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As advocates of the open door policy, community colleges participate in 

innovative partnerships that strive to increase access to college and opportunity.  Since 

2002, community colleges have collaborated with public schools to establish the Early 

College High School (ECHS) partnership.  Through this unique partnership, community 

colleges have expanded access to – and improved the educational outcomes of – 

underserved student populations by enabling them to take college courses while still in 

high school.  Primary literature on the Early College High School Initiative has 

examined the program’s organizational design; performance; students; and high school 

faculty experiences.  Yet, since research on Early College High School is still in the 

nascent stage, little is known about the impact of specific model designs and the 

community college faculty members who teach therein.    

The purpose of this study was to explore the experiences of community college 

faculty who taught at an urban, comprehensive ECHS.  The researcher conducted this 

qualitative research through the utilization of phenomenology and Weick’s Sensemaking 

conceptual framework.  The data collected for this study revealed five emergent themes 

related to the community college faculty experience: Faculty Backgrounds, 
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Programming, Place, Instruction, and Relationships.  The findings from this study 

acknowledged that: community college faculty members’ personal and professional 

backgrounds influenced their preparation for teaching at the comprehensive ECHS; the 

comprehensive ECHS programming design influenced how faculty members made sense 

of their experiences; the place, and instructional space, at the comprehensive ECHS 

influenced faculty members’ instructional experiences; faculty members’ ECHS 

instructional experiences influenced their overall instructional methods; and faculty 

members’ relationships with students, college personnel, and ECHS personnel were vital 

to their instructional experiences.  

This study advanced the knowledge, theory, and practice of community college 

faculty members’ experiences at the urban, comprehensive ECHS.  The researcher 

developed recommendations for community colleges, P-12 partners, and policymakers 

invested in the ECHS program and the comprehensive ECHS model. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 

Since the turn of the 21
st
 century, many workforce-eligible Americans have been 

unable to obtain employment.  While many would attribute this dilemma to the lack of 

employment opportunities, the reality is that the United States currently faces a "skills 

imperative" that is jeopardizing the United States’ economic competitiveness (Partnership 

for 21
st
 Century Skills, 2010, p. 6).   

According to Litow (2010), there are approximately 29 million “middle skill jobs” 

in the country, with the Labor Department anticipating an additional 14 million over the 

next ten years (p. 28).  However, 31% of employers have been unable to fill those 

positions due to a mismatch of workers needed and workers available (Partnership for 

21
st
 Century Skills, 2010).  Whereas a high school education and general skills in the 

“three R’s” (Reading, wRiting, aRithmatic) once sufficed in the American workforce, 21
st
 

century jobs now require postsecondary credentials or degrees in addition to middle and 

“high need” applied skills in critical thinking, ethics, professionalism, creativity, and 

lifelong learning (Partnership for 21
st
 Century Skills, 2010, p. 9).  The effects of an 

unskilled workforce are then magnified because the difference in earning potential 

between a high school graduate and an associate’s degree-bearing graduate is 

approximately $10,000, and the difference between a high school graduate and a 

bachelor’s degree-bearing graduate is approximately $36,000 (Alliance for Excellent 

Education, 2009).  As a result, many states across the U.S., such as Texas, which ranks 

43
rd

 out of 50
th

 in postsecondary participation, and 32
nd

 out of 50
th

 in postsecondary 

completion, have fostered partnerships between education, business, and philanthropic 
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institutions that decrease skills and educational gaps, and increase student access to 

higher education (Charlier & Dugan, 2009).  One partnership that has made significant 

strides in increasing college and career-readiness is the Early College High School 

Initiative.   

In 2002, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation established the Early College 

High School Initiative and Early College High Schools, an innovative P-16 initiative that 

is a partnership between the public educational system (P-12) and an Institution of Higher 

Education (IHE).  Early College High Schools are acceleration programs that enable 

underserved (or at-risk) student populations to simultaneously enroll in high school and 

college courses (Jobs for the Future, 2008).  Through intentional curriculum and support 

systems, ECHSs provide students access to college courses with the potential to earn up 

to 60 college hours or an associate’s degree by the time they graduate high school (Jobs 

for the Future, 2008).   

The ECHS design is based on five core principles: commitment to underserved 

students; collaboration efforts among local education agencies and IHEs; coordination 

with ECHS partners on college course articulation processes; intentional student 

engagement practices that encourage a college-going culture; and advocacy efforts that 

support the ECHS movement (Jobs for the Future, 2004).   Currently, there are four types 

of ECHS model designs in which students may enroll: school on a community college, 

school within a school, stand alone, and comprehensive (American Institutes for 

Research, 2007).    For example, the school on a community college model exists on the 

partnering community college’s facility; the school within a school exists in a separate 
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wing on a traditional high school campus; the stand alone exists on a separate facility 

within the P-12 school system; and the comprehensive converts an entire traditional high 

school campus into an ECHS.   Through one of the four ECHS models, ECHS 

partnerships have increased underserved students’ access to higher education (Howley et 

al., 2013).    

Statement of the Problem 

Since their inception in 2002, ECHSs have expanded to over 32 states (Jobs for 

the Future, 2014b).  Beginning with the first graduating classes in 2007, data on ECHS 

graduates across the United States showed that over 92% of students successfully 

graduated from high school; over 80% had earned some college credit; and over 36% had 

earned more than one year of college credit (Webb and Mayka, 2011).  Due to their 

success, ECHSs have expanded rapidly throughout the United States, though not without 

concerns of feasibility of expanding this type of program to “a broad range of students”  

(Howley et al., 2013, p. 78).    

Plans for further scaling (or replicating) ECHSs require that P-12 and IHEs align 

their resources (like finances and facilities) for continued growth (Charlier & Duggan, 

2009).  Of the four ECHS models, the comprehensive model has shown the greatest 

capacity for enrolling large numbers of students while requiring fewer resources since it 

converts an existing high school into an ECHS (Le, 2014).  Therefore, with the 

emergence of the comprehensive ECHS comes an increasing need for accredited faculty 

who can teach the college courses on high school campuses.  As the prominent partner in 

ECHS designs, community colleges (and most importantly, their faculty) play a pivotal 
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role when it comes to programmatic feasibility.  With ECHS research still in the nascent 

stage, an in-depth examination of the community college faculty experience at the 

comprehensive, ECHS is needed. 

Theoretical Framework 

Weick’s (1995) Sensemaking was utilized as the theoretical framework for this 

study.  Sensemaking is defined as the act of making sense or “making something 

sensible,” and is comprised of seven characteristics: (1) grounded in identity 

construction; (2) retrospective; (3) enactive of sensible environments; (4) social; (5) 

ongoing; (6) focused on and by extracted cues; and (7) driven by plausibility rather than 

accuracy (Weick, 1994, p. 17).  Through a qualitative research method and the seven 

characteristics, Sensemaking helped the community college faculty in the comprehensive 

ECHS in “exploring the wider system…creating a map of the current system…and acting 

to change the system to learn more about it” (Ancona, 2011, p. 7).  Therefore, the 

Sensemaking theoretical framework was the most appropriate to use. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to explore the experiences of community college 

faculty members who have taught at an urban, comprehensive ECHS.  Through 

Sensemaking, community college faculty members reflected on their lived experiences; 

discussed their role within the ECHS framework; and made recommendations to ensure 

program feasibility and success.   
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Research Questions 

Charlier and Duggan (2009) contended that, “To design effective development 

programs, it is critical to understand the needs of the participants” (p. 197).  The research 

questions focused on the experiences of community college faculty at an urban, 

comprehensive ECHS.  The following questions guided this study: 

I. What are the experiences of community college faculty members who teach at 

an urban, comprehensive ECHS? 

II. How do community college faculty members describe how they make sense 

of their roles at an urban, comprehensive ECHS?  

III. How do community college faculty members describe their relationships with 

ECHS students, faculty, and personnel at an urban, comprehensive ECHS? 

By exploring the lived experiences of community college faculty teaching at a 

comprehensive ECHS, this study helped to establish the primary research of its type, and 

informed prospective policy and practice for successful implementation.   

Methodology 

  To understand how community college faculty made sense of teaching on the 

comprehensive ECHS.  A qualitative research method was employed since it places value 

in “understanding rather than measuring difference” (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003, p. 50).  In 

addition, the theoretical perspective is considered to be one of the most important 

elements of the qualitative research process since it is “the philosophical stance informing 

the methodology and thus providing a context for the process” (Crotty, 1999, p. 3).  Since 

phenomenology is interested in understanding the world and peoples’ experiences or 
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perspectives within it, the phenomenological paradigm to explore the lived experiences of 

community college faculty as it related to their tenure at the comprehensive ECHS (Sipe 

& Constable, 1996).   

This study took place in an urban geographical location in the U.S.   For this 

study, the term urban referred to “densely developed territory” (U.S. Census Bureau, 

2010). The site selected, Violet Community College, provided the researcher with a list 

of potential participants.  The researcher sent a recruitment e-mail to the list of potential 

participants, and seven participants self-selected to participate in the pre-interview 

demographic survey, and two semi-structured interviews.     Data was gathered from the 

pre-interview demographic survey; the semi-structured interviews; interview 

transcriptions; and researcher observations such as field notes, memos and journals to 

document the phenomenon.  Afterwards, Qualtrics was used to analyze the pre-interview 

demographic survey, and employed open and axial coding to analyze the two, semi-

structured interviews. 

Definition of Terms 

Operational definitions for key terms used throughout this study are often found  

in the research on college students. These definitions are provided below.  

Adjunct Faculty Member (also referred to as a Part-time or Half-time Faculty):   

Part-time college instructors that have no rank and no tenure (contractual rights).   

Andragogy: The art and science of teaching adults.   
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Community College (also referred to as a Junior College): A not-for-profit, regionally 

accredited institution that awards two-year associate’s degrees in arts and science 

degrees, and maintain agreements with universities offering baccalaureate degrees.   

Community College Faculty: 

Full-time and part-time instructors that teach at a community college.   

Comprehensive Model: 

A traditional high school that is converted into an Early College High School, 

thereby allowing students who meet college readiness standards to enroll in college 

courses.   

Dual Enrollment/Credit: 

A P-16 acceleration program that provides high school students with an 

opportunity to enroll in high school and college courses simultaneously.   

Early College High School:  

A P-16 acceleration program that provides underserved high school students with  

an opportunity to enroll in high school and college courses simultaneously, with the 

chance to earn an associate’s degree (or up to 60 hours of college credit).   

Early College High School Initiative (ECHSI):  

A P-16 initiative established by education, government, and entities.  The  

Early College High School Initiative’s mission is to provide undeserved high school 

students with an opportunity to simultaneously enroll in college courses in order to 

increase high school graduation and postsecondary success.   

Institutions of Higher Education (IHE):  
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Postsecondary institutions that provide higher education opportunities to earn 

vocational certificate degrees, associate’s degrees, Baccalaureate degrees, Master’s 

degrees, and/or doctoral-level degrees.   

P-16 Initiatives:  

Collaborations linking pre-school education (P), K-12 education, and higher  

education (13-16) with state agencies, state legislatures, and businesses to increase 

underserved students’ access to higher education.   

Pedagogy: 

The art and science of teaching children.   

Postsecondary Institutions:  

 Higher education institutions, such as vocational schools, community colleges or 

four-year universities. 

Scaling: 

 To replicate a successful academic initiative and continue its expansion locally, 

regionally, and/or nationally.   

School on a Community College Model:  

 An Early College High School that is located in a separate wing or facility within 

a community college campus.    

School Within a School Model:  

 An Early College High School that is located on a separate wing or facility within 

a traditional high school campus.   

Secondary Institutions: 
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 Public high school education that takes place after primary education. 

Stand Alone Model: 

 An Early College High School that is located on a P-12 district facility.   

Traditional Faculty Member:  

Full-time instructors of various ranks (professors, assistant professors, and 

associate professors) that have tenure (contractual rights) or are tenure track (in the 

process of receiving tenure).   

Underserved Students (also referred to as Underrepresented Students):  

Students from historically underrepresented racial, ethnic, and socio-economic 

backgrounds who have low postsecondary participation and graduation.   

Urban: 

 A densely developed geographical location. 

Limitations and Delimitations  

 As all other studies, the researcher acknowledges the limitations and delimitations 

pertinent to this study.  Since this study used a qualitative research design to understand 

the community college faculty experience at a comprehensive ECHS, the researcher 

recognizes the study’s limitations since the lack of generalizability limits the 

transferability of this experience to all other qualitative research.  Also, the researcher 

recognized the delimitations that come with a participant group of comprehensive ECHS 

faculty and of which specifically focuses on the urban, comprehensive ECHS model; the 

community faculty experience; and the selection of participants without regard for race, 

ethnicity, gender, age, educational and professional background.   
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Assumptions 

 The premise for this study was based on the assumption that ECHSs – and 

specifically comprehensive ECHSs – will continue to expand at the state and national 

level.  With continued expansion, comprehensive ECHSs will thereby require more 

community college faculty to teach college courses.  It is assumed that comprehensive 

ECHSs will continue to rely on community college faculty to teach the ECHS college 

courses.   

Significance of the Study 

This study was designed to explore the community college faculty experience at a 

comprehensive ECHS.  By acknowledging this experience, comprehensive ECHS 

partners (P-12 school systems and IHEs) and policy makers gained valuable insight into 

the ECHS programmatic structure.   

As a result, this study advanced the knowledge regarding the community college 

faculty role in ECHSs and specifically within the comprehensive ECHS; advanced the 

theory on andragogical (adult) instruction within a pedagogical (ECHS) setting; and 

advanced the best practices and educational outcomes by informing ECHS design and 

faculty and student preparation at a comprehensive ECHS.   

Summary 

This study sought to illuminate the experiences of community college faculty 

members who taught at an urban, comprehensive ECHS.  In Chapter One, the researcher 

discussed the skills and educational gaps that are threatening the United States’ 

workforce.  ECHSs are innovative partnerships between P-12 school systems and IHEs 
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that are successfully providing underserved students access to higher education.  Over the 

years, ECHSs have increased underserved students’ high school retention and 

completion, and provided opportunities for earning college hours while still in high 

school.  With a growing desire to establish more ECHSs come concerns of feasibility.  

One of the ECHS models, comprehensive, has the greatest potential for enrolling and 

graduating entire traditional high schools, yet little is known about the community 

college faculty tasked with teaching college courses at this campus.   

The results from this study informed the limited research on ECHS instruction 

and implementation as experienced by community college faculty.  Chapter Two 

presented the body of literature that is relevant to comprehensive ECHSs, community 

college faculty, and instruction.  Chapter Three outlined the research methods for this 

study, including the purpose of this study and the research questions; the research 

methodology; the analytical paradigm; the research design; the ethical considerations; the 

limitations and delimitations of the study; and a timeline of research events.  Chapter 

Four provided the sample description and participant profiles in great depth.  Chapter 

Five identified the themes that illuminate the community college faculty experience, and 

organize them according to research question.  Finally, Chapter Six summarized the first 

five chapters of this study; presented the findings by research question; identified the 

limitations of the study; discussed the significance of this study, and recommendations 

for practice; provided a conclusion; and summarized Chapter Six. 
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

This chapter is a review of the literature pertaining to the experiences of 

community college faculty at an urban, comprehensive ECHS.  The literature review is 

organized into five areas: P-16 initiatives: Partnerships for Underserved Students; ECHS 

Initiative; Community Colleges – ECHS Partner Institutions; Gaps in the Literature; and 

Theoretical Framework. 

P-16 Initiatives: Partnerships for Underserved Students 

In the United States, secondary completion and postsecondary access are a  

reoccurring topic of national conversation.  Over the last 60 years, secondary graduation 

rates have ebbed from 50% in the 1950s; to 80% between the 1960s through the 1980s; to 

86% in the 1990s; and regressed back to 74.9% by 2000 (NCES, 2000; 2010).   

Correspondingly, current research on the secondary to postsecondary education pipeline 

shows that for every 100 low-income high school students, only 65 will obtain a high 

school diploma, and only 45 will enroll in college. High-achieving, low-income high 

school graduates are least likely to attend college than their low achieving, affluent peers. 

Almost half of African-American and Latino students will not graduate high school, and 

middle-class and wealthy students are five times likelier than low-income students to earn 

a two- or four-year college degree (Jobs for the Future, 2013a).  Since “the boundary 

between high school and college, which is a complex construction of cognitive, social, 

psychological, and financial factors” is strong, policymakers and government entities 

have sought to diminish these barriers by focusing on those who are likeliest to 

experience them – underserved students (Leonard, 2013, p. 1). Thompson and Ongaga 
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(2011), define underserved students as “students from historically underrepresented 

racial, ethnic, and socioeconomic backgrounds” (p. 54).  Underserved students come 

from diverse backgrounds that represent the lowest postsecondary participation group, 

and this is attributed to their low-income backgrounds that impact their ability to pursue 

academic and vocational educational avenues (Jobs for the Future, 2013a; Leonard, 

2013).  As a result, the drive to increase underserved students’ secondary success and 

postsecondary access has led to a prevalence of innovative partnerships called P-16 

initiatives (Oliva, 2004). 

P-16 Initiatives 

According to Chamberlin and Plucker (2008), P-16 initiatives (also referred to as 

K-16 initiatives) are defined as “Collaborations linking preschool education, K-12 

education, and higher education, with major roles often played by state agencies, state 

legislatures, and businesses” (p. 472).  As classified by Nuñez and Oliva (2009), the four 

main categories of P-16 collaborations are schools and universities (colleges); states, 

schools, and universities; the federal government and schools, universities, and/or states; 

and external actors (philanthropic, business, or national associations).  The first 

collaboration, schools and universities, refers to programs established by P-12 school 

systems and IHEs in order to increase college preparation and participation (2009).  The 

second collaboration, states, schools, and universities, refers to P-16 councils convened 

from community and government stakeholders (in conjunction with schools and 

universities) in order to promote college preparation and access (2009).  The third 

collaboration, the federal government and schools, universities, and/or states, refers to 
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government-allocated initiatives utilized as early interventions and those that build data 

capacities from P-12 to higher education (2009).  Finally, the fourth collaboration, 

external actors, refers to external organizations, that engage in all other collaborations as 

a way to influence and affect college readiness by increasing curriculum standards at the 

high school level (2009).   

There are four types of P-16 initiatives that are evident in education today: dual 

enrollment, tech prep education, college readiness, and early college education programs 

(Bragg, Kim, & Barnett, 2006).  For example, dual enrollment programs provide high 

school students who meet college readiness standards with the opportunity to earn college 

credit for certain high school and college courses, while still enrolled in high school 

(2006).  In addition, tech-prep education programs provide high school students with 

academic and technical education opportunities developed by schools and employers in 

the local community.  Moreover, college readiness programs ensure collaborations and 

seamless transitions for students as they progress from one institution (such as P-12) to 

another (for example, community colleges or universities).  Finally, early college 

programs, such as dual enrollment programs, provide high school students who meet 

college readiness standards with an opportunity to be immersed in a college-going 

environment, while earning up to an associate’s degree at no cost to the student (Bragg et 

al., 2006).  With only four types of P-16 initiatives in existence in 1990 to 38 in 2008, P-

16 initiatives have led middle and high school students to enroll and engage in college-

going practices that improve their success from high school, to higher education, and 

finally through college completion (Domina and Ruzek, 2010).  Thus far, only one P-16 
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initiative has mastered all three of these standards, and it is the Early College High 

School Initiative (ECHSI) (Webb and Mayka, 2011). The following section will describe 

the literature relating to the ECHSI. 

ECHS Initiative 

In 2002, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, in conjunction with the Carnegie 

Corporation of New York, the Ford Foundation, and the W.  K.  Kellogg Foundation 

introduced the ECHS Initiative and established ECHSs (American Institutes for Research 

and Stanford Research Institute, 2007; Jobs for the Future, 2004; Kisker, 2006; Mott, 

2010).  ECHSs are a P-16 initiative between schools and IHEs that “provide underserved 

students access to higher education courses while in high school” (AIR & SRI, 2007).  

Similar to the dual enrollment program, ECHSs are an acceleration program that permits 

high school students to enroll in high school and college courses simultaneously 

(Hoffman, Vargas and Santos, 2009; Charlier & Duggan, 2009).  However, unlike dual 

enrollment and other programs, ECHSs are distinct in that: 

Students have the opportunity to earn an associate’s degree or up to  

two years of transferable college credit while in high school…Mastery  

and competence are rewarded with enrollment in college-level courses  

and the opportunity to earn two years of college credit for free…The  

years to a postsecondary degree are compressed…The middle grades  

are included in the school, or there is outreach to middle-grade students 

 to promote academic preparation and awareness of the ECHS option… 

Schools provide academic and social supports that help students succeed 

 in a challenging course of study…Learning takes place in small learning 

environments that demand rigorous, high-quality work and provide 

extensive support…The physical transition between high school and 

college is eliminated—and with it the need to apply for college and for 

financial aid during the last year of high school.  After graduation many 

students continue to pursue a credential at the partner college.  (Jobs for 

the Future, 2013a, p. 6) 
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When combined, the unique characteristics of the ECHS mission foster a college-going 

culture through the implementation of intentional, research-based decision making; small, 

individualized educational settings; evidence of respectful relationships between students 

and faculty; evidence of collaboration between students and faculty; innovative 

technology use; and rigorous coursework (Jobs for the Future, 2013a).  In doing so, 

ECHS students are prepared to meet many challenges they may encounter in secondary 

and postsecondary education.   

Designation 

 The establishment of an ECHS is contingent on a designation status.  To receive 

this recognition, ECHSs must proceed through their state education agency’s designation 

process, which varies accordingly.  For instance, the Texas Education Agency (TEA) 

instituted an ECHS designation process in 2008 (under the authority of Texas Education 

Code [TEC] §29.908(b) and Texas Administrative Code [TAC] §102.1091) to ensure that 

“districts and colleges operating ECHS campuses maintain the integrity of the model, 

which was researched and designed to target and serve students who might not otherwise 

attend college” (TEA, 2014).  Upon designation approval, new ECHSs are granted one, 

of two, recognitions, designation or provisional designation.  To receive designation 

status requires that the applicant school have been in operation for at least two years and 

have met all necessary requirements; on the other hand, to receive provisional 

designation status requires that the applicant school have been in operation less than two 

years and not yet met requirements, but show efforts to do so (Young et al., 2010).  

http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/SOTWDocs/ED/htm/ED.29.htm#29.908
http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/rules/tac/chapter102/ch102gg.html
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Under TEA designation policies, the ECHSs that receive designation are “exempt from 

state dual-enrollment restrictions and other state programs,” and are monitored by the 

agency site visits and reviews of implementation and progress reports (Young et al., p. 

57).  Also, upon approval, ECHS partners sign a Memorandum of Understanding that 

outlines their commitment to the ECHS through the allocation of resources and 

processes.   

Recruitment 

ECHSs are intended to be an educational equalizer for underserved populations 

whose “high school performance was satisfactory but who might be at risk of losing 

interest in schooling” (Howley et al., 2013, p. 81).  For this reason, ECHS student 

recruitment is not contingent on student academic history or state assessment 

performance, but rather on students’ tenacity and grit to pursue the endeavor.  

Additionally, because ECHSs are intended for underserved populations, the program 

requires that students meet one or more of the following criteria: first-generation college 

goers; students of color; English language learners; students from low-income families; 

and representatives of other student groups underrepresented in higher education (Mott, 

2010).   

As of the 2011-2012 school year, approximately 77% of all ECHS students in the 

United States were students of color; 45% of all students were the first in their family to 

enroll in postsecondary education; and nearly 60% qualified for free and reduced lunch 

(Jobs for the Future, 2013b).  By committing to underserved student populations, ECHSs 

are expanding career and college access to underserved populations least likely to do so.      
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Core Principles 

The ECHS design is founded on five core principles that were outlined by Jobs 

for the Future (an action/research policy organization) and other business and 

philanthropic intermediaries.  The five core principles for successful ECHS 

implementation are:   

Core Principle One: Early college schools are committed to serving  

students underrepresented in higher education; Core Principle Two: Early 

college schools are created and sustained by a local education agency, a 

higher education institution, and the community, all of whom are jointly 

accountable for student success; Core Principle Three: Early college 

schools and their higher education partners and community jointly develop 

an integrated academic program so all students earn one to two years of 

transferable college credit leading to college completion; 

Core Principle Four: Early college schools engage all students in a  

comprehensive support system that develops academic and social skills as 

well as the behaviors and conditions necessary for college completion; 

Core Principle Five: Early college schools and their higher education and  

community partners work with intermediaries to create conditions and 

advocate for supportive policies that advance the early college movement.  

(Jobs for the Future, 2004; Mott, 2010, p. 300) 

 
Though ECHSs designs are unique according to the partnerships at hand, every ECHS 

must adhere to these principles that have proven to be successful for underserved student 

populations (Webb and Gerwin, 2014; Mott, 2010).   

Theoretical Framework 

ECHSs are based on the “Three R’s” theoretical framework of Rigor, Relevance 

and Relationships (AIR & SRI, 2007; Ongaga, 2010; Thompson & Ongaga, 2011).  

According to Ongaga (2010), the ECHS “Three R’s” provide a “rigorous and accelerated 

learning experience with close supportive and respectful school environment” (p. 376).  

First, Rigor entails a challenging academic program that is comprised of minimum high 
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school graduation requirements; higher-level content and instruction; comprehensive 

student support systems; and educational and career alignment for postsecondary success 

(Ongaga, 2010).  Rigor not only prepares students for school, but also for work and 

beyond.  Second, Relevance encompasses academic studies that are engaging and 

meaningful to students’ current and future lives (2010).  With relevance, students can 

actively participate in what they’re learning and how they’re learning it.  Third, 

Relationships proposes that ECHS stakeholders advocate for close and supportive 

relationships between ECHS teachers and students (2010).  Close and supportive 

relationships between teachers and students are a catalyst for “influencing academic 

identity, convincing students that they are capable of performing at high levels, and 

getting seemingly unmotivated students to come to school, stay in school…and persist on 

the face of academic challenges” (Saphier et al., 2010, p. 319).  When implemented 

together, research on successful instructional practices has found that the “Three R’s” 

provide a supportive, rigorous curriculum that allows students to be successful during 

high school and beyond (American Institutes for Research and Stanford Research 

Institute, 2008).   

Funding 

In 2002, initial funding for ECHSs was based on grants provided by the Bill and 

Melinda Gates Foundation (Leonard, 2013).  Yet, with its proven success for increasing 

access to higher education, many P-12 school systems and their partner IHEs have come 

to rely on public and private funding from other government, non-government, business, 

and philanthropic entities.  Though the public and private funding have been helpful, 
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ECHSs and their IHE partners have come to rely primarily on local revenue sources – 

property taxes, bonds, student tuition and fees – to fund ECHSs (Goldberger & Santos, 

2009).  Through alternative funding sources provided by public, private, local, and 

federal entities, P-12 school systems and their IHEs have increased student enrollments 

and implementations of new ECHS partnerships (Webb, 2004).   

Models 

There are four ECHS models for implementation: school on a community college, 

school within a school, stand alone, and comprehensive (Mott, 2010).  First, at the school 

on a community college model, the ECHS is located within a community college campus.  

Second, at the school within a school model, the ECHS is located within the traditional 

high school campus, but on a separate wing.  Third, in the stand alone model, the ECHS 

is located on a separate facility within the P-12 school system district.   Finally, in the 

comprehensive model, a traditional high school is converted into an ECHS (Mott, 2010).  

ECHS models reflect the P-12 system’s goals and resource availability; therefore the 

implementation of the four ECHS models varies.   

Research on ECHS models have found that the school on a community college 

model accounts for 61% of ECHSs; the stand alone model accounts for 24% of ECHSs; 

and the school within a school and comprehensive models combined for 10% of ECHSs 

(Mott, 2010).  However, with the recent success of ECHSs, the comprehensive model is 

expanding quickly across North Carolina and Texas who have 18 and 6, respectively 

(North Carolina New Schools, 2015; Education Service Center Region 13, 2015).   . 

What makes the comprehensive model desirable is the fact that it has the capacity of 
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enrolling entire high school populations; requires little-to-no funding for additional 

facilities since the entire high school building is an ECHS; and allows high school 

students to reap the benefits of being enrolled in college courses, while being actively 

involved in high school extra-curricular activities (Le, 2012).  With some P-12 systems 

moving into “college for all” or whole-district models (where every student in the district 

is on the ECHS path), it is anticipated that the comprehensive ECHS model would be the 

most ideal for ambitious efforts like graduating hundreds of students college and career 

ready by high school graduation (Le, 2012, p. 4).   

Expansion 

Though the ECHSI is still in its programmatic infancy, ECHS students have been 

found to “have higher attendance and matriculation rates in high school; score higher in 

all areas of state-mandated tests; and have higher college enrollment rate than the general 

population” (Mott, 2010, p. 300).  Additionally, in 2010 alone, 5,541 students across the 

nation graduated from an ECHS (Jobs for the Future, 2013a).  Of this total population, 

85% accumulated between one and two semesters of college credit; most students 

intended to transfer their college credit towards a bachelor’s degree; and over 60% were 

accepted into four-year institutions (Mott, 2010).  As evidenced by these statistics, 

ECHSs have made strides in improving educational outcomes for underserved 

populations. 

Today, ECHSs are established in 32 states, with over 80,000 students enrolled in 

over 280 schools each year (Jobs for the Future, 2014b).  The states with ten or more 

ECHSs during the 2011-2012 school year were: Washington (10), Ohio (12), New York 
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(14), California (42), Texas (46), North Carolina (77), and Georgia (13) (Jobs for the 

Future, 2014b).  All of the states with more than 10 ECHSs increased their number of 

ECHSs, with Texas and North Carolina doubling their number of ECHSs by 2013.  In 

fact, in populous states like Texas (with a population of 26 million people), ECHSs 

doubled within one school year, from 58 during the 2013-2014 school year to 108 

beginning in the 2014-2015 school year (Jobs for the Future, 2014b; U.S. Census Bureau, 

2013).  An increase in ECHSs signals not just an increase in schools, but also in the 

curricular and programmatic designs. 

Curriculum 

The ECHS curriculum is co-created between a P-12 school system and the IHE 

through dual enrollment courses (Mott, 2010).  Most recently, the Common Instructional 

Framework was adopted to foster interactive learning.  The Common Instructional 

Framework relies on the utilization of six strategies: collaborative group work, writing to 

learn, scaffolding, questioning, classroom talk, and literacy groups (AIR & SRI, 2007; 

Webb & Gerwin, 2014).  According to Webb & Gerwin (2014): during collaborative 

group work, students engage in group work to construct project-based assignments; 

during writing to learn, students engage in “low stakes” writing everyday in order to 

develop their critical thinking and writing skills; during scaffolding, students connect 

prior knowledge and experiences with new knowledge; during questioning, students and 

teachers engage in open dialogue and critical thinking/questioning; during classroom talk, 

students are provided with a nurturing environment that allows them to articulate their 

voice in the educational process; and during literacy groups, students participate in high-
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level discourse with other students and faculty.  Through its utilization of student 

engagement, the Common Instructional Framework has proven to be successful for 

students in high school to postsecondary education.   

Characteristics of ECHS Faculty 

 The ECHS framework mandates that regionally accredited college faculty teach 

the ECHSs courses; however, the use of high school or college accredited faculty 

members is determined by the ECHS model being implemented.  For instance, the school 

within a school and the stand alone models rely on high school, regionally accredited 

college faculty to teach the college courses at the ECHS.  This arrangement is the norm 

since these two models act as silos with organizational design and staffing flexibility.  On 

the other hand, the school on a community college model relies on both high school and 

community college accredited faculty members to teach the courses at the community 

college campus.  Like the first two models, the school on a community college model 

allows for flexibility in organizational design and staffing; still, because of the 

community college setting, community college faculty are tasked with teaching the 

college courses while the high school teachers teach the high school courses.  

Conversely, the comprehensive model is unique in that it relies on both high school and 

community college accredited faculty members to teach the ECHS courses at the 

traditional high school campus.  Because the comprehensive model is comprised of an 

entire traditional high school campus, the organizational design and staffing is much 

more rigid.  Thus, the comprehensive ECHS faces faculty shortages and in essence come 
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to rely primarily on community college faculty to teach the college courses at the 

traditional high school campus (Goldberger and Santos, 2009).   

Professional development.   The faculty members’ role at an ECHS is dictated 

by his or her status as a high school faculty member or community college faculty 

member.  Traditionally, high school faculty at the school within a school, school on a 

community college, and stand alone models are required to attend pedagogical 

professional development relating to the Common Instructional Framework; the “Three 

R’s” theoretical framework, diverse student populations, small learning communities, and 

literacy strategies (Middle College National Consortium, 2012).  In addition, because 

they are hired on a full-time basis, high school faculty teaching the ECHS courses are 

invested in the program and the students, which means that on many occasions these 

faculty are “looped” into the program and follow their students from the ninth grade until 

high school graduation (Middle College National Consortium, 2012).   On the contrary, 

community college faculty are content specialists that are not required to take any 

professional development related to Pedagogy or non-adult populations unless they opt to 

do so.   

Community Colleges – ECHS Partner Institutions 

Since their inception in 1896, community colleges in the U.S.  have served the 

vital role of equalizers for higher education attainment, thereby revitalizing the social and 

economic communities in which they have presided (Meier, 2012).   Community colleges 

are not-for-profit, regionally accredited institutions that award associate degrees and 

maintain agreements with universities offering baccalaureate degrees (Cohen et al., 
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2013).  The community college mission is based on the ‘open door’ admission policy, 

providing “educational access and opportunity to all interested citizens” who are hoping 

to expand their personal and professional lives (Green and Ciez-Volz, 2010, p. 82).  The 

open door policy ensures students’ entry into higher education by allowing them to 

register and enroll in courses according to their need.  For example, community college 

students can enroll on a full-time and part-time status, with stop-outs (withdrawal and re-

enrollment) or swirling (enrolled in more than one IHE), as needed (Cohen et al., 2013).   

As the gateway between secondary education and universities, community colleges serve 

local populations more than any other IHE, with approximately six percent (or more) of 

local residents, aged between 18 to 44 years of age, attending a community college at any 

given time (Cohen et al., 2013).   

Student Populations 

Community colleges have traditionally served adult student populations that are 

representative of various racial, gender, sexual orientation, religious, intellectual, and 

socio-economic backgrounds (Watson, 2009).  Students from these diverse populations 

are the likeliest in “Entering college, academically unprepared; working more than 30 

hours per week; lacking financial support; being first-generation college attendees; and 

having expectations of failure” (Watson, p. 15).   

Community college students’ motives for attending community colleges have 

varied.   A National Postsecondary Student Aid Study in 2004 found that 52% of students 

attend for transfer-purposes; 43% of students attend to earn an associate degree; and 17% 

of students attend to complete a certificate in general; 42% attended to increase job skills, 
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while 46% attended for personal interests (Cohen et al., 2013).  As communities continue 

to diversify, so are the student populations and their enrollment patterns.   

Community College as P-16 Partners 

Despite its recent prevalence, ECHSs are not the first type of P-16 initiative 

integrating secondary and postsecondary education.  In fact, since their inception, 

community colleges have collaborated with secondary educational institutions to expand 

opportunity.  To begin, integration partnerships were first introduced in 1896 by 

University of Chicago President Harper and University of California Professor Lange – 

both of who believed that the two years of work at the junior college should be 

incorporated with the local high school (Cohen et al., 2013).  In 1921, the U.S. Bureau of 

Education Secretary George Zook declared his support for linking high school and 

college coursework (Kisker, 2006).  With the public declarations of support for P-16 

collaboration came two of the most influential proposals to date: Koo’s “6-4-4 Plan” and 

the Middle College framework.  First, Leonard Koos’ “6-4-4 Plan” was first introduced 

in 1925 and implemented in the U.S. until 1945.  The Koos “6-4-4 Plan” attempted to 

restructure the P-12 system as follows: elementary schools would serve grades first 

through sixth; junior high schools would serve grades seventh through 10
th

; and 

community colleges would serve grades 11
th

 through 14
th

 (Kisker, 2006).  By 1941, 10 

public school systems operated under Koo’s Plan.  The Middle College was introduced in 

1974 at La Guardia Community College at the request of City University of New York 

acting chancellor Timothy Healy.  The Middle College High School (MCHS) was 

specifically designed to increase student enrollment and decrease high school dropouts by 
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merging high school with community college (Kisker, 2006).  Though they were adopted 

sparingly, over 30 replications of the Middle College framework were still in operation 

until 2000 – making the MCHS the latest successful high school-community college 

collaboration (Cohen et al., 2013).  Today, ECHSs represent the latest iteration of the P-

16 initiative that many envisioned to link secondary and postsecondary for the sake of 

increasing educational and professional opportunity.   

Characteristics of Community College Faculty 

Community college faculty are instrumental to community colleges (and ECHSs) 

since they teach approximately 37% of all undergraduate students in higher education (or 

50% of all college freshmen and sophomores) (Green & Ciez-Volz, 2010).   Historically, 

community college faculty members transitioned to the community college by way of 

other professions.  According to Lail (2009), between the 1960’s and 1970’s, many 

community college faculty moved into the community college from the P-12 or from 

previously held graduate assistantships at four-year institutions.   Subsequently, from the 

1990’s until today, many community college faculty transitioned from business and other 

professional industries.  In addition to varying professional experience, community 

college faculty range in age.  In 2005, approximately 36% of faculty members were 

younger than forty-four years of age; 32% were between forty-five and fifty-four years of 

age; 22% were between fifty-five and sixty-four years of age; and eight percent were 

sixty-five years or older (Green & Ciez-Volz, 2010).   As time continues to pass, more 

and more community college faculty will be reaching retirement age.  Because of their 

diverse backgrounds, community college faculty teaching may vary, with most 
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employing teaching styles based on observations (of other faculty), readings, or trial-and-

error (Eddy, 2010).   

Faculty statuses.   Community college faculty roles vary according to their 

employment status as a full-time faculty member or as an adjunct (part-time) faculty 

member.   For example, a full-time community college faculty member is responsible for 

teaching their respective content; developing and evaluating programs and curriculum 

related to their respective content; holding office hours for meeting with students; and 

participating in service organizations in the college (like shared governance) (Center for 

Community College Student Engagement [CCCSE], 2014).   On the other hand, an 

adjunct community college faculty member’s responsibilities are limited to teaching his 

or her respective content and holding office hours.   Though they often provide the same 

quality of teaching as full-time faculty members, adjunct faculty members are likeliest to 

have fewer advanced degrees; have less teaching experience; be instructors or lecturers; 

have no tenure; and teach Developmental Education courses (CCCSE, 2014).   With 987 

public community colleges hiring more than 400,000 faculty members in 2009 – of which 

70% were of adjunct faculty status – the demand for faculty will increase colleges’ 

adjunct faculty pools. 

Instructional roles.   Community college faculty members are the “arbiters” of 

curriculum since they “transmit concepts and ideas, decide on course content of level, 

select textbooks, prepare and evaluate examinations, and generally structure learning 

conditions for the students” (Cohen et al., 2013, p. 79).   Yet, how they teach their 

respective curriculum is best explained by the instructional framework of Andragogy.  
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German educator Alexander Kapp first identified the concept of Andragogy in 1833; 

however, it wasn’t until 1968 that Malcolm Knowles introduced Andragogy, that which 

informs the art and science of teaching adults (Knowles, 1968).   Knowles’ Andragogy is 

founded on six “Model of Assumptions” about adult learners, which have been revised 

over time and are best delineated as: Self-Concept, Role of Experience and Readiness to 

Learn, Orientation to Learning, Internal Motivation, and Need to Know (Chan, 2010).   In 

Andragogy: Self-Concept refers to the notion that as a person matures, his or her self-

concept transitions from a dependent to an independent one; Role of Experience denotes 

an adult’s experience, and his or her ability to draw from those previous experiences; 

Readiness to Learn consists of an adult’s readiness to learn necessary information; 

Orientation to Learning is based on an adult’s necessity to learn for immediate 

application; Internal Motivation is an adult’s basis for motivation, specifically their 

intrinsic motivation for accomplishing things; and Need to Know indicates an adult’s 

need to know the value of learning (Chan, 2010).  Because of its student self-directed 

nature, the Andragogical instructional philosophy has been utilized by higher education 

faculty of most disciplines (including education, criminal justice, management, and 

medicine) who teach adult student populations (Chan, 2010).   

Philosophical expectations and assumptions.   With an increase of ECHS 

partnerships comes the demand for “instructors to teach college-level courses to high 

school students” (Hebert, 2001, p. 25).   Community college faculty are accustomed to 

teaching college courses to underserved populations; however, when teaching in the 
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comprehensive ECHS, faculty are confronted with an unfamiliar task of teaching college 

courses within a high school setting.   

Community college faculty members’ instructional approach is based on 

Andragogy, the philosophy characterized by student-directed learning (Knowles, 1968, p. 

18).  On the other hand, in the traditional public school setting, public school teachers’ 

instructional approach is guided by Pedagogy, the art and science of teaching children 

(Smidt, 2013).  Contrary to Andragogy, Pedagogy is founded on teacher-led learning 

which consists of four guidelines: the learner imitates the instructor; the learner is 

presented facts and rules of actions through direct teaching; the learner constructs 

meaning through collaboration and dialogue with others; and the learner relies on the 

instructor to help understand what they know and what they want to learn (Smidt, 2013; 

Merriam, Caffarella & Baumgartner, 2012).  While experiences of teaching underserved 

populations may be similar, the primary constructs of andragogical and pedagogical 

philosophies contrast by the concept of the learner; the role of the learner’s experience; 

the readiness to learn; the orientation to learning; the motivation to learn; the role of the 

learner; the role of the educator; and the program design (Yonge, 1985; Ovando, 1990).  

Hence, when they are on the comprehensive ECHS, community college faculty encounter 

a convergence of andragogical and pedagogical philosophies that challenge their 

assumptions and expectations of college instruction within the ECHS setting (Hughes, 

2010).    
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Gaps in the Literature 

With new data on ECHS graduating classes, and the expansion of new ECHSs 

across the U.S., literature on ECHSs has come to the fore.  The researcher identified 

literature on numerous topics related to ECHSs, which are organizational design; 

evaluations; students; and faculty.   

First, literature on the ECHS organizational design documents the ECHS mission, 

designation process, organizational design, theoretical framework, students, curriculum, 

and faculty, funding and models (Goldberger and Santos, 2009; Jobs for the Future, 

2013a; Jobs for the Future, 2013b; Mott, 2010).  Second, literature on evaluations of 

ECHSs indicate that: ECHSs had a positive effect on state assessments, attendance, 

promotion to the next grade level and continuing participation in the program (Berger et 

al., 2010); successful inter-organizational negotiations between ECHS partners (P-12 

school systems and community colleges) include the decision to establish an Early 

College program, a planning and development team, student recruitment, curricular 

decisions, and financing (Leonard, 2013); ECHS and dual enrollment inter-organizational 

dynamics are dependent on a shared vision and alignment of financial and academic 

goals (Howley et al., 2013); ECHSs are increasing students’ attendance, performance in 

state proficiency exams, progression rates from year to year, and access to higher 

education courses  (Berger et al,, 2010); and that ECHSs are driving students to progress 

through college courses through strong support systems (Edmunds et al., 2010).  Third, 

literature on ECHS students’ learning experiences find that students’ parents influenced 

their decision to attend, caring relationships increased students’ interest and engagement 
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in school; students were most challenged by the rigor of their college courses, students 

require facilities and activities to foster the college culture and identity within college 

campus, and students require social and cultural life skills to navigate college (Ongaga, 

2010); and ECHS students were significantly more likely to enroll in college and earn a 

college degree than their traditional high school peers (Garet, Knudson & Hoshen, 2014; 

Webb & Gerwin, 2014).  Fourth, literature on ECHS community college faculty 

experiences identify that: opportunities for faculty professional development and 

collaboration are necessary for effective instruction at ECHSs (Thompson & Ongaga, 

2011); successful professional development promotes inter-organizational relations, 

communication and collaboration (Charlier & Duggan, 2009); and community college 

faculty engagement with high school personnel and students is needed to support students 

taking dual enrollment courses (Hughes, 2010).   Despite the efforts to provide data on 

ECHSs, literature on community college faculty who teach within a specific model, and 

most importantly within the comprehensive, does not currently exist.  As a result, the 

researcher proposed to explore the experiences of community college faculty who teach 

therein.  

Theoretical Framework: Sensemaking 

For the purpose of this study, the researcher utilized Weick’s (1995) Sensemaking 

theoretical framework.  Sensemaking is the act of making sense of the unknown (Weick, 

1995).  In Sensemaking, an individuals’ interpretation of their experience is based on 

“how they construct what they construct, why, and with what effects” (p. 3).  To make 

sense of the unknown, the how’s, what’s, and why’s of the experience are articulated 
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through language and communication to make meanings of situations, organizations, and 

environments to manifest (Weick, Sutcliffe & Obstfeld, 2005).  Through the 

materialization of these manifestations, gaps of knowledge of the unknown are revealed 

which serve “as a springboard to action” in organizations (Weick et al., 2005, p. 409).   

Weick’s (1995) Sensemaking theoretical framework consists of seven 

characteristics that act as a manual for inquiring “what Sensemaking is, how it works, and 

where it can fail” (Weick, 1995, p. 18).  These seven characteristics are: Identity, how an 

individual defines his or her self, role, and responsibilities.   An individual reveals this by 

how and what he or she thinks; In Retrospect, the experiences that an individual chooses 

to discuss that provide an insight into his or her beliefs or agenda, and what an individual 

discloses (or omits) is also deemed relevant; Environment, the norms, procedures, and 

social culture that dictate the context or situation of an organization; Social, the collective 

activities of an organization that influence shared meaning and interpretations made by an 

individual;  Ongoing, the continuation of a process or an experience, and the interruptions 

found within them, that affect an individual’s reflection of the process; Extracted Cues, 

what an individual emphasizes based on what he or she has revealed and believes to be 

important; and Plausibility, when observable information provides certainty in an 

unknown or incomplete situation (Weick, 1995).  Together, these seven characteristics 

guide the Sensemaking inquiry process.  Although not a characteristic, Weick (1995) also 

identified an integral aspect of Sensemaking referred to as the fallacy of centrality, which 

is based on the notion that “because I don’t know about this event, it must not be going 

on” (Weick, 1995, p. 2).   Since the fallacy of centrality disrupts what is or is not 
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communicated (due to an awareness or lack thereof), it is integral to the seven 

characteristics, and therefore the process of interpretation and revelation.   

Sensemaking of Community College Faculty  

As a retrospective process, Sensemaking “Unfolds as a sequence in which people 

concerned with identity in the social context of other actors engage ongoing 

circumstances from which they extract cues and make plausible sense” (Weick, Sutcliffe 

& Obstfeld, 2005, p. 409).  Because this study aims to explore the lived experiences of 

community college faculty at a comprehensive Early College High School, the 

Sensemaking theory will be the most appropriate for three reasons.    

First, Sensemaking “begins with the sensemaker” (Weick, 1995, p. 18).  In 

educational institutions from pre-school to four-year universities, teachers fulfill the most 

important role of creating, implementing and affecting curriculum.  In essence, without 

teachers, there would be no educational system and other professions for which to pursue.  

With Early College High School expansions, having effective and efficient faculty 

members is contingent on an exploration of their experiences.  Because Sensemaking 

focuses on the participant, it would be the most useful for gaining thorough 

interpretations of what it means to teach at a comprehensive Early College High School.     

Second, Sensemaking is about “inventing a new meaning (interpretation) for 

something that has already occurred…but does not have a name yet” (Weick et al., p.  

411).  Because literature on Early College High School faculty does not focus on the 

community college faculty experience, the information provided by this study’s 

participants will be essential to the creation of new information.  Sensemaking, will then, 
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lend itself to the qualitative aspect of this study since it is about labeling and categorizing 

the experiences of the community college faculty.    

Third, Sensemaking acts as a map that can chart an unfamiliar situation and 

“bring coherence to what appears mysterious...[and] that becomes more comprehensive 

through data collection, action, experience, and conversation” (Ancona, 2011, p. 6).  

Since little is known about the community college faculty experience, especially within 

the comprehensive model, the need for a coherent understanding is necessary.  Through 

the utilization of Sensemaking, the researcher can explore the lived experiences of faculty 

members; identify the complexity of their experiences; and provide recommendations for 

affecting practice and policy.   

Summary 

This chapter presented the literature related to the community college faculty 

experience at the urban, comprehensive ECHS.  First, the literature in this chapter 

introduced Early College High School Initiative.  The Early College High School 

Initiative is a P-16 initiative that increases underserved students’ access to higher 

education by allowing high school students to enroll in college courses, with an 

opportunity to earn up to 60 college hours free of charge (Charlier & Duggan, 2013a).  

ECHSs are granted designation by the state education agency; receive funding from 

public and private entities (Goldberger & Santos, 2009); and are founded on five core 

principles, and the “Three R’s” theoretical framework (Ongaga, 2010).   ECHSs are 

designed based on one of four models (Mott, 2010), and faculty are regionally accredited 

instructors who, depending on their instructional status, adopt the Common Instructional 
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Framework in the ECHS curriculum.  Due to their success, ECHSs are rapidly expanding 

across the U.S.  Then, this chapter illuminated the role of community colleges as Early 

College High School partner institutions.  Community colleges serve as the equalizer of 

educational attainment and advocate of the ‘open-door’ policy (Cohen et al., 2013).  As 

the intermediary between secondary and post-secondary educational institutions, 

community colleges have partnered on various P-16 initiatives to increase student 

success, including the ECHS Initiative.  Community college  an integral role in college 

instruction at the community college and within the ECHS program.  Community college 

faculty come from varied backgrounds, and their instructional roles vary according to 

their full-time (traditional) or part-time (adjunct) status (CCCSE, 2014).  College 

instruction is guided by Andragogy, the art of teaching adults, while public school 

education is guided by Pedagogy, the art of teaching children.  Because community 

college faculty who teach on the comprehensive ECHS do so on the high school campus, 

they face the unique challenge of teaching college courses in a high school setting 

(Hughes, 2010).   

Finally, this chapter highlighted the gaps in the ECHS and community college 

literature, and provided the rationale for utilizing the Sensemaking theoretical framework 

in this study.   In doing so, this study has the potential to not only address the gaps in 

literature but also inform policy and practice at the comprehensive ECHS. 

In the next chapter, an outline of the research methodology and design relating to the 

structure, collection, and analysis of the proposed study. 
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Chapter Three: Methods 

The objective of this chapter is to provide the research methodology and 

procedures of this study.  The following six components guided the methods of this 

study: purpose of the study; research methodology; analytical paradigm; research design; 

ethical considerations; and limitations and delimitations.   

Purpose of the Study 

As described in Chapter I, the success and expansion of Early College High 

Schools present issues relating to their feasibility.  As more community colleges 

collaborate with P-12 school systems to establish Early College High Schools, the need 

for qualified community college faculty to teach within these schools must be addressed.  

This study sought to understand the experience of community college faculty who taught 

on the comprehensive ECHS model since it necessitates community college faculty 

members for instruction.   

The research questions for this study informed the review of literature on Early 

College High Schools, and the functions that community college faculty members fulfill 

within them.  This study was guided by the following research questions: 

I. What are the experiences of community college faculty members who teach at 

an urban, comprehensive Early College High School? 

II. How do community college faculty members describe how they make sense 

of their roles at an urban, comprehensive Early College High School?  
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III. How do community college faculty members describe their relationships with 

early college high school students, faculty, and personnel at an 

urban, comprehensive Early College High School? 

Research Methodology 

Acknowledging the experiences of community college faculty teaching at a 

comprehensive Early College High School requires a research method and design that is 

appropriate to the phenomenon being studied.  For the purpose of this study, the 

qualitative research method was utilized since it is the most suitable for this type of study.   

First, the qualitative research method is founded on peoples’ experiences and the 

meanings of their experiences (Denzin and Lincoln, 2013).  The qualitative research 

method allowed the researcher to uncover the community college faculty member 

experience in its totality.  Second, according to Maxwell (2012), qualitative research is 

especially suited for five types of research that contribute to – 

Understanding the meaning, for participants in the study, of the events, 

situations, experiences, and actions they are involved in or engaged in; 

understanding the particular contexts within which the participants act, 

and the influence that this context has on their actions; understanding the 

process by which events and actions take place; identifying unanticipated 

phenomena and influences, and generating new, ‘grounded’ theories about 

the latter; and developing casual explanations. (p. 30)    
 

Because of its thoroughness in attempting to understand a participants’ experience, the 

qualitative research method provided the community college faculty with an opportunity 

to discuss their experiences at the comprehensive Early College High School in much 

more depth.   
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Finally, the qualitative research method was the most effective for this study since 

its open-ended structure “Generates results and theories that are credible to the people 

being studied and others; intends to improve existing practices, programs and policies 

referred to as ‘formative evaluation;’ and engages participants of the study” (Maxwell, 

2012, p. 32).  The qualitative research method provided an avenue in which community 

college faculty members could discuss their experiences in depth through an open-ended 

structure where their experiences serve as an evaluation, and their suggestions or 

recommendations could influence policy.   

Analytical Paradigm 

This study was interested in exploring the community college faculty experience 

within the urban, comprehensive ECHS.  To do so, the study was guided by an 

interpretivist paradigm, through a qualitative study utilizing a phenomenological lens and 

Weick’s (1995) Sensemaking theoretical framework. 

According to Guba (1990), a paradigm is “a basic set of beliefs that guides 

action” (p. 17).   Since this study sought to understand how community college faculty 

made sense of their experiences, the researcher selected interpretivism for validating their 

experiences.  Ritchie and Lewis (2007) defined interpretivism as  

School of thought that stresses the importance of interpretation as well as 

observation in understanding the social world…The interrelatedness of 

different aspects of people’s lives…and psychological, social, historical 

and cultural factors are all recognized as playing an important part in 

shaping peoples’ understanding of their world.  (p. 7)    

  
The interpretivist method helped provide the lens in which community college faculty 

reconstructed their experiences of teaching at the comprehensive ECHS. 
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To further examine the community college faculty experience, this study 

employed an approach that was most conducive for inquiry – phenomenology.  

Phenomenology emphasizes “the individual’s subjective experience…in which members 

of a group or community themselves interpret the world and life around them” (Mertens, 

2010, p. 235).   Phenomenology consists of four comprehensive themes to explore a 

phenomenon: 1) the temporal and transitory nature of human experience; 2) subjective 

understanding of the lived experience; 3) lived experiences as the phenomena; and 4) the 

emphasis of meaning and the meaning in context.  Seidman (2010) described each of 

these themes as follows: theme one relates to the process of asking participants to 

reconstruct and reflect on their past experience; theme two involves observing others’ 

experiences from their point-of-view; theme three entails recognizing the elements of an 

experience that are lived by the participant which can be reconstructed through language; 

and theme four necessitates the importance of making meaning of experiences and how 

they relate to the context that lends the participants’ point-of-view (p. 16).   Most 

importantly, traditional phenomenological interviewing is comprised of two to three 

interviews in which participants make meaning of their experiences.  During this 

interviewing process, each interview in this study focused on different goals of inquiry. 

For example, Interview One put the participant’s lived experience in context by asking as 

much as possible about the participants’ family, school, and professional experiences; 

and Interview Two focused on the concrete details of participants’ experiences on the 

comprehensive ECHS and any reflections on the meaning of those experiences (Seidman, 

2010).  Because of its comprehensive nature, phenomenology was the most suitable for 
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exploring in-depth experiences of community college faculty who taught at the 

comprehensive ECHS. 

 Lastly, to thoroughly explore the lived experiences of community college faculty, 

the researcher utilized the Sensemaking theoretical framework (Weick, 1995; Weick et 

al., 2005).  Because this study was interested in any and all experiences within the 

comprehensive Early College High School, the seven Sensemaking characteristics – 

Identity, Retrospect, Environment, Social, Ongoing, Cues, and Plausibility – were ideal 

for making sense of the phenomenon.  In fact, the seven Sensemaking characteristics 

reflected the phenomenological interviewing process as follows:  

1. Identity: How community college faculty identified their role as ECHS 

faculty.   

2. Retrospect: How community college faculty made sense of their past 

experiences at the comprehensive ECHS.   

3. Environment: How the comprehensive Early College High School setting 

(and social context) was described.   

4. Social: How community college faculty engaged with students, faculty, 

and other personnel.   

5. Ongoing: How the continuation of the experience, and the events that 

interrupted it, affected community college faculty’s reflection of the 

process.   

6. Extracted Cues: What community college faculty emphasized (as deemed 

to be important) in their reflection of their experiences.   

7. Plausibility: How the observable information led to the certainty of the 

community college faculty experience.   

 

By addressing these seven characteristics, the researcher was able to negate the fallacy of 

centrality that influenced the lack of research pertinent to the community college faculty 

experience at the urban, comprehensive Early College High School.   
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Research Design 

 This section outlines the major components of the research design.  This section 

contains the information pertinent to the study, such as site selection, participant 

selection, sources of data, and procedures for data analysis.   

Site Selection 

The site selection process is an integral aspect of a proposed study.  Since this 

study aimed to examine the experiences of community college faculty who have taught at 

a comprehensive Early College High School, the selection process for this study was 

purposeful.   

Patton (2002) described purposeful sampling as “Selecting information-rich cases 

for study in depth.  Information-rich cases are those from which one can learn a great 

deal about issues of central importance to the purpose of research” (p. 46).  As a result, 

the site selected for this study was Violet Community College (VCC).  VCC is located in 

an urban geographic location in the U.S., with a student population of approximately 

40,000 students, and a faculty made up of over 500 full-time and 1,300 adjunct 

instructors.  VCC was purposely selected since it met all of the characteristics central to 

the study, which were: a regionally-accredited community college; a community college 

located on an urban, metropolitan area; a community college with an ECHS designation; 

a community college with at least one comprehensive ECHS partnership; and a 

community college with community college faculty teaching at the partnering 

comprehensive ECHS.   
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In addition, since the ECHS program is a partnership between a P-12 system and 

VCC, the selection of VCC encompassed two comprehensive ECHSs in which 

community college faculty experiences were based: Cesar Chavez (Chavez) ECHS and 

John F. Kennedy (Kennedy) ECHS.  As of the Spring 2014 semester, Chavez ECHS had 

a total student population of 1,100, of which 88% were economically disadvantaged; 27% 

were Limited English Proficient (LEP); and 85% were At-Risk.  Of this total population, 

117 of Chavez ECHS students were enrolled in VCC college courses, with 140 (89%) 

completing the course with an “A,” “B,” or “C” grade, and 17 (11%) failing to 

successfully complete. 

On the other hand, Kennedy ECHS had a total student population of 800, of 

which 85% were economically disadvantaged; 15% were Limited English Proficient 

(LEP); 83% were At-Risk.  Of this total population, 131 of Kennedy ECHS students were 

enrolled in VCC college courses, with 146 (80%) completing the course with an “A,” 

“B,” or “C” grade, and 36 (20%) failing to successfully complete. 

Participant Selection  

Like the site selection, the participant selection was purposeful (Maxwell, 2012).  

To participate in this study, VCC faculty had to meet two requirements:  participant 

criteria and self-selection.  The VCC ECHS department provided the researcher with a 

list of current and former faculty members who were teaching, or had taught, at one or 

both of the comprehensive ECHSs.  A recruitment e-mail was sent to the list which also 

outlined the participant criteria.  Prospective participants for this study had to meet the 

following requirements: be accredited to teach college courses; have experience teaching 
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at a community college; have at least one semester of teaching experience at a 

comprehensive ECHS; and have taught at an ECHS within the last year.  Upon receiving 

participant-initiated responses by e-mail and verifying their eligibility, the researcher sent 

an e-mail to participants confirming their self-selection for participation, and providing a 

review of the study processes and timeline.  The researcher disseminated the pre-

interview demographic survey which contained the online Informed Consent Form, and 

scheduled the two, 90-minute one-on-one interviews thereafter.   

Recruitment for this study began in the late Fall 2014 semester, at the height of 

college midterms and the holiday season.  As a result, this study recruited seven 

participants that completed the pre-interview, demographic survey and the two one-on-

one interviews.  In this qualitative study, seven participants was ideal since it allowed for 

information-rich cases of “extended periods with fewer respondents” (Glesne, 2011, p. 

46).   

Prior to interviewing the seven participants, the researcher requested Institutional 

Review Board (IRB) approval from the researcher’s home university.  Upon approval 

from the university, the researcher additionally requested IRB approval from VCC’s IRB 

office.  After completing the participant recruitment process, the researcher provided 

each participant a copy of the Informed Consent form and made arrangements to 

interview the participants at a VCC campus of their choice.      

Sources of Data 

    The purpose of this study was to understand how and why community college 

faculty make sense of their experiences at the comprehensive, ECHS.  To accomplish 
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this, the researcher collected four types of data that were used for analysis: a 

demographic survey, two-semi-structured interviews, researcher observations, and 

transcriptions. 

  First, a demographic survey is a questionnaire that “asks about the personal 

characteristics of respondents” (Mertens, 2010, p. 193).  To obtain demographic 

information about the participants, each participant completed a pre-interview 

demographic survey (Appendix B) regarding participant age; gender; race; educational 

background (bachelor and graduate degrees obtained); professional backgrounds; history 

of teaching dual credit courses; and descriptions of length, type, and locations of ECHS 

experiences.      

       Second, semi-structured interviews contextualize a participant’s experience 

through structured questions, while still allowing flexibility for participant feedback 

(Mertens, 2010).  As an exploratory phenomenological study in which “little work has 

been done, few definitive hypotheses exist and little is known about the nature of the 

phenomenon,” the researcher conducted two semi-structured interviews, in a 90-minute 

format  (Patton, 2002, p 193; Seidman, 2010).  In this study, the semi-structured 

interviews enabled participants to speak of their experiences at the range and depth of 

their own comfort.  The two semi-structured interviews (Appendix C and Appendix D) 

were essential to understanding the community college faculty experience since they 

explored participants’ lived experiences; contemporary experiences as faculty at the 

comprehensive ECHS; reflections of the meanings drawn from their experiences; and 

recommendations for programming implementation (Seidman, 2010).    
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  Third, the audio recordings of interviews in this study yielded transcription 

documents that the researcher collected for future analysis (Creswell, 2012).   The 

interview transcripts were transcribed by the researcher and a professional transcription 

serviceresearcher and a professional transcription service transcribed the interview 

transcripts.  Each interview transcript contained the interview dialogue in its entirety, 

with the researcher name and participant pseudonym.  The transcripts contained raw data 

from each interview, therefore the researcher maintained an electronic and paper record 

of all transcripts for personal use.   The transcripts were the primary resource for data 

collection. 

  Fourth, Glesne (2011) noted that researcher observations and connections “need 

to be made while still in the field” (p. 189).  For this study, the researcher made 

observations and connections through field notes, journals, and memos.  During the face-

to-face interview process, the field notes provided an opportunity for the researcher to 

record thoughts, participant statements and researcher notes that helped with data 

analysis.  In addition, journals were written by the researcher after each face-to-face 

interview to make notes of the interview processes and reflect on the ways to make them 

better.  Moreover, before the transcription process, the researcher listened to the audio 

tape recordings of each interview and wrote memos of participant statements that were 

important to data collection.    

  Together, these four sources of data contributed to the understanding of how 

community college faculty made sense of their experiences at the comprehensive ECHS.    
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Data Analysis 

The researcher developed a process for analyzing the interview data.  As 

previously mentioned, during the first and second interview, the researcher was given 

authorization from each participant to audio record each interview.  In addition, the 

researcher documented interview observations by writing field notes during each 

interview, and journaling interview reflections after each interview.  Then, as suggested 

by Maxwell (2012), the researcher listened to the interview tapes “prior to transcription” 

in order to write interview memos that reflected what the researcher observed in the audio 

recordings (p. 105).  Upon writing the memos, the researcher transcribed the audio 

recordings of the interviews.   

Coding is the process of organizing text into units or segments that have 

importance/meaning (Mertens, 2010).  The open and axial coding process provided the 

structure for the data analysis of this study (Mertens, 2010).  The researcher began the 

open coding process by reading each interview transcript, highlighting and writing 

themes line-by-line, and then categorizing them afterwards (Creswell, 2012).  

Subsequently, the researcher conducted axial coding by organizing the various themes 

into a logic diagram, or a visual model, that explained how faculty members made sense 

of their experiences (Creswell, 2012).  The coding process was guided by a start code list 

(Appendix E), but remained open to “[be] simple and precise…preserve 

actions…compare data with data” (Mertens, 2010, p. 428).  To code the pre-interview 

demographic survey, the researcher instead utilized the computer-assisted qualitative data 
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analysis software (CAQDAS) Qualtrics, which helped the researcher code, retrieve, and 

maintain the data from the survey (Ritchie & Lewis, 2007).     

Overall, the data collection of this study uncovered all aspects of the community 

college faculty experience at the comprehensive ECHS. 

Ethical Considerations 

 In this section, the researcher discusses the processes that were implemented to 

preserve all ethical considerations of the study, such as data confidentiality and 

trustworthiness, and validity efforts like triangulation, member checks, and researcher 

bias.   

Data Confidentiality 

The researcher ensured that the process for data collection upheld confidentiality 

and anonymity standards.  Confidentiality asserts that participants’ privacy will be 

protected “in a way that cannot be associated with them personally,” while anonymity 

means that “no uniquely identifying information is attached to the data” (Mertens, 2010, 

p. 34).  The researcher complied with confidentiality and anonymity in numerous ways.  

For example, data for this study was collected through the online pre-interview 

demographic survey; the semi-structured interviews; audio recordings; and handwritten 

field notes, journals, and memos.  Participants were assigned pseudonyms upon 

completion of the pre-interview demographic survey, and the pseudonyms were 

subsequently used in all other documents to protect participant confidentiality.   

All data associated with the study (flash drives with audio recordings and other 

study documents, handwritten notes, etc.) were stored in a locked cabinet in the locked 
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office of the researcher.  Data (names, e-mail addresses, and survey and interview 

responses) were only being kept for the research related to this study.  Upon completion, 

the data will be destroyed.  Audio recordings were labeled with the pseudonyms only, 

and stored securely.  Following the transcription of the interviews, the audio recordings 

were destroyed. 

Validity and Triangulation 

For this study, the researcher ensured that measures of validity and triangulation 

were taken.  Triangulation – the collection of information by using various methods to 

check the integrity of interpretations evident in the data – promotes research validity and 

decreases validity threats (Creswell, 2012; Maxwell, 2012; Ritchie and Lewis, 2007).  

Validity threats are interpretations (made in the study) that might be wrong  (Maxwell, 

2012).  Hence, to decrease the chances of validity threats, the researcher triangulated by 

collecting multiple sources of data found in the pre-interview demographic survey; the 

semi-structured interviews; the audio recordings; and researcher observations like field 

notes, journals, and memos.  Through the analysis of all interview artifacts, the researcher 

was able to illuminate the findings and make recommendations reflective of all 

participants’ experiences. 

Member Checks  

Participants in this study were given the opportunity to conduct member checks.  

Member checks are defined as formal or informal processes that “involve the researcher 

seeking verification with the respondent groups about the constructions that are 

developing…” (Mertens, 2010, p. 257).  With member checks conducted after the first 
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and second semi-structured interviews, the researcher guaranteed that the participants’ 

responses were accurately conveyed and represented.   

Researcher Bias 

The researcher in this study addressed researcher bias that may influence the data 

procedures and outcomes of the study.  In qualitative research, researchers are expected 

to disclose their positions in their study since the researcher is susceptible to a 

predisposed bias (Creswell, 2012).  The researcher bias refers to the “selection of data 

that fit the researcher’s existing theory, goal, or preconceptions, and the selection of data 

that ‘stand out’ to the researcher” (Maxwell, 2012, p. 124).  One way in which the 

researcher can address this bias is by explicitly disclosing his or her bias.  The researcher 

acknowledges a personal connection to ECHSs.  The researcher’s personal background as 

a minority, first-generation college student, and first-hand knowledge of underserved 

students’ needs, influenced this study.  Moreover, the researcher’s professional 

background as a former teacher in the P-12 system led to an interest in P-16 initiatives, 

like ECHSs, that have the potential to impact the educational and professional attainment 

of generations to come. 

Limitations / Delimitations 

 The researcher acknowledges the limitations inherent to the nature of this study.  

For instance, the researcher used qualitative, phenomenological research methods to 

conduct the study.  In addition, the researcher only studied the community college faculty 

experience at an urban, comprehensive ECHS.  By imposing specific conditions – such as 

how the researcher interviewed who, what, when and where – the researcher limited the 
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generalizability of this study.  Hence, the findings from this study represented the 

experiences applicable to the conditions of this specific situation (Ritchie & Lewis, 

2007).   

Moreover, the researcher recognizes the delimitations of this study.  For example, 

the researcher focused on the community college faculty experience at a comprehensive 

ECHS.  In the case of this study, the differences in gender, age, race, educational 

background, and professional background were evident and beyond the researcher’s 

control. 

Summary 

 The goal of the proposed study was to examine the community college faculty 

experience at a comprehensive ECHS.  This chapter discussed the research methodology 

and design relating to the structure, collection, and analysis of the proposed study.   First, 

the researcher delineated the purpose of the study and the research questions.  Then, the 

qualitative research methodology underlined the need for social research.  Next, 

interpretivism and phenomenology were conferred to bring the interviewing approach 

and processes to the forefront.  Conversely, this chapter outlined the procedures for data 

collection and analysis.  Finally, ethical considerations to be taken by the researcher were 

addressed, and the limitations and delimitations of the study were acknowledged.   
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Chapter Four: Sample Description and Participant Profiles 
 

In this chapter, the researcher presents the sample description of the 

participants who were interviewed in this study.  In addition, this chapter provides 

participant profiles relating to their formative and professional backgrounds.   

Sample Description 

The sample description section of this chapter reveals the study populations’ 

name, sex, age, race, highest degree attained, academic department, current faculty status 

and current position at VCC.  The study populations’ teaching experiences section will 

also identify participant names, time teaching at VCC, time teaching at another IHE, time 

teaching at another community college, time teaching dual credit, the last semester they 

taught at the ECHS, and the comprehensive ECHS in which they taught. 

Population Demographics 

 The sample population for this study consisted of five males and two females, five 

of whom were between the ages of 55 and 64 years old, one who was between the ages of 

45 and 54 years old, and another who was between the ages of 35 and 44.  The sample 

population was diverse in that four of the seven faculty were of non-white racial 

backgrounds, and six of the seven were representative of the Human/Student 

Development, Sociology, Spanish, Psychology, English, Speech, and Government 

academic departments.  Of the seven faculty, four had a Master’s degree and three had 

Ph.D.’s.  Collectively, all but one of the faculty were part-time (or adjunct) faculty status 

members, with three faculty having zero-to-five years in their current position; one 

participant having five-to-10 years in their current position; one participant having 10-to-
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15 years in their current position; one participant having 15-to-20 years in their current 

position; and one participant having 20 plus years in their current position.   

Table 1 

Population Demographics 

Name Sex Age Race Highest 

Degree 

Attained 

Department Current 

Faculty 

Status 

Current 

Position 

VCC 

Calvin Male 55-

64 

years 

Black or 

African-

American 

Masters 

+30 

Government Adjunct 

Instructor 

15-20 

years 

Celeste Female 55-

64 

years 

Hispanic 

or Latino 

Masters Spanish 

(Foreign 

Language) 

Adjunct 

Instructor 

20+ 

years 

Gloria Female 55-

64 

years 

Black or 

African-

American 

Masters Sociology, 

Psychology 

and Student 

Development 

Adjunct 

Instructor 

10-15 

years 

John Male 55-

64 

years 

White Masters 

+30 

English Adjunct 

Instructor 

0-5 

years 

Keith Male 45-

54 

years 

White Ph.D. Speech Adjunct 

Professor 

5-10 

years 

Max Male 55-

64 

years 

White Ph.D. Student 

Development 

Adjunct 

Professor 

0-5 

years 

Saul Male 35-

44 

years 

Hispanic 

or Latino 

Ph.D. Sociology 

 

Associate 

Professor 

0-5 

years 

 

Population Teaching Experiences 
 

The faculty in this study had a vast array of community college teaching 

experience, two of the study faculty with zero-to-five years’ experience; two faculty with 

five-to-10 years’ experience; one participant with 10-to-15 years’ experience; one 
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participant with 15-to-20 years’ experience; and one participant with 20 plus years’ 

experience.   

Overall, the faculty had limited experiences teaching at other IHEs and/or other 

community colleges.  Five of the seven faculty had at least five years’ experience 

teaching at the selected community college, and four of the seven faculty had between 

zero-to-five years’ of experience teaching dual credit (ECHS) courses.  During the course 

of the study during the Fall 2014 semester, four of the seven faculty were teaching at an 

urban, comprehensive ECHS.  Therein, three faculty had taught or were teaching at John 

F.  Kennedy (Kennedy); two faculty had taught or were teaching at Cesar Chavez 

(Chavez); and two faculty had taught or were teaching at both Kennedy and Chavez Early 

College High Schools. 

Table 2 

Population Teaching Experiences 

Name Time 

Teaching  

VCC 

Time 

at other 

IHE 

Time  

at other 

CC  

Time Teaching 

DC 

Last Semester at 

ECHS 

ECHS 

Campus 

Calvin 15-20 

years 

No No 5-10 years Fall 2014 Kennedy & 

Chavez 

Celeste 20+ years No No 0-5 years Fall 2014 Kennedy  

Gloria 10-15 

years 

No Yes 5-10 years Spring 2014 Kennedy & 

Chavez 

John 0-5 years Yes No 0-5 years Fall 2014 Kennedy 

Keith 5-10 years No No 0-5 years Spring 2014 Chavez 

Max 0-5 years No No 0-5 years Fall 2014 Kennedy 

Saul 5-10 years Yes No 5-10 years Spring 2014 Chavez 
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Participation Profiles 

 

 According to Siedman (2006), phenomenological research puts “behavior in 

context” through the analysis of meaning and understanding of a given experience (p. 

10).  To understand how community college faculty made sense of their experiences at 

the comprehensive ECHS necessitated a review of participant profiles and their lived 

experiences. 

To ensure anonymity and confidentiality, the researcher assigned each participant 

a pseudonym that disguises them from identification based on their academic department 

and/or geographical experiences.  The following participant profiles are presented in 

alphabetical order of participants’ given pseudonym.  The information provided in each 

participant profile reflects the information disclosed to the researcher during the 

interviews. 

Calvin 

 Calvin is an adjunct instructor in the department of Government at VCC.  

Previously from a low-socioeconomic household in the South, Calvin attended 

segregated elementary, middle and high schools until he was able to attend an integrated 

high school in the latter years.  Calvin went on to attend an integrated university, law 

school, and pursued a Ph.D.  – though he did not complete it.  According to Calvin, he 

was always “a good student,” though that changed once he got to college.  For Calvin, 

being a college student was difficult since he was a first-generation college student who 

“had no one in my family to compare what it meant to be in college.” Nonetheless, 
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Calvin knew that education “was an opportunity,” and his “only way of getting out of 

town…out of working hard back home.”  

Calvin’s lack of job security and subsequent retirement from the government 

sector ultimately led him to teach at VCC, where he has taught part-time since 1995.  

Calvin was approached by his department to teach, and has taught mostly juniors and 

seniors at both Kennedy and Chavez ECHSs, though primarily at Kennedy ECHS. 

Celeste 

Celeste is an adjunct instructor in the department of Foreign Languages (Spanish) 

at VCC.  Originally from South America, Celeste attended private French schools despite 

coming from a low-socioeconomic household.  According to Celeste, her parents came 

from limited educational backgrounds (her father started college but never finished, and 

her mother didn’t finish middle school); however, she asserted, “they always stressed 

education.” Celeste noted that she oftentimes felt “lost” when it came to school because 

“no one” in her family could “guide” her.  For Celeste, her first-generation college 

background, and subsequent familial health issues, meant she had to become independent 

and responsible for her own learning, which then became increasingly difficult as she got 

older.   

Upon getting married, Celeste moved to the United States where she completed a 

Master’s degree.  Celeste secured an internship at VCC in 1995, and had taught 

sporadically until she heard about the ECHS program that piqued her interest in teaching 

college courses to high school students.  Celeste has taught sophomores at Kennedy 

ECHS. 
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Gloria 

Gloria is an adjunct instructor who teaches for the departments of Sociology, 

Psychology and Student Development at VCC.  Formerly from the Midwest, Gloria 

attended catholic schools during her elementary and high school years, and public 

schools during her middle school years.  Though she grew up in “one of the most 

dangerous ghettos,” Gloria was a “well-read” child who was introduced to the arts at a 

young age, and taught, “having knowledge meant everything.”  

Gloria indicated that the “most important event” in her life was obtaining her 

bachelor’s degree after retiring from the private sector at the age of 39.  After taking a 

learning class during her Master’s program, and working as an editor and professor at a 

community college and university, Gloria came to VCC.  Gloria learned about the ECHS 

program after teaching traditional dual credit classes, and has taught freshman and 

sophomores at both Kennedy and Chavez ECHSs. 

John 

 John is an adjunct instructor who teaches for the department of English at VCC.  

Initially from the Northeast, John moved to the current state when his parents divorced.  

During his formative years, John attended catholic and public schools in Northeast and 

public schools in Southwest until he graduated high school.  John, who grew up in a low-

income socioeconomic household, and attended school in an underserved Southwest 

community, professed to be an “absent…truant student.” An injury in high school 

resulted in John attending a community college for a year before going off to attend a 

university. 
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John worked in the private sector until he retired to pursue a Master’s degree and 

teach – something he waited to do until his children were grown.  After teaching 

sporadically at centers, conferences, colleges and rehab centers, and needing stable work, 

John applied at VCC.  John learned about the ECHS program through colleagues, and he 

has taught consecutively since the program’s inception at Kennedy ECHS.   

Keith 

 Keith is an adjunct professor who teaches for the department of Speech at VCC.  

Born and raised in the Southeast, Keith grew up in a small, college town where his father 

was a department chair at a local university, and his mother was a dean at a local 

community college.  Keith, who attended public elementary, junior and high schools, 

recalled being a “good student” who partook in numerous academic organizations and 

early college enrollment.  Keith subsequently graduated as valedictorian of his class.   

Keith had a teaching stint at a local community college with “no credentials, no 

preparation, nothing” after graduating with a Bachelor’s degree; then, he continued 

teaching as a teaching assistant and instructor at numerous colleges and universities while 

he pursued his Master’s degree.  After completing his Ph.D., and needing a job, Keith 

saw a posting and applied to VCC where he has been since.  Keith learned about ECHSs 

when a class was taken from him; thus, he “had to take whatever was there, when you’re 

an adjunct ‘beggars can’t be choosers.’” Keith has taught sophomores and juniors at 

Chavez ECHS. 
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Max 

 Max is an adjunct professor who teaches for the department of Student 

Development at VCC.  As a child from a military family, Max’s childhood was spent 

traveling and living across the world – first Europe, then the Northeast and Southwest 

U.S. – and attending public and private schools until his parents’ divorce.  Though 

teachers frequently identified him as an intellectual student, Max felt like an “outsider” in 

the traditional educational setting since he was in a “constant negation” of his identity.  

As a result, Max sought to carve his “own path” since he “didn’t want to fit into some 

narrow description of who I could be.” Max would go on to graduate high school, travel 

the U.S.  extensively, and enlist in the armed services before completing his Bachelor’s 

degree in English and Master’s degree in Social Work. 

 Max’s professional experiences range from working with at-risk youth, to 

providing content for numerous instructional and technological committees at a tier-one, 

public university, and developing professional development programs for teaching 

assistants.   Ultimately, unemployment, and accessibility to his family, led Max to VCC, 

where he has taught since 2010.  Max learned about the ECHS program after being 

indirectly approached by his department and accepted the position because he wanted to 

“challenge” himself; he has taught freshman and sophomores at Kennedy ECHS since the 

program’s inception. 

Saul 

Saul is a full-time associate professor who teaches for the department of 

Sociology at VCC.  Saul was born into a military family and traveled much of his early 
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childhood. Saul split his time between Northeast and Southwest public schools until his 

parents’ divorce.  Though he was always considered “the best student” in his classes, 

Saul recalled being “angry from divorce and poverty,” which led to his involvement in 

street gangs.  Through the support of teachers and fellow peers with whom Saul 

“competed with…to get ready for college” Saul was able to “get out” when he was 

awarded a five-year scholarship to a tier-one, public university.   

 Throughout his educational trajectory, from earning his Bachelor’s and Master’s 

degrees to conferring his Ph.D. in Sociology, Saul taught as a teaching assistant and 

professor at a community college and four-year universities.  However, the “elitism” in 

academia, coupled with the “transformative” nature at the community college, motivated 

Saul to apply for part-time work at VCC where he has taught since 2004.  Saul, a 

department chair, initially took interest in the ECHS program “to investigate” what the 

program was about, and that interest led him to teach sophomores at Chavez ECHS.   
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Chapter Five: Data Analysis 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to present the salient themes that illuminated the 

lived experiences of community college faculty members who teach, or have taught, at an 

urban, comprehensive ECHS.  The data presented in this chapter was collected through 

the pre-interview demographic survey, two face-to-face interviews, and researcher 

observation documents (such as field notes, journals, memos, and transcriptions) for each 

participant.   The researcher used the following questions to frame the study: 

I. What are the experiences of community college faculty members who 

teach at an urban, comprehensive Early College High School?  

II. How do community college faculty members describe how they make 

sense of their roles at an urban, comprehensive Early College High 

School?  

III. How do community college faculty members describe their 

relationships with early college high school students, faculty, and 

personnel at an urban, comprehensive Early College High School?  

The three research questions were grounded in Weick’s (1995) Sensemaking 

theory, which derives interpretation of phenomena from a person’s identity, retrospect, 

environment, social, ongoing, extracted cues, and plausibility.  In addition, the “Three 

R’s” framework of Rigor, Relevance, and Relationships were embedded into questions 

two and three to understand how faculty employed rigor and relevance in their 

instruction, and how they made sense of their relationships while at the comprehensive, 

ECHS.  Through the exploration of the data, five overarching themes emerged: Faculty 
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Backgrounds, Programming, Place, Instruction, and Relationships.  These themes, and 

the various sub-themes encountered within, are presented by research question in the 

following chapter. 

Table 3 

 

Emergent Themes and Subthemes 

Emergent Themes 

Theme Subtheme 

Faculty Backgrounds Professional Background                      

 Pedagogical Background 

  

Programming Partnership 

 Communication 

 Support 

  Faculty 

  Students 

 Expectations 

 Class Structure 

  Class Size 

  Student Age 

  Program Choice 

 Challenges 

  Grades 

  Student Life Demands 

  Student Indifference 

  Student Behavior 

  Student Preparation 

 Motivations to Teach 

 Recommendations 

  Academic Departments 

  Community Colleges 

  

Place Knowledge of High School Campus 

 Facilities 

 Space 

 Technological Resources 

 High School Environment 

 Interruptions 

Instruction ECHS Course Planning 

 Day-to-Day Processes 

 Integration 

 Rewards 

 Instructional Role 
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Table 3 Continued  

  

 Impact on Instructional Methods 

 Rigor 

 Relevance 

  

Relationships Students 

 Community College Personnel 

 ECHS Personnel 

 

Faculty Backgrounds 

        The first theme, Faculty Backgrounds, is representative of the preparation 

community college faculty members discussed having prior to teaching at the urban, 

comprehensive ECHS.  This theme consists of several sub-themes that relate to a 

participant’s preparation to teach, which are: Professional Background and Pedagogical 

Preparation. 

Professional Background 

Professional backgrounds are a major component to understanding community 

college faculty lived experiences since they tell us about a person’s professional 

trajectory from college to profession.  Initially, faculty were asked about their 

professional backgrounds to understand what types of instructional preparation they had 

prior to teaching at VCC.  Generally speaking, all seven faculty members first came to 

VCC from various professional backgrounds, such as: government (one member); 

academia (three members); and the private business sector (three members).  For 

example, Calvin stated:  

So at that time I knew the job I had was a political job so I was going to be 

out of a job.  So I ended up applying to VCC as a fallback position.  It was 

by accident, fear of not having a job and not having sufficient income. 
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Just like him, Max also indicated 

 

I was working on my Ph.D.  in educational psychology.  A lot of folks 

who had been in IT for number of years, including me, ended on the 

chopping block.  I cashed out my retirement from the university, then I 

realized: one, I wanted to finish up my dissertation; and two, I wanted to 

teach...in a way it was safe.  It was the accessibility of it and another way 

for me to grow and see if I'd actually learned anything over the course of 

the last twenty years. 

 

Calvin and Max’s experiences reflect those of the other faculty in the study since they all 

discussed leaving their respective fields to pursue teaching at VCC.  Their reasons for 

seeking employment at VCC varied, but most faculty members admitted it was based on 

economic need (four faculty) or accessibility (two faculty).  Thus, because they came to 

VCC from non-instructional professions across the private and public sectors, the faculty 

did not have extensive preparation in instruction as whole. 

Pedagogical Background 

 As instructors, community college faculty are experts in their contents and 

discipline areas, and employ that knowledge in their instruction to adult populations 

(Andragogy).  However, oftentimes, faculty members have zero to limited knowledge of, 

or educational backgrounds in, instructional methods and much less so working with non-

adult populations (Pedagogy).  This lack of knowledge or background in Pedagogy was a 

recurring topic for the seven faculty members who had no such preparation.  For 

example, Saul noted that, “When I started I thought I was the best college teacher ever.  

And now I realize I don’t know anything about teaching because I was never taught how 

to teach.” Saul’s response to a lack of pedagogical background reflected the others’ 

responses.  When discussing her teaching experience, Celeste also cited her lack of 
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pedagogical background when she discussed observing a high school class.  Celeste 

admitted,  

I saw all the students, my students, behaving well.  And I said [to a fellow 

VCC colleague] ‘It’s us.  We need training.  We are not high school 

[teachers] and they need to teach us.’ We don’t know how to handle the 

students; maybe it’s not the students’ fault. 

 

In fact, all of the faculty in the study pointed out that they: did not possess pedagogical 

backgrounds or training; had no public school teaching background; and/or did not obtain 

a Master’s degree in Education or Curriculum and Instruction.  Hence, teaching the 

ECHS students was not an easy task for faculty members whose general instructional 

preparation was minuscule (if at all) compared to the task at hand.   

Programming 

The second theme, Programming, describes the structural design encountered 

within the urban, comprehensive ECHS.  Because this theme represents all aspects of the 

program structure, several sub-themes have been identified to disaggregate faculty 

member’s responses, namely: Partnership, Program, Motivations to Teach, and 

Recommendations. 

Partnership 

The partnership sub-theme encompasses the foundational structure between the K-12 

institution (the high school) and the IHE (the community college).  While most of the 

programming decisions are made at the administrative level, the faculty spoke about the 

elements of the partnership that affected the program efficiency, specifically 

communication and support. 
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Communication.   The faculty each spoke to the topic of communication 

between the two institutional entities within the ECHS partnership, and how that 

influenced their experiences.  Nearly half (three) of faculty experiences were like 

Celeste’s who spoke about the constant change of schedules, and the fact that “we don’t 

get emails of the change of schedules.” The lack of communication was problematic for 

faculty like Celeste, and the others, since “I always get there like 45 minutes earlier or I 

need to wait two hours because they have changed the schedule; or, I am on time because 

the class has started half-an-hour earlier.  I mean it’s only an email, even if they send it at 

eight o’clock then I won’t need to rush.” Similarly, Max expressed the same frustration 

when he indicated 

I came to school one day at my regular time and other faculty were leaving 

and they said, 'Oh, you probably didn't get the message either.  School 

started an hour early today.’ Or ‘Our classes start an hour early today.' I'm 

like, 'What?' So, whether it was testing, whether it was pep rallies, what 

hasn't happened is communication from the Early College High School 

staff that's supposed to be letting us know when there are schedule 

changes.  And not knowing that can, you know, throw you off a bit.  So 

communication has been less than stellar, let me say, in regards to that. 

  

With so many factors presenting themselves within a given day (like schedule changes, 

extracurricular activities, and testing), the lack of advance notice for the faculty (whom 

are making a trek to the high school) led to much confusion at best.  At worst, the lack of 

communication on a day-to-day basis was overwhelmingly frustrating for the faculty; 

something they all believed negatively reflected the ECHS partnership and their 

experiences.   
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Support.   When it came to the ECHS program, the faculty spoke about the 

expectations and realities of support structures in place to reinforce, and supplement, the 

needs associated with the program.  Their responses are categorized by two groups based 

on their unique needs: faculty and students. 

Faculty.  According to the entire faculty who taught at the comprehensive 

ECHSs, they had little interaction with the ECHS (high school) staff, teachers, and 

administrators, making for a hostile topic of discussion.  Due to the limited interactions 

between the ECHS and VCC faculty, the faculty oftentimes felt like outsiders who were 

constant targets.  Max discussed this when he mentioned   

The vast majority of complaints that we had as faculty was the school 

district’s lack of support.  Whether we needed to have (at that time) our 

own paper; needed to expect and accept other [high school] faculty 

coming in the classroom; needed to let our students out for pep rallies.  It’s 

challenging enough teaching young students, but to do so without having 

schools’ support or having school players unconsciously intervene in that 

instruction – that's what was frustrating. 

 

Comparably, Saul also highlighted the others’ sentiments on the lack of support he 

experienced when he stated 

I don't presume to tell a high school how to schedule their courses and 

where to put them, but they do make it difficult when they leave college 

courses at the bottom of a priority list.  And you can tell that because I 

have no support, no engagement.  I had already heard through rumor and 

other discussions that that high school (Kennedy ECHS) was definitely the 

more challenging of the two high schools (Kennedy and Chavez ECHSs); 

that the administration was not fully supportive of the college-going 

culture.    

 

Regardless of the ECHS in which the faculty taught, all faculty spoke about a perceived 

lack of support from the ECHS partner whose campus they taught in.  All faculty 
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expressed disappointment not only for their denial of technology or resources (as 

mentioned above), but in the obstruction they perceived on behalf of the ECHS partners 

who did little to acknowledge their role on the ECHS and any needs they may have. 

Students.  The faculty spoke at length about the student supports they observed at 

the comprehensive ECHS.  Since the ECHS courses are college courses and therefore 

much more rigorous, faculty expectations of student supports evolved once they walked 

into the classroom.  Four faculty revealed the lack of student supports at the 

comprehensive ECHS.  Max revealed the backgrounds of the student population, and 

their evident need for more support when he said 

A fair number of them come from disrupted families; a fair number of 

them have, relatively speaking, less support than other student populations 

at other schools across the city.   So those were factors that I had some 

expectations about, and have had to shift my thinking about...that 

someone's gonna have Internet access at home.   

 

Though, the availability of the resources available to students were not communicated 

well enough to the students.  Some faculty, like Keith, also perceived this lack of student 

support when he commented that  

I’m not sure there’s a support system at the ECHS.  I happen to know that 

there are students whose mom is skipping out of town, ‘Here’s a hundred 

bucks, buy yourself some food.’ Why would they care about writing a 

speech, as they can barely eat? 

 

Subsequently, the lack of student support troubled other faculty like Gloria who stated,   

The problem I think I've found is that there is no help at the high schools.  

That's just been my experience.  You just don't want to hand them off, 

they're likely to get neglected which makes it almost worse.  Maybe if we 

had a dedicated counselor that was on campus...the ECHS students have 

unique needs, and maybe that’s one way we can meet their needs. 
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Because the students at Kennedy and Chavez are those likeliest to be minority, of low 

socioeconomic backgrounds and first-generation college student status, ECHS students 

require extensive support systems.  When combined, the faculty stressed that these 

students require the types of student supports (intensive counseling, mentoring, and 

advising) not available to them in their high school (and much less) college-going 

endeavors. 

Expectations 

When discussing the ECHS program, the faculty were asked to speak about the 

expectations (or beliefs) they had about the ECHSs they were assigned to.  The faculty 

interviewed were asked specifically about their expectations of the ECHS program prior 

to teaching there.  For some (two) faculty, they had no expectations.  For instance, John 

mentioned that 

I didn’t have any; I really didn’t know what I was getting into.  I really 

thought I was just teaching a college class, so I really didn’t have 

expectations because I was so busy trying to get a syllabus put together 

over a weekend, and make sure I was somewhat prepared.  I didn’t have 

an idea who I would be teaching. 

 

For most other (five) faculty, they indicated they had some expectations, and not 

necessarily positive ones.  Saul revealed 

My expectations were pretty low; we had four semesters and we heard 

nothing but negativity.  So everything I'd heard, all the faculty critiques 

were either neutral or negative.  So my expectations were going to be that 

it was an extremely horrible experience.  I actually didn’t have any 

expectations for the experience day-to-day, a difficult experience in the 

overall programmatic process.   
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Whether they indicated having some or none, the faculty interviewed indicated that the 

expectations they had of the ECHS program were a non-issue.  By being on the ECHS 

campus, the faculty found that nothing could prepare them for the ECHS program, other 

than the first-hand experience itself.  Only then, they believe, will anyone’s expectations 

really make a difference. 

Class Structure 

 During the interviews, faculty were asked about their class structures at the urban, 

comprehensive ECHS.  The discussions on the nature of their classes at the ECHS 

triggered many faculty to discuss other factors found therein.  From those discussions 

stemmed three sub-themes: Class Size, Student Age, and Program Choice. 

Class size.   The faculty were asked to speak about the size of their classes at the 

ECHS.  More than half (four) faculty observed an inconsistency of class sizes ranging 

from class to class.  In the traditional college setting, class sizes are capped to limit how 

many students can be enrolled in a given course; however, many faculty were not aware 

of the class structure differences in the ECHS setting.  One faculty member, John, said 

The other thing that was unusual about many of the classes at Kennedy 

ECHS is that they were either very large or very small.  I would 

sometimes have classes with as few as six students in them, and then other 

classes I would literally have 35 students.    

 

Another remark regarding inconsistent class size came from Celeste who dismayed that, 

“VCC has maximum 28 students in a class, and you want me to teach a VCC [ECHS] 

class of 29 students?” Thus, the inconsistent class size was an issue that many faculty 

complained about since it would impose technological (class access to computers) and 
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physiological (behavior management and student engagement) challenges to their 

instruction.  Unaware of the rationale for filling classes, I observed that the faculty were 

unaware of the program structure in which the ECHSs paid for the VCC faculty to teach 

at the ECHS campus, thereby ensuring that their students would be enrolled in the college 

classes no matter how big or small they were. 

Student age.   What separates the ECHS program apart from other P-16 

initiatives is the early onset of participation.  Given the structure of the ECHS program 

(in which students as young as fourteen are permitted to participate), students’ age was a 

topic that was passionately spoken of by all seven faculty members.  According to 

Celeste, “I respect them.  I don’t treat them like children, but they are young, they are 

kids.  They need to move around.  I cannot treat them like adults, and I struggle with 

myself.” The awareness of student age also led to discussions about child development 

and psychology, and Keith spoke to this notion by saying, “There is a conflict because 

they tell us ‘you have to teach exactly like you teach all of your college classes, you can’t 

make exceptions for them.’  But then the coordinators go ‘Remember, some of them are 

fifteen.’” As such, these instances led to many faculty questioning the age of the students 

in the ECHS program since they believed the students lacked the maturity to participate 

in the college courses.  Making the experience much more complicated, some faculty also 

pointed to the conflicting messages they were given by the ECHS partners, VCC and the 

ECHSs.  Whereas VCC instructed faculty to teach their ECHS courses just like their 

traditional college courses, ECHS staff and administrators requested leniency.  As a 

result, student age garnered much discussion during the interviews. 
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Program choice.   In theory, all students who enroll in an ECHS program do so 

by choice.  For example, under the traditional ECHS models (school on a college 

campus, school within a school, and stand alone), student participation is based on 

student choice to enroll in a separate educational system/structure like an ECHS.  Within 

the comprehensive model, nearly half (three) of the faculty worried about students’ 

choice.  For example, Gloria vocalized 

So we're talking about a room full of children.  There were 11 of them 

who did well on a test when they were in the 8
th 

grade, and then with no 

preparation and no choice, were forced to take a college class for 3 credit 

hours in their first semester of high school. 

 

John also raised concern about students’ lack of choice to participate in the program 

when he indicated  

I think the high schools need to do a little better job of screening the 

students.  It seems to me that if they just make a certain test score, they’re 

put into these classes.   A lot of times, honestly, the students don’t want to 

be in the class once they realize what the class is.  And they are not 

allowed to drop out of it once they are in it. 

 

With ECHS students enrolling in college courses as early as freshman year of high 

school, faculty expressed many concerns about student’ lack of choice to participate in 

ECHS program knowing how rigorous and time-consuming the college courses were.  

Beyond that, faculty witnessed how a students’ lack of choice to participate or withdraw 

from the ECHS program affected their overall success.   

 

Challenges 
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Like all other programs, the urban, comprehensive ECHS posed challenges to the 

community college faculty.  Throughout the interviews, faculty identified numerous 

challenges that they believed were detrimental to the program's efficacy.  The sub-themes 

found within this topic were: Grades, Student Life Demands, Student Indifference, 

Student Behavior, and Student Preparation. 

Grades.   Student grades were the first challenge that faculty identified in their 

interviews.  Nearly half (three) of all faculty spoke of the grading process and the 

complications that come from teaching college courses to high school students.  Keith 

stated 

I am required by my department to teach it exactly like every other 

section, but yet there’s the pressure from the high school to give a little 

extra time to turn stuff back in.  The bottom line is: if homework isn’t 

turned in, or a speech isn’t performed, there’s no way to navigate a zero.  

You can navigate a 70 to an 80, but you can’t navigate a zero. 

  

Due to a perceived lack of effort, students’ grades were difficult to navigate when 

students were not meeting college assignment standards.  Another faculty member, John, 

repeated this argument when he pointed out that “The student culture seems to be more of 

a ‘get-by culture;’ ‘If I can make a C or D and there is not too much work, that's good.’ 

Whereas a lot of college students want to make high grades for their GPA or their 

scholarships or whatever.” In these interactions, it is evident that students are not 

completing or performing as expected.  Whether it can be attributed to a 

misunderstanding of the high school and college culture, or the lack of student choice to 

participate in the program, faculty find it difficult to give grades to most ECHS students 

when they submit late assignments, incomplete assignments, or no assignments at all. 
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Student life demands.   Student life demands is the second challenge that was the 

most (three) faculty encountered at the urban, comprehensive ECHS.  Faculty revealed 

numerous instances in which students’ personal lives affected their success and the 

overall programming success.  Max reflected this sentiment when he remarked 

I'm acutely aware that the students don't necessarily have the skills, the 

time, or maybe even the aptitude to control their days to the extent that I'd 

like to believe, but they don't have time to do that because they still have a 

whole bunch of high school classes, they still have demands placed on 

them by their parents… they may actually have jobs, one or two of them 

could have kids, so they don't have as much control of their own life. 

 

Relative to his response, others like Gloria recognized 

We're talking about teenagers who have, you know, 30 hour-a-week jobs 

at 15.  We're talking about kids who not only have a 30 hour-a-week job, 

but they've got two siblings they have to take care of.  We're talking kids 

who are maybe getting four to five hours’ worth of sleep a night, just so 

they can have a life. 

 

Faculty concern, as such, is not misplaced when the students who are enrolled in the 

ECHS program have multiple responsibilities and roles that go beyond that of a high 

school student.  Unlike traditional college students who have the choice to enroll in 

courses that accommodate their personal lives, the ECHS students are high school 

students with high school classes, college classes, extracurricular activities, jobs, 

financial obligations, and family obligations that are dictated to them.  The demands that 

are placed on ECHS students are atypical for students of their 14 through 17 years of age. 

 Student indifference.  Student indifference was the third challenge that most 

faculty discussed during the interviews.  Student indifference refers to the lack of student 
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concern as it relates to the ECHS program and the opportunities they are given therein.  

As per Keith  

I'm afraid it's a little tempered about taking it for granted, and I think that's 

maybe a part of their age; I don't think they understand what a wonderful 

gift it is to get half-way through a degree or get a degree (AA) without 

having to pay a penny.  They don't know anything else, but any of us 

know that's pretty rare in their world. 

 

Like other faculty, John also reiterated student indifference when he mentioned 

The ECHS students don’t pay anything for the class; they don’t pay 

anything for the book.   The instructor comes to them.   So, some of the 

things that make a traditional college student somewhat more studious and 

motivated don’t apply. 

 

The mission of the ECHS program is to give underserved students the opportunity to take 

up to sixty hours of college credit for free.  Because of the intended target population, 

college access is afforded to students who are potentially too young or unaware to 

understand the privileges they have been afforded.  While faculty supported the ECHS 

mission, they described a culture of student indifference that was prevalent and of which 

complicated teaching at the urban, comprehensive ECHS. 

Student behavior.   Student behavior was the fourth challenge that all but one 

faculty mentioned.  Student behavior entails the good and bad behavioral encounters that 

faculty experienced while at the ECHS, and of which created instructional issues.  Based 

on his experiences, Saul disclosed 

The most challenging were the more disciplinary experiences.  Sadly, it 

seemed the younger students were more disciplined.  The older ones had 

more disciplinary problems in terms of just behavioral focus, behavioral 

management. 

 

At the same time, John’s experiences affirmed that  
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Some of the classes were very, very problematic in terms of behavior that 

required a very firm hand.  I had to work very hard to stay in control of the 

class, which is not something I'm typically very interested in.  Sometimes, 

it was very difficult to get students just to sit down and pay attention.  

Sometimes, I've had a lot of yelling from students and things like that, so 

certainly I know that at one point I had a death in the family, and an 

instructor came in to sub at Kennedy ECHS for me and he just said, ‘I 

don’t see how you can deal with these kids.’ They apparently just were 

completely out of control with him.  So it was a very challenging 

environment in terms of student behavior. 

 

Contrary to the majority, Gloria (who made her students meditate before each class 

lecture), asserted that 

I never have discipline problems with the students.  Never, never.  How 

are they going to act out if you're taking control? If you hear their voice? 

If they understand that their brain is doing certain things and firing in 

certain ways and that they are in many ways a victim of their own 

emotions? 

 

Since nearly all faculty members identified student behavior as problematic, Gloria’s 

experience was singular.  Though, Gloria’s approach to instruction did lend itself to the 

idea that student behavior is contingent on a faculty members’ awareness of the ECHS 

student population.  Nonetheless, faculty members in this study described feeling 

frustrated and defeated in the ECHS classroom, something they would not have 

experienced in the traditional college setting. 

Student preparation.   Student preparation was the fifth, and final, challenge that 

the majority (five) of faculty acknowledged while being on the urban, comprehensive 

ECHS.  Faculty were frustrated by the unprepared and underprepared students in their 

classes.  As stated by Celeste, “These students won’t make it because they won’t have it – 

what they’re lacking is strategy to study; how to study; how to be responsible.  They 
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don’t bring pens, they don’t bring the books.” Calvin, like Celeste and the others, 

reinforced the lack of preparation when he said, 

I thought that they would be better prepared for college level.  I thought 

that they would be much better prepared to: one, pay attention; two, read 

material and understand it; and three, just have a desire for knowledge or 

have some intellectual curiosity. 

 

Much to their dismay, student preparation was one of the most difficult challenges that 

faculty encountered in their ECHS.  Age, coupled with inadequate preparation in time 

management and study skills, resulted in the other challenges like grades, student life 

demands, student indifference, and student behavior.  Consequently, the challenges that 

stem from the lack of student preparation affect community college faculty directly. 

Motivations to Teach 

The faculty were asked to discuss any possible instances that would enable or 

motivate them to teach at the urban, comprehensive ECHS, again.  Of the seven faculty 

members, all pondered for a moment before indicating that they would consider teaching 

again, some more assured than others.  Four faculty indicated they would agree to teach 

again and their reasons for doing so were for personal interest.  For instance, Saul said  

The main motivation would be to continue to research this program.   I 

know enough about it one time to know what I would get myself into.  But 

I really think I will go into it again, trying to get more information about 

how to make it better...not every faculty member has the time, or 

inclination, or background experience to have to do that well, and that’s 

not our job.  But as the department chair that would be something I think 

about.  The second [reason] would be to see where the students are at.   

 

On the other hand, some other faculty would agree to teach because they identify with the 

student populations and they wish to make a difference.  Calvin expressed his support for 
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this student population when he stated, “Flip of a coin, that was me.  I came from that 

environment...you flip a dime, you move the chart just one-half or one-fourth of an inch 

and I’m sitting right there.” Hence, faculty like Calvin would be the likeliest to teach 

these courses continuously.   

For the remaining three faculty, some indicated that they would hesitate to teach 

again while others did not.  Of the three, all identified financial necessity as the biggest 

reason for agreeing to teach, again.  Keith indicated, “We do not have a lot of choice...it 

is a matter of choice of classes” which dictates which jobs he accepts in order to get 

compensated.  Likewise, Celeste revealed 

I really don’t know if I would sign up to teach ECHS students, again.  

Maybe I would try one more semester, but I am doing it because I didn’t 

have another option.  I don’t know if I physically would have the energy; I 

would do it if there is nothing else available. 

 

In the end, all of the faculty members found at least one reason or motivations for 

teaching at the urban, comprehensive ECHS, again.  Despite the difficulties they 

encountered, no faculty member said they would reject the job altogether.  With major 

improvements, the faculty seemed much more inclined (and motivated) to teach, again. 

Recommendations 

To conclude the interviews, the faculty were asked about any recommendations 

they would have for their academic departments (who assign them the ECHS courses), 

and the two ECHS partners (the community college and the high school).  The faculty 

responses varied, yet the primary recommendations are delineated accordingly by the 

following subheadings: Academic Departments, Community Colleges, and High Schools. 
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 Academic departments.   Faculty had an opportunity to make recommendations 

to their academic departments as a way of improving the ECHS program.  Three of the 

faculty reflected on their past experiences and suggested that academic departments 

provide faculty preparation (professional development) that is specific to this special 

population of students.  John’s response reflected this need when he articulated 

I think the first thing is just to realize that there is a need for training above 

and beyond what happens with regular college teachers.  We need, I really 

could use, trained pedagogical training for high school students.   I don’t 

have a Ph.D. in Education or anything like that.  I'm pretty used to 

teaching college classes, but I need to know a lot more about ways and 

methods for teaching high school students, and I think if they keep this 

going they need to sort-of-realize that they may need to manage these 

people [faculty] differently, give them slightly different training. 

 

Another faculty member, Saul, also suggested professional development for faculty when 

he said  

Well they could prepare, do something, because they right now they do 

nothing.  I don’t, and I know most of my colleagues don’t either -- we 

staff the course with whoever will teach it.  The whole department 

working together, and the whole college working together to prepare by 

giving honest feedback early, not in the beginning of the semester but in 

the semester before; a year before.  Saying ‘Let's not be dishonest, this is 

it: there are some challenges teaching 16 year olds; and they’re not the 

best students, they’re not the worst students, they’re in the middle.  You 

get interesting things, and some of the challenges.  If this is not for you, do 

not do it.’ Of course, if you need a job – and only adjuncts end up teaching 

these courses – ‘Here is what is waiting for you, and here’s how we can 

help you.’ 

 

Therefore, the faculty strongly believed that community colleges can better equip them 

for teaching this student population. First, by providing trainings on pedagogy, strategies 

and differentiated instruction.  Second, by communicating the realities of teaching these 
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courses, and providing continued support and feedback as needed to ensure that faculty 

are successful. 

 Community colleges.   When it came to recommendations for their community 

college employer, the majority of faculty took considerably more time to decide on what 

was the most important.  Five of the faculty cited a need for improving the ECHS 

partnership between the IHE and K-12 partners; therefore, they suggested better 

collaboration between the two.  Max charged, “If VCC, the high school, and the faculty 

can come to some agreement about expectations, that's great.  What's critical is you have 

to remain flexible because things are going to change.” In addition, Calvin voiced the 

need for stronger a stronger collaboration between the two institutions, 

Have a parental conference.  Have VCC staff in attendance; have the 

parents in attendance; and have the high school staff/personnel in 

attendance so everyone can lay out what this program is about...‘Here is 

what we expect to accomplish, here is what we expect from the students so 

everyone will know what the goals are so that everyone will achieve them. 

 

Thus, the faculty staunchly believed that better collaboration between the community 

college and the high schools would be a step in the right direction.   

Increasing collaborations will increase communication and support between the 

two entities.  From that, an increase in partner commitment and resources would be 

inevitable, making the ECHS program sustainable. 

 High schools.   The faculty provided recommendations for the high school 

partners, most of which were strongly worded.  Of the numerous suggestions for the high 

school partners, most (four) faculty members recommended that high schools provide 

better support to community college faculty members who teach at their campuses.  Keith 



 

 81 

advocated for more high school support when he vocalized, “Try to give us a little leeway 

here, of respecting our position there.  Make sure the door is unlocked; make sure the 

computers are up and running, [that] passwords work.” Moreover, Gloria also vocalized 

for more high school support when she proposed 

It needs to be a dedicated space.  We don't need to be sharing space with 

other instructors.  If the high school wants to do it, then why can't they 

have four dedicated rooms or five?  I don't think they teach more than four 

or five classes anyway.  They can schedule around that, and just have us in 

the same space that is VCC space. 

  

As a result, the faculty that were interviewed recommended that high school partners do a 

better job of supporting them by acknowledging their presence and improving their 

experiences.  By providing the basic tenants of accommodations (such as access to 

technology, resources, and instructional space), high schools are strengthening the 

faculty, student success, and the overall program.  Commitment to the ECHS program 

requires commitment to the IHE partner that, without the ECHS program, would not be 

possible. 

Place 

The third theme, Place, relates to the place, or location, of the urban, 

comprehensive ECHS.  This theme consists of numerous sub-themes that help to explain 

the concept of Place, or location, of the ECHS.  The sub-themes explored within this 

theme were: Knowledge of High School Campus, Facilities, Space, Technological 

Resources, High School Environment, and Interruptions. 

 

Knowledge of high school campus 
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The faculty were asked to discuss their prior knowledge of the high school 

campus in which they would be teaching their college courses.  Previous knowledge of 

the high school campus could range from knowing its geographical location to 

understanding the sociocultural context found within the campus.  Of the seven faculty, 

three had no awareness of the high school location or context prior to accepting the job, 

while four had some awareness.  Calvin discussed his lack of knowledge of the high 

school campus when he confessed 

I had to actually punch in on my GPS the location of Kennedy ECHS.  

Chavez ECHS I knew where it was located because a friend of mine...at 

one time lived at the university.  He also knows about Chavez ECHS so I 

was more generally familiar with the Chavez ECHS location than I was 

Kennedy ECHS.  Kennedy ECHS was a complete mystery before I started 

teaching.   

 

Celeste expressed having the same experience, no prior knowledge that was compounded 

by the fact that she misunderstood where she would be teaching.  Celeste revealed, “No, I 

didn’t [know]...I thought I was teaching at the magnet school, that’s what I thought I was 

doing -- that I was going to have all these genius students.”  A faculty member’s 

knowledge of where he or she would be teaching is significant since that represents 

almost half of those interviewed. 

Four of the seven faculty talked about having had some awareness of the high 

school campus in which they were assigned.  For instance, John had some knowledge of 

the high school campus he was assigned to, but knew little else beyond that.  John stated 

that 

I knew where it was located, but no, I didn’t understand at all what kinds 

of students they would be...Most of the student population is Black or 
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Hispanic...I didn’t understand that...before I went there.   I just thought 

this will be a high school and it will be fairly diverse.   It really is a 

minority high school. 

 

Like John, Max also had some awareness of the high school campus, as well as the 

context of Kennedy ECHS that has a magnet school located within the campus.  Max 

indicated 

I had a meta-awareness, if you will, of the existence of [the magnet 

school] at Kennedy ECHS.  I didn't appreciate that they were two distinct 

entities...and I came to be aware of that because that's how my students 

referred to the magnet school, and it being different.  Yet at the same time 

structurally, they are bound together because Kennedy ECHS...would not 

exist were it not for the performance of the students in the magnet school.  

So although it seems like two different schools, Kennedy ECHS is 

dependent on the magnet school.   

 

Four of the seven faculty members acknowledged awareness of their assigned high 

school’s location or context within the city.  This was surprising considering the fact that 

many of the faculty members are not originally from the city; some live outside of the 

city limits; and most do not have school-aged children.  For some faculty, providing 

pertinent school information to faculty beforehand would be helpful in understanding 

their instructional task at the ECHS. 

Facilities 

Instruction is contingent on the facilities (or buildings) in which faculty members 

are expected to teach in.  At the urban, comprehensive ECHSs, faculty members were 

asked to discuss the structural characteristics of their assigned ECHS campuses, and 

many reported working in unsatisfactory educational facilities.  John’s experience of the 

facilities at Chavez ECHS was described as, “Somewhat run down; it’s like many public 
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buildings -- it’s seen better days.  It’s not unsafe, it’s not unseemly, but it’s a little run 

down.  There's much more of an institutional feel.” John additionally described the 

classrooms negatively by referring to them as “primitive” and “very stripped down; the 

lighting was not particularly good.   The climate control was not particularly good.” 

Building on that, Keith addressed the location in which the college courses were taught, 

and he said 

Most of the high schools seem to be outside, which means it is exposed to 

the elements and the temperature.  And I do not think necessarily that is 

the most productive thing, it makes people a little irritable and less 

focused...  you were lucky [if] maybe the air conditioner is running. 

 

Generally speaking, all faculty confirmed that the high school facilities were older 

campuses in which the infrastructure was outdated and dilapidated.  Hence, it was no 

surprise to faculty that the portable buildings in which they taught in were deteriorating, 

too.  Overall, the conditions of the facilities at the ECHSs were a non-issue as faculty 

were much more concerned with the lack of access to restrooms and water fountains in 

the portable buildings. 

Space 
Much like facilities, the space for instruction is instrumental to instructional 

success.  The types of space afforded to the faculty members within the ECHS campuses 

was perceived to be essential, though it was not evident to them while they were on the 

campus.  All faculty discussed lacking space at the Kennedy and Chavez ECHSs, with 

Calvin stating, “I have heard some of the instructors, all the of instructors, say they got 

this feeling that whoever the instructor was in that classroom [they] felt like ‘You are 
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invading my space.  This is my classroom and you are encroaching on my space.’” 

Another participant, Max, complained of the lack of space when he said  

The classroom is not mine.  I had a teacher come...found out it was his 

classroom and evidently he was upset because myself and the other VCC 

faculty let the students move the chairs, and we disrupted the ordering of 

his room or the ordering of his chairs...this person came and interrupted 

me in the classroom despite a sense that that would not be the case.   So 

for years that’s been a constant at varying levels, a constant source of 

frustration to not really have the classroom.   I like to have the classroom, 

not just be mine, but a safe place for my students. 

 

While all faculty mentioned the lack of space and the concept of ownership non-existent, 

Gloria did so while acknowledging sympathy for the high school teachers by saying “It's 

too different for them.  They have a sense of ownership and they are entitled to having a 

sense of ownership over their space.  And to have someone just come in and confiscate 

their space and dictate to them, no wonder they're passive aggressive.” Hence, the 

concept of space within the ECHS was one that faculty felt was constantly negotiated 

since they were not within their own institutional domain.  At the ECHS campus, all 

faculty felt that they had to compromise their instructional methods since they were 

prohibited from modifying existing classroom space such as writing on the whiteboards 

or moving chairs around. 

Technological Resources 

 

 The faculty discussed at length about their access to technological resources 

within the ECHS, which included access to the Internet, a computer, copy machine, 

printer, and/or projector.  While at the ECHS, all faculty interviewed complained about 

the lack of access to many technologies.  When it came to technology access, Celeste 
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stated, “Sometimes there is no internet connection.” Of the types of computers made 

available, Celeste remarked that she has to “fight with these old computers that are over 

there; that just drives me nuts.” Similar to Celeste, Saul also stated that,  

Once in a while I would interact with the ECHs office that was in the main 

building to ask about mostly resources that were needed, that were not in 

the portables.  There’s wireless [internet] but there is a special wireless 

password necessary.  I remember one time I had to use a student’s phone 

to connect to the Internet wirelessly. 

 

Moreover, other faculty discussed the technology available to them in their classrooms.  

John said, “I didn’t have any types of AV (audio visual) equipment.   I couldn’t project 

slides; I had a white board and a desk, and that was pretty much it.” John reflected that “It 

also just makes you really grateful for things like office space and computers in the 

classroom...I mean some of the high school environments are pretty poor.” Based on the 

faculty’s experiences, the technological resources afforded to them were poor, limited, 

and sometimes non-existent.  As a result, working in these conditions posed many 

instructional challenges for the faculty members who teach at the ECHS.  Technological 

resources were another factor that faculty had to negotiate with the ECHS. 

High School Environment 

The high school environment at the ECHS was a contentious issue for the faculty 

since they were accustomed to teaching on a college campus.  All faculty harped on the 

institutional differences of the respective high schools in which they taught, and how it 

affected the students and the programming.  Calvin asserted that  

I think their environment affected them.  They are much more than my 

expectations, it’s about the environment in which they have been 

accustomed to.  During the formative years, the middle, elementary 
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school, has been ‘This is as good as it gets, this is all there is,’ and they 

take that mentality into high school classroom -- the college classroom.  

And the shame of it all is they have no idea what is outside of the area 

code for Kennedy ECHS.  Outside of the Kennedy ECHS area code is an 

entirely different world. 

 

Another faculty member, Saul, also made note of the high school environment and its 

negative effects on the ECHS students when he said,  

Well there is obviously a lack of a different feeling, in terms of you’re not 

on a college campus.  That has social and psychological consequences, 

that was obvious from day one, I’m in a portable building, in a 9-12 

institution.  As college-ready as it wants to be it’s still not college, it’s not 

structured for that, it’s not its purpose...even for the students I think.  And 

the idea of being connected to colleges just because we showed up in a 

portable to do college level curriculum didn’t work as well as it 

could’ve...so it changes everyone's perception and perspective. 

 

To much of their efforts, the faculty interviewed spoke about the conflicts of embedding 

college instruction within the ECHS environment.  Depending on the context of the 

ECHS in which they taught, the faculty felt that the high school culture contradicted the 

academic culture prevalent on a college campus.  Thus, faculty observed the high school 

environment permeating the college courses, which was detrimental to the program’s 

success. 

Interruptions 

The faculty were asked to speak about the interruptions they encountered within 

the ECHS campus.  At the ECHS, interruptions were described as any distractions that 

affected the programming and instruction of college courses, and nearly half (three) of 

the faculty spoke to this issue.  Keith argued “The environment really made some 

difference.  Also, issues of things like announcements or somebody coming up, ‘So and 
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so needs to come to the office.’” Max, too, spoke of the interruptions at the ECHS, and 

articulated this best when he said 

It's hard to get away from the noise in the hall; it's hard to get away from 

the people roaming the halls.  It's hard to get away from people knocking 

at the door.  It's hard to get away from announcements coming over the 

intercom in the last 5 minutes of class when I might be trying to make a 

point or the students are asking a question and I'm attempting to provide 

an answer.  So there are many variables at play that can get in the way of 

instruction, if you will.  There are less of those in a regular college 

environment. 

 

Overall, the entire faculty spoke of interruptions and distractions that inundated the 

ECHS.  Faculty lamented the fact that interruptions were seen as permissible by the 

ECHS staff and administration -- something they believed an ECHS partner would not 

do.  Whereas the faculty understood that the convenience of ‘place’ allowed the ECHS 

students to continue to lead high school student lives, the interruptions that came from the 

convenience adversely affected students’ capability to lead college student lives.  For 

some faculty, the ends did not justify the means. 

Instruction 

The fourth theme, Instruction, is vital to teaching at the urban, comprehensive 

ECHS.  Instruction encompasses anything and everything related to a faculty member’s 

curricular methods and daily processes.  This theme consists of an overarching sub-

theme, Experiences, that is at the core of the faculty instruction at the urban, 

comprehensive ECHS. 
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ECHS Experiences 

 The researcher inquired about the day-to-day life of a community college faculty 

member teaching at the urban, comprehensive ECHS.  Of these experiences, faculty 

identified various elements that constituted their daily life.  Understanding the nuances of 

a community college faculty members’ experiences at the urban, comprehensive ECHS 

within a given day is imperative to the essence of being a faculty member on this type of 

school.  These experiences can be better understood when they are sorted into the 

following sub-themes: ECHS Course Planning, Day-to-Day Processes, Integration, 

Rewards, Instructional Roles, Impact on Instructional Methods, Rigor, and Relevance. 

Course planning.  The faculty were asked to discuss their preparation and 

planning efforts related to their ECHS courses.  Who faculty members consulted with, 

what faculty members did to prepare, and how they planned their course syllabi and 

instruction all comprised the topic of ECHS course planning.  Of the seven faculty 

interviewed, nearly half (three) indicated preparing for their courses.  For example, one 

participant (Gloria) discussed her extensive preparation as follows:  

What I spent the time preparing for that semester was reading up on my 

childhood psychology, developmental psychology stuff.  All the 

developmental things that we're going to have to experience, so that I 

could be prepared, so I don't freak out.   

 

On the contrary, three faculty mentioned making little to no preparation for their ECHS 

courses, with Saul conceding,  

In the sense of special preparation very little.  My course is set, my 

outcomes are set.  I didn’t think much about the age of the students.  I 

didn’t do anything really special.   
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Interestingly, two of the faculty attended an ECHS faculty orientation, though their 

preparation is best described by Celeste who said, “I went to the orientation, but until you 

are practicing, you don’t know.” Her statement lends credence to the notion that much of 

the preparation for ECHS courses happens on the job.  Ultimately, each faculty members’ 

awareness of the program (see Programming: Expectations) may have dictated how they 

did or did not prepare for their ECHS courses. 

Day-to-day processes.   To gain a comprehensive perspective into the 

phenomenon being studied, community college faculty were asked to describe their 

typical day at the urban, comprehensive ECHS.  Faculty, then, went into great detail 

about the course of actions that would unfold on this day, specifically from the moment 

they arrived to the campus; through the instructional progression of their class; and 

finally to the conclusion of their day that led to their departure.  All faculty described 

singular experiences despite the differences in their assigned locations, and many had no 

difficulty reflecting on these experiences.  For example, on a typical day, most faculty 

explained that they would park (either in the guest or student parking lots) and would 

proceed to their classroom without interacting with other people.  Calvin discussed this 

when he said, “I would park in this student parking section and then walk directly to the 

portable building...if it was available that would be really good because I could set the 

notes up on the board.” Because portable buildings are used for stemming the 

overcrowding in the main high school building, most faculty had to wait for a class to 

finish before walking into their portable classroom.  From the moment they arrive in the 

classroom until the moment the school bells ring for the period to end, the faculty were 
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immersed in instruction.  First, they would take the first few minutes of classroom time to 

review previous course content.  Then, they would use the remainder of the class time to 

lecture; facilitate classroom activities and discussion; and announce important deadlines 

or dates that would help students stay abreast of the course progression.  With enough 

time, some faculty would hold informal office hours until the bell rang since they did not 

have allotted office hours after the class.  The inability to hold office hours after class 

was problematic for many faculty who did not feel they had enough time to provide the 

supplemental feedback some students required.  Keith attested to this by stating, “I’d 

regionally set up office hours there because they can only meet there at that time.  What I 

would do sometimes is have shorter classes and I’d sit in a desk in the back if anybody 

had questions or needed to come up.” Finally, upon the bells signaling that the class 

period had ended, all faculty mentioned packing up their materials and immediately 

leaving the campus.  To faculty, this process represented a typical class day at the ECHS.  

On the days that other activities were to take place (like testing or pep rallies), the faculty 

had to be flexible and improvise. 

 Integration.   College faculty integration into the ECHS campus was another 

passionate topic of discussion during the interviews.  The entire faculty discussed not 

feeling integrated in the ECHS campus, and not engaging in communication or 

collaboration with their ECHS counterparts.  On the contrary, faculty described feeling 

like outsiders, and Keith’s statement reflected this sentiment when he stated, “They do 

not recognize me as faculty so they knew I was sort of an outsider.” More importantly, 
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the fact that faculty were not housed within the campus, and instead relegated to the 

portable buildings, made them feel further isolated.  John, like the others, said that,  

I was very isolated as a teacher because I worked in the portable building, 

and because I came and went throughout the day.   I didn’t have any 

contact with anyone except for the students.  I didn’t have any contact, 

really, with any other teachers teaching ECHS classes, outside of regular 

scheduled meetings, so it was fairly isolating. 

 

Above all, community college faculty felt that the lack of integration at the ECHS 

resulted in missed opportunities to engage with fellow teachers, counselors, and students.  

By partnering together, faculty expressed the hope that both ECHS partner institutions 

could share knowledge and resources to positively impact ECHS students and 

programming.  Through their isolation, faculty became much more cynical about VCC’s 

high school partner. 

Rewards.   The faculty were asked about the rewards of teaching at the urban, 

comprehensive ECHS.  Contrasting with the challenges they previously listed as faculty 

spoke of the innumerable ways in which they felt positively about the program, with 

student accomplishments being the highest.  When asked about the most rewarding 

experiences, Saul indicated:  

The most rewarding experience was towards the end of the course being 

able to have real authentic insightful discussions about race, class, gender, 

with the students who were able to talk very emotionally and very 

sincerely and personally about these topics in a very open way that older 

students in the college classroom may not have had a past.  They were 

young enough not to be guarded as much and so it was the most 

rewarding; that's where I saw the fruit, fourteen weeks trying to show 

them to think differently about the world that they live in by using 

sociological paradigms.  And when they sat there and they started to 

question the status quo, they start to question the education system; they 

started to question whether it actually had their best interest in mind.  
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That’s what I want, I don’t want the answer to be negative, but I want 

questions to always be there.  I want to challenge them to think critically 

about any institution and sadly, statistically, the answers tend to be 

negative for most of them because they've grown up in certain 

socioeconomic environment because I know personally.   They know it 

now but they see it as part of a larger issue, larger structural societal level 

challenge.  It’s not just the neighborhood around Kennedy ECHS, you 

know, it’s our economic system and the lack of incorporation of 

minorities, and you have the issue of men, young men and their 

challenges; that was the most rewarding, it really affected me.  And most 

of these were girls, most of these were young ladies; most reminded me of 

my cousins growing up.  I had 15 girl cousins growing up and they looked 

the same and talked the same and they reminded me of where I came 

from.  We never had these opportunities to reflect on our mini society.  So 

I think they learned something, that’s rewarding.   

 

Likewise John felt that the most rewarding experiences were 

 

When I'm able to help a student who either was having difficulty, maybe 

because English was their second language, they were not adequately 

prepared in previous classes, or if they just weren’t interested.   If I can get 

them interested in achieving that's always a really good feeling.   

 

All faculty spoke of these rewarding experiences since they witnessed the many strides 

that students were making academically and interpersonally.  Although faculty 

encountered many challenges on a daily basis [see Challenges], the rewarding 

experiences ultimately made their time at the ECHS worthwhile.   

 Instructional role.   In a traditional community college setting, faculty members’ 

instructional roles are characterized as “college instructors” -- the arbiters of knowledge 

and experts in their academic field (Cohen et al., 2013).  However, on the urban, 

comprehensive ECHS, the faculty interviewed believed that their instructional roles 

alternated between faculty members and other roles.  One of the most common roles that 
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faculty identified with were dual roles: that of a faculty member and advisor.  Saul 

articulated this best when he stated that,  

In the best of times, you can consider yourself at least two things: as a 

teacher and an advisor.  An advisor wraps up a lot of other words; mentor, 

and friend, whatever.  Here you have to be more than those two things, 

you definitely have to be a teacher; you’re definitely somewhat of an 

advisor, which we’re almost always a surrogate older sibling or 

parent…life coach.  These are not 21 year-olds or even 18 year-olds, and 

so one of my roles was to try to prepare them for the type of behavioral 

expectations that they would continue to have. 

 

Though some faculty identified as a faculty and advisor, many others identified as 

educational ambassadors in conjunction to their faculty role.  During his interview, John 

expressed what many others had, which was  

I felt like I was someone who went in there to do a job, and my job was to 

give my students tools for life that they might not have gotten otherwise.  

To be an advocate for education and the educational process, and to sort of 

make it clear that my assumption was that my students were bright and 

capable, and extremely capable of going on to college if they chose to do 

so.  So I felt a bit like a missionary I guess, I was there to do a job, but 

also spread a particular outlook. 

 

Thus, maintaining the duality of faculty member and an additional noun was a prominent 

theme in how community college faculty identified within the ECHS.  Contrasting all 

other ideology, on the ECHS faculty instructional roles required faculty to perform dual 

roles and be flexible in the name of student success.   

 Impact of instructional methods.   As previously mentioned in Chapter Two, 

Andragogy is the art of teaching adults, while Pedagogy is the art of teaching children.  

Teaching college level coursework to school-aged students had been problematic for 

faculty members, and most of the issues were attributed to student age and faculty 
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members’ lack of preparation in Pedagogy [see Programming].  Since being on the 

ECHS campus, faculty members have had to learn on the job and make sense of their 

Andragogical experiences within the pedagogical environment that entailed the 

utilization of instructional strategies (like group work, extended due dates, and classroom 

activities) to obtain course outcomes.  Because of this, nearly all (six) faculty members 

discussed how teaching the ECHS courses had impacted their instructional methods, thus 

enabling them to blend Andragogy and Pedagogy to teach their students.  Saul spoke of 

the effects this experience had when he said,  

I’m much more thankful that I don’t teach high school.  It reenergized me 

to realize ‘You don’t teach high school, you teach college; why not teach 

college even better?’ I think what the ECHS experience has helped me to 

identify is probably that I didn’t have an emphasis on how to engage 

audiovisual materials, and by necessity the ECHS made me work harder 

on that.  And I think it was very useful, and I think while I was 

simultaneously incorporating that into my college classes, I saw that it also 

worked well in the traditional college classes here.   So videos that I 

thought were too silly that worked well with 16 year-olds, work well with 

20 year-olds.   

 

Just like Saul, many others emphasized how teaching these courses highlighted the need  

 

for them to leave no student behind.  John touched on this by saying 

 

Well, this reinforces that you have to try really hard to make sure 

everybody, at every learning level in your class, is given an opportunity to 

learn and the tools they need to learn.  If you’re just teaching traditional 

college students that are used to a much more traditional professor-student 

role, I think it can be a little easier just to roll in, give a lecture and roll 

out.  I think that it [ECHS] gives you this sort of sense of ‘I really need to 

try really hard to be reaching every single student in the class.’ 

 

Though they assumed that the ECHS students would be the only ones learning, most 

faculty admitted to learning through this experience, too.  Faculty conceded that teaching 
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at the urban, comprehensive ECHS forced them to work harder at achieving student 

success.  After this experience, faculty felt that to be a good instructor required exploring 

newer and better ways to teach, and utilizing those tools via flexible, yet purposeful 

methods.  Ultimately, what faculty learned was beneficial not only for the ECHS 

populations, but also for their traditional college populations, as well.   

Rigor.   The concept of Rigor, from the ECHS “Three R’s” framework, was 

utilized in the interview protocol to measure the levels of rigor of the college courses 

being taught at the ECHS.  The majority of the faculty (four) indicated that their ECHS 

courses were as rigorous as their traditional college courses.  To be specific, John 

commented, “Yes, they’re as rigorous, they are the same.   I usually change my delivery 

methods for the college class, but it’s the same curriculum in all of the classes.” Similar 

to John, Gloria also confirmed  

Absolutely.  My understanding is that's the ethics of the process.  When I 

first signed on...they made that absolutely clear, there was no room for 

compromise; 'If you don't believe that, you can't be one of them.' And so 

the rigor has to be there. 

 

While most ensured that their courses were as rigorous, the remaining three faculty 

members disagreed that their courses could not be.  For example, Celeste argued that  

“No, it’s impossible to.  I mean I try as hard as I can to get close to the level of the 

college courses…but…if I say direct option, they get lost and then I need to teach 

different.  Maybe it’s the same outcome, but teaching more like children.” Like her, 

Calvin countered that, “The intent is to have them as rigorous because you are teaching 

from the same textbook, using the same material.  But in truthfulness, you have to adjust 
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your rigor to the particular clientele, so in a short answer, ‘no.’” In spite of their best 

efforts, the faculty indicated that some level of flexibility was needed when teaching at 

the ECHS because of the many obstacles that they encountered within and outside of 

their classroom [see Programming].  As a result, Rigor was a priority for all faculty, 

though how they achieved that in the ECHS varied according to the class in which they 

taught. 

Relevance.   Like Rigor and Relationships, Relevance was also borrowed from 

the ECHS “Three R’s” framework to better understand if the college curriculum was 

aligned to the unique ECHS population age group. If so, how relevance was being 

implemented was addressed.  Nearly half (three) of the faculty interviewed confirmed 

that they try their best to make their curriculum relevant to the students’ lives.  When 

asked about his curriculum, Calvin mentioned he makes it 

Extremely relevant based on the fact that I know a lot of the theoretical 

stuff in esotery concepts.  So I would use real life examples; things in 

current events; things that they can definitely relate to particularly when 

we talk about certain chapters such as civil rights, discrimination, social 

welfare programs and budgeting.  I would use examples that they could 

frequently relate to. 

 

In the same vein, Gloria also ensured that her curriculum was relevant when she said 

 

If I am working with primarily high school students, I try to find ways in 

which I think the material is relevant to their lives.  I change my delivery 

style a little bit; it’s more interactive and less lecture-y.  In general, I’m 

just trying to find ways to try to interest them in the material, and to try to 

get them to practice and continue on with their writing because I think 

learning to write well is really important for them.   

 

Throughout the interviews, student engagement was cited as a factor for making the 

curriculum more or less relevant.  For those who specified that they had used relevance in 
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their classrooms, their students’ level of engagement was perceived to be much higher, 

and the impact of relevance was perceived to be relative to its use in the classroom. 

Relationships 

 

The fifth theme, Relationships, was central to this study since they spoke to the 

interpersonal relations of the ECHS partnership. The ECHS partnership involves three 

actors: the students, the community college personnel, and the ECHS (high school) 

personnel.  This theme consists of three sub-themes of interactions within all three actors, 

which are: relationships with students, relationships with community college personnel, 

and relationships with ECHS personnel. 

Students 

The most important relationship of an ECHS is that between the faculty member 

and the ECHS student.  Faculty were asked about their relationships with their students at 

the ECHS, and they uniformly agreed to taking varying levels of interest in their 

students’ lives.  For instance, Max said: 

As much as I can, I try to provide that space, that place, for these students 

too.  It's always a balancing act because the environment doesn't lend itself 

well since I don't have a space there -- to office hours or those type of 

interactions.  So what I'll tend to do is...provide a space or opportunity to 

make sure I'm available when individual students want to come up and 

interact with me.  I feel like that relationship is critical.  I want them to 

know in fact that they can have a relationship with higher ed, and in many 

ways I represent that...I take as much as they're willing to share.  I try not 

to force the issue, but if it comes up I'll address it.   

 

In addition, John mentioned he also took interest in his students’ lives when he remarked 

 

I'm extremely interested in them, just as people.   I'm also extremely 

interested in them because I'm trying to find ways to teach them...On the 

other hand, I'm a teacher; I'm not a social worker; I'm not a policeman; I'm 
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not a parent; and so there is a sort of line of propriety I don’t feel 

comfortable crossing...I don’t feel like it’s appropriate for me to do a lot of 

digging about student personal situations if they don’t volunteer it.    

 

Likewise, some faculty took far more interest in their students’ lives’ like Saul who  

 

stated,  

 

I took a lot of interest, personally and professionally.  For me, there was a  

lot of interest: they were young; they were minorities; they were socio-

economically challenged.  I’m interested in every student 's personal life 

because I think that's another important way to make stronger 

relationships, in connection, and you have an incentive to continue 

learning. 

 

Though their level of interest varied accordingly, Gloria made a poignant remark about 

how impactful relationships with students are when she said she takes “100%” interest in 

their lives since, “It affects everything.  I'm obsessed with their personal lives because 

that...influences everything, whether they're smiling today or have on socks…” Faculty 

relationships with students, thus, were perceived to be very critical to faculty members as 

they impact student success in their classes and beyond. 

Community College Personnel 

Faculty were then asked about their relationships with the community college personnel 

who served as college liaisons and program managers for the ECHS.  The community 

college personnel were located at the ECHS during the first three years of the program’s 

run.  Of those who taught prior to the Fall 2014 semester, when the community college 

personnel were located at Kennedy ECHS or Chavez ECHS, all faculty had positive 

things to say.  Of his relationship with the college personnel, John said 

I mean they are extremely useful and they know all the people at the high 

school.  They know who to go to, [how] to get a problem fixed, or [how] 
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to help a student.  They are much more tightly integrated into the school 

than I ever was.  So they're absolutely indispensable.  I mean if I hadn’t 

had those two, I don’t know if I could have actually taught the classes in 

some cases.    

 

Much like him, other faculty expressed how dedicated the program manager and support 

staff had been to the program.  Saul reiterated 

They were wonderfully helpful.  They were so incredible.  I would just go 

in there five to 10 minutes early and just watch them interact with 

students, just to get a feel for what kind of culture and impression they 

were giving these high school students.  And they were fantastic; I was 

very impressed with their devotion, their support.  They were always very 

positive with the students; you could tell they really wanted this to work.   

 

Similarly, Gloria voiced how integral the program manager and support staff were when 

she said 

They're the keeper of the keys.  They're overworked...and 

underappreciated, there's just no other way to say it.  They're just outsiders 

and just as important to the process...and yet they are given this 

gargantuan task of building a program with very little support.   

 

As discussed in the interviews, faculty attributed much of the program’s efficiency to the 

program managers whose role was everything and anything, from advising students, 

making sure textbooks were ordered and enrolling students in their college courses, to 

ensuring that faculty were notified of schedule changes, and classrooms were unlocked 

and equipped with the technology faculty needed.  Based on the faculty responses, the 

college personnel (program managers and support staff) were vital to the instruction and 

implementation of the ECHS program. 
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ECHS Personnel 

Finally, faculty were asked about their relationships with the ECHS personnel, which 

includes any high school teachers, administrators and/or support staff within the high 

school environment.  On this topic, the faculty all discussed what they perceived to be a 

lack of relations with the ECHS personnel.  For instance, Calvin remarked 

My relationship with the high school personnel is really, in my estimation, 

too limited because they don’t see me, I don’t see them.  They don’t know 

what is going on with the students until there is a problem. 

 

Another participant, John, affirmed the lack of relations when he stated 

 

I had...almost no contact with the high school personnel.  The first 

semester that I taught, I taught one class and I think because it was a new 

concept at that school they had a coach sit in the room with me -- I guess 

to make sure that decorum was maintained...but after that I was in a poor 

old building with no contact really with the high school teachers.    

 

Similarly, Saul shed light on the lack of relations within the ECHS partnership when he  

 

stated  

 

There was no faculty or staff interaction between the two institutions 

while we were there.  It’s a very isolating, very isolating program and 

experience.   I would’ve loved to have a principal come in at least once 

and have a powwow and get together -- a Friday evening where anyone 

can show up. I never met any faculty; never met any counselors; so there’s 

that.   

 

Despite the lack of relations between the faculty and ECHS personnel, the faculty 

contended that they realize the importance of the ECHS personnel.  Gloria shed light on 

this perception when she asserted that 

I go out of my way to try to have a good relationship with the high school 

personnel just because I truly believe they are support staff.  They're 

required, they're necessary...I can't do what I do without them.  On the 

other hand, I don't pretend to be a high school teacher. 



 

 102 

 

Insofar as the ECHS partnership goes, faculty stressed their disappointment in what was 

perceived as ECHS personnel indifference to the ECHS program and ECHS student 

success.  Though displeased with the level of relations to date, faculty expressed a 

willingness to expand communication and collaboration with their ECHS counterparts if 

only they seemed inclined or invested in the ECHS program, as VCC personnel were. 

Summary 

 

This study provided insight into community college faculty lived experiences, 

explored how faculty made sense of their roles at the comprehensive ECHS, and 

described faculty relationships with ECHS students, college personnel, and ECHS 

personnel within the ECHS setting.  This first section of this chapter presented an 

overview of the implementation of the study.  The second section presented the findings 

by research question and emergent themes discovered during open coding.   

 The findings for the study of community college faculty who teach or have taught 

at a comprehensive ECHS included: 1) The lived experiences of community college 

faculty who teach a comprehensive ECHS matter; 2) The success of a comprehensive 

ECHS and its students is contingent on the program design in which it is structured; 3) 

The place of the comprehensive ECHS and the access to its facilities and technological 

resources matter; 4) The instructional experiences of community college faculty at the 

ECHS were distinct and applicable to their overall instructional methods; and 5) The 

relationships that community college faculty have with students, college personnel, and 

ECHS personnel mattered to the comprehensive ECHS partnership. 
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 Chapter Six of this dissertation presents a summary of the overall study; a 

discussion of the research findings; the limitations, and significance of this study; 

recommendations for practice, and future research; and summary of the chapter. 
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Chapter Six: Discussion 

In this chapter, the researcher will present: an overview of the study; a synopsis of 

the research findings; the limitations; and the significance of this study.  Then, this 

researcher will provide recommendations for practice and future research, and a summary 

of the chapter. 

Overview of the Study 

According to President Obama, “In the 21st century, high schools shouldn't just 

make sure students graduate -- they should make sure students graduate ready for college, 

ready for a career, and ready for life” (The White House, 2010).  P-16 initiatives are 

collaborations between secondary (P-12) institutions, postsecondary (IHE) institutions, 

and other government entities that strive to increase underserved students’ access to 

postsecondary education.  The Early College High School Initiative is a P-16 initiative 

between public schools and community colleges that bridges the educational and skills 

gaps by providing high school students with the opportunity to earn a high school 

diploma and an associate’s degree simultaneously (Jobs for the Future, 2013a).  

Recent body of literature on ECHSs has analyzed organizational designs, student 

experiences, faculty experiences, and partnership negotiations within the school on a 

community college, school within a school, and stand alone settings.  However, there 

have not been any studies that specifically explore the community college faculty 

experience within the comprehensive design.  With growing interest to increase high 

school students’ college and career readiness, the comprehensive model – which can 

enroll unlimited numbers of students – is perceived as the most efficient design for 
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ensuring that a larger number of high school students graduate college and career-ready. 

To understand the instructional feasibility and scalability of the urban, comprehensive 

ECHS model, the researcher conducted a study to uncover the experiences of community 

college faculty who taught at a comprehensive ECHS.  This qualitative study was 

organized to answer the following three questions: 

I.     What are the experiences of community college faculty members who 

teach at an urban, comprehensive Early College High School?  

II.     How do community college faculty members describe how they make 

sense of their roles at an urban, comprehensive Early College High 

School?  

III. How do community college faculty members describe their 

relationships with early college high school students, faculty, and 

personnel at an urban, comprehensive Early College High School?  

To conduct this research, the researcher-employed phenomenology since it 

allowed for in-depth interviewing that takes interest in “understanding the living 

experience of other people and the meaning they make” (Seidman, 2006, p. 8).  The 

theoretical framework for this study was based on Weick’s (1995) Sensemaking and the 

ECHS “Three R’s” framework.  Collectively, these theories were appropriate for 

studying the community college faculty experience at the urban, comprehensive ECHS 

since they were exhaustive in scale and scope. 

The research design for this study consisted of an online, pre-interview 

demographic survey and two, semi-structured interviews.  During the first interview, 
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faculty members recalled their lived experiences, beginning from childhood through 

graduate school and to present day.  During the second interview, the faculty elaborated 

on their ECHS experiences by reflecting on their typical day at the ECHS; the ECHS 

environment and its impact on instruction; and the rewards and challenges that stemmed 

therein.  The researcher utilized Qualtrics, data analysis software, to analyze the pre-

interview demographic survey, and open and axial coding to categorize and organize the 

two interview transcriptions (Creswell, 2012).  The emergent themes from this study 

were: Faculty Backgrounds, Programming, Place, Instruction, and Relationships.  

Discussion of the Findings 

The three research questions for this study were grounded in Weick’s (1995) 

Sensemaking theory.  During Sensemaking, the participants in this study made 

interpretations of teaching at the comprehensive ECHS as follows: identity; retrospect; 

environment; social; ongoing; extracted cues; and plausibility.  In addition, the “Three 

R’s” framework of Rigor, Relevance, and Relationships was embedded into questions 

two and three to explore how faculty employed Rigor and Relevance in their instruction, 

and how they made sense of their relationships at the comprehensive, Early College High 

School.  Through the exploration of the data, this study informed five major findings 

relating to community college faculty members’ experience on the comprehensive ECHS: 

faculty backgrounds matter; the program design of a comprehensive ECHS matters; place 

matters; comprehensive ECHS instructional experiences matter; and people matter. These 

findings are organized by research question. 
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Question One  

 The first research question of this study asked, “What are the experiences of 

community college faculty members who teach at an urban, comprehensive Early College 

High School?”  This question sought to recognize the lived experiences that led to faculty 

members’ tenure at the comprehensive Early College High School. The findings from 

this question acknowledge that faculty backgrounds matter and the comprehensive ECHS 

design matters. 

Finding one: Faculty backgrounds matter.  The lived experiences of the seven 

community college faculty members provided insight into the types of personal and 

professional backgrounds they bring to the comprehensive ECHS.  In this study, faculty 

members disclosed that their backgrounds (from adolescence, to graduate school, and 

VCC) did not relate directly to their assignments as ECHS faculty. Whereas faculty 

members identified themselves as content experts in their academic departments at VCC, 

they were critical of the inadequacies (in their andragogical backgrounds) for meeting the 

needs of the students at the comprehensive ECHS.  Thus, the faculty experiences 

highlighted the need for comprehensive ECHS faculty recruitment criteria that would 

lead to the hiring of faculty with relevant knowledge of teaching in the high school 

setting and to non-adult populations. 

Finding two: The program design of a comprehensive ECHS matters. An 

analysis of community college faculty members’ reflections confirmed that the 

programmatic design of the comprehensive ECHS is imperative to its success.  

According to the faculty, the Chavez and Kennedy ECHS program structures posed many 
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challenges to the success of the program.  Among the numerous issues they listed, the 

faculty emphasized: the lack of academic and non-academic support services for 

students; a lack of instructional support for VCC faculty; disproportionate classroom 

sizes; and student issues stemming from their age, maturity, preparation, and program 

choice.  For this reason, faculty members’ experiences acknowledged the need for a 

comprehensive ECHS program that is intentionally structured for student and program 

success. 

Question Two 

The second research question of this study asked, “How do community college 

faculty members describe how they make sense of their roles at an urban, comprehensive 

Early College High School?”  This question intended to address the everyday experiences 

that construct the phenomenon of teaching at an urban, comprehensive Early College 

High School.  The findings from this question confirmed that place matters and 

Comprehensive ECHS instructional experiences matter. 

Finding three: Place matters. The VCC community college faculty members in 

this study discussed how place, or the location, of the comprehensive ECHS affected 

their instructional experiences.  During the interviews, described how they made sense of 

the environment (the comprehensive ECHS) that was unfamiliar to them.  Faculty argued 

that teaching college courses on the comprehensive ECHS resulted in consistent 

classroom interruptions, and limited access to adequate space, facilities, and 

technological resources.  Contrary to their experiences on VCC campuses, the faculty 

stated that being on the comprehensive ECHS hindered their instructional efforts and 
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subsequently students’ success.  Whereas faculty perceived that teaching college courses 

to high school students was complex, teaching them in an integrated high school 

environment was impossible.  Hence, the faculty members’ experiences suggested that 

the ‘place’ and space of the comprehensive ECHSs matter. 

Finding four: Comprehensive ECHS instructional experiences matter.   In 

this study, community college faculty elaborated how they made sense of their roles at 

the comprehensive ECHS.  First, the faculty acknowledged that on the comprehensive 

ECHS they often served dual roles: as a college professor and educational 

ambassador/advisor.  As college faculty accustomed to teaching adult populations, this 

experience was a first for many.  Second, the faculty explained how they integrated Rigor 

and Relevance into their ECHS curriculum.  The faculty who incorporated rigorous and 

relevant instruction recalled a higher level of student engagement in their courses.  Third, 

the faculty admitted that teaching comprehensive ECHS courses forced them to be better 

instructors.  Teaching non-adult student populations required that the community college 

faculty be innovative and flexible in their instructional methods.   Therefore, the faculty 

members’ experiences illuminated the importance and applicability of comprehensive 

ECHS instructional experiences to all other student groups.   

Question Three 

The third research question of this study asked, “How do community college 

faculty members describe their relationships with early college high school students, 

faculty, and personnel at an urban, comprehensive Early College High School?”  This 

question sought to analyze an important tenant of the ECHS “Three R’s” theoretical 
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framework: Relationships.   This question explored how the relationships that community 

college faculty had with ECHS students, VCC personnel (ECHS department), and ECHS 

personnel (teachers, staff, and administrators).  The findings from this study conclude 

that people matter.   

 Finding five: People matter.  All community college faculty members in this 

study examined their relationships with ECHS students, VCC personnel, and ECHS 

personnel at the comprehensive ECHS.  A synthesis of all of the data revealed that 

faculty members took interest in the lives of their students; therefore, they cultivated 

positive relationships with them as a way to increase student success.  Faculty also 

discussed the positive relationships they had with VCC personnel who were essential in 

advising students, purchasing textbooks for the ECHS classes, assisting faculty with 

technological issues, and maintaining the day-to-day operations of the program.  Contrary 

to their other relationships, the faculty members conceded that they had no relationships 

with ECHS personnel on the comprehensive ECHS since they were isolated from the 

ECHS community.  The faculty members expressed disappointment over their lack of 

integration into the ECHS community, and they regretted missed opportunities for 

expanded communication and collaboration.  As a result, faculty members’ experiences 

acknowledged the importance of maintaining relationships with ECHS students, VCC 

personnel, and ECHS personnel – all of whom are the heart of the comprehensive ECHS 

program. 
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Limitations/Delimitations 

 The limitations of this study were inherent to qualitative research.  For instance, 

because this qualitative study focused on the community college faculty experience at the 

urban, comprehensive ECHS, the findings do not generalize for all ECHS faculty 

experiences, ECHS models, or geographical settings in which ECHSs are established.  In 

addition, since faculty members self-selected for participation, the experiences presented 

in this study solely reflected the experiences of those who opted to do so.  Furthermore, 

the faculty who participated in this study varied by age, race, gender, personal 

backgrounds, educational backgrounds and professional backgrounds; thus, these factors 

had the potential to contribute to a misrepresentation of experiences or perceptions at the 

urban, comprehensive ECHS.  Despite these limitations, the findings of this exploratory 

study helped to establish the foundational literature of the community college faculty 

experience within the comprehensive ECHS model.   

Significance of the Study 

 Primary research on ECHSs has been limited to program, student, and teacher 

evaluations of the school on a community college, school within a school and stand alone 

ECHS models.  Through this study, the researcher advanced the knowledge, theory, and 

practice of the community college faculty experience at the urban, comprehensive ECHS.    

Advanced Knowledge 

This study advanced the knowledge of community college faculty experience by 

acknowledging and establishing the unknown within the phenomena, such as: Faculty 

Backgrounds, Programming, Place, Instruction, and Relationships.    
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First, Faculty Backgrounds represented the vast personal and professional 

backgrounds that faculty members identified when discussing their lived experiences.    

Second, Programming entailed the communication, support, expectations, class 

structure, challenges, motivations, and recommendations that faculty members 

encountered within the urban, comprehensive ECHS.    

Third, Place related to the physical structure and location of the ECHS in which 

community college faculty taught. In this study, Place referred to: faculty knowledge of 

the ECHS campus, facilities, space, technological resources, the high school 

environment, and interruptions.   

Fourth, Instruction consisted of ECHS curricular components that faculty 

recalled, for example the everyday experiences at the ECHS; the impact that teaching 

ECHS students had on faculty members’ instructional methods; the level of rigor that 

faculty incorporated into their instruction; and the extent in which faculty instruction was 

made relevant to ECHS students.    

Finally, Relationships encompassed the types of relationships that faculty 

members maintained with other ECHS stakeholders, namely: students, VCC personnel, 

and ECHS personnel. 

Advanced Theory 

The findings of this study reinforced earlier literature pertaining to the college 

faculty experience on a high school campus. First, the findings from this study 

acknowledged Hebert’s (2001) research that: visiting college faculty at a high school are 

at a disadvantage of teaching in a new territory consisting of unfamiliar interruptions 
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(announcements and disciplinary issues); faculty perceptions and expectations of college 

courses on a high school campus varied according to their home institutional background 

(high school or college); and college faculty lacked the credentials and preparation that 

high school teachers possessed (p.34).  Second, the findings from this study affirmed 

Charlier and Duggan’s (2009) findings that college faculty who teach dual enrollment 

classes on a high school campus blended instructional methods (lectures, small/big group 

discussions), and college faculty lowered their rigor and course expectations to 

“accommodate wider student audience” (p. 103).  Third, the findings from this study 

confirmed Hughes’ (2010) dual enrollment research which identified that: community 

college faculty recruitment is oftentimes made by department chairs; community college 

faculty can and should adopt pedagogical strategies on the high school campus; and that 

community college faculty recruited to teach at a high school have the experience and 

motivations to teach a high school population.  Ultimately, the findings from this study 

reiterated the importance of the ECHS Core Principles which are: aligned curricula and 

instruction; personalization and student supports; power of place; college credit; and 

partnerships (Jobs for the Future, 2014a). 

Most importantly, this study established and advanced the theory of andragogical 

instruction within a pedagogical (comprehensive ECHS) setting.  In his study, Hebert 

(2001) evaluated the experiences of community college faculty teaching math dual credit 

courses at high schools; however, this study explored the community college faculty 

experience at an ECHS, which was one of the first of its kind.  The findings of this study 

illuminated community college faculty members’ lived experiences; identified how 
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community college faculty perceived their role within the comprehensive ECHS setting, 

and how they made sense of teaching within that setting; and recognized how faculty 

modified and/or differentiated their instructional methods and curriculum to meet student 

needs.  Through these experiences, faculty enhanced their instructional skills that they 

could then transfer to their traditional college classes, as well.  

Advanced Practice 

This study advanced best practices and educational policies of the comprehensive 

ECHS.  In this exploratory study, the researcher uncovered the programmatic elements of 

comprehensive ECHSs.  The five themes of this study (Faculty Backgrounds, 

Programming, Place, Instruction, and Relationships) were experienced by the community 

college faculty who are at the helm of the initiative.  As a result, how community college 

faculty members made sense of their experiences at Chavez and Kennedy ECHSs will 

inform the practice and implementation of the themes/organizational structures identified 

in this study.  

Recommendations for Practice  

After a thorough analysis of faculty interviews and observation documents (field 

notes, memos and journals), the researcher developed recommendations for practice.  The 

following recommendations are the result of the researchers’ findings and faculty 

participants’ recommendations for Violet Community College; Chavez and Kennedy 

ECHSs; ECHS partners; and policy makers invested in the comprehensive ECHS model.   
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Violet Community College 

 The following three recommendations are for the community college (VCC) 

partner of the comprehensive ECHS partnership.   

Increase the ECHS program visibility.   The majority of faculty members in 

this study discussed having limited knowledge of the ECHS program prior to accepting to 

their assignments.  A faculty members’ full-time or adjunct status influences not only 

their level of interactions with other colleagues, but also their knowledge of college-wide 

initiatives like ECHSs.  As partners of an ECHS, community colleges should engage all 

members of their community to increase the knowledge of, and increase support for, the 

ECHS program.  To increase the visibility of this program, VCC could disseminate 

program information through flyers, newsletters, and social media.  In addition, VCC 

could host semi-annual forums or professional development sessions on the ECHS 

program to keep the VCC community abreast on the latest developments.  

Invest in professional development for adjunct faculty.  The entire faculty in 

this study described feeling unprepared for teaching the ECHS students.  While all 

members encountered difficulties due to their lack of pedagogical background, adjunct 

faculty acknowledged encountering more difficulty with this population.  At VCC, the 

majority of faculty who taught at the comprehensive ECHS were adjunct faculty who 

were assigned to teach these courses, or whose financial need motivated them to accept 

the task.  Adjunct faculty are not compensated for work or trainings outside the 

classroom, hence many of them are unable or unwilling to attend professional 

development.  Therefore, if VCC intends to rely on their adjunct faculty to teach the 
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ECHS courses, it suggested that the college be proactive in investing in adjunct faculty 

members’ professional development needs by compensating them for their attendance. 

Establish an ECHS faculty pool.   Community college faculty in this study 

discussed their perceived gaps in relation to their role within the comprehensive ECHS 

setting.  During the interviews, faculty also identified a lack of formal teaching 

experiences in the public school setting; discussed feeling overwhelmed by ECHS 

students’ age, behavior, level of maturity, and preparation; and admitted to feeling “too 

old” to deal with the issues they confronted on the ECHS.  Based on their suggestions, 

VCC would benefit from a designated faculty pool composed of community college 

faculty who: have experience working in a public school setting; are interested in 

expanding their knowledge in pedagogical instruction and innovative methods; are 

flexible; and are committed to student success.  By establishing an ECHS-specific faculty 

pool, VCC strengthens its commitment to the ECHS partnership. 

For P-12 Partners 

The following two recommendations are for P-12 partners (Chavez and Kennedy 

ECHS) who are invested in the comprehensive ECHS.   

Increase student support services.   The faculty in this study acknowledged the 

lack of student support services available to ECHS students on the comprehensive ECHS. 

The faculty observed that most of the ECHS students at the comprehensive ECHS 

navigated multiple roles.  For example, the ECHS students on the comprehensive ECHS 

divided their time between high school coursework, extracurricular activities, college 

coursework, part-time employment, and familial obligations.  These faculty members, 
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who are accustomed to teaching adult populations who worked and went to school, were 

astonished at the number of demands that ECHS students face.  Because they are still 

children, faculty argued that the ECHS students on the comprehensive ECHS need more 

support to meet their life demands.  Thus, it is recommended that Chavez and Kennedy 

ECHSs assign designated counselors, social workers, advisors, mentors and tutors to 

assist ECHS students with their social, emotional and psychological needs. 

Establish a conducive environment.  ECHS programs are founded on an 

intentional framework that increases underserved students’ access to higher education.  

Under the school within a school, school within a community college campus, and stand 

alone models, the ECHSs are independently structured programs that foster learning 

through the ECHS framework.  However, at the comprehensive ECHSs, the ECHS 

integration into the traditional high school setting posed numerous distractions i.e. 

schedule changes, athletics, testing, pep rallies and other school-wide activities.  

Moreover, during the interviews, faculty members described an educational setting that 

lacked the appropriate infrastructure, space, and college-going culture needed for 

programmatic success.  Furthermore, faculty members discussed ECHS students’ 

requirements for participating in the program. According to the faculty, they observed 

that many students who passed the college readiness assessment were placed in the 

ECHS without regard for their choice.  Because the ECHS program is rigorous, student 

self-selection for the program must be a requirement.  Hence, it is recommended that 

Chavez and Kennedy ECHSs designate space for the ECHS program to reduce 

distractions; that adequate facilities and technological resources be readily available 
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within the designated space; and that students be given a choice for participating in the 

program.  These changes will ensure that a culture of excellence develop and thrive on 

the comprehensive ECHS.   

ECHS Partners 

 The following recommendation is for the P-12 (Chavez and Kennedy ECHS) and 

community college (VCC) partners of the comprehensive ECHS.   

Strengthen ECHS partnerships.  Many community college faculty members 

discussed experiencing limited interactions with the ECHS teachers, administrators, and 

staff. Because of this, collaboration and communication were rare on the comprehensive 

ECHSs.  As a result, stakeholders at both institutions lacked awareness for the other.  The 

ECHS partners must demonstrate their commitment to the ECHS program by providing 

opportunities for integration, communication, and collaboration between VCC faculty, 

and Chavez and Kennedy teachers, staff and administrators.    

Policymakers 

 The following recommendation is for policy makers committed to expanding the 

comprehensive ECHS program.   

Invest in P-16 initiatives like ECHS.  The ECHS initiative has helped to 

increase underserved students’ level of academic and vocational preparation.  As the IHE 

partner, community colleges are investing in their communities by providing ECHS 

students the opportunities for earning up to 60 hours of college credit – at no cost to the 

student.  At a time when state funding for community colleges continues to decrease, 

community colleges are restricted when it comes to additional funding allocation for 
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compensating professional development for adjunct faculty or establishing an ECHS 

faculty pool.  By investing in community colleges that are ECHS partners, policymakers 

can ensure that community colleges can continue to invest in a program that is helping to 

address the academic and workforce needs of their communities.   

Future Research 

This qualitative study introduced primary literature of the community college 

faculty experience at an urban, comprehensive ECHS.  Because this study was one of the 

first of its kind, the researcher was limited in addressing all possible experiences 

associated with the phenomenon.  As a result, the researcher suggests three ways in 

which future research could expand this study. 

To begin, future research related to an ECHS faculty experience could replicate 

this study with college accredited high school faculty who teach college courses at the 

comprehensive ECHS.  The proposed study could explore high school teachers’ lived 

experiences; high school teachers’ role and day-to-day experiences teaching college 

courses on the high school setting; and teacher relationships with students, faculty, staff, 

and administrators located on the comprehensive ECHS.  Between the current study, and 

this proposed study, the results could comprehensively address all instructional accounts 

at the comprehensive, ECHS. 

In addition, future research related to the ECHS faculty experience could replicate 

this study in a rural setting.  This study focused on the experiences of community college 

faculty who taught at an urban, comprehensive ECHS.  However, because it was set in an 

urban community, the participant group consisted of faculty who ere not native to this 
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geographical setting, thereby presenting bias in their perceptions of their experiences.  A 

proposed study on the community college faculty experience at a rural, comprehensive 

ECHS would have the potential to yield a different participant group based on its size and 

need.  As an exploratory study, the proposed study would expand the knowledge and 

practice of instruction on at the comprehensive ECHS. 

Moreover, future research related to the ECHS faculty experience could further 

explore the community college faculty experience at a comprehensive ECHS by focusing 

on one or more of the themes found in this study: Faculty Backgrounds; Programming; 

Place; Instruction; and Relationships. This proposed study would expand this research by 

revealing the intricacies and nuances of the five themes not explored in this study. 

Summary 

 This qualitative study examined the experiences of community college faculty 

who taught at an urban, comprehensive ECHS.  In this chapter, the researcher provided 

an overview of the study; presented the research findings; and reviewed the 

limitations/delimitations and the significance of this study.  Then, the researcher 

suggested recommendations for practice and future research, and concluded with a 

summary of the chapter.  Each section is described in greater detail below. 

To begin, the researcher provided the research questions for the study and the 

qualitative methodology used to conduct the study.  The researcher discussed utilizing the 

Sensemaking and the ECHS “Three R’s” framework since they provided a lens for better 

understanding the community college faculty members’ lived experiences.  The 

researcher conducted a pre-interview survey and two semi-structured interviews, and 
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used open and axial coding to identify five emergent themes: Faculty Backgrounds, 

Programming, Place, Instruction, and Relationships. 

Then, the researcher presented the findings of this study.  This study identified 

that community college faculty members’ lived experiences were relevant to their 

instructional roles at the comprehensive ECHS.  In addition, this study confirmed that the 

success of the comprehensive ECHS program relies on the program design.  Further, this 

study acknowledged that the place (comprehensive ECHS) determined the access to 

adequate space, facilities and technological resources; therefore, the place mattered to 

faculty experiences.  Moreover, this study recognized that the distinct instructional 

experiences at the comprehensive ECHS mattered to faculty members’ overall 

instructional methods.  Finally, this study observed the importance of relationships all 

members of the comprehensive ECHS partnership.   

Subsequently, the researcher reviewed the limitations/delimitations and 

significance of the study.  The limitations of this study were issues of generalizability, 

while the delimitations was the study focus on the comprehensive ECHS model; the 

community college faculty experience; and the selection of participations without regard 

to demographic characteristics.  This study was significant since it advanced the 

knowledge, theory and practice of the community college faculty experience at the 

comprehensive ECHS. 

Consequently, the researcher recommends that Violet Community College: 

increase the ECHS program visibility, invest in professional development for adjunct 

faculty, and establish an ECHS faculty pool.  For Chavez and Kennedy ECHSs, the 
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researcher recommends that they increase student support services and create an 

environment conducive to the ECHS mission.  Also, the researcher recommends that 

ECHS partners (Chavez ECHS, Kennedy ECHS and VCC) strengthen ECHS 

partnerships.  Further, the researcher policymakers, the researcher recommends that more 

investments be made to P-16 initiatives like ECHSs. 

As a result, the researcher suggests that future research explore: the high school 

ECHS faculty experience at an urban, comprehensive ECHS; the community college 

faculty experience at a rural, comprehensive ECHS; and the five themes of this study 

(individually or collectively) to further understand the community college faculty 

experience at the comprehensive ECHS. 
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Afterword 

This study represents the culmination of my personal and professional 

commitment to educational access.  Like the student populations in the ECHS program, I 

was an underserved student of minority, low-income, and first-generation college-going 

background.  Similarly, like the faculty in this study, I also taught underserved student 

populations for five years (within the K-12 setting).  As such, my personal and 

professional backgrounds informed my trajectory as a doctoral student, and most 

importantly, as a researcher. 

This study was my first experience as a researcher, and the first exploratory study 

of its kind.  Because this study sought to explore the unknown, I experienced some 

difficulty in identifying pertinent literature, theories, and conceptual frameworks.  On the 

other hand, the obstacles I encountered during the research process dissipated once I 

embarked in the interviewing process.  The participants I interviewed for this study -- 

Calvin, Celeste, Gloria, John, Kelvin, Max, and Saul -- were insightful in their 

reflections; graceful when discussing the rewarding, yet oftentimes difficult experiences; 

and dedicated to the interviewing process.  Through their contributions, I identified five 

salient themes relating to the community college faculty experience at an urban, 

comprehensive ECHS, thereby revealing new knowledge of this phenomenon, and 

advancing emerging literature relating to: the ECHS initiative, community college faculty 

member characteristics, community college faculty experiences teaching dual enrollment 

courses, and Andragogy within a non-Andragogical setting.  As a result, the findings 

were notable, and have since been impactful beyond theory.   
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Upon reviewing my findings, Violet Community College (VCC) responded 

swiftly to my recommendations by: expanding ECHS program visibility by increasing 

marketing efforts; establishing regularly-scheduled professional development 

opportunities for community college faculty who teach dual enrollment courses 

(including ECHS courses); strengthening the communication efforts between the college, 

the school district, and the ECHS campus administrators; implementing better 

communication strategies to inform ECHS students of the innumerable student support 

services and resources available to them; and, finally, advocating for (and succeeding in) 

transitioning most ECHS courses from the ECHS setting to a VCC college campus. 

In essence, this study solidified my commitment to increasing underserved 

students’ access to higher education and to better preparing the community college 

faculty who teach them.  As a scholar-practitioner, it is my hope that faculty members’ 

voices in this study will continue to serve as a valuable resource to ECHS partners, 

educators, and policymakers by positively impacting the educational outcomes of those 

who matter most: the students. 
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Appendix A 
 

Email to Recruit Participants 
 

Dear (Student’s Name), 

My name is Heather Elias, and I am a doctoral candidate at The University of Texas at 

Austin.  Currently, I am working on my dissertation focused on the community college 

faculty experience at a comprehensive Early College High School.   

Based on your status as a community college faculty member with experience teaching at 

Early College High School, I believe that you would be a good candidate for my study.  

The recruitment criteria guiding my dissertation are as follows: 

a) Have taught at a comprehensive Early College High School for the community college, 

b) Have taught at least one Early College High School course during or prior to the Fall 

2014 semester.   

If you meet the above requirements and are interested in participating in my study, please  
reply to confirm your eligibility.  Deciding to participate is completely voluntary, and  
you may elect to discontinue your involvement at any time, without any negative  
consequences.   
 
If you agree to participate, we will schedule two separate interview times during the Fall 

2014 semester that will last approximately 90 minutes each.  In addition, I will send you a 

pre-interview questionnaire to be completed before our first interview meeting.  To better 

prepare for the interviews, I will also send you the interview questions if you choose to 

review them and prepare ahead of time.   

Please let me know if you have any questions.  I am available via email, at 

hlelias@utexas.edu or by phone at (956) 534-8030.  Thank you for your consideration; I 

look forward to hearing from you.   

Warm regards, 

Heather Elias 

Doctoral Candidate, Higher Education Administration 
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Appendix B 

Informed Consent Form 

Research Study Title: The Community College Faculty Experience at a Comprehensive 

Early College High School: A Qualitative Study 

IRB PROTOCOL #: 2014-10-0010 

Principal Investigator:  

Heather Elias, M. Ed 

The University of Texas at Austin  

The College of Education  

Higher Education Administration Doctoral Program  

Telephone: 956-534-8030  

E-mail: hlelias@utexas.edu  

 

You are being asked to participate in a research study. This form provides you with 

information about the study. The Principal Investigator will also describe this study to 

you and answer your questions. Please read the information below and ask any questions 

you might have before deciding whether or not to take part in the study.  

Participation 

Your participation is entirely voluntary. You can refuse to participate, skip any questions, 

or stop participating at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are 

otherwise entitled. You can stop your participation at any time, and your refusal will not 

impact current or future relationships with the University of Texas at Austin or Austin 

Community College. To do so, simply tell the researcher you wish to stop participation. 

The researcher will provide you with a copy of this consent for your records.  

Purpose of this Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine the lived experience of community college 

faculty teaching at a comprehensive Early College High School since the perceptions of 

these faculty members will become a valuable source for better understanding the 

framework and its contributions as a P-16 initiative.   

 

Description of the Study 

Participants who agree to be in this study will be asked to: 

 Complete a pre-interview demographic survey online. 

 Participate in two, one-on-one semi-structured interviews that will be audio 

recorded.  

 

mailto:hlelias@utexas.edu
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Total Estimated Time to Participate 

The pre-interview demographic survey will take approximately 10 minutes to complete. 

The two interviews will each be 90 minutes long, with some additional time before the 

second interview to review the first meeting’s transcriptions. The interviews will be 

conducted within a two-week time frame. 

Risks  

The risks of participating in this study are minimal and are assessed to be no greater than 

everyday life. If you wish to discuss the information above or any other risks you may 

experience, you may ask questions now or call the Principal Investigator listed on the 

front page of this form.  

Benefits  

There are no external benefits for participation in this study; however, participants may 

enjoy the time reflecting on their experiences. Benefits that may accrue to society in 

general could include a better understanding of the community college faculty teaching 

experience at an urban, comprehensive Early College High School that may potentially 

inform the policy and implementation of instruction at an urban, comprehensive Early 

College High School.  

Compensation and Costs 

Participants will not receive monetary compensation for participating.  

Confidentiality and Privacy Protections 

The interview sessions will be audio recorded, and the audio files will be coded so that no 

personally identifying information is visible on them. The recordings will be kept in a 

secure place (encrypted file folder on the investigator’s computer). The recordings will be 

heard or viewed only for research purposes by the Principal Investigator. With the 

permission of participants, audio recordings will be retained until the research is 

completed. If a participant does not provide the research with permission to retain the 

audio file for future educational use, the audio recording will be erased after they are 

transcribed and coded.  

 

The records of this study will be stored securely and be kept confidential. No one but the 

Principal Investigator will have access to the data related to this research. All publications 

will exclude any personally identifiable information. Throughout the study, the researcher 

will notify you of new information that may become available and that might affect your 

decision to remain in the study.  
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Contacts and Questions:  
If you have any questions about the study, want additional information, or wish to 

withdraw your participation please contact the Principal Investigator listed at the top of 

this page.  

If you would like to obtain information about the research study, have questions, 

concerns, complaints or wish to discuss problems about a research study with someone 

unaffiliated with the study, please contact the IRB Office at (512) 471-8871, The 

University of Texas at Austin Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human 

Subjects at (512) 232-2685. Anonymity, if desired, will be protected to the extent 

possible. As an alternative method of contact, an email may be sent to 

orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu or a letter sent to IRB Administrator,  

P.O. Box 7426, Mail Code A3200, Austin, TX 78713.  

You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records.  

Statement of Consent to Participate in the Study:  

I have read the above information and have sufficient information to make a decision 

about participating in this study. I consent to participate in the study.  

Participant Signature: _________________________________ Date: _________  

Signature of Investigator: _____________________________ Date: __________  

Statement of Consent for use of Audio Files for Educational Purposes:  

I hereby give permission to this researcher to retain the audio file from this interview for 

future educational research purposes.  

Participant Signature: _________________________________ Date: _________  

Signature of Investigator: _____________________________ Date: _________  
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Appendix C 
 

Pre-Interview Demographic Survey 
 

The purpose of this qualitative study is to understand the community college faculty 

experience at a comprehensive Early College High School.  Please complete the 

demographic survey.  As indicated in the Informed Consent form, your participation is 

voluntary, and you may choose not to answer any questions on this form.   

Participant Identifier (researcher use only):  

 

Sex:  

 

Age: 

 

Race/Ethnicity:  

 

Title:  

 

Department:  

 
Faculty Status: 

   
Awarded Tenure Currently on Tenure-Track Clinical Professor 

   
Lecturer Adjunct Instructor Other 

 
Highest Degree Attained:  

   
Masters Masters+30 PhD 

 
Degree Type: 

          
M.  

A.   
M.  

Ed.   
M.  

S.   
M.  Res M.  Phil M.  BA PhD M.  

D.   
Ed.  D J.  

D.   
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Appendix D 
 

First Interview 
 

Part I: Formative Education Experiences 

1. I am interested in learning about your formative years (from elementary to high 

school).   

Tell me about your family and your childhood.  What types of schools did you 

attend? (public, private, or charter)? How would you describe yourself as a 

student? Were there any people or major life events from this time period that 

have shaped who you are today? 

Part II: Professional Experiences  
1. Could you describe your professional experiences as teacher? 

How long have you been teaching? At what types of educational institutions 

have you taught? In what settings were these educational institutions located 

in – urban, suburban, rural? 
2. What led you to teach at a community college? 

3. What was your knowledge of underserved populations prior to teaching at a 

community college?  

What types of experiences helped shape your role as a community college 

instructor? 
4. I am interested in learning about your background and knowledge of Early 

College High Schools.   How did you first find out about Early College High 

Schools?  

What led to your role as an instructor Early College High School courses? 
How did you prepare for your Early College High School courses? 

5. What were your expectations of the Early College High School and students that 

you would go on to teach for? 

 
Wrap Up 

We have concluded the first day of interviewing.  Is there anything else you 

would like to add regarding any formative experiences that have led you here today? 

[wait for a response].  Thank you for your time today.  I value your thoughtful responses 

to today’s questions and look forward to speaking with you again (in more depth) soon.   
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Appendix E 
 

Second Interview 
 

Part I: Early College High School Experiences 
1. Think about the last time you were at the Early College High School.   Describe 

your day – from the moment you arrived to campus, to the moment that you left.   

How was this day unique when compared to your day at a community 

college? What experiences were the most rewarding? Which were the most 

challenging? 
2. As a community college faculty member, how would you describe your role at the 

comprehensive Early College High School? 

How rigorous are the courses you teach in the college setting and in the high 

school setting? How does teaching college courses at the high school 

compare to teaching at the community college?  

3. Describe the sociocultural environment of the high school.   

Were you aware of the sociocultural context beforehand? How did you 

perceive your role in that context? 

4. I would like to know about your relationships at the Early College High School.   

Tell me about your relationships with students. Tell me about your 

relationships with high school personnel and other college personnel.   

How do these compare to those at a community college? 

 

Part II:  Reflections for the Future 

1. As you reflect on our previous discussions, what would encourage you to teach at 

the comprehensive Early College High School, again?  

What are two recommendations that community colleges could do to make 

this program successful? What are two recommendations that high schools 

could do to make this program successful? 

2. Based on your experiences, how could community college academic departments 

prepare faculty members like you who teach at a comprehensive Early College 

High School? 

 

Wrap Up 

We have concluded the second day of interviewing.  Is there anything else you 

would like to add regarding your experiences teaching at the comprehensive Early 

College High School? [wait for a response].  Thank you for participating in my research 

study, your perspective was greatly appreciated.   
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Appendix F 

 

Start Code List for Initial Data Analysis 

 

Code Definition 
Adjunct Faculty Part-time instructors at the community college.   
Community College Institution of Higher Education that awards 2 year degrees.   
Comprehensive Model A traditional high school that has been converted into an Early 

College High School.   
Curriculum Instruction.   
Early College High School P-16 initiative between a P-12 system and community colleges 

that allows high school students to simultaneously take high 

school and college courses.   Students enroll in high school 

courses as early as the 9
th

 grade and may earn up to an associate’s 

degree (or sixty hours) for free.   
Environment The setting in which the phenomenon is taking place.   
Faculty Instructors at the community college.   
Full-Time Faculty Full-time instructors at the community college.   
Identity How an instructor identifies who he/she is.   
Professor  Another term for a Full-time instructor at a community college.   
Rigor The level of difficulty or challenges in instruction.   
Role The requirement or duty that one plays.   
School A School “A” is one of the Early College High Schools discussed.   
School B School “B” is one of the Early College High Schools discussed.   
Students The students at the Early College High School 
Teaching The act of instructing others.   
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Appendix G 
 

Table of Research Questions 
 
 

Research Question 
Demographic 

Survey 
Interview 1 
Questions 

Interview 2 
Questions 

1. What are the 

experiences of 

community college 

faculty members who 

teach at an urban, 

comprehensive Early 

College High School?      

 
 

 
Part I: 1 
 
Part II: 1, 2, 3 

 
Part I: 1 

 
 
 

2. How do community 

college faculty 

members describe how 

they make sense of 

their roles at an urban, 

comprehensive Early 

College High School?  

   
Part I: 2 
 
Part II: 1, 2 

3. How do community 

college faculty 

members describe 

their relationships with 

early college high 

school students, 

faculty, and personnel 

at an 

urban, comprehensive 

Early College High 

School? 

 
 
 

 
Part I: 3, 4 
 
Part II: 4 

 
Part I: 1, 2, 4 
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