased in importance in the last 25 years is student retention (Upcraft et al., 2005; 

Tinto, 2006, 2007).  

Certain factors have contributed to the increasing interest in student retention 

among community college stakeholders. Some of these factors include increased calls for 

accountability, constraints in state funding, and changes in student demographics. 

Community college funding formulas are based on student enrollment and as a result 

there is increasing competition for students among higher education institutions. In order 

to secure increases in state funds, community colleges have to increase enrollment and 

retain current students. Changes in student demographics and an array of student needs 

and goals have made the measurement and improvement of student retention challenging. 

Increasingly, new performance accountability systems are being implemented such as 

performance funding, performance budgeting and performance reporting (Dougherty & 

Hong, 2006). These new approaches attempt to tie funding to performance, which will 

bring new challenges to the community college. 

Retention rates commonly measure the percentage of freshmen that re-enrolls the 

next academic year as sophomores (Arnold, 1999). Factors affecting students’ persistence 

have been widely studied in the last 30 years (Tinto, 2006, 2007). Some of these factors 
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have been identified as underpreparedness, financial constraints, late registration, delayed 

entry to postsecondary education, unclear educational goals, parents who have not 

attended college, part-time enrollment, full-time employment, lack of engagement in 

student support services, and single parenting (McClenney, 2004, 2006; Tinto, 1998; 

Roueche, 1999; McCabe, 1998, 2000, 2003; Gladieux & Perna, 2005; Summers, 2003).  

While these factors are important to understanding student persistence or the lack 

thereof, for purposes of this study, the researcher will more fully explore the issue of 

student engagement levels of entering community college students and returning 

students. As noted earlier, efforts to increase student success and to improve student 

retention have led to the study of factors that contribute to student persistence. Research 

on student persistence suggests that engaged and involved students in college life learn 

and persist (Tinto, 1997, 2006-2007; Astin 1993, 1999; Kuh, 2001, 2005, 2007; Kuh, 

Palmer, & Kish, 2003). Tinto (1997), reports that student engagement “both inside and 

outside the classroom, appears to be especially important to student development [and 

persistence]” (p. 600). After almost four decades of research on student retention and 

persistence (most of which has been conducted at four-year institutions), the need to 

measure student engagement as an avenue to identify effective educational practices was 

apparent. 

Student engagement, as defined by the National Survey of Student Engagement 

(NSSE) is the “time and energy that students devote to activities that matter to their 

education—inside and outside the classroom—” (NSSE, 2004, para. 2). The NSSE, 

housed at the Center for Postsecondary Research at Indiana University, was a pioneer in 

measuring student engagement. NSSE findings show that students who are engaged learn 
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more during college than those who are not as involved. “What students do during 

college counts more in terms of desired outcomes than who they are or even where they 

go to college” (Kuh, 2004, p.1). NSSE conducts assessments that provide evidence of 

student engagement in effective educational practices at four-year universities. Its partner 

and counterpart assessing two-year institutions is the Community College Survey of 

Student Engagement (CCSSE) housed at the University of Texas at Austin. 

NSSE and CCSSE established national benchmarks of good educational practice 

by which they measure universities’ and colleges’ unique institutional practices to engage 

students at higher levels in activities that are associated with quality educational 

outcomes.  Despite the vast research on relationships between student engagement and 

student learning outcomes at four-year colleges and universities (Koljatic & Kuh, 2001; 

Pascarella & Terenzini, 1978, 1991, 2005; Astin, 1985), limited research has been 

conducted at two-year colleges and on the first-year college experience (Cofer & Somers, 

2000; Pascarella, 1997; Tinto, 2007; Marti, 2007). Furthermore, researchers contend that 

the available research data on “first-year college outcomes remain highly segmented 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005) and surprisingly incomplete (Upcraft et al., 2005)” 

(Reason, Terenzini, & Domingo, 2007, p. 271). Little is known about early experiences 

of two-year community college students. To that end, this study will expand the 

knowledge on the experiences of entering and returning community colleges students and 

their engagement levels as well as the most effective educational practices associated 

with learning and persistence in college. 
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Statement of the Problem 

Community college graduation rates nationwide are low. Only one third of 

students who enter a community college earn a certificate or associate degree after five 

years (Bailey, Calcagno, Jenkins, Kienzl, & Leinbach, 2005).  Further, more than 42% of 

high school graduates leave two-year colleges without a degree (Dougherty, 1994). 

Lastly, retention rates for first- to second-year community college students are estimated 

at 52% (ACT, 2005).   

Research suggests that higher levels of engagement lead to enhanced educational 

outcomes, higher levels of persistence, and student success; however, since research on 

the first-year experience is very segmented (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005), very little 

research empirically demonstrates or adequately describes the engagement-persistence 

relationship for community college students. Furthermore, there is little research about 

the number of students who leave college in the first weeks of the semester (Blanc, 

Debuhr, & Martin, 1983; Marti, 2007). The limited time period in which students are 

enrolled provides little opportunity for community colleges to impact the educational 

pathway of entering students and prevent them from leaving college (Marti, 2007). 

Developing a better understanding of the relationship between engagement in 

educationally purposeful activities and valued outcomes (retention, persistence, or degree 

attainment) for two-year community college students is crucial. It is an important step 

toward identifying the educational practices that matter most to enhancing student 

success. Research suggests “by identifying the gap between entering students’ 

expectations and their level of engagement in the first year of college, institutions can 
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target their efforts to create educationally effective programs for new students” (Kuh, 

2007). 

Purpose of the Study 

The primary purpose of this study was to identify and contrast the experiences 

and engagement levels of entering and returning community college students. 

Furthermore, this study sought to identify effective institutional practices associated with 

improved learning and higher persistence rates for these students. 

Research Questions 

1. What are the differences in college experiences and engagement levels between 

entering students and returning community college students? 

2. How do college experiences differ between entering and returning students by 

subgroup, disaggregated by ethnicity, gender, full-time, age groups, first 

generation, traditional, degree seeking, and developmental education status? 

Methodology 

A quantitative method design was employed to identify the differences between 

experiences and engagement levels of entering students and returning community college 

students. Data from the pilot Survey of Entering Student Engagement (SENSE) 

(Appendix I) administered during the fourth and fifth weeks of fall 2007 were utilized to 

measure engagement levels.  

 Both research questions (What are the differences in experiences and engagement 

levels between entering students and returning community college students? and How do 

college experiences differ between entering and returning students by subgroup, 
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disaggregated by ethnicity, gender, and full-time status?) were answered utilizing a 

quantitative methodology. Frequency distributions, cross tabulation tables, t-tests, and 

chi-square tests were run to identify differences between entering and returning students’ 

experiences and their engagement levels. In addition, an effect size was calculated. For 

purposes of this study, the following conceptual framework may prove helpful. 

 

Figure 1.Conceptual Framework 

 

 

 

Significance of the Study 

There is vast information about experiences of entering students at four-year 

institutions; however, research on entering community college students’ experiences is 

limited (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  Considering the differences in mission and 
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student characteristics of two-year community colleges and four-year universities, it is 

imperative to better understand entering students’ engagement levels and factors that 

contribute to their persistence and retention. Research has suggested that higher levels of 

engagement lead to higher rates of persistence, learning and retention.  Examining 

entering students’ experiences can help community colleges design institutional practices 

conducive to higher levels of learning and student outcomes. In addition, this knowledge 

could help higher education institutions design better retention strategies and eventually 

increase student persistence and graduation rates. 

Definition of terms 

o Barriers refer to certain factors and/or institutional characteristics that are 

associated negatively with student access and attainment in postsecondary 

education for participating students. 

o Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE). Established in 2001 

by the Community College Leadership Program at the University of Texas at 

Austin. CCSSE provides a tool for assessing quality in community college 

education. CCSSE results help colleges focus on good educational practice — 

defined as practice that promotes high levels of student learning and retention — 

and identify areas in which community colleges can improve their programs and 

services for students. CCSSE’s work is grounded in research about what works in 

strengthening student learning and persistence (CSSSE website, 2007). 

o Entering community college student: New students to the college (students that 

are registered in this college for the first time).  
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o National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) is a survey that focuses on four-

year colleges and universities. Established in 1998, NSSE is directed by George 

Kuh and headquartered at Indiana University in the Center for Postsecondary 

Research and Planning. The NSSE survey, administered to first-year and senior 

students in four-year institutions, emerged in response to concerns about quality 

in American undergraduate education and about the lack of emphasis on student 

learning in the major college rankings in the United States. 

o Retention refers to the measurement of student course completion or students’ 

persistence from a certain period of time such as fall-to-spring or fall-to-fall. 

o Retention factors refer to student characteristics that are associated negatively 

with student success and student persistence. 

o Returning students refers to the students that have been previously enrolled in the 

college. 

o Student engagement refers to the time and energy that students devote to activities 

that matter to their education—inside and outside the classroom—(NSSE, 2004, 

para. 2).  

o Survey of Entering Student Engagement (SENSE) refers to the survey instrument 

developed by the Community College Survey of Student Engagement to inquire 

about student experiences in the first term of college. The SENSE will be used to 

collect the quantitative data used in this study. 

Delimitations 

In order to ensure manageability of a sizeable dataset, a number of constraints 

were placed upon the scope of this study. First, the data used to answer question number 
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one were limited to a survey of 22 two-year community colleges located in Texas, 

Kansas, Colorado, New York, North Carolina, Virginia, Florida, and Ohio. In no way do 

their experiences speak for all those entering or retuning students attending community 

colleges, whether in these eight states or any other state in the nation. 

 Second, only engagement data collected during the fall 2007 semester were used 

in the analysis, providing a “snapshot” rather than a longitudinal examination of the 

engagement levels and experiences of entering and returning community college 

students. Additionally, a select number of available measures were chosen to 

operationalize the independent and dependent (student) variables. In particular, for the 

engagement variables on t-tests, only Likert scale measures in the SENSE instrument 

were selected to represent the dependent variable for this study. 

Limitations 

The quantitative method approach used in this study to answer the two research 

questions was very useful. However, the shortcomings of using only a quantitative 

method might be that some of the questions will not be fully answered. For instance, we 

will identify which students are more engaged using certain services but we would not be 

able to determine why they were more engaged. 

Another limitation can be that the instrument used was a pilot survey (some of the 

language/terms used in the survey might not be optimal). Finally, the vast majority of the 

community colleges in this study were situated in Texas, thus, there is a higher number of 

Hispanic population in this sample; that would not be the case if the study were to be 

replicated using a sample of community colleges located in Northern states. 
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Assumptions 

A key assumption underlies this study. In an attempt to get a considerable number 

of entering community college students, the population from which SENSE’s sample was 

drawn was from students enrolled in courses usually taken the first semester in college 

(developmental courses at all levels and first college levels English and math- no ESL 

courses); however, with an increased number of underprepared students, the assumption 

was that retuning students were going to be taking these courses; thus they will be 

included in the sample, and the number would be large enough to make comparisons with 

entering students’ experiences.  

Chapter Summary 

 Community colleges around the nation are currently facing daunting challenges, 

ranging from cuts in state funding to the increase of underprepared students who bring 

with them an array of challenges, goals and expectations.  Good educational practices 

will help the community colleges address some of the students’ academic challenges. If 

community colleges focus on tasks and activities associated with higher yields of desired 

student outcomes (such as arranging the curriculum and encouraging students to put forth 

more effort) and align college experiences with good practices, then gains in terms of 

higher levels of learning and persistence between entering and returning students will be 

achieved (NSSE, 2003). 

This chapter provided an overview of the overall research project: purpose of the 

study, the statement of the problem, research questions, the perceived limitations and 

delimitations to the study, assumptions, and a brief explanation of the methodology, 

which will be explained in greater detail in chapter three. Chapter Two will provide the 
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background of the problem and the rationale for this study through a review of pertinent 

literature on student retention and engagement. It will explain what scholars know about 

the retention and experiences of students in the first-year of college. In addition, it will 

highlight the gaps in research for two-year colleges and explore selected effective 

practices for strengthening entering community college student persistence and learning. 

In Chapter Three a detailed review of the methodology will be provided, as well as 

research questions, research design, conceptual framework and details about the sample 

for the study will be discussed. Chapter four will provide the analysis and findings of this 

study and Chapter Five will outlined major findings, recommendations for further 

research, conclusion of the study, and implications for practice and policy. 
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CHAPTER II:  

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

Access to higher education in no longer enough, it can become an empty promise 

if is not followed by persistence and meaningful attainment. —Kay McClenney 

The Community College:  A Brief History 

Community colleges in the United States have grown steadily in number of 

institutions and enrollment since their inception in the early 1900’s. The open access and 

affordability mission of the community college was in large part the cause for the rapid 

expansion and enrollment growth.  Some historical events also contributed to this rapid 

expansion. The passage of the Montgomery G.I. Bill after World War II granted 

educational opportunities to veterans, and the 1947 Truman Commission Report 

recommended,  “community colleges should serve the ‘total post-high school needs of 

the community’” (Bailey & Smith, 2006, p. 28). According to Roueche and Baker (1987), 

community colleges “continue to be [a manifestation] of the American Dream of equal 

opportunity for all, regardless of religion, ethnic group, or socioeconomic status” (p. 3). 

Today, community colleges are comprehensive institutions meeting the needs of many.  

In their 100 years of existence, community colleges have reinvented themselves 

several times to cope with market and community needs. From being conservative 

institutions focused on establishing identity and credibility within higher education in the 

1920’s (Brint & Karabel, 1989), community colleges have transformed to become hybrid, 

flexible, democratic, innovative, accessible, and change leading institutions in the 21
st.
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Century (Roueche & Baker, 1987; O’Banion, 1997). Small junior colleges, which in the 

1920’s enrolled less than 2 percent of all college freshman students (Brint & Karabel, 

1989), have become comprehensive community colleges that now enroll forty-five 

percent of first-time freshman students and forty-six percent of all U.S. undergraduates 

(AACC, 2007). The handful of two-year colleges operating in the early 20
th
 Century 

evolved into a nationwide collection of 1202 (991 public, 180 independent, and 31 tribal 

community colleges) community colleges by year 2007. These colleges provide the first 

two years of academic preparation for transfer to four-year institutions, occupational 

training, developmental education, continuing education, high school completion and 

contract training to more than 11.6 million students, of which 6.6 are credit students and 

5 million are non-credit students (AACC, 2007). 

Painting the Picture 

The future of the nation depends on how well we educate our citizens, and lately, 

we are not doing a very good job. This is the underlying theme of A Test of Leadership: 

Charting the Future of U.S. Higher Education (2006) commissioned by Margaret 

Spellings, US Secretary of Education. This report postulates that future economic growth 

will depend on the nation’s ability to sustain excellence, innovation, and leadership in 

higher education. The future of the nation is at risk when “ninety percent of the fastest-

growing jobs in the new knowledge-driven economy will require some postsecondary 

education” (Commission, 2006, p. 1) and our current higher education system is not 

preparing enough students.  

Community colleges enroll forty-six percent of all undergraduates in the nation 

(AACC, 2007). Consequently, many of the workers needed in the workforce must come 
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from the ranks of community college students. Community colleges assist traditional 

students in making successful transitions from high school to college, and non-traditional 

students transitioning from work to college. Their success in helping students achieve 

their educational goals is, therefore, crucial to the future well being of the nation 

(Driscoll, 2007; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, Whitt & Associates, 2005). 

The demographics profile of students entering the community college is quite 

diverse. More non-traditional, economically disadvantaged, and underprepared students 

are entering higher education institutions and they bring with them multiple needs and 

challenges (McClenney, 2006). To meet those needs and ease those challenges, 

community college student affairs departments need to develop comprehensive support 

programs in partnership with academic affairs to recruit, engage, and retain this diverse 

body of students (Schuh, 2005). Promising programs include learning communities, 

orientation programs, success courses, career planning and advising, and learning labs.  

The development of comprehensive support programs creates a continuum of 

challenges for the institution and for the student. In the case of the institution, the 

partnership between student services and academic affairs can be difficult. Some faculty 

still believe that attrition is a natural way of separating the wheat from the chaff and 

therefore disengage from these programs (Upcraft et al., 2005).  

Another challenge for the institution is making students aware of the existence of 

programs and getting students to use them. The challenge is to get new students to “see 

these services as important to their success, and not think that using them is some kind of 

weakness on their part” (Schuh, 2005, p. 428). However, some of these programs are 
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seen as bearing a stigma for students and they are afraid of being perceived as low quality 

students. 

A Call for Accountability 

 

 Higher education in general and community colleges in particular are facing 

external pressures to improve performance accountability (Bailey, Crosta, & Jenkins, 

2006). Pressures come from all community college stakeholders: parents, students, 

business members in the community, state and federal legislators, accrediting 

associations, policy makers and the community in general (Roueche, 1997; & Dougherty 

& Hong, 2006). Performance of community colleges historically has been judged based 

on their enrollment growth and ability to provide a postsecondary education to a diverse 

student population. Accreditation processes for higher education traditionally focused on 

process and inputs, rather than on student outcomes (Dougherty & Hong, 2006). One of 

the biggest challenges facing community colleges is the mosaic of needs of the 

populations it serves. According to McClenney (2004), “This highly diverse student 

population approaches community colleges with an impressive array of educational goals 

and aspirations,” (p. 18) but they also come with challenges. Student challenges have 

proven to overwhelm educational goals, resulting in high numbers of dropouts and very 

low graduation rates.  

Student retention research suggests that the underlying problem for low retention 

and graduation rates is the particular characteristics of the population that community 

colleges serve (McCabe, 2000; & Roueche & Roueche, 1993). Factors affecting student 

retention have been widely studied over the last 30 years (Tinto, 2006-2007; Upcraft et 

al., 2005). As has been noted, some of these factors have been identified as 
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underpreparedness, financial constrains, late registration, delayed entry to postsecondary 

education, unclear educational goals, parents who have not attended college, part-time 

enrollment, full time employment, lack of engagement in student support services, and 

single parenting (McClenney, 2004, 2006; Tinto, 1993, 2006-2007; Roueche & Roueche, 

1999; McCabe, 2000, 2003; Summers, 2003; Upcraft et al., 2005; & Calcagno et al., 

2007). Roueche & Roueche (1993) argue that with regard to quality, access, and 

performance accountability, the community college is “between a rock and a hard place” 

(p. 1). 

From Access to Persistence 

In 2004 there were 14.7 million undergraduates and 2.6 million entering freshmen 

in American colleges and universities (NCES, 2004) as cited in Adelman (2007). 

According to Adelman (2007), access to postsecondary education is no longer an issue. 

The author contends that we do not have an access problem, that what we have is a 

participation problem. Adelman (2007) further explains:  

‘Access’ is only one of three major thresholds for students’ postsecondary careers. 

The other two are establishing sufficient credits to lead toward a credential 

(sometimes called ‘participation’ or ‘persistence’) and completion of the 

credential (sometimes called ‘success’) (p. 48). 

Student retention and persistence has been a growing concern for the last forty 

years (Seidman, 2005; Tinto, 1993, 2006-2007; Upcraft et al., 2005). In response to these 

concerns, educators, policy makers, researchers and higher education institutions have 

looked for ways to improve student persistence. The most researched and validated 
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retention theories are Tinto’s interactionalist theory (1993) and Astin’s involvement 

theory (1984). 

Persistence, Retention and Degree Attainment 

 Retention rates commonly measure the percentage of freshmen that re-enroll the 

next academic year as sophomores (American College Testing (ACT), 2006). Sadly, 

community colleges experience the highest dropout rates of all institutions of higher 

education. “The national aggregate first-to-second year retention rate for public two-year 

institutions, measured at the institutional level, is approximately 50 percent” (Barefoot, 

2004, p. 9).  

Community college students are three to four times more likely to reflect risk 

factors for not attaining a degree than their peers in four-year institutions (American 

Association of Community Colleges (AACC, 2000). Today’s undergraduates are not the 

typical students that went to college and depended on their parents to pay for it. “College 

is no longer a phase of youth to be enjoyed before real life begins” as noted in Attewell & 

Lavin (2007, para. 4). Today, undergraduates face major barriers for persistence in 

college and degree attainment. For example, financial constraints are a major issue. 

Gladieux and Perna (2005) found that half of entering freshmen borrowed funds to pay 

college expenses in 2001 and one-fifth (23%) of borrowers drop out.  

The vast majority of research on student retention has been situated in four-year 

institutions of higher education, whose student characteristics differ from those at 

community colleges; nevertheless, these theories have been applied to two-year 

institutions with little deviation (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005). For example, four-year 
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institution students are typically White, residential, and traditional-age students 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Rendon, 1994; Crawford, 1999; & Chaves, 2006). 

Following are the two most cited and validated theories about student persistence 

and retention, which are also widely cited in two-year community colleges studies; 

shortcomings for their use in two-year institutions are highlighted. 

Tinto’s (1987) Interactionalist Theory 

Tinto’s (1987) interactionalist theory of student persistence and retention assumes 

that individuals arrive at college with different cultural, socioeconomic, and academic 

backgrounds. Students bring an array of skills and abilities as well as certain levels of 

commitment to the goal of succeeding academically (Chaves, 2006; McClenney & 

Waiwaiole, 2005).  

 According to Tinto (1987), this level of commitment can be strengthened or 

diminished depending on the academic and social integration of the student to the campus 

life. Tinto (1987) contends that student persistence “hinges on the construction of 

educational communities in college, program, and classroom levels which integrate 

students into the ongoing social and intellectual life of the institution” (p.188). According 

to Tinto’s interactionalist theory, a student’s persistence is contingent on student 

interaction with the institution, which is achieved through social and educational 

communities. However, Tinto warns that a shortcoming of the theory is integrating 

working students into the institution. For these students, Tinto (1997) argues that the 

classroom is the only place where this interaction can take place:  

For students who commute to college, especially those who have multiple 

obligations outside the college, the classroom may be the only place where 
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students and faculty meet, where education in the formal sense is experienced. For 

those students, in particular, the classroom is the crossroads where the social and 

academic meet (p. 599). 

Astin’s (1984) Involvement Theory 

Astin (1984) researched five categories of involvement: academic involvement, 

faculty involvement, involvement with peers, involvement with work, and involvement 

elsewhere (time watching T.V., commuting, and attending religious services). He found 

that the most important category was faculty involvement. Astin believes that “student 

learning and development is proportional to the quantity and the quality of student 

involvement” (Chaves, 2006, p. 142). While Astin’s five categories of involvement seem 

promising for the study of community college students’ persistence, unfortunately, most 

of Astin’s research has focused on four-year institutions and traditional-aged residential 

students.  

In a recent study, Tinto (2006-2007) contends that student retention research at 

the beginning was viewed “through the lens of psychology…and was seen as the 

reflection of individual attributes, skills and motivation” (p. 2). In the early stages of 

student retention “students failed, not institutions” (Tinto, 2006-2007, p. 2). In the 1970’s 

retention views shifted from the “individual” to “the environment.” The work of Spady 

(1970, 1971) and Tinto (1975, 1987) presented explicit connections between the 

environment, academic and social systems of the institution, and individuals shaping 

those systems. Tinto’s model involved the concept of integration and patterns of 

interaction between students and other members of the institution, and the relevance of 

these interactions specifically during the first year of college (Upcraft et al., 2005, & 



 21 

Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005). This retention involvement theory was reinforced 

by the work of Astin (1975, 1984), Pascarella (1980), Pascarella and Chapman (1983), 

and Pascarella and Terenzini (1980, 1991) among others.  

As a result of Tinto’s (1987) interactionalist theory, early practices focused on 

first-year college experiences, transition to college, and student-faculty interactions 

(Upcraft, Gardner, & Associates, 1989). However, this research was mostly comprised of 

quantitative studies done at four-year residential universities with students of majority 

backgrounds (Tinto, 2006-2007). From the 1980’s to the present, student retention 

research has undergone a number of changes. More is known now about experiences of 

students of different backgrounds (Johnson, Earnest, Huntley, Hensen, Reason, Saunders, 

& Schuh, 2004-2005; Nora, 1987; Rendon, 1994; Zurita, 2005; & Otero, Rivas, & 

Rivera, 2007), how the socio- cultural context influences student persistence and 

retention (St. John, Cabrera, Nora & Asker, 2000), and the importance of institutional 

support specifically in the first year of college (Cabrera, Nora, & Castaneda, 1993; 

Strauss, & Volkwein, 2004; & Upcraft, Gardern, Barefoot, & Associates, 2005).  

During the 1980’s, research on student retention demonstrated that “involvement 

matters and that it matters most during the critical first year of college” (Tinto, 2006-

2007, p. 3). Unfortunately, this research also has mostly been conducted on four-year 

institutions and has been highly segmented (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005) and 

incomplete (Upcraft et al., 2005). Astin (1999) explains that problems with the literature 

on student retention are due to three factors: 1) problems being studied are highly diverse; 

2) researchers use different variables and frequently different methodologies; and 3) 
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when they use the same variables, different investigators may use different terms to 

describe and discuss those variables. 

 Regardless of the fairly extensive research on factors contributing to student 

attrition (mainly in four-year institutions), contemporary research lacks information 

regarding the number of students who are lost during the registration process or in the 

first ten days of class (Marti, 2007). An attrition study conducted using data from 27 

Achieving the Dream (AtD) community colleges revealed that 14 percent of new students 

did not complete any credits during their first term of enrollment. These students were 

mostly part-time, male, and low-income. Ethnically, Hispanics had lower credit 

completion rates, followed by Blacks and Native Americans. In addition, an analysis of 

federal longitudinal data on first-time students revealed that on average 13.3 percent of 

students do not re-enroll, and the highest rate (14.3 percent) of first-time student attrition 

was among Hispanics (McClenney, 2006).  

A national study by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) on 

community college students’ attainment found that only 39 percent of the students who 

started in community colleges with the intention of attaining a degree or transfer to a 

four-year institution succeeded within six years of enrollment: 11 percent attained a 

bachelor’s degree, 17 percent earned an associate’s degree, and 11 percent earned a 

certificate; twelve percent transferred to a four-year institution but had not yet attained a 

degree -- after 6 years (Hoachlander, Sikora, & Horn, 2003). While the probabilities of 

community college students acquiring a four-year degree are low, some studies 

(Adelman, 2006; and Bailey & Alfonso, 2005) have found that passing gatekeeper 
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classes, such as remedial and initial college-level courses, can substantially increase the 

student’s probability of earning a postsecondary credential. 

From Theory to Practice 

 Skipper (2005) argues that while it is important to understand theories of student 

development and persistence, this understanding by itself will not transform educational 

practices. She further states, “theories must be put into action” (p. 75). Similarly, Tinto 

(2005) points out the need for a model of student persistence that would provide 

guidelines to institutions for creating polices, practices, and programs to enhance student 

success. Skipper (2005) explored Stranger and King’s (1990) practice-to-theory-to-

practice model, which consists of five cyclical steps: formulate a theory; examine 

research to determine if the identified theory provides a valid explanation; design the 

practice to address the concern identified; evaluate the outcomes; and return to theory. 

This process should be a standard practice when designing interventions for entering 

community college students. 

Some of these improved educational practices that have developed from student 

persistence and retention theories are programs/strategies such as service learning, 

cooperative learning, freshman seminars, student success courses, early alert programs, 

learning communities, and first-year experience courses which have proliferated in the 

last decade and have been found to contribute positively to student retention and success 

(Greene, 2005; Brock et al., 2007). Research suggests that these educational practices 

have proven to increase student engagement, which leads to student persistence and 

degree attainment. 
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Defining Student Engagement 

 “Involvement or what is increasingly being referred to as engagement, matters 

and it matters most during the critical first year of college” (Tinto, 2006-2007, p. 4).  The 

concept of engagement evolved from Pace’s (1984) “quality of effort” theory, Astin’s 

(1984) involvement theory, and Tinto’s (1987, 1993) interactionalist theory. Pace’s 

theory argues that all learning and development requires time and effort, time being a 

frequency dimension and effort being a quality dimension. Pace (1984) contends, “high-

quality experience depends on investing high-quality of effort” (p. 7). Astin’s (1984) 

involvement theory is rooted in the concept of learning theory vigilance or time-on-task 

and the Freudian notion of cathexis—the investment of psychological energy (Astin, 

1999; & Terenzini, Rendon, Upcrft,, Millar, Allison, Gregg, & Jalomo, 1994).  

As noted previously, Astin (1984) researched five categories of involvement: 

academic involvement, faculty involvement, involvement with peers, involvement with 

work, and involvement elsewhere (time watching T.V., commuting, and attending 

religious services), finding that the most important category was faculty involvement. 

Similarly, Tinto’s (1987, 1993) interactionalist theory assumes that students arrive at the 

college with different characteristics, abilities, goals, and commitments, and that the level 

of commitment and attainment of goals would depend on the academic and social 

integration of the student into the campus life. 

These three theories informed the concept of engagement, which has been defined 

as “time and energy that students devote to activities that matter to their education—

inside and outside the classroom—” (NSSE, 2004, para. 2). Student effort and 

involvement have been shown to be positively related to gains or changes in a wide array 
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of educational outcomes such as GPA, degree completion, and attainment of academic 

milestones (McCleney & Marti, 2006). In a CCSSE validation study, using three different 

databases and after controlling for student characteristics McClenney and Marti (2006) 

found that the strongest net effects emerged “for ‘academic’ areas of engagement such as 

Academic Challenge, Active and Collaborative Learning, Student Faculty Interaction, 

and Mental Activities” (p. 5).  In addition, this study showed strong correlations between 

Support for Learners and measures of persistence.  

Other studies (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Astin, 1993; Pascarella et al., 1994) 

have also shown positive correlations of student involvement and effort with desired 

educational outcomes, including various dimensions of verbal and subject matter 

competence; higher-order cognitive skill development; and psychosocial, attitudinal, and 

moral development. Unfortunately, research on student engagement suggests that 

community college students face a number of challenges for getting involved within their 

community college setting. Some of these challenges are “the student’s ability to balance 

heavy work commitment…with full-time enrollment…[which also results in] difficulty in 

establishing social connections in a transient student environment” (Boston Higher 

Education Partnership (BHEP), 2007, p. 43).  

Research suggests that student engagement is key for student success. Kuh (2005) 

emphasized, “after controlling for student background characteristics (such as ability and 

academic preparation)…a key factor in student success is student engagement” (p. 87). 

Upcraft et al. (2005) and Tinto (2006-2007) reiterated that student engagement matters, 

and that it matters more in the first year of college. However, Terenzini et al. (1994) 

pointed out there is a lot of research on the factors and specific student characteristics 
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affecting student retention but no attention has been paid to the “organizational and 

interpersonal dynamics, mechanisms, and processes through which students make the 

transition from work or high school to college” (p. 58). This statement suggests a gap in 

knowledge and practice of how to engage students and need for specific programs, 

institutional structural changes, and special support services which help engage, retain, 

and graduate community college students. 

Entering Community College Students: Needs and Challenges 

First-year college students have been redefined by “changing demographics, 

social disengagement, and disparate academic needs” (Hawley & Harris, 2005, p. 118). 

Diverse students bring another layer of challenges to the already complex world of 

community colleges with their intricate mosaic of needs, goals, and aspirations. 

Unfortunately, research shows that colleges have done little to change how the college 

experience is organized to meet the needs of such a diverse student population (Upcraft et 

al., 2005). 

Entering community college students are grouped into broad categories such as 

first generation in the family to attend college, non-traditional in terms of age or 

academic preparation, racial or ethnic minority, immigrant, economically disadvantaged, 

limited English ability, gay/lesbian/bisexual/transgender orientation students, learning or 

physically disabled, and international students (Roueche & Baker, 1987; Kuh, 2005; 

Upcraft et al., 2005; Choy, 2002; Chaves, 2003). Community college students tend to be 

over 25 years old, with an average age of 29, and they typically attend college part-time. 

Most of them work while attending college. In fact, 45 percent of community college 

students expect to work over 20 hours a week (ACT, 2006). In addition, community 
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college students have diverse goals meaning many may not necessarily want to complete 

a degree (Cohen & Brawer, 1996; McClenney, 2006; Barefoot, 2004). 

Underpreparedness is one of the most prevalent challenges among entering 

community college students.  Only 42 percent of students leave high school with the 

necessary skills to begin college-level work. Sixty-one percent of those who enter 

community colleges are underprepared for college-level courses (Adelman, 2004), while 

42 percent take at least one remedial course (Zeithenberg, Jenkins, & Calcagno, 2007). 

Not surprisingly, 98 percent of community colleges provide remediation (Bettinger & 

Long, 2006). 

At the community college, underprepared students are found throughout, and 

projections of underprepared students are not any better. In a national survey, 29 states 

estimated two-year entering community colleges students’ future need for remedial 

education ranged from 10.4 percent (Alabama) to 70.9 percent (Tennessee) (ECS, 2002). 

In order to be effective, community colleges must know who their students are, 

how they think, how they feel, and most importantly, how students learn, and what 

supports they most need to learn effectively. Tinto (1993) asserts that entering 

community college students have special characteristics and cannot be assumed to full-

time students directly out of high school.  

Community College Students’ Goals and Aspirations 

Entering community college students bring a variety of goals and aspirations with 

them. Research suggests that 95 percent of entering community college students report a 

strong desire to complete their education (Noel Levitz, 2007), and the majority want to 

transfer to a four-year college to earn a bachelor’s degree (Driscoll, 2007). 



 28 

Approximately 70 percent of entering community college students expects to get a 

bachelor’s degree; even among students who enroll to gain job skills, 80 percent expect 

to gain a degree long term (Bailey, Jenkins, & Leinbach, 2005b). Community colleges 

need to capitalize on the initial motivation of students; unfortunately, reality is different, 

and students’ enthusiasm decreases as students begin to experience academic challenges 

(Driscoll, 2007). As enthusiasm decreases, students’ aspirations decrease as well. As 

noted by Driscoll (2007), “Four in ten [students] returned for the next semester and 

maintained their educational goals, [while] one in three returned with lowered 

expectations” (p. 2).  

It is important for community colleges to know the particular characteristics of 

each group of students they serve. By knowing whom they serve, community colleges 

will be able to develop programs suitable to meet those students’ particular needs. Tinto 

(1993, 2006-2007) contends that there is “no one size fits all” type of persistence, 

retention, or engagement strategy when it comes to college students. Following is a 

description of the characteristics of prevalent groups of students, including freshman, 

first-generation college goers, non-traditional students, and Millennials. While there is 

significant overlap in students who can be classified in these categories, each group has 

common attributes. Students who fall into multiple categories have complicated need 

profiles. 

Freshman Students 

Traditional freshman students are the exception rather than the rule in community 

colleges (Choy, 2002), and this fact is reinforced by the current demographic trends of 

community colleges. According to Choy (2002), a traditional freshman student is 
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characterized as one who “earns a high school diploma, enrolls full time immediately 

after finishing high school, depends on parents for financial support, and either does not 

work during the school year or works part time” (p. 6).  

Community colleges enroll 46 percent of all U.S. first-time freshman students 

(AACC, 2007). And yet, this fairly high percentage does not persist to equally high rates 

of degree attainment. In fact, forty-two percent of high school graduates leave two-year 

colleges without a degree (Dougherty, 1994). Research suggests that some of the 

challenges that freshman students face are underpreparedness, disengagement (high 

school students are more disengaged now than ever before, and they bring this to 

college), and acculturation to college life (Hawley & Harris, 2005; Keup & Kinzie, 

2007).  

First-Generation Students 

First-generation students now account for 39 percent of the community college 

students (AACC, 2007). First-generation college students are defined based on their 

parents’ level of education. The most common definition is “students whose parents had 

no previous college experience” (Donovan & Johnson, 2004, p. 3). This group presents 

unique challenges. In general, first-generation college students tend to come from low-

income households, and therefore struggle to pay for college. They also work more hours 

and prioritize job over school work when problems arise (Billson & Terry, 1982; 

Donovan & Johnson, 2004). In addition, they may not have the support of family and 

friends who see their college attendance as a break with family tradition (Terenzini, 

Rendon, Upcraft, Millar, Kevin, Allison, Gregg, & Jalomo, 1994).  
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Early academic validation was identified by Terenzini et al. (1994) as a central 

element in first-generation students’ successful transition to college. First-generation 

students, as do other groups, face lack of confidence when they get to college and need 

reassurance of their capacity to achieve. “Students need to be reassured that they can 

succeed: that they can do college-level work, that their ideas and opinions have value, 

that they are worthy the attention and respect of faculty, staff, and peers alike” (Terenzini 

et al., 1994, p. 70). 

Non-traditional Students 

Choy (2002) argues that historically, non-traditional students have been 

misidentified by age and part-time status only. More specifically, the author identifies 

non-traditional students by the following characteristics:  

o Delays enrollment (enters postsecondary education in a later year after 

finishing high school); 

o Attends part time for at least part of the academic year; 

o Works full time (35 hours or more per week) while enrolled; 

o Is considered financially independent for purposes of determining eligibility 

for financial aid; 

o Has dependents other than a spouse (usually children, but sometimes others); 

o Is a single parent (either not married or married but separated and has 

dependents); or 

o Does not have a high school diploma (completed high school with a GED or 

other high school completion certificate or did not finish high school). 
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The author furthers explains that non-traditional students are defined in a 

continuum: as minimal (1 characteristic), moderately (2-3 characteristics) or high non-

traditional (more than 3 characteristics) status. Based on Choy’s (2002) definition, 

“almost three-quarters of [all] undergraduates are in some way ‘nontraditional’” (p. 3). It 

would follow then, that the more nontraditional characteristics a student possesses, the 

lower likelihood of success. 

Not surprisingly, non-traditional students face more challenges academically and 

socially than traditional students. Academically, older students, identified as non-

traditional, have lower grades than young traditional students. According to Calcagno, 

Costa, Bailey, and Jenkins (2007), traditional-age college students, on average, score “87 

points higher than older students on mathematics placement tests…but 29 points lower on 

tests of verbal skills” (p. 781). This is attributed to the fact that older students continue 

developing their verbal skills in the workplace, but not math skills. Coffer and Somers 

(2000) found that, despite their academic challenges, older learners (students over 30 

years of age) persist at a higher rate (6.23 percent) than students between 22 and 30 years 

old. This is attributable to the fact that older students take school more seriously.  

Research suggests that community colleges need to develop programs to serve 

non-traditional students. According to Choy (2002), this group’s characteristics are 

representative of three quarters of community college students. Today, only adult learners 

composed 58 percent of all community college students. Non-traditional college students, 

particularly the older ones who work full-time and have family commitments, have 

difficulty participating in out-of-class activities and connecting with their peers due to 

time constraints. Out-of-class activities and establishing peer relationships have been 
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identified as key for student retention, success, and personal development (Astin, 1984, 

Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Tinto, 1993). Once again, for these commuting students, 

Tinto (1997) suggests that the classroom is the only place where academic and social 

integration can take place.  

Millennial Students 

Millennial students have been identified as those born between 1982 and today. 

Millennials are the children of late Baby Boomers (people born between 1943-1960) and 

GenXers (people born between 1961-1981), who have imparted in Millennials specific 

characteristics (Taylor & McNail, 2005). The first truth to acknowledge about millennial 

students’ characteristics is that they are the most racially and ethnically diverse in this 

nation’s history (DeBard, 2004; Keup & Kinzie, 2007). Taylor & McNail (2005) stated 

that the time when you are born affects your values, attitude, and choices. They also 

contend that a generational cycle represents people moving though time with a distinct 

image and a specific set of common beliefs and behaviors.  

Millennials’ time has been shaped by a heavy focus on children and family, 

structured lives, multiculturalism, parents’ advocacy, and globalization.  Millennial 

students’ traits have been identified as special. Boomers have raised them as “special” 

children. Another characteristics of Millennials is their confidence they expect good news 

and have been encouraged to believe in themselves. They are also team-oriented; rules 

imposed on them have encouraged compliance, as opposed to risk taking. Millennials are 

high achievers; they have respect for objective assessment, and feel pressure to perform. 

Also important is the fact that they are high multi-task individuals; they have been 

described as rule followers; and as family, friends, and teacher interdependent. 
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Millennials like to be connected 24/7 through cell phone, instant messaging, and e-mail 

(Frand, 2000; Taylor & McNail, 2005; DeBard, 2004). One of the biggest advantages of 

Millennials is that they have “the best-educated parents” (Taylor & McNail, 2005, p. 12). 

Millennial students are a big challenge for community colleges. Frand (2000) 

states that a new vision of higher education teaching and learning should be developed 

where information technology is an integral part of the teaching and learning process. 

Further, to avoid academic boredom, “we need to transform the educational experience so 

that it is meaningful to the information-age [Millennial] learner” (Frand, 2000, p. 24). 

Frand further proposes a revision of pedagogy, asserting that “the outlook of those we 

teach has changed, and thus the way in which we teach must change. The world in which 

we live has changed and thus the content we teach must change” (p. 24). Furthermore, the 

author contends that by changing the way and the content of teaching in higher education, 

institutions will also have to restructure (centralize/decentralize programs; increase 

collaboration between departments; and possible expansion of services) in order to cope 

with the needs of the new learners.  

In short, with a richer understanding of students’ particular attributes and needs, 

community college leaders will be able to create programs to engage, retain, and graduate 

their students. 

Overview of Effective Strategies for Entering Student Success 

Higher education accountability has focused attention on improving student 

outcomes. As has been noted, new learning philosophies and concepts such as the 

“learning college,” which encourage collaborative learning (O’Banion, 1997), emerged as 

a new way for enhancing learning. Other programs such as service learning, cooperative 
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learning, freshman seminars, student success course, learning communities, first-year 

experience courses, and customized orientation programs have proliferated over the last 

decade as a result of research that shows positive contributions to student retention and 

success (Greene, 2005; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, Whitt, & Associates, 2005; Zhao & Kuh, 

2004; Kuh, 2007; Bailey & Alfonso, 2005). Furthermore, research suggests that these 

programs help ease students’ transition to college (Keup & Barefoot, 2005; & Terenzini 

et al., 1994). Ironically, Barefoot (2000) found that community colleges are less likely 

than four-year institutions to implement these programs as structural interventions.  

Good practices in undergraduate education were synthesized by Chickering and 

Gamson (1991) as student-faculty interaction contact; cooperation among students; active 

learning; prompt feedback to students; time on task; high expectations; and respect for 

diverse students and diverse ways of knowing. These seven principles of good practice 

have been the base for student engagement research. NSSE and CCSSE are based on 

questionnaire items that attempt to operationalize Chickering and Gamson’s seven good 

practices (Kuh, 2003). The use of educational good practices has proven to have a 

positive impact on student success. Research shows that measures of the good practice 

dimensions are significantly and positively linked to desired aspects of cognitive growth 

during college and to career and personal benefits after college (Pascarella, Cruce, 

Umbach, Wolniak, Kuh, Carini, Hayek, Gonyea, & Zhao, 2006; Astin, 1993; Barefoot, 

2000; McClenney & Marti, 2006; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991).  

Kuh’s (2007) research on entering college students found that student success 

could be significantly increased by “providing students with feedback in the first week 

and months about the quality of their work” (p. 6). Furthermore, Kuh (2005) suggests that 
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teaching entering students what is expected of them way before they come to college and 

during the first six to eight weeks of class is critical because “it is during this period that 

students form impressions abut the [school]… environment and whether they ‘belong’ in 

college” (p. 100).  

According to ACT (2004) and Bailey & Alfonso (2005), two-year public 

colleges’ most effective retention practices are: learning communities; integration of 

advising with first-year program; learning support (comprehensive learning assistance 

labs, required remedial coursework, and tutoring programs); assessment (mandated 

course placement testing); and academic advising (intervention with selected student 

populations). Following is a review of some of the most effective practices. 

Learning Communities 

Learning communities have been described as “any form of curricular design that 

links together existing courses to enable subgroups of students and their teachers to 

achieve a deeper understanding and integration of the course material” (Chaves, 2003, 

pp. 3-4). Kuh (2007) asserts that learning communities are one of the most effective 

educational practices of high-impact that “make a claim on students time and energy in 

ways that channel student effort toward productive activities and deeper learning” (p. 7).  

Learning communities enhance student involvement, which in turn positively 

affects student success (Pike, 2000; & Bailey & Alfonso, 2005). Since the recognition 

that learning communities had a positive effect on student success, learning communities 

reemerged in the early 1980’s. Research has shown a positive predictable relationship 

between learning communities and specific programs such as first-year seminars and 
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desired first-year outcomes such as persistence and degree attainment (Upcraft et al., 

2005).  

 Results from four-year colleges and universities coupled with the evidence from 

the two-year sector empirically confirm that the learning community is an effective 

educational practice (Pike, 2000). To that end, undergraduate improvement efforts should 

include increasing the number of learning community opportunities, and adapting it to the 

institution’s culture, mission and student characteristics in an effort to increase the 

chances of success for more students (Zhao & Kuh, 2004). 

First-Year Experience (Course or Seminar) or Success Courses 

 Miller, Janz, and Chen (2007) argue that students benefit from first-year seminars 

regardless of their academic preparation. In general, first-year programs assist students in 

critical thinking and communication skills; facilitate the process of setting academic 

goals; provide opportunities for students to explore their value systems; enhance 

socialization skills; connect students to college life and activities; and inform students 

about student support services available (Miller et al., 2007; & Skipper, 2005).  

The main purpose of first-year courses or seminars is the integration of first-year 

college students. These courses are designed to increase students’ confidence and 

facilitate the transition from high school to college or work/home to college (Lang, 

2007). More than 70 percent of American colleges have instituted a first-year experience 

course or seminar (Barefoot & Fidler, 1996). This intervention strategy has proven to 

help students navigate though the three rites of passage of separation, transition and 

acculturation as identified by Tinto (1988).  
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First-year seminars and success courses are critical to first-year students, 

especially underprepared students (Zeidenberg, Jenkins, & Calcagno, 2007). These 

programs seek to complement other student support services such as developmental 

education. While developmental education help students acquire basic academic skills in 

reading, writing, and math, it does not address issues such as study skills and goal setting 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Zeidenberg et al., 2007). To address these issues, 

community colleges offer success courses, which encourage students to develop plans for 

college careers and specifically, “teach students how to write notes, take tests, and 

manage their time… [it also] help students explore their learning style” (Zeidenberg et 

al., 2007, p. 1).  

A study measuring the effectiveness of success courses—also known as student 

life skills (SLS)— was conducted in 28 community colleges in Florida. Researchers 

found that SLS completers were more likely than non-completers to achieve one of the 

three following indicators of success: earning a community college credential, 

transferring to the state university system, or remaining enrolled in college after five 

years (Florida Department of Education, 2006).  In a follow up study, and after 

controlling for student characteristics, Zeidenberg et al. (2007) found that students who 

enrolled in SLS courses were 8 percent more likely than their peers to earn a credential; 

26 percent of the students in the sample completed a credential, 16 percent transfer to a 

system university, and 25 percent were still enrolled in the fifth year. Both studies 

revealed a positive relationship between SLS courses and student outcomes such as 

degree attainment, and student persistence. 
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Orientation Programs 

There is extensive research that supports and provides evidence that student 

orientation programs serve an important early socialization function, assist in raising 

students’ levels of academic performance, increase retention, and facilitate degree 

completion. This type of intervention provides new students with the opportunity to make 

connections with the academic and intellectual life of the institution, specifically with 

faculty (Terenzini et al., 1994; Pascarella, & Terenzini, 1986; Chaves, 2003; Upcraft et 

al., 2005). 

Academic Planning and Advising 

Academic planning and advising is a robust form of one-on-one teaching. It is 

important for advisors to create teaching-leaning relationships with students and aid in 

their growth and development (Darling & Woodside, 2007). Especially during their first 

semester, entering community college students require the guidance and knowledge of 

advisors to navigate and acculturate to the new college environment. Darling & 

Woodside (2007) stated, 

Advisors are challenged to teach students how to discover what they need to 

manage the first year, how to meet those needs, how to cope with the rigor of 

college-level learning and the structure of curricular requirements, and how to 

construct an educational plan built on principles of higher learning and academic 

success (p. 5). 

Darling & Woodside (2007) contend that the two models that provide a 

framework for advisors to better help students’ transition from high school or from home 

to college are the model of transition and novice-to-expert model. In short, academic 
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advising is key to the success of entering community college students.  In fact, academic 

advising is the most powerful predictor of satisfaction with college environment (NESSE, 

2001).  

Effectiveness Measurement 

The community college, as any other organization in a globalized environment in 

the 21
st
 century, is facing challenges to measure its effectiveness. On the other hand, 

community college missions are varied and their statements are generally defined in 

broad terms. For example, a typical community college mission statement revolves 

around the language of serving all constituencies, training the workforce, helping 

students succeed, etc. However, broad terms such as student success can mean different 

things to different stakeholders (including the students). Further, the lack of more specific 

definitions for “student success” and student outcomes makes effectiveness 

measurements a challenge for community colleges.  

Students come to the community college with a variety of goals and expectations 

(McClenney, 2006, 2007), and student success is directly related to student goals and 

expectations (Hawley & Harris, 2005). Some students attend college to acquire a specific 

skill set, others want to accumulate credits and then transfer to a four-year institution, and 

some would want to learn English. For all of these students, success lies in the 

achievement of one’s own particular goal without having to graduate from college 

(Barefoot, 2004; Marti, 2007; Cohen & Brawer, 1996; McClenney, 2007). 

Student “success” needs to be defined for community colleges. Emerging research 

suggests that different measurements for entering community college students’ 

persistence and retention should be reconsidered when measuring community college 
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effectiveness. (Horn, 2006; Bailey, Calcagno, Jenkins, Leinbach, & Kienzl, 2006; & 

Bailey, Jenkins, & Leinbach, 2005a). Graduation rates understate success rates when 

alternative measures of college success are considered (Bailey et al., 2006). Among 

alternative proposed measurements for community colleges effectiveness are successful 

course-completion; fall-to-fall, fall-to-spring persistence; student credit accumulation; 

and first-to-second year retention (Cofer & Somers, 2000; Barefoot, 2004; Marti, 2007; 

Brock, Jenkins, Ellwein, Miller, Gooden, Martin, MacGregor, Pih, Miller, & Geckeler, 

2007).  

Fabes and Mattoon (2007) propose the development of a national student unit 

record system that would allow for the longitudinal tracking of individuals from K-12 

through postsecondary education. They further contend that the No Child Left Behind Act 

of 2001 forced states to measure K-12 student progress from grade to grade and that 

developing one for postsecondary education would be a natural extension and a great 

resource to evaluate student outcomes. The development of such a database is currently a 

politically contentious notion. In fact, it is one of the most highly debated 

recommendations of the Commission on the Future of Higher Education (Lederman, 

2007). The development of a similar concept of database has been previously mentioned 

in retention and persistence research. It has been suggested that the development of a 

national database could facilitate the development of a “culture of evidence” in which all 

stakeholders are engaged with data and research about the success of the students (Bailey 

& Alfonso, 2005; Brock et al., 2007). 



 41 

Chapter Summary 

In this chapter a review of the mission of community colleges was provided as 

well as an overview of retention theories. These theories have been primarily applied to 

four-year institutions of higher education at the exclusion of the community college. The 

first-year college experience research has been described as widely segmented (Pascarella 

& Terenzini, 2005) and incomplete (Upcraft et al., 2005). Research about entering 

community college students revealed diverse students needs, challenges, and goals. This 

diversity brings heightened challenges for student success efforts at community colleges.  

The persistence of community college students has raised attention in the last 

decade. While forty-six percent of freshman in the United States attend community 

colleges (AACC, 2007), 42 percent of high school graduates leave two-year colleges 

without a degree (Dougherty, 1994). Furthermore, retention rates for first- to second-year 

community college students are estimated at 52% (ACT, 2005). Given these statistics, 

more effective retention strategies are not only an institutional imperative but also a 

national imperative. 

Research suggests that engagement matters and that it matters most during the 

first year of college (Tinto, 2006-2007). Student engagement can be achieved through 

effective educational practices such as learning communities, orientation programs, 

academic advising programs, and first-year experience or success courses. These 

educational practices have been used with increasing frequency to engage, retain and 

graduate entering community college students.  

This study seeks to identify and compare engagement levels of entering and 

returning community college students. Since existing research on the persistence of 
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community college students is limited, this study is not just pertinent but absolutely 

necessary. I opened chapter two with a quote from McClenney, Access to higher 

education is no longer enough, it can become an empty promise if is not followed by 

persistence and meaningful attainment.  By examining student’s engagement this study 

will contribute to the research on student persistence. 

In Chapter Three a review of the methodology, research questions, research 

design, conceptual framework and details about the sample for the study will be 

discussed. 
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CHAPTER III:  

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 

Introduction 

 There is an array of studies about students leaving college in the first semester 

with little or no credits earned (Bailey, T., Jerkins, S., & Leinbach, T., 2005a; Bailey, 

Calcagno, Jenkins, Kienzl, & Leinbach, 2005; Barefoot, 2004; Tinto, 1987; Adelman, 

2006; Marti, 2007; & Brock et al., 2007). Calcagno, Crosta et al., (2007) found that 60 

percent of older first-time community college students and 40 percent of younger first-

time students did not earn any credential nor transferred after 6 years in college. 

Nationwide, only one third of community college students complete a degree or 

certificate after 8 years, and one in five does not even successfully finish 10 credit hours 

during this time (Bailey et al., 2005).  

 There is limited research on students leaving during the first six weeks of the fall 

term (Blanc, Debuhr, & Martin, 1983; Marti, 2007). Behavioral data for students who 

leave early are minimal. The limited time period in which they are enrolled provides little 

opportunity to administer surveys or obtain behavioral or attitudinal data (Marti, 2007). 

Due to student early departure Seidman (2005) proposes that interventions begin well 

before students enroll in college. Furthermore, the author recommends three types of 

interventions: 1) early interventions such as programs in high school and summer before 

the first college term; 2) intensive interventions where students spend time mastering skill 

or social factor such as first-year experience programs or success courses, etc; and 3) 
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continuous interventions throughout the student’s career, such as academic planning and 

advising (Seidman, 2005). 

Community college students’ persistence has raised attention in the last decade. 

Due to calls for performance accountability, “persistence during the first year and the first 

semester in particular looms important to scholars and practitioners” (Elkins, Braxon, & 

James, 2000, p. 251). There is a need to understand the earliest experiences of students in 

community colleges, as there is emerging evidence suggesting that if colleges can help 

their students succeed through the equivalent of the first semester (12-15 credit hours), 

the chances that those students will attain further milestones, and ultimately, certificates 

and degrees are greatly enhanced (Kay McClenney, personal communication, July 2007). 

The following sections describe the research design taken in this study to examine 

differences of experiences and engagement levels between entering students and 

returning community college students. This chapter includes the purpose of the study, 

research questions, methodology, instrument, sample, data collection procedures, data 

analysis, and a summary of the chapter 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine if there were differences in college 

experiences and engagement levels between entering and returning community college 

students. The study used a quantitative method approach. For the quantitative analysis, a 

sample of 13,300 surveys was utilized from the Survey of Entering Student Engagement 

(SENSE), which was conducted during the fall 2007 semester at 22 community colleges 

in 8 states in the United States. For purposes of this study, the following two questions 

were address:  
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Research Questions 

1. What are the differences in college experiences and engagement levels between 

entering students and returning community college students? 

2. How do college experiences differ between entering and returning students by 

subgroup (disaggregated by ethnicity, gender, full-time, age groups, first generation, 

traditional, degree seeking, and developmental education status)? 

Methodology 

A quantitative method design was employed to identify the differences between 

experiences and engagement levels of entering students and returning community college 

students. To answer questions 1 and 2, descriptive comparisons were tested using 

Students’ t statistic to find differences between these two groups of students. Tests were 

run for aggregated and disaggregated data.  Once the differences were identified, tables 

were designed to present results and conclusions. Further, implications for practice and 

policy will be discussed. 

Research Design 

Research design refers to the strategy to integrate the different components of the 

research project in order to address a defined set of questions (Trochim & Land, 1982). 

This study used a quantitative method approach. However, Sydenstricker (2007) warns 

that although statistical tests (regressions, t-tests, chi square, etc) are “strong in internal 

validity and can parallel other non-equivalent designs in terms of validity threats, 

interpretation of results might be difficult” (para. 17). Even so, the use of a quantitative 

approach in this study enabled a thorough analysis to explain the experiences of entering 
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and returning community college students. Although internal validity is strong, extreme 

caution was taken when interpreting the numbers. 

Description of Sample 

The sample for this study included students in randomly selected classes at 22 

community colleges in 8 states. These institutions took part in the fall 2007 pilot test 

utilizing the Survey of Entering Student Engagement (SENSE) research instrument, 

which served as the basis for this study. The Community College Survey of Student 

Engagement (CCSSE) administers SENSE. The number of participants for SENSE 

depends on an institution’s enrollment size. Each college's target sample size was based 

on its enrollment category but ranges from approximately 600 to 1,500 students. As a 

contingency strategy, non-participation was factored into the sampling and each college 

was provided with 160% of its target sample size. The number of participants by 

institutional enrollment is shown on Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Target Sample Size by Campus Enrollment 
  

Enrollment Sample size 

Fewer than 1,500 Approx. 200 

1,500 – 4,499 600 

4,500 – 7,999 800 

8,000 – 14,999 1,000 

15,000 – 21,999 1,200 

22,000 or more 1,400 

Source: CCSSE website. Retrieved on October, 2007, 

http://www.ccsse.org/aboutccsse/aboutfaqs.cfm#Samplingmethod 

 

SENSE utilized a stratified random sampling methodology whereby the sampling 

unit was classes comprised of students. The stratification variable was class start time. 

This approach was used to ensure that morning, afternoon, and evening classes were 
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represented in the sample. Since SENSE was targeted primarily to entering college 

students, the selected sample courses were first college level English and math courses, 

and developmental reading, writing, and math courses. Most entering college students 

will be advised or placed in these courses during their first semester (Survey, 2007).  

Among the courses excluded from the sample were: non-credit, dual-enrollment, 

distance learning, all but the highest level of ESL, labs, individual instruction, and 

individual study or self-paced classes. These courses were left out due to different types 

of settings for these classes that might lead to possible differences in students’ college 

experiences. No discrimination occurred on the basis of age, sex, ethnic background or 

state of health when sampling.  The criteria for inclusion in the survey was whether a 

student was enrolled in a randomly selected English, math, or developmental course 

during the survey administration timeframe, and whether he/she was present for class the 

day the survey was administered (Survey, 2007).  

The twenty-two community and technical colleges that participated in the fall 

2007 SENSE pilot are shown in table 2. 
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Table 2. 2007 SENSE Pilot Participants 

 

Alvin Community College (TX) 

Brazosport College (TX) 

Broward Community College (FL) 

Butler County Community College (KS) 

College of the Mainland (TX) 

Community College of Denver (CO) 

Durham Technical Community College (NC) 

El Paso Community College (TX) 

Houston Community College System (TX) 

Kingsborough Community College (NY) 

Lee College (TX) 

North Harris Montgomery Community College District (TX) 

Northeast Lakeview College (TX) 

Northwest Vista College (TX) 

Palo Alto College (TX) 

Paul D. Camp Community College (VA) 

Richland College (TX) 

San Antonio College (TX) 

Sinclair Community College (OH) 

St. Philip's College (TX) 

Wharton County Junior College (TX) 

Zane State College (OH) 

Source: SENSE website, Retrieved on November 8, 2007, from http://www.ccsse.org  

 

Procedures and Data Collection  

Data collection was completed in one phase as previously stated in the research 

design. This phase included quantitative analyses of the array of engagement variables in 

the instrument. The survey instrument name was Survey of Entering Student Engagement 

(SENSE), administered by Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) 

in the third and fifth weeks of the fall 2007 semester.  
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Instrument Development 

The SENSE instrument was developed in the spring of 2007 by researchers at 

CCSSE and a national panel of recognized researchers in the field (CCSSE National 

Advisory Board and a subcommittee, the Technical Advisory Panel for SENSE). This 

new instrument contains 102 questions regarding entering student engagement issues 

(with special focus items on student commitment and support and student 

success/development courses) as well as student demographic data. Approximately 36 

percent of the questions in SENSE are intentionally identical to items used on the original 

CCSSE instrument.  

Instrument Validity 

Out of the 102 questions in the SENSE instrument, 17 questions measure student 

engagement and have been previously validated through CCSSE’s large-scale validation 

research study (McClenney & Marti, 2006), and by the National Survey of Student 

Engagement (NSSE) administered to four-year colleges and universities in the United 

States (Kuh, 2003).  The questions are related to factors mentioned in the retention 

literature that have proven to be significant when assessing engagement, persistence, and 

retention. These questions assessed areas such as student effort, student-faculty 

interaction, services – support for learners, and active and collaborative learning. These 

17 questions were included in the 54 questions analyzed to measure entering and 

returning student engagement in this study.  
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Procedure for Obtaining Informed Consent for SENSE 

The president of each college participating in SENSE signed a membership and 

agreement form. In addition, students in the randomly selected classes were provided 

with an oral description of the study given by the survey administrator.  In addition, they 

were assured that participation was completely voluntary, and were given an explanation 

about why student identification numbers were requested. Furthermore, students were 

encouraged to ask questions regarding any aspect of the study (SENSE, 2007). 

SENSE Research Protocol 

Colleges registered online to participate in the SENSE survey. The college 

president/CEO signed and submitted the Institutional Membership and Agreement Form 

for participation in SENSE. The survey administration process was reviewed in mid –

April 2007 with institutional contacts via conference calls. By the end of the spring 2007, 

participating colleges submitted their fall academic schedule of all credit courses meeting 

predefined sampling parameters. SENSE data analysts performed the random sampling, 

and survey packets, with accompanying materials, were prepared and shipped to the 

participant college’s campus contact (SENSE, 2007). 

Either once the random sample was approved, or when the survey packets arrived 

at the college, the survey administrator obtained permission from the course instructor to 

administer SENSE during class time (approximately 35-45 minutes). Prior to each in-

class administration, the survey administrator read the Survey Administration Script to 

inform subjects that participation was of a voluntary nature and solicited participant 

cooperation. Once the administration ended, the survey administrator collected all 

surveys and returned them to the class envelope provided by SENSE. Completed survey 
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packets were shipped back to CCSSE for scanning, analyses, and reporting (SENSE, 

2007). 

Preparing Data Set for Analysis  

 The preparation of the data set was done in three steps: Cleaning the dataset, 

defining and coding the variables, and creating dummy variables for the independent 

variables, also referred in this study as “grouping variables.” 

 Step 1. The data set originally received included 17,827 cases or survey responses. 

In order to compare and reproduce CCSSE analysis on entering students, this data set was 

cleaned according to the criteria established by CCSSE. The criteria included five 

conditions (Questions 1, 3, 7, 17, & 29). Surveys that met any of the following five 

conditions were discarded:  

o Surveys in which the student was unable to be identified as either part-time or 

full-time because he/she did not answer the enrollment question (#1) 

o Surveys in which the student was unable to be identified as entering or returning 

because he/she did not answer question #3 

o Surveys in which the student indicated that he/she had taken the survey in a 

previous class or did not respond to item #7 

o Surveys in which the student responded to all engagement items (#17) as either 

Not at All or At Least Weekly. 

o Surveys in which the student indicated that he/she were under the age of 18, item 

#29. 

Once the data set was cleaned according to the above criteria, there were 13,233 

valid surveys.  
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Step 2. The next step was to define all the variables in SPSS according to the 

SENSE Survey Codebook (Appendix II) and SENSE extra modules I and II Codebook 

(Appendix III). Labels and codes were assigned to 160 variables. Levels of measurement 

were also defined for all the variables. Measurement scales differ in their level of 

measurement. Lean (2008) define the four common levels of measurement as: 

o Nominal scales are only labels. 

o Ordinal scales are ordered but are not truly quantitative. Equal intervals on the 

ordinal scale do not imply equal intervals on the underlying trait. 

o Interval scales are ordered and equal intervals equal intervals on the underlying 

trait. However, interval scales do not have a true zero point. 

o Ratio scales are interval scales that do have a true zero point. With ratio scales.  

Step 3. The third and final step in preparing the data set for analysis was the 

creation of 17 dummy variables (independent variables- Appendix VI); a detail example 

of this process is provided in the Analysis Procedure Section. 

Instrument  

 As previously mentioned, this study used the fall 2007 SENSE instrument 

containing 102 questions. From these questions, approximately 20 questions were 

demographic and 82 were questions related to college student experiences in the areas of 

academic advising, financial aid, relationships, college processes, academic performance, 

college services, and academic background (Survey Frequencies -Appendix IV). In 

addition to the 102 questions, two modules composed of 24 questions were also analyzed. 

The two separate modules focused on questions related to student goals, motivation, and 

commitment (Extra Module Frequencies – Appendix V). 



 53 

Variables 

Variables can be categorical (nominal, ordinal) or quantitative (interval or ratio). 

Researchers refer to variables as either independent or dependent. In experimental 

research, the independent variables are manipulated and the dependent variables are 

passively observed. Researchers generally associate independent variables with “cause,” 

and dependent variable with “effect.” However, in nonexperimental research, 

independent variables cannot be manipulated, but can be statistically controlled during 

analysis. In observational research, the independent variable is often called predictor 

variable, which many times is a grouping variable (i.e. males vs. females, athlete vs. 

nonathlete, etc), and the dependent variables is usually referred as criterion variable 

(Kachigan, 1991). The dependent variable is also defined as “the one affected by the 

independent variable, for example the outcome” (Trochim, 2001, p.346). 

For the purpose of this study, 12 independent variables and 54 dependent 

variables were analyzed. The independent variables selected from the instrument were 

student characteristics, also referred as “subgroups “ or “grouping variables.” The 

independent variables included: Age18to19 (18-19 years old vs. others); sex (male vs. 

female); fulltimevspt (full vs. part-time); white (White vs. non-Asian minorities); hispanic 

(Hispanics vs. non-Hispanics); black (Black vs. non-Black); threedev (three 

developmental courses vs. non-developmental); develop (developmental vs. non-

developmental); and; firstgen (First generation vs. non-first generation); degree_seek 

(degree seeking vs. non-degree seeking); studage (Traditional vs. non-traditional); and 

return (returning vs. entering), for a complete description of the grouping variables see 

Table 3. Frequencies for independent variables are reported on Appendix VI. 
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For the dependent variables, 54 engagement variables were selected, 41 from the 

SENSE instrument (acocstud, welcome, nenrinfo, aacontim, oscomm, classrel, classunr, 

actintro, resource, gradepol, syllabi, facmeet, askques, prepdrft, turninas, notcompl, 

pinclass, prepoutc, useintmg, emailfac, facassn, facidoc, feedback, ocideas, skipcl, 

acadpuse, carcuse, jobpluse, tutoruse, sklabuse, fause, comlbuse, storguse, trnfcras, 

disvsuse, stureln, facreln, stafreln, hsgrade, seocstud, and feocstud) and 13 variables 

from the goals and commitment extra module (q1, q2, q3, q4, q5, q6, q7, q8, q9, q10, 

q11, q12, and q24). Tables 3-5 provide a brief description of the variables used in this 

study. These same variables were utilized by CCSSE to analyze entering student 

engagement. 

After the analysis was done, eleven of the fifty-four variables were discarded, 

eight variables from the forty-one SENSE variables and three from the thirteen goals and 

commitment module set. In all, eleven variables were discarded because, according to the 

established criteria, there were no significant differences among or between any subgroup 

for these variables. As shown in Table 5, and only for reporting purposes, the 33 SENSE 

dependent variables were regrouped into five categories: Active and collaborative 

learning, First day, Student effort, Student-faculty Interaction, and Support for Learners; 

the other ten variables from the motivation and commitment goals modules were treated 

as a group. 
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Table 3. Description of Independent Variables 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable Label Code

0= 18-19 Years Old

1= Other

1= Male

2= Female

Full vs. part-time 0= Less than full time

Full-time students taking 12 credit hours or more 1= Full time

1= White 

2= Non-Asian Minorities

1= Hispanic

2= Non Hispanic

1= Black or African American

2= Non Black

0= Non-Developmental Courses 

1= Three Developmental Courses

1= Developmental Education 

2= Non-Developmental Education

First generation vs. non-first generation 1= First-Generation 

First-Generation (neither parent attended college) 2= Not First-Generation 

Not First-Generation (At least one parent 

attended college)

0= Degree Seeking

1= Non Degree Seeking

Traditional vs. non-traditional 1=Traditional 

Traditional Age Student (24 and younger) 2= Non-Traditional 

Non-Traditional Age Students (25 and older)

Returning vs. entering 0= Entering

Entering Students (First semester enrolled in this 

college)

1= Retuning

studage 

return

develop Developmental vs. non-developmental

firstgen 

degree_seek Degree seeking vs. non-degree seeking

black Black vs. non-Black

threedev Three developmental courses vs. non-

developmental

fulltimevspt

white White vs. non-Asian minorities

hispanic Hispanics vs. non-Hispanics

Age18to19 18-19 years old Vs others

sex Male vs. female
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Table 4. Description of Engagement Variables (Dependent Variables) 

Category

SENSE 

item Variable Label

17a ASKQUES Ask questions in class or contribute to class discussions

17e PINCLASS Work with other students on a project during class 

17f PREPOUTC Work with classmates outside of class to prepare class assignments 

17l OCIDEAS

Discuss ideas from your readings or classes with others outside of 

class (students, family, co-workers, etc.) 

16g ACTINTRO Instructors had activities to introduce students to one another 

16h RESOURCE

Instructors clearly explained academic resources and services 

available at this college 

16i GRADEPOL Instructors clearly explained course grading policies

16j SYLLABI Instructors clearly explained course syllabi

27 HSGRADE In what range was your overall high school grade or average? 

10 ACOCSTUD

How many hours per week (total) did you actually spend studying 

outside of class?

17b PREPDRFT Frequency: Prepare at least one draft of an assignment before turning 

17d NOTCOMPL Frequency: Come to class without completing readings or assignments 

17g USEINTMG

Frequency of use: Use the Internet or instant messaging to work on an 

assignment 

17m SKIPCL Frequency: Skip class 

18d-2 TUTORUSE Frequency of use: Peer or other tutoring 

18e-2 SKLABUSE Frequency of use: Skill labs (writing, math, etc.) 

18g-2 COMLBUSE Frequency of use: Computer lab 

16f CLASSUNR

I could go to a faculty or staff member with questions or concerns 

about matters unrelated to my coursework

19b FACRELN Your relationship with:  Instructors 

16k FACMEET I knew how to get in touch with my instructors outside of class 

17h EMAILFAC Frequency of use: Use e-mail to communicate with an instructor

17i FACASSN Frequency:  Discuss an assignment or grade with an instructor

17j FACIDOC

Frequency:  Discuss ideas from readings or classes with instructors 

outside of class

17k FEEDBACK

Frequency:  Receive prompt feedback (written or oral) from 

instructors on performance 

9 FEOCSTUD

How many hours per week (total) did faculty expect you to study 

outside of class? 

16d OSCOMM

A college faculty or staff member talked with me about my 

commitments outside of school (work, children, dependents, etc.) to 

help me figure out how many courses to take

19c STAFRELN Your relationship with:  Administrative Personnel & Offices

18c-2 JOBPLUSE Frequency of use: Job placement assistance 

18j-2 DISVSUSE Frequency of use: Services to students with disabilities 

18a-2 ACADPUSE Frequency of use: Academic advising/planning 

18b-2 CARCUSE Frequency of use: Career counseling 

18f-2 FAUSE Frequency of use: Financial aid advising 

18h-2 STORGUSE Frequency of use: Student organizations 

Student 

Efforts

Student-

Faculty 

Interaction

Support for 

Learners

Active and 

Collaborativ

e Learning

First Day
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Table 5. Description of Engagement Variables (Dependent Variables) – Motivation 

and Commitment Modules 

 

 

 

Analysis Procedure 

Data Analysis 

 This study used several statistical procedures. Since the purpose of the study was 

to compare the experiences of entering and returning students, to answer question number 

one (What are the differences in engagement levels between entering and returning 

Variable Label Code

q1 I have the motivation to do what it takes to succeed in college 1= Strongly Agree

q2 I am prepared academically to succeed in college 2= Somewhat Agree

q3

I will be able to obtain the academic assistance in and out of 

the classroom that is necessary to succeed in college

3= Neutral

q4

I have support from my immediate family for attaining my 

educational goals

4= Somewhat Disagree

q5 I have the support of my friends to succeed in college 5= Strongly Disagree

q7

I will have the money necessary to pay the tuition required in 

order to meet my educational goals

q9

I will have the money necessary to pay for school supplies 

(books, computers, etc.) that are essential for completing my 

educational goals

q11

Caring for dependents will interfere with my ability to succeed 

in college

q12

Commitments other than work and family will interfere with 

my ability to succeed in college

1= Very Much

2= Somewhat

3= Very Little

4= Not at all

5= N/A

q24 How much did/does the course help you to gain knowledge 

and skills important to your success as a college student?
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community college students?) and number two (How do college experiences differ 

between entering and returning students by disaggregated data ethnicity, gender, and full-

time status?), differences between means were measured using a Student’s t statistic. 

Differences between estimates were tested against the probability of a Type I error or 

significance level. Type I error occurs when one concludes that a difference observed in a 

sample reflects a true difference in the population from which the sample was drawn, 

when no such difference is present.   

The significance of each group difference was determined by calculating the 

student’s t values for the differences between each pair of means or proportions and 

comparing these with published tables of significance levels for two-tailed hypothesis 

testing (p< .05). 

 Chi-Square tests were utilized to compare the proportion of the data collected in 

the following categories: race, gender, enrollment in developmental education courses, 

full-time/part-time enrollment status, first generation, and degree seeking students. The 

primary independent variable, enrollment status, was categorical, with two levels: 

entering and returning students. The dependent variables, student engagement, were 

continuous.  

 Primary analysis in this study involved independent sample t-tests. Independent 

sample t-test is useful when research involves the examination of two groups or variables. 

In this study, the researcher was interested in determining if there are differences of 

experiences and engagement levels between entering and returning students. A t-test is 

used for comparing the average performance of two groups on a single measure to see 

whether or not there is a statistically significant difference.  
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 The formula for the t-test is a ratio. This ratio is called a t-value. The top part of 

the formula is the difference in means of the two groups and the bottom part is of the 

variability of dispersion of the scores. In other words, what the t-test does is to judge the 

differences between scores for two groups relative to the spread of variability of their 

scores (Trochim, 2001). The t-value will be positive if the first mean is larger than the 

second value and negative if it is smaller (Trochim, 2001). 

 Within the context of the independent sample t-test analysis, frequencies and 

cross tabulations tables were created to reach conclusions about differences found. 

Virtually all inferential statistics originate from a system of mathematical equations 

known as the General Linear Model (GLM).  This study used inferential statistics from 

the GLM that included t-tests analysis, and Chi-square analysis to draw conclusions and 

to measure the statistical significance of those conclusions (Mertens, 2005; Trochim, 

2001).  The type of data retrieved determined the appropriate statistical approach to 

answer each research question.  

  To answer question number one (What are the differences in engagement levels 

between entering and returning community college students?) the data were cleaned and a 

dichotomous dummy variable was created in SPSS, which defined entering and returning 

students. 

For the purpose of this study, entering students are defined as the students who 

indicated that they were currently in their first term at the college. Returning students 

were defined as the students who indicated that the current semester was not their first 

semester at the college. The classification for these two groups was done using variable 

TERMSENR, which is item number three in the SENSE survey (Table 6). 
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Table 6. SENSE Item Number  

 

# Variable Label SPSS Variable Code 

3 TERMSENR How many academic terms 

have you been enrolled at 

this college? 

1= This is my first term 

2= This is my second term 

3= This is my third term 

4= This is my fourth term 

5= I have been enrolled more than four terms 

 

The independent dummy variable RETURNING is nominal with two levels 

(0=Entering, and 1=Returning) and was derived form the variable TEMSENR. To create 

the variable RETURNING the following function was used in SPSS: TRANSFORM – 

RECODE INTO DIFFERENT VARIABLES – TERMSENR was picked, RETURNING 

was created, and the old values were recoded into new values for the new variable.  

Second, descriptive statistics and frequency tables were used to summarize and 

organize the data. Descriptive statistics uses measures of central tendency and measures 

of variability to describe or identify characteristics common to the sample. The three 

most common measures of central tendency include the mean, the median and the mode 

(Lane, 2008). Frequencies distributions were run for each item in the survey (Appendix 

IV), and the twenty-four variables in the goals and commitment module (Appendix V). 

Using frequencies distributions, differences in experiences between the two groups were 

summarized in five categories: Demographic, Academic (preparedness, efforts, and 

goals), Social (relationships), College Services and Motivation related characteristics. 

  Third, using the variable RETURNING, independent sample t-tests were run for 

the forty-one variables from SENSE and the thirteen variables in the goals and 

commitment module. Finally, to determine if a true difference existed between the two 

groups, in addition to the independent sample t-test, an effect size was calculated for the 
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fifty-four variables selected. For reporting purposes only, findings were organized in six 

categories: Active and collaborative learning, first day, student effort, student-faculty 

interaction, support for learners, and motivation. 

Criteria Used to Determine a Statistically Significant Difference  

According to CCSSE guidelines, to show a significant and practical difference 

between the two groups, the probability level for each variable needs to be at .001 or less, 

and the effect size needs to be equal or greater than 0.20. In this study the probability 

level was taken from the SPSS output - independent sample t-test sig. 2 tailed column, 

and the effect size was calculated by the following formula: 

Effect Size = Mean Difference / SD Difference
 
 

Effect size is equal to the mean difference divided by the standard deviation of the 

difference of the means (sometimes called pooled estimate of the variance). To calculate 

the variance the following formula was used: 

S
2
=(n1-1)s1

2
+(n2-1)s2

2
/(n1+n2-2) 

  To answer question number two, (How do college experiences differ between 

entering and returning students by subgroup --disaggregated by ethnicity, gender, full-

time, age groups, first generation, traditional, degree seeking, and developmental 

education status?) data were disaggregated by eleven subgroups: First Generation vs. 

Not-First Generation; Full vs. Part-time Enrollment; Non Developmental vs. Three 

Developmental Courses; Developmental vs. Non-Developmental; 18-19 Years Old vs. 

Others; Gender (Male vs. Female); Traditional vs. Non-Traditional Students; Degree 

Seeking vs. Non-Degree Seeking; White vs. Non-Asian Minorities; Black vs. Non-Black; 

and Hispanic vs. Non-Hispanic Students. These subgroups were also used by CCSSE for 
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their analysis on entering student engagement. Using the fifty-four variables previously 

described, independent samples t-tests were run for returning and entering students. In 

addition, a size effect was calculated to determine if the differences in means were 

statistically significant according to criteria establish by CCSSE, which is a probability 

value of .001 and an effect size equal or greater than 0.20. Results from the statistical 

analysis were also organized in the same six categories used for question number one. 

Chapter Summary 

Entering community college student experiences with returning student 

experiences were investigated through a quantitative method approach methodology. This 

method was suitable for this study because the available data were hard data in the form 

of a survey instrument. The quantitative method approach provided a good framework to 

answer the two research questions.  
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CHAPTER IV:  

DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

 

In God we trust, all the others bring data. — Maurer R. 

 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this study was to explore the differences in engagement levels 

between entering and returning community colleges students utilizing the Survey of 

Entering Student Engagement (SENSE) pilot data set. SENSE was administered in the 

third and fifth week of the fall semester in 2007 to entering community college students 

in 22 colleges around the nation (Table 2). In this chapter are in-depth descriptions of the 

statistical methods delineated in chapter three and the findings from the statistical 

analysis for the two research questions. The findings from the statistical analysis will lead 

and help frame conclusions and recommendations for chapter five. 

As a framework for the analysis on returning students, we used the fifty-four 

variables utilized by CCSSE to analyze entering student engagement. This study aims to 

complement CCSSE analysis by analyzing returning student engagement and comparing 

both entering and returning students. Responses from 13,233 students who met the 

criteria outlined in chapter three were included in the data set. 
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Analysis 

Research Question 1 

 What are the differences in experiences and engagement levels between entering 

and returning community college students? 

To answer question number one, a three-tiered approach was used. First, a 

dichotomous dummy variable (RETURNING) was created in SPSS, which defined 

entering and returning students (details in chapter three); at the same time, to analyze 

differences in experiences, frequency distributions were run for the entire survey 

(Appendices IV & V). Frequency distributions provided general descriptions related to 

the variables or student characteristics. Second, to find differences in engagement levels, 

using the variable RETURNING, inferential statistics in the form of independent sample 

t-tests were run for forty-three variables (Table 4) from SENSE, and thirteen variables 

from the Motivation and Commitments modules (Table 5). All the dependent variables 

used in this study were previously used by CCSSE to analyze entering student 

engagement. Seventeen of these variables have also been used in other studies (Green, 

2005; Head, 2007; Marti, 2007) to measure engagement.  

The third and final step was to determine if a true difference existed between the 

two groups, in addition to the independent sample t-test, an effect size was calculated for 

the fifty-four variables selected, and findings were used to performed cross-tabulations 

for deeper analysis of the independent variables. 
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Sample Characteristics 

A total of 13,233 surveys were analyzed from which 7220 (54.56%) were entering 

and 6,013 (45.44%) were returning students. As mentioned in chapter three, returning 

students were defined as the students who declared this was not their first semester of 

enrollment at the college. On the other hand, entering students were defined as the 

students who indicated were currently enrolled in their first term at the college.  

Frequency distributions were run for entering and returning students to determine 

differences in experiences and characteristics between the two groups; differences in 

experiences were summarized in three categories: Demographic, Academic 

(preparedness, efforts, and goals), and Social (relationships) characteristics. 

Demographic Characteristics 

 Frequency distributions showed that when compared to entering students in 

demographic characteristics, returning students are more likely to report that they are 

females, work more than 20 hours a week, received financial aid, are first generation 

students, attend college part time, are Hispanics, non traditional, have children living with 

them, take more courses to qualify for financial aid, and are married, among others 

(Table 7).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 66 

Table 7. Returning Students Demographic Characteristics  

 

 The largest differences between the two groups in terms of demographic 

characteristics were found in that returning students are non-traditional (34% vs. 15%), 

took less than four courses in their first semester (49% vs. 34%), and worked more hours 

a week (over 20 hours, 54% vs. 42%, and over 30 hours, 38% vs. 26%).  

Academic Characteristics (preparedness and effort) 

 When compared to entering students (Table 8) in terms of academic 

characteristics (preparedness), returning students placed in higher percentages in 

developmental math (75% vs. 64%), and developmental writing (38% vs. 36%), and 

almost the same in developmental reading (39% vs. 40%). Nevertheless, they enrolled in 

lower percentages in developmental reading (35% vs. 41), and developmental writing 

(34% vs. 38), and almost the same in developmental math (57% vs. 58%). Returning 

students also reported they enrolled in orientation courses and success courses in lower 

percentages than entering students 14% vs. 17%, and 37% vs. 43% respectively. 

Demographic Characteristics Returning Entering

a) are females 61% 56%

b) work for pay over 20 hours a week 54% 42%

c) received financial aid 51% 46%

d) are first-generation students (Neither parent attended college) 49% 45%

e) took less than four courses in their 1
st
 semester 49% 34%

f) are part time students 40% 32%

g) are Hispanics 40% 36%

h) work for pay over 30 hours a week 38% 26%

i) are Non-Traditional students (25 years old and over) 34% 15%

j) have children living with them 30% 20%

k) take more courses to qualify for financial aid 30% 26%

l) English is not their native language 26% 21%

m) are married 19% 10%

n) enroll in ESL courses 13% 10%

o) were enrolled at a 4-year college during their 1
st
 term 11% 8%
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Table 8. Returning Students Academic Characteristics: Preparedness  

 

Academic Characteristics: Preparedness Returning Entering 

More likely to report   

a) are developmental students  90% 85% 

b) placed into developmental math  75% 64% 

c) placed into developmental writing  38% 36% 

Less likely to report     

d) enrolled in developmental math 57% 58% 

a) placed into developmental reading  39% 40% 

d) Enroll in student success course 37% 43% 

b) enrolled in developmental reading  35% 41% 

c) enrolled in developmental writing  34% 38% 

b) Enrolled in an orientation course in their 1
st
. semester 14% 17% 

 

In comparing entering students and returning students, in academic effort, 

returning students showed higher participation in class as well as outside of class in 

activities such as studying and working with other students. For instance, they asked 

more questions in class (76% vs. 70%), prepared at least one draft before turning an 

assignment in (67 vs. 53%), worked with others in projects during class (61 vs. 48%), and 

worked with classmates outside of class to prepare assignments (30% vs. 16%) (Table 9). 

 

Table 9. Students’ Academic Characteristics: Effort  

 

Academic Characteristics: Effort Returning Entering 

a) Ask questions in class  76% 70% 

b) Prepared one draft before turning an assignment in  67% 53% 

e) Work with others in a project during class  61% 48% 

d) Discuss readings with others outside of class 60% 50% 

e) Use the Internet or instant messaging to work on assignment 59% 47% 

f) Expected to only study from 1-5 hours a week in college  52% 51% 

g) Skip class more than once  49% 29% 

h) Created an academic plan with an advisor  39% 36% 

I) Work w/classmates outside of class to prepare assignments  30% 16% 

j) Came to class without completing readings  27% 18% 

k) Studied more than 10 hours a week  17% 15% 

l) Dropped more than one class on their first semester  8% 2% 
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Also worth noting is that returning students also came to class without completing 

readings (27% vs. 18), skipped class more than once (49% vs. 29%), and dropped more 

than one class in their first semester (8% vs. 2%). Of both groups, returning students 

were more likely to prepare one draft before turning in an assignment, work with 

classmates outside of class to prepare an assignment, and work with other students in a 

project during class, with percent points differences of 14, 14, and 13. (Table 9).  

Academic Characteristics: Academic Goals 

When asked about academic goals, students in general reported they wanted to 

transfer to a 4-year college (56% returning vs. 58% entering), and a lower percentage of 

returning students reported wanting to complete an associate degree (31% vs. 28%). 

Fewer returning students reported self-improvement, change careers and to obtain a 

certificate among their academic goals (Table 10). 

 

Table 10. Returning Students Academic Goals  
 

Academic Goals: Returning Entering 

a)  Transfer to a 4-year college  56% 58% 

b)  Complete an associate degree 31% 28% 

c)  Complete a certificate  4% 4% 

d)  Change careers  3% 3% 

e)  Self-improvement  3% 4% 

 

Social Characteristics  

 When compared to entering students in the social characteristics variables, 

returning students reported they were better known by other students, faculty, and staff at 

the college. However, when rating their relationship with these groups, they ranked lower 

than entering students. Only 56% of returning students ranked their relationship with 
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faculty as being helpful and available vs. 61% of entering students; 47% of returning 

students reported other students were friendly and helpful vs. 52% of entering students; 

and only 42% of returning students vs. 46% of entering rated staff or administrative 

personal as being helpful, considerate, and flexible. 

Regardless of ranking their relationships with instructor lower than entering 

students (56% vs. 61%), returning students reported they interact with instructors in 

higher percentages than entering students. For instance, 53% of returning students vs. 

29% of entering reported they discussed a grade or assignment with an instructor, and 

twice as much as entering students, (24% vs. 12%), reported they discussed ideas from 

class or readings with instructors outside of class (Table 11). 

 

Table 11. Returning Students Social Characteristics: Relationships  

 

Social Characteristics: Relationships Returning Entering 

a) at least other student (whom he/she didn’t know before) new their name 69% 60% 

b) at least one faculty member new their name 61% 49% 

c) relationship with Instructors  56% 61% 

d) discussed an assignment or grade with instructor  53% 29% 

e) at least one staff member new their name 49% 42% 

f) relationship with other Students  47% 52% 

g) relationship with Staff 42% 46% 

h) discussed ideas form readings with instructors outside of class 24% 12% 

 

Motivation and Commitment 

 Returning and entering students reported similar levels of motivation, support, 

and commitment. Both groups reported in exact percentage they had the motivation 

(93%) and were prepared academically (89%) to succeed in college. In addition, they also 

reported similar results for friends and family support 88% vs. 86%, and 90% vs. 88%, 

respectively. However, entering students reported higher levels of confidence in regard to 



 70 

financial stability and their ability to deal with commitments outside of class. They were 

more confident they would have money to pay for school supplies (65% vs. 43%), tuition 

(62% vs. 55%), and living expenses (60% vs. 56%).  

Although 89% of the students in both groups reported they were prepared 

academically to succeed in college, a high percentage placed into developmental 

education (90% of returning and 85% of entering students). This big difference in 

student’s high levels of confidence in regard to academic preparation and actual levels of 

academic placement, suggest misalignment of high school curriculum and college entry-

level academic requirements (Table 12). 

 

Table 12. Returning Students Motivation & Commitment Characteristics  

 

Motivation and Commitment Entering Returning 

q1) I have the motivation to succeed in college 93% 93% 

q4) I have support from my family to attain my goal  90% 88% 

q2) I am prepared academically to succeed in college  89% 89% 

q5) I have support from my friends to succeed in college 88% 86% 

q3) I will obtain academic assistance to succeed in college 85% 84% 

q24) Success courses help me gain knowledge and skills important 

to succeed in college 85% 82% 

q6) Faculty wants me to succeed  78% 77% 

q9) I will have the money to pay for school supplies 65% 43% 

q7) I will have the money to pay tuition  62% 55% 

q8) I will have the money to pay for leaving expenses 60% 56% 

q10) Time spent working will interfere with my ability to succeed 

in college. 34% 43% 

q12) Commitments other than work and family will inhibit my 

success in college 21% 24% 

q11) Caring for dependents will interfere with my ability to 

succeed in college. 20% 26% 
• Strongly agree plus somewhat agree. 
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Engagement Levels  

 The second step in answering question number one was to determine whether 

there were statistically significant differences between entering and returning students in 

terms of engagement levels. To measure engagement levels for entering and returning 

students, independent-sample t-tests were run for 54 engagement variables. 

Independent-Samples t-test. From SPSS main menu choose ANALIZE, 

COMPARE MEANS, and INDEPENDENT-SAMPLES T TEST. As dependent 

variables, 54 engagement variables were selected, 41 from the SENSE instrument 

(acocstud, welcome, nenrinfo, aacontim, oscomm, classrel, classunr, actintro, resource, 

gradepol, syllabi, facmeet, askques, prepdrft, turninas, notcompl, pinclass, prepoutc, 

useintmg, emailfac, facassn, facidoc, feedback, ocideas, skipcl, acadpuse, carcuse, 

jobpluse, tutoruse, sklabuse, fause, comlbuse, storguse, trnfcras, disvsuse, stureln, 

facreln, stafreln, hsgrade, seocstud, and feocstud) and 13 variables from the goals and 

commitment extra module (q1, q2, q3, q4, q5, q6, q7, q8, q9, q10, q11, q12, and q24). As 

the independent or “grouping variable,” a dichotomous (two level) variable was used, 

RETURNING, which was dummy coded as 0= Entering and 1= Returning. 

As mentioned in chapter three, 33 dependent variables were classified into five 

constructs or categories: Active and collaborative learning (4 items), First day (4 items), 

Student efforts (9 items), Student-faculty Interaction (8 items), and Support for learners 

(8 items) (Table 13). A sixth construct on motivation was added for the extra module 

questions. From the motivation and commitment construct, 10 dependent variables were 

included in this study (three variables were discarded -q6, q8, and q10- because the 

variables were not significantly different in any of the groups). 
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Table 13. Engagement Variables in Six Categories/Constructs  

 

 

 

 

Active and Collaborative Learning

o Asked questions in class or contributed to class discussions (17a)

o Worked with other students on projects during class (17e)

o Worked with classmates outside of class to prepare class assignments (17f)

o Discussed ideas from readings or classes w/others outside of class (students, family members, co-workers, etc.) 

(17l)First Day

o Instructors had activities to introduce students to one another  (16g)

o Instructors clearly explained academic resources and services available at this college (16h)

o Instructors clearly explained course grading policies (16i)

o Instructors clearly explained course syllabi (16j)

Student Effort

o In what range was your overall high school grade or average? (27)

o  How many hours per week (total) did you actually spend studying outside of class? (10)

o Frequency: Prepare at least one draft of an assignment before turning it in (17b)

o Frequency: Come to class without completing readings or assignments (17d)

o Frequency of use: Use the Internet or instant messaging to work on an assignment (17g)

o Frequency: Skip class (17m)

o Frequency of use: Peer or other tutoring (18d-2)

o Frequency of use: Skill labs (writing, math, etc.) (18e-2)

o Frequency of use: Computer lab (18g-2)

Student-Faculty Interactions

o I could go to a faculty or staff member with questions about matters unrelated to my coursework (16f)

o  I could go to a faculty or staff member with questions about matters unrelated to my coursework (19d)

o  Your relationship with:  Instructors (16k)

o  I knew how to get in touch with my instructors outside of class (17h)

o  Frequency:  Discuss an assignment or grade with an instructor (17j)

o  Frequency:  Discuss ideas from readings or classes with instructors outside of class (17k)

o  Frequency:  Receive prompt feedback (written or oral) from instructors on performance (9) 

Support for Learners

o  A college faculty or staff member talked w/ me about my commitments outside of school (work, children, 

dependents, etc.) to help me figure out how many courses to take (16d)

o  Your relationship with:  Administrative Personnel & Offices (19c)

o   Frequency of use: Job placement assistance (18c-2)

o   Frequency of use: Services to students with disabilities (18j-2)

o   Frequency of use: Academic advising/planning (18a-2)

o   Frequency of use: Career counseling (18b-2)

o   Frequency of use: Financial aid advising (18f-2)

o   Frequency of use: Student organizations (18h-2)

Motivation

o  I have the motivation to do what it takes to succeed in college (q1)

o  I am prepared academically to succeed in college (q2)

o  I will be able to obtain the academic assistance in and out of the classroom (q3)

o  I have support from my immediate family for attaining my educational goals (q4)

o  I have the support of my friends to succeed in college (q5)

o  I will have the money necessary to pay the tuition (q7)

o  I will have the money necessary to pay for school supplies  (q9)

o  Caring for dependents will interfere with my ability to succeed in college (q11)

o  Commitments other than work and family will interfere with my ability to succeed in college (q12)

o  How much did the success course help you to gain knowledge and skills to suceed in college? (q24)
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Active and Collaborative Learning  

As reported in Table 14, in the Active and Collaborative Learning Construct, 

returning students reported significantly higher levels of engagement than their entering 

counterparts. Three out of the four items in this construct had a statistically significant 

difference. According to the criteria established, to have a statistically significant 

difference, the effect size should be higher than 0.20 and a probability should be less than 

0.001. Of the four items in this construct, the largest difference occurred in work with 

classmates outside of class to prepare class assignments with a mean difference of -.41, a 

p= 0, and an effect size of -0.39. 

 
Table 14. Comparison of Entering and Returning Students: Active and Collaborative 

Learning   

 

 The second largest difference between groups in active and collaborative learning 

occurred with discussed ideas from readings outside of class, with a mean difference of -

0.26, a p=0, and an effect size of -0.24. The mean difference between entering and 

retuning students with regard to worked with classmates outside of class was -0.21, a 

p=0, and the effect size was -0.23. Although 76% of returning students reported they 

asked questions in class or contributed to class discussion either several times or at least 

Entering Returning Mean Entering Returning Sig Effect

Construct: Active and Collaborative Learning Mean Mean Diff Std.Dev. Std.Dev. (2-tail) Size

2.76 2.85 -0.09 0.808 0.771 0 -0.11

2.33 2.54 -0.21 0.941 0.855 0 -0.23

1.6 2.01 -0.41 0.983 1.14 0 -0.39

2.36 2.62 -0.26 1.091 1.121 0 -0.2417l. Discussed ideas from your readings or classes 

with others outside of class (students, family members, 

co-workers, etc.)

17a.  Asked questions in class or contributed to class 

discussions 
17e. Worked with other students on projects during 

class 
17f. Worked with classmates outside of class to 

prepare class assignments
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weekly vs. 70% of entering, descriptive statistics showed a mean difference of -0.09, and 

the t-test showed a p=0, and an effect size of -0.11. Thus, this difference is not 

statistically significant with both groups having the same engagement level in asking 

questions in class. 

First Day Construct  

 As observed in Table 15, in the First Day construct, there were no statistically 

significant differences between entering and returning students engagement levels. The 

highest mean difference (0.08) occurred in the instructors had activities to introduce 

students to one another, where entering students slightly disagree with the statement. 

While the t-test showed p=0, the effect size was 0.07, lower than 0.20, thus not 

significant. Both groups held similar levels of engagement in first day activities to 

include instructors explaining course grading, syllabi, and academic resources, as well 

as introducing students to one another. 

 
Table 15. Comparison of Entering and Returning Students: First Day Construct 

 

 

Entering Returning Mean Entering Returning Sig Effect

Construct: First Day Mean Mean Diff Std.Dev. Std.Dev. (2-tail) Size

2.36 2.28 0.08 1.143 1.096 0 0.07

*16h. Instructors clearly explained academic resources 

and services available at this college 

2.01 2.08 -0.07 0.922 0.936 0 -0.08

*16i. Instructors clearly explained course grading 

policies

1.7 1.71 -0.01 0.724 0.712 0.692 -0.01

*16j. Instructors clearly explained course syllabi 1.63 1.65 -0.02 0.7 0.695 0.306 -0.03

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

*16g. Instructors had activities to introduce students to 

one another 
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Student Effort Construct  

 As reported in Table 16, of the nine variables comprising the Student Effort 

construct, six showed a statistically significant difference. Returning students 

experienced higher levels of engagement than entering students in all nine variables, but 

only six were significant. Interestingly, returning students not only scored high on 

desirable behaviors but also on negative ones. For instance, returning students 

experienced a higher level of engagement (-0.32) in skipping class more frequently than 

entering students. This might be because returning students, as previously shown in 

frequency tables, have more commitments outside of school than entering students. (i.e. 

A higher percent of returning students is married (19% vs. 10%), have children living 

with them (30% vs. 20%), work for pay over 30 hours a week (38% vs. 26%), and is 25 

years or older (34% vs. 15%)). 

Table 16. Comparison of Entering and Returning Students: Student Effort Construct 

 

Entering Returning Mean Entering Returning Sig Effect

Construct: Student Effort Mean Mean Diff Std.Dev. Std.Dev. (2-tail) Size

*27. In what range was your overall high school grade 

or average? 

3.16 3.19 -0.03 1.21 1.201 0.13 -0.02

10. How many hours per week (total) did you actually 

spend studying outside of class?

2.57 2.65 -0.08 0.932 0.969 0 -0.08

17b. Frequency: Prepare at least one draft of an 

assignment before turning it in 

2.47 2.66 -0.19 0.888 0.829 0 -0.22

17d. Frequency: Come to class without completing 

readings or assignments 

1.77 1.93 -0.16 0.833 0.88 0 -0.19

17g. Frequency of use: Use the Internet or instant 

messaging to work on an assignment 

2.26 2.51 -0.25 1.082 1.098 0 -0.23

17m. Frequency: Skip class 1.36 1.68 -0.32 0.624 0.786 0 -0.46

18d-2. Frequency of use: Peer or other tutoring 1.37 1.71 -0.34 0.751 0.958 0 -0.40

18e-2. Frequency of use: Skill labs (writing, math, 1.78 2.06 -0.28 1.04 1.085 0 -0.26

18g-2. Frequency of use: Computer lab 2.1 2.48 -0.38 1.057 1.052 0 -0.36

* (Reverse scale: 1=A+…6=C- or lower)
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 Although, not statistically significant, it is worth noting that returning students 

also experienced a higher mean difference (-0.16) in come to class without completing 

readings or assignments, which may be attributed to their commitments outside of school 

than entering students. Although not statistically significant, returning students also 

reported lower high school GPA than entering students (-0.03). On the other hand, the 

other five statistically significant differences or higher level of engagement for returning 

students were experienced in positive behaviors. In this study, returning students took 

advantage of college resources more often than entering students.  The highest mean 

differences occurred in frequency of use for computer labs, followed by use of peer or 

other tutoring, skill labs, use the internet to work on assignments, and preparing at least 

one draft before turning it in with mean differences of -0.38, -0.34, -0.28, -0.25, and -

0.19 respectively.  Measuring student effort, over two-thirds (67%) of returning students 

reported they prepared at least one draft of an assignment before tuning it in, several 

times or at least weekly vs. only half (53%) of entering students. On the other hand, 12% 

of returning and 17% of entering students declared they never engage in this activity. 

In summary, although returning students skip class more frequently than entering 

students, they experienced higher levels of engagement in using college resources such as 

computer labs, skill labs, tutoring services, internet to work on assignments, and 

preparing at least one draft of an assignment before turning it in. Another interesting 

finding was that returning students used two and a half times more tutoring services than 

entering students (27% vs. 11%), when a fewer percentage enrolled in developmental 

education than did entering students (developmental writing (37% vs. 41%), 

developmental math (57% vs. 58%), and developmental reading (38% vs. 44%)).  
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Student-faculty Interaction 

 As shown in Table 17, half of the variables in the Student-Faculty Interaction 

construct had statistically significant mean differences. With the exception of questions 

16f, 19b, and 16k, returning students had higher levels of engagement in regard to 

student-faculty Interaction although only four of the variables were statistically 

significant. The highest mean difference occurred with discuss an assignment or grade 

with an instructor (-0.49), followed by use e-mail to communicate with instructor (-0.48), 

and discuss ideas from reading with instructors outside of class (-0.43). The smallest 

mean difference was reflected in received prompt feedback from instructor on 

performance (-0.39). All variables had a p=0 and effect sizes of -0.48, -0.47, -0.39, and -

0.36 respectively. 

   In summary, returning students showed higher levels of engagement in regard to 

student-faculty Interaction. Cross-tabulation tables were run for a deeper analysis of these 

differences. Results showed that over half (53%) of returning students reported they 

discussed an assignment or grade with instructors either several times or at least weekly 

vs. only 29% of entering students. In addition, 41% of entering students reported they 

never engaged with faculty in this way, almost twice the number of retuning students 

(21%).  

   A practice known to be an important factor in student learning and retention is 

prompt feedback from instructors. Unfortunately, only 66% of returning and 47% of 

entering students reported they received prompt feedback from instructors either several 

times or at least weekly. Almost half (49%) of returning students reported they use the e-

mail (several times or at least weekly) to communicate with instructors vs. only 27% of 
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entering students. While 24% of returning students reported they discussed ideas from 

readings or classes with instructors outside of class either several times or at least weekly 

only 12% of entering students reported so. Although not significant, entering students 

scored a higher mean difference than returning students on rating your relationship with 

instructors (0.16). This suggests that although returning students reported higher mean 

differences in the majority of the variables, and had four statistically significant 

differences (higher levels of engagement), their relationship with faculty is no different 

than the one of entering students. 

 

Table 17. Comparison of Entering and Returning Students: Student-faculty Interaction 
 

 

 

Support for Learners 

   As reported in Table 18, only two of eight variables in the Support for Learners 

Entering Returning Mean Entering Returning Sig Effect

Construct: Student-Faculty Interactions Mean Mean Diff Std.Dev. Std.Dev. (2-tail) Size

*16f. I could go to a faculty or staff member with 

questions or concerns about matters unrelated to my 

coursework

2.84 2.9 -0.06 1.045 1.079 0.006 -0.06

19b. Your relationship with:  Instructors 5.66 5.5 0.16 1.283 1.342 0 0.12

*16k. I knew how to get in touch with my instructors 

outside of class 

1.67 1.68 -0.01 0.747 0.732 0.168 -0.01

17h. Frequency of use: Use e-mail to communicate 

with an instructor

1.88 2.36 -0.48 0.995 1.043 0 -0.47

17i. Frequency:  Discuss an assignment or grade with 

an instructor

2.01 2.5 -0.49 1.028 1.029 0 -0.48

17j. Frequency:  Discuss ideas from readings or 

classes with instructors outside of class

1.54 1.97 -0.43 0.986 1.238 0 -0.39

17k. Frequency:  Receive prompt feedback (written or 

oral) from instructors on performance 

2.42 2.81 -0.39 1.101 1.074 0 -0.36

9. How many hours per week (total) did faculty expect 

you to study outside of class? 

3.05 3.09 -0.04 1.111 1.079 0.033 -0.04

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)
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construct showed a statistically significant mean difference. Returning students, again, 

reported higher levels of engagement in the use of academic advising/planning (-0.24), 

and the use of career counseling (-0.17). Although no significant, is worth noting that 

entering students had a higher mean difference than returning students in rating your 

relationship with administrative personnel & offices (0.21). Statistically, this means that 

both groups see their relationship with administrative personnel no different. 

In summary, two variables came out significant from the support for learners 

construct, which indicated that there is a significant difference in the frequency in which 

returning and entering students used college services. Returning students used academic 

advising/planning and career-counseling services significantly more frequently than  

entering students.  

 
Table 18. Comparison of Entering and Returning Students: Support for Learners 

 

 

 

Entering Returning Mean Entering Returning Sig Effect

Construct: Support for Learners Mean Mean Diff Std.Dev. Std.Dev. (2-tail) Size

3.04 3.14 -0.1 1.253 1.245 0 -0.08

5.16 4.95 0.21 1.516 1.617 0 0.13

18c-2. Frequency of use: Job placement assistance 1.11 1.14 -0.03 0.406 0.46 0 -0.07

1.1 1.12 -0.02 0.421 0.479 0.001 -0.04

18a-2. Frequency of use: Academic advising/planning 1.81 2.05 -0.24 0.806 0.835 0 -0.29

18b-2. Frequency of use: Career counseling 1.31 1.48 -0.17 0.615 0.749 0 -0.25

18f-2. Frequency of use: Financial aid advising 1.69 1.8 -0.11 0.852 0.898 0 -0.13

18h-2. Frequency of use: Student organizations 1.18 1.23 -0.05 0.553 0.625 0 -0.09

*16d. A college faculty or staff talked with me about 

my commitments outside of school (work, children, 

etc.) to help me figure out how many courses to take

18j-2. Frequency of use: Services to students with 

disabilities 

19c. Your relationship with:  Administrative Personnel 

& Offices

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)
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College Services 

Table 19 shows that returning students are using college services in higher 

proportions than entering students; the table also displays awareness and levels of 

dissatisfaction associated with each service.  

Awareness levels are higher than service usage in all cases, suggesting that not all 

the students are taking advantage of college services. For instance, although 79% of 

returning and 74% of entering students were aware of academic advising/planning 

services, only 69% and 58% respectively, used the service once or more during the first 

three weeks of college (Table 19). And 34% of returning and 21% of entering students 

reported they used the service either several times or at least weekly (Table 20).  

In addition, a higher percentage of entering students reported they never used 

academic advising (42% vs 31%) in the first three weeks of college (Table 20). Same for 

career counseling services, while over half of the students reported to know about career-

counseling services (57% and 54%), only14% of returning and 7% of entering students 

used this service during the first three weeks of college.  

We must also take into consideration that these levels of services usage could be 

skewed by limitations such as advisor- student ratio at each college, or availability of 

other resources such as computers, in the case of labs. 

With regard to levels of dissatisfaction (Table 19), entering and returning students 

reported similar levels of dissatisfaction with college services. However, in general, we 

can observe that services that are self-serve, and involve less interaction with another 

person, the levels of dissatisfaction are in single digits (i.e. computer labs, 4% vs. 5%, 

and skills labs, 9% each group). On the other hand, services that involve interaction with 
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another person have double digits percentages in levels of dissatisfaction such as: job 

placement assistance (43% vs. 44%), transfer credit assistance (32% vs. 33%), career 

counseling (21% each groups), and financial aid advising (20 vs. 19%).  

 

Table 19. Awareness, Usage and Levels of Dissatisfaction: College Services  

 

 

 

 

Table 20. Cross Tabulation between Academic Advising/Planning * Entering vs. Returning 

  

Crosstab: Use Entering Returning Total

Not at all Count 2800 1674 4474

% 42.2% 30.6% 37.0%

Once Count 2434 1915 4349

% 36.7% 35.0% 36.0%

Several times Count 1279 1783 3062

% 19.3% 32.6% 25.3%

At Least WeeklyCount 118 92 210

% 1.8% 1.7% 1.7%

Total Count 6631 5464 12095

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

How often did you use it?  

Academic advising/planning 

(18a-2)

Pearson Chi Square 321.898, Sig(2 sided) = 1.81  

 

College Services Returning Entering Returning Entering Returning Entering

Computer Labs 88% 86% 72% 59% 4% 5%

Academic Advising/planning 79% 74% 69% 58% 12% 10%

Financial aid advising 78% 80% 50% 45% 20% 19%

Skill Labs 76% 73% 44% 41% 9% 9%

Tutoring 77% 79% 40% 23% 11% 16%

Career counseling 57% 54% 34% 24% 21% 21%

Transfer Credit Assistance 45% 44% 17% 13% 32% 33%

Student organizations 53% 54% 14% 12% 30% 29%

Job placement assistance 38% 39% 10% 8% 43% 44%

Students with disabilities 55% 51% 7% 6% 34% 33%

* Once or more.

Awareness Usage* Levels of Dissatisfaction
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Motivation Construct  

When comparing entering and returning students in the Motivation construct, 

there were no statistically significant differences found between both groups (Table 21). 

However, entering students showed higher levels of confidence in regard to financial 

stability and managing commitments outside of school than did returning students. 

The highest mean differences occurred in q9, I will have the money necessary to 

pay for school supplies (-0.23), followed by q11, caring for dependents will interfere with 

my ability to succeed in college (0.15), and q12, commitments other than work and family 

will interfere with my ability to succeed in college (0.12). On the other hand, entering 

students also showed slightly lower levels of confidence than returning students in regard 

to academic preparation; as shown in q2, I am prepared academically to succeed in 

college with a mean difference of 0.02. 

Table 21. Comparison of Entering and Returning Students: Motivation  

 

 

Entering Returning Mean Entering Returning Sig Effect

Construct: Motivation Mean Mean Diff Std.Dev. Std.Dev. (2-tail) Size

*q1. I have the motivation to do what it takes to succeed in 

college

1.4 1.41 -0.01 0.656 0.687 0.446 -0.01

*q2. I am prepared academically to succeed in college 1.64 1.62 0.02 0.746 0.751 0.199 0.03

*q3. I will be able to obtain the necessary academic 

assistance in and out of the classroom 

1.68 1.69 -0.01 0.791 0.833 0.615 -0.01

*q4. I have support from my immediate family for attaining 

my educational goals

1.38 1.45 -0.07 0.793 0.872 0 -0.08

*q5. I have the support of my friends to succeed in college 1.49 1.55 -0.06 0.824 0.882 0 -0.07

*q7. I will have the money necessary to pay the tuition 2.25 2.45 -0.2 1.219 1.28 0 -0.16

*q9. I will have the money necessary to pay for school 

supplies 

2.19 2.42 -0.23 1.144 1.226 0 -0.19

*q11. Caring for dependents will interfere with my ability 

to succeed in college

3.62 3.47 0.15 1.283 1.331 0 0.11

*q12. Commitments other than work and family will 

interfere with my ability to succeed in college

3.64 3.52 0.12 1.258 1.304 0 0.09

**q24. How much did/does the course help you to gain 

knowledge and skills important to your success as a college 

student?

1.75 1.77 -0.02 0.833 0.877 0.348 -0.02

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree) ** (Reverse scale: 1=Very much…4= Not at all)
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Research Question 2 

 How do engagement levels differ between entering and returning students when 

data is disaggregated by subgroups (i.e. ethnicity, gender, full-time, age groups, first 

generation, traditional, degree seeking, and developmental education status)? 

  To answer question number two, data were disaggregated by eleven subgroups 

(Table 22). These subgroups were also used by CCSSE for their analysis on entering 

student engagement. Using the fifty-four variables previously described, independent 

samples t-tests were run for returning and entering students. In addition, a size effect was 

calculated to determine if the differences in means were statistically significant. Again, 

according to criteria establish by CCSSE, in order for a difference to be statistically 

significant, the probability value should be at .001 or lower and the effect size equal or 

greater than 0.20. Variables were divided into six categories: Active and Collaborative 

Learning, First Day, Student Effort, Student-Faculty Interaction, Support for Learners 

and motivation. As a final step, a size effect matrix with dependent and independent 

variables was created to summarize differences between entering and returning students. 

 
Table 22. Subgroups (Independent Variables) 

Independent Variables

First Generation Vs Non-First Generation 

Full Vs Part-time Enrollment

Non-Developmental Vs Three Dev Courses

Developmental Vs Non-Developmental

18-19 Years Old Vs Others

Gender (Male Vs Female)

Traditional Vs Non-Traditional

Degree Seeking Vs Non-Degree Seeking

White Vs Non-Asian Minorities

Black Vs Non-Black Students

Hispanic Vs Non-Hispanic Students
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First Generation vs Not-first Generation 

As stated in chapter three, first generation students were classified as students 

who reported neither of their parents attended college. Not first generation students are 

students who reported that at least one of their parents attended some college. 46% of the 

students reported to be first-generation students, and 54% identified as not first-

generation students. 

When comparing entering and returning students in regard to parental education, 

data analysis revealed a significant difference. A higher percentage of entering students 

(55.2% vs. 51%) reported at least one of parent having attended college. Forty-eight point 

six percent (48.6%) of returning students and 44.8% of entering students reported neither 

of their parents attended college, which classifies them as first generation students. These 

results are outlined in Table 23. 

 
Table 23. Cross Tabulation between Entering & Returning*First Generation vs. Not First 

Generation 

 

Crosstabs   Entering Returning Total 

First-Generation (neither 

parent attended college) 

3233 2923 6156 

  44.8% 48.6% 46.5% 

Not First-Generation (at least 

one parent attended college) 

3987 3090 7077 

  55.2% 51.4% 53.5% 

Total 
7220 6013 13233 

First Generation vs. Non 

First Generation 

  
100% 100% 100% 

Pearson Chi-Square 19.373, Sig (2-sided) = 0.000  

 

Demographic Characteristics 

 When compared to not first-generation students, first-generation students reported 

that they are returning students (49% vs. 45%), part-time (38% vs. 33%), married (19% 
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First 

Generation

Not First-

Generation Mean Sig Effect

First 

Generation

Not First-

Generation Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Active and Collaborative Learning Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.73 2.78 -0.05 0 -0.06 2.82 2.88 -0.06 0.002 -0.08

2.33 2.33 0 0.98 0.00 2.55 2.53 0.02 0.335 0.02

1.53 1.51 0.02 0.45 0.02 1.86 1.86 0 0.833 0.00

2.25 2.3 -0.05 0.01 -0.05 2.46 2.47 -0.01 0.681 -0.01

ReturningEntering

17a.  Asked questions in class or contributed 

to class discussions 

17e. Worked with other students on projects 

during class 

17f. Worked with classmates outside of class 

to prepare class assignments

17l. Discussed ideas from your readings or 

classes with others outside of class (students, 

family members, co-workers, etc.)

vs. 10%), female (62% vs. 56%), Hispanic (48% vs. 30%), have children living with 

them (31% vs. 19%), and English is not their native language (33% vs. 15%). 

Independent sample t-test for entering and returning students were run in SPSS 

using the dichotomous variable firstgen as the independent variable (dummy coded as 

First generation = 1, and Not First generation = 2), and thirty-three engagement variables 

as dependent variables. A significance level of 0.05 was utilized. 

T-test analysis results for the First Generation vs. Not First Generation group are 

displayed in tables 24 through 29 in the six categories: Active and Collaborative 

Learning, First Day, Student Effort, Student-Faculty Interaction, Support for Learners, 

and Motivation. 

Engagement Levels 

For the Active and Collaborative Learning construct (Table 24), no significant 

differences were found for entering or returning students. Meaning that within each 

group, first generation and not first generation students showed no differences in their 

engagement levels when asking questions in class or when working with other students 

inside and outside the classroom. 

Table 24. Comparison of First Generation vs. Not First Generation: Active & Collaborative 

Learning 
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The First Day construct (Table 25) did not show any significant differences; 

however, within both groups, not first generation students showed slightly higher means 

than first generation students in all variables but one (instructor clearly explained course 

syllabi for entering not-first generation). This would suggest that not first generation 

students engaged in first day activities more than first generation students. 

 

Table 25. Comparison of First Generation vs. Not First Generation: First Day 
 

  

Within the Student Effort construct (Table 26), there were two statistically 

significant differences found within the returning student group. Returning first 

generation students showed a significant higher level of engagement (0.22) in the use of 

skill labs than returning not first generation students.  

On the other hand, returning not first generation students showed a significant 

mean difference (-0.17) in the frequency in which they skip class. Although no other 

significant differences were found, within both groups, entering and returning, first 

generation students showed higher levels of engagement in all positive variables of 

student effort such as prepared at least one draft of an assignment before submitting it, 

First 

Generation

Not First-

Generation Mean Sig Effect

First 

Generation

Not First-

Generation Mean Sig Effect

Construct: First Day Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.32 2.39 -0.07 0.01 -0.06 2.25 2.3 -0.05 0.083 -0.05

*16h. Instructors clearly explained academic 

resources and services available at this college 

1.99 2.02 -0.03 0.3 -0.03 2.06 2.1 -0.04 0.092 -0.04

*16i. Instructors clearly explained course 

grading policies

1.69 1.71 -0.02 0.21 -0.03 1.7 1.72 -0.02 0.278 -0.03

*16j. Instructors clearly explained course 

syllabi

1.64 1.63 0.01 0.76 0.01 1.64 1.66 -0.02 0.268 -0.03

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning

*16g. Instructors had activities to introduce 

students to one another 
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using tutoring, skill labs, and computer labs, as well as studying more hours per week, 

among others.  

In addition, not first generation students not only scored lower in all positive 

engagement items in both groups but scored higher mean differences in negative 

engagement items such as: came to class without completing readings and assignments 

and skipped class. In summary, first generation students showed higher levels of effort 

than not first generation students. 

 

Table 26. Comparison of First Generation vs. Not First Generation: Student Effort 

First 

Generation

Not First-

Generation Mean Sig Effect

First 

Generation

Not First-

Generation Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student Effort Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*27. In what range was your overall high 

school grade or average? 

3.17 3.14 0.03 0.35 0.02 3.19 3.19 0 0.886 0.00

10. How many hours per week (total) did you 

actually spend studying outside of class?

2.59 2.56 0.03 0.35 0.03 2.71 2.6 0.11 0 0.11

17b. Frequency: Prepare at least one draft of 

an assignment before turning it in 

2.48 2.47 0.01 0.56 0.01 2.69 2.62 0.07 0.003 0.08

17d. Frequency: Come to class without 

completing readings or assignments 
1.71 1.82 -0.11 0 -0.13 1.87 1.99 -0.12 0 -0.14

17g. Frequency of use: Use the Internet or 

instant messaging to work on an assignment 

2.21 2.19 0.02 0.32 0.02 2.4 2.4 0 0.945 0.00

17m. Frequency: Skip class 1.32 1.39 -0.07 0.38 -0.11 1.59 1.76 -0.17 0 -0.22

18d-2. Frequency of use: Peer or other 

tutoring 
1.37 1.36 0.01 0 0.01 1.8 1.63 0.17 0 0.18

18e-2. Frequency of use: Skill labs (writing, 

math, etc.) 
1.85 1.73 0.12 0 0.12 2.17 1.95 0.22 0 0.20

18g-2. Frequency of use: Computer lab 2.17 2.05 0.12 0.86 0.11 2.53 2.44 0.09 0.001 0.09

* (Reverse scale: 1=A+…6=C- or lower)

Entering Returning

 

Within the Student-faculty Interactions construct (Table 27), no significant 

differences were found in either group. Indeed, half of the variables within the entering 

students group had the exact same means. This suggests that in regard to Interaction with 

faculty, entering and returning first generation and not first generation students behave 

the same. 



 88 

Table 27. Comparison of First Generation vs. Not-First Generation: Student-faculty 

Interaction 

 

 In the Support for Learners construct (Table 28), financial aid advising showed a 

significant difference in both groups. With a mean difference of 0.21 for entering and 

0.20 for returning students, first generation students showed significant higher levels of 

use in financial aid advising than not first generation students. Although not significant, 

the second highest mean difference in both groups was career-counseling services (0.09 

for entering and 0.13 for returning). Besides financial aid advising, first generation 

students also use career counseling more often than not first generation students. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

First 

Generation

Not First-

Generation Mean Sig Effect

First 

Generation

Not First-

Generation Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student-Faculty Interactions Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*16f. I could go to a faculty or staff member 

with questions or concerns about matters 

unrelated to my coursework

2.84 2.84 0 0.86 0.00 2.85 2.94 -0.09 0.001 -0.08

19b. Your relationship with:  Instructors 5.66 5.66 0 0.54 0.00 5.54 5.46 0.08 0.027 0.06

*16k. I knew how to get in touch with my 

instructors outside of class 

1.67 1.66 0.01 0.54 0.01 1.69 1.68 0.01 0.508 0.01

17h. Frequency of use: Use e-mail to 

communicate with an instructor

1.8 1.85 -0.05 0.04 -0.05 2.24 2.28 -0.04 0.128 -0.04

17i. Frequency:  Discuss an assignment or 

grade with an instructor
1.93 1.93 0 0.99 0.00 2.37 2.36 0.01 0.933 0.01

17j. Frequency:  Discuss ideas from readings 

or classes with instructors outside of class

1.44 1.4 0.04 0.09 0.05 1.71 1.72 -0.01 0.824 -0.01

17k. Frequency:  Receive prompt feedback 

(written or oral) from instructors on 

performance 

2.28 2.28 0 0.88 0.00 2.58 2.6 -0.02 0.499 -0.02

9. How many hours per week (total) did 

faculty expect you to study outside of class? 

3 3.09 -0.09 0 -0.08 3.07 3.11 -0.04 0.144 -0.04

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning



 89 

Table 28. Comparison of First Generation vs. Not First Generation: Support for Learners  

 

 Table 29 shows results for the Motivation construct that reflect no significant 

differences found between first generation and not first generation students. However, 

entering not first generation students showed higher levels of confidence in regard to 

family & friends support, and financial stability than entering first generation students. 

The highest mean differences occurred with I will have the money to pay for tuition 

(0.22), and school supplies (0.18), followed by caring for dependents will interfere with 

my ability to succeed in college (-0.18).  

Within the returning students group, not first generation students also reported 

higher levels of family support (0.16) and higher levels of confidence in regard to 

financial stability (0.13) than returning first generation students. On the other hand, 

returning first generation students reported higher levels of concern with commitments 

outside or school. Although not statistically significant, the highest mean difference 

First 

Generation

Not First-

Generation Mean Sig Effect

First 

Generation

Not First-

Generation Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Support for Learners Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

3.04 3.05 -0.01 0.81 -0.01 3.08 3.2 -0.12 0 -0.10

5.19 5.13 0.06 0.45 0.04 5 4.91 0.09 0.026 0.06

18c-2. Frequency of use: Job placement 

assistance 

1.11 1.1 0.01 0.59 0.02 1.15 1.13 0.02 0.196 0.04

1.1 1.1 0 0.59 0.00 1.12 1.13 -0.01 0.735 -0.02

18a-2. Frequency of use: Academic 

advising/planning 

1.8 1.81 -0.01 0 -0.01 2.08 2.03 0.05 0.023 0.06

18b-2. Frequency of use: Career counseling 1.36 1.27 0.09 0 0.15 1.55 1.42 0.13 0 0.17

18f-2. Frequency of use: Financial aid 

advising 
1.81 1.6 0.21 0.18 0.25 1.91 1.71 0.2 0 0.22

18h-2. Frequency of use: Student 

organizations 

1.19 1.18 0.01 0 0.02 1.25 1.22 0.03 0.157 0.05

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

*16d. A college faculty or staff talked with me 

about my commitments outside of school 

(work, children, etc.) to help me figure out 

how many courses to take

19c. Your relationship with:  Administrative 

Personnel & Offices

18j-2. Frequency of use: Services to students 

with disabilities 

Entering Returning
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occurred with caring for dependents will interfere with my ability to succeed in college (-

0.21) 

 
Table 29. Comparison of First Generation vs. Not First Generation: Motivation 

 

Full vs. Part-time Enrollment 

 Full-time students were defined as students enrolled in four courses or more (12 

hours) and part-time students were defined as students who enrolled less than 12 hours a 

semester. As shown in Table 30, sixty-four (64%) of the students reported to be enrolled 

full-time and 36% part-time. 

 When comparing entering with returning students with regard to enrollment 

status, no significant differences were found. However, retuning students reported to be 

enrolled part-time in a higher percentage than entering students (40% vs. 32%). 

First 

Generation

Not First-

Generation Mean Sig Effect

First 

Generation

Not First-

Generation Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Motivation Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*q1. I have the motivation to do what it takes 

to succeed in college

1.39 1.4 -0.01 0.55 -0.02 1.4 1.41 -0.01 0.619 -0.01

*q2. I am prepared academically to succeed in 

college

1.67 1.62 0.05 0.02 0.07 1.65 1.6 0.05 0.026 0.07

*q3. I will be able to obtain the necessary 

academic assistance in and out of the 

classroom 

1.69 1.67 0.02 0.37 0.03 1.71 1.67 0.04 0.127 0.05

*q4. I have support from my immediate 

family for attaining my educational goals

1.44 1.33 0.11 0 0.14 1.53 1.37 0.16 0 0.18

*q5. I have the support of my friends to 

succeed in college

1.55 1.45 0.1 0 0.12 1.6 1.51 0.09 0 0.10

*q7. I will have the money necessary to pay 

the tuition 

2.37 2.15 0.22 0 0.18 2.52 2.39 0.13 0 0.10

*q9. I will have the money necessary to pay 

for school supplies 

2.29 2.11 0.18 0.00 0.16 2.46 2.38 0.08 0.01 0.07

*q11. Caring for dependents will interfere 

with my ability to succeed in college

3.52 3.7 -0.18 0 -0.14 3.36 3.57 -0.21 0 -0.16

*q12. Commitments other than work and 

family will interfere with my ability to 

succeed in college

3.6 3.68 -0.08 0.01 -0.06 3.48 3.56 -0.08 0.045 -0.06

**q24. How much did/does the course help 

you to gain knowledge and skills important to 

your success as a college student?

1.7 1.79 -0.09 0 -0.11 1.71 1.83 -0.12 0 -0.14

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree) ** (Reverse scale: 1=Very much…4= Not at all)

Entering Returning
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Table 30. Cross Tabulation between Entering & Returning*Full vs. Part-time Enrollment  

Crosstabs   Entering Returning Total 

Less than full-

time 

2287 2419 4706 

  31.7% 40.2% 35.6% 

Full-time 4933 3594 8527 

  68.3% 59.8% 64.4% 

Total 7220 6013 13233 

Full vs. Part-time 

Enrollment 

  100% 100% 100% 

Pearson Chi-Square 104.746, Sig (2-sided) = 1.389 

 

Demographic Characteristic 

 When compared to full-time students, part time students are more likely to report 

that they are returning students (40% vs. 32), married (21% vs. 10%), Hispanic (42% vs. 

36%), have children living with them (31% vs. 21%), are female (60% vs. 58%), and 

where English is not their native language (25% vs. 22%). 

Independent sample t-tests for entering and returning students were run in SPSS 

using the dichotomous variable fulltime as the independent variable (dummy coded as 0= 

Less than full time, and 2= Full time), and thirty-three engagement variables as 

dependent variables. A significance level of 0.05 was utilized. 

T-test analysis results for the Full-time vs. Part-time group are displayed in tables 

31 through 36 in six categories: Active and Collaborative Learning, First Day, Student 

Effort, Student-Faculty Interaction, Support for Learners, and Motivation. 

Engagement Levels 

In the Active and Collaborative Learning construct (Table 31), no significant 

differences were found in either group. However, full-time students showed higher levels 

of engagement than part-time students, for both groups. For entering students, the highest 
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mean difference occurred in 17e, worked with other students on projects during class, 

with -0.17; followed by 17f, worked with classmates outside of class to prepare class 

assignments (-0.15). For returning students, the highest mean difference of -0.15 occurred 

with 17f, worked with classmates outside of class to prepare class assignments. 

 

Table 31. Comparison of Full vs. Part-time Enrollment: Active & Collaborative Learning  

 

 Within the First Day construct (Table 32), no significant differences were found. 

Nevertheless, full-time students reported higher levels of engagement than part-time 

students in first day activities. Although not statistically significant, the highest difference 

for entering and returning students occurred with 16g, instructors had activities to 

introduce students to one another, with mean differences of 0.12 and 0.14 respectively.  

 

 

 

Part-

time

Full-

time Mean Sig Effect

Part-

time

Full-

time Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Active and Collaborative Learning Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.71 2.78 -0.07 0 -0.09 2.84 2.86 -0.02 0.434 -0.03

2.21 2.38 -0.17 0 -0.18 2.48 2.58 -0.1 0 -0.12

1.42 1.57 -0.15 0 -0.18 1.77 1.92 -0.15 0 -0.16

2.19 2.31 -0.12 0 -0.12 2.43 2.48 -0.05 0.046 -0.05

Entering

17a.  Asked questions in class or contributed 

to class discussions 

17e. Worked with other students on projects 

during class 

Returning

17f. Worked with classmates outside of class 

to prepare class assignments

17l. Discussed ideas from your readings or 

classes with others outside of class (students, 

family members, co-workers, etc.)
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Table 32. Comparison of Full vs. Part-time Enrollment: First Day Construct  

   

Within the Student Effort construct (Table 33), there were four statistically 

significant differences found between full-time and part-time students. With the highest 

mean differences of 0.25 for entering and 0.29 for returning, full-time students showed 

significant higher high school grade average than part-time students. Entering full-time 

students reported they use the Internet or instant messaging to work on an assignment 

significantly more often than entering part-time students. On the other hand, returning 

full-time students reported they used computer labs significantly more often than 

returning part-time students. 

In summary, full-time students reported higher levels of engagement in all 

variables of student effort (i.e. studied more hours a week, used tutoring, skill labs, etc). 

Although not significant, full-time students also reported they skip class or come to class 

without completing readings or assignments more often than part-time students. 

 

 

 

 

Part-

time

Full-

time Mean Sig Effect

Part-

time

Full-

time Mean Sig Effect

Construct: First Day Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.44 2.32 0.12 0 0.11 2.36 2.22 0.14 0 0.13

*16h. Instructors clearly explained academic 

resources and services available at this 

college 

2.04 1.99 0.05 0.02 0.05 2.11 2.05 0.06 0.015 0.06

*16i. Instructors clearly explained course 

grading policies

1.73 1.69 0.04 0.02 0.06 1.72 1.7 0.02 0.215 0.03

*16j. Instructors clearly explained course 

syllabi

1.68 1.61 0.07 0 0.10 1.66 1.64 0.02 0.49 0.03

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering

*16g. Instructors had activities to introduce 

students to one another 

Returning
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Table 33. Comparison of Full vs. Part-time Enrollment: Student Effort  

 

 

 For the Student-faculty Interaction construct (Table 34), three significant 

differences between full-time and part-time students were found.  Entering full-time 

students reported they use e-mail to communicate with and instructor significantly more 

often than entering part-time students. In addition, there was a significant difference 

between full-time and part-time students in regard to the number of hours that faculty 

expected them to study.  With mean differences of -0.34 and -0.22 respectively, entering 

and returning full-time students reported faculty expected them to study significantly 

higher number of hours than reported by part-time students. 

 

 

Part-

time

Full-

time Mean Sig Effect

Part-

time

Full-

time Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student Effort Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*27. In what range was your overall high 

school grade or average? 

3.33 3.08 0.25 0 0.21 3.36 3.07 0.29 0 0.24

10. How many hours per week (total) did you 

actually spend studying outside of class?

2.45 2.63 -0.18 0 -0.19 2.59 2.69 -0.1 0 -0.10

17b. Frequency: Prepare at least one draft of 

an assignment before turning it in 

2.42 2.5 -0.08 0 -0.09 2.64 2.67 -0.03 0.18 -0.04

17d. Frequency: Come to class without 

completing readings or assignments 
1.7 1.8 -0.1 0 -0.12 1.89 1.96 -0.07 0.001 -0.08

17g. Frequency of use: Use the Internet or 

instant messaging to work on an assignment 

2.05 2.27 -0.22 0 -0.22 2.29 2.47 -0.18 0 -0.18

17m. Frequency: Skip class 1.32 1.38 -0.06 0 -0.10 1.63 1.71 -0.08 0 -0.10

18d-2. Frequency of use: Peer or other 

tutoring 

1.33 1.38 -0.05 0.01 -0.07 1.68 1.73 -0.05 0.08 -0.05

18e-2. Frequency of use: Skill labs (writing, 

math, etc.) 
1.76 1.8 -0.04 0.15 -0.04 2.05 2.07 -0.02 0.477 -0.02

18g-2. Frequency of use: Computer lab 1.99 2.15 -0.16 0 -0.15 2.35 2.57 -0.22 0 -0.21

* (Reverse scale: 1=A+…6=C- or lower)

Entering Returning
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Table 34. Comparison of Full vs. Part-time Enrollment: Student-Faculty Interaction 

Part-

time

Full-

time Mean Sig Effect

Part-

time

Full-

time Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student-Faculty Interactions Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*16f. I could go to a faculty or staff member 

with questions or concerns about matters 

unrelated to my coursework

2.9 2.82 0.08 0 0.08 2.94 2.86 0.08 0.011 0.07

19b. Your relationship with:  Instructors 5.71 5.64 0.07 0.04 0.05 5.47 5.52 -0.05 0.104 -0.04

*16k. I knew how to get in touch with my 

instructors outside of class 

1.71 1.65 0.06 0 0.08 1.69 1.68 0.01 0.376 0.01

17h. Frequency of use: Use e-mail to 

communicate with an instructor

1.66 1.9 -0.24 0 -0.27 2.16 2.33 -0.17 0 -0.18

17i. Frequency:  Discuss an assignment or 

grade with an instructor
1.88 1.95 -0.07 0 -0.08 2.31 2.4 -0.09 0 -0.10

17j. Frequency:  Discuss ideas from readings 

or classes with instructors outside of class

1.37 1.44 -0.07 0 -0.01 1.63 1.77 -0.14 0 -0.16

17k. Frequency:  Receive prompt feedback 

(written or oral) from instructors on 

performance 

2.24 2.29 -0.05 0.03 -0.05 2.56 2.61 -0.05 0.058 -0.06

9. How many hours per week (total) did 

faculty expect you to study outside of class? 
2.82 3.16 -0.34 0 -0.31 2.96 3.18 -0.22 0 -0.20

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning

 

  

In the Support for Learners construct (Table 35), one significant difference was 

found between full-time and part-time students. With a mean difference of 0.20, entering 

full-time students used financial aid advising significantly more often than entering part-

time students. Although not statistically significantly different, in general, full-time 

students used college services (i.e. career counseling, job placement, academic advising, 

and student organizations) slightly more often than part-time students. 
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Table 35. Comparison of Full vs. Part-time Enrollment: Support for Learners 

 

 Table 36 shows results for the Motivation construct. There were no significant 

differences found between part-time and full-time students in regard to levels of 

motivation with both groups showing similar levels of motivation. However, for entering 

students, full-time students reported higher levels of confidence in regard to I will have 

the money to pay for tuition (0.14). On the other hand, part-time returning students 

reported a higher level of satisfaction with success courses. The highest mean difference 

within part-time returning students occurred with how much did/does the course help you 

to gain knowledge and skills important to your success as a college student (-0.10). 

 

 

 

 

Part-

time

Full-

time Mean Sig Effect

Part-

time

Full-

time Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Support for Learners Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

3.08 3.02 0.06 0.07 0.05 3.16 3.13 0.03 0.351 0.02

5.07 5.2 -0.13 0 -0.09 4.9 4.99 -0.09 0.047 -0.06

18c-2. Frequency of use: Job placement 

assistance 

1.08 1.12 -0.04 0 -0.10 1.12 1.16 -0.04 0.003 -0.09

1.1 1.1 0 0.53 0.00 1.12 1.13 -0.01 0.302 -0.02

18a-2. Frequency of use: Academic 

advising/planning 

1.74 1.84 -0.1 0 -0.12 2.01 2.09 -0.08 0.001 -0.10

18b-2. Frequency of use: Career counseling 1.28 1.32 -0.04 0.02 -0.07 1.48 1.48 0.00 0.892 0.00

18f-2. Frequency of use: Financial aid 

advising 
1.55 1.75 -0.2 0 -0.24 1.74 1.85 -0.11 0 -0.12

18h-2. Frequency of use: Student 

organizations 

1.15 1.2 -0.05 0 -0.09 1.19 1.27 -0.08 0 -0.13

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

*16d. A college faculty or staff talked with 

me about my commitments outside of school 

(work, children, etc.) to help me figure out 

how many courses to take

19c. Your relationship with:  Administrative 

Personnel & Offices

Entering Returning

18j-2. Frequency of use: Services to students 

with disabilities 
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Table 36. Comparison of Full vs. Part-time Enrollment: Motivation 

 

Developmental vs. Non-Developmental 

Developmental students were defined as students who reported they placed in at 

least one of the three developmental education courses (i.e. developmental reading, 

writing, or math). Non-developmental students were defined as students who reported 

they did not place in any of the three developmental courses. As shown in Table 37, 88% 

of the students in this sample reported they placed in at least one developmental course, 

while 12% reported they did not place in developmental education. 

Part-

time

Full-

time Mean Sig Effect

Part-

time

Full-

time Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Motivation Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*q1. I have the motivation to do what it takes 

to succeed in college

1.42 1.39 0.03 0.05 0.05 1.42 1.4 0.02 0.146 0.03

*q2. I am prepared academically to succeed 

in college

1.68 1.62 0.06 0 0.08 1.68 1.59 0.09 0 0.12

*q3. I will be able to obtain the necessary 

academic assistance in and out of the 

classroom 

1.74 1.66 0.08 0 0.10 1.73 1.66 0.07 0.008 0.08

*q4. I have support from my immediate 

family for attaining my educational goals

1.39 1.37 0.02 0.31 0.03 1.48 1.43 0.05 0.034 0.06

*q5. I have the support of my friends to 

succeed in college

1.52 1.48 0.04 0.12 0.05 1.57 1.53 0.04 0.115 0.05

*q7. I will have the money necessary to pay 

the tuition 

2.35 2.21 0.14 0 0.12 2.51 2.41 0.10 0.007 0.08

*q9. I will have the money necessary to pay 

for school supplies 

2.24 2.17 0.07 0.03 0.06 2.44 2.40 0.04 0.18 0.03

*q11. Caring for dependents will interfere 

with my ability to succeed in college

3.58 3.63 -0.05 0.11 -0.04 3.44 3.49 -0.05 0.151 -0.04

*q12. Commitments other than work and 

family will interfere with my ability to 

succeed in college

3.62 3.65 -0.03 0.3 -0.02 3.52 3.52 0.00 0.938 0.00

**q24. How much did/does the course help 

you to gain knowledge and skills important to 

your success as a college student?

1.76 1.74 0.02 0.57 0.02 1.71 1.81 -0.10 0.001 -0.11

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree) ** (Reverse scale: 1=Very much…4= Not at all)

Entering Returning
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  When comparing entering with returning students with regard to developmental 

education status (Table 37), significant differences were found. A higher percent of 

returning students placed in at least one developmental course (90% vs. 85%).  

 

Table 37. Cross Tabulation between Entering & Returning *Developmental vs. Non-

Developmental 

Crosstabs   Entering Returning Total 

Non-

Developmental 

899 506 1405 

  14.8% 9.7% 12.4% 

At least one 

Developmental 

5188 4721 9909 

  85.2% 90.3% 87.6% 

Total 6087 5227 11314 

Developmental Vs. 

Non-

Developmental 

  100% 100% 100% 

Pearson Chi-Square 66.954 Sig (2-sided) = 0.000 

 

Demographic Characteristic 

 When compared to non-developmental students, developmental students reported 

that they are married (15% vs. 10%), female (61% vs. 51%), Hispanic (40% vs. 28%), 

have children living with them (27% vs. 16%), and that English is not their native 

language (25% vs. 17%). 

Independent sample t-test for entering and returning students were run in SPSS 

using the dichotomous variable develop as the independent variable (dummy coded as 0= 

Non-developmental Education, and 1= Developmental Education), and thirty-three 

engagement variables as dependent variables. A significance level of 0.05 was utilized. 

T-test analysis results for the Developmental vs. Non-developmental group are 

displayed in tables 38 through 41 in six categories: Active and Collaborative Learning, 

First Day, Student Effort, Student-Faculty Interaction, Support for Learners, and 

Motivation. 
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Engagement Levels 

For the Active and Collaborative Learning construct (Table 38), no significant 

differences were found between developmental and non-developmental students. 

However, within the entering students group, non-developmental students reported higher 

levels of engagement than developmental students in all four variables of active and 

collaborative learning; to include: asking questions in class (0.12), working with 

classmates inside (0.11) and outside the classroom (0.05), and discussing ideas from 

readings with others outside of class (0.11). 

On the other hand and although not statistically significant, within the returning 

students group, developmental students showed higher levels of engagement than non-

developmental students in three of the four variables. The highest mean difference of -

0.15 occurred in the area of with work with other students in projects during class, 

followed by -0.12 for worked with classmates outside of class, and -0.04 for discussed 

ideas from readings with others.  

 

Table 38. Comparison between Developmental vs. Non-Developmental: Active & 

Collaborative Learning  

 

Non-

Develop

mental

Develop

mental Mean Sig Effect

Non-

Develop

mental

Develop

mental Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Active and Collaborative Learning Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.86 2.74 0.12 0 0.15 2.93 2.85 0.08 0.042 0.10

2.43 2.32 0.11 0 0.12 2.42 2.57 -0.15 0 -0.18

1.56 1.51 0.05 0.13 0.06 1.75 1.87 -0.12 0.012 -0.13

2.38 2.27 0.11 0 0.11 2.45 2.49 -0.04 0.432 -0.04

17a.  Asked questions in class or contributed 

to class discussions 

17e. Worked with other students on projects 

during class 

Returning

17f. Worked with classmates outside of class 

to prepare class assignments

17l. Discussed ideas from your readings or 

classes with others outside of class (students, 

family members, co-workers, etc.)

Entering
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  For the First Day construct (Table 39), two significant differences were found 

between developmental and non-developmental returning students. Returning 

developmental students reported higher levels of engagement in regard to first day 

activities. The highest significant mean difference occurred with instructors had activities 

to introduce students to one another (0.29), followed by instructors clearly explained 

academic resources and college services (0.26). For entering students, no significant 

differences were found. However, developmental students also showed higher levels of 

engagement in first day activities (16g and 16h).  

 
Table 39. Comparison between Developmental vs. Non-Developmental: First Day 

  

 

 

 

Developmental and non-developmental students showed significant differences in 

the Student Effort construct (Table 40). For the entering students, developmental students 

showed significant lower overall high school grade or average (-0.57), followed by a 

significant higher level of use of skill labs with -0.52. On the other hand, within the 

returning students group, four significant differences were found. Returning 

developmental students reported significant higher levels of engagement than non-

developmental students in the use of skill labs (-0.65), peer or other tutoring services      

Non-

Develop

Develop

mental Mean Sig Effect

Non-

Develop

Develop

mental Mean Sig Effect

Construct: First Day Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.45 2.32 0.13 0 0.11 2.53 2.24 0.29 0 0.27

*16h. Instructors clearly explained academic 

resources and services available at this 

college 

2.13 1.96 0.17 0 0.18 2.29 2.03 0.26 0 0.28

*16i. Instructors clearly explained course 

grading policies

1.68 1.69 -0.01 0.86 -0.01 1.71 1.69 0.02 0.578 0.03

*16j. Instructors clearly explained course 

syllabi

1.61 1.62 -0.01 0.68 -0.01 1.68 1.62 0.06 0.109 0.09

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning

*16g. Instructors had activities to introduce 

students to one another 
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(-0.39), and use of computer labs (-0.21); they also reported significant lower high school 

averages than non-developmental students with a mean difference of -0.58. In addition, 

although not statistically significant, returning developmental students reported they 

study more hours per week than any other group, even more than non-developmental 

entering and returning students. 

 
Table 40. Comparison between Developmental vs. Non-Developmental: Student Effort 

 

Analysis from the Student-faculty Interactions construct (Table 41) did not show 

any significant difference between developmental and non-developmental students. 

However, within the entering students group, non-developmental students reported a 

higher mean difference than developmental students in the number of hours that faculty 

expected them to study (0.21). On the other hand, although not statistically significant, 

Non-

Develop

mental

Develop

mental Mean Sig Effect

Non-

Develop

mental

Develop

mental Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student Effort Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*27. In what range was your overall high 

school grade or average? 

2.7 3.27 -0.57 0 -0.48 2.67 3.25 -0.58 0 -0.49

10. How many hours per week (total) did you 

actually spend studying outside of class?

2.65 2.57 0.08 0.01 0.09 2.59 2.67 -0.08 0.113 -0.08

17b. Frequency: Prepare at least one draft of 

an assignment before turning it in 

2.48 2.48 0 0.85 0.00 2.55 2.68 -0.13 0.002 -0.16

17d. Frequency: Come to class without 

completing readings or assignments 
1.86 1.74 0.12 0 0.15 2.03 1.92 0.11 0.012 0.13

17g. Frequency of use: Use the Internet or 

instant messaging to work on an assignment 

2.21 2.21 0 0.92 0.00 2.34 2.41 -0.07 0.135 -0.07

17m. Frequency: Skip class 1.38 1.35 0.03 0.16 0.05 1.73 1.67 0.06 0.097 0.08

18d-2. Frequency of use: Peer or other 

tutoring 

1.3 1.39 -0.09 0 -0.12 1.38 1.77 -0.39 0 -0.41

18e-2. Frequency of use: Skill labs (writing, 

math, etc.) 
1.38 1.9 -0.52 0 -0.50 1.5 2.15 -0.65 0 -0.61

18g-2. Frequency of use: Computer lab 1.95 2.15 -0.2 0 -0.19 2.31 2.52 -0.21 0 -0.20

* (Reverse scale: 1=A+…6=C- or lower)

ReturningEntering
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returning developmental students ranked their relationship with instructor higher than 

non-developmental students with a mean difference of -0.17.  

 
Table 41. Comparison between Developmental vs. Non-Dev.: Student-faculty Interaction  

 

 In the Support for Learners construct (Table 42), there were three significant 

differences found within returning students, and none within the entering students group. 

Returning developmental students used financial aid advising (-0.25) and career 

counseling services (-0.21) significantly more often than returning non-developmental 

students. The third significant mean difference (0.25) occurred with returning 

developmental students who reported that a faculty member talked to them about 

commitments outside of school to help them figure out how many courses to take. 

 

 

 

Non-

Develop

Develop

mental Mean Sig Effect

Non-

Develop

Develop

mental Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student-Faculty Interactions Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*16f. I could go to a faculty or staff member 

with questions or concerns about matters 

unrelated to my coursework

2.86 2.84 0.02 0.72 0.02 3.02 2.89 0.13 0.009 0.12

19b. Your relationship with:  Instructors 5.63 5.69 -0.06 0.2 -0.05 5.36 5.53 -0.17 0.005 -0.13

*16k. I knew how to get in touch with my 

instructors outside of class 

1.65 1.66 -0.01 0.83 -0.01 1.75 1.66 0.09 0.012 0.12

17h. Frequency of use: Use e-mail to 

communicate with an instructor

1.84 1.83 0.01 0.68 0.01 2.23 2.27 -0.04 0.281 -0.04

17i. Frequency:  Discuss an assignment or 

grade with an instructor
1.9 1.94 -0.04 0.25 -0.04 2.31 2.38 -0.07 0.076 -0.08

17j. Frequency:  Discuss ideas from readings 

or classes with instructors outside of class

1.4 1.43 -0.03 0.28 -0.04 1.58 1.73 -0.15 0.001 -0.17

17k. Frequency:  Receive prompt feedback 

(written or oral) from instructors on 

performance 

2.34 2.27 0.07 0.04 0.07 2.51 2.62 -0.11 0.016 -0.13

9. How many hours per week (total) did 

faculty expect you to study outside of class? 

3.23 3.02 0.21 0 0.19 3.17 3.1 0.07 0.134 0.06

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning
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Table 42. Comparison between Developmental vs. Non-Dev.: Student for Learners  

 

 Table 43 shows results for the Motivation construct. There were four significant 

differences found between developmental and non-developmental entering and returning 

students. Entering developmental students reported higher levels of concerns than non-

developmental students in regard to commitments outside of school. For instance, the 

highest significant mean difference occurred with caring for dependents will interfere 

with my ability to succeed in college (0.27). In addition, entering and returning 

developmental students reported significant higher levels of engagement with success 

courses than non-developmental students. The second highest mean differences of 0.21 

for entering students and the highest mean difference of 0.31 for returning students 

occurred with how much did/does the student success course help you to gain knowledge 

and skills important to your success as a college student? In addition, entering non-

developmental students reported significant higher levels of confidence than 

Non-

Develop

mental

Develop

mental Mean Sig Effect

Non-

Develop

mental

Develop

mental Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Support for Learners Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

3.11 3.04 0.07 0.14 0.06 3.37 3.12 0.25 0 0.20

5.09 5.17 -0.08 0.16 -0.05 4.85 4.96 -0.11 0.133 -0.07

18c-2. Frequency of use: Job placement 

assistance 

1.08 1.11 -0.03 0.03 -0.07 1.08 1.15 -0.07 0.004 -0.15

1.04 1.11 -0.07 0 -0.17 1.06 1.13 -0.07 0.006 -0.15

18a-2. Frequency of use: Academic 

advising/planning 
1.84 1.82 0.02 0.49 0.02 1.93 2.09 -0.16 0 -0.19

18b-2. Frequency of use: Career counseling 1.23 1.33 -0.1 0 -0.16 1.31 1.52 -0.21 0 -0.28

18f-2. Frequency of use: Financial aid 

advising 
1.58 1.72 -0.14 0 -0.16 1.6 1.85 -0.25 0 -0.28

18h-2. Frequency of use: Student 

organizations 

1.15 1.19 -0.04 0.09 -0.07 1.2 1.24 -0.04 0.237 -0.06

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning

*16d. A college faculty or staff talked with 

me about my commitments outside of school 

(work, children, etc.) to help me figure out 

how many courses to take

19c. Your relationship with:  Administrative 

Personnel & Offices

18j-2. Frequency of use: Services to students 

with disabilities 
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developmental students in academic preparedness as reported in Table 43(q2, mean diff.  

-0.15).  

 

Table 43. Comparison between Developmental vs. Non-Developmental: Motivation 

 

Non-developmental vs. All Three Developmental Courses 

For this section of the analysis, developmental students were defined as students 

who reported they placed in all three developmental education courses (developmental 

reading, writing, and math). Non-developmental students were defined as students who 

reported they did not place in any of the three developmental courses. As shown in Table 

Non-

Develop

mental

Develop

mental Mean Sig Effect

Non-

Develop

mental

Develop

mental Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Motivation Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*q1. I have the motivation to do what it takes 

to succeed in college

1.39 1.38 0.01 0.7 0.02 1.44 1.4 0.04 0.262 0.06

*q2. I am prepared academically to succeed 

in college

1.51 1.66 -0.15 0 -0.20 1.51 1.63 -0.12 0.001 -0.16

*q3. I will be able to obtain the necessary 

academic assistance in and out of the 

classroom 

1.69 1.67 0.02 0.45 0.03 1.68 1.67 0.01 0.965 0.01

*q4. I have support from my immediate 

family for attaining my educational goals

1.34 1.37 -0.03 0.23 -0.04 1.37 1.44 -0.07 0.095 -0.08

*q5. I have the support of my friends to 

succeed in college

1.42 1.49 -0.07 0.02 -0.09 1.53 1.54 -0.01 0.681 -0.01

*q7. I will have the money necessary to pay 

the tuition 

2.21 2.27 -0.06 0.2 -0.05 2.33 2.46 -0.13 0.037 -0.10

*q9. I will have the money necessary to pay 

for school supplies 

2.17 2.19 -0.02 0.59 -0.02 2.36 2.43 -0.07 0.27 -0.06

*q11. Caring for dependents will interfere 

with my ability to succeed in college

3.86 3.59 0.27 0 0.21 3.61 3.45 0.16 0.023 0.12

*q12. Commitments other than work and 

family will interfere with my ability to 

succeed in college

3.69 3.66 0.03 0.56 0.02 3.49 3.54 -0.05 0.467 -0.04

**q24. How much did/does the course help 

you to gain knowledge and skills important to 

your success as a college student?

1.91 1.7 0.21 0 0.26 2.04 1.73 0.31 0 0.36

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree) ** (Reverse scale: 1=Very much…4= Not at all)

Entering Returning
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44, sixty-six (66%) of the students in this sample reported they placed in all three 

developmental courses, and 34% reported they did not place in developmental education. 

        When comparing entering with returning students with regard to developmental 

education status, significant differences were found (Chi-Square was 48.01 and the 

p=0.00). Although both groups had a relatively high number of all three developmental 

students, returning students held the highest percent (72% vs. 61%).  

 

Table 44. Cross tabulation between Entering & Returning *Non-Dev. vs. Three Dev. 

Courses  

Crosstabs   Entering Returning Total 

Non-Developmental 
899 506 1405 

  
38.6% 28.3% 34.1% 

Three Developmental 

Courses 

1428 1282 2710 

  61.4% 71.7% 65.9% 

Total 2327 1788 4115 

Three 

Developmental 

Course 

  100% 100% 100% 

Pearson Chi-Square 48.017 Sig (2-sided) = 0.000 

 

Demographic Characteristics 

 When compared to non-developmental students, all three developmental courses 

students reported that they are married (15% vs. 10%), female (62% vs. 51%), Hispanic 

(43.6% vs. 27.5%), have children living with them (30% vs. 16%), and that English is not 

their native language (33% vs. 18%). 

 When developmental status was analyzed in terms of ethnicity, White, non-

Hispanic had the highest percentage of non-developmental students (52%), followed by 

Hispanic 28%, and Black 12%. On the other hand, the group with the highest percentage 

of all three developmental courses was for Hispanics at 44%, followed by Whites at 24%, 

and Black at 21%. 
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Table 45. Ethnicity Cross tabulation between Non-Developmental vs. Three Dev. Courses  

Non-

Develop

mental

Three 

Developmental 

Courses Total

Count 10 33 43

%
.7% 1.2% 1.1%

Count 60 164 224

%
4.4% 6.2% 5.6%

Count 1 3 4

%
.1% .1% .1%

Count 163 561 724

%
11.9% 21.1% 18.0%

Count 708 647 1355

%
51.5% 24.4% 33.6%

Count 378 1157 1535

%
27.5% 43.6% 38.1%

Count 54 89 143

%
3.9% 3.4% 3.6%

Count 1374 2654 4028

%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Crosstab

Three Developmental Course

What is your racial 

identification?  (Mark 

only one) (34)

American Indian or 

Native American

Asian, Asian American 

or Pacifi islander

Native Hawaiian

Black or African 

American, Non-Hispanic

White, Non-Hispanic

Hispanic, Latino, 

Spanish

Other

Total

Pearson Chi-Square, 311.756, Sig. (2-sided) 2.473  

 

Independent sample t-test for entering and returning students were run in SPSS 

using the dichotomous variable threedev as the independent variable (dummy coded as 

0= Non-developmental Education, and 1= Three developmental Courses), and thirty-

three engagement variables as dependent variables. A significance level of 0.05 was 

utilized. 

T-test analysis results for the Non-Developmental vs. all three developmental 

courses group are displayed in tables 46 through 51 in six categories: Active and 

Collaborative Learning, First Day, Student Effort, Student-Faculty Interaction, Support 

for Learners, and Motivation. 
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Engagement Levels 

For the Active and Collaborative Learning construct (Table 46), two significant 

differences were found between non-developmental students and students in all three 

developmental courses. The two significant differences were found within returning 

students. Returning developmental students reported higher levels of engagement than 

non-developmental students in regard to teamwork. The highest mean difference 

occurred with worked with classmates outside of class to prepare class assignments (-

0.20), followed by worked with other students in projects during class (-0.17). On the 

other hand, although not significant, with a mean difference of 0.15, both entering and 

returning non-developmental students reported higher levels of engagement in regard to 

class participation (asked questions in class or contributed to class discussions). 

 
Table 46. Comparison between Non- Developmental vs. Three Dev. Courses: Active & 

Collaborative Learning 

 

 Four significant differences were found between non-developmental and 

developmental students within the First Day construct (Table 47). Both entering and 

returning developmental students showed significant higher levels of engagement with 

Non-

Develop

mental

All three 

Dev 

Courses Mean Sig Effect

Non-

Develop

mental

All three 

Dev 

Courses

Mean

Sig Effect

Construct: Active and Collaborative Learning Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.86 2.71 0.15 0 0.19 2.93 2.78 0.15 0 0.19

2.43 2.37 0.06 0.12 0.07 2.42 2.59 -0.17 0 -0.21

1.56 1.6 -0.04 0.27 -0.05 1.75 1.95 -0.20 0 -0.21

2.38 2.23 0.15 0 0.15 2.45 2.44 0.01 0.798 0.01

17a.  Asked questions in class or contributed 

to class discussions 

Returning

17e. Worked with other students on projects 

during class 

17f. Worked with classmates outside of class 

to prepare class assignments

17l. Discussed ideas from your readings or 

classes with others outside of class (students, 

family members, co-workers, etc.)

Entering
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first day activities than non-developmental students. For entering students, the highest 

mean difference was 0.32 for instructors had activities to introduce students to one 

another, followed by 0.28, instructors clearly explained academic resources and services 

available at this college. These same variables were statistically significant for returning 

students with mean differences of 0.41, and 0.37 respectively. 

 

Table 47. Comparison between Non- Developmental vs. Three Dev. Courses: First Day 

 

 For the Student Effort construct (Table 48), ten statistically significant differences 

were found between non-developmental and all three developmental courses students. 

Entering non-developmental students reported significant higher school average or GPA 

than developmental students (-0.68). On the other hand, entering developmental students 

reported significant higher levels of engagement in the use of skill labs (-0.75), computer 

lab (-0.36), and peer or other tutoring services (-0.15).  

Returning developmental students reported higher levels of engagement than 

returning non-developmental students in all positive student effort engagement variables, 

except high school GPA (-0.75). Returning developmental students used college services 

Non-

Develop

mental

All three 

Dev 

Courses Mean Sig Effect

Non-

Develop

mental

All three 

Dev 

Courses Mean Sig Effect

Construct: First Day Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.45 2.13 0.32 0 0.29 2.53 2.12 0.41 0 0.39

*16h. Instructors clearly explained academic 

resources and services available at this 

college 

2.13 1.85 0.28 0 0.31 2.29 1.92 0.37 0 0.41

*16i. Instructors clearly explained course 

grading policies

1.68 1.66 0.02 0.46 0.03 1.71 1.67 0.04 0.286 0.06

*16j. Instructors clearly explained course 

syllabi

1.61 1.59 0.02 0.48 0.03 1.68 1.6 0.08 0.041 0.12

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning

*16g. Instructors had activities to introduce 

students to one another 
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statistically more frequently than returning non-developmental students. The highest 

mean differences occurred with use of skill labs (-0.97), use of peer or other tutoring (-

0.56), use of computer labs (-0.39), and prepared at least one draft of an assignment 

before turning it in (-0.18). While returning non-developmental students reported 

significant higher high school GPA than developmental student (-0.75), they also 

reported a significant difference in the frequency in which they come to class without 

completing readings or assignments (0.17). Although not statistically significant, entering 

and returning non-developmental students skipped class more frequently than 

developmental students, 0.06 and 0.14 respectively. 

 

Table 48. Comparison between Non- Dev vs. Three Dev. Courses: Student Effort 

  

Table 49 show results for the Student-Faculty Interaction construct. Two 

significant differences were found between returning non-developmental and students 

Non-

Develop

mental

All three 

Dev 

Courses Mean Sig Effect

Non-

Develop

mental

All three 

Dev 

Courses

Mean

Sig Effect

Construct: Student Effort Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*27. In what range was your overall high 

school grade or average? 

2.7 3.38 -0.68 0 -0.59 2.67 3.42 -0.75 0 -0.64

10. How many hours per week (total) did you 

actually spend studying outside of class?

2.65 2.58 0.07 0.08 0.07 2.59 2.68 -0.09 0.109 -0.09

17b. Frequency: Prepare at least one draft of 

an assignment before turning it in 

2.48 2.57 -0.09 0.02 -0.10 2.55 2.73 -0.18 0 -0.23

17d. Frequency: Come to class without 

completing readings or assignments 
1.86 1.7 0.16 0 0.19 2.03 1.86 0.17 0.001 0.20

17g. Frequency of use: Use the Internet or 

instant messaging to work on an assignment 

2.21 2.23 -0.02 0.63 -0.02 2.34 2.43 -0.09 0.083 -0.09

17m. Frequency: Skip class 1.38 1.32 0.06 0.03 0.10 1.73 1.59 0.14 0.001 0.18

18d-2. Frequency of use: Peer or other 

tutoring 

1.3 1.45 -0.15 0 -0.20 1.38 1.94 -0.56 0 -0.60

18e-2. Frequency of use: Skill labs (writing, 

math, etc.) 
1.38 2.13 -0.75 0 -0.76 1.5 2.47 -0.97 0 -0.98

18g-2. Frequency of use: Computer lab 1.95 2.31 -0.36 0 -0.35 2.31 2.7 -0.39 0 -0.39

* (Reverse scale: 1=A+…6=C- or lower)

Entering Returning
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placed in all three developmental courses. Returning developmental students reported 

significant higher levels of interaction with faculty than non-developmental students. The 

highest significant mean difference occurred with I could go to faculty or staff with 

questions or concerns about matters unrelated to my coursework (0.27), followed by 

discussed ideas from readings or classes with instructors outside of class (-0.26). 

 Although not statistically significant, entering developmental students also 

reported higher levels of engagement with faculty than entering non-developmental 

students. 

 
Table 49. Comparison between Non- Developmental vs. Three Developmental Courses: 

Student-faculty Interaction 

  

 For the Support for Learners construct (Table 50), thirteen statistically significant 

differences were found. Outrageously, developmental students used college services 

Non-

Develop

mental

All three 

Dev 

Courses Mean Sig Effect

Non-

Develop

mental

All three 

Dev 

Courses

Mean

Sig Effect

Construct: Student-Faculty Interactions Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*16f. I could go to a faculty or staff member 

with questions or concerns about matters 

unrelated to my coursework

2.86 2.69 0.17 0 0.16 3.02 2.75 0.27 0 0.25

19b. Your relationship with:  Instructors 5.63 5.79 -0.16 0 -0.13 5.36 5.62 -0.26 0 -0.19

*16k. I knew how to get in touch with my 

instructors outside of class 

1.65 1.63 0.02 0.48 0.03 1.75 1.65 0.10 0.021 0.13

17h. Frequency of use: Use e-mail to 

communicate with an instructor

1.84 1.82 0.02 0.45 0.02 2.23 2.3 -0.07 0.158 -0.08

17i. Frequency:  Discuss an assignment or 

grade with an instructor
1.9 2.02 -0.12 0 -0.13 2.31 2.43 -0.12 0.01 -0.14

17j. Frequency:  Discuss ideas from readings 

or classes with instructors outside of class

1.4 1.5 -0.1 0 -0.13 1.58 1.84 -0.26 0 -0.28

17k. Frequency:  Receive prompt feedback 

(written or oral) from instructors on 

performance 

2.34 2.3 0.04 0.27 0.04 2.51 2.59 -0.08 0.121 -0.09

9. How many hours per week (total) did 

faculty expect you to study outside of class? 

3.23 3.02 0.21 0 0.19 3.17 3.01 0.16 0.004 0.15

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning
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significantly more frequently than non-developmental students. For the entering students 

group, students placed in all three developmental courses reported significant higher 

levels of engagement in all variables of Support for Learners. The five highest mean 

differences occurred with a faculty or staff talked to me about commitments outside of 

school (0.43), followed by use of financial aid advising (-0.39), career counseling (-0.39), 

relationship with administrative personnel (-0.35), and use of academic advising (0.25). 

 Entering students placed in all three developmental courses reported five 

significant differences and higher levels of usage of college services. The three highest 

mean differences were the same as the ones for entering students with 0.25, -0.24, and -

0.18 respectively. 

 

Table 50. Comparison between Non- Dev. vs. Three Dev. Courses: Support for Learners  

 

         In the Motivation construct (Table 51), there were three significant differences 

found between non-developmental students, and students placed in all three 

Non-

Develop

mental

All three 

Dev 

Courses Mean Sig Effect

Non-

Develop

mental

All three 

Dev 

Courses

Mean

Sig Effect

Construct: Support for Learners Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

3.11 2.86 0.25 0 0.20 3.37 2.94 0.43 0 0.35

5.09 5.39 -0.3 0 -0.20 4.85 5.2 -0.35 0 -0.22

18c-2. Frequency of use: Job placement 

assistance 

1.08 1.14 -0.06 0 -0.15 1.08 1.21 -0.13 0 -0.27

1.04 1.15 -0.11 0 -0.26 1.06 1.21 -0.15 0 -0.27

18a-2. Frequency of use: Academic 

advising/planning 

1.84 1.77 0.07 0.06 0.09 1.93 2.18 -0.25 0 -0.30

18b-2. Frequency of use: Career counseling 1.23 1.41 -0.18 0 -0.28 1.31 1.7 -0.39 0 -0.50

18f-2. Frequency of use: Financial aid 

advising 

1.58 1.82 -0.24 0 -0.28 1.6 1.99 -0.39 0 -0.43

18h-2. Frequency of use: Student 

organizations 

1.15 1.25 -0.1 0 -0.17 1.2 1.35 -0.15 0 -0.21

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

ReturningEntering

*16d. A college faculty or staff talked with 

me about my commitments outside of school 

(work, children, etc.) to help me figure out 

how many courses to take

19c. Your relationship with:  Administrative 

Personnel & Offices

18j-2. Frequency of use: Services to students 

with disabilities 
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developmental courses. Entering non-developmental students reported lower levels of 

concern than developmental students with regard to caring for dependents. For the 

entering students group, the highest significant mean difference was 0.40 for caring for 

dependents will interfere with my ability to succeed in college. In addition, with mean 

differences of 0.29 and 0.31, entering and returning developmental students also reported 

significant higher levels of satisfaction than non-developmental students with student 

success courses.  

 

Table 51. Comparison between Non- Dev. vs. Three Developmental Courses: Motivation 

Non-

Develop

mental

All three 

Dev 

Courses Mean Sig Effect

Non-

Develop

mental

All three 

Dev 

Courses

Mean

Sig Effect

Construct: Motivation Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*q1. I have the motivation to do what it takes 

to succeed in college

1.39 1.34 0.05 0.06 0.08 1.44 1.4 0.04 0.262 0.06

*q2. I am prepared academically to succeed 

in college

1.51 1.65 -0.14 0 -0.19 1.51 1.63 -0.12 0.001 -0.16

*q3. I will be able to obtain the necessary 

academic assistance in and out of the 

classroom 

1.69 1.61 0.08 0.01 0.10 1.68 1.67 0.01 0.965 0.01

*q4. I have support from my immediate 

family for attaining my educational goals

1.34 1.39 -0.05 0.14 -0.06 1.37 1.44 -0.07 0.095 -0.08

*q5. I have the support of my friends to 

succeed in college

1.42 1.51 -0.09 0.01 -0.11 1.53 1.54 -0.01 0.681 -0.01

*q7. I will have the money necessary to pay 

the tuition 

2.21 2.23 -0.02 0.66 -0.02 2.33 2.46 -0.13 0.037 -0.10

*q9. I will have the money necessary to pay 

for school supplies 

2.17 2.16 0.01 0.91 0.01 2.36 2.43 -0.07 0.27 -0.06

*q11. Caring for dependents will interfere 

with my ability to succeed in college

3.86 3.46 0.40 0 0.31 3.61 3.45 0.16 0.023 0.12

*q12. Commitments other than work and 

family will interfere with my ability to 

succeed in college

3.69 3.58 0.11 0.06 0.09 3.49 3.54 -0.05 0.467 -0.04

**q24. How much did/does the course help 

you to gain knowledge and skills important to 

your success as a college student?

1.91 1.62 0.29 0 0.36 2.04 1.73 0.31 0 0.36

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree) ** (Reverse scale: 1=Very much…4= Not at all)

Entering Returning
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18-19 Years Old vs. Other 

18-19 years old students were selected for analysis because of the high number of 

entering students in this age group. This group was compared with all other students 

outside of this age group, defined as “others.” As shown in Table 52, forty-seven percent 

(47%) of the students in this sample reported they are between 18 and 19 years old, and 

53% reported they are older than 19 years old. Students younger than 18 years old were 

discarded from the sample. 

When comparing entering with returning students in regard to the18-19 age 

group, significant big differences were found (Chi-Square was 2263.998 and the p=0.00). 

67% of entering students fall under 18 or 19 years of age, while only 24% of returning 

students fall under this age group; thus, 76% of returning students reported to be older 

than 19 years old. 

 
Table 52. Cross Tabulation between Entering & Returning *18-19 Years Old vs. Others  

Crosstabs   Entering Returning Total 

18-19 Yrs Old 
4641 1430 6071 

  66.6% 24.5% 47.4% 

Others 2323 4410 6733 

  
33.4% 75.5% 52.6% 

Total 6964 5840 12804 

Age group 18 to 19 

  100% 100% 100% 

Pearson Chi-Square 2263.998 Sig (2-sided) = 0.000 

 

Demographic Characteristics 

 When compared to older students, 18-19 years old students reported that they are 

single (98% vs. 75%), male (44% vs. 39%), Hispanic (38.4% vs. 37.5%), White (38.1% 
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vs. 32.7%), do not have children living with them (89% vs. 62%), and English is their 

native language (78% vs. 75%). 

Independent sample t-test for entering and returning students were run in SPSS 

using the dichotomous variable age18to19 as the independent variable (dummy coded as 

0= Others, and 1= 18-19 years old), and thirty-three engagement variables as dependent 

variables. A significance level of 0.05 was utilized. 

T-test analysis results for the 18-19 years old vs. Others group are displayed in 

tables 53 through 58 in six categories: Active and Collaborative Learning, First Day, 

Student Effort, Student-Faculty Interaction, Support for Learners, and Motivation. 

Engagement Levels 

For the Active and Collaborative Learning construct (Table 53), one significant 

difference was found between the 18-19 age group and others. Entering students over the 

age of 19 years old asked significantly more questions in class or contributed to class 

discussion more often than 18-19 years old students. Returning students showed no 

significant differences in engagement levels for the Active and Collaborative Learning 

construct between the two groups. 
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Table 53. Comparison between 18-19 Years Old vs. Others: Active and Collaborative 

Learning   

 

         For the First Day construct (Table 54), no significant differences were found 

between the 18-19 age group and others whether entering or returning. Both groups held 

similar levels of engagement in First Day activities. 

 

Table 54. Comparison between 18-19 Years Old vs. Others: First Day 

Others

18-19 

Yrs Old Mean Sig Effect Others

18-19 

Yrs Old Mean Sig Effect

Construct: First Day Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.34 2.37 -0.03 0.24 -0.03 2.3 2.21 0.09 0.005 0.08

*16h. Instructors clearly explained academic 

resources and services available at this 

college 

1.99 2.02 -0.03 0.12 -0.03 2.09 2.04 0.05 0.075 0.05

*16i. Instructors clearly explained course 

grading policies

1.63 1.74 -0.11 0 -0.15 1.7 1.72 -0.02 0.54 -0.03

*16j. Instructors clearly explained course 

syllabi

1.59 1.66 -0.07 0 -0.10 1.64 1.67 -0.03 0.254 -0.04

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

*16g. Instructors had activities to introduce 

students to one another 

Entering Returning

 

    

For the Student Effort construct (Table 55), six significant differences were found 

between 18-19 years old and others. Entering and returning students age 18-19 years old 

reported significant higher high school average or GPA than students over 19 years old. 

Even so, 18-19 year old students also reported they come to class without completing 

Others

18-19 

Yrs Old Mean Sig Effect Others

18-19 

Yrs Old Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Active and Collaborative Learning Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.86 2.7 0.16 0 0.20 2.87 2.79 0.08 0.001 0.10

2.38 2.3 0.08 0 0.09 2.54 2.53 0.01 0.503 0.01

1.45 1.55 -0.1 0 -0.12 1.85 1.88 -0.03 0.298 -0.03

2.38 2.22 0.16 0.24 0.16 2.49 2.41 0.08 0.005 0.08

17a.  Asked questions in class or contributed 

to class discussions 

17e. Worked with other students on projects 

during class 

17f. Worked with classmates outside of class 

to prepare class assignments

17l. Discussed ideas from your readings or 

classes with others outside of class (students, 

family members, co-workers, etc.)

ReturningEntering
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readings or assignments significantly more often than “other” students (-0.21 entering 

and -0.20 returning). In addition, students over the age of 19 year old reported to study 

significantly higher number of hours a week than the 18-19 year old age group (entering 

0.34 and returning 0.28). 

 In summary, students over the age of 19 years old reported higher levels of 

engagement than 18-19 year old students in almost all variables of student effort. 

Although not statistically significant, older students reported higher levels of engagement 

in regard to prepared at least one draft of an assignment, utilizing skill labs, computer 

labs, and tutoring. 18-19 year old students also reported to skip class more often than 

older students. 

 

Table 55. Comparison between 18-19 Years Old vs. Others: Student Effort 

 

Others

18-19 

Yrs Old Mean Sig Effect Others

18-19 

Yrs Old Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student Effort Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*27. In what range was your overall high 

school grade or average? 

3.4 3.05 0.35 0 0.29 3.26 2.99 0.27 0 0.23

10. How many hours per week (total) did you 

actually spend studying outside of class?

2.78 2.47 0.31 0 0.34 2.71 2.44 0.27 0 0.28

17b. Frequency: Prepare at least one draft of 

an assignment before turning it in 

2.56 2.43 0.13 0 0.15 2.67 2.61 0.06 0.015 0.07

17d. Frequency: Come to class without 

completing readings or assignments 
1.63 1.84 -0.21 0 -0.25 1.88 2.08 -0.20 0 -0.23

17g. Frequency of use: Use the Internet or 

instant messaging to work on an assignment 
2.22 2.18 0.04 0.11 0.04 2.4 2.42 -0.02 0.521 -0.02

17m. Frequency: Skip class 1.32 1.38 -0.06 0.07 -0.10 1.66 1.75 -0.09 0.001 -0.11

18d-2. Frequency of use: Peer or other 

tutoring 
1.39 1.35 0.04 0.47 0.05 1.73 1.64 0.09 0.01 0.09

18e-2. Frequency of use: Skill labs (writing, 

math, etc.) 

1.79 1.77 0.02 0.27 0.02 2.08 1.99 0.09 0 0.08

18g-2. Frequency of use: Computer lab 2.08 2.11 -0.03 0.43 -0.03 2.45 2.57 -0.12 0.446 -0.11

* (Reverse scale: 1=A+…6=C- or lower)

ReturningEntering
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         For the Faculty-Student Interaction construct (Table 56), only one significant 

difference was found between 18-19 years old entering students and older students. 

Entering older students reported significant higher levels of engagement than 18-19 year 

old students in regard to discuss an assignment or grade with an instructor (0.23). 

Although not statistically significant, in general, entering and returning older students 

reported higher levels of engagement with faculty than the 18-19 year old age group. 

 
Table 56. Comparison between 18-19 Years Old vs. Others: Student-faculty Interaction 

 

 For the Support for Learners construct (Table 57), no significant differences were 

found. However, within the entering students group, the 18-19 year old age group 

reported higher level of engagement with regard to a college faculty or staff talked to me 

about my commitments outside of school (0.12). Within the returning students group, the 

Others

18-19 

Yrs Old Mean Sig Effect Others

18-19 

Yrs Old Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student-Faculty Interactions Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*16f. I could go to a faculty or staff member 

with questions or concerns about matters 

unrelated to my coursework

2.84 2.86 -0.02 0.43 -0.02 2.89 2.92 -0.03 0.446 -0.03

19b. Your relationship with:  Instructors 5.76 5.6 0.16 0 0.13 5.5 5.49 0.01 0.642 0.01

*16k. I knew how to get in touch with my 

instructors outside of class 

1.62 1.69 -0.07 0 -0.09 1.68 1.69 -0.01 0.642 -0.01

17h. Frequency of use: Use e-mail to 

communicate with an instructor

1.86 1.8 0.06 0.02 0.07 2.26 2.28 -0.02 0.537 -0.02

17i. Frequency:  Discuss an assignment or 

grade with an instructor
2.08 1.85 0.23 0 0.25 2.38 2.33 0.05 0.093 0.06

17j. Frequency:  Discuss ideas from readings 

or classes with instructors outside of class

1.48 1.38 0.1 0 0.13 1.73 1.66 0.07 0.01 0.08

17k. Frequency:  Receive prompt feedback 

(written or oral) from instructors on 

performance 

2.38 2.22 0.16 0 0.17 2.61 2.55 0.06 0.028 0.07

9. How many hours per week (total) did 

faculty expect you to study outside of class? 

3.05 3.05 0 0 0.00 3.09 3.08 0.01 0.01 0.01

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning
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highest mean difference occurred with students over the age of 19 using academic 

planning and advising more often than the 18-19 age group (0.12). 

 

Table 57. Comparison between 18-19 Years Old vs. Others: Support for Learners  

 

 Analysis of the 18-19 year old students vs. others in the Motivation Construct 

(Table 58), showed two significant differences between the two groups within entering 

students. Entering students over 19 years old reported significant higher levels of 

determination than the 18-19 year old students in regard to I have the motivation to do 

what it takes to succeed in college (-0.13). On the other hand, entering students 18-19 

year old reported significantly higher levels of confidence with regard to financial 

stability. The highest mean difference (0.23) occurred with I will have the money to pay 

for school supplies and although not statistically significant, followed by I will have the 

money necessary to pay for school tuition (0.22). Returning students did not report 

Others

18-19 

Yrs Old Mean Sig Effect Others

18-19 

Yrs Old Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Support for Learners Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

3.13 3.01 0.12 0 0.10 3.16 3.09 0.07 0.051 0.06

5.19 5.13 0.06 0.21 0.04 4.94 4.98 -0.04 0.029 -0.02

18c-2. Frequency of use: Job placement 

assistance 

1.09 1.11 -0.02 0.21 -0.05 1.14 1.14 0 0.029 0.00

1.09 1.1 -0.01 0.02 -0.02 1.13 1.1 0.03 0 0.06

18a-2. Frequency of use: Academic 

advising/planning 

1.84 1.79 0.05 0.04 0.06 2.08 1.96 0.12 0.004 0.14

18b-2. Frequency of use: Career counseling 1.33 1.3 0.03 0.02 0.05 1.5 1.43 0.07 0.001 0.09

18f-2. Frequency of use: Financial aid 

advising 
1.72 1.67 0.05 0 0.06 1.83 1.73 0.1 0.018 0.11

18h-2. Frequency of use: Student 

organizations 

1.15 1.2 -0.05 0 -0.09 1.22 1.26 -0.04 0.006 -0.06

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

ReturningEntering

*16d. A college faculty or staff talked with 

me about my commitments outside of school 

(work, children, etc.) to help me figure out 

how many courses to take

19c. Your relationship with:  Administrative 

Personnel & Offices

18j-2. Frequency of use: Services to students 

with disabilities 
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significant differences between the two groups. However, returning students 18-19 year 

old, also reported higher levels of confidence in regard to financial stability. In addition, 

entering and returning other students reported higher levels of confidence in regard to 

family and friends support. 

 

Table 58. Comparison between 18-19 Years Old vs. Other: Motivation  

 

Gender 

Fifty-nine percent of students in this sample reported to be female and 41% 

identified as male. When comparing entering with returning students in regard gender, 

significant differences were found (Chi-Square was 31.883 and the p=0.00). As shown in 

Others

18-19 

Yrs Old Mean Sig Effect Others

18-19 

Yrs Old Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Motivation Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*q1. I have the motivation to do what it takes 

to succeed in college

1.31 1.44 -0.13 0 -0.20 1.38 1.49 -0.11 0 -0.16

*q2. I am prepared academically to succeed 

in college

1.62 1.65 -0.03 0.11 -0.04 1.61 1.67 -0.06 0.107 -0.08

*q3. I will be able to obtain the necessary 

academic assistance in and out of the 

classroom 

1.64 1.7 -0.06 0 -0.08 1.67 1.74 -0.07 0.001 -0.08

*q4. I have support from my immediate 

family for attaining my educational goals

1.43 1.35 0.08 0 0.10 1.47 1.36 0.11 0 0.13

*q5. I have the support of my friends to 

succeed in college

1.52 1.47 0.05 0.03 0.06 1.57 1.48 0.09 0.028 0.10

*q7. I will have the money necessary to pay 

the tuition 

2.41 2.19 0.22 0 0.18 2.49 2.32 0.17 0 0.13

*q9. I will have the money necessary to pay 

for school supplies 

2.35 2.12 0.23 0.00 0.20 2.46 2.28 0.18 0.00 0.15

*q11. Caring for dependents will interfere 

with my ability to succeed in college

3.6 3.63 -0.03 0.36 -0.02 3.45 3.54 -0.09 0.359 -0.07

*q12. Commitments other than work and 

family will interfere with my ability to 

succeed in college

3.74 3.6 0.14 0 0.11 3.54 3.51 0.03 0 0.02

**q24. How much did/does the course help 

you to gain knowledge and skills important to 

your success as a college student?

1.65 1.8 -0.15 0 -0.18 1.73 1.9 -0.17 0 -0.19

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree) ** (Reverse scale: 1=Very much…4= Not at all)

Entering Returning
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table 59, returning students have a higher percent of female students (61% vs. 56%), and 

entering students have a higher percent of males (44% vs. 39%). 

 
Table 59. Cross Tabulation between Entering & Returning * Gender  

Crosstabs   Entering Returning Total 

Male 
3038 2258 5296 

  43.6% 38.7% 41.4% 

Female 
3928 3580 7508 

  56.4% 61.3% 58.6% 

Total 6966 5838 12804 

White 

  100% 100% 100% 

Pearson Chi-Square 31.883 Sig (2-sided) = 0.000 

 

Demographic Characteristics 

 When compared to females, male students reported that they are single (91% vs. 

82%), younger than 21 (72% vs. 61%), not first generation (58% vs. 51%), traditional 

(84% vs. 72%), White (41% vs. 37%), degree seeking (9.8% vs. 8.5%), non-

developmental (15% vs. 11%), and that English is not their native language (24% vs. 

23%). 

 When gender was analyzed in terms of ethnicity (Table 60), White, non-Hispanic 

and Hispanic had the same percentage of males at 36.7%, followed by Black at 15% and 

Asian at 6%. On the other hand, the highest percentage of females was Hispanic at 39%, 

followed by Whites at 34%, and Black at 17%. 
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Table 60. Cross Tabulations between Ethnicity * Gender 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Independent sample t-test for entering and returning students were run in SPSS 

using the dichotomous variable sex as the independent variable (coded as 1= Male, and 

2= Female), and thirty-three engagement variables as dependent variables. A significance 

level of 0.05 was utilized. T-test analysis results for the Male vs. Female group are 

displayed in tables 61 through 66 in six categories: Active and Collaborative Learning, 

First Day, Student Effort, Student-Faculty Interaction, Support for Learners, and 

Motivation. 

Engagement Levels 

For the Active and Collaborative Learning construct (Table 61), no significant 

differences were found between males and females. However, females reported higher 

engagement levels than males in regard to talking with others about readings outside of 

class. The highest mean difference between entering and returning students occurred with 

discussed ideas from your readings or classes outside of class with family or coworkers, -

Male Female Total

66 79 145

1.3% 1.1% 1.1%

294 328 622

5.6% 4.4% 4.9%

Native Hawaiian 7 4 11

.1% .1% .1%

781 1291 2072

14.9% 17.4% 16.3%

1925 2536 4461

36.7% 34.1% 35.2%

1926 2877 4803

36.7% 38.7% 37.9%

Other 247 314 561

4.7% 4.2% 4.4%

Total 5246 7429 12675

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Pearson Chi-Square = 34.05, Sig.(2 sided)= 0.000

Asian, Asian American 

or Pacifi islander

Black or African 

American, Non-Hispanic

Hispanic, Latino, 

Spanish

White, Non-Hispanic

American Indian or 

Native American

What is your racial 

identification? (34)
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0.19, and -0.17 respectively. The second highest mean difference for both groups 

occurred with worked with other students on projects during class, -0.08 for entering, and 

-0.10 for returning. In general, although not statistically significant, female students 

reported higher engagement levels than males in the active and collaborative learning 

construct. 

Table 61. Comparison between Male vs. Female: Active and Collaborative Learning 

 

In the First Day construct (Table 62), no significant differences were found 

between males and females. Both groups reported similar levels of engagement in first 

day activities. 

Table 62. Comparison between Male vs. Female: First Day 

Male Female Mean Sig Effect Male Female Mean Sig Effect

Construct: First Day Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.36 2.36 0 0.92 0.00 2.3 2.27 0.03 0.26 0.03

*16h. Instructors clearly explained academic 

resources and services available at this 

college 

2.01 2.01 0 0.91 0.00 2.06 2.08 -0.02 0.294 -0.02

*16i. Instructors clearly explained course 

grading policies

1.73 1.68 0.05 0 0.07 1.74 1.68 0.06 0.003 0.08

*16j. Instructors clearly explained course 

syllabi

1.68 1.6 0.08 0 0.11 1.68 1.62 0.06 0.003 0.09

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Returning

*16g. Instructors had activities to introduce 

students to one another 

Entering

Male Female Mean Sig Effect Male Female Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Active and Collaborative Learning Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.76 2.75 0.01 0.62 0.01 2.83 2.87 -0.04 0.057 -0.05

2.28 2.36 -0.08 0 -0.09 2.48 2.58 -0.10 0 -0.12

1.5 1.53 -0.03 0.13 -0.04 1.83 1.87 -0.04 0.061 -0.04

2.17 2.36 -0.19 0 -0.19 2.36 2.53 -0.17 0 -0.18

17a.  Asked questions in class or contributed 

to class discussions 

17e. Worked with other students on projects 

during class 

17f. Worked with classmates outside of class 

to prepare class assignments

17l. Discussed ideas from your readings or 

classes with others outside of class (students, 

family members, co-workers, etc.)

ReturningEntering
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         Results from the analysis of the Student Effort construct (Table 63), revealed 

seven significant differences between male and female students. In general, female 

students reported higher levels of engagement in all positive variables of student effort. 

Entering and returning males had significant higher high school average or GPA than 

females. On the other hand, for both groups, males also reported to have come to class 

without completing readings or assignments significantly more frequently than females. 

In addition, returning males reported they skipped class significantly more frequent than 

returning females. 

 Entering and returning females reported they prepared at least one draft of an 

assignment significantly more frequently than males. Although not statistically 

significantly different, females use college services more frequently than males. 

 

Table 63. Comparison between Male vs. Female: Student Effort 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Male Female Mean Sig Effect Male Female Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student Effort Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*27. In what range was your overall high 

school grade or average? 

3.32 3.03 0.29 0 0.24 3.36 3.08 0.28 0 0.23

10. How many hours per week (total) did you 

actually spend studying outside of class?

2.51 2.62 -0.11 0 -0.12 2.57 2.69 -0.12 0 -0.12

17b. Frequency: Prepare at least one draft of 

an assignment before turning it in 

2.37 2.55 -0.18 0 -0.20 2.54 2.73 -0.19 0 -0.23

17d. Frequency: Come to class without 

completing readings or assignments 
1.88 1.68 0.2 0 0.24 2.09 1.83 0.26 0 0.30

17g. Frequency of use: Use the Internet or 

instant messaging to work on an assignment 

2.13 2.25 -0.12 0 -0.12 2.35 2.44 -0.09 0.001 -0.09

17m. Frequency: Skip class 1.41 1.32 0.09 0 0.14 1.79 1.61 0.18 0 0.23

18d-2. Frequency of use: Peer or other 

tutoring 

1.35 1.37 -0.02 0.27 -0.03 1.64 1.75 -0.11 0 -0.12

18e-2. Frequency of use: Skill labs (writing, 

math, etc.) 
1.73 1.82 -0.09 0 -0.09 2 2.09 -0.09 0.005 -0.08

18g-2. Frequency of use: Computer lab 2.09 2.11 -0.02 0.39 -0.02 2.49 2.48 0.01 0.879 0.01

* (Reverse scale: 1=A+…6=C- or lower)

ReturningEntering
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 T-tests results from the Student-Faculty Interaction construct (Table 64) showed 

two significant differences between male and female students. A significantly higher 

number of entering female students (0.16) reported they knew how to get in touch with 

instructors outside of class than entering males. Within the returning students, male 

students reported significantly higher levels of engagement with faculty in regard to I 

could go to a faculty or staff member with question unrelated to my coursework (-0.22). 

In addition, although not statistically significant, entering and returning female 

students ranked their relationship with instructors higher than male students, they also 

reported to have used the e-mail to communicate with instructors more frequent than 

male students. On the other hand, although not statistically significant, male students 

reported higher levels of engagement with faculty in regard to discussed ideas from 

readings or classes with instructors outside of class.  

 

Table 64. Comparison between Male vs. Female: Student-Faculty Interaction 

Male Female Mean Sig Effect Male Female Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student-Faculty Interactions Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*16f. I could go to a faculty or staff member 

with questions or concerns about matters 

unrelated to my coursework

2.75 2.93 -0.18 0 -0.17 2.77 2.99 -0.22 0 -0.21

19b. Your relationship with:  Instructors 5.62 5.68 -0.06 0.05 -0.05 5.46 5.52 -0.06 0.07 -0.04

*16k. I knew how to get in touch with my 

instructors outside of class 

1.76 1.6 0.16 0 0.22 1.75 1.64 0.11 0 0.15

17h. Frequency of use: Use e-mail to 

communicate with an instructor

1.74 1.89 -0.15 0 -0.17 2.21 2.3 -0.09 0.001 -0.10

17i. Frequency:  Discuss an assignment or 

grade with an instructor
1.94 1.92 0.02 0.49 0.02 2.33 2.38 -0.05 0.022 -0.06

17j. Frequency:  Discuss ideas from readings 

or classes with instructors outside of class

1.44 1.39 0.05 0.01 0.07 1.78 1.66 0.12 0 0.13

17k. Frequency:  Receive prompt feedback 

(written or oral) from instructors on 

performance 

2.25 2.29 -0.04 0.05 -0.04 2.55 2.62 -0.07 0.002 -0.08

9. How many hours per week (total) did 

faculty expect you to study outside of class? 

3.07 3.03 0.04 0.14 0.04 3.09 3.09 0 0.952 0.00

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning
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            Within the Support for Learners construct (Table 65), one significant difference 

was found between male and female students. Returning female students reported to have 

used financial aid advising significantly more often than male students. On the other 

hand, although not statistically significant, returning male students reported higher levels 

of engagement in all but two variables of support for learners. The highest not significant 

mean difference (-0.19) occurred with 16d, a college faculty or staff talked with me about 

commitments outside of school to choose courses.  

Although not statistically significant, with the exception of financial aid advising 

and academic planning, entering male students also reported higher levels of engagement 

than female students in the use of college services. 

 

Table 65. Comparison between Male vs. Female: Support for Learners 

 

Male Female Mean Sig Effect Male Female Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Support for Learners Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.95 3.12 -0.17 0 -0.14 3.03 3.22 -0.19 0 -0.15

5.17 5.13 0.04 0.24 0.03 4.99 4.92 0.07 0.102 0.04

18c-2. Frequency of use: Job placement 

assistance 

1.12 1.1 0.02 0.03 0.05 1.16 1.13 0.03 0.01 0.07

1.11 1.09 0.02 0.11 0.05 1.15 1.11 0.04 0.001 0.08

18a-2. Frequency of use: Academic 

advising/planning 
1.75 1.85 -0.10 0 -0.12 2.00 2.08 -0.08 0.001 -0.10

18b-2. Frequency of use: Career counseling 1.30 1.31 -0.01 0.65 -0.02 1.50 1.47 0.03 0.23 0.04

18f-2. Frequency of use: Financial aid 

advising 
1.61 1.74 -0.13 0 -0.15 1.69 1.87 -0.18 0 -0.20

18h-2. Frequency of use: Student 

organizations 

1.20 1.17 0.03 0.05 0.05 1.28 1.2 0.08 0 0.13

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning

*16d. A college faculty or staff talked with 

me about my commitments outside of school 

(work, children, etc.) to help me figure out 

how many courses to take

19c. Your relationship with:  Administrative 

Personnel & Offices

18j-2. Frequency of use: Services to students 

with disabilities 
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          Seven statistically significant differences were found between male and female 

students in regard to the Motivation and Commitment construct (Table 66). Entering 

female students reported significant higher levels of motivation to succeed in college than 

their male counterparts (0.13). Entering and returning female students also reported 

significant higher levels of friends’ support than did males (0.24 and 0.26 respectively). 

In addition, returning female students reported significantly higher levels of satisfaction 

with student success courses than returning male students (0.18). 

On the other hand, entering and returning male students reported significantly 

higher levels of concerns to cope with commitments outside of school than females 

(mean differences of -0.31 and -0.32 respectively), and returning male student students 

reported significantly higher levels of confidence in having the funds to pay for college 

expenses (-0.28).  

In summary, female students reported higher levels of confidence in regard to 

family support, academic preparedness, and motivation. On the other hand, in general, 

male students reported higher levels of confidence in financial stability, and at the same 

time higher concerns with their ability to cope with commitments outside of school. 
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Male Female Mean Sig Effect Male Female Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Motivation Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*q1. I have the motivation to do what it takes 

to succeed in college

1.47 1.34 0.13 0 0.20 1.49 1.36 0.13 0 0.19

*q2. I am prepared academically to succeed 

in college

1.69 1.61 0.08 0 0.11 1.69 1.59 0.1 0 0.13

*q3. I will be able to obtain the necessary 

academic assistance in and out of the 

classroom 

1.75 1.63 0.12 0 0.15 1.76 1.64 0.12 0 0.14

*q4. I have support from my immediate 

family for attaining my educational goals

1.43 1.34 0.09 0 0.11 1.52 1.39 0.13 0 0.15

*q5. I have the support of my friends to 

succeed in college

1.63 1.39 0.24 0 0.30 1.71 1.45 0.26 0 0.30

*q7. I will have the money necessary to pay 

the tuition 

2.15 2.34 -0.19 0 -0.16 2.28 2.56 -0.28 0 -0.22

*q9. I will have the money necessary to pay 

for school supplies 

2.10 2.26 -0.16 0.00 -0.14 2.28 2.50 -0.22 0.00 -0.18

*q11. Caring for dependents will interfere 

with my ability to succeed in college

3.5 3.71 -0.21 0 -0.16 3.42 3.51 -0.09 0.03 -0.07

*q12. Commitments other than work and 

family will interfere with my ability to 

succeed in college

3.47 3.78 -0.31 0 -0.25 3.33 3.65 -0.32 0 -0.25

**q24. How much did/does the course help 

you to gain knowledge and skills important to 

your success as a college student?

1.82 1.7 0.12 0 0.14 1.88 1.7 0.18 0 0.21

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree) ** (Reverse scale: 1=Very much…4= Not at all)

Entering Returning

Table 66. Comparison between Male vs. Female: Motivation 

 

 

 

 

 

Traditional vs. Non-traditional Age 

For the purpose of this study, traditional age students were defined as students 

who reported they were 24 years old and younger. Non-traditional students were defined 

as students who reported they were over 25 years old. As shown in Table 67, 77% of the 

students in this sample reported they were traditional and only 23% were identified as 

non-traditional (over 25 years old). 

When comparing entering with returning students in regard to age, no statistically 

significant differences were found (Chi-Square was 642.305 and the p=1.0536). 

However, a higher percentage of entering students were traditional age (85% vs. 66%).  
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Table 67. Cross Tabulation between Entering & Returning *Traditional vs. Non-

Traditional 

Crosstabs   Entering Returning Total 

Traditional Age 

Student (24 years old & 

younger) 

5943 3873 9816 

  
85.3% 66.3% 76.7% 

Nontraditional Age 

Student (25 and older) 
1021 1967 2988 

  
14.7% 33.7% 23.3% 

Total 
6964 5840 12804 

Traditional Age Vs. 

Non Traditional Age 

  100% 100% 100% 

Pearson Chi-Square 642.305 Sig (2-sided) = 1.0536 

 

Demographic Characteristics 

 When compared to traditional aged students, non-traditional students reported in 

higher percentages that they are married (45% vs. 5%), female (71% vs. 55%), Black 

(23.6% vs. 14%), have children living with them (60% vs. 14%), and that English is their 

native language (78% vs. 77%). 

When age status was analyzed in terms of ethnicity, White, non-Hispanic and 

Hispanic had the same percentage as non-traditional students (33%), followed by Black 

at 22%. On the other hand, the majority of traditional students in this sample (39%) were 

Hispanic followed by White (36%), and Black (14%). 
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Table 68. Cross Tabulation between Ethnicity * Traditional vs. Non-Traditional  

 

Independent sample t-test for entering and returning students were run in SPSS 

using the dichotomous variable Studage as the independent variable (dummy coded as 1= 

Traditional, and 2= Non-Traditional, and thirty-three engagement variables as dependent 

variables. A significance level of 0.05 was utilized. 

T-test analysis results for the Traditional vs. Non-traditional group are displayed 

in tables 69 through 74 in six categories: Active and Collaborative Learning, First Day, 

Student Effort, Student-Faculty Interaction, Support for Learners, and Motivation. 

Engagement Levels 

For the Active and Collaborative Learning construct (Table 69), three significant 

differences were found between traditional age and non-traditional age students. With 

mean differences of -0.22 and -0.15 respectively, entering and returning non-traditional 

age students reported significantly higher levels of engagement in regard to asked 

Non-

Traditional Age 

Student (25 and 

older)

Traditional 

Age Student 

(24 and 

younger) Total

47 100 147

1.6% 1.0% 1.2%

121 501 622

4.1% 5.1% 4.9%

Native Hawaiian 4 8 12

.1% .1% .1%

668 1392 2060

22.7% 14.3% 16.3%

980 3486 4466

33.4% 35.8% 35.2%

980 3823 4803

33.4% 39.3% 37.9%

Other 138 424 562

4.7% 4.4% 4.4%

Total 2938 9734 12672

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Pearson Chi-Square = 136.049, Sig.(2 sided)= 6.83

What is your racial 

identification? (34)

American Indian or 

Native American

Asian, Asian American 

or Pacifi islander

Black or African 

American, Non-

Hispanic

White, Non-Hispanic

Hispanic, Latino, 

Spanish
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questions in class or contributed to class discussion. Entering non-traditional students 

also reported that they discussed ideas from readings or classes with others outside of 

class significantly more often than traditional students. 

 
Table 69. Comparison between Traditional vs. Non-Traditional: Active and Collaborative 

Learning 

 

 T-test analysis results from the First Day construct (Table 70) showed one 

statistically significant difference between traditional and non-traditional students. A 

significantly higher number of entering non-traditional age students reported instructors 

clearly explained course grading policies.  For the entering students group, non-

traditional age students reported higher levels of engagement in all four variables of first 

day construct, although only one was statistically significant. For the returning students 

group, no statistically significant differences were found. 

 

Traditio

nal Age

Non-

Tradition

al Age Mean Sig Effect

Traditio

nal Age

Non-

Traditio

nal Age Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Active and Collaborative Learning Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.72 2.94 -0.22 0 -0.27 2.8 2.95 -0.15 0 -0.20

2.31 2.42 -0.11 0 -0.12 2.53 2.56 -0.03 0.177 -0.04

1.54 1.41 0.13 0 0.16 1.87 1.84 0.03 0.302 0.03

2.24 2.48 -0.24 0 -0.24 2.43 2.54 -0.11 0 -0.11

17a.  Asked questions in class or contributed 

to class discussions 

17e. Worked with other students on projects 

during class 

17f. Worked with classmates outside of class 

to prepare class assignments

17l. Discussed ideas from your readings or 

classes with others outside of class (students, 

family members, co-workers, etc.)

Entering Returning
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Table 70. Comparison between Traditional vs. Non-Traditional: First Day   

 

 For the Student Effort construct (Table 71), ten statistically significant differences 

were found between traditional and non-traditional students. Entering and returning 

traditional age students reported significantly higher high school average or GPA than 

non-traditional students (mean difference of -0.47 and -0.30 respectively). On the other 

hand, they also reported to have skipped class and to come to class without completing 

readings or assignments significantly more frequently than non-traditional students. 

Entering non-traditional students reported significantly higher levels of engagement in 

regard to studied more hours per week outside of class (-0.41), and prepared at least one 

draft of an assignment before turning it in (-0.23). 

 With regard to returning students, traditional age students reported they used 

computer labs significantly more frequently than non-traditional students (mean 

difference of 0.30). Returning non-traditional students reported to have studied a 

significant higher number of hours outside of class than traditional students (-0.41). 

In summary, entering and returning non-traditional age students reported higher 

levels of engagement in most of the positive variables in the Student Effort construct. 

Traditio

nal Age

Non-

Tradition

al Age Mean Sig Effect

Traditio

nal Age

Non-

Traditio

nal Age Mean Sig Effect

Construct: First Day Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.37 2.31 0.06 0.15 0.05 2.24 2.36 -0.12 0 -0.11

*16h. Instructors clearly explained academic 

resources and services available at this 

college 

2.02 1.94 0.08 0.01 0.09 2.07 2.09 -0.02 0.53 -0.02

*16i. Instructors clearly explained course 

grading policies

1.72 1.57 0.15 0 0.21 1.72 1.69 0.03 0.17 0.04

*16j. Instructors clearly explained course 

syllabi

1.65 1.56 0.09 0 0.13 1.66 1.63 0.03 0.109 0.04

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

*16g. Instructors had activities to introduce 

students to one another 

Entering Returning
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Table 71. Comparison between Traditional vs. Non-Traditional: Student Effort 

 

 T-test analysis results from the Student-Faculty Interaction construct (Table 72), 

showed three statistically significant differences between traditional and non-traditional 

age students. Entering non-traditional age students rated their relationship with 

instructors significantly higher than entering traditional age students (mean difference of 

-0.25). In addition, entering non-traditional age students reported significantly higher 

levels of interaction/engagement with faculty in regard to having received prompt 

feedback, and having discussed assignments or grades with instructors.  

 For the entering students group, no significant differences were found. However, 

with a mean difference of -0.14, non-traditional age students rated their relationship with 

instructors higher than traditional age students.  

 

Traditio

nal Age

Non-

Tradition

al Age Mean Sig Effect

Traditio

nal Age

Non-

Traditio

nal Age Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student Effort Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*27. In what range was your overall high 

school grade or average? 

3.1 3.57 -0.47 0 -0.39 3.09 3.39 -0.3 0 -0.25

10. How many hours per week (total) did you 

actually spend studying outside of class?

2.51 2.92 -0.41 0 -0.45 2.51 2.92 -0.41 0 -0.43

17b. Frequency: Prepare at least one draft of 

an assignment before turning it in 

2.44 2.67 -0.23 0 -0.26 2.61 2.74 -0.13 0 -0.16

17d. Frequency: Come to class without 

completing readings or assignments 
1.82 1.5 0.32 0 0.39 2.07 1.66 0.41 0 0.48

17g. Frequency of use: Use the Internet or 

instant messaging to work on an assignment 
2.18 2.27 -0.09 0.02 -0.09 2.42 2.36 0.06 0.032 0.06

17m. Frequency: Skip class 1.39 1.21 0.18 0 0.29 1.79 1.47 0.32 0 0.41

18d-2. Frequency of use: Peer or other 

tutoring 
1.35 1.44 -0.09 0 -0.12 1.67 1.79 -0.12 0 -0.13

18e-2. Frequency of use: Skill labs (writing, 

math, etc.) 
1.77 1.82 -0.05 0.16 -0.05 2.03 2.1 -0.07 0.026 -0.06

18g-2. Frequency of use: Computer lab 2.12 1.97 0.15 0 0.14 2.58 2.28 0.3 0 0.29

* (Reverse scale: 1=A+…6=C- or lower)

Entering Returning
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Table 72. Comparison between Traditional vs. Non-Traditional: Student-faculty Interaction  

 

  

In the Support for Learners construct (Table 73), no statistically significant 

differences were found between traditional and non-traditional age students. However, 

entering non-traditional students rated their relationship with administrators and office 

personnel higher than traditional students (-0.15). For the returning students group, the 

highest mean difference was -0.12; non-traditional age students used academic advising 

and planning more frequently than traditional age students. 

 

 

 

 

 

Traditio

nal Age

Non-

Tradition

al Age Mean Sig Effect

Traditio

nal Age

Non-

Traditio

nal Age Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student-Faculty Interactions Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*16f. I could go to a faculty or staff member 

with questions or concerns about matters 

unrelated to my coursework

2.86 2.79 0.07 0.05 0.07 2.91 2.88 0.03 0.273 0.03

19b. Your relationship with:  Instructors 5.62 5.87 -0.25 0 -0.20 5.45 5.59 -0.14 0 -0.10

*16k. I knew how to get in touch with my 

instructors outside of class 

1.69 1.56 0.13 0 0.17 1.7 1.66 0.04 0.069 0.05

17h. Frequency of use: Use e-mail to 

communicate with an instructor

1.82 1.84 -0.02 0.45 -0.02 2.28 2.24 0.04 0.086 0.04

17i. Frequency:  Discuss an assignment or 

grade with an instructor
1.89 2.11 -0.22 0 -0.24 2.35 2.39 -0.04 0.137 -0.05

17j. Frequency:  Discuss ideas from readings 

or classes with instructors outside of class

1.4 1.48 -0.08 0 -0.11 1.7 1.73 -0.03 0.377 -0.03

17k. Frequency:  Receive prompt feedback 

(written or oral) from instructors on 

performance 
2.23 2.52 -0.29 0 -0.31 2.56 2.67 -0.11 0 -0.13

9. How many hours per week (total) did 

faculty expect you to study outside of class? 

3.06 3.01 0.05 0.23 0.04 3.1 3.08 0.02 0.537 0.02

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning
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Table 73. Comparison between Traditional vs. Non-Traditional: Support for Learners 

 

 

 Two statistically significant differences were found between traditional and non-

traditional age students in the Motivation and Commitment construct (Table 74). Entering 

and returning non-traditional age students reported significant higher levels of motivation 

to succeed in college than traditional students (q1). In addition, they also reported 

significantly higher levels of satisfaction with success courses and recognized their 

importance to succeed in college. 

 In general, although not statistically significant, traditional age students reported 

higher levels of confidence in regard to having the money to pay for college expenses 

(tuition and school supplies) and finding the necessary academic assistance to succeed in 

college (q3). On the other hand, although not statistically significant, traditional students 

reported higher levels of concerns about having the ability to cope with commitments 

outside of work and family (q12). 

Traditio

nal Age

Non-

Tradition

al Age Mean Sig Effect

Traditio

nal Age

Non-

Traditio

nal Age Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Support for Learners Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

3.03 3.17 -0.14 0 -0.11 3.13 3.18 -0.05 0.115 -0.04

5.13 5.28 -0.15 0 -0.10 4.92 5 -0.08 0.099 -0.05

18c-2. Frequency of use: Job placement 

assistance 

1.11 1.08 0.03 0.03 0.07 1.15 1.13 0.02 0.257 0.04

1.1 1.07 0.03 0.04 0.07 1.13 1.12 0.01 0.581 0.02

18a-2. Frequency of use: Academic 

advising/planning 
1.79 1.9 -0.11 0 -0.14 2.01 2.13 -0.12 0 -0.14

18b-2. Frequency of use: Career counseling 1.3 1.37 -0.07 0 -0.11 1.47 1.51 -0.04 0.03 -0.05

18f-2. Frequency of use: Financial aid 

advising 
1.68 1.74 -0.06 0.05 -0.07 1.77 1.87 -0.1 0 -0.11

18h-2. Frequency of use: Student 

organizations 

1.19 1.11 0.08 0 0.15 1.25 1.18 0.07 0 0.11

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

*16d. A college faculty or staff talked with 

me about my commitments outside of school 

(work, children, etc.) to help me figure out 

how many courses to take

19c. Your relationship with:  Administrative 

Personnel & Offices

ReturningEntering

18j-2. Frequency of use: Services to students 

with disabilities 
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Table 74. Comparison between Traditional vs. Non-Traditional: Motivation 

 

 

Degree Seeking vs. Non-degree Seeking 

Degree seeking students were defined as students who reported their primary 

reason to attend college was to obtain a certificate, an associates, or to transfer to a 4-year 

college or university. Non-degree seeking students were defined as students who reported 

their primary reason for attending college was to obtain or update job related skills, self-

improvement/personal enjoyment, or change careers. As shown in Table 75, ninety-one 

percent of the students in this sample reported they were degree seekers and nine percent 

self-identified as non-degree seekers. 

Traditio

nal Age

Non-

Tradition

al Age Mean Sig Effect

Traditio

nal Age

Non-

Traditio

nal Age Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Motivation Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*q1. I have the motivation to do what it takes 

to succeed in college

1.42 1.27 0.15 0 0.23 1.47 1.3 0.17 0 0.25

*q2. I am prepared academically to succeed 

in college

1.64 1.65 -0.01 0.83 -0.01 1.65 1.58 0.07 0.001 0.09

*q3. I will be able to obtain the necessary 

academic assistance in and out of the 

classroom 

1.7 1.59 0.11 0 0.14 1.73 1.61 0.12 0 0.14

*q4. I have support from my immediate 

family for attaining my educational goals

1.38 1.38 0 0.98 0.00 1.42 1.48 -0.06 0.015 -0.07

*q5. I have the support of my friends to 

succeed in college

1.49 1.5 -0.01 0.57 -0.01 1.54 1.57 -0.03 0.249 -0.03

*q7. I will have the money necessary to pay 

the tuition 

2.23 2.43 -0.2 0 -0.16 2.43 2.48 -0.05 0.212 -0.04

*q9. I will have the money necessary to pay 

for school supplies 

2.17 2.36 -0.19 0 -0.17 2.40 2.44 -0.04 0.38 -0.03

*q11. Caring for dependents will interfere 

with my ability to succeed in college

3.63 3.6 0.03 0.49 0.02 3.52 3.4 0.12 0.003 0.09

*q12. Commitments other than work and 

family will interfere with my ability to 

succeed in college

3.61 3.84 -0.23 0 -0.18 3.47 3.64 -0.17 0 -0.13

**q24. How much did/does the course help 

you to gain knowledge and skills important to 

your success as a college student?

1.78 1.56 0.22 0 0.26 1.85 1.63 0.22 0 0.25

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree) ** (Reverse scale: 1=Very much…4= Not at all)

Entering Returning
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When comparing entering with returning students in regard to degree seeking 

status, no statistically significant differences were found (Chi-Square was .412 and the 

p=0.521). Both groups had almost the exact same percentage of degree seeker and non-

degree seeker students. 

 
Table 75. Cross Tabulation between Entering & Returning *Degree Seeking vs. Non-Degree 

Seeking  

Crosstabs   Entering Returning Total 

Non-degree 

Seeking 

643 515 1158 

  9.2% 8.9% 9.0% 

Degree Seeking 6353 5295 11648 

  90.8% 91.1% 91.0% 

Total 6996 5810 12806 

White 

  100% 100% 100% 

Pearson Chi-Square .412 Sig (2-sided) = 0.521 

 

Demographic Characteristics 

 When compared to non-degree seekers, degree seekers reported in higher 

percentages that they are single (87% vs. 78%), female (59% vs. 55%), Hispanic (39% 

vs. 32%), have no children living with them (76% vs. 65%), and that English is their 

native language (77% vs. 76%). 

 When degree status was analyzed in terms of ethnicity (Table 76), a higher 

percentage of degree seeking students were Hispanic (39%), followed by White non-

Hispanic (35%), and Black (16%). On the other hand, the majority of non-degree seeking 

students in this sample were White (34%) followed by Hispanic (32%), and Black (19%). 
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Table 76. Cross Tabulation between Ethnicity *Degree Seeking vs. Non-Degree  

 

Independent sample t-tests for entering and returning students were run in SPSS 

using the dichotomous variable degree_seek as the independent variable (dummy coded 

as 0= Non-degree Seeking, and 1= Degree Seeking, and thirty-three engagement 

variables as dependent variables. A significance level of 0.05 was utilized. 

T-test analysis results for the Degree Seeking vs. Non-Degree Seeking group are 

displayed in tables 77 through 82 in six categories: Active and Collaborative Learning, 

First Day, Student Effort, Student-Faculty Interaction, Support for Learners and 

Motivation. 

Engagement Levels 

For the Active and Collaborative Learning construct (Table 77), no significant 

differences were found between Degree Seeking and Non-degree seeking students. 

Non-degree 

Seeking

Degree 

Seeking Total

23 127 150

2.0% 1.1% 1.2%

60 565 625

5.3% 4.9% 4.9%

Native Hawaiian 5 7 12

.4% .1% .1%

220 1842 2062

19.3% 15.9% 16.2%

392 4066 4458

34.4% 35.2% 35.1%

369 4461 4830

32.4% 38.6% 38.0%

Other 69 494 563

6.1% 4.3% 4.4%

Total 1138 11562 12700

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

What is your racial 

identification? (34)

American Indian or 

Native American

Asian, Asian American 

or Pacifi islander

Black or African 

American, Non-

White, Non-Hispanic

Hispanic, Latino, 

Spanish

Pearson Chi-Square = 48.872, Sig.(2 sided)= 0
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Non-

degree 

Seeking

Degree 

Seeking Mean Sig Effect

Non-

degree 

Seeking

Degree 

Seeking Mean Sig Effect

Construct: First Day Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.3 2.36 -0.06 0.24 -0.05 2.38 2.27 0.11 0.039 0.10

*16h. Instructors clearly explained academic 

resources and services available at this college 

2.06 2 0.06 0.15 0.07 2.16 2.06 0.10 0.026 0.11

*16i. Instructors clearly explained course 

grading policies

1.75 1.69 0.06 0.06 0.08 1.82 1.7 0.12 0 0.17

*16j. Instructors clearly explained course 

syllabi

1.72 1.63 0.09 0 0.13 1.77 1.63 0.14 0 0.20

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning

*16g. Instructors had activities to introduce 

students to one another 

Although not statistically significant, degree seekers showed higher levels of engagement 

than non-degree seekers. 

Table 77. Comparison between Degree Seeking vs. Non-Degree Seeking: Active & 

Collaborative Learning  

 

In the First Day construct (Table 78), one statistically significant difference was 

found between the two groups. Returning degree-seeking students reported significantly 

higher levels of agreement with the statement “Instructors clearly explained course 

syllabi.” In general, although not statistically significant, degree seekers students showed 

higher levels of engagement than non-degree seekers in almost all variables of First Day 

activities. 

Table 78. Comparison between Degree Seeking vs. Non-Degree Seeking: First Day  

 

 

 

 

  

Non-

degree 

Seeking

Degree 

Seeking Mean Sig Effect

Non-

degree 

Seeking

Degree 

Seeking Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Active and Collaborative Learning Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.72 2.76 -0.04 0.18 -0.05 2.74 2.86 -0.12 0.001 -0.16

2.35 2.33 0.02 0.63 0.02 2.54 2.54 0.00 0.897 0.00

1.48 1.53 -0.05 0.24 -0.06 1.79 1.87 -0.08 0.084 -0.09

2.23 2.28 -0.05 0.24 -0.05 2.42 2.47 -0.05 0.268 -0.05

Entering Returning

17a.  Asked questions in class or contributed 

to class discussions 

17e. Worked with other students on projects 

during class 

17f. Worked with classmates outside of class 

to prepare class assignments

17l. Discussed ideas from your readings or 

classes with others outside of class (students, 

family members, co-workers, etc.)
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For the Student effort construct (Table 79), one statistically significant difference 

was found between degree seeking and non-degree seeking students. Entering degree-

seeking students reported significantly higher levels of high school average or GPA than 

non-degree seeking students. For the returning students group, no significant differences 

were found; however, returning degree seeking students reported higher high school 

average than returning non-degree seeking students with a mean difference of 0.17. 

 

Table 79. Comparison between Degree Seeking vs. Non-Degree Seeking: Student Effort 

 

No significant differences were found in the Student-Faculty Interaction construct 

(Table 80) between degree seeking and non-degree seeking students. However, entering 

degree seeking students reported higher mean differences in regard to asking faculty 

questions unrelated to coursework (.04), knowing how to get in touch with instructors 

Non-

degree 

Seeking

Degree 

Seeking Mean Sig Effect

Non-

degree 

Seeking

Degree 

Seeking Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student Effort Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*27. In what range was your overall high 

school grade or average? 

3.39 3.13 0.26 0 0.21 3.34 3.17 0.17 0.005 0.14

10. How many hours per week (total) did you 

actually spend studying outside of class?

2.54 2.57 -0.03 0.38 -0.03 2.77 2.64 0.13 0.004 0.13

17b. Frequency: Prepare at least one draft of 

an assignment before turning it in 

2.44 2.48 -0.04 0.26 -0.05 2.62 2.66 -0.04 0.316 -0.05

17d. Frequency: Come to class without 

completing readings or assignments 
1.82 1.76 0.06 0.13 0.07 1.93 1.93 0.00 0.947 0.00

17g. Frequency of use: Use the Internet or 

instant messaging to work on an assignment 
2.13 2.21 -0.08 0.07 -0.08 2.34 2.4 -0.06 0.209 -0.06

17m. Frequency: Skip class 1.38 1.36 0.02 0.31 0.03 1.63 1.68 -0.05 0.223 -0.06

18d-2. Frequency of use: Peer or other 

tutoring 
1.39 1.36 0.03 0.49 0.04 1.78 1.7 0.08 0.105 0.08

18e-2. Frequency of use: Skill labs (writing, 

math, etc.) 
1.83 1.78 0.05 0.26 0.05 2.08 2.05 0.03 0.608 0.03

18g-2. Frequency of use: Computer lab 2.12 2.1 0.02 0.7 0.02 2.39 2.49 -0.10 0.033 -0.09

* (Reverse scale: 1=A+…6=C- or lower)

Entering Returning
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Non-

degree 

Seeking

Degree 

Seeking Mean Sig Effect

Non-

degree 

Seeking

Degree 

Seeking Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student-Faculty Interactions Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*16f. I could go to a faculty or staff member 

with questions or concerns about matters 

unrelated to my coursework

2.88 2.84 0.04 0.42 0.04 2.78 2.91 -0.13 0.013 -0.12

19b. Your relationship with:  Instructors 5.56 5.67 -0.11 0.04 -0.09 5.44 5.51 -0.07 0.262 -0.05

*16k. I knew how to get in touch with my 

instructors outside of class 

1.74 1.66 0.08 0.01 0.11 1.8 1.67 0.13 0 0.18

17h. Frequency of use: Use e-mail to 

communicate with an instructor

1.7 1.84 -0.14 0 -0.15 2.14 2.28 -0.14 0.001 -0.15

17i. Frequency:  Discuss an assignment or 

grade with an instructor
1.96 1.92 0.04 0.38 0.04 2.28 2.37 -0.09 0.026 -0.10

17j. Frequency:  Discuss ideas from readings 

or classes with instructors outside of class

1.46 1.41 0.05 0.13 0.07 1.73 1.71 0.02 0.698 0.02

17k. Frequency:  Receive prompt feedback 

(written or oral) from instructors on 

performance 

2.29 2.27 0.02 0.78 0.02 2.51 2.6 -0.09 0.035 -0.10

9. How many hours per week (total) did 

faculty expect you to study outside of class? 

3 3.05 -0.05 0.25 -0.05 2.98 3.1 -0.12 0.013 -0.11

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning

outside of class (0.08), rating their relationship with instructors higher (-0.11), and using 

the e-mail more often to communicate with instructors (-0.14) than non-degree seeking 

students.  

 Unlike entering students, returning non-degree seeking students reported higher 

levels of engagement with faculty in regard to asking questions about matters unrelated 

to coursework (-0.13). On the other hand, retuning degree seeking students reported 

higher levels of engagement in regard to knowing how to get in touch with the instructors 

outside of class (0.13), using e-mail to communicate with instructors (-0.14), and rating 

their relationship with instructors higher than non-degree seeking students (-0.07). 

 

Table 80. Comparison between Degree Seeking vs. Non-Degree Seeking: Student-Faculty 

Interaction 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

          Within the Support for Learners construct (Table 81), one statistically significant 

difference was found between returning degree seeking and non-degree seeking students. 
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Returning non-degree seeking students used services for students with disabilities 

significantly more often than returning degree-seeking students. In general, degree and 

non-degree seeking students reported similar levels of engagement with regard to the use 

of student services. 

 

Table 81. Comparison between Degree Seeking vs. Non-Degree Seeking: Support for 

Learners 

 

 There were four statistically significant differences found between degree and 

non-degree seeking students in the Motivation construct (Table 82). With a mean 

difference of -0.16, entering degree seeking students reported significant higher levels of 

motivation in regard to having their friends’ support to succeed in college than non-

degree seeking students. 

          In comparison, returning degree seeking students reported significantly higher 

levels of motivation with respect to having friends and family support to succeed in 

Non-

degree 

Seeking

Degree 

Seeking Mean Sig Effect

Non-

degree 

Seeking

Degree 

Seeking Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Support for Learners Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

3.07 3.03 0.04 0.55 0.03 3.18 3.13 0.05 0.401 0.04

5.1 5.16 -0.06 0.28 -0.04 4.93 4.96 -0.03 0.72 -0.02

18c-2. Frequency of use: Job placement 

assistance 

1.14 1.1 0.04 0.07 0.10 1.18 1.13 0.05 0.035 0.11

1.13 1.09 0.04 0.07 0.09 1.22 1.11 0.11 0 0.23

18a-2. Frequency of use: Academic 

advising/planning 
1.74 1.81 -0.07 0.04 -0.09 1.98 2.05 -0.07 0.098 -0.08

18b-2. Frequency of use: Career counseling 1.3 1.31 -0.01 0.8 -0.02 1.51 1.48 0.03 0.364 0.04

18f-2. Frequency of use: Financial aid 

advising 
1.66 1.69 -0.03 0.46 -0.04 1.8 1.8 0.00 0.967 0.00

18h-2. Frequency of use: Student 

organizations 
1.2 1.18 0.02 0.33 0.04 1.23 1.23 0.00 0.946 0.00

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning

*16d. A college faculty or staff talked with me 

about my commitments outside of school 

(work, children, etc.) to help me figure out 

how many courses to take

19c. Your relationship with:  Administrative 

Personnel & Offices

18j-2. Frequency of use: Services to students 

with disabilities 
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college, with effect sizes of 0.22 and 0.23 respectively. In addition, returning non-degree 

seeking students reported significant higher levels of concerns with respect to caring for 

dependents will interfere with my ability to succeed in college (Effect size of -0.22). 

   
Table 82. Comparison between Degree Seeking vs. Non-Degree Seeking: Motivation 

 

In summary, degree seeking students reported higher levels of confidence with 

respect to being academically prepared, motivated, and having family and friends support 

than non-degree seeking students. Entering non-degree seeking students reported higher 

levels of concerns with regard to financial stability and commitments outside of school 

Non-

degree 

Seeking

Degree 

Seeking Mean Sig Effect

Non-

degree 

Seeking

Degree 

Seeking Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Motivation Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*q1. I have the motivation to do what it takes 

to succeed in college

1.5 1.39 0.11 0 0.17 1.45 1.40 0.05 0.17 0.07

*q2. I am prepared academically to succeed in 

college

1.77 1.63 0.14 0 0.19 1.71 1.62 0.09 0.02 0.11

*q3. I will be able to obtain the necessary 

academic assistance in and out of the 

classroom 

1.77 1.67 0.1 0.01 0.13 1.71 1.69 0.02 0.59 0.02

*q4. I have support from my immediate 

family for attaining my educational goals

1.48 1.36 0.12 0 0.15 1.67 1.42 0.25 0.00 0.23

*q5. I have the support of my friends to 

succeed in college
1.64 1.48 0.16 0 0.20 1.76 1.53 0.23 0.00 0.22

*q7. I will have the money necessary to pay 

the tuition 

2.4 2.24 0.16 0 0.13 2.45 2.45 0.00 0.94 0.00

*q9. I will have the money necessary to pay 

for school supplies 

2.31 2.18 0.13 0.01 0.11 2.38 2.42 -0.04 0.53 -0.03

*q11. Caring for dependents will interfere 

with my ability to succeed in college

3.46 3.63 -0.17 0 -0.13 3.20 3.49 -0.29 0.00 -0.22

*q12. Commitments other than work and 

family will interfere with my ability to 

succeed in college

3.57 3.65 -0.08 0.12 -0.06 3.33 3.54 -0.21 0.00 -0.16

**q24. How much did/does the course help 

you to gain knowledge and skills important to 

your success as a college student?

1.72 1.75 -0.03 0.52 -0.04 1.78 1.77 0.01 0.93 0.01

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree) ** (Reverse scale: 1=Very much…4= Not at all)

Entering Returning
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(caring for dependents); while entering non-degree seeking students reported a higher 

concern about being able to deal with commitments outside of school. 

White vs. Non-Asian Minorities 

Thirty-nine percent of students in the sample self-identified as White. When 

comparing entering with returning students in terms of ethnicity, statistically significant 

differences were found (Chi-Square was 23.405 and the p=0.00). As shown in Table 83, 

returning students are in a higher percent Non-Asian minorities (64% vs. 59%), and 

entering students are in a higher percentage White (41% vs. 36%). 

 

Table 83. Cross Tabulation between Entering & Returning *White vs. Non-Asian 

Minorities 

Crosstabs   Entering Returning Total 

White 
2631 1914 4545 

  
40.8% 36.4% 38.8% 

Non-Asian 

Minorities 

3818 3342 7160 

  
59.2% 63.6% 61.2% 

Total 
6449 5256 11705 

White 

  
100% 100% 100% 

Pearson Chi-Square 23.405 Sig (2-sided) = 0.000 

 

Demographic Characteristics 

 When compared to Non-Asian minorities, White students reported in higher 

percentages that they are single (87% vs. 86%), male (43% vs. 40%), have NO children 

living with them (81% vs. 71%), and that English is their native language (95% vs. 69%). 
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          Independent sample t-tests for entering and returning students were run in SPSS 

using the dichotomous variable White as the independent variable (dummy coded as 1= 

White, and 2= Non-Asian Minorities), and thirty-three engagement variables as 

dependent variables. A significance level of 0.05 was utilized. 

T-test analysis results for the White vs. Non-Asian Minorities group are displayed 

in tables 84 through 89 in six categories: Active and Collaborative Learning, First Day, 

Student Effort, Student-Faculty Interaction, Support for Learners, and Motivation. 

Engagement Levels 

Within the Active and Collaborative Learning construct (Table 84), one 

significant difference was found between White students and non-Asian minorities 

students. With a mean differences of 0.16, entering and returning White students reported 

significant higher levels of engagement in regard to asked questions in class or 

contributed to class discussion.  

 
Table 84. Comparison between White vs. Non-Asian Minorities: Active and Collaborative 

Learning  

 

White

Non-Asian 

Minorities Mean Sig Effect White

Non-Asian 

Minorities Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Active and Collaborative Learning Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.86 2.7 0.16 0 0.20 2.96 2.8 0.16 0 0.21

2.35 2.3 0.05 0.06 0.05 2.5 2.57 -0.07 0.009 -0.08

1.48 1.55 -0.07 0 -0.08 1.76 1.9 -0.14 0 -0.15

2.27 2.29 -0.02 0.36 -0.02 2.51 2.46 0.05 0.123 0.05

17a.  Asked questions in class or contributed 

to class discussions 

Returning

17e. Worked with other students on projects 

during class 

Entering

17f. Worked with classmates outside of class 

to prepare class assignments

17l. Discussed ideas from your readings or 

classes with others outside of class (students, 

family members, co-workers, etc.)
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            Within the First Day construct (Table 85), no significant differences were found 

between White and non-Asian minorities. However, in general, White students reported 

higher levels of engagement participating in first day activities than non-Asian minorities. 

 

Table 85. Comparison between White vs. Non-Asian Minorities: First Day 

 

 Within the Student Effort construct (Table 86), there were three statistically 

significant differences found. Entering and returning non-Asian minority students used 

skill labs, computer labs, and peer and other tutoring significantly more frequent than 

White students. Although not statistically significant, entering and returning White 

students reported to have skipped class and came to class without completing readings 

and assignments more often than non-Asian minority students.  

On the other hand, there were not statistically significant differences found 

between White and non-Asian minority students in terms of the number of hours they 

studied outside the class. 

 

 

 

White

Non-Asian 

Minorities Mean Sig Effect White

Non-Asian 

Minorities Mean Sig Effect

Construct: First Day Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.44 2.29 0.15 0 0.13 2.35 2.22 0.13 0 0.12

*16h. Instructors clearly explained academic 

resources and services available at this 

college 

2.08 1.94 0.14 0 0.15 2.14 2.02 0.12 0 0.13

*16i. Instructors clearly explained course 

grading policies

1.73 1.67 0.06 0 0.08 1.73 1.67 0.06 0.01 0.09

*16j. Instructors clearly explained course 

syllabi

1.65 1.61 0.04 0.01 0.06 1.66 1.62 0.04 0.062 0.06

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning

*16g. Instructors had activities to introduce 

students to one another 
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Table 86. Comparison between White vs. Non-Asian Minorities: Student Effort 

 

 T-test analysis results from student-faculty Interaction construct (Table 87) 

showed no statistically significant difference between White and Non-Asian Minorities 

students. Although not significant, entering and returning non-Asian minority students 

rated their relationship with their instructors higher than White students. They also 

reported they discussed an assignment or grade with a professor and ideas from reading 

outside of the class more often than White students. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

White

Non-Asian 

Minorities Mean Sig Effect White

Non-

Asian 

Minorities Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student Effort Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*27. In what range was your overall high 

school grade or average? 

3.11 3.2 -0.09 0.01 -0.08 3.17 3.22 -0.05 0.171 -0.04

10. How many hours per week (total) did you 

actually spend studying outside of class?

2.56 2.56 0 0.85 0.00 2.63 2.63 0 0.872 0.00

17b. Frequency: Prepare at least one draft of 

an assignment before turning it in 

2.47 2.47 0 0.94 0.00 2.64 2.68 -0.04 0.128 -0.05

17d. Frequency: Come to class without 

completing readings or assignments 
1.78 1.76 0.02 0.35 0.02 1.93 1.92 0.01 0.816 0.01

17g. Frequency of use: Use the Internet or 

instant messaging to work on an assignment 

2.19 2.2 -0.01 0.84 -0.01 2.36 2.41 -0.05 0.073 -0.05

17m. Frequency: Skip class 1.39 1.33 0.06 0 0.10 1.69 1.66 0.03 0.204 0.04

18d-2. Frequency of use: Peer or other 

tutoring 

1.27 1.42 -0.15 0 -0.20 1.52 1.81 -0.29 0 -0.31

18e-2. Frequency of use: Skill labs (writing, 

math, etc.) 

1.59 1.91 -0.32 0 -0.31 1.76 2.22 -0.46 0 -0.43

18g-2. Frequency of use: Computer lab 1.97 2.18 -0.21 0 -0.20 2.29 2.6 -0.31 0 -0.30

* (Reverse scale: 1=A+…6=C- or lower)
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Table 87. Comparison between White vs. Non-Asian Minorities: Student-Faculty 

Interaction 

 

 There were five significant differences found between White and non-Asian 

minority students in the Support for Learners construct (Table 88). Entering non-Asian 

minority students used counseling (-0.18) and financial aid advising (-0.35) services 

significantly more often than White students. Although not statistically significant, it is 

worth noting that entering non-Asian minority students reported higher levels of 

engagement than White students in using job placement, academic advising, and student 

organizations services. In addition, although not significant, entering and returning 

students also rated their relationship with staff higher than White students. 

 In contrast, returning non-Asian minority students reported significant higher used 

financial aid advising, career counseling, and job placement than returning White 

students. 

White

Non-Asian 

Minorities Mean Sig Effect White

Non-Asian 

Minorities Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student-Faculty Interactions Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*16f. I could go to a faculty or staff member 

with questions or concerns about matters 

unrelated to my coursework

2.8 2.85 -0.05 0.09 -0.05 2.85 2.91 -0.06 0.07 -0.06

19b. Your relationship with:  Instructors 5.6 5.73 -0.13 0 -0.10 5.48 5.56 -0.08 0.025 -0.06

*16k. I knew how to get in touch with my 

instructors outside of class 

1.66 1.66 0 0.99 0.00 1.67 1.67 0 0.809 0.00

17h. Frequency of use: Use e-mail to 

communicate with an instructor

1.87 1.79 0.08 0 0.09 2.3 2.24 0.06 0.03 0.06

17i. Frequency:  Discuss an assignment or 

grade with an instructor
1.92 1.94 -0.02 0.46 -0.02 2.36 2.37 -0.01 0.582 -0.01

17j. Frequency:  Discuss ideas from readings 

or classes with instructors outside of class

1.37 1.45 -0.08 0 -0.11 1.65 1.73 -0.08 0.006 -0.09

17k. Frequency:  Receive prompt feedback 

(written or oral) from instructors on 

performance 

2.28 2.28 0 0.93 0.00 2.61 2.6 0.01 0.655 0.01

9. How many hours per week (total) did 

faculty expect you to study outside of class? 

3.09 3.02 0.07 0.01 0.06 3.13 3.06 0.07 0.026 0.07

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning
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Table 88. Comparison between White vs. Non-Asian Minorities: Support for Learners 

 

 Within the Motivation construct (Table 89), two statistically significant 

differences were found between White and non-Asian minorities. Both entering and 

returning non-Asian minority students reported higher levels of satisfaction with student 

success courses (0.24 and 0.20 mean differences, respectively). In general, although not 

statistically significant, entering non-Asian minority students reported higher levels of 

confidence in their academic preparation and motivation to do what it takes to succeed in 

college. In comparison, although not statistically significant, entering White students 

reported higher levels of confidence with respect to financial stability, and less concerned 

about commitments outside of school than entering non-Asian minority students. 

White

Non-Asian 

Minorities Mean Sig Effect White

Non-Asian 

Minorities Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Support for Learners Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

3.04 3.03 0.01 0.91 0.01 3.19 3.11 0.08 0.026 0.06

5.06 5.27 -0.21 0 -0.14 4.89 5.04 -0.15 0.001 -0.09

18c-2. Frequency of use: Job placement 

assistance 

1.07 1.13 -0.06 0 -0.15 1.08 1.17 -0.09 0 -0.20

1.1 1.1 0 0.67 0.00 1.13 1.11 0.02 0.108 0.04

18a-2. Frequency of use: Academic 

advising/planning 

1.81 1.79 0.02 0.45 0.02 2 2.08 -0.08 0.001 -0.10

18b-2. Frequency of use: Career counseling 1.2 1.38 -0.18 0 -0.30 1.33 1.57 -0.24 0 -0.33

18f-2. Frequency of use: Financial aid 

advising 

1.48 1.83 -0.35 0 -0.42 1.57 1.95 -0.38 0 -0.43

18h-2. Frequency of use: Student 

organizations 

1.14 1.21 -0.07 0 -0.13 1.2 1.24 -0.04 0.012 -0.06

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning

19c. Your relationship with:  Administrative 

Personnel & Offices

18j-2. Frequency of use: Services to students 

with disabilities 

*16d. A college faculty or staff talked with 

me about my commitments outside of school 

(work, children, etc.) to help me figure out 

how many courses to take



 149 

         Although no statistically significant, returning non-Asian students reported higher 

levels of concerns about commitments outside of school and having the money necessary 

to pay for college expenses. 

 
Table 89. Comparison between White vs. Non-Asian Minorities: Motivation 

 

Black vs. Non-Black  

Sixteen percent (16%) of students in the sample self-identified as Black. Table 90 

shows that when comparing entering with returning students there was no statistically 

significant difference between Black and Non-Black (Chi-Square was .112 and the 

White

Non-Asian 

Minorities Mean Sig Effect White

Non-Asian 

Minorities Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Motivation Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*q1. I have the motivation to do what it takes 

to succeed in college

1.46 1.35 0.11 0 0.17 1.45 1.37 0.08 0 0.12

*q2. I am prepared academically to succeed 

in college

1.66 1.63 0.03 0.07 0.04 1.62 1.62 0 0.904 0.00

*q3. I will be able to obtain the necessary 

academic assistance in and out of the 

classroom 

1.72 1.64 0.08 0 0.10 1.69 1.67 0.02 0.33 0.02

*q4. I have support from my immediate 

family for attaining my educational goals

1.37 1.36 0.01 0.83 0.01 1.39 1.43 -0.04 0.102 -0.05

*q5. I have the support of my friends to 

succeed in college

1.45 1.49 -0.04 0.09 -0.05 1.47 1.55 -0.08 0.001 -0.09

*q7. I will have the money necessary to pay 

the tuition 

2.14 2.32 -0.18 0 -0.15 2.33 2.51 -0.18 0 -0.14

*q9. I will have the money necessary to pay 

for school supplies 

2.11 2.24 -0.13 0.00 -0.11 2.33 2.45 -0.12 0.00 -0.10

*q11. Caring for dependents will interfere 

with my ability to succeed in college

3.78 3.56 0.22 0 0.17 3.61 3.46 0.15 0 0.11

*q12. Commitments other than work and 

family will interfere with my ability to 

succeed in college

3.71 3.65 0.06 0.04 0.05 3.57 3.56 0.01 0.728 0.01

**q24. How much did/does the course help 

you to gain knowledge and skills important to 

your success as a college student?

1.9 1.66 0.24 0 0.29 1.89 1.69 0.2 0 0.23

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree) ** (Reverse scale: 1=Very much…4= Not at all)

Entering Returning



 150 

p=0.732). In fact, the exact same percentage of entering and returning students were self-

identified as Black (16%). 

 

Table 90. Cross Tabulation between Entering & Returning *Black vs. Non-Black Students  

Crosstabs   Entering Returning Total 

Black 
1162 952 2114 

  
16.5% 16.2% 16.4% 

Non-Black 
5897 4909 10806 

  
83.5% 83.8% 83.6% 

Total 
7059 5861 12920 

 

  
100% 100% 100% 

Pearson Chi-Square .112 Sig (2-sided) = .738 

 

Demographic Characteristics 

 When compared to non-Black students, Black students reported in higher 

percentages that they are married (14.4% vs. 13.8%), female (62% vs. 58%), have 

children living with them (35% vs. 23%), and that English is their native language (89% 

vs. 74%). 

Independent sample t-test for entering and returning students were run in SPSS 

using the dichotomous variable Black as the independent variable (dummy coded as 1= 

Black, and 2= Non-Black), and thirty-three engagement variables as dependent variables. 

A significance level of 0.05 was utilized. 

T-test analysis results for the Black vs. Non-Black Minorities group are displayed 

in tables 91 through 97 in six categories: Active and Collaborative Learning, First Day, 

Student Effort, Student-Faculty Interaction, Support for Learners, and Motivation. 
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Engagement Levels 

Within the Active and Collaborative Learning construct (Table 91), no 

statistically significant differences were found between Black and non-Black students. 

However, within the entering and returning group, Black students reported higher levels 

of engagement in all variables of active and collaborative learning, except one (Work 

with others on projects during class- within the entering group). Black students reported 

higher levels of engagement in working with other students outside of class, discuss ideas 

with others outside of class, and ask questions in class. In both groups, entering and 

returning students, the highest mean differences occurred with worked with classmates 

outside of class to prepare class assignments, 0.09 and 0.15, respectively. 

 

Table 91. Comparison between Black vs. Non-Black Students: Active and Collaborative 

Learning  

 

 In the First Day construct (Table 92), no statistically significant differences were 

found between Black and non-Black students. However, Black students had higher means 

in all the variables of First Day construct with entering and returning Black students 

reporting higher levels of engagement in First Day activities. 

Black

Non-

Black Mean Sig Effect Black

Non-

Black Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Active and Collaborative Learning Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.82 2.74 0.08 0.01 0.10 2.92 2.84 0.08 0.004 0.10

2.32 2.33 -0.01 0.78 -0.01 2.59 2.53 0.06 0.038 0.07

1.6 1.51 0.09 0 0.11 1.98 1.83 0.15 0 0.16

2.33 2.26 0.07 0.06 0.07 2.52 2.45 0.07 0.065 0.07

Entering Returning

17a.  Asked questions in class or contributed 

to class discussions 

17e. Worked with other students on projects 

during class 

17f. Worked with classmates outside of class 

to prepare class assignments

17l. Discussed ideas from your readings or 

classes with others outside of class (students, 

family members, co-workers, etc.)
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Black

Non-

Black Mean Sig Effect Black

Non-

Black Mean Sig Effect

Construct: First Day Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.26 2.37 -0.11 0 -0.10 2.19 2.29 -0.1 0.008 -0.09

*16h. Instructors clearly explained academic 

resources and services available at this 

college 

1.89 2.03 -0.14 0 -0.15 1.95 2.1 -0.15 0 -0.16

*16i. Instructors clearly explained course 

grading policies

1.64 1.71 -0.07 0 -0.10 1.64 1.72 -0.08 0.005 -0.11

*16j. Instructors clearly explained course 

syllabi

1.59 1.64 -0.05 0.01 -0.07 1.61 1.65 -0.04 0.127 -0.06

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning

*16g. Instructors had activities to introduce 

students to one another 

Table 92. Comparison between Black vs. Non-Black Students: First Day 

 

  

 

 

Within the Student Effort construct (Table 93), four statistically significant 

differences were found between Black and non-Black students. Non-Black students 

reported statistically significant higher high school GPA averages than Black students. In 

contrast, Black students reported they used skill labs significantly more frequently than 

non-Black students.  

In general, although not statistically significant, Black students used college 

services (i.e. tutoring and computer labs), and prepared at least one draft of an 

assignment more frequently than non-Black students. In addition, although not 

statistically significant, non-Black students reported they skipped class, and came to class 

without completing readings or assignments more often than Black students.  
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Black

Non-

Black Mean Sig Effect Black

Non-

Black Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student Effort Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*27. In what range was your overall high 

school grade or average? 

3.46 3.1 0.36 0 0.30 3.4 3.14 0.26 0 0.22

10. How many hours per week (total) did you 

actually spend studying outside of class?

2.54 2.58 -0.04 0.25 -0.04 2.66 2.64 0.02 0.534 0.02

17b. Frequency: Prepare at least one draft of 

an assignment before turning it in 

2.53 2.46 0.07 0.02 0.08 2.75 2.63 0.12 0 0.14

17d. Frequency: Come to class without 

completing readings or assignments 
1.72 1.78 -0.06 0.04 -0.07 1.87 1.94 -0.07 0.034 -0.08

17g. Frequency of use: Use the Internet or 

instant messaging to work on an assignment 

2.28 2.18 0.1 0 0.10 2.42 2.4 0.02 0.431 0.02

17m. Frequency: Skip class 1.3 1.37 -0.07 0 -0.11 1.57 1.7 -0.13 0 -0.17

18d-2. Frequency of use: Peer or other 

tutoring 

1.43 1.35 0.08 0 0.11 1.83 1.69 0.14 0 0.15

18e-2. Frequency of use: Skill labs (writing, 

math, etc.) 
1.98 1.74 0.24 0 0.23 2.25 2.02 0.23 0 0.21

18g-2. Frequency of use: Computer lab 2.24 2.07 0.17 0 0.16 2.64 2.46 0.18 0 0.17

* (Reverse scale: 1=A+…6=C- or lower)

Entering Returning

Table 93. Comparison between Black vs. Non-Black Students: Student Effort  

 

Within the Student-faculty Interaction construct (Table 94), entering students 

reported three statistically significant differences between Black and non-Black students. 

Entering Black students reported statistically significant higher levels of engagement with 

faculty than entering non-Black students in regard to discussing grades and reading 

ideas, and receiving prompt feedback. 

 Within the returning students group, no statistically significant differences were 

found between Black and non-Black students. However, Black students reported higher 

levels of engagement in all variables of the Student-faculty Interaction construct. The 

highest mean difference occurred with discussed a grade or assignment with a professor 

(0.17). 
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Table 94. Comparison between Black vs. Non-Black Students: Student-Faculty Interaction 

 

 In the Support for Learners construct (Table 95), there were four statistically 

significant differences found between Black and non-black students. Black students 

reported they used job placement and financial aid advising services significantly more 

frequent than non-Black students. Although not statistically significant, non-Black 

students rated their relationship with administrative personnel higher than Black 

students. 

 Results showed that returning Black students reported they used financial aid 

advising and academic planning and advising services significantly more frequently than 

non-Black students. The highest mean differences within returning students were 0.34 

and 0.23 respectively. Although not statistically significant, returning Black students 

rated their relationship with personnel higher than non-Black students. 

Black

Non-

Black Mean Sig Effect Black

Non-

Black Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student-Faculty Interactions Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*16f. I could go to a faculty or staff member 

with questions or concerns about matters 

unrelated to my coursework

2.78 2.86 -0.08 0.04 -0.08 2.87 2.9 -0.03 0.437 -0.03

19b. Your relationship with:  Instructors 5.71 5.66 0.05 0.21 0.04 5.54 5.5 0.04 0.475 0.03

*16k. I knew how to get in touch with my 

instructors outside of class 

1.66 1.67 -0.01 0.91 -0.01 1.65 1.69 -0.04 0.198 -0.05

17h. Frequency of use: Use e-mail to 

communicate with an instructor

1.9 1.81 0.09 0 0.10 2.33 2.25 0.08 0.022 0.09

17i. Frequency:  Discuss an assignment or 

grade with an instructor
2.14 1.89 0.25 0 0.28 2.51 2.34 0.17 0 0.19

17j. Frequency:  Discuss ideas from readings 

or classes with instructors outside of class

1.54 1.39 0.15 0 0.20 1.84 1.68 0.16 0 -0.01

17k. Frequency:  Receive prompt feedback 

(written or oral) from instructors on 

performance 

2.44 2.24 0.2 0 0.21 2.7 2.57 0.13 0 0.15

9. How many hours per week (total) did 

faculty expect you to study outside of class? 

3.04 3.05 -0.01 0.85 -0.01 3.04 3.1 -0.06 0.13 -0.06

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning
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Table 95. Comparison between Black vs. Non-Black Students: Support for Learners 

  

For the Motivation construct (Table 96), there were two statistically significant 

differences found between Black and non-Black students. Returning Black students 

reported significantly higher levels of motivation to succeed in college than returning 

non-Black students. In addition, they also reported significantly higher levels of 

engagement in success courses than non-Black returning students. Although not 

statistically significant, Black students reported they had the motivation to do what it 

takes to succeed in college (entering -0.12 and returning -0.13 mean differences). 

 

 

 

 

 

Black

Non-

Black Mean Sig Effect Black

Non-

Black Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Support for Learners Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

3.02 3.05 -0.03 0.59 -0.02 2.99 3.17 -0.18 0 -0.14

5.33 5.13 0.2 0 0.13 5.1 4.93 0.17 0.003 0.11

18c-2. Frequency of use: Job placement 

assistance 

1.17 1.09 0.08 0 0.20 1.18 1.13 0.05 0.009 0.11

1.12 1.09 0.03 0.09 0.07 1.16 1.12 0.04 0.02 0.08

18a-2. Frequency of use: Academic 

advising/planning 

1.87 1.79 0.08 0 0.10 2.24 2.01 0.23 0 0.28

18b-2. Frequency of use: Career counseling 1.36 1.3 0.06 0 0.10 1.56 1.47 0.09 0.002 0.12

18f-2. Frequency of use: Financial aid 

advising 

1.99 1.63 0.36 0 0.43 2.09 1.75 0.34 0 0.38

18h-2. Frequency of use: Student 

organizations 

1.26 1.17 0.09 0 0.16 1.31 1.22 0.09 0 0.14

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

ReturningEntering

*16d. A college faculty or staff talked with 

me about my commitments outside of school 

(work, children, etc.) to help me figure out 

how many courses to take

19c. Your relationship with:  Administrative 

Personnel & Offices

18j-2. Frequency of use: Services to students 

with disabilities 
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Table 96. Comparison between Black vs. Non-Black Students: Motivation 

 

Hispanic vs. Non-Hispanic Students 

Thirty-eight percent of students in the sample self-identified as Hispanic. When 

comparing Hispanic entering with returning students, statistically significant differences 

were found (Chi-Square was 13.465 and the p=0.00). As shown in Table 97, a higher 

percentage of returning students are Hispanic (40% vs. 36%) as compared to entering 

students. 

 

 

 

Black

Non-

Black Mean Sig Effect Black

Non-

Black Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Motivation Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*q1. I have the motivation to do what it takes 

to succeed in college

1.3 1.42 -0.12 0 -0.18 1.3 1.43 -0.13 0 -0.19

*q2. I am prepared academically to succeed 

in college

1.53 1.66 -0.13 0 -0.17 1.5 1.65 -0.15 0 -0.20

*q3. I will be able to obtain the necessary 

academic assistance in and out of the 

classroom 

1.52 1.71 -0.19 0 -0.24 1.57 1.71 -0.14 0 -0.17

*q4. I have support from my immediate 

family for attaining my educational goals

1.4 1.37 0.03 0.27 0.04 1.48 1.43 0.05 0.128 0.06

*q5. I have the support of my friends to 

succeed in college

1.46 1.5 -0.04 0.14 -0.05 1.58 1.54 0.04 0.21 0.05

*q7. I will have the money necessary to pay 

the tuition 

2.28 2.25 0.03 0.36 0.02 2.45 2.45 0 0.907 0.00

*q9. I will have the money necessary to pay 

for school supplies 

2.18 2.19 -0.01 0.78 -0.01 2.39 2.42 -0.03 0.45 -0.02

*q11. Caring for dependents will interfere 

with my ability to succeed in college

3.66 3.62 0.04 0.36 0.03 3.5 3.47 0.03 0.579 0.02

*q12. Commitments other than work and 

family will interfere with my ability to 

succeed in college

3.72 3.63 0.09 0.03 0.07 3.63 3.51 0.12 0.011 0.09

**q24. How much did/does the course help 

you to gain knowledge and skills important to 

your success as a college student?

1.57 1.79 -0.22 0 -0.27 1.6 1.81 -0.21 0 -0.24

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree) ** (Reverse scale: 1=Very much…4= Not at all)

Entering Returning
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Table 97. Cross Tabulation between Entering & Returning *Hispanic vs. Non-Hispanic 

Students.  

Crosstabs   Entering Returning Total 

Hispanic 
2571 2319 4890 

  
36.4% 39.6% 37.8% 

Non-Hispanic 
4488 3542 8030 

  
63.6% 60.4% 62.2% 

Total 
7059 5861 12920 

Hispanic Vs. Non-

Hispanic Students 

  
100% 100% 100% 

Pearson Chi-Square 13.465 Sig (2-sided) = 0.000 

 

Demographic Characteristics 

 When compared non-Hispanic students, Hispanic students reported in higher 

percentages that they are married (14.2% vs. 13.7%), female (60% vs. 58%), have 

children living with them (27% vs. 23%), and English is not their native language (41% 

vs. 13%). 

Independent sample t-tests for entering and returning students were run in SPSS 

using the dichotomous variable Hispanic as the independent variable (dummy coded as 

1= Hispanic, and 2= Non-Hispanic), and thirty-three engagement variables as dependent 

variables. A significance level of 0.05 was utilized. 

T-test analysis results for the Hispanic vs. non-Hispanic group are displayed in 

tables 98 through 103 in six categories: Active and Collaborative Learning, First Day, 

Student Effort, Student-Faculty Interaction, Support for Learners, and Motivation. 

 

 



 158 

Hispanic

Non-

Hispanic Mean Sig Effect Hispanic

Non-

Hispanic Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Active and Collaborative Learning Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.64 2.82 -0.18 0 -0.22 2.75 2.91 -0.16 0 -0.21

2.3 2.35 -0.05 0.04 -0.05 2.56 2.53 0.03 0.137 0.04

1.51 1.53 -0.02 0.62 -0.02 1.86 1.85 0.01 0.569 0.01

2.27 2.28 -0.01 0.78 -0.01 2.44 2.48 -0.04 0.091 -0.04

Entering Returning

17a.  Asked questions in class or contributed 

to class discussions 

17e. Worked with other students on projects 

during class 

17f. Worked with classmates outside of class 

to prepare class assignments

17l. Discussed ideas from your readings or 

classes with others outside of class (students, 

family members, co-workers, etc.)

Engagement Levels 

Within the Active and Collaborative Learning construct (Table 98), two 

statistically significant differences were found between Hispanic and non-Hispanic 

students. Non-Hispanic students reported that they asked questions or contributed to class 

discussion significantly more frequently than Hispanic students. In general, although not 

statistically significant, Hispanic students reported lower levels of engagement in the 

Active and Collaborative Learning construct. 

 
Table 98. Comparison between Hispanic vs. Non-Hispanic Students: Active and 

Collaborative Learning  

 

  

In the first day construct (Table 99) no statistically significant differences were 

found between Hispanic and non-Hispanic students. However, Hispanic students reported 

higher levels of engagement than non-Hispanic students in all variables of First Day 

construct. 
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Hispanic

Non-

Hispanic Mean Sig Effect Hispanic

Non-

Hispanic Mean Sig Effect

Construct: First Day Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

2.3 2.39 -0.09 0 -0.08 2.24 2.3 -0.06 0.026 -0.05

*16h. Instructors clearly explained academic 

resources and services available at this 

college 

1.96 2.04 -0.08 0 -0.09 2.04 2.09 -0.05 0.045 -0.05

*16i. Instructors clearly explained course 

grading policies

1.68 1.71 -0.03 0.09 -0.04 1.68 1.72 -0.04 0.041 -0.06

*16j. Instructors clearly explained course 

syllabi

1.62 1.64 -0.02 0.11 -0.03 1.62 1.66 -0.04 0.045 -0.06

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

*16g. Instructors had activities to introduce 

students to one another 

Entering Returning

Table 99. Comparison between Hispanic vs. Non-Hispanic Students: First Day 

  

 

 

 

Within the Student Effort construct (Table 100), one statistically significant 

difference was found between Hispanic and non-Hispanic students. Returning Hispanic 

students reported they used skill labs (writing, reading, and math) significantly more 

frequent than non-Hispanic students (mean difference 0.25). Although not statistically 

significant, the second highest mean difference among returning students occurred with 

frequency of use of computer labs, 0.19.  

Returning Hispanic students reported higher levels of engagement in the use of 

skill labs, peer tutoring, computer labs, use of the Internet to communicate with 

instructor, and higher high school GPA than non-Hispanic students. However, although 

not statistically significant, they also reported to have come to class without completing 

readings or assignments, and skip class more frequently than non-Hispanic students.  

In contrast, although not statistically significant, entering non-Hispanic students 

reported they skipped class and came to class without completing readings or assignment 

more often than Hispanic students. While entering Hispanic students reported higher 
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Hispanic

Non-

Hispanic Mean Sig Effect Hispanic

Non-

Hispanic Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student Effort Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*27. In what range was your overall high 

school grade or average? 

3.08 3.2 -0.12 0 -0.10 3.15 3.21 -0.06 0.059 -0.05

10. How many hours per week (total) did you 

actually spend studying outside of class?

2.57 2.57 0 0.97 0.00 2.62 2.66 -0.04 0.083 -0.04

17b. Frequency: Prepare at least one draft of 

an assignment before turning it in 

2.44 2.49 -0.05 0.01 -0.06 2.65 2.66 -0.01 0.837 -0.01

17d. Frequency: Come to class without 

completing readings or assignments 
1.76 1.77 -0.01 0.66 -0.01 1.94 1.92 0.02 0.347 0.02

17g. Frequency of use: Use the Internet or 

instant messaging to work on an assignment 

2.15 2.23 -0.08 0 -0.08 2.41 2.39 0.02 0.496 0.02

17m. Frequency: Skip class 1.34 1.37 -0.03 0.02 -0.05 1.7 1.66 0.04 0.103 0.05

18d-2. Frequency of use: Peer or other 

tutoring 

1.41 1.34 0.07 0 0.09 1.8 1.65 0.15 0 0.16

18e-2. Frequency of use: Skill labs (writing, 

math, etc.) 
1.89 1.72 0.17 0 0.16 2.2 1.95 0.25 0 0.23

18g-2. Frequency of use: Computer lab 2.15 2.07 0.08 0.01 0.08 2.6 2.41 0.19 0 0.18

* (Reverse scale: 1=A+…6=C- or lower)

Entering Returning

levels of engagement in regard to the use of skill labs, computer labs, tutoring services, 

and a higher high school GPA.  

 
Table 100. Comparison between Hispanic vs. Non-Hispanic Students: Student Effort 

 
  

 

 

 

 

Within the Faculty Student Interaction construct (Table 101), no statistically 

significant differences were found between Hispanic and non-Hispanic students. 

However, some interesting results arose. Although Hispanic students rated their 

relationship with instructors higher than non-Hispanic students, they reported lower 

levels of engagement in almost all variables of the Student-faculty Interaction construct. 

Hispanic students are less likely to know how to get in touch with instructors outside of 

class, use the e-mail to communicate with instructors, and discuss reading or grades with  

 



 161 

Table 101. Comparison between Hispanic vs. Non-Hispanic Students: Student-Faculty 

Interaction 

Hispanic

Non-

Hispanic Mean Sig Effect Hispanic

Non-

Hispanic Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Student-Faculty Interactions Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*16f. I could go to a faculty or staff member 

with questions or concerns about matters 

unrelated to my coursework

2.88 2.82 0.06 0.02 0.06 2.93 2.87 0.06 0.054 0.06

19b. Your relationship with:  Instructors 5.74 5.62 0.12 0 0.09 5.58 5.46 0.12 0.001 0.09

*16k. I knew how to get in touch with my 

instructors outside of class 

1.65 1.68 -0.03 0.08 -0.04 1.67 1.69 -0.02 0.323 -0.03

17h. Frequency of use: Use e-mail to 

communicate with an instructor

1.74 1.88 -0.14 0 -0.15 2.21 2.3 -0.09 0 -0.10

17i. Frequency:  Discuss an assignment or 

grade with an instructor
1.84 1.98 -0.14 0 -0.15 2.31 2.4 -0.09 0 -0.10

17j. Frequency:  Discuss ideas from readings 

or classes with instructors outside of class

1.41 1.42 -0.01 0.4 -0.01 1.67 1.73 -0.06 0.014 -0.01

17k. Frequency:  Receive prompt feedback 

(written or oral) from instructors on 

performance 

2.21 2.31 -0.1 0 -0.11 2.56 2.62 -0.06 0.011 -0.07

9. How many hours per week (total) did 

faculty expect you to study outside of class? 

3.02 3.07 -0.05 0.08 -0.05 3.07 3.1 -0.03 0.289 -0.03

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

Entering Returning

 

  

 In the Support for Learners construct (Table 102), one statistically significant 

difference was found between Hispanic and non-Hispanic students. Hispanic students 

used career-counseling services significantly more often than non-Hispanic students. In 

addition to career-counseling, although not statistically significant, Hispanic students 

also used financial aid advising and job placement services more often than non-Hispanic 

students. 
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Table 102. Comparison between Hispanic vs. Non-Hispanic Students: Support for Learners 

 

Within the Motivation construct (Table 103), no statistically significant 

differences were found between Hispanic and non-Hispanic students. However, Hispanic 

students reported higher levels of motivation in regard to having what it takes, and 

having family support to succeed in college. In addition, they also reported higher levels 

of concerns in regard to financial stability and having the ability to manage commitments 

outside of school, such as family/dependents and work. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Hispanic

Non-

Hispanic Mean Sig Effect Hispanic

Non-

Hispanic Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Support for Learners Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

3.04 3.04 0 0.93 0.00 3.16 3.12 0.04 0.213 0.03

5.25 5.11 0.14 0 0.09 5.01 4.93 0.08 0.063 0.05

18c-2. Frequency of use: Job placement 

assistance 

1.11 1.1 0.01 0.4 0.02 1.16 1.13 0.03 0.035 0.07

1.08 1.11 -0.03 0.02 -0.07 1.09 1.14 -0.05 0 -0.11

18a-2. Frequency of use: Academic 

advising/planning 

1.75 1.84 -0.09 0 -0.11 2.02 2.07 -0.05 0.025 -0.06

18b-2. Frequency of use: Career counseling 1.39 1.26 0.13 0 0.21 1.58 1.42 0.16 0 0.21

18f-2. Frequency of use: Financial aid 

advising 

1.77 1.64 0.13 0 0.15 1.89 1.75 0.14 0 0.16

18h-2. Frequency of use: Student 

organizations 

1.19 1.18 0.01 0.71 0.02 1.21 1.24 -0.03 0.052 -0.05

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree)

*16d. A college faculty or staff talked with 

me about my commitments outside of school 

(work, children, etc.) to help me figure out 

how many courses to take

19c. Your relationship with:  Administrative 

Personnel & Offices

Entering Returning

18j-2. Frequency of use: Services to students 

with disabilities 
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Table 103. Comparison between Hispanic vs. Non-Hispanic Students: Motivation 

 

Chapter Summary 

The purpose of this study was to explore the differences in engagement levels 

between entering and returning community colleges students utilizing the Survey of 

Entering Student Engagement (SENSE). This chapter provided in-depth descriptions and 

approaches for the statistical procedure used to complete the study. In addition, findings 

from statistical analysis for the two research questions were reported. The following 

chapter will present the conclusions and recommendations based on these findings. 

Hispanic

Non-

Hispanic Mean Sig Effect Hispanic

Non-

Hispanic Mean Sig Effect

Construct: Motivation Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size Mean Mean Diff (2-tail) Size

*q1. I have the motivation to do what it takes 

to succeed in college

1.37 1.42 -0.05 0.01 -0.08 1.39 1.42 -0.03 0.163 -0.04

*q2. I am prepared academically to succeed 

in college

1.67 1.62 0.05 0.02 0.07 1.66 1.6 0.06 0.005 0.08

*q3. I will be able to obtain the necessary 

academic assistance in and out of the 

classroom 

1.69 1.68 0.01 0.4 0.01 1.7 1.68 0.02 0.265 0.02

*q4. I have support from my immediate 

family for attaining my educational goals

1.34 1.4 -0.06 0.01 -0.08 1.41 1.46 -0.05 0.02 -0.06

*q5. I have the support of my friends to 

succeed in college

1.5 1.49 0.01 0.62 0.01 1.54 1.56 -0.02 0.383 -0.02

*q7. I will have the money necessary to pay 

the tuition 

2.34 2.2 0.14 0 0.12 2.54 2.38 0.16 0 0.13

*q9. I will have the money necessary to pay 

for school supplies 

2.27 2.14 0.13 0.00 0.11 2.48 2.37 0.11 0.00 0.09

*q11. Caring for dependents will interfere 

with my ability to succeed in college

3.53 3.68 -0.15 0 -0.12 3.44 3.5 -0.06 0.133 -0.05

*q12. Commitments other than work and 

family will interfere with my ability to 

succeed in college

3.62 3.66 -0.04 0.19 -0.03 3.54 3.52 0.02 0.641 0.02

**q24. How much did/does the course help 

you to gain knowledge and skills important to 

your success as a college student?

1.7 1.79 -0.09 0 -0.11 1.73 1.81 -0.08 0.014 -0.09

* (Reverse scale: 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree) ** (Reverse scale: 1=Very much…4= Not at all)

Entering Returning
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CHAPTER V:  

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

There is nothing permanent except change. -- Heraclitus 

Introduction  

The purpose of this study was to explore the differences in engagement levels 

between entering and returning community colleges students utilizing the 2007 Survey of 

Entering Student Engagement (SENSE) pilot data set. The previous chapters introduced 

the purpose of the study, the literature review, the methodology, and findings from the 

statistical analyses performed on the 2007 SENSE pilot data set. In this chapter, 

conclusions and recommendations will be drawn from the findings of the statistical 

analyses reported in chapter four.  

A number of constraints were placed upon the scope of this study. First, the data 

used to answer the two research questions were limited to results of the SENSE survey 

conducted at twenty-two two-year community colleges located in Texas, Kansas, 

Colorado, New York, North Carolina, Virginia, Florida, and Ohio. Thus, the experiences 

of the participants in this survey may not represent the experiences of all entering or 

returning students attending community colleges, whether in these eight 8 states or any 

other state in the nation. Second, this study was a snapshot of community college 

students’ experiences in the first three weeks of their first semester in college. Third, the 

SENSE survey was only conducted with community college students and not students at 

four-year institutions of higher education and fourth, the SENSE survey was mostly 
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administered to students taking developmental and first college-level English and math 

first level courses.  

Chapter Outline 

This chapter is organized in three sections: a brief summary of the study, major 

findings for each of the two research questions, and conclusions and recommendations. 

The major findings section will be organized by the six categories/constructs utilized in 

chapter four: Active and Collaborative Learning, First Day, Student Effort, Student-

faculty Interaction, Support for Learners, and Motivation.  In addition, implications for 

further research will be outlined, and final conclusions and strategies to improve student 

engagement and student retention will be highlighted based on the findings in chapter 

four. 

Study Summary  

 In order to explore the differences in engagement levels between entering and 

returning community college students, the researcher used the results of the 2007 SENSE 

pilot data set to compare the two groups utilizing a quantitative methodology. This study 

focused on analyzing engagement levels of entering and returning students in six 

constructs: Active and Collaborative Learning, First Day, Student Effort, Student-faculty 

Interaction, Support for Learners, and Motivation. After a comparison between the two 

groups was performed, data were disaggregated around 11 categories to further explore 

differences. These 11 categories included student characteristics such as remedial 

background, age, gender, full-time status, ethnicity, degree seeking, first generation, and 

traditional status.  The following sections will discuss the major findings and conclusions 
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related to each of the two research questions.  

Research Question 1 

What are the differences in college experiences and engagement levels between 

entering students and returning community college students? 

In order to answer this question, data were analyzed for the following six 

constructs: Active and Collaborative Learning, First Day, Student Effort, Student-faculty 

Interaction, Support for Learners, and Motivation.   

Entering vs. Returning Students Engagement Major Findings:  

Major Findings by Construct: 

Based on the definition of the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), 

student engagement is the “time and energy that students devote to activities that matter 

to their education—inside and outside the classroom—” (NSSE, 2004, para. 2). The 

SENSE instrument assessed entering and returning students’ college experiences and 

engagement levels in the fall of 2007. Major findings for question number one are 

summarized in Table 104. 

The results of question one demonstrated that returning community college 

students in general are statistically significantly more engaged in educational practices 

associated with persistence than entering students (Table 104). Returning students 

reported overwhelmingly higher levels of engagement in the Active and Collaborative 

Learning and Student Effort constructs, and moderately higher levels of engagement in 

Student-faculty Interaction and Support for Learners constructs. No statistically 
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significant differences were reported for either group in the First Day or the Motivation 

constructs. 

Active and Collaborative Learning Construct  

Returning students reported statistically significant higher levels of engagement in 

regard to working with students on projects during class and outside of class to prepare 

class assignments; they also discussed ideas or readings with others outside of class 

significantly more often than entering students.  

First Day Construct  

In the First Day construct, no significant differences were recorded. However, in 

general, entering students reported higher levels of engagement with regard to instructors 

clearly explained academic resources and services, grading policies, and course syllabi. 

Student Effort Construct  

In the Student Effort construct, returning students reported statistically significant 

higher levels of engagement than entering students in six of nine variables. Returning 

students scored significantly higher in five positive behaviors and one negative (Skipped 

class). Returning students engaged in activities such as: prepared at least one draft of an 

assignment, used the Internet or instant messaging to work on an assignment, and used 

tutoring, skill labs, and computer labs significantly more often than entering students. 

These findings suggest that returning students who persist are the most engaged with 

college services and activities related to good educational practices. 

Student-faculty Interaction Construct  
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Although not statistically significant, entering students rated their relationship 

with instructors higher than returning students. However, the data also showed that 

returning students reported statistically significant higher levels of engagement in the 

Student-faculty Interaction construct. Returning students used e-mail to communicate 

with instructor, discussed ideas from readings outside of class, discussed an assignment 

or grade, and received prompt feedback from instructors significantly more often than 

entering students. These findings suggest that highly engaged returning students develop 

relationships with faculty by engaging in meaningful conversations. 

Support for Learners Construct  

While not statistically significant, in the Support for Learners construct, entering 

students rated their relationship with administrative personnel and staff higher than 

returning students. Returning students used academic planning and advising and career 

counseling services statistically significantly more often then entering students.  

Motivation Construct  

No statistically significant differences were found in the Motivation construct. 

However, entering students reported higher confidence levels in having family and 

friends’ support and financial ability to pay for college expenses. In contrast, returning 

students reported higher levels of confidence with regard to being academically prepared 

and having the necessary academic assistance inside and outside the classroom. 

Returning students also reported higher levels of concern with regard to having the ability 

to deal with commitments outside of school. Although not statistically significant, these 
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findings suggest that in comparison to entering students, retuning students are more 

concern with external factors that could interfere with their persistence in college. 

However, overall, these findings are consistent with the findings from the 

validation study conducted by McClenney and Marti (2006) that the strongest net effects 

emerged, “for ‘academic’ areas of engagement such as Academic Challenge, Active and 

Collaborative Learning, Student-faculty Interaction, and Mental Activities” (p. 5). The 

validation study also showed strong correlations between the Support for Learners 

construct and measures of persistence.  
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 Active and Collaborative Learning Effect Size Entering Returning

17a.  Asked questions in class or contributed to class discussions -0.11

17e. Worked with other students on projects during class -0.23 !

17f. Worked with classmates outside of class to prepare class assignments -0.39 !

17l. Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with others outside of class 

(students, family members, co-workers, etc.) -0.24 !

First Day

*16g. Instructors had activities to introduce students to one another 0.07

*16h. Instructors clearly explained academic resources and services available -0.08

*16i. Instructors clearly explained course grading policies -0.01

*16j. Instructors clearly explained course syllabi -0.03

Student Efforts

*27. Overall high school grade or average. -0.02

10.Hours per week (total) spent studying outside of class. -0.08

17b. Frequency: Prepare at least one draft of an assignment -0.22 !
17d. Frequency: Come to class without completing readings or assignments -0.19

17g. Frequency: Use the Internet or IM to work on an assignment -0.23 !
17m. Frequency: Skip class -0.46 !
18d-2. Frequency: Peer or other tutoring -0.40 !
18e-2. Frequency: Skill labs (writing, math, etc.) -0.26 !
18g-2. Frequency: Computer lab -0.36 !
Student-Faculty Interactions

*16f. Could ask faculty or staff  questions unrelated to my coursework -0.06

19b. Relationship with:  Instructors 0.12

*16k. I knew how to get in touch with my instructors outside of class -0.01

17h. Frequency of use: Use e-mail to communicate with an instructor -0.47 !
17i. Frequency: Discuss an assignment or grade with an instructor -0.48 !
17j. Frequency: Discuss ideas from readings/classes w/instructors outside of class -0.39 !
17k. Frequency:  Receive prompt feedback from instructors on performance -0.36 !
9. Hours per week (total)  faculty expected you to study outside of class. -0.04

Support for Learners

*16d. A college faculty or staff talked with me about commitments outside of 

school (work, children, etc.) to help me figure out courses to take -0.08

19c. Relationship with:  Administrative Personnel & Offices 0.13

18c-2. Frequency of use: Job placement assistance -0.07

18j-2. Frequency of use: Services to students with disabilities -0.04

18a-2. Frequency of use: Academic advising/planning -0.29 !
18b-2. Frequency of use: Career counseling -0.25 !
18f-2. Frequency of use: Financial aid advising -0.13

18h-2. Frequency of use: Student organizations -0.09

Motivation

*q1. I have the motivation to do what it takes to succeed in college -0.01

*q2. I am prepared academically to succeed in college 0.03

*q3. I will be able to obtain the necessary academic assistance -0.01

*q4. I have support from my immediate family to attain my education -0.08

*q5. I have the support of my friends to succeed in college -0.07

*q7. I will have the money necessary to pay the tuition -0.16

*q9. I will have the money necessary to pay for school supplies -0.19

*q11. Caring for dependents will interfere w/my ability to succeed in college 0.11

*q12. Commitments other than work and family will interfere with my ability to 

succeed in college 0.09

**q24. How much did success courses help you to gain knowledge and skills to 

succeed in college? -0.02
! = Statistically Significant   

Table 104. Entering vs. Returning Students Engagement Levels Summary 
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          Frequency distributions and cross tabulations in this study also revealed 

interesting findings in the following categories: Relationships and College Environment; 

College Services and Dissatisfaction Levels; Success Courses, Orientation and Learning 

Communities; and Underpreparedness. 

Major Findings by Areas:  

Relationships and College Environment  

 Returning students reported in higher percentages to be known by name by a 

faculty (61% vs. 49%), other students (69% vs. 60), or a staff member (49% vs. 42%) 

than entering students. Furthermore, less than two-thirds of all the students agree or 

strongly agree with the statement the very first time I came to this college I felt welcomed 

(62% entering and 60% returning students). However, over 40 percent of all the students 

in this study did not feel welcomed the first time they visited the college. These results 

suggest the need for environments suitable to students, not just in terms of facilities but 

also in terms of customer service. 

 As was noted earlier, Tinto’s (1987) Interactionalist Theory highlights the 

importance of creating social and academic communities to successfully integrate the 

student to a new college environment. To that end, community college administrators 

also need to keep in mind that suitable environments for learning are not only composed 

of green open spaces, well-painted walls, technology, and bright minds, but also 

supportive and friendly caring faces, among other elements.  
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College Services 

  Awareness of college services was higher than services usage in all services, 

suggesting that community college students are not taking advantage of all services 

available. Entering and returning students reported computer labs as the service best 

known (86% vs. 88%) and most used (59% vs. 72%) followed by academic advising and 

planning and financial aid advising services. The service that students were least aware 

of was job placement assistance (entering 39% vs. returning 38%). While over half of the 

students reported knowing about career-counseling services (returning students 57% and 

entering students 54%), only14% of returning and 7% of entering students used this 

service during the first three weeks of college. The low usage of these services could be a 

result of inefficiencies or lack of trust from the students in these services.  

Although these levels of services usage could be affected by limitations such as 

advisor- student ratio at each college or availability of other resources such as computers 

(in the case of labs), community colleges should consider blending some of these services 

within the curricula to offset some of these limitations. 

 Additionally, results from this study suggest that 42% of entering and 31% of 

returning students never used academic advising services in their first three weeks of 

college. The main sources of academic advising for these students are family and friends 

(entering students 40% vs. returning students 32%), faculty (entering 31% vs. returning 

students 36%), online academic services (entering 6% vs. returning 9%), and advisor-not 

faculty (entering 5% vs. returning7%). These results suggest that by not using academic 

advising, students could increase the risk of taking unnecessary courses and delaying 

more in finishing a degree.  
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         This study also found that returning students used tutoring services two and a half 

times more than entering students (27% vs. 11%), even though a smaller percentage of 

returning students enrolled in developmental education than did entering students (37% 

of returning students vs. 41% of entering enrolled in developmental writing, 57% 

entering vs. 58% returning enrolled in developmental math, and 38% entering vs. 44% 

returning enrolled in developmental reading). These findings suggest that a direct 

relationship could exist between returning students placing and not enrolling in 

developmental courses and the use of tutoring services. 

Dissatisfaction Levels with College Services 

As previously mentioned in Chapter Four, levels of dissatisfaction were also 

measured revealing that entering and returning students reported similar levels of 

dissatisfaction with college services. However, it was also found that, in general, students 

had higher levels of dissatisfaction with services where a human interaction took place 

(i.e. job placement assistance (43% returning vs. 44% entering), transfer credit assistance 

(returning 32% vs. 33% entering), career counseling (21% each group), and financial aid 

advising (returning 20% vs. 19% entering)), and lower, single-digit levels of 

dissatisfaction with services that are self-serve and involved less interaction with another 

individual (i.e. computer and skills labs with 5% returning and 9% entering). These 

findings suggest that students might feel more comfortable with services that are self-

serve and that colleges could help more students if support services were also available 

online. These results also suggest that colleges might need to do more customer service 

training. 
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Success Courses, Orientation, and Learning Communities  

 A review of the literature revealed that programs such as service learning, 

cooperative learning, freshman seminars, student success courses, learning communities, 

first-year experience courses, and customized orientation programs have proliferated over 

the last decade. This change is a result of research findings that show a positive 

correlation of these strategies to student retention and success (Greene, 2005; Kuh et al., 

2005; Zhao & Kuh, 2004; Kuh, 2007; Bailey & Alfonso, 2005). 

 In this study, over one-third of students (39% entering and 35% returning) 

reported they had participated in or were currently enrolled in a student success, student 

development, or a student life skills course. Over 70% of those students reported that the 

course was required and over 80% reported it was very or somewhat helpful. If 80% of 

the students who used this program reported it was helpful, this is a good indication of its 

value and possible contribution in retaining students. 

   In comparison, only 14% of returning and 17% of entering students enrolled in an 

orientation course during their first semester, one-third attended an on-campus orientation 

and 10% completed an online orientation. Furthermore, one-fourth of the students in this 

study reported they were not aware of a college orientation program or course. These 

results suggest that if 25 percent of the students were not aware of a college orientation 

program, there is a high possibility than one fourth of the colleges participating in 

SENSE did not offer this program, or if they do, they might be doing a poor job in 

marketing this type of service. 

   In addition, participation in learning communities during the first semester 

represented the lowest percentage (5%) of participation. This finding could be an 
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indication of the lack of knowledge about this program or the resistance to change from a 

lecturing approach of teaching to a more active and collaborative teaching/learning 

approach.   

   When research suggests (Kuh, 2007; Pike, 2000; & Bailey & Alfonso, 2005) that 

all the above mentioned programs show positive contributions to student retention and 

success, participation in such experiences should likely be mandated at each community 

college. Specifically with success courses, when data was disaggregated, this study found 

that students who most benefit from this service were the “at risk” or “disadvantaged” 

students (developmental, non-traditional, females and minorities), which comprise the 

vast majority of the student population at most community colleges. 

Underpreparedness 

 Eighty-eight percent of all the students in this study placed in at least one 

developmental course and 66% placed in all three developmental areas (reading, writing 

and math). Developmental education as a corrective action can last forever if no 

preventive actions are taken at earlier stages in the life of the students (i.e. p-16 curricula 

alignment and early assessment in high school). Students requiring remediation are not 

exclusively non-traditional students. High school graduates entering community colleges 

need remediation in at least one subject (math, writing or reading) (Adelman, 2004; 

Zeithenberg, Jenkins, & Calcagno, 2007). Eighty-five percent of entering students in this 

sample placed in at least one developmental course and 61% placed in all three 

developmental courses. Eighty-three percent of entering students in this study, age 18-19 

years old, direct from high school placed in developmental education and 56% placed in 

all three developmental courses.  
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According to Tinto (1998), Roueche (1999), and McCabe (1998, 2000, 2003), 

underpreparedness is one of the most prevalent challenges for entering community 

college students.  Only 42 percent of students leave high school with the necessary skills 

to begin college-level work (Adelman, 2004). Community colleges will have to take a 

more aggressive leading role in developing a more integrated educational system. The 

alignment of p-16 curricula could be an important solution to the underpreparedness 

epidemic in community colleges.  

Question #1 Summary of Findings:  

What are the differences of experiences between entering and returning 

community college students? 

Overall, returning students reported significantly higher levels of engagement 

than entering students in four of the six constructs (Table 104). These four constructs 

were Active and Collaborative Learning, Student Effort, Student-faculty Interaction, and 

Support for Learners. In addition, returning students reported significant higher levels of 

engagement in 15 of 30 variables. Returning students overwhelmingly used college 

services and interacted with faculty significantly more frequently than entering students.  

Interestingly, although returning students reported higher levels of engagement 

than entering students in the Student Effort construct, they also skipped and came to class 

without completing readings or assignments more often than entering students. This 

finding suggests the possibility that returning students are engaging in this behavior 

because they might have more commitments outside of school than entering students, 

might not feel academically challenged, or are simply adopting this behavior because 

there are no apparent negative consequences to it. Community colleges could adopt an 
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attendance policy as a possible solution to absenteeism. Research suggests that 

attendance continues to be the number one predictor of student persistence (personal 

conversation with John E. Roueche, September 2008). 

Research Question 2 

 How do college experiences differ between entering and returning students by 

subgroup, disaggregated by ethnicity, gender, full-time, age groups, first generation, 

traditional, degree seeking, and developmental education status? 

 The purpose of this question was to further explore entering and returning 

students’ engagement levels by disaggregating data into eleven groups. Table 105 shows 

a summary of the six constructs and the effect sizes for each engagement variable 

analyzed in this study.  

 The eleven groups were subcategorized in Table 105 in two groups: 

disadvantaged or at risk students and advantaged students. Disadvantaged students were 

characterized as first generation, part-time, non-traditional age (over 25 years old), 

developmental, male, non-degree seeker, and minorities (Black and Hispanic).  

Advantaged students were characterized as not-first generation, full-time, traditional age, 

non-developmental, females, degree seeking, White, non-Black, and non-Hispanic 

students. Findings will be presented using the six engagement constructs by relevance of 

findings: Student Effort, Support of Learners, Motivation and Commitment, Student-

faculty Interactions, Active and Collaborative Learning, and First Day. 
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Question #2

Construct Sig. DifferencesEntering Returning # of Sig

Construct Question Eff Size Eff Size Eff Size Eff Size Eff SizeEff Size Eff Size Eff Size Eff Size Eff Size Eff Size Eff Size Eff Size Eff Size Eff Size Eff Size Eff Size Eff Size Eff Size Eff Size Eff Size Eff Size Eff Size Per Item Entering Returning Total

17a.  Asked questions in class or contributed to -0.11 -0.06 -0.09 0.19 0.15 0.20 0.01 -0.27 -0.05 0.20 0.10 -0.22 -0.08 -0.03 0.19 0.10 0.10 -0.05 -0.20 -0.16 0.21 0.10 -0.21 7
17e. Worked with other students on projects -0.23 0.00 -0.18 0.07 0.12 0.09 -0.09 -0.12 0.02 0.05 -0.01 -0.05 0.02 -0.12 -0.21 -0.18 0.01 -0.12 -0.04 0.00 -0.08 0.07 0.04 1 2 2 4
17f. Worked with classmates outside of class to -0.39 0.02 -0.18 -0.05 0.06 -0.12 -0.04 0.16 -0.06 -0.08 0.11 -0.02 0.00 -0.16 -0.21 -0.13 -0.03 -0.04 0.03 -0.09 -0.15 0.16 0.01 1 3 3 6
17l. Discussed ideas from your readings or -0.24 -0.05 -0.12 0.15 0.11 0.16 -0.19 -0.24 -0.05 -0.02 0.07 -0.01 -0.01 -0.05 0.01 -0.04 0.08 -0.18 -0.11 -0.05 0.05 0.07 -0.04 1 5 5 10
*16g. Instructors had activities to introduce students to one another 0.07 -0.06 0.11 0.29 0.11 -0.03 0.00 0.05 -0.05 0.13 -0.10 -0.08 -0.05 0.13 0.39 0.27 0.08 0.03 -0.11 0.10 0.12 -0.09 -0.05 3
*16h. Instructors clearly explained academic resources and services available at this college -0.08 -0.03 0.05 0.31 0.18 -0.03 0.00 0.09 0.07 0.15 -0.15 -0.09 -0.04 0.06 0.41 0.28 0.05 -0.02 -0.02 0.11 0.13 -0.16 -0.05 3 0 1 1
*16i. Instructors clearly explained course grading policies-0.01 -0.03 0.06 0.03 -0.01 -0.15 0.07 0.21 0.08 0.08 -0.10 -0.04 -0.03 0.03 0.06 0.03 -0.03 0.08 0.04 0.17 0.09 -0.11 -0.06 1 3 4 7
*16j. Instructors clearly explained course syllabi -0.03 0.01 0.10 0.03 -0.01 -0.10 0.11 0.13 0.13 0.06 -0.07 -0.03 -0.03 0.03 0.12 0.09 -0.04 0.09 0.04 0.20 0.06 -0.06 -0.06 1 3 5 8
*27. Overall high school grade or average. -0.02 0.02 0.21 -0.59 -0.48 0.29 0.24 -0.39 0.21 -0.08 0.30 -0.10 0.00 0.24 -0.64 -0.49 0.23 0.23 -0.25 0.14 -0.04 0.22 -0.05 15
10.Hours per week (total) spent studying outside of class.-0.08 0.03 -0.19 0.07 0.09 0.34 -0.12 -0.45 -0.03 0.00 -0.04 0.00 0.11 -0.10 -0.09 -0.08 0.28 -0.12 -0.43 0.13 0.00 0.02 -0.04 4
17b. Frequency: Prepare at least one draft of an assignment -0.22 0.01 -0.09 -0.10 0.00 0.15 -0.20 -0.26 -0.05 0.00 0.08 -0.06 0.08 -0.04 -0.23 -0.16 0.07 -0.23 -0.16 -0.05 -0.05 0.14 -0.01 4
17d. Frequency: Come to class without completing readings or assignments -0.19 -0.13 -0.12 0.19 0.15 -0.25 0.24 0.39 0.07 0.02 -0.07 -0.01 -0.14 -0.08 0.20 0.13 -0.23 0.30 0.48 0.00 0.01 -0.08 0.02 7
17g. Frequency: Use the Internet or IM to work on an assignment -0.23 0.02 -0.22 -0.02 0.00 0.04 -0.12 -0.09 -0.08 -0.01 0.10 -0.08 0.00 -0.18 -0.09 -0.07 -0.02 -0.09 0.06 -0.06 -0.05 0.02 0.02 1
17m. Frequency: Skip class -0.46 -0.11 -0.10 0.10 0.05 -0.10 0.14 0.29 0.03 0.10 -0.11 -0.05 -0.22 -0.10 0.18 0.08 -0.11 0.23 0.41 -0.06 0.04 -0.17 0.05 4
18d-2. Frequency: Peer or other tutoring -0.40 0.01 -0.07 -0.20 -0.12 0.05 -0.03 -0.12 0.04 -0.20 0.11 0.09 0.18 -0.05 -0.60 -0.41 0.09 -0.12 -0.13 0.08 -0.31 0.15 0.16 5 13 15 28
18e-2. Frequency: Skill labs (writing, math, etc.) -0.26 0.12 -0.04 -0.76 -0.50 0.02 -0.09 -0.05 0.05 -0.31 0.23 0.16 0.20 -0.02 -0.98 -0.61 0.08 -0.08 -0.06 0.03 -0.43 0.21 0.23 10 12 17 29

18g-2. Frequency: Computer lab -0.36 0.11 -0.15 -0.35 -0.19 -0.03 -0.02 0.14 0.02 -0.20 0.16 0.08 0.09 -0.21 -0.39 -0.20 -0.11 0.01 0.29 -0.09 -0.30 0.17 0.18 7 25 32 57
*16f. Could ask faculty or staff  questions unrelated to my coursework-0.06 0.00 0.08 0.16 0.02 -0.02 -0.17 0.07 0.04 -0.05 -0.08 0.06 -0.08 0.07 0.25 0.12 -0.03 -0.21 0.03 -0.12 -0.06 -0.03 0.06 2
19b. Relationship with:  Instructors 0.12 0.00 0.05 -0.13 -0.05 0.13 -0.05 -0.20 -0.09 -0.10 0.04 0.09 0.06 -0.04 -0.19 -0.13 0.01 -0.04 -0.10 -0.05 -0.06 0.03 0.09 1
*16k. I knew how to get in touch with my instructors outside of class -0.01 0.01 0.08 0.03 -0.01 -0.09 0.22 0.17 0.11 0.00 -0.01 -0.04 0.01 0.01 0.13 0.12 -0.01 0.15 0.05 0.18 0.00 -0.05 -0.03 1
17h. Frequency of use: Use e-mail to communicate with an instructor-0.47 -0.05 -0.27 0.02 0.01 0.07 -0.17 -0.02 -0.15 0.09 0.10 -0.15 -0.04 -0.18 -0.08 -0.04 -0.02 -0.10 0.04 -0.15 0.06 0.09 -0.10 1
17i. Frequency: Discuss an assignment or grade with an instructor-0.48 0.00 -0.08 -0.13 -0.04 0.25 0.02 -0.24 0.04 -0.02 0.28 -0.15 0.01 -0.10 -0.14 -0.08 0.06 -0.06 -0.05 -0.10 -0.01 0.19 -0.10 3
17j. Frequency: Discuss ideas from readings/classes w/instructors outside of class-0.39 0.05 -0.09 -0.13 -0.04 0.13 0.07 -0.11 0.07 -0.11 0.20 -0.01 -0.01 -0.16 -0.28 -0.17 0.08 0.13 -0.03 0.02 -0.09 0.18 -0.07 2 3 2 5
17k. Frequency:  Receive prompt feedback from instructors on performance -0.36 0.00 -0.05 0.04 0.07 0.17 -0.04 -0.31 0.02 0.00 0.21 -0.11 -0.02 -0.06 -0.09 -0.13 0.07 -0.08 -0.13 -0.10 0.01 0.15 -0.07 2 7 2 9
9. Hours per week (total)  faculty expected you to study outside of class. -0.04 -0.08 -0.31 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.04 0.04 -0.05 0.06 -0.01 -0.05 -0.04 -0.20 0.15 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.02 -0.11 0.07 -0.06 -0.03 2 10 4 14
*16d. A college faculty or staff talked with me -0.08 -0.01 0.05 0.20 0.06 0.10 -0.14 -0.11 0.03 0.01 -0.02 0.00 -0.10 0.02 0.35 0.20 0.06 -0.15 -0.04 0.04 0.06 -0.14 0.03 3
19c. Relationship with:  Administrative Personnel & Offices0.13 0.04 -0.09 -0.20 -0.05 0.04 0.03 -0.10 -0.04 -0.14 0.13 0.09 0.06 -0.06 -0.22 -0.07 -0.02 0.04 -0.05 -0.02 -0.09 0.11 0.05 2
18c-2. Frequency of use: Job placement assistance -0.07 0.02 -0.10 -0.15 -0.07 -0.05 0.05 0.07 0.10 -0.15 0.20 0.02 0.04 -0.09 -0.27 -0.15 0.00 0.07 0.04 0.11 -0.20 0.11 0.07 3
18j-2. Frequency of use: Services to students with disabilities -0.04 0.00 0.00 -0.26 -0.17 -0.02 0.05 0.07 0.09 0.00 0.07 -0.07 -0.02 -0.02 -0.27 -0.15 0.06 0.08 0.02 0.23 0.04 0.08 -0.11 3
18a-2. Frequency of use: Academic advising/planning -0.29 -0.01 -0.12 0.09 0.02 0.06 -0.12 -0.14 -0.09 0.02 0.10 -0.11 0.06 -0.10 -0.30 -0.19 0.14 -0.10 -0.14 -0.08 -0.10 0.28 -0.06 2
18b-2. Frequency of use: Career counseling -0.25 0.15 -0.07 -0.28 -0.16 0.05 -0.02 -0.11 -0.02 -0.30 0.10 0.21 0.17 0.00 -0.50 -0.28 0.09 0.04 -0.05 0.04 -0.33 0.12 0.21 7 1 1 2
18f-2. Frequency of use: Financial aid advising -0.13 0.25 -0.24 -0.28 -0.16 0.06 -0.15 -0.07 -0.04 -0.42 0.43 0.15 0.22 -0.12 -0.43 -0.28 0.11 -0.20 -0.11 0.00 -0.43 0.38 0.16 11 11 19 30
18h-2. Frequency of use: Student organizations -0.09 0.02 -0.09 -0.17 -0.07 -0.09 0.05 0.15 0.04 -0.13 0.16 0.02 0.05 -0.13 -0.21 -0.06 -0.06 0.13 0.11 0.00 -0.06 0.14 -0.05 1 12 20 32
*q1. I have the motivation to do what it takes to -0.01 -0.02 0.05 0.08 0.02 -0.20 0.20 0.23 0.17 0.17 -0.18 -0.08 -0.01 0.03 0.07 0.06 -0.16 0.19 0.25 0.07 0.12 -0.19 -0.04 4
*q2. I am prepared academically to succeed in 0.03 0.07 0.08 -0.19 -0.20 -0.04 0.11 -0.01 0.19 0.04 -0.17 0.07 0.07 0.12 -0.20 -0.16 -0.08 0.13 0.09 0.12 0.00 -0.20 0.08 3
*q3. I will be able to obtain the necessary -0.01 0.03 0.10 0.10 0.03 -0.08 0.15 0.14 0.13 0.10 -0.24 0.01 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.01 -0.08 0.14 0.14 0.02 0.02 -0.17 0.02 1
*q4. I have support from my immediate family -0.08 0.14 0.03 -0.06 -0.04 0.10 0.11 0.00 0.15 0.01 0.04 -0.08 0.18 0.06 -0.14 -0.08 0.13 0.15 -0.07 0.29 -0.05 0.06 -0.06 1
*q5. I have the support of my friends to succeed -0.07 0.12 0.05 -0.11 -0.09 0.06 0.30 -0.01 0.20 -0.05 -0.05 0.01 0.10 0.05 -0.08 -0.01 0.10 0.30 -0.03 0.26 -0.09 0.05 -0.02 4
*q7. I will have the money necessary to pay the -0.16 0.18 0.12 -0.02 -0.05 0.18 -0.16 -0.16 0.13 -0.15 0.02 0.12 0.10 0.08 -0.09 -0.10 0.13 -0.22 -0.04 0.00 -0.14 0.00 0.13 1
*q9. I will have the money necessary to pay for -0.19 0.16 0.06 0.01 -0.02 0.20 -0.14 -0.17 0.11 -0.11 -0.01 0.11 0.07 0.03 -0.05 -0.06 0.15 -0.18 -0.03 -0.03 -0.10 -0.02 0.09 1
*q11. Caring for dependents will interfere with 0.11 -0.14 -0.04 0.31 0.21 -0.02 -0.16 0.02 -0.13 0.17 0.03 -0.12 -0.16 -0.04 0.21 0.12 -0.07 -0.07 0.09 -0.22 0.11 0.02 -0.05 4 4 4 8
*q12. Commitments other than work and family 0.09 -0.06 -0.02 0.09 0.02 0.11 -0.25 -0.18 -0.06 0.05 0.07 -0.03 -0.06 0.00 0.05 -0.04 0.02 -0.25 -0.13 -0.16 0.01 0.09 0.02 2 12 12 24
**q24. How much did success courses help you -0.02 -0.11 0.02 0.36 0.26 -0.18 0.14 0.26 -0.04 0.29 -0.27 -0.11 -0.14 -0.11 0.49 0.36 -0.19 0.21 0.25 0.01 0.23 -0.24 -0.09 11 16 16 32

15 1 5 13 5 7 7 13 2 7 9 2 3 3 23 10 3 10 8 5 8 6 3 153 71 82 153
0 0 5 1 2 3 5 3 1 1 1 1 1 3 3 1 2 6 4 2 1 1 1 48

15 1 0 12 3 4 2 10 1 6 8 1 2 0 20 9 1 4 4 3 7 5 2 105

* Reverse Scale (i.e. 1=Strongly Agree…5=Strongly Disagree).
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Research Question #2 Major Findings by Construct:  

Student Effort Construct  

 The Student Effort construct had the highest number of variables (57) that 

revealed the most variance or differentiation of the eleven groups. Within this construct, 

the most statistically significant variable was overall high school grade average (#27). 

Overwhelmingly, entering and returning advantaged students (full-time, non-

developmental, 18-19, female, traditional age, and non-black) had statistically significant 

higher high school averages than their counterparts—the at-risk student. The second most 

statistically significant variable was skill labs (writing, reading, and math) usage (# 18e-

2). In this case, disadvantaged students (developmental, non-Asian minorities and Black 

entering students; and first generation, developmental, non-Asian minorities, Black, and 

Hispanic returning students) used skill labs statistically significantly more often than their 

counterpart advantaged students.  

 Results of this study also revealed that traditional, 18-19 year old students, non-

developmental, not-first generation and male students who reported statistically 

significantly higher high school averages also regularly skipped class or came to class 

without completing readings or assignments. These students reported the highest level of 

disengagement in the Student Effort construct. Results suggest that these groups of 

students could be experiencing academic boredom. Aldridge and DeLucia (1989) defined 

academic boredom as the result of a conflict between student expectations and reality and 

unmet student need for a high degree of classroom stimulation. 
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Support for Learners 

 The Support for Learners construct revealed the second largest number of 

differences (32) after the Student Effort construct. Disadvantaged students showed higher 

levels of engagement in 30 of 32 variables in this construct. Developmental and minority 

students used college services significantly more often than their counterparts. Financial 

aid was the most used service followed by career counseling services. Entering full-time 

students and returning females were the only two advantaged groups of students that used 

financial aid services significantly more often than their disadvantaged counterparts (part-

time and male students). Students who placed in all three developmental courses showed 

the highest levels of engagement using college services. High engagement appears to be a 

characteristic of student persistence in the community college, especially for the most at-

risk students. 

Motivation 

 The Motivation and Commitment construct also revealed 32 significant 

differences. Overall, female and non-traditional age students reported higher motivation 

to succeed in college than their counterpart (male and traditional age students). In 

addition, female and non-degree seeker students felt confident about having support from 

friends to succeed in college, while developmental, males, and degree seeking students 

showed higher levels of concerns about handling commitments outside of school. The 

engagement variable that discriminated the most was how much did success courses help 

you gain skills to succeed in college. Overwhelmingly, disadvantaged students 

(developmental, non-traditional, and Black) reported higher levels of involvement in 

success courses. Returning female students also reported high engagement with this 
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variable. These findings suggest that highly engaged at-risk students are the ones 

benefiting the most from this type of courses. If 80% of the students participating in these 

programs reported that the course was very or somewhat helpful, these results suggests 

that student success courses could positively influence student persistence, specially for 

at-risk students. 

Student-faculty Interaction 

 In the Student-faculty Interaction construct entering disadvantaged students 

showed significantly higher levels of engagement than their comparison advantaged 

group, with non-traditional age and Black students reporting the highest levels of 

engagement -- interacting with faculty in regards to discussing grades, ideas from 

reading outside of class, and receiving prompt feedback. This finding suggests that 

disadvantaged students are more engage in educational practices conducive to 

establishing relationships with faculty. In comparison, full-time students reported higher 

levels of engagement with regard to used e-mail to communicate with instructors and 

reported faculty expected them to study higher number of hours. In addition, female 

students reported they knew how to get in touch with instructors and asked them questions 

unrelated to coursework. 

Active and Collaborative Learning 

 As observed in table 105, in the Active and Collaborative Learning construct, 

disadvantaged students reported higher levels of engagement. Returning developmental 

students and entering non-traditional age students reported higher levels of engagement 

as shown by asking questions in class and working with other students inside and outside 
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of class preparing assignments. These findings suggest that disadvantaged students who 

persist to the next semester are the highly engaged in active and collaborative learning. 

White and non-Hispanic students reported higher levels of engagement with asking 

questions in class more often than their counterpart non-Asian minorities and Hispanic 

students. 

First Day 

 In the First Day construct disadvantaged students also reported the highest levels 

of engagement. Developmental students and non-traditional age students engaged in 

more activities such as introducing students to each other, listening to explanations about 

college resources and course grading policies. Degree-seeking students demonstrated 

more engagement with explanations about course syllabi. 

Research Question #2 Major Findings by Student Characteristics/Group of 

Students:  

Developmental Students 

 Developmental students overall were the most engaged group of all, particularly 

returning students who placed in all three developmental courses. These students reported 

almost twice the level of engagement of the second most engaged groups -- that is, 

entering students who placed in all three developmental courses and entering non-

traditional age students. Returning students placing in all three developmental courses 

overwhelmingly used all college services and worked with other students in projects 

inside and outside of the classroom. These findings suggest that overall the most engaged 

group of students is the returning students involved in all three developmental education 
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courses. This is further indication that for high-risk students, high levels of engagement 

apparently serve a compensatory effect—that is, it is the highly engaged high-risk 

students who return to college. 

 The second most engaged group was entering students who placed in three 

developmental education courses. However, as opposed to returning students, entering 

students did not work with other students, prepare several drafts of assignments and did 

not interact with faculty in engaging ways. The fourth most engaged group was the 

returning student enrolled in at least one developmental course, and these students 

differed from the most engaged group in that they did not as frequently work with other 

students or interact with faculty, and they less frequently used college services. These 

findings suggest that overall disadvantaged/high-risk students are the most engaged 

groups that persist. 

Non-traditional Age (over 25 year old) Students  

 The entering non-traditional aged students group was the third most engaged 

group. Among all disadvantaged students, this group was the only group who more 

frequently asked questions or contributed to class discussions, studied more hours per 

week, rated their relationship with instructors high, and declared to have the motivation 

to succeed in college. According to the literature review on retention, all of these 

engagement variables are what is needed to succeed in college. 

Ethnic Minority Students 

 Entering Black students comprised the most engaged group among minorities and 

the only one that reported significant higher levels of interactions with faculty than their 
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counterpart non-Black students. This group reported to have discussed grades, and ideas 

from readings and received prompt feedback from faculty more often than did the other 

comparison groups. 

Gender 

 Overwhelmingly, female students reported higher levels of engagement than male 

students. Returning female students reported slightly higher levels of engagement than 

returning male students. Female students reported to have support from friends, talked to 

faculty or staff about issues other than schoolwork, prepared drafts of assignments, used 

financial advising services and participated in success courses significantly more often 

than male students. The data showed that returning male students reported the highest 

level of disengagement by skipping class and coming to class without completing 

readings or assignments.  

18-19 Year Old Students 

 Sixty-seven percent of entering students in this sample were 18-19 year olds. The 

most relevant finding with this group was that although they reported higher high school 

academic grade averages than older students, they often came to class without 

completing reading or assignments, had lower levels of motivation and studied 

significantly fewer hours per week than older students. These results suggest that this 

group of students could be experiencing academic boredom. It should be noted that 18-19 

year old students reported relatively high levels of confidence in having enough funds to 

pay for college. 
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Full-time Students 

 Full-time students reported higher levels of engagements than part-time students. 

Full-time students were the only group that used the Internet to work on assignments and 

the e-mail to communicate with instructors significantly more frequent than part-time 

students. They also reported that faculty expected them to study a greater number of 

hours per week than did part-time students. 

First Generation Students 

 First generation students reported higher levels of engagement than not first 

generation students as evidenced by their use of skill labs and financial advising services. 

The data does show that returning not-first generation students reported they skipped 

class significantly more frequently than first generation students. 

Overall Study Recommendations 

 Student retention and persistence has been studied consistently during the last 

four decades, as previously delineated in the literature review. Research suggests that 

some of the factors that contribute to students leaving community colleges without a 

degree are underpreparedness, financial constraints, late registration, delayed entry to 

postsecondary education, unclear educational goals, parents who have not attended 

college, part-time enrollment, full-time employment, lack of engagement in student 

support services, and single parenting (McClenney, 2004, 2006; Tinto, 1998; Roueche, 

1999; McCabe, 1998, 2000, 2003; Gladieux & Perna, 2005; & Summers, 2003). 

Community college students with one or several of these characteristics are commonly 

categorized as disadvantaged or “at risk.” 
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  Within the framework in which this study was developed, the critical issue for 

policy makers and community college administrators is to identify the appropriate 

processes and mechanisms that reduce community college student dropout and foster 

resilience, engagement, retention, and student success. Based on the literature review and 

the findings in this study fully outlined in chapter four, the following recommendations 

are proposed in an effort to engage community college students and improve retention: 

 Recommendation #1. Develop and implement mandated comprehensive student 

success courses and student orientation programs.  

 Success courses and orientation programs will help students attain the skills 

necessary for school and career success. Just over one-third of students in this study (39% 

of entering and 35% of returning) reported they had participated in, or were currently 

enrolled in a student success/ student development/ or a student life skills course. Over 

70% of those students reported the course was required and over 80% reported it was 

very or somewhat helpful. Furthermore, students who reported that success courses had 

helped them acquire the knowledge necessary to succeed in college were overwhelmingly 

disadvantaged students (developmental, non-traditional, females and minorities). If 80% 

of the students participating in these programs reported that the course was very or 

somewhat helpful, these results suggests that student success courses could positively 

influence in student persistence, especially for at-risk students. 

 Recommendation #2: Develop and implement programs that will foster the 

establishment of social and academic networks (student-faculty and student-to-student 

interactions).  

 Mentors and advocates can support the efforts of community college students (in 
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particular disadvantaged students) and provide multicultural curricula. This intervention 

requires a higher level of involvement from administrators, faculty, and staff. Students 

have often cited establishing a relationship with “somebody” at the college as the number 

one reason for not leaving college (Terenzini et al., 1994).  

 This study found that entering students reported a higher number of statistically 

significant differences in the Student-faculty Interaction construct. Entering Black 

students and non-traditional age students reported significantly higher number of 

interactions with faculty than their counterpart groups (non-Black and traditional age 

students) in regard to discussing grades and readings or receiving feedback. There were 

no statistically significant differences found in the groups of first generation, Hispanic, 

White, and degree seeking students, suggesting there is no difference in the way these 

groups and their comparison groups interact with faculty.  

 National initiatives such as Achieving the Dream (AtD), funded by the Lumina 

Foundation, focus on developing systems and coaching community colleges on how to 

help students succeed. One of the interventions that some AtD colleges have adopted is 

the development of a mentorship program or utilizing student ambassadors, where 

faculty, staff or more experienced students help new students become familiarized with 

the college system and processes and offer advice on how to balance academic work and 

commitments outside of school.  

 It bears repeating that according to Tinto’s (1987) Interactionalist Theory, a 

student’s persistence is contingent on his/her interaction with the institution, which is 

achieved through social and educational communities. Further, Astin (1993) found that 

high levels of student-to-student and student-to-faculty Interaction positively influence 
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student retention. To that end, the establishment of programs such as the ones reviewed in 

Chapter two (mentoring programs, learning communities, orientation, success courses) 

are highly recommended to foster student’s relationships at the college. These programs 

would create opportunities for the students to strengthen their social network (with 

faculty, staff, other students), to learn how to navigate the system, to get involved in 

activities that would keep them engaged and committed. 

 Recommendation #3. Develop and implement a high quality (demanding) 

curricula.  

 Results of this study revealed that traditional, 18-19 year old students, non-

developmental, not-first generation and male students who reported statistically 

significantly higher high school averages also regularly skipped class or came to class 

without completing readings or assignments. These students reported the highest level of 

disengagement in the Student Effort construct. Results suggest that these groups of 

students could be experiencing academic boredom. Aldridge and DeLucia (1989) defined 

academic boredom as the result of a conflict between student expectations and reality and 

unmet student need for a high degree of classroom stimulation. However, Astin (1993) 

found that students who received career counseling and participated in honors programs 

were retained at higher levels. 

 High quality curricula and high expectations help to keep students engaged. 

Previous research suggests that with the development of high quality curricula, 

community college student services must be robust. For example, CRESPR found that the 

development of demanding curricula would require “school wide restructuring; high 

quality professional development; high expectations for all students; and flexible, 
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intensive assistance for students when they need it” (CSOS, 2008, para. 58).  

 Recommendation #4. Capitalize on entering student motivation.  

 Results of this study revealed that entering and returning students reported high 

levels of motivation to succeed in college. Both groups reported, in exactly equal 

percentages, that they had the motivation (93%) and were prepared academically (89%) 

to succeed in college. In addition, they also reported that they had support from friends 

(88% vs. 86%) and family (90% vs. 88%,). Getting information to capitalize on initial 

student motivation could be done by assessing students’ goals, expectations, and levels of 

engagement. This information can help to create programs and design learning strategies 

relevant to students’ needs, interests and future goals. 

 Research suggests that by identifying the gap between entering students’ 

expectations and their level of engagement in the first year of college, institutions could 

target their efforts to create educationally effective programs (Kuh, 2007). CRESPR 

identified four areas of student motivation in which learning environments could be 

developed: opportunities for success, the relevance of schoolwork to current interests and 

future goals, the support of students by teachers and administrators, and assistance with 

personal problems. In addition, the authors contend that in each area, changes in school 

organization, curriculum, and instructional practices must be made to eliminate the 

negative effects of current practices (CSOS, 2008). 

 Recommendation #5. Develop, implement, and monitor a longitudinal tracking 

system.  

 As mentioned in the literature review, there have been previous proponents of this 

initiative. Fabes and Mattoon (2007) proposed the development of a national student unit 
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record system that would allow for the longitudinal tracking of individuals from K-12 

through postsecondary education. Furthermore, they contended that there will be a 

student tracking system developed for K-12 due to the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 

and that developing one for postsecondary education would be a natural extension and a 

great resource to evaluate student outcomes. The development of such a database has 

been a politically contentious notion. In fact, it has been one of the most highly debated 

recommendations of the Commission on the Future of Higher Education (Lederman, 

2007).  

 The development of a longitudinal student tracking system would help develop a 

culture of evidence, in which institutional research functions will play a more prominent 

role and all stakeholders would be engaged with data and research about student progress 

and success – or lack thereof. Furthermore, measuring student progress in a longitudinal 

approach will not only facilitate responsible decision making but will provide 

stakeholders with a powerful framework/tool that will also help develop timely and 

adequate intervention strategies for diverse populations.  

Summary of Conclusions, Findings, and Implications  

   The purpose of this study was to identify differences in engagement levels 

between entering and returning community college students using a pilot survey 

administered in the fall of 2007 in twenty-two community colleges in eight states. Data 

were organized in terms of six engagement constructs: Active and Collaborative 

Learning, First Day, Student Effort, Student-faculty Interaction, Support for Learners, 

and Motivation.  

 The results of this study demonstrated that returning community college students 
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in general are more engaged in educational practices associated with persistence than 

entering students. Furthermore, results of this study revealed that with the exception of 

one variable (overall high school average), students commonly categorized as “at risk” or 

“disadvantaged” (developmental, non-traditional, part-time, first generation, minorities) 

overwhelmingly reported higher levels of engagement in all positive engagement 

variables of the six analyzed constructs (Appendix VII illustrates major findings in 

graphs representation).  

 The following is a list of summarized findings: 

 Finding #1. Students who placed in three developmental courses were, by far, the 

most highly engaged group in all positive engagement variables of the six analyzed 

constructs, particularly in the Support for Learners and the Student Effort constructs. As 

previously mentioned, high engagement appears to be a characteristic of student 

persistence in the community college, especially for the most at-risk groups. 

 Finding #2. Students with the highest level of engagement in the two negative 

variables of the Student Effort construct were advantaged students (traditional, not-first 

generation (for skipped class), 18-19 year olds, and returning non-developmental students 

(for having come to class without completing readings or assignments)). These results 

suggest that these groups of students could be experiencing academic boredom. This is a 

mismatch in student expectations and reality. In other words, unmet student need for a 

high degree of classroom stimulation. 

 Finding #3. Students who reported that success courses had helped them gain the 

knowledge necessary to succeed in college were overwhelmingly disadvantaged students 

(developmental, non-traditional, females and minorities). This finding suggests that these 
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courses help keep at-risk students in college. 

          Finding #4. Students who showed the highest levels of engagement with regard 

to college services were developmental students. Financial aid advising and skill labs 

(math, reading, and writing) were the two services with the highest number of statistically 

significant differences throughout the eleven groups. Skill labs were overwhelmingly 

most used by at-risk students. 

 Finding # 5. Overall, disadvantaged students showed a two to one higher level of 

motivation than advantaged students. Female and non-traditional age students reported 

significantly higher levels of motivation to succeed in college than their comparison 

groups. These results suggest that the students who persist to the next semester are the 

most engaged and motivated. 

 Finding #6. Among disadvantaged students, part-time, first generation, Hispanic, 

and non-degree seeking students were the least engaged groups. 

 Finding #7:  Male students reported the highest level of disengagement in the 

Student Effort construct by skipping class and coming to class without completing 

readings or assignments. Speculative reasons for this behavior are that this group could 

be experiencing lack of academic challenge (academic boredom) or they do it because 

there is lack of apparent negative consequences associated with this behavior. 

 Finding #8. Although returning students skipped class at a significantly higher 

rate than entering students, overall they scored significantly higher in the Student Effort 

construct (used college services and prepared more drafts of assignments). 

 Finding #9. Returning students used tutoring services two and a half times more 

than entering students (27% vs. 11%). These results suggest that highly engaged students 
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are the ones who seek for help and persist in college. 

         Finding #10. Returning students placed in a higher percentage in developmental 

education (90% vs. 85%) than entering students but enrolled in developmental education 

courses in a lower percentage than did entering students (developmental writing (37% of 

returning students vs. 41% of entering), developmental math (57% vs. 58%), and 

developmental reading (38% vs. 44%)). A speculative reason for this finding is that 

returning students might be more interested in taking credit courses that count towards 

the attainment of a degree than enrolling in developmental education courses. 

 Finding #11: Returning students placed into developmental education but not all 

enrolled in it (for example, 75% of returning students placed into developmental math, 

and only 57% enrolled in the course, an 18 point difference; 37.7% placed into 

developmental writing and only 34.2 enrolled in it; and 39.4 placed into developmental 

reading and only 35.4 enrolled in the respective course in their first semester). These 

findings suggest that returning students might be avoiding math courses. Research 

suggests that returning students do better in the writing and reading assessment than in 

math. However, the consequences of avoiding these courses could be a delay in degree 

attainment and failure or low grades in college credit courses. 

 Finding #12: Eighty-three percent of entering students (18-19 years old) in this 

study who placed in developmental education were coming straight from high school, 

56% placed in all three developmental courses. Eighty -five percent (85%) of entering 

students in this sample placed in at least one developmental course and 61% placed in all 

three developmental areas (reading, writing and math). 

 Finding 13: A higher percentage of Hispanic (40%) students placed into 
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developmental education compared to other ethnic groups (White 32%, Black 17%, and 

Asian 5%) (Figure 2). 

Figure 2. Developmental vs. Non-developmental Students by Ethnicity 

 

Recommendations for Further Research 

 Recommendation #1: Underpreparedness 

 Results of this study suggest that students who placed in three developmental 

courses were, by far, the most highly engaged group in all positive engagement variables 

of the six analyzed constructs, particularly in the Support for Learners and the Student 

Effort constructs. Giving these findings, a longitudinal study is recommended to find out 

how many highly engaged developmental students were retained by the end of the 

semester and how many of them are able to achieve their educational goals, as compared 

to less-engaged high-risk students. The results of this type of study would help validate 

the hypothesis that higher levels of engagement are conducive to higher retention rates 
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and student success. 

 Recommendation #2: Traditional Age Students  

 As stated in finding number twelve, 85% of entering students in this sample 

placed in at least one developmental course and 61% placed in all three developmental 

courses; Eighty-three percent of entering 18-19 years old placed into developmental 

education and 56% placed in all three developmental courses. Reviewed literature 

revealed that only 42% of high school graduates have the necessary skills to do college 

work (Adelman, 2004). We would expect that students coming from high school would 

be less likely placed into developmental education because they come with fresh 

knowledge directly from high school. Although research on p-16 suggests that high 

school exit requirements are poorly aligned with college entry requirements, further 

research is recommended to find out why high school students are unprepared for college 

level work. Results from a study like this would help build the case for a need of 

collaboration of all constituencies (state agencies, school administrators, teachers, higher 

education leaders, etc.) to design curriculum/programs to help students succeed. 

 Recommendation #3: Motivation 

Results from this study suggest that traditional, 18-19 year olds, non-

developmental, not-first generation and male students who reported statistically 

significantly higher high school averages were the ones who would regularly skip class or 

come to class without completing readings or assignments. Additional research is 

recommended to more fully analyze this phenomenon. Findings from this type of study 

would help community college administrators, faculty and support services specialist 

design strategies to help engage these populations. 
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Recommendation #4: Inclusion of other variables 

This researcher analyzed data from 13,200 surveys conducted at 22 community 

colleges in eight states to find differences in levels of engagement between entering and 

returning students. It is recommended that findings from this study be utilized to further 

explore other variables such as the size of institution, interventions offered for 

disadvantaged students, student-advisor ratios, class size, student socioeconomic status, 

and number of credits earned by students. The inclusion of these variables could help us 

further understand student engagement and some of the findings in this study by further 

disaggregating the data. 

Recommendation #5: Mixed Method Study Approach 

As stated in Chapter one, one of the limitations of the study was that a 

quantitative study such as this one might fall short in fully answering the research 

questions. Giving an opportunity to students, faculty, and administrators to provide input 

may add valuable insight to this study making it more comprehensive.  To that end, a 

mixed method approach using the quantitative findings of this study and expanding it to 

include a qualitative piece (stakeholders’ insights) is recommended. Results from this 

type of study would not only provide insight about which groups are more engaged but 

why. 

 Conclusion  

The economic well being of the nation depends of a well-trained workforce 

capable of competing in a globalized market. As community college constituencies, it is 

our responsibility to fix the educational system. It has been said by many that access is 
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not enough; we need to retain students and help them finish what they start. There is also 

a need to change the way in which we deliver instruction because the way in which 

students learn has changed. In addition, the diversity of constituencies also creates a 

challenge to make use of an array of teaching and learning strategies. Finally, effective 

evaluation systems (with input from students) need to be put in place to help us find the 

right direction and change the course when necessary. We need to embrace constructive 

and meaningful change. As Heraclitus said, there is nothing permanent except change.  
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Appendix I: Survey of Entering Student Engagement (SENSE) 
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Item 
# Variable Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value 

Please note the following for the SENSE data set:  Invalid responses are coded as missing 
“.” 

 SURVEYNO Survey Number  

1 ENRLMENT Thinking about this academic term, how 

would you characterize your enrollment at 
this college? 

1= Less than full-time 

2= Full-time 

2 ENTER Did you begin college at this college or 
elsewhere? 

1= Started here 
2= Started elsewhere 

3 TERMSENR How many academic terms have you been 
enrolled at this college? 

1= This is my first term 
2= This is my second 

term 
3= This is my third term 

4= This is my fourth term 
5= I have been enrolled 

more than four terms 

4 OTHERENR In addition to taking courses at this college, 

were/are you also enrolled at a 4-year 
college or university during your FIRST 

ACADEMIC TERM? 

1= Yes 

2= No 

5 COURSENUM How many courses did you enroll in for your 

FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this college? 

1= One 

2= Two 
3= Three 

4= Four or more 
5= Don’t recall 

6 DROPNO Of the courses you enrolled in during your 
FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this college, 

how many have you/did you drop after the 
first day of class? 

1= None 
2= One 

3= Two 
4= Three 

5= Four or more 

7 SRVAGAIN Have you taken this survey in another class 

this term? 

1= Yes 

2= No 

8 SEOCSTUD BEFORE enrolling at this college, how many 

hours per week (total) did you expect to 
spend studying outside of class? 

1= None 

2= 1-5 
3= 6-10 

4= 11-20 
5= 21-30 

6= More than 30 

9 FEOCSTUD During the first three weeks of your FIRST 

ACADEMIC TERM at this college, how many 
hours per week (total) did faculty expect you 

to study outside of class? 

1= None 

2= 1-5 
3= 6-10 

4= 11-20 
5= 21-30 

6= More than 30 
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Item 
# Variable Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value 

10 ACOCSTUD During the first three weeks of your FIRST 
ACADEMIC TERM at this college, how many 

hours per week (total) did you actually spend 
studying outside of class? 

1= None 
2= 1-5 

3= 6-10 
4= 11-20 

5= 21-30 
6= More than 30 

11 REGCLASS During your first three weeks of your FIRST 
ACADEMIC TERM at this college, when did 

you register for classes? 

1= More than one week 
before classes began 

2= During the week 
before classes began 

3= During the first week 
of classes 

4= After the first week of 
classes 

12a-1 NDCPR My placement test scores indicated that I 
needed this course: Developmental/College 

Prep Reading. 

1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 
4= Didn’t Take Test 

12b-1 NDCPW My placement test scores indicated that I 
needed this course: Developmental/College 

Prep Writing. 

1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 
4= Didn’t Take Test 

12c-1 NDCPM My placement test scores indicated that I 
needed this course: Developmental/College 

Prep Math. 

1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 
4= Didn’t Take Test 

12a-2 EDCPR I enrolled in this course during my first 
academic term at this college: 

Developmental/College Prep Reading. 

1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 

12b-2 EDCPW I enrolled in this course during my first 

academic term at this college: 
Developmental/College Prep Writing. 

1= Yes 

2= No 
3= Don’t Recall 

12c-2 EDCPM I enrolled in this course during my first 
academic term at this college: 

Developmental/College Prep Math. 

1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 

13 The following statements are about the college’s orientation program for new students.  

This question asks students to select all options that apply.  To permit multiple responses, 
the question is represented in the codebook by five separate items the student either 

checks or does not check.  

13a ONLORIEN I took part in an online orientation prior to the 

beginning of classes. 

0= No Response 

1= Response 

13b ONCORIEN I attended an on-campus orientation prior to 

the beginning of classes. 

0= No Response 

1= Response 

13c CSORIEN I enrolled in an orientation course as part of 

my course schedule during my first 
academic term at this college. 

0= No Response 

1= Response 
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Item 
# Variable Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value 

13d NWORIEN I was not aware of a college orientation 
program or course. 

0= No Response 
1= Response 

13e UNAORIEN I was unable to participate in orientation due 
to scheduling or other issues. 

0= No Response 
1= Response 

14a CMATREV A college staff member reviewed with me 
college materials such as student handbook, 

college catalogue, program requirements, 
and web-based resources 

1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 
4= N/A 

14b REQPTEST I was required to take a placement test 
(COMPASS, ASSET, AccuPlacer, etc.) 

1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 
4= N/A 

14c TKPTEST I took a placement test (ACT, SAT, 
COMPASS, ASSET, AccuPlacer, etc.) 

1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 
4= N/A 

14d EXPTEST I was exempt from taking a placement test at 
this college because of my test scores on 

previous exams or coursework 

1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 
4= N/A 

14e REVPTEST An academic advisor reviewed my 
placement test scores (ASSET, COMPASS, 

ACT, SAT, etc.) to help me understand the 
courses I needed to take during my FIRST 

ACADEMIC TERM 

1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 
4= N/A 

14f REQCLASS An academic advisor explained that the 

college required me to enroll in the classes 
indicated by my placement test scores 

during my first academic term 

1= Yes 

2= No 
3= Don’t Recall 

4= N/A 

14g AASELMAJ An academic advisor helped me to select a 

course of study/program or major 

1= Yes 

2= No 
3= Don’t Recall 

4= N/A 

14h ACADGOAL An advisor helped me to set academic goals 

and to create a plan for achieving them 

1= Yes 

2= No 
3= Don’t Recall 

4= N/A 

14i CQUALFA I took one or more of my courses in order to 

qualify for financial aid 

1= Yes 

2= No 
3= Don’t Recall 

4= N/A 

14j APPFA I was informed that I could apply for financial 

aid 

1= Yes 

2= No 
3= Don’t Recall 

4= N/A 
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Item 
# Variable Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value 

14k ANALFA A financial aid staff member helped me 
analyze my needs for financial aid 

1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 
4= N/A 

14l REJFA I applied, but did not receive financial aid 1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 
4= N/A 

14m GOTFA I received financial aid 1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 
4= N/A 

14n CSTAFNAM At least one college staff member knew my 
name 

1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 
4= N/A 

14o OSTUDNAM At least one other student (whom I didn’t 
previously know) knew my name 

1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 
4= N/A 

14p FACNAM At least one faculty member knew my name 1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 
4= N/A 

14q CONVTIME All the courses I needed to take during my 
first academic term were available at times 

convenient for me 

1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 
4= N/A 

15a ENRLENG Please indicate in which of the following you 
enrolled during the FIRST THREE WEEKS 

OF YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 
college:  English as a second language 

course? 

1= Enrolled 
2= Not Enrolled 

15b ENRLSSDC Please indicate in which of the following you 

enrolled during the FIRST THREE WEEKS 
OF YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college:  Student success or student 
development course?   

1= Enrolled 

2= Not Enrolled 

15c ENRLOLC Please indicate in which of the following you 
enrolled during the FIRST THREE WEEKS 

OF YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 
college:  Organized learning community 

(linked courses for a group of students)? 

1= Enrolled 
2= Not Enrolled 
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Item 
# Variable Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value 

16a WELCOME The very first time I came to this college I felt 
welcome 

1= Strongly Agree 
2= Agree 

3= Neutral 
4= Disagree 

5= Strongly Disagree 
6= Don’t Recall 

16b NENRINFO I was able to access the information I 
needed to complete the enrollment process 

(admissions, registration, financial aid, etc.) 

1= Strongly Agree 
2= Agree 

3= Neutral 
4= Disagree 

5= Strongly Disagree 
6= Don’t Recall 

16c AACONTIM An academic advisor was available at times 
convenient for me 

1= Strongly Agree 
2= Agree 

3= Neutral 
4= Disagree 

5= Strongly Disagree 
6= Don’t Recall 

16d OSCOMM A college faculty or staff member talked with 
me about my commitments outside of school 

(work, children, dependents, etc.) to help me 
figure out how many courses to take 

1= Strongly Agree 
2= Agree 

3= Neutral 
4= Disagree 

5= Strongly Disagree 
6= Don’t Recall 

16e CLASSREL I could go to a faculty or staff member with 
questions or concerns related to my 

coursework 

1= Strongly Agree 
2= Agree 

3= Neutral 
4= Disagree 

5= Strongly Disagree 
6= Don’t Recall 

16f CLASSUNR I could go to a faculty or staff member with 
questions or concerns about matters 

unrelated to my coursework 

1= Strongly Agree 
2= Agree 

3= Neutral 
4= Disagree 

5= Strongly Disagree 
6= Don’t Recall 

16g ACTINTRO Instructors had activities to introduce 
students to one another 

1= Strongly Agree 
2= Agree 

3= Neutral 
4= Disagree 

5= Strongly Disagree 
6= Don’t Recall 

16h RESOURCE Instructors clearly explained academic 
resources and services available at this 

college 

1= Strongly Agree 
2= Agree 

3= Neutral 
4= Disagree 

5= Strongly Disagree 

6= Don’t Recall 
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Item 
# Variable Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value 

16i GRADEPOL Instructors clearly explained course grading 
policies 

1= Strongly Agree 
2= Agree 

3= Neutral 
4= Disagree 

5= Strongly Disagree 
6= Don’t Recall 

16j SYLLABI Instructors clearly explained course syllabi 1= Strongly Agree 
2= Agree 

3= Neutral 
4= Disagree 

5= Strongly Disagree 
6= Don’t Recall 

16k FACMEET I knew how to get in touch with/contact my 
instructors outside of class 

1= Strongly Agree 
2= Agree 

3= Neutral 
4= Disagree 

5= Strongly Disagree 
6= Don’t Recall 

17a ASKQUES During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 
YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  
Ask questions in class or contribute to class 

discussions 

1= Not at all 
2= Once 

3= Several Times 
4= At Least Weekly 

5= Don’t Recall 

17b PREPDRFT During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 
college, how often did you do the following:  

Prepare at least one draft of an assignment 
before turning it in 

1= Not at all 

2= Once 
3= Several Times 

4= At Least Weekly 
5= Don’t Recall 

17c TURNINAS During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 
YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  
Complete and turn in at least one 

assignment 

1= Not at all 
2= Once 

3= Several Times 
4= At Least Weekly 

5= Don’t Recall 

17d NOTCOMPL During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 
college, how often did you do the following:  

Come to class without completing readings 
or assignments 

1= Not at all 

2= Once 
3= Several Times 

4= At Least Weekly 
5= Don’t Recall 

17e PINCLASS During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 
YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  
Work with other students on a project during 

class 

1= Not at all 
2= Once 

3= Several Times 
4= At Least Weekly 

5= Don’t Recall 

17f PREPOUTC During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 
college, how often did you do the following:  

Work with classmates outside of class to 
prepare class assignments 

1= Not at all 

2= Once 
3= Several Times 

4= At Least Weekly 
5= Don’t Recall 
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Item 
# Variable Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value 

17g USEINTMG During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 
YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  
Use the Internet or instant messaging to 

work on an assignment 

1= Not at all 
2= Once 

3= Several Times 
4= At Least Weekly 

5= Don’t Recall 

17h EMAILFAC During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 
college, how often did you do the following:  

Use e-mail to communicate with an 
instructor 

1= Not at all 

2= Once 
3= Several Times 

4= At Least Weekly 
5= Don’t Recall 

17i FACASSN During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 
YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  
Discuss an assignment or grade with an 

instructor 

1= Not at all 
2= Once 

3= Several Times 
4= At Least Weekly 

5= Don’t Recall 

17j FACIDOC During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 
college, how often did you do the following:  

Discuss ideas from readings or classes with 
instructors outside of class 

1= Not at all 

2= Once 
3= Several Times 

4= At Least Weekly 
5= Don’t Recall 

17k FEEDBACK During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 
YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  
Receive prompt feedback (written or oral) 

from instructors on performance 

1= Not at all 
2= Once 

3= Several Times 
4= At Least Weekly 

5= Don’t Recall 

17l OCIDEAS During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 
college, how often did you do the following:  

Discuss ideas from your readings or classes 
with others outside of class (students, family, 

co-workers, etc.) 

1= Not at all 

2= Once 
3= Several Times 

4= At Least Weekly 
5= Don’t Recall 

17m SKIPCL During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 
college, how often did you do the following:  

Skip class 

1= Not at all 

2= Once 
3= Several Times 

4= At Least Weekly 
5= Don’t Recall 

18a-1 ACADPLNG Did you know about it?  Academic 
advising/planning 

1= Yes 
2= No 

18b-1 CAREERC Did you know about it?  Career counseling 1= Yes 
2= No 

18c-1 JOBPLACE Did you know about it?  Job placement 
assistance 

1= Yes 
2= No 

18d-1 TUTOR Did you know about it?  Peer or other 
tutoring 

1= Yes 
2= No 

18e-1 SKILLABS Did you know about it?  Skill labs (writing, 
math, etc.) 

1= Yes 
2= No 
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Item 
# Variable Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value 

18f-1 FAADVS Did you know about it?  Financial aid 
advising 

1= Yes 
2= No 

18g-1 COMPLAB Did you know about it?  Computer lab 1= Yes 
2= No 

18h-1 STUORGS Did you know about it?  Student 
organizations 

1= Yes 
2= No 

18i-1 TRANSFCR Did you know about it?  Transfer credit 
assistance 

1= Yes 
2= No 

18j-1 DISABSVS Did you know about it?  Services to students 
with disabilities 

1= Yes 
2= No 

18a-2 ACADPUSE How often did you use it?  Academic 
advising/planning 

1= Not at All 
2= Once 
3= Several Times 

4= At least Weekly 

5= Don’t Recall 

18b-2 CARCUSE How often did you use it?  Career counseling 1= Not at All 

2= Once 
3= Several Times 

4= At least Weekly 
5= Don’t Recall 

18c-2 JOBPLUSE How often did you use it?  Job placement 
assistance 

1= Not at All 
2= Once 

3= Several Times 
4= At least Weekly 

5= Don’t Recall 

18d-2 TUTORUSE How often did you use it?  Peer or other 

tutoring 

1= Not at All 

2= Once 
3= Several Times 

4= At least Weekly 
5= Don’t Recall 

18e-2 SKLABUSE How often did you use it?  Skill labs (writing, 
math, etc.)  

1= Not at All 
2= Once 

3= Several Times 
4= At least Weekly 

5= Don’t Recall 

18f-2 FAUSE How often did you use it?  Financial aid 

advising 

1= Not at All 

2= Once 
3= Several Times 

4= At least Weekly 
5= Don’t Recall 

18g-2 COMLBUSE How often did you use it?  Computer lab 1= Not at All 
2= Once 

3= Several Times 
4= At least Weekly 

5= Don’t Recall 



APPENDIX II: SENSE CODEBOOK 

 

215 

Item 
# Variable Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value 

18h-2 STORGUSE How often did you use it?  Student 
organizations 

1= Not at All 
2= Once 

3= Several Times 
4= At least Weekly 

5= Don’t Recall 

18i-2 TRNFCRAS How often did you use it?  Transfer credit 

assistance 

1= Not at All 

2= Once 
3= Several Times 

4= At least Weekly 
5= Don’t Recall 

18j-2 DISVSUSE How often did you use it?  Services to 
students with disabilities 

1= Not at All 
2= Once 

3= Several Times 
4= At least Weekly 

5= Don’t Recall 

18a-3 ACADPSAT How satisfied were you with it?  Academic 

advising/planning 

1= Very 

2= Somewhat 
3= Not at All 

4= Don’t Recall 
5= N/A 

18b-3 CARCSAT How satisfied were you with it?  Career 
counseling 

1= Very 
2= Somewhat 

3= Not at All 
4= Don’t Recall 

5= N/A 

18c-3 JOBPLSAT How satisfied were you with it?  Job 

placement assistance 

1= Very 

2= Somewhat 
3= Not at All 

4= Don’t Recall 
5= N/A 

18d-3 TUTORSAT How satisfied were you with it?  Peer or 
other tutoring 

1= Very 
2= Somewhat 

3= Not at All 
4= Don’t Recall 

5= N/A 

18e-3 SKLBSAT How satisfied were you with it?  Skill labs 

(writing, math, etc.) 

1= Very 

2= Somewhat 
3= Not at All 

4= Don’t Recall 
5= N/A 

18f-3 FAADVSAT How satisfied were you with it?  Financial aid 
advising 

1= Very 
2= Somewhat 

3= Not at All 
4= Don’t Recall 

5= N/A 
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Item 
# Variable Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value 

18g-3 COMLBSAT How satisfied were you with it?  Computer 
lab 

1= Very 
2= Somewhat 

3= Not at All 
4= Don’t Recall 

5= N/A 

18h-3 STORGSAT How satisfied were you with it?  Student 

organizations 

1= Very 

2= Somewhat 
3= Not at All 

4= Don’t Recall 
5= N/A 

18i-3 TRCRASAT How satisfied were you with it?  Transfer 
credit assistance 

1= Very 
2= Somewhat 

3= Not at All 
4= Don’t Recall 

5= N/A 

18j-3 DISVSAT How satisfied were you with it?  Services to 

students with disabilities 

1= Very 

2= Somewhat 
3= Not at All 

4= Don’t Recall 
5= N/A 

19a STURELN Mark the number that best represents the 
quality of your relationships with people, 

during the FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 
YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college.  Your relationship with:  Other 
Students 

1= Unfriendly, 
unsupportive, sense of 

alienation 
2 

3 
4 

5 
6 

7= Friendly, supportive, 
sense of belonging 

19b FACRELN Mark the number that best represents the 
quality of your relationships with people, 

during the FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 
YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college.  Your relationship with:  Instructors 

1= Unavailable, 
unsupportive, 

unsympathetic 
2 

3 
4 

5 
6 

7= Available, helpful, 
sympathetic 

19c STAFRELN Mark the number that best represents the 
quality of your relationships with people, 

during the FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 
YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college.  Your relationship with:  

Administrative Personnel & Offices 

1= Unhelpful, 
inconsiderate, rigid 

2 
3 

4 

5 
6 

7= Helpful, considerate, 
flexible 
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# Variable Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value 

20 PSOURACA Thinking about the time from your first 
contact with this college, through the end of 

THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF YOUR 
FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this college, 

what has been your primary source of 
academic advising (academic planning, 

course recommendations, graduation 
requirements, etc.)? 

1= Academic advisor 
(not faculty) 

2= Academic advisor 
(faculty) 

3= Friends, family or 
other students 

4= Online college 
registration and/or 

computerized degree 
advisor system 

5= Other college 
materials 

6= I did not receive 
academic advising 

21 ASNPERS Was a specific person assigned to you so 
you could see him/her each time you needed 

information or assistance?   

1= Yes 
2= No 

22a PREPCLAS During the FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 
college, about how many hours did you 

spend in a typical 7-day week doing each of 
the following?  Preparing for class (studying, 

reading, writing, rehearsing, doing 
homework, or other activities related to your 

program) 

1= None 

2= 1-5 
3= 6-10 

4= 11-20 
5= 21-30 

6= 30 or more 

22b WORKPAY During the FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 
college, about how many hours did you 

spend in a typical 7-day week doing each of 
the following?  Working for pay 

1= None 

2= 1-5 
3= 6-10 

4= 11-20 
5= 21-30 

6= 30 or more 

23 ADDROP Did you add/drop any classes within the 

FIRST THREE WEEKS OF YOUR FIRST 
ACADEMIC TERM at this college? 

1= Yes, without the 

assistance/knowledge of 
a college staff or faculty 

member 
2= Yes, with the 

assistance/knowledge of 
a college staff or faculty 

member 
3= No – I did not add or 

drop any courses 

24 AGAINCL When do you plan to take classes at this 
college again? 

1= I will accomplish my 
goal(s) during this term 

and will not be returning 
2= I have no current 

plans to return 
3= Within the next 12 

months 
4= Uncertain 

25a MATHALLF While in high school, did you take math all 
four years? 

1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 
4= N/A 
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# Variable Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value 

25b MATHSNYR While in high school, did you take math 
during your senior year? 

1= Yes 
2= No 

3= Don’t Recall 
4= N/A 

26 RECOCOLL Would you recommend this college to a 
friend or family member? 

1= Yes 
2= No 

27 HSGRADE In what range was your overall high school 
grade or average? 

1= A 
2= A- to B+ 

3= B 
4= B- to C+ 

5= C 
6= C- or lower 

7= Don’t Recall 

28 SEX Your sex: 1= Male 

2= Female 

 

29 AGENEW Mark your age group. 2= 18 to 19 
3= 20 to 21 

4= 22 to 24 
5= 25 to 29 

6= 30 to 39 
7= 40 to 49 

8= 50 to 64 
9= 65+ 

30 MARRSTAT Are you married? 1= Yes 
2= No 

31 CHILDREN Do you have children who live with you? 1= Yes 
2= No 

32 ENGNAT Is English your native (first) language? 1= Yes 
2= No 

33 INTERNAT Are you an international student or 
nonresident alien? 

1= Yes 
2= No 

34 DIVERSIT What is your racial identification?  (Mark only 
one) 

1= American Indian or 
Native American 

2= Asian, Asian 
American or Pacific 

Islander 
3= Native Hawaiian 

4= Black or African 
American, Non-Hispanic 

5= White, Non-Hispanic 
6= Hispanic, Latino, 

Spanish 
7= Other 
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# Variable Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value 

35 DEGREE What is the highest academic credential you 
have earned? 

1= None 
2= High school diploma 

or GED 
3= Vocational/technical 

4= Associate degree 
5= Bachelor’s degree 

6= Master’s/Doctoral/ 
Professional 

36 REASON What is your primary reason for attending 
this college? (Mark only one) 

1= Complete a certificate 
2= Obtain an Associate 

degree 
3= Transfer to a 4-year 

college/university 
4= Obtain or update job-

related skills 
5= Self-

improvement/personal 
enjoyment 

6= Change careers  

37 This question asks students to select all options that apply.  To permit multiple responses, 

the question is represented in the codebook by seven separate items the student either 
checks or does not check:   Who in your family has attended at least some college?  (Mark 

all that apply)   

37a MOTHED Mother 0= No Response 

1= Response 

37b FATHED Father 0= No Response 

1= Response 

37c SIBLINED Brother/Sister 0= No Response 

1= Response 

37d CHILDED Child 0= No Response 

1= Response 

37e SPOUCED Spouse/Partner 0= No Response 

1= Response 

37f LGUARDED Legal Guardian 0= No Response 

1= Response 

37h NONED None of the above 0= No Response 

1= Response 
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Variable Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value 

SENSE22 (Q1) I have the motivation to do what it takes to succeed  

in college. 

1= Strongly Agree  

2= Somewhat Agree 

3= Neutral  

4= Somewhat Disagree  

5= Strongly Disagree 

SENSE23 (Q2) I am prepared academically to succeed in college. 1= Strongly Agree  

2= Somewhat Agree  

3= Neutral  

4= Somewhat Disagree  

5= Strongly Disagree 

SENSE24 (Q3) I will be able to obtain the academic assistance  

in and out of the classroom that is necessary to 

succeed in college. 

1= Strongly Agree  

2= Somewhat Agree  

3= Neutral  

4= Somewhat Disagree  

5= Strongly Disagree 

SENSE25 (Q4) I have support from my immediate family for  

attaining my educational goals. 

1= Strongly Agree  

2= Somewhat Agree  

3= Neutral  

4= Somewhat Disagree  

5= Strongly Disagree 

SENSE26 (Q5) I have the support of my friends for to succeed in  

college. 

1= Strongly Agree  

2= Somewhat Agree  

3= Neutral  

4= Somewhat Disagree  

5= Strongly Disagree 

SENSE27 (Q6) The faculty at this college want me to succeed. 1= Strongly Agree  

2= Somewhat Agree  

3= Neutral  

4= Somewhat Disagree 

5= Strongly Disagree 
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Variable Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value 

SENSE28 (Q7) I will have the money necessary to pay the tuition 

required in order to meet my educational goals. 

1= Strongly Agree  

2= Somewhat Agree  

3= Neutral  

4= Somewhat Disagree  

5= Strongly Disagree 

SENSE29 (Q8) I will have the money necessary to pay for my living  

expenses while I obtain my educational goals. 

1= Strongly Agree  

2= Somewhat Agree  

3= Neutral  

4= Somewhat Disagree  

5= Strongly Disagree 

SENSE30 (Q9) I will have the money necessary to pay for school  

supplies (books, computers, etc.) that are essential  

for completing my educational goals. 

1= Strongly Agree  

2= Somewhat Agree  

3= Neutral  

4= Somewhat Disagree  

5= Strongly Disagree 

SENSE31 (Q10) Time spent working will interfere with my ability to  

succeed in college. 

1= Strongly Agree  

2= Somewhat Agree  

3= Neutral  

4= Somewhat Disagree  

5= Strongly Disagree 

SENSE32 (Q11) Caring for dependents will interfere with my ability  

to succeed in college. 

1= Strongly Agree  

2= Somewhat Agree  

3= Neutral  

4= Somewhat Disagree  

5= Strongly Disagree 

SENSE33 (Q12) Commitments other than work and family will  

interfere with my ability to succeed in college. 

1= Strongly Agree  

2= Somewhat Agree  

3= Neutral  

4= Somewhat Disagree  

5= Strongly Disagree 

 



APPENDIX III: MOTIVATION & COMMITMENT CODEBOOK 

 222 

Variable Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value 

SENSE34 (Q13) I took part / am taking part in a course or program  

where I learned or am currently learning how to  

improve my study skills (listening, note-taking,  

highlighting readings, working with others, etc.). 

1= Yes  

2= No  

3= Don't Recall 

SENSE35 (Q14) I took part / am taking part in a course or program  

where I learned or am currently learning to  

understand my academic strengths and weaknesses. 

1= Yes  

2= No  

3= Don't Recall 

SENSE36 (Q15) I took part / am taking part in a course or program  

where I learned or am currently learning how to  

develop a written academic plan for how and when  

I can achieve my educational goals. 

1= Yes  

2= No  

3= Don't Recall 

SENSE37 (Q16) I took part / am taking part in a course or program  

where I learned or am currently learning stronger  

skills in math, writing, and/or reading. 

1= Yes  

2= No  

3= Don't Recall 

SENSE38 (Q17) I took part / am taking part in a course or program  

where I learned or am currently learning improved 

test-taking skills and strategies. 

1= Yes  

2= No  

3= Don't Recall 

SENSE39 (Q18) I took part / am taking part in a course or program  

where I learned or am currently learning how to use  

the library or how to do online searches for gathering 

articles, books, and/or other types of information  

for my course work. 

1= Yes  

2= No  

3= Don't Recall 

SENSE40 (Q19) I took part / am taking part in a course or program 

where I learned or am currently learning ways to  

manage my time and prioritize my school work with  

my commitments (job, family, etc.) outside of college. 

1= Yes  

2= No  

3= Don't Recall 

SENSE41 (Q20) I took part / am taking part in a course or program  

where I learned or am currently learning how to  

find and use college services and resources for  

students. 

1= Yes  

2= No  

3= Don't Recall 
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Variable Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value 

SENSE42 (Q21) Have you participated in, or are you currently, in a  

student success/ student development/ student life  

skills course? 

1= Yes  

2= No  

3= Don't Recall 

SENSE43 (Q22) If yes, how many credits did you/will you earn for 

 the course? 

1= 3  

2= 1 or 2  

3= Less than 1  

4= Don't Recall  

5= N/A 

SENSE44 (Q23) Were you required to take the course? 1= Yes  

2= No  

3= Don't Recall  

4= N/A 

SENSE45 (Q24) How much did/does the course help you to gain  

knowledge and skills important to your success  

as a college student? 

1= Very Much  

2= Somewhat  

3= Very Little  

4= Not at all  

5= N/A 
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Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ENRLMENT 1= Less than full-time 2287 32% 2419 40% 36% -9%

2= Full-time 4933 68% 3594 60% 64% 7220 6013 9%

ENTER 1= Started here 6097 85% 4602 77% 8%

2= Started elsewhere 1066 15% 1356 23%
7163 5958

-8%

3 TERMSENR 1= This is my first term 7220 100% 0 55%

2= This is my second term 0 2033 34%

3= This is my third term 0 2102 35%

4= This is my fourth term 0 831 14%

5= I have been enrolled more 

than four terms

0 1047 17%

7220 6013

OTHERENR 1= Yes 567 8% 649 11% -3%

2= No 6587 92% 5303 89%
7154 5952

3%

COURSENUM 1= One 292 4% 506 9% -5%

2= Two 853 12% 1223 21% -9%

3= Three 1275 18% 1083 19% -1%

4= Four or more 4647 66% 2993 52% 14%

5= Don’t recall 0 0 7067 5805 0%

DROPNO 1= None 6610 92.0% 4719 78.8% 13%

2= One 446 6.2% 816 13.6% -7%

3= Two 79 1.1% 238 4.0% -3%

4= Three 16 0.2% 102 1.7% -1%

5= Four or more 30 0.4% 114 1.9%
7181 5989

-1%

SRVAGAIN 1= Yes 0 0

2= No 7220 100% 6013 100%
7220 6013

0%

SEOCSTUD 1= None 341 5% 227 4% 1%

2= 1-5 3666 51% 3112 52% -1%

5

1

8

7

6

4

2 Did you begin college at this college or 

elsewhere?

Thinking about this academic term, how 

would you characterize your enrollment at 

this college?

BEFORE enrolling at this college, how 

many hours per week (total) did you expect 

to spend studying outside of class?

Of the courses you enrolled in during your 

FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this college, 

how many have you/did you drop after the 

first day of class?

Have you taken this survey in another class 

this term?

In addition to taking courses at this college, 

were/are you also enrolled at a 4-year college 

or university during your FIRST 

ACADEMIC TERM?

How many courses did you enroll in for your 

FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this college?

ITEM TOTAL

45%

How many academic terms have you been 

enrolled at this college?

ReturningEntering

8.0% 21%
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Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

3= 6-10 2154 30% 1811 30% 0%

4= 11-20 797 11% 637 11% 0%

5= 21-30 175 2% 129 2% 0%

6= More than 30 80 1% 86 1% 7213 6002 0%

FEOCSTUD 1= None 231 3% 132 2% 1%

2= 1-5 2352 33% 1875 31% 2%

3= 6-10 2394 33% 2074 35% -1%

4= 11-20 1390 19% 1289 22% -2%

5= 21-30 577 8% 425 7% 1%

6= More than 30 207 3% 179 3% 7151 5974 0%

ACOCSTUD 1= None 373 5% 232 4% 1%

2= 1-5 3733 52% 3023 51% 1%

3= 6-10 1963 27% 1667 28% -1%

4= 11-20 811 11% 732 12% -1%

5= 21-30 197 3% 204 3% -1%

6= More than 30 76 1% 90 2% 7153 5948 0%

REGCLASS 1= More than one week before 

classes began

5821 81% 4961 83% -2%

2= During the week before 

classes began

1076 15% 785 13% 2%

3= During the first week of 

classes

218 3% 159 3% 0%

4= After the first week of 48 1% 54 1% 7163 5959 0%

NDCPR 1= Yes 2727 40% 2204 39% 1%

2= No 4096 60% 3389 61% -1%

3= Don’t Recall 0% 0% 0%

4= Didn’t Take Test 0% 0%
6823 5593

0%

12a-1

11

10

9

8

My placement test scores indicated that I 

needed this course: Developmental/College 

Prep Reading.

BEFORE enrolling at this college, how 

many hours per week (total) did you expect 

to spend studying outside of class?

During the first three weeks of your FIRST 

ACADEMIC TERM at this college, how 

many hours per week (total) did faculty 

expect you to study outside of class?

During your first three weeks of your FIRST 

ACADEMIC TERM at this college, when 

did you register for classes?

During the first three weeks of your FIRST 

ACADEMIC TERM at this college, how 

many hours per week (total) did you actually 

spend studying outside of class?

225
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Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

NDCPW 1= Yes 2417 36% 2065 38% -1%

2= No 4226 64% 3408 62% 1%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= Didn’t Take Test 6643 5473 0%

NDCPM 1= Yes 4367 64% 4231 75% -11%

2= No 2442 36% 1404 25% 11%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= Didn’t Take Test
6809 5635

0%

EDCPR 1= Yes 2549 41% 1797 35% 5%

2= No 3705 59% 3280 65% -5%

3= Don’t Recall 6254 5077 0%

EDCPW 1= Yes 2276 38% 1677 34% 3%

2= No 3788 62% 3232 66% -3%

3= Don’t Recall 6064 4909 0%

EDCPM 1= Yes 3643 58% 2951 57% 1%

2= No 2610 42% 2206 43% -1%

3= Don’t Recall
6253 5157

0%

13

0= No Response 6462 90% 5419 90% -1%

1= Response 758 10% 594 10% 7220 6013 1%

0= No Response 4484 62% 4077 68% -6%

1= Response 2736 38% 1936 32% 7220 6013 6%

0= No Response 6022 83% 5146 86% -2%

1= Response 1198 17% 867 14%

7220 6013

2%

0= No Response 5758 80% 4508 75% 5%

1= Response 1462 20% 1505 25% 7220 6013 -5%

12b-2

13b ONCORIEN

13a ONLORIEN

12c-2

13d NWORIEN

13c CSORIEN

12a-2

12c-1

12b-1

I enrolled in an orientation course as part of 

my course schedule during my first academic 

term at this college.

I was not aware of a college orientation 

program or course.

I took part in an online orientation prior to 

the beginning of classes.

I attended an on-campus orientation prior to 

the beginning of classes.

My placement test scores indicated that I 

needed this course: Developmental/College 

Prep Writing.

My placement test scores indicated that I 

needed this course: Developmental/College 

Prep Math.

I enrolled in this course during my first 

academic term at this college: 

Developmental/College Prep Reading.

I enrolled in this course during my first 

academic term at this college: 

Developmental/College Prep Writing.

I enrolled in this course during my first 

academic term at this college: 

Developmental/College Prep Math.

The following statements are about the college’s orientation program for new students.  This question asks students to select all options that apply.  To permit 

multiple responses, the question is represented in the codebook by five separate items the stu
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Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

0= No Response 5688 79% 4834 80% -2%

1= Response 1532 21% 1179 20% 7220 6013 2%

1= Yes 4518 70% 3173 62% 8%

2= No 1927 30% 1923 38% -8%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 6445 5096 0%

1= Yes 5365 79% 4442 80% -2%

2= No 1458 21% 1085 20% 2%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 6823 5527 0%

1= Yes 5964 87% 4699 84% 2%

2= No 926 13% 877 16% -2%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 6890 5576 0%

1= Yes 1336 21% 879 17% 4%

2= No 5029 79% 4236 83% -4%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 6365 5115 0%

1= Yes 5354 80% 3941 74% 6%

2= No 1316 20% 1392 26% -6%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 6670 5333 0%

1= Yes 5175 79% 3938 75% 5%

2= No 1345 21% 1335 25% -5%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 6520 5273 0%

1= Yes 3739 55% 2957 53% 2%

2= No 3000 45% 2588 47% -2%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 6739 5545 0%

14a CMATREV

13e UNAORIEN

14c TKPTEST

14b REQPTEST

14e REVPTEST

14d EXPTEST

14g AASELMAJ

14f REQCLASS An academic advisor explained that the 

college required me to enroll in the classes 

indicated by my placement test scores during 

my first academic term

An academic advisor helped me to select a 

course of study/program or major

I was unable to participate in orientation due 

to scheduling or other issues.

A college staff memeber reviewed with me 

college materials such as student handbook, 

college catalogue, program requirements, 

and web-based resources. (14a)

I was required to take a placement test 

(COMPASS, ASSET, AccuPlacer, etc.)

I took a placement test (ACT, SAT, 

COMPASS, ASSET, AccuPlacer, etc.)

I was exempt from taking a placement test at 

this college because of my test scores on 

previous exams or coursework

An academic advisor reviewed my placement 

test scores (ASSET, COMPASS, ACT, SAT, 

etc.) to help me understand the courses I 

needed to take during my FIRST TERM
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Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

1= Yes 2358 36% 2124 39% -3%

2= No 4166 64% 3290 61% 3%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 6524 5414 0%

1= Yes 1421 23% 1550 30% -7%

2= No 4861 77% 3610 70% 7%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 6282 5160 0%

1= Yes 4806 72% 3598 66% 6%

2= No 1846 28% 1845 34% -6%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 6652 5443 0%

1= Yes 2067 32% 1650 32% 0%

2= No 4322 68% 3525 68% 0%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 6389 5175 0%

1= Yes 1160 20% 1041 21% -2%

2= No 4764 80% 3886 79% 2%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 5924 4927 0%

1= Yes 2908 46% 2685 51% -4%

2= No 3358 54% 2617 49% 4%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 6266 5302 0%

1= Yes 2795 42% 2698 49% -7%

2= No 3838 58% 2827 51% 7%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A
6633 5525

0%

1= Yes 4083 60% 3895 69% -9%

2= No 2728 40% 1747 31% 9%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 6811 5642 0%

14i CQUALFA

14h ACADGOAL

14k ANALFA

14j APPFA

14m GOTFA

14l REJFA

14o OSTUDNAM

14n CSTAFNAM At least one college staff member knew my 

name

At least one other student (whom I didn’t 

previously know) knew my name

I was informed that I could apply for 

financial aid

A financial aid staff member helped me 

analyze my needs for financial aid

I applied, but did not receive financial aid

I received financial aid

An advisor helped me to set academic goals 

and to create a plan for achieving them

I took one or more of my courses in order to 

qualify for financial aid
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Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

1= Yes 3247 49% 3334 61% -12%

2= No 3412 51% 2172 39% 12%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 6659 5506 0%

1= Yes 5395 78% 4448 78% 0%

2= No 1518 22% 1219 22% 0%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 6913 5667 0%

1= Enrolled 678 10% 775 13% -4%

2= Not Enrolled 6330 90% 5005 87%

7008 5780

4%

1= Enrolled 3038 43% 2168 37% 6%

2= Not Enrolled 4003 57% 3644 63%

7041 5812

-6%

1= Enrolled 364 5% 311 5% 0%

2= Not Enrolled 6593 95% 5398 95%

6957 5709

0%

1= Strongly Agree 1453 20% 1179 20% 0%

2= Agree 3008 42% 2358 40% 2%

3= Neutral 2305 32% 2022 34% -2%

4= Disagree 250 4% 204 3% 0%

5= Strongly Disagree 93 1% 115 2% -1%

6= Don’t Recall 7109 5878 0%

14q CONVTIME

14p FACNAM

15b ENRLSSDC

15a ENRLENG

16a WELCOME

15c ENRLOLC

Please indicate in which of the following you 

enrolled during the FIRST THREE WEEKS 

OF YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at 

this college:  English as a second language 

course?

Please indicate in which of the following you 

enrolled during the FIRST THREE WEEKS 

OF YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at 

this college:  Student success or student 

development course?  

Please indicate in which of the following you 

enrolled during the FIRST THREE WEEKS 

OF YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at 

this college: Organized Learning 

Communities (linked courses)

The very first time I came to this college I 

felt welcome

At least one faculty member knew my name

All the courses I needed to take during my 

first academic term were available at times 

convenient for me
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Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

1= Strongly Agree 2271 32% 1698 29% 3%

2= Agree 3568 50% 3129 53% -3%

3= Neutral 820 12% 711 12% -1%

4= Disagree 340 5% 257 4% 0%

5= Strongly Disagree 107 2% 87 1% 0%

6= Don’t Recall 7106 5882 0%

1= Strongly Agree 1599 23% 1191 21% 2%

2= Agree 2630 38% 2136 37% 1%

3= Neutral 1668 24% 1393 24% 0%

4= Disagree 748 11% 721 13% -2%

5= Strongly Disagree 263 4% 292 5% -1%

6= Don’t Recall 6908 5733 0%

1= Strongly Agree 962 14% 699 12% 2%

2= Agree 1519 22% 1186 21% 1%

3= Neutral 1394 20% 1092 19% 1%

4= Disagree 2132 31% 1906 34% -3%

5= Strongly Disagree 799 12% 728 13% -1%

6= Don’t Recall 6806 5611 0%

1= Strongly Agree 1935 28% 1427 25% 3%

2= Agree 3166 45% 2637 46% -1%

3= Neutral 1442 21% 1219 21% -1%

4= Disagree 360 5% 369 6% -1%

5= Strongly Disagree 119 2% 125 2% 0%

6= Don’t Recall 7022 5777 0%

1= Strongly Agree 778 14% 628 12% 2%

2= Agree 1199 22% 1199 22% -1%

3= Neutral 2091 38% 2091 39% -1%

4= Disagree 1115 20% 1115 21% -1%

5= Strongly Disagree 386 7% 386 7% 0%

6= Don’t Recall 5569 5419 0%

16c AACONTIM

16b NENRINFO

16e CLASSREL

16d OSCOMM

16f CLASSUNR

A college faculty or staff member talked with 

me about my commitments outside of school 

(work, children, dependents, etc.) to help me 

figure out how many courses to take

I could go to a faculty or staff member with 

questions or concerns related to my 

coursework

I could go to a faculty or staff member with 

questions or concerns about matters 

unrelated to my coursework

I was able to access the information I needed 

to complete the enrollment process 

(admissions, registration, financial aid, etc.)

An academic advisor was available at times 

convenient for me
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Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

1= Strongly Agree 1698 24% 1426 25% -1%

2= Agree 2759 40% 2425 42% -3%

3= Neutral 1154 17% 959 17% 0%

4= Disagree 986 14% 636 11% 3%

5= Strongly Disagree 351 5% 264 5% 0%

6= Don’t Recall
6948 5710

0%

1= Strongly Agree 2215 31% 1628 28% 3%

2= Agree 3200 45% 2684 46% -1%

3= Neutral 1088 15% 1000 17% -2%

4= Disagree 430 6% 370 6% 0%

5= Strongly Disagree 106 2% 111 2% 0%

6= Don’t Recall 7039 5793 0%

1= Strongly Agree 3013 43% 2411 41% 1%

2= Agree 3359 47% 2911 50% -2%

3= Neutral 551 8% 419 7% 1%

4= Disagree 127 2% 82 1% 0%

5= Strongly Disagree 30 0% 35 1% 0%

6= Don’t Recall 7080 5858 0%

1= Strongly Agree 3312 47% 2652 45% 2%

2= Agree 3214 45% 2757 47% -2%

3= Neutral 425 6% 360 6% 0%

4= Disagree 108 2% 63 1% 0%

5= Strongly Disagree 28 0% 33 1% 0%

6= Don’t Recall 7087 5865 0%

1= Strongly Agree 3315 47% 2581 44% 3%

2= Agree 3094 43% 2746 47% -3%

3= Neutral 533 7% 417 7% 0%

4= Disagree 145 2% 94 2% 0%

5= Strongly Disagree 38 1% 40 1% 0%

6= Don’t Recall 7125 5878 0%

16g ACTINTRO

16i GRADEPOL

16h RESOURCE

16k FACMEET

16j SYLLABI

Instructors clearly explained academic 

resources and services available at this 

college

Instructors clearly explained course grading 

policies

Instructors clearly explained course syllabi

I knew how to get in touch with/contact my 

instructors outside of class

Instructors had activities to introduce 

students to one another

231



APPENDIX IV: SENSE FREQUENCIES

Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

1= Not at all 611 9% 412 7% 2%

2= Once 1469 21% 920 16% 5%

3= Several Times 3838 55% 3402 60% -5%

4= At Least Weekly 1012 15% 905 16% -1%

5= Don’t Recall 6930 5639 0%

1= Not at all 1128 17% 659 12% 4%

2= Once 2038 30% 1158 21% 9%

3= Several Times 2935 43% 3035 56% -13%

4= At Least Weekly 711 10% 597 11% -1%

5= Don’t Recall 6812 5449 0%

1= Not at all 138 2% 94 2% 0%

2= Once 469 7% 339 6% 1%

3= Several Times 4557 65% 3637 63% 2%

4= At Least Weekly 1862 27% 1682 29% -3%

5= Don’t Recall 7026 5752 0%

1= Not at all 3109 45% 2083 38% 7%

2= Once 2576 37% 1991 36% 1%

3= Several Times 979 14% 1195 22% -8%

4= At Least Weekly 271 4% 256 5% -1%

5= Don’t Recall
6935 5525

0%

1= Not at all 1677 24% 891 16% 8%

2= Once 1947 28% 1270 23% 5%

3= Several Times 2707 39% 2998 53% -14%

4= At Least Weekly 634 9% 467 8% 1%

5= Don’t Recall 6965 5626 0%

1= Not at all 4711 67% 2728 48% 19%

2= Once 1130 16% 1249 22% -6%

3= Several Times 943 13% 1471 26% -12%

4= At Least Weekly 211 3% 226 4% -1%

5= Don’t Recall 6995 5674 0%

17b PREPDRFT

17a ASKQUES

17d NOTCOMPL

17c TURNINAS

17f PREPOUTC

17e PINCLASS During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  

Work with other students on a project during 

class

During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  

Work with classmates outside of class to 

prepare class assignments

During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  

Ask questions in class or contribute to class 

discussions

During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  

Prepare at least one draft of an assignment 

before turning it in

During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  

Complete and turn in at least one assignment

During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  

Come to class without completing readings 

or assignments
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Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

1= Not at all 2460 35% 1564 27% 8%

2= Once 1291 18% 793 14% 4%

3= Several Times 2656 38% 2850 50% -12%

4= At Least Weekly 607 9% 489 9% 0%

5= Don’t Recall
7014 5696

0%

1= Not at all 3363 48% 1607 28% 20%

2= Once 1776 25% 1315 23% 2%

3= Several Times 1606 23% 2515 45% -22%

4= At Least Weekly 266 4% 213 4% 0%

5= Don’t Recall
7011 5650

0%

1= Not at all 2815 41% 1190 21% 20%

2= Once 2109 30% 1502 27% 4%

3= Several Times 1684 24% 2628 47% -22%

4= At Least Weekly 319 5% 311 6% -1%

5= Don’t Recall 6927 5631 0%

1= Not at all 4994 72% 3079 56% 16%

2= Once 1057 15% 1089 20% -5%

3= Several Times 709 10% 1136 21% -10%

4= At Least Weekly 136 2% 184 3% -1%

5= Don’t Recall 6896 5488 0%

1= Not at all 1823 27% 862 16% 11%

2= Once 1794 26% 993 18% 8%

3= Several Times 2636 39% 3064 57% -18%

4= At Least Weekly 534 8% 501 9% -1%

5= Don’t Recall
6787 5420

0%

1= Not at all 2166 31% 1354 24% 7%

2= Once 1305 19% 856 15% 3%

3= Several Times 2840 41% 2795 50% -9%

17h EMAILFAC

17g USEINTMG

17j FACIDOC

17i FACASSN

17l OCIDEAS

17k FEEDBACK

During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  

Discuss an assignment or grade with an 

instructor

During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  

Discuss ideas from readings or classes with 

instructors outside of class

During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  

Receive prompt feedback (written or oral) 

from instructors on performance

During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  

Discuss ideas from your readings or classes 

with others outside of class (students, family, 

co-workers, etc.)

During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  

Use the Internet or instant messaging to work 

on an assignment

During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  

Use e-mail to communicate with an 

instructor

233



APPENDIX IV: SENSE FREQUENCIES

Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

4= At Least Weekly 614 9% 572 10% -1%

5= Don’t Recall
6925 5577

0%

1= Not at all 4953 71% 2813 51% 20%

2= Once 1588 23% 1779 32% -9%

3= Several Times 364 5% 864 16% -10%

4= At Least Weekly 64 1% 81 1% -1%

5= Don’t Recall
6969 5537

0%

1= Yes 5277 74% 4695 79% -5%

2= No 1839 26% 1222 21% 7116 5917 5%

1= Yes 3843 54% 3373 57% -3%

2= No 3253 46% 2533 43% 7096 5906 3%

1= Yes 2741 39% 2260 38% 0%

2= No 4346 61% 3638 62% 7087 5898 0%

1= Yes 5466 77% 4638 79% -2%

2= No 1613 23% 1247 21% 7079 5885 2%

1= Yes 5145 73% 4481 76% -3%

2= No 1932 27% 1408 24% 7077 5889 3%

1= Yes 5680 80% 4568 78% 3%

2= No 1403
20%

1323 22%
7083 5891

-3%

1= Yes 6086 86% 5169 88% -2%

2= No 989 14% 724 12% 7075 5893 2%

1= Yes 3832
54%

3127 53% 1%

2= No 3237 46% 2770 47% 7069 5897 -1%

1= Yes 3123 44% 2621 45% 0%

2= No 3956 56% 3267 55% 7079 5888 0%

1= Yes 3639 51% 3258 55% -4%

2= No 3441
49%

2629 45%
7080 5887

4%

1= Not at All 2800 42% 1674 31% 12%

2= Once 2434 37% 1915 35% 2%

17l OCIDEAS

18a-1 ACADPLNG

17m SKIPCL

18c-1 JOBPLACE

18b-1 CAREERC

18e-1 SKILLABS

18d-1 TUTOR

18g-1 COMPLAB

18f-1 FAADVS

18i-1 TRANSFCR

18h-1 STUORGS

18a-2 ACADPUSE

18j-1 DISABSVS

Did you know about it?  Student 

organizations

Did you know about it?  Transfer credit 

assistance

Did you know about it?  Services to students 

with disabilities

How often did you use it?  Academic 

advising/planning

Did you know about it?  Financial aid 

advising

Did you know about it?  Skill labs (writing, 

math, etc.)

Did you know about it?  Peer or other 

tutoring

Did you know about it?  Computer lab

During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  

Skip class

Did you know about it?  Academic 

advising/planning

Did you know about it?  Career counseling

Did you know about it?  Job placement 

assistance

During THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, how often did you do the following:  

Discuss ideas from your readings or classes 

with others outside of class (students, family, 

co-workers, etc.)

29% 49%
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Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

3= Several Times 1279 19% 1783 33% -13%

4= At least Weekly 118 2% 92 2% 0%

5= Don’t Recall 6631 5464 0%

1= Not at All 5038 77% 3626 66% 10%

2= Once 1106 17% 1060 19% -3%

3= Several Times 391 6% 727 13% -7%

4= At least Weekly 50 1% 40 1% 0%

5= Don’t Recall 6585 5453 0%

1= Not at All 5999 92% 4818 90% 3%
2= Once 319 5% 354 7% -2%

3= Several Times 145 2% 166 3% -1%

4= At least Weekly 27 0% 25 0% 0%

5= Don’t Recall 6490 5363 0%

1= Not at All 5177 77% 3348 60% 17%

2= Once 770 11% 750 13% -2%

3= Several Times 569 8% 1237 22% -14%

4= At least Weekly 180 3% 252 5% -2%

5= Don’t Recall 6696 5587 0%

1= Not at All 3926 59% 2569 46% 13%
2= Once 874 13% 672 12% 1%

3= Several Times 1312 20% 1780 32% -12%

4= At least Weekly 580 9% 559 10% -1%

5= Don’t Recall 6692 5580 0%

1= Not at All 3656 55% 2801 50% 4%

2= Once 1568 23% 1120 20% 3%

3= Several Times 1332 20% 1544 28% -8%

4= At least Weekly 126 2% 85 2% 0%

5= Don’t Recall 6682 5550 0%

1= Not at All 2771 41% 1562 28% 13%

2= Once 1273 19% 647 11% 7%
3= Several Times 2029 30% 2579 46% -16%

4= At least Weekly 714 11% 855 15% -5%

5= Don’t Recall 6787 5643 0%

1= Not at All 5748 88% 4620 86% 2%
2= Once 419 6% 355 7% 0%

18a-2 ACADPUSE

18c-2 JOBPLUSE

18b-2 CARCUSE

18e-2 SKLABUSE

18d-2 TUTORUSE

18g-2 COMLBUSE

18f-2 FAUSE

18h-2 STORGUSE

How often did you use it?  Financial aid 

advising

How often did you use it?  Computer lab

How often did you use it?  Student 

organizations

How often did you use it?  Career counseling

How often did you use it?  Job placement 

assistance

How often did you use it?  Peer or other 

tutoring

How often did you use it?  Skill labs 

(writing, math, etc.) 

How often did you use it?  Academic 

advising/planning
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Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

3= Several Times 266 4% 332 6% -2%

4= At least Weekly 81 1% 79 1% 0%

5= Don’t Recall 6514 5386 0%

1= Not at All 5740 89% 4466 83% 5%

2= Once 564 9% 605 11% -3%

3= Several Times 157 2% 251 5% -2%

4= At least Weekly 23 0% 27 1% 0%

5= Don’t Recall 6484 5349 0%

1= Not at All 6111 94% 5037 93% 1%

2= Once 187 3% 162 3% 0%

3= Several Times 165 3% 187 3% -1%

4= At least Weekly 41 1% 47 1% 0%

5= Don’t Recall 6504 5433 0%

1= Very 1586 40% 1397 36% 4%

2= Somewhat 2001 50% 2002 52% -2%

3= Not at All 380 10% 454 12% -2%

4= Don’t Recall 0%

5= N/A 3967 3853 0%

1= Very 734 39% 824 39% 0%
2= Somewhat 772 41% 849 40% 1%

3= Not at All 389 21% 439 21% 0%

4= Don’t Recall 0%
5= N/A 1895 2112 0%

1= Very 255 25% 269 27% -2%

2= Somewhat 319 31% 300 30% 1%

3= Not at All 460 44% 428 43% 2%

4= Don’t Recall 0%

5= N/A 1034 997 0%

1= Very 911 47% 1115 47% 1%

2= Somewhat 718 37% 1005 42% -5%

3= Not at All 303 16% 273 11% 4%

4= Don’t Recall 0%

5= N/A 1932 2393 0%

18i-2 TRNFCRAS

18h-2 STORGUSE

18a-3 ACADPSAT

18j-2 DISVSUSE

18c-3 JOBPLSAT

18b-3 CARCSAT

How often did you use it?  Services to 

students with disabilities

How satisfied were you with it?  Academic 

advising/planning

How satisfied were you with it?  Career 

counseling

How satisfied were you with it?  Job 

placement assistance

How often did you use it?  Student 

organizations

How often did you use it?  Transfer Credit 

Assistance

How satisfied were you with it?  Peer or 

other tutoring

18d-3 TUTORSAT
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Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

1= Very 1430 49% 1512 50% -1%

2= Somewhat 1202 42% 1226 41% 1%

3= Not at All 259 9% 275 9% 0%

4= Don’t Recall 0%

5= N/A 2891 3013 0%

1= Very 1397 44% 1258 44% 0%

2= Somewhat 1168 37% 1022 36% 1%

3= Not at All 602 19% 583 20% -1%

4= Don’t Recall 0%

5= N/A 3167 2863 0%

1= Very 2377 61% 2478 63% -2%

2= Somewhat 1331 34% 1298 33% 1%

3= Not at All 199 5% 139 4% 2%

4= Don’t Recall 0%

5= N/A 3907 3915 0%

1= Very 413 33% 390 35% -1%

2= Somewhat 470 38% 396 35% 3%

3= Not at All 355 29% 335 30% -1%

4= Don’t Recall 0%

5= N/A

1238 1121

0%

1= Very 404 33% 411 33% 0%

2= Somewhat 416 34% 452 36% -2%

3= Not at All 406 33% 397 32% 2%

4= Don’t Recall 0%

5= N/A 1226 1260 0%

1= Very 390 40% 347 41% -1%

2= Somewhat 266 27% 215 25% 2%

3= Not at All 322 33% 289 34% -1%

4= Don’t Recall 0%

5= N/A 978 851 0%

18e-3 SKLBSAT How satisfied were you with it?  Skill labs 

(writing, math, etc.)

18g-3 COMLBSAT

How satisfied were you with it?  Financial 

aid advising

How satisfied were you with it?  Computer 

lab

18f-3 FAADVSAT

18i-3 TRCRASAT

18h-3 STORGSAT

How satisfied were you with it?  Services to 

students with disabilities

18j-3 DISVSAT

How satisfied were you with it?  Student 

organizations

How satisfied were you with it?  Transfer 

credit assistance
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Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

1= Unfriendly, unsupportive, 

sense of alienation

87 1% 106 2% -1%

2 165 2% 143 2% 0%

3 328 5% 344 6% -1%

4 1150 16% 1104 19% -2%

5 1675 24% 1473 25% -1%

6 1790 25% 1371 23% 2%

7= Friendly, supportive, sense 

of belonging

1907 27% 1379 23%

7102 5920

4%

1= Unavailable, unsupportive, 

unsympathetic

49 1% 66 1% 0%

2 122 2% 110 2% 0%

3 259 4% 283 5% -1%

4 796 11% 809 14% -2%

5 1565 22% 1319 22% 0%

6 2059 29% 1720 29% 0%

7= Available, helpful, 

sympathetic

2247 32% 1602 27%

7097 5909

5%

1= Unhelpful, inconsiderate, 

rigid

182 3% 227 4% -1%

2 252 4% 306 5% -2%

3 505 7% 493 8% -1%

4 1261 18% 1126 19% -1%

5 1621 23% 1276 22% 1%

6 1692 24% 1316 22% 2%

7= Helpful, considerate, flexible 1582 22% 1169 20%

7095 5913

3%

Mark the number that best represents the 

quality of your relationships with people, 

during the FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college.  Your relationship with:  Instructors

Mark the number that best represents the 

quality of your relationships with people, 

during the FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college.  Your relationship with:  

Administrative Personnel & Offices

19a STURELN Mark the number that best represents the 

quality of your relationships with people, 

during the FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college.  Your relationship with:  Other 

Students

19c STAFRELN

19b FACRELN
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APPENDIX IV: SENSE FREQUENCIES

Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

1= Academic advisor (not 

faculty)

371 5% 384 7% -1%

2= Academic advisor (faculty) 2130 31% 2090 36% -5%

3= Friends, family or other 

students

2781 40% 1871 32% 8%

4= Online college registration 

and/or computerized degree 

advisor system

435 6% 544 9% -3%

5= Other college materials 207 3% 191 3% 0%

6= I did not receive academic 

advising

1016 15% 716 12%

6940 5796

2%

1= Yes 1610 23% 1439 24% -2%

2= No 5443 77% 4467 76%
7053 5906

2%

1= None 225 3% 153 3% 1%

2= 1-5 3644 51% 3098 52% -1%

3= 6-10 2114 30% 1736 29% 0%

4= 11-20 826 12% 661 11% 0%

5= 21-30 207 3% 191 3% 0%

6= 30 or more 93 1% 92 2% 7109 5931 0%

1= None 2338 34% 1530 27% 7%

2= 1-5 373 5% 263 5% 1%

3= 6-10 403 6% 302 5% 1%

4= 11-20 890 13% 526 9% 4%

5= 21-30 1087 16% 926 16% 0%

6= 30 or more 1755 26% 2148 38% 6846 5695 -12%

Thinking about the time from your first 

contact with this college, through the end of 

THE FIRST THREE WEEKS OF YOUR 

FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this college, 

what has been your primary source of 

academic advising (academic planning, 

course recommendations, gra

Was a specific person assigned to you so you 

could see him/her each time you needed 

information or assistance?  

20 PSOURACA

During the FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, about how many hours did you 

spend in a typical 7-day week doing each of 

the following?  Preparing for class (studying, 

reading, writing, rehearsing, doing 

homework, or other activi

22a PREPCLAS

21 ASNPERS

During the FIRST THREE WEEKS OF 

YOUR FIRST ACADEMIC TERM at this 

college, about how many hours did you 

spend in a typical 7-day week doing each of 

the following?  Working for pay

22b WORKPAY
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APPENDIX IV: SENSE FREQUENCIES

Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

1= Yes, without the 

assistance/knowledge of a 

college staff or faculty member

332 5% 692 12% -7%

2= Yes, with the 

assistance/knowledge of a 

college staff or faculty member

605 9% 626 11% -2%

3= No – I did not add or drop 

any courses

6127 87% 4600 78%

7064 5918

9%

1= I will accomplish my goal(s) 

during this term and will not be 

returning

455 6% 615 10% -4%

2= I have no current plans to 

return

190 3% 152 3% 0%

3= Within the next 12 months 4778 68% 3787 64% 4%

4= Uncertain 1622 23% 1335 23% 7045 5889 0%

1= Yes 4263 62% 3433 62% 0%

2= No 2606 38% 2134 38% 0%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 6869 5567 0%

1= Yes 4243 63% 3457 63% -1%

2= No 2535 37% 2006 37% 1%

3= Don’t Recall 0%

4= N/A 6778 5463 0%

1= Yes 6689 94% 5567 94% 0%

2= No 410 6% 351 6% 7099 5918 0%

1= A 420 6% 335 6% 0%

2= A- to B+ 1902 28% 1508 27% 1%

3= B 1738 26% 1417 25% 0%

4= B- to C+ 1811 27% 1581 28% -1%

5= C 645 10% 565 10% -1%

6= C- or lower 230 3% 173 3% 0%

7= Don’t Recall 6746 5579 0%

In what range was your overall high school 

grade or average?

While in high school, did you take math all 

four years?

23 ADDROP Did you add/drop any classes within the 

FIRST THREE WEEKS OF YOUR FIRST 

ACADEMIC TERM at this college?

25a MATHALLF

When do you plan to take classes at this 

college again?

24 AGAINCL

RECOCOLL

While in high school, did you take math 

during your senior year?

Would you recommend this college to a 

friend or family member?

25b MATHSNYR

27 HSGRADE

26
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APPENDIX IV: SENSE FREQUENCIES

Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

28 SEX 1= Male 3038 44% 2258 39% 5%

2= Female 3928 56% 3580 61% 6966 5838 -5%

2= 18 to 19 4641 67% 1430 24% 42%

3= 20 to 21 807 12% 1525 26% -15%

4= 22 to 24 495 7% 918 16% -9%

5= 25 to 29 422 6% 774 13% -7%

6= 30 to 39 376 5% 728 12% -7%

7= 40 to 49 170 2% 352 6% -4%

8= 50 to 64 50 1% 101 2% -1%

9= 65+ 3 0% 12 0% 6964 5840 0%

1= Yes 676 10% 1138 19% -10%

2= No 6398 90% 4758 81% 7074 5896 10%

1= Yes 1445 20% 1766 30% -10%

2= No 5609 80% 4114 70%
7054 5880

10%

1= Yes 5569 79% 4363 74% 5%

2= No 1500 21% 1518 26% 7069 5881 -5%

1= Yes 453 6% 417 7% -1%

2= No 6579 94% 5448 93%
7032 5865

1%

1= American Indian or Native 

American

85 1% 71 1% 0%

2= Asian, Asian American or 

Pacific Islander

322 5% 308 5% -1%

3= Native Hawaiian 6 0% 7 0% 0%

4= Black or African American, 

Non-Hispanic

1162 16% 952 16% 0%

5= White, Non-Hispanic 2631 37% 1914 33% 5%

6= Hispanic, Latino, Spanish 2571 36% 2319 40% -3%

7= Other 282 4% 290 5% 7059 5861 -1%

What is your racial identification?  (Mark 

only one)

Mark your age group.29 AGENEW

Your sex:

31 CHILDREN

Are you married?

Do you have children who live with you?

30 MARRSTAT

33 INTERNAT

Is English your native (first) language?

Are you an international student or 

nonresident alien?

32 ENGNAT

34 DIVERSIT
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APPENDIX IV: SENSE FREQUENCIES

Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ITEM TOTAL

ReturningEntering

1= None 115 2% 85 1% 0%

2= High school diploma or 

GED

6450 94% 4976 87% 6%

3= Vocational/technical 287 4% 442 8% -4%

4= Associate degree 94 1% 197 3% -2%

5= Bachelor’s degree 47 1% 84 1% -1%

6= Master’s/Doctoral/ 19 0% 19 0% 0%

Professional 6897 5718 0%

1= Complete a certificate 303 4% 250 4% 0%

2= Obtain an Associate degree 1966 28% 1809 31% -3%

3= Transfer to a 4-year 

college/university

4084 58% 3236 56% 3%

4= Obtain or update job-related 

skills

162 2% 130 2% 0%

5= Self-improvement/personal 

enjoyment

295 4% 190 3% 1%

6= Change careers 186 3% 195 3% 6996 5810 -1%

37

0= No Response 4022 56% 3534 59% -3%

1= Response 3198 44% 2479 41% 7220 6013 3%

0= No Response 4503 62% 3893 65% -2%

1= Response 2717 38% 2120 35% 7220 6013 2%

0= No Response 4029 56% 3066 51% 5%

1= Response 3191 44% 2947 49% 7220 6013 -5%

0= No Response 7112 99% 5775 96% 2%

1= Response 108 1% 238 4% 7220 6013 -2%

0= No Response 6589 91% 5087 85% 7%

1= Response 631 9% 926 15% 7220 6013 -7%

0= No Response 7029 97% 5916 98% -1%

1= Response 191 3% 97 2% 7220 6013 1%

0= No Response 5637 78% 4774 79% -1%

1= Response 1583 22% 1239 21% 7220 6013 1%

None of the above

Child

35 DEGREE

37c SIBLINED

Father

Brother/Sister

37b FATHED

Mother

What is your primary reason for attending 

this college? (Mark only one)

37d CHILDED

37a MOTHED

37f LGUARDED

Spouse/Partner

Legal Guardian

37e SPOUCED

36 REASON

What is the highest academic credential you 

have earned?

37g NONED

This question asks students to select all options that apply.  To permit multiple responses, the question is represented in the codebook by seven separate items 

the student either checks or does not check:   Who in your family has attended at least some c
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APPENDIX V: MOTIVATION COMMITMENT MODULES SENSE FREQUENCIES

Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

Q1 1= Strongly Agree 4404 46% 3661 68% -23%

2= Somewhat Agree 1627 17% 1285 24% -7%

3= Neutral 365 4% 323 6% -2%

4= Somewhat Disagree 57 1% 59 1% -1%

5= Strongly Disagree 13 0% 19 0% 9661 5347 0%

Q2 1= Strongly Agree 3195 33% 2737 51% -18%

2= Somewhat Agree 2539 26% 2009 38% -11%

3= Neutral 593 6% 497 9% -3%

4= Somewhat Disagree 111 1% 75 1% 0%

5= Strongly Disagree 21 0% 26 0% 9652 5344 0%

Q3 1= Strongly Agree 3193 28% 2710 51% -23%

2= Somewhat Agree 2269 20% 1755 33% -13%

3= Neutral 857 8% 715 13% -6%

4= Somewhat Disagree 106 1% 114 2% -1%

5= Strongly Disagree 24 0% 37 1% 11364 5331 0%

Q4 1= Strongly Agree 4915 46% 3894 73% -27%

2= Somewhat Agree 907 8% 827 15% -7%

3= Neutral 422 4% 395 7% -3%

4= Somewhat Disagree 117 1% 116 2% -1%

5= Strongly Disagree 83 1% 104 2% 10767 5336 -1%

Q5 1= Strongly Agree 4323 44% 3430 64% -20%

2= Somewhat Agree 1332 14% 1140 21% -8%

3= Neutral 614 6% 571 11% -4%

4= Somewhat Disagree 99 1% 92 2% -1%

5= Strongly Disagree 79 1% 94 2% 9818 5327 -1%

Q6 1= Strongly Agree 3371 39% 2610 49% -10%

2= Somewhat Agree 1685 19% 1480 28% -8%

3= Neutral 1258 14% 1085 20% -6%

4= Somewhat Disagree 95 1% 100 2% -1%

5= Strongly Disagree 36 0% 57 1% 8731 5332 -1%

The faculty at this college want me to 

succeed.

I am prepared academically to succeed in 

college.

I will be able to obtain the academic 

assistance in and out of the classroom that is 

necessary to succeed in college.

I have support from my immediate family for 

attaining my educational goals.

I have the support of my friends for to 

succeed in college.

ReturningEntering

ITEM TOTAL

I have the motivation to do what it takes to 

succeed in college.
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APPENDIX V: MOTIVATION COMMITMENT MODULES SENSE FREQUENCIES

Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ReturningEntering

ITEM TOTAL

Q7 1= Strongly Agree 2286 27% 1621 30% -3%

2= Somewhat Agree 1729 20% 1327 25% -5%

3= Neutral 1344 16% 1189 22% -6%

4= Somewhat Disagree 671 8% 746 14% -6%

5= Strongly Disagree 407 5% 447 8% 8481 5330 -4%

Q8 1= Strongly Agree 2044 24% 1559 29% -6%

2= Somewhat Agree 1807 21% 1403 26% -6%

3= Neutral 1548 18% 1232 23% -5%

4= Somewhat Disagree 665 8% 725 14% -6%

5= Strongly Disagree 348 4% 378 7% 8612 5297 -3%

Q9 1= Strongly Agree 2200 31% 780 15% 16%

2= Somewhat Agree 1987 28% 1505 28% 0%

3= Neutral 1299 18% 1362 26% -7%

4= Somewhat Disagree 642 9% 831 16% -7%

5= Strongly Disagree 285 4% 805 15% 7083 5283 -11%

Q10 1= Strongly Agree 670 10% 780 15% -5%

2= Somewhat Agree 1522 22% 1505 28% -6%

3= Neutral 1742 25% 1362 26% 0%

4= Somewhat Disagree 1308 19% 831 16% 3%

5= Strongly Disagree 1153 17% 805 15% 6864 5283 2%

Q11 1= Strongly Agree 469 7% 470 9% -2%

2= Somewhat Agree 818 12% 877 17% -5%

3= Neutral 1672 25% 1358 26% -1%

4= Somewhat Disagree 1146 17% 843 16% 1%

5= Strongly Disagree 2274 34% 1732 33% 6785 5280 1%

Q12 1= Strongly Agree 406 4% 421 8% -4%

2= Somewhat Agree 910 10% 871 16% -7%

3= Neutral 1442 16% 1220 23% -7%

4= Somewhat Disagree 1443 16% 1073 20% -5%

5= Strongly Disagree 2197 24% 1696 32% 9148 5281 -8%

Time spent working will interfere with my 

ability to succeed in college.

Caring for dependents will interfere with my 

ability to succeed in college.

Commitments other than work and family 

will interfere with my ability to succeed in 

college.

I will have the money necessary to pay the 

tuition required in order to meet my 

educational goals.

I will have the money necessary to pay for 

my living expenses while I obtain my 

educational goals.

I will have the money necessary to pay for 

school supplies (books, computers, etc.) that 

are essential for completing my educational 

goals.
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Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ReturningEntering

ITEM TOTAL

Q13 1= Yes 2750 49% 1977 44%
5%

2= No 2816 51% 2510 56%

-5%

3= Don't Recall 0% 0% 5566 4487
0%

Q14 1= Yes 2460 45% 7122 72% -27%

2= No 2950 55% 2703 28%
27%

3= Don't Recall 0% 0% 5410 9825
0%

Q15 1= Yes 2306 43% 1689 38% 5%

2= No 3052 57% 2758 62%
-5%

3= Don't Recall 0% 0% 5358 4447

0%

Q16 1= Yes 3968 69% 2348 50% 19%

2= No 1754 31% 2304 50% -19%

3= Don't Recall 0% 0% 5722 4652
0%

Q17 1= Yes 2028 38% 1598 36%
2%

2= No 3334 62% 2875 64% -2%

3= Don't Recall 0% 0% 5362 4473
0%

Q18 1= Yes 2270 41% 2348 50%

-9%

2= No 3251 59% 2304 50%
9%

3= Don't Recall 0% 0% 5521 4652

0%

Q19 1= Yes 2192 40% 1691 37%
3%

2= No 3343 60% 2876 63%

-3%

3= Don't Recall 0% 0% 5535 4567

0%

I took part / am taking part in a course or 

program where I learned or am currently 

learning ways to manage my time and 

prioritize my school work with my 

commitments (job, family, etc.) outside of 

college.

I took part / am taking part in a course or 

program where I learned or am currently 

learning to understand my academic 

strengths and weaknesses.

I took part / am taking part in a course or 

program where I learned or am currently 

learning how to develop a written academic 

plan for how and when I can achieve my 

educational goals.

I took part / am taking part in a course or 

program where I learned or am currently 

learning stronger skills in math, writing, 

and/or reading.

I took part / am taking part in a course or 

program where I learned or am currently 

learning improved test-taking skills and 

strategies.

I took part / am taking part in a course or 

program where I learned or am currently 

learning how to use the library or how to do 

online searches for gathering articles, books, 

and/or other types of information for my 

course work.

I took part / am taking part in a course or 

program where I learned or am currently 

learning how to improve my study skills 

(listening, note-taking, highlighting readings, 

working with others, etc.).
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Item #

Variable 

Name Item Description/Variable Label Response Value

RowTo

tal(WS Enter Return

Dif % 

Pts

ReturningEntering

ITEM TOTAL

Q20 1= Yes 2282 41% 1744 38% 3%

2= No 3234 59% 2806 62%
-3%

3= Don't Recall 0% 0% 5516 4550 0%

Q21 1= Yes 2183 39% 1578 35% 5%

2= No 3348 61% 2946 65%
-5%

3= Don't Recall 0% 0% 5531 4524
0%

Q22 1= 3 1149 46% 1096 52% -6%

2= 1 or 2 1046 42% 752 36% 6%

3= Less than 1 287 12% 252 12% 0%

4= Don't Recall 0% 0% 0%

5= N/A 0% 0% 2482 2100 0%

Q23 1= Yes 2091 72% 2363 77% -5%

2= No 810 28% 721 23% 5%

3= Don't Recall 0% 0% 0%

4= N/A 0% 0% 2901 3084 0%

Q24 1= Very Much 1770 46% 1487 47% -1%

2= Somewhat 1519 39% 1125 35% 4%

3= Very Little 409 11% 373 12% -1%

4= Not at all 191 5% 188 6% -1%

5= N/A 0% 0% 3889 3173 0%

How much did/does the course help you to 

gain knowledge and skills important to your 

success as a college student?

I took part / am taking part in a course or 

program where I learned or am currently 

learning how to find and use college services 

and resources for students.

Have you participated in, or are you 

currently, in a student success/ student 

development/ student life skills course?

If yes, how many credits did you/will you 

earn for the course?

Were you required to take the course?
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APPENDIX VI: DUMMY VARIABLES FREQUENCIES

Group Total

Variable Label Variable Code Entering

Return

ing

Chi-

Sq.Tests

Asymp.Sig. 

(2-sided)

Returning Entering vs Returning 0= Entering (Never been enrolled at this college before)7220 55%

1= Retuning Students 6013 45%

Studage 1=Traditional Age Student (24 and younger) 5943 85% 3873 66% 19.373 0

2= Non-Traditional Age Students (25 and older) 1021 15% 1967 34% 6964 5840

firstgen 1= First-Generation (neither parent attended college) 3233 45% 2923 49% 19.373 0

2= Not First-Generation 3987 55% 3090 51% 7220 6013

fulltime 0= Less than full time 2287 32% 2419 40% 1.047 0

1= Full time 4933 68% 3594 60% 7220 6013

degree_seek 0= Non Degree Seeking 643 9% 515 9% 0.412 0.521

1= Degree Seeking 6353 91% 5295 91% 6996 5810

age18to19 18-19 Years Old 0= Others 2323 33% 4410 76% 2.264 0

1= 18-19 Years Old 4641 67% 1430 24% 6964 5840

develop Developmental Coursework 0= Non-Developmental Education 899 15% 506 10% 66.05 0

1= Developmental Education 5188 85% 4721 90% 6087 5227

NeedDevReadingDevelopmental Reading 0= Non Develomental Reading 2960 52% 2609 54% 0.405 0.525

1= Develomental Reading 2727 48% 2204 46% 5687 4813

NeedDevMath Developmental Math 0= Non-Developmental Math 2442 36% 1404 25% 1.731 0

1= Developmental Math 4367 64% 4231 75% 6809 5635

NeedDevWriting Developmental Writing 0= Non-Developmental Writing 4226 64% 3408 62% 2.334 0.127

1= Developmental Writing 2417 36% 2065 38% 6643 5473

onedev One Developmental Course 0= Non-Developmental Course 899 36% 506 23% 90.839 0

1= One Developmental Courses 1602 64% 1679 77% 2501 2185

twodev Two Developmental Course 0= Non-Developmental Courses 899 44% 506 35% 29.342 0

1= Two Developmental Courses 1129 56% 933 65% 2028 1439

threedev Three Developmental Courses 0= Non-Developmental Courses 899 39% 506 28% 48.017 0

1= Three Developmental Courses 1428 61% 1282 72% 2327 1788

Hispanics Hispanic 1= Hispanic 2571 36% 2319 40% 13.465 0

2= Non Hispanic 4488 64% 3542 60% 7059 5861

Blacks Black or Africal American 1= Black or African American 1162 16% 952 16% 0.112 0.738

2= Non Black 5897 84% 4909 84% 7059 5861

White 1= White 2361 38% 1914 36% 23.405 0

2= Non-Asian Minorities 3818 62% 3342 64% 6179 5256

sex Gender 1= Males 3038 44% 2258 39% 31.883 0
2= Females 3928 56% 3580 61% 6966 5838

13,233             

Degree Seeking Students Vs. 

Non Degree Seeking

First Generation Vs. Non First 

Generation

Traditional Age Vs. Non 

Traditional Age

White Vs Non Asian Minorities

Full time Vs Part time 

Enrollment

Entering Returning
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Entering Student Engagement Levels by Group

Advantaged vs. Disadvantaged Students
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Most engaged

students



Entering Student Engagement Levels by Construct

Advantaged vs. Disadvantaged Students
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Advantaged vs. Disadvantaged Students

Returning Student Engagement Levels by Group
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APPENDIX VII: MAJOR FINDINGS

Students placed in All-

three DE courses were

the most engaged of all

Female students were the

most engaged group among

advantaged students

Full-time Students



Advantaged vs. Disadvantaged Students

Returning Student Engagement Levels by Construct
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Wide gap



Returning vs. Entering Engagement by Group

Advantaged vs. Disadvantaged Students
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Most engaged

students



Advantaged vs. Disadvantaged Students

Returning vs. Entering Engagement Levels by Construct
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APPENDIX VII: MAJOR FINDINGS

Disadvantaged students

the most engaged
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