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Over the last decade, community college researchers and practitioners
increasingly have focused on student engagement as a cornerstone of a successful student
success agenda. This study investigated community college student engagement using an
ex post facto quantitative methodology. This study reports the results of the five specialfocus survey items from 2009 CCSSE national administration and data collected from
institutional Facebook pages. This study measured student engagement levels based on
five constructs from the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (Active and
Collaborative Learning, Student-Faculty Interaction, Academic Challenge, Student
Effort, and Support for Learners), including more than 176,000 survey respondents.
Differences in engagement levels were explored in terms of student characteristics
including gender, race/ethnicity, developmental status, weekly preparation, commute
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time, age (traditional/nontraditional), and enrollment status (full-time/part-time). The
results of this study revealed the following:
An institutional Facebook page can provide both academic and non-academic
information. An institutional Facebook page is a central location that students,
parents, fans, and others can go to ask questions about the college, either general
or specific.
Students are using social networking tools for academic purposes.
Students who took honors course(s) and students who commuted six hours or
more per week were more likely to use social networking tools to communicate
about coursework.
Students‘ use of social networking tools for academic purposes is associated with
an increase in student-level benchmark scores. A proportional relationship exists
between use of SNT and engagement scores. In general, students who frequently
used SNT for academic purposes achieved higher engagement scores.
However, a corollary is also true: Student Effort scores tend to be lower among
students who use SNT for any purpose multiple times per day.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
Brief Historical Context of Community Colleges
As community colleges move to a culture of evidence and a stronger focus on
student success, it is important to recognize that learning is changing as well. ―Higher
education is in the midst of transformative (but exciting) change‖ (Siemens &
Tittenberger, 2009, p. 1). Higher education will change its teaching and learning practices
as it responds to trends in ―global, social, political, technological, and learning research‖
(Siemens & Tittenberger, 2009, p. 1). As a result, many more community college
students are moving to online education and have expectations of Internet connectivity on
campus. According to Allen and Sean (2007), ―Two-year associate‘s institutions have the
highest growth rates and account for over one-half of all online enrollments for the last
five years‖ (p. 1). Community college students are taking advantage of technology and
are using the Internet and social networking tools to collaborate on projects and complete
coursework.
Since the opening of the first two-year college, Joliet Junior College (IL), in 1901,
educational opportunities have transformed and reached a broader audience (Roueche &
Roueche, 1993). The United States government historically has intervened and provided
avenues for access to education through the Morrill Land Grant Act and the Montgomery
G.I. Bill of Rights (Roueche & Roueche, 1993). Historically, community colleges serve
their local and extended communities as a gateway to higher education. The United States
contains 1,177 community colleges, of which 988 are public institutions (AACC, 2009).
U.S. community colleges enroll more than 11 million credit and non-credit students.
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Nearly half, 4.6 million, are credit students (AACC, 2009). These colleges often provide
educational opportunities in geographic locations where no other institutions of higher
learning exist. While originally established to provide open access to higher education,
community colleges today are focusing more on student success.
Community colleges often provide educational access and opportunities to a large
portion of underserved areas. Almost half, 40 percent, of U.S. community colleges are
rural (Bowers, 2001). According to the National Commission on Community Colleges
(NCCC) (2008), U.S. community colleges ―are the nation‘s overlooked asset… the Ellis
Island of American higher education, the crossroads at which K–12 education meets
colleges and universities, and the institutions that give many students the tools to navigate
the modern world‖ (p. 5). The role of the community college is shifting from providing
open access to higher education to providing open access and quality education leading to
student success.
To ensure community colleges are effective in the student success agenda, by
helping students attain their educational goals, many are using data to improve
educational practices. Data from national quality instruments, such as Noel-Levitz
Student Satisfaction Inventory, the Center for Community College Student Engagement‘s
CCSSE and SENSE, and Achieving the Dream, are used to ensure community college
students are being served well, are satisfied, and are engaged and increasingly successful.
It is a growing responsibility for community colleges to use data to assess their
educational practices. The use of these data will help community colleges explore the
characteristics and experiences of 21st century learners.
2

Comprehensive community colleges offer many educational opportunities
including: certificate programs, associate degrees, continuing education, and transfer
options. Community colleges award degrees and certificates in occupational programs,
allowing students to acquire knowledge in field-specific areas. Additionally, community
colleges award associate of arts and associate of science degrees, which provide the
opportunity for students to transfer to universities. The students who transfer to
universities often perform academically as well—or better—than the students who
originally started at a four-year institution (Adelman, 2005). However, community
college students sometimes do not arrive at the college with the mindset or aspirations of
obtaining a degree. Some of the 5 million noncredit students are in search of continuing
education. The ability to reach out to the community through continuing education allows
community colleges to be responsive to their community needs. Students can also obtain
a certificate in an occupational program. Certificate programs allow students to obtain
technical coursework and competencies that can give them the needed edge in the
workplace. Community colleges provide educational opportunities for their local and
extended communities.
Community colleges also extend educational services by providing programs
targeted at different segments of the community. Community colleges provide local
communities with programs geared at expanding their reach from prekindergarten
students to senior citizens. Often community members utilize the libraries and other
facilities on campus. Community colleges serve a broad constituent base as well as
traditional-age college students.
3

A significant number of the students who attend community colleges have life
situations that make them more likely to be labeled as academically at-risk. Many
community college students are academically underprepared. Nearly 40 percent of the
students who enroll in a community college are first-generation students (AACC, 2009).
Despite the numerous challenges that some community college students face,
many succeed academically and reach their educational goal. Over 550,000 students earn
an associate‘s degree annually from the nation‘s community colleges (AACC, 2009).
Millions of Americans interact daily with community college graduates and trainees
including local police officers, firefighters, or nurses. According to AACC (2009), 59
percent of new nurses and close to 80 percent of firefighters, law enforcement officers,
and emergency medical technicians have received their training from a community
college.
The traditional-age student who enters a community college is likely to have a
changing approach to learning. Lenhart, Simon, and Graziano (2001) reported 94 percent
of teenagers 12 to 17 years old use the Internet for school research; 71 percent use the
Internet as the major source for academic projects; 41 percent use electronic mail and
Instant Messaging to contact teachers or classmates about schoolwork; 58 percent use
websites for particular classes; and 17 percent have created a Web page for a school
project. Additionally, Lenhart (2009a) remarked that younger adults (traditional-age
students) are more likely than older adults to use social networking sites. In regards to
engagement, student persistence and retention, the literature addresses the value of
establishing personal connections, creating contact outside of the classroom, increasing
4

active and collaborative learning, and strengthening student-faculty interaction (Pace,
1980; Tinto, 1987; Chickering and Gamson 1987; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Astin,
1993; Chickering and Ehrmann, 1996; Center, 2008; Center, 2009). Web 2.0 tools, or
online Social Networking Tools (SNT), can help community colleges make these
connections and reach students.
Much of the research focused on online SNT has occurred in university settings;
however, the research does not adequately address the types of activities or social
networking tools that students are utilizing for their education. Research has shown there
is no difference in mean grade point averages between students who do and do not have a
Facebook account (Kolek & Saunders, 2008; Pasek, more, & Hargittai, 2009). As the use
of online SNT continues to escalate, there is a growing need to understand whether these
tools can be incorporated into effective educational practice in community colleges.
Previous research has suggested educational uses of online SNT in universities (Franklin
& Van Harmelen, 2007; Kolek & Saunders, 2008; Kord, 2008; Hargittai, 2008; Pasek,
more, & Hargittai, 2009).
There is a knowledge gap regarding how online SNT are used in community
colleges. This study will help reduce the knowledge gap by exploring the relationship
between community college student engagement and the use of online social networking
tools. Studies have shown that social networking tools are used extensively by
undergraduate students (Kolek & Saunders, 2008; Kord, 2008; Hargittai, 2008; Pasek,
more, & Hargittai, 2009). However, these studies have been limited in scope and have
primarily focused on students at four-year institutions.
5

Chapter one introduces the rationale for conducting the study. It addresses the
statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, research questions, methodology,
definition of terms, delimitations, limitations, assumptions, and significance to the field.
Chapter one sets the stage and parameters of the study. Additionally, Chapter one
introduces how community college students in the 21st century are accustomed to
ubiquitous access to technology and their use of online social networking tools.
Statement of the Problem
Many community colleges have shifted from open access colleges to open access
colleges centered on student success. The student success agenda, which has evolved
over the past 30 years, focuses on what types of services and student behaviors are
needed for reaching desired educational goals (Pace, 1980; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991;
Astin, 1993). This litany of literature emphasizes the importance of making personal and
meaningful connections in and out of the classroom. Recently, the proliferation of online
social networking on campuses has been infused into campus culture, causing colleges
and policymakers to wonder how to make sense of online SNT‘s effectiveness in
educational practice. There is little empirical evidence pertaining to the relationship
between online social networking tools and student engagement.
Media and information are processed through technology in diverse means and
this has helped shape the way 21st century learners acquire knowledge. Technology is a
key difference in the way students in the 21st century gather knowledge as compared to
their counterparts enrolled in higher education in previous centuries. ―The learning
preferences ascribed to ―Millennials‖ are increasingly true for many students across a
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wide range of ages, driven not only by the technologies they grew up with, but also by
the tools and media they use every day‖ (Dede, 2004, p. 4). Some community college
instructors are transitioning from traditional lecture-based instructional teaching models
to technology-based instructional teaching models. The technology-based instructional
teaching model is an avenue for the instructor to provide instant feedback and instant
access to information to students. Often, technology is used to enhance learning, but to
effectively reach community college students, technology should be used to supplement
effective pedagogy. The introduction of the read-write Web, or Web 2.0, has changed the
way people acquire knowledge and information, connect to one another, and participate
in the learning process. Web 2.0 tools, or online social networking tools (SNT), such as
Twitter, MySpace, Facebook, and Instant Messaging, surround everyone living in the
21st century, from college-age students to older adults. Many community college
students are following the social phenomenon of using online SNT, like Facebook
(Silverman, 2007).
Twenty-first century learners, often considered ―critically engaged learners,‖ are
the technologically-savvy students in today‘s classrooms (Moore, Fowler, Jesiek, Moore,
and Watson, 2008, p. 2). The 21st century learner is a creator and consumer of content—
a ―prosumer‖ (Toffler, 1980). The 21st century learner is characterized by having access
to technology not available to other generations of learners. Typically, these ―digital
native‖ students exhibit certain characteristics not shared by individuals who are ―digital
immigrants‖ (Prensky, 2001). Digital natives are those who were born while current
technology was in existence. Digital immigrants are those individuals who were born
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before current technology existed and tend to need training on current technology. Digital
natives expect instant access to information and instant feedback from the instructor
(Salaway, Caruso, & Nelson, 2007). These students like to negotiate grades, prefer
informal learning environments, and value their connection to others through technology;
digital natives tend to prefer the use of technology in the classroom (Speak Up, 2006).
Twenty-first century learners tend to have access to technology in the home,
including MP3 players, cell phones, personal computers, and other multi-media devices.
To captivate, encourage, and inspire 21st century learners, forward-thinking educational
institutions are exploring how current technology aids in effective educational practice
(Siemens & Tittenberger, 2009). Roueche, Richardson, Neal, & Roueche (2008) noted,
―If faculty and administrators who are not part of the Net Generation do not reshape their
thinking about students, education, and their teaching styles—based on the ‗sage on the
stage‘ tradition—they may become the ‗nontraditional‘ component of the college family‖
(p. 15).
The American higher education system still tends to embrace the industrial model
of teaching. Many classrooms still exhibit the straight rows and lecture-style room design
started in the late 1800s and early 1900s. Chalkboards—and today‘s low-tech upgrade,
whiteboards—are less engaging, archaic, and cannot provide the multi-platform learning
customarily used by 21st century learners (Roueche et al., 2008). This traditional type of
learning environment encourages a teacher-centered and hierarchical approach to
teaching and learning. The instructor is the content creator while the students become the
recipients of knowledge. Regrettably, this is not conducive to the differentiated and
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individualized learning environments needed to teach 21st century learners. The
industrial learning environment fails to take advantage of new technologies and does not
provide individualized or differentiated instruction. With the current learning
environment not capable of meeting the learning style of these students, a conflict
between 21st century learners and the learning environment has begun to emerge in
higher education. As a result, the students‘ boredom and disengagement in the traditional
learning environment will increase their likelihood of becoming academically at-risk.
Some community colleges are moving away from the industrial teaching model to
reconnect with their students, using the integration of technology as an avenue to keep
students engaged.
Online social networking tools (SNT) have surfaced into the mainstream of
American society, even increasing in adult membership (Lenhart, 2009a). As a result, of
this technology has become ubiquitous, many colleges are trying to understand how to
integrate it into campus culture (Kolek & Saunders, 2008). Some community colleges are
using these tools to connect with students. However, the relationship between the use of
online SNT and student engagement—the time and effort students invest in educationally
purposeful activities (Pace, 1980; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Astin, 1993, Kuh,
1995)—is unknown. Little empirical data exists on how online social networking tools
relate to students‘ academic experience (Kolek & Saunders, 2008).
Some community colleges are exploring ways online SNT will help create
connections with students and provide another medium to bring information and services
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to the students. A need exists to understand the impact online SNT are having on student
engagement. The study began to uncover the relationship that exists between the two.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of study the study was to examine the relationship between
community college students‘ engagement and their use of online social networking tools
(SNT). Analyses of the 2009 national administration of the Community College Survey
of Student Engagement (CCSSE), its five special-focus survey items on social
networking tools, and an Institutional Social Networking Inventory (ISNI) provided
much-needed insight to the relationship between online social networking tools and
community college student engagement.
Research Questions
1) In community colleges that use online social networking tools (SNT), what is the
relationship between SNT and engagement, as measured by the Community
College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE)?
A. To what extent do community colleges use SNT to engage students?
B. What is the relationship between institutional use of SNT and institution-level
engagement scores as measured by CCSSE?
2) To what extent do community college students use online social networking tools
(SNT) to engage in educationally purposeful activities?
3) What is the relationship between the use of online social networking tools (SNT)
by community college students and student engagement as measured by the
Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE)?
10

Methodology
This was a quantitative study; it measured and compared community college
students‘ engagement, their use of online social networking tools (SNT), and the use of
SNT by the community colleges they attend). The Community College Survey of Student
Engagement (CCSSE) administered during the 2009 spring semester was used to measure
community college students‘ engagement levels. The CCSSE is a survey instrument
developed in 2001 by the Center for Community College Student Engagement (an
organization formerly called by the survey‘s name). The CCSSE is a nationally
recognized data tool to help colleges assess their educational practices and processes. To
obtain online Institutional Social Networking Inventory (ISNI) scores, a scale and criteria
matrix was developed. This scale and rating system are discussed further in Chapter
three.
The study was conducted based upon two theoretical engagement models: Astin‘s
(1993) Student Involvement Theory, and Chickering and Ehrmann‘s (1996) adaptation of
the Seven Principles of Good Practice in Effective Undergraduate Education (Chickering
and Gamson, 1987). Additionally, 1) connectivism, 2) social construction of knowledge
and 3) Vygotsky‘s Zone of Proximal Development underpin the two engagement models
from Astin (1993), and Chickering and Ehrmann (1996). These theoretical models and
constructs guided the research in understanding the impact of online SNT on student
engagement.

11

Definition of Terms
The following are definitions for terms used in this study:
1) Academically at-risk – Students who possess traits or behave in ways that are
not conducive to achieving their educational goals.
2) Academic/student success – Achieving the educational goal(s) set by the student.
3) Center for Community College Student Engagement (CCCSE) – A national
community college research initiative that helps community colleges assess
effective educational practice. The assessments CCCSE provides are the
Community College Survey of Student Engagement, Community College Faculty
Survey of Student Engagement, and Survey of Entering Student Engagement
survey instruments.
4) Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) – A paper-based
survey administered to participating member community college students in the
spring semester. This survey was designed by researchers and experts in the field
to measure community college students‘ engagement in the college experience.
The items are clustered in five benchmarks: Active and Collaborative Learning,
Student-Faculty Interaction, Academic Challenge, Student Effort, and Support for
Learners (CCSSE, 2009a).
5) Course management systems – Virtual learning environments where online
courses take place (e.g. Blackboard, WebCT, Angel, Saki, Moodle, etc.).
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6) Culture of evidence – The phrase used to describe the use of data to inform
decision-making. Data help colleges get where they want to be on the student
success agenda.
7) Digital immigrant – Someone born before current technology was created
(Prensky, 2001). Generally seen as people who are not early adopters or who
often are not able to adapt to technology quickly.
8) Digital native – Someone born after current technology was created (Prensky,
2001). Generally seen as people who are early adopters or who are adept at using
technology because of high access to technology.
9) Engagement – The time and effort students invest in educationally purposeful
activities (Pace, 1980; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Astin, 1993).
10) Facebook – A ―social utility [with over 200 million users] that helps people
communicate more efficiently with their friends, family and coworkers‖
(Facebook, 2009a, About Facebook, para. 1). Facebook was founded in 2004 with
a mission to give ―people the power to share and make the world more open and
connected‖ (Facebook, 2009b, Company Overview, para. 2).
11) Fan – A fan is an individual who opts into a Facebook page (becomes a ―fan‖ of
the page) allowing them to access fan-only content on the page and interact with
the institution and other fans. A fan of community college page is not necessarily
a student. Examinations of interactions indicated fans could be community
members, prospective students, faculty, staff, alumni, and or parents; however,
observations lead the researcher to believe the majority of fans are students.
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12) Instant Messaging – ―A form of online communication that allows real-time
interaction through computers or mobile devices‖ (Solomon & Schrum, 2007, p.
69). This communication allows multiple people to connect in medium that allows
for synchronous text conversations to exist in one interface.
13) MySpace – ―An online community that lets you meet your friends‘ friends.
Create a private community on MySpace and you can share photos, journals and
interests with your growing network of mutual friends!‖ (MySpace, 2009, About
Us, para. 1).
14) Online Social Network Tools (SNT) – Virtual, online social tools, such as
Twitter, MySpace, Facebook, Instant Messaging, that are used by mainstream
society and students to communicate with and remain connected to their social
networks.
15) Twenty-first century learner – For the purpose of this study, a student enrolled
in any institution of higher education in the 21st century. These students are
surrounded by technology that allows them to create and consume online content
and knowledge. Their learning preferences can be found in what Dede (2004)
described as millennial and neomillennial learning styles.
16) Tweets – Electronic messages sent through a Twitter enabled device or
application containing no more than 140 characters.
17) Twitter – ―Real-time short messaging service that works over multiple networks
and devices‖ (Twitter, 2009, About Us, para. 1). These electronic short messages
are called tweets.
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18) Web 2.0 – Web 2.0 is not a different Internet, but provides the ability to interact
with content on the Web. Web 2.0 encourages individual users to participate in
the production and the consumption of content. ―Web 2.0 is a Web where users
generate content themselves, create communities, and connect around the world
with people they may never meet but can connect with for causes they
collectively support‖ (Hart, Greenfield, & Haji, 2007, p. XV). ―‗Web 2.0‘‖ is an
umbrella term that is used to refer to a new era of Web-enabled applications that
are built around user-generated or user-manipulated content, such as wikis, blogs,
podcasts, and social networking sites‖ (Pew, 2009). Web 2.0 can take form in
Wikis, blogs, customer reviews of products, or profile creation in a social
networking environment.
Delimitations
A few factors narrow the scope of the study. The first factor is that the study was
limited to the 312 U.S. community colleges, which participated in the 2009 national
administration of the CCSSE. The study did not attempt to predict the success of
community college students. Additionally, it did not attempt to examine which online
SNT could decrease engagement and thus result in a student‘s failure to reach their
desired educational goals. The data were captured in one spring semester at 312 U.S.
colleges, so the study cannot yield longitudinal trends.
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Limitations
The following are limitations of this quantitative study:
The combination of multiple social networking tools in the five special-focus
survey items analyzed on the 2009 CCSSE did not allow for direct conclusions
about any particular social networking tool.
The continuous development of new technologies will make some of the findings
temporary; that is, the findings offer a ―snapshot‖ of SNT usage at this particular
time.
The study is not longitudinal in scope and will not be able to track trends, and it
may only observe a higher education trend captured at this single point in time.
The theoretical validity of this study depended on the ability of the researcher to
explain the findings.
The study examined community college student self-reported data from the 2009
national administration of the CCSSE.
The five special-focus survey items only introduced how community colleges and
community college students are using online SNT. Further exploration by
examining responses to more in-depth questions such as those found on the
SENSE Technology Special-Focus Module are needed to provide a an in-depth
understanding of community college student behaviors using online SNT.
Assumptions
Many community college students use online SNT for purposes other than
educationally purposeful activities.
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Not all community colleges students have the same characteristics.
Not all community colleges students use or prefer online SNT.
Proficiency in the use of technology is not the same across all populations
(Oblinger & Oblinger, 2005).
Younger generations are more likely to utilize social networking tools than older
generations (Lenhart, 2009a & 2009b).
Significance of the Study
The study provides community colleges with baseline data to help understand
community college student use of online SNT. Further, the study contributes to the
community college student development literature that focuses on technology and
engagement. Research indicates that higher levels of student engagement are linked to
student success (Pace, 1980; Tinto, 1987; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Astin, 1993;
McClenney & Marti, 2006). To be successful in increasing student engagement and
student success, community colleges need to identify the needs, expectations, and
behaviors of their student population. The findings provide insight into whether online
SNT provide a medium for community college students to engage in educationally
purposeful activities. Exploring the effectiveness of online SNT use in community
colleges can help community colleges design institutional practices that will yield higher
levels of student success. In addition, the findings could help community colleges design
ways to incorporate online SNT into their campus cultures.
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Summary of Chapter I
Community colleges are educating students who are technologically-connected
users and who use online SNT in their daily lives. It is paramount that community
colleges help students succeed; to ensure this happens with 21st century learners,
community colleges must focus on ways to improve institutional practices and policies.
The study is important to the education field, as it provides much-needed understanding
of the relationship that exists between the use of online SNT and student engagement.
The literature on technology, engagement, and online social networking is focused
mainly in the university setting (Franklin & Van Harmelen, 2007; Kolek & Saunders,
2008; Kord, 2008; Hargittai, 2008; Pasek, more, & Hargittai, 2009; Siemens &
Tittenberger, 2009).
The literature review provides the framework needed to understand if differences,
in regards to online social networking, exist between community college and university
students. The literature review provided in chapter two explores effective educational
practices in undergraduate education and types of theories that support virtual interaction.
Furthermore, the literature review provides the context of the study and exposes the gap
of knowledge in technology literature focused on community colleges.
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE
Introduction
In 2004, Internet use began to evolve as users changed the way they interacted
online. ―Rather than Internet users being ‗given‘ content online produced by a
technically-savvy few, new technologies and interfaces allowed searchers actually to use
the Web in a collaborative, interactive way‖ (Caudill, 2008, p. 11). Internet users can
read and create content now and receive feedback from a worldwide audience. In just a
couple of years, the uses of this interactive Web and the technologies to support it have
dramatically increased. ―The multi-platform, collaborative face of the Internet is now
commonly referred to as New Media, or ―‗Web 2.0‘‖ (Caudill, 2008, p. 11).
Today, people from around the world and within local communities come
together around common themes or topics of interest. ―One of the most significant factors
in the rise of new media has been access‖ (Caudill, 2008, p. 11). The Internet has brought
a wealth of information to people, while the new media software has allowed people to
create content based on personal thoughts, ideas, and perspectives. A large community of
open source developers are working ―hand in hand to give everyone free access to new
media‖ (Caudill, 2008, p. 11). Open source software does not discriminate among
consumers (free and available to use) of the software, barring other technological
obstacles (Chesbrough & Appleyard, 2007).
Typically, public goods have been the purview of governments—national defense
and education being two widely deployed examples. Recent Web 2.0 phenomena, such as
social networking websites like Facebook or open source software like the Linux
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operating system, were created along the lines of a public good; no one is excluded from
using them and use by one person does not diminish their availability for another person
(Chesbrough & Appleyard, 2007).
The evolution of the Internet has helped empower users in a wide variety of
venues. One of the more interesting transformations occurring in higher education is the
use of existing technologies to help advance educational concepts and connect with
students in new and meaningful ways. This chapter begins with an overview of Web 2.0,
followed by a discussion of online social networking tools and course management
systems used by community colleges. Student engagement in community colleges and the
use of technology and online social networks on campus are examined. The impact of
these tools on student development were explored.
Web 2.0
Dale Dougherty is credited with coining the term ―Web 2.0‖ at a conference in
2004. The term came to symbolize the Internet evolution after the painful ―bursting of the
dot-com bubble in the fall of 2001‖ (O‘Reilly, 2005, September, para. 1). ―The reason
that the term ‗Web 2.0‘ has been bandied about so much since Dale Dougherty came up
with it…is because it does capture the widespread sense that there‘s something
qualitatively different about today‘s web‖ (O‘Reilly, 2005, August, para. 3). O‘Reilly
(2005, September) attempted to define Web 2.0 in an essay written for the 2005 Web 2.0
Conference, but failed to give a ―a hard and fast definition‖ (para. 1).
People have since developed non-technical definitions that provide a better
understanding of the term Web 2.0. Hart, Greenfield, & Haji (2007), defined Web 1.0 as
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the version of the Internet that allowed the user only to read and print materials. Hart et
al. (2007) identified Web 1.0 as the Web ―that talked at people‖ (p. XV). Whereas Web
1.0 was a virtual paperweight, Web 2.0 has encouraged individual users to participate in
the production of content. ―Web 2.0 is a Web where users generate content themselves,
create communities, and connect around the world with people they many never meet but
can connect with for causes they collectively support‖ (Hart et al., 2007, p. XV).
Hodgkinson commented, ―Networking platforms, profiles, blogs, wikis, RSS (Really
Simple Syndication), and tagging make it easy to create a personalized presence on the
Internet, to upload rich media content, and to link to and interact with other people‖ (as
cited in Syameen & Khalili, 2008, p. 4). Solomon and Schrum (2007) noted the changing
landscape of the Internet occurring in the early 2000s. Solomon and Schrum (2007)
introduced Web 2.0 as:
The notion of interactivity went from linking and clicking to creating and
sharing. Now individuals not only find and read information but also
create and share their own in real time. It is a new Web, known as Web
2.0. (p. 8)
Web 2.0 tools are commonly categorized as online social networking tools. This
technology allows students, for the first time, to become innovative content creators on a
global basis. Frequently, the content is collaborative, created by several individuals who
collectively share and edit the material. Solomon and Schrum (2007) indicated, ―As
educational leaders, we should understand changes in the Web and how they reflect
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changes in the world around us. We should provide these new tools to our students so
that they are prepared for new challenges‖ (pp. 8-9).
Practical use of Web 2.0
Web 2.0 technologies provide another avenue for connection and can serve as a
social surrogate when face-to-face interactions are not possible. Students are among those
who are using their online profiles to help create interactions that are not possible in
person. Students can stay in touch with family, friends, peers, and mentors, creating
stronger ties.
The use of these technologies has become ubiquitous; ―nowadays, professionals
are just as likely to have their Facebook or LinkedIn URL on their business cards as a
phone number‖ (Taylor, 2008, p. 19). As new platforms are developed, the use of these
tools evolves rapidly. For example, Twitter (2009), a ―real-time short messaging service
that works over multiple networks and devices‖ (About Us, para. 1), provides users with
the connectedness that many people seek. It provides the opportunity for ―spontaneous
meet-ups, collaboration, and mutual support‖ (Taylor, 2008, p. 20). While it began as a
simple tool to share what an individual was doing at a given point in time, use of Twitter
has evolved to serve a variety of purposes. One interesting use, as Taylor (2008)
explained, is how ―entire conferences seem to be run simultaneously in both the physical
world and as a running, often snarky, stream-of-consciousness dialog on the
microblogging service Twitter‖ (Taylor, 2008, p. 19).
Additionally, other Web 2.0 technologies support virtual in-person interactions.
Some websites allow for interactive video conferencing. In other applications like
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Second Life, users participate in a 3D virtual conference or classroom through 3D avatars
that represent the individual in the online world.
Web 2.0 technologies can be used to learn, create, edit, give user feedback, and
develop communities based on commonalities. O‘Reilly (2005, September) organized
Web 2.0 into seven areas: as a platform, for harnessing collective intelligence, data is the
next Intel inside, end of the software release cycle, lightweight programming models,
software above the level of a single device, and rich user experiences. For educational
purposes, a Web 2.0 can provide administrators and faculty with a medium to connect
with the 21st century learner. Additionally, the category of ―harnessing collective
intelligence‖ can be integrated into effective educational practice. Building from the
collective known of the class and making learning social is one way to utilize Web 2.0 in
the classroom.
As O‘Reilly (2005, September) explained, ―Web 2.0 [as a platform] doesn‘t have
a hard boundary, but rather, a gravitational core‖ (The Web as Platform, para. 1). Social
networks have a similar structure. Since no standard platform exists, and most Web 2.0
applications are free, colleges can utilize these tools in various ways in and out of the
classroom to reach 21st century learners. For the area O‘Reilly noted as harnessing
collective intelligence, people have ―have pioneered a concept that some people call
―folksonomy‖ (in contrast to taxonomy), a style of collaborative categorization of sites
using freely chosen keywords, often referred to as tags‖ (O‘Reilly, September 2005,
Collective Intelligence, para. 2). Tagging allows the user to associate multiple categories
with one instance or object. This provides an organic indexing system allowing for fast
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searching and retrieval. This feature is valuable in an educational setting where
information retrieval is vital for learning.
Recording thoughts electronically in a memo style is known as blogging. ―One of
the most highly touted features of the Web 2.0 era is the rise of blogging‖ (O‘Reilly,
September 2005, Blogging and the Wisdom of Crowds, para. 1). Blogs are Web logs
similar to a written diary, but they are posted online and can be reviewed, elaborated, and
commented on by others. Blogging also provides a simple way to publish one‘s work.
Another tool, Real Simple Syndicate (RSS), allows users to subscribe to online
content they wish to be delivered to one central location. It provides notifications when
specified pages have been updated, creating the ―live web.‖ Subscribers are constantly
updated with the latest information.
Web 2.0 technologies provide the opportunity to remain connected, create
content, and offer a means to publish content for collaboration. These technologies
provide practical uses in and out of academic settings. Each of these technologies are
explored more in-depth.
Social Networking
Although social networking has received a lot of attention in the past couple of
years, it is not a new term. J. A. Barnes (1954) introduced the term social networking in
1954 and defined social networks as ties to people with whom interaction occurs. Barnes
noted that the ―social field has no units or boundaries‖ (p. 43). Ties in the social field can
be ―friendship and acquaintance; kinsmen; of equal or not equal status‖ (Barnes, 1954, p.
43).
24

Hodgkinson (as cited in Syameen & Khalili, 2008) contended:
At the heart of social networking is a desire to interact with people you
know or introduced to you by people you know, rather than to interact
with the anonymous general population of Internet users. Social
networking arises from the confluence of technology capability and
people‘s personal preferences to live and work within networks of trusted
friends and associates. (p. 4)
Social networking has proven to be both a way to complete tasks and a means to interact
with peer groups. Social networks are the foundation for creating an environment of
constructive interactions among people and an avenue to share and discuss ideas to
achieve desired outcomes.
Online Social Networks
The evolution of the Internet, Web 2.0, and technology has made it possible to
form interpersonal relationships online. Hodgkinson (as cited in Syameen & Khalili,
2008) pointed out Web 2.0 technologies make creating online social networks possible.
―For the first time in history‖ people are able to make ties and create online social
networks, avoiding ―world barriers of race, sexuality, appearance, economic status and
religion‖ (Syameen & Khalili, 2008, p. 4). Popular U.S. online social networking sites are
Facebook, MySpace, Friendster, and LinkedIn, as well as Second life, a popular 3D
virtual world. The growth of online social networks is partially attributable to: (1) the
ease of use of these popular social networking sites, (2) increased access to the Internet,
and (3) increased access to computing devices, including mobile devices. Online social
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networking tools (SNT) started in the late 1990s with the introduction of Six Degrees and
continued to grow into the late 21st century with the introduction of Facebook. Figure 1
shows a timeline of online SNT. The growth and popularity of online social networking
sites has contributed to more youth using the Internet.
Figure 1: Online Social Networking Timeline

(Ellison, 2007)
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A study from the Pew Internet & American Life Project indicated that more than half
(55%) of American teens between the ages of 12 and 17 use online social networking
sites (Lenhart, Madden, Macgill, & Smith, 2007). The study indicated that older teens
and girls create profiles and use online social networking sites more frequently (Lenhart
et al., 2007; Lenhart & Madden, 2007). Although the ages presented are not typical
college age, this study points to the larger trend of the 21st century learners‘ technology
use.
Canadian research firm ZINC reported about Canadian adult usages of online
social networking sites:
86 % of Canadian adults aged 18 to 34 years participate in on-line social
networking, compared to 64% of those aged 13 to 17, 18% of those aged 35
to 54 and just 4% of those aged 55 years plus. (Harston, 2008, p. J2)
The study found few differences between gender and educational attainment level with
uses of the technology. ZINC reported, ―47% of the respondents holding university
degrees, 54% holding college or technical school diplomas and 52% with high school
education‖ used social networking tools (Harston, 2008, J2). These studies provide
evidence of social networking penetration and use from teens to adults.
Online Social Communities
People create profiles on social networking sites, create avatars in virtual worlds,
generate YouTube videos, participate in social bookmarking, and read and write blogs
and microblogs to stay connected and share their thoughts and ideas. Web 2.0 tools
provide the opportunity for self-expression, to present one‘s thoughts in both print and
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visual mediums, and allow feedback to come from various places. Web 2.0 tools are used
to socialize, post photos, connect to new and familiar people, share information and
resources, and to quickly obtain accurate knowledge from multiple sources
Online social networking tools also are used for their commercial value. Users
can join groups, become politically active, support a favorite band or retail outlet, and
engage in various other entertainment activities. The entertainment reason comes full
circle and promotes networking and the building of ―friends.‖
Levy (2008) discussed the political influence tools such as Facebook, MySpace,
Twitter, and YouTube had on the 2008 presidential election. Levy (2008) noted that,
―Now you have all these young people who can participate in the process rather than just
watching and going to vote every four years‖ (p. 15). Levy (2008) contended the civically
engaged and perceptive social networkers were from younger generations making them
ideal recruits for the 2008 election campaign. ―Tools such as Facebook, MySpace,
Twitter and YouTube allow individuals to become part of something larger just by using
their laptop or PDA‖ (Levy, 2008, p. 15). The introduction of new media or Web 2.0 has
changed the political landscape from the 2008 election forward. Web 2.0 created an
environment of involvement and creation, which allowed users to become more engaged
in the process.
Online Social Networks used by Students
Social networking sites such as Facebook, MySpace, and LinkedIn have become
popular with the 21st century learner. Previous studies of undergraduate students
indicated a growing percentage of students use online social networking tools (SNT)
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(Franklin & Van Harmelen, 2007; Ellison, 2007; Kolek & Saunders, 2008; Kord, 2008;
Hargittai, 2008; Pasek, more, & Hargittai, 2009; Siemens & Tittenberger, 2009). Social
networking tools can provide students with avenues to connect with other students, as
well as professionals, faculty, staff, and administrators. Links to popular social
networking tools are becoming commonplace on college websites, supplementing more
traditional communication channels and providing prospective students ways to interact
with current students, campus faculty and staff, and alumni before and during the
application process. Social networking tools also provide current students new
opportunities for interaction with other students and institutional personnel, peer support,
and collaborative workspace. Some of the interactions and experiences students have in
online SNT mirror educationally purposeful activities that lead to engagement. This is a
significant benefit, since engagement is a key component of student development and
academic achievement.
A study conducted by Hargittai (2008) with 1,060 first-year students at the
University of Chicago revealed which students were accessing the various different social
networking sites. The findings of this study revealed racial background and parental
education are linked to students‘ use of a particular social networking site. Hargittai
(2008) stated, ―Students of Hispanic origin make up a considerably larger segment of
MySpace users than their representation in the sample as a whole‖ (p. 282). The study
also revealed a larger portion of White and Non-Hispanic students use Facebook.
According to Hargittai (2008), ―Students who have at least one parent with a graduate
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degree are more represented on Facebook…while students whose parents have less than a
high school education are disproportionately users of MySpace‖ (p. 282).
In addition to online SNT, students interact in the virtual environment via course
management systems. Online social communities provide the means for social interaction
in the learning process. However, this social interaction is lacking in course management
systems in current use by community colleges.
Course Management Systems used by Community Colleges
Community colleges are currently educating students in traditional online
environments. The growth of online education is currently increasing at a higher rate in
community colleges than at four-year institutions (Allen and Seaman, 2007). Course
management systems (CMS) connect students and faculty through the Internet for online
learning or as a supplement to in class learning. Examples of CMS are Angel,
Blackboard/WebCT/Vista, Desire2Learn, Moodle, etc. Whether the CMS is open-source
or proprietary, these environments provide opportunities for online learners to participate
in a course in similar ways to face-to-face learning. However, these environments
typically provide more limited social interaction than is found in online SNT. Although
these environments currently do not provide easy access to social tools, many CMS are
moving to incorporate them. For example, Blackboard has introduced Blackboard Sync
and Adobe Connect Pro as ways of reaching into the social sphere. Blackboard Sync
pushes class notifications to the students‘ Facebook accounts, while Adobe Connect Pro
is a web conferencing tool that can be used to simulate face-to-face communications.
CMS and online SNT help to simulate or replicate traditional face-to-face student-faculty
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interactions, and active and collaborative learning, which are key foundations of
engagement. Both student-faculty interactions and active, collaborative learning are
integral to the theoretical framework of the study.
Student Engagement in Community Colleges
From the outset, community colleges have focused on providing access to higher
education. Now the focus is shifting from accessibility to accessibility and quality in
education. To strengthen the student success agenda, community colleges are turning to
data to assess effective educational practice. Prior research on student retention provides
the evidence to support what educational practices are effective and lead to student
success (Pace, 1980; Tinto, 1987; Chickering and Gamson 1987; Pascarella & Terenzini,
1991; Astin, 1993; Chickering and Ehrmann, 1996). The two theories that provide the
framework to guide this study are Astin‘s (1984) Student Involvement Theory, and
Chickering and Ehrmann‘s (1996) adaptation of the Seven Principles.
Astin’s Student Involvement Theory
Astin (1977, 1984, 1986, 1993, & 2001) has researched effective practice in
undergraduate education over the last 30 plus years. Astin‘s (1984) Student Involvement
Theory provided a lens by which to examine how actions by students, faculty, and staff in
online social networks can lead to increased student engagement. Three of Astin‘s
involvement categories—Academic Involvement, Student-Faculty Involvement, StudentStudent Involvement—help explain how involvement can be applied to online SNT.
Academic Involvement is characterized by 22 measures; two of the measures are
(1) using a personal computer, and (2) received tutoring in courses (Astin, 2001, p. 72).
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Online social networking has the capability to provide a wide range of educational
experience from helping students connect with famous authors, to viewing historic sites,
to receiving tutoring in subject areas with which they struggle. Online SNT are an avenue
for simulations of on-campus activities that lead to academic involvement and student
success. Two of the measures of academic involvement (personal computer use and
tutoring) are met through use of online social networking tools.
Student-faculty involvement and student-student involvement can occur in the
same instances. Astin (2001) noted the pedagogical practices linked to favorable
cognitive outcomes were frequent student-faculty interaction and frequent student-student
interaction. For community college students online SNT can increase the frequency of
these interactions. The interactions can occur through Instant Messaging, through chat
functions in Facebook and MySpace, and through tweets on Twitter. Online social
networks can be a way to supplement on-campus activities and a way to increase
communication between groups. Astin‘s (1984) Student Involvement Theory attested to
many effective educational practices, which lead to student engagement and success.
These practices relate to Chickering and Ehrmann‘s (1996) Seven Principles applied
through technology.
Chickering and Ehrmann’s “Technology as Lever”
In a follow up to previous research, Chickering and Ehrmann (1996) expanded
upon the earlier work from Chickering and Gamson (1987), Seven Principles for Good
Practice in Undergraduate Education, by releasing Implementing the Seven Principles:
Technology as Lever. The authors gave examples that professors and instructors could
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use to integrate computer information technology into the learning environment to
accomplish the Seven Principles. Even though current Web 2.0 technologies did not exist
in 1996, the examples provided a fundamental basis that stretched across old technologies
to new ones:
1. Good Practice Encourages Contacts Between Students and Faculty
―Frequent student-faculty contact in and out of class is a most important factor in
student motivation and involvement‖ (para. 6).
2. Good Practice Develops Reciprocity and Cooperation Among Students
―Learning is enhanced when it is more like a team effort than a solo race. Good
learning, like good work, is collaborative and social, not competitive and isolated.
Working with others often increases involvement in learning. Sharing one‘s ideas
and responding to others‘ improves thinking and deepens understanding‖ (para.
11).
3. Good Practice Uses Active Learning Techniques
―Learning is not a spectator sport. Students do not learn much just sitting in
classes listening to teachers, memorizing prepackaged assignments, and spitting
out answers‖ (para. 16).
4. Good Practice Gives Prompt Feedback
―Knowing what you know and don‘t know focuses your learning. In getting
started, students need help in assessing their existing knowledge and competence.
The ways in which new technologies can provide feedback are many—sometimes
obvious, sometimes more subtle‖ (para. 19).
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5. Good Practice Emphasizes Time on Task
―Time plus energy equals learning. Learning to use one‘s time well is critical for
students and professionals alike. Allocating realistic amounts of time means
effective learning for students and effective teaching for faculty. New
technologies can dramatically improve time on task for students and faculty
members. Technology also can increase time on task by making studying more
efficient‖ (para. 22).
6. Good Practice Communicates High Expectations
―Expect more and you will get it. High expectations are important for everyone —
for the poorly prepared, for those unwilling to exert themselves, and for the bright
and well motivated. Expecting students to perform well becomes a self-fulfilling
prophecy. New technologies can communicate high expectations explicitly and
efficiently‖ (para. 25).
7. Good Practice Respects Diverse Talents and Ways of Learning
―Students need opportunities to show their talents and learn in ways that work for
them. Technological resources can ask for different methods of learning through
powerful visuals and well-organized print; through direct, vicarious, and virtual
experiences; and through tasks requiring analysis, synthesis, and evaluation, with
applications to real-life situations‖ (para. 28 & 29).
Chickering and Ehrmann‘s (1996) discussion of the Seven Principles reinforces ways
community colleges can increase student involvement through the use of technology.
Online SNT can create what Astin (1986) refers to as simulation of the campus
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environment. If students adhere to Chickering and Ehrmann‘s (1996) concept of ―time on
task‖ online SNT are then used for educationally purposeful activities. Students can
increase productivity and engagement if they utilize time spent on a computer for an
educational task (Chickering & Ehrmann, 1996).
Social Learning Literature
The literature on social learning also provided a foundation to support active and
collaborative learning and student-faculty interaction. The three areas of literature that
supplement the two engagement theories are: (1) connectivism, (2), social construction of
knowledge and (3) Vygotsky‘s Zone of Proximal Development. Connectivism is the view
that ―knowledge and cognition are distributed across networks of people and technology
and learning is the process of connecting, growing, and navigating those networks‖
(Siemens & Tittenberger, 2009, p. 10). In connectivism, learning is a product of three
connections: external and social, neural, and conceptual. The external and social branch
of connectivism supports Chickering and Ehrmann‘s (1996) argument that learning is
social. Siemens and Tittenberger (2009) explained the external and social branch as the
―formation of networks has been significantly aided through the development of
participatory web technologies. Blogs, wikis, social bookmarking, and social networking
sites, raise the capacity of individuals to connect with others, with experts, and with
content‖ (2009, p. 10). Vygotsky (1978) and Bruffee (1986, 1993) wrote about social
construction of knowledge in educational context in their works. Vygotsky‘s (1978) Zone
of Proximal Development emphasizes the concept of what students can do on their own is
less than what they can accomplish through collaboration. This social view of learning
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can apply to the interaction of group work and other activities conducted through online
SNT.
To link the two theoretical lenses of student involvement and engagement with
the social learning literature, the researcher explored a survey that helps assess these
constructs in community colleges. The national community college assessment
organization, the Center for Community College Student Engagement (CCCSE), defines
student engagement as the time and energy students invest in educationally purposeful
activities. CCCSE‘s definition of engagement is based on seminal retention and student
development literature: Astin‘s (1984) Student Involvement Theory; Chickering and
Gamson‘s (1987) Seven Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education; Pace‘s
(1984) Quality of Effort Theory; and Tinto‘s (1987) Interactionalist Theory. Each of
these research bodies provides insight on how to keep students engaged and helps guide
effective educational practice.
The Center for Community College Student Engagement measures effective
educational practice and student engagement through its flagship survey, the Community
College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE). The CCSSE is a survey instrument in
which students answer questions about their behaviors in addition to questions that are
cognitive and affective in nature. These questions are categorized into five benchmarks:
(1) Active and Collaborative Learning, (2) Student-Faculty Interaction, (3) Support for
Learners, (4) Academic Challenge, and (5) Student Effort. CCCSE (2009) reported,
―Benchmarks are groups of conceptually related items that address key areas of student
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engagement‖ (para. 4). CCCSE‘s perspective is that student engagement is achieved
through embracing effective educational practice.
The Center annually publishes findings from national administrations of the
CCSSE and SENSE, the Survey of Entering Student Engagement. Since 2001, the
CCCSE instruments have generated the largest existing data sets pertaining to the quality
of community college education. CCCSE has found that having high expectations for
students as well as providing the high support increases students‘ likelihood of goal
attainment (CCSSE, 2008). In the 2008 SENSE national report, CCCSE noted that
providing personal, meaningful, and mandatory connections leads to an actively engaged
student who is well suited to achieve their educational goal (Center, 2008). Knowing that
making these connections helps students to be engaged and thus more likely to succeed;
these principles can be applied using another medium besides face-to-face interactions.
Online SNT can help facilitate these interactions when face-to-face time might be
initially absent. According to Kay McClenney, director of the CCCSE, ―Every course,
every program, every college is perfectly designed to produce precisely the results it‘s
currently getting‖ (personal communication, February 23, 2009). If in fact, for forwardthinking community colleges designing their campuses to reach students through
meaningful connections, with high expectations and support, the virtual world offers an
extension of this mission.
Prior research and student development literature (Pace, 1980; Tinto, 1987;
Chickering and Gamson 1987; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Astin, 1993; Chickering
and Ehrmann, 1996) support two of the CCSSE benchmarks used to guide the analysis:
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Student-Faculty Interaction, and Active and Collaborative Learning. These two
benchmarks are addressed through the behaviors measured in the special-focus survey
items on the 2009 CCSSE. The following sections present evidence on how these two
measures lead to student engagement.
Student-Faculty Interaction
Student-faculty interaction is linked to satisfaction and engagement of students.
Frymier (2005) stated, ―If the transactional model of communication is observed then not
only do teachers influence students and impact the outcome (learning), but students also
influence teachers and the outcome‖ (p. 197). In addition, Frymier (2005) identified a
quality of being an effective student as interacting with the instructor outside of class.
Frymier (2005) reported, ―students who seek clarification on material, discuss content,
seek advice, or just ‗get to know‘ the instructor are likely to do better in the class since
they are more engaged with the class and/or the instructor‖ (p. 198). Students who want
to be engaged in the learning process should participate in out-of-class communication,
which is similar to social networking environments (Frymier, 2005). Out-of-class
communication, such as seeking clarification or advice, or engaging in conversations to
get to know the instructor, are consistent with the other ―effective student‖ qualities
discussed earlier (Frymier, 2005, p. 201).
Student-faculty interaction can facilitate positive relationships that foster student
success. Catt, Miller, and Schallenkamp (2007) indicated establishing ―rapport with
students and methods of delivering content material are critical elements in learning. For
these elements to be achieved successfully, effective instructors must demonstrate good
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communication skills‖ (p. 369). This communication can occur both face to face or
virtually, or in or outside of the classroom. Catt et al. (2007) found ―instructors rated
‗knowledge of the subject‘ as the most important factor in education, students considered
‗communication skills‘ to be most relevant‖ (p. 369). During the process of building
rapport, students are satisfied and are more engaged (Catt et al., 2007). After rapport is
built, instructors can use their good communication skills to keep students involved (Catt
et al., 2007).
Effective communication skills are needed in face-to-face and virtual interactions.
The qualitative study from McShane (2004) identified the relationship between the
teacher and student in information and communication technology (ICT) courses. As
McShane (2004) concluded, ―Lecturers who teach using information and communication
technology are becoming (information) managers or facilitators of learning‖ (p. 4).
McShane (2004) noted, ―in online communication-based learning environments, teachers
become learners, and learners become teachers. Teachers and students work and
communicate as peers…‖ (p. 4).
Additionally, McShane (2004) explained, ―The use of ICT in university teaching
and learning will put an end to the certainty of ‗standing and delivering‘ (lecturing)‖ (p.
4). McShane (2004) identified emerging themes from computer-mediated communication
in teaching. One emerging theme was ―enhanced relationships with students‖ (McShane,
2004, p. 8). Teachers ―came to know their students better—as individuals, as colleagues
or in a mentoring relationship—through computer-mediated communication-learning‖
(McShane, 2004, 8). McShane (2004) stated, ―computer-mediated communication-based
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learning ‗gets people interacting‘ and that distance education is important to provide
students with detailed and supportive feedback‖ (p. 8). Another finding from the study is
that ―online teaching has enabled teachers to spend more time talking with the students
than in a lecture‖ (McShane, 2004, p. 13). Kay McClenney (2007) noted instructor
communication is important to student success. Increased engagement scores are a result
from open communication between instructor and student (McClenney, 2007).
The role of instructors in higher education has begun to evolve. Allen and Plax
(1999) described teacher roles in three categories: ―teacher as group leader, teacher as
facilitator, and teacher as provider of group structure‖ (p. 495). Allen and Plax (1999)
encouraged the role of a faculty member to change from lecturer to facilitator. A
facilitator has the ability to teach, reach, and inspire students in ways to ensure authentic
engagement. The facilitator is able to be more effective as a result of technology in the
classroom and formation of learning communities. To have an impact on learning,
teaching needs to resonate at the highest stage of comprehension—authentic engagement.
Schlechty (2002) defined authentic engagement as:
The task, activity, or work the student is assigned or encouraged to
undertake is associated with a result or outcome that has clear meaning
and relatively immediate value to the student… or to get access to
information that the student needs to solve a problem of real interest to
him or her. (p. 3)
Relating any subject matter to fit the individual needs of the student will lead to an
enrichment activity, authentic engagement, and increased understanding. The teacher as a
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facilitator, one who creates authentic engagement for the student, is necessary to building
learning communities. Wenger (1998) reinforced this idea with his concept of the ―work
of engagement‖ (p. 184). Wenger defined the work of engagement as, ―the work of
forming communities of practice‖ (p. 184). Wenger further explained, ―Work of
engagement requires the ability to take part in meaningful activities and interactions, in
the production of sharable artifacts in community-building conversations, and in the
negotiation of new situations‖ (p. 184). The connectivity and interaction provided by
Web 2.0 tools can help keep students engaged by meeting the student-faculty interaction
and active and collaborative learning aspects of engagement.
Active and Collaborative Learning
The natural design and function Web 2.0 tools create opportunities for active and
collaborative learning. Chickering and Gamson (1987) indicated in principle two that,
―learning is enhanced when it is more like a team effort than a solo race. Good learning,
like good work, is collaborative and social, not competitive and isolated‖ (para. 2).
Chickering and Ehrmann (1996) professed the power of sharing ideas and how group
collaborative activities increase involvement. For example, Second Life provides the
space for groups to work virtually together on projects in real world situations. These
projects could be on campus, could be in a third world country, or at a historical venue.
―Study groups, collaborative learning, group problem solving, and discussion of
assignments can all be dramatically strengthened through communication tools that
facilitate such activity‖ (Chickering and Ehrmann, 1996, para. 12). Web 2.0 tools can
entice students into active learning and do so by their collaborative structure.
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Online social networking tools help to facilitate active and collaborative learning
for students. Chickering and Ehrmann (1996) proclaimed learning is active, social, and
reflective. Chickering and Ehrmann noted learning experiences must provide
opportunities for reflection and must relate learning to past and current times. Active
learning can include, for example, participating in blogging exercises that are grounded in
critical thinking and reflection, guided by feedback in the form of peer critiques.
According to Chickering and Ehrmann (1996), ―the range of technologies that encourage
active learning is staggering. Many fall into one of three categories: tools and resources
for learning by doing, time-delayed exchange, and real-time conversation‖ (para. 17).
Web 2.0 tools can facilitate group collaboration through the process of computermediated communication (CMC). In CMC, Kiesler and Sproull (1992) found slight
variations in how status affects the decision-making process of the group. Kiesler and
Sproull noted ―because it is harder to ‗read‘ status cues in electronic messages than it is in
other forms of communication, high status people do not dominate the discussion in
electronic as much as they do in face-to-face groups‖ (p. 109). Participation in CMC
allows more individuals to have ―talk‖ time. Kiesler and Sproull elaborated on this issue
by noting in electronic discussions ―participation is distributed more equally‖ (p. 108).
The findings in their study of three-person groups indicate that inequality is reduced to
half as much in comparison to face-to-face groups. Status hierarchy is found in many
decision-making meetings, and is a noted imbalance. Kiesler and Sproull identified
instances in studies in which women and undergraduates sometimes overcome the status
hierarchy in electronic environments. Although it might be difficult to recognize the
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status of people in an electronic environment, demeanor and analytical expertise can help
identify higher status people. This can lead, in certain groups, to the same member
privileges as in face-to-face groups.
Research has indicated that students in computer-mediated communication groups
―deliver more complete reports, make decisions of higher quality, and perform better on
tasks that require groups to generate ideas‖ in comparison to face-to-face groups
(Fjermestad, 2004). When looking at social goals, research indicates computer-mediated
communication groups are more engaged in more complex, broader, and cognitively
challenging discussions and participate more equally (Fjermestad, 2004).
The 2008 Horizon Report, a continuation of the five-year qualitative study by
EDUCAUSE, provided insight into the efficacy of emerging technology and the impact it
will have on teaching and learning. The report highlighted social networking (social
operating systems) as one of the six emerging technologies. Findings on the topic of
social networking include: (a) a renewed emphasis on collaborative learning is pushing
new forms of educational interaction; (b) continuing development of social networking
and other collaborative tools and increased opportunities for interaction will require new
ways to measure academic progress in real time; and (c) social networking and social
operating systems are changing the ways we think about knowledge and learning and the
way we organize work and ideas around individuals rather than content, leading to
otherwise missed connections (New Media Consortium, 2008). The potential of this
emerging technology provides an indication of how this technology will help keep
students engaged in community colleges. This engagement will occur when student43

faculty interaction and active and collaborative learning are promoted through new
media.
Using Technology and Online Social Networks on Campus
Community colleges are using online social networking tools to reach out to
students. A few examples of how colleges are utilizing this technology to reach out to
students highlight how community colleges are recreating connections in online
environments. Kuh and Shouping (2001) analyzed data collected from over 18,000
undergraduates from 71 colleges and universities to find out the impact of computers and
other information technologies. The study revealed an increase in student effort with the
aid of computers and information technology. Findings from the study also showed gains
in a range of other desirable college and student outcomes. The findings linked student
effort and uses of technology for educationally meaningful and purposeful activities to
engagement. These findings are congruent with the time on task concept (Chickering and
Ehrmann, 1996). Technology can be used to increase student engagement if the activities
are designed to reach desired educational outcomes.
Community colleges are already using online social networking tools to make
connections with students. CCCSE published its 2009 CCSSE National Report with a
special focus on the use of technology to increase engagement (Center, 2009). The
National Report highlighted colleges that are using online SNT to increase engagement
by making connections. In addition to the colleges discussed in the National Report, the
subsequent sections provide evidence on how other colleges are making connections
through the use of technology.
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Personalizing Enrollment Management
Technology has become a necessary part of enrollment management in meeting
the demands of student outreach and recruitment goals. Zalanowski (2007) stated,
―Admission professionals [have] turned to the Internet to simultaneously expand
recruitment regions, individualize contact with prospective students and personalize the
admission funnel‖ (Abstract, para. 2). Colleges have begun to seek ways to keep current
with technology trends and to address the needs of the current and prospective students.
Zalanowski (2007) further argued, ―Online technologies, including email, websites,
Weblogs, etc. were implemented to help enrollment management professionals reach out
to prospective students and help them explore colleges in unique and technologicallysavvy ways‖ (Abstract, para. 2). Advancements in technology are increasingly helpful in
addressing the access to information most students are expecting from colleges.
The growing influence of the ―Internet on recruitment has ‗flattened‘ the
traditional funnel. Students are turning to the Web for information on colleges and
universities—and they are not limiting their searches to campus Web sites‖ (Willette,
2007, p. 1). Social networking sites have become strong sources of supplemental insights
with images, profiles, and content generated in the authentic voices of the students,
campus faculty and staff, and alumni. Clearly, enrollment managers are using technology
to reach students. The following examines trends related to the utilization of Internet
applications: social networking sites, instant and text messaging.
For example, Minnesota State Community and Technical College (MSCTC)
offers a link from the Future Student web page to its MySpace profile page. Although a
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new member of MySpace, MSCTC continues to populate its profile with content. The
MSCTC‘s commercial jingle is available to play from the profile page and Top Ten
Reasons for Attending MSCTC are displayed. On the profile page is an introductory blog
about an upcoming event. As an added touch, MSCTC has a photo album containing
photos that capture workforce degree programs, athletics, and photos featuring current
students and faculty.
As another example, Morton College (IL) has utilized two popular social
networking websites, MySpace and Facebook, to connect with prospective students and
engage current students. During a phone interview, Lizette Urbina and Sandra Saldana
answered questions about Web 2.0 at Morton College. According to Urbina:
Enrollment management has to be a holistic approach. To be successful, an
institution needs to do a complete organizational overhaul to reach this success.
There is not a quick fix that will solve enrollment issues; however, Web 2.0 can
be considered a great supplement to current strategies. Web 2.0 strategies help
during times when funding levels are in a declined state. Make sure a strategic
plan is used as the driver for change, and technology, just being the vehicle to
make this change. (personal communication, April 16, 2008)
Urbina and Saldana anecdotally noted that Web 2.0 has improved recruitment at Morton
College. Saldana indicated, ―Giving students more information, increasing engagement in
the classroom, and giving them instant—more feedback; can be attributed to retaining
students‖ (personal communication, April 16, 2008).
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Some community colleges leaders and faculty are seeking innovative and creative
approaches to connect with their students. They view technology as a tool that will assist
in meeting their core values, mission, and vision. They are reaching out to students in
their native environments to enhance the services provided to this population.
Additionally, some community colleges are reshaping and rethinking how the
organization is structured. Although this proves to be a challenge with the ever-increasing
cost of technology, it is imperative to note the commitment these institutional leaders are
making to student success.
Keeping in Touch with Instant Messaging and Text Messaging
Instant Messaging (IM) technology allows for real-time conversations between
individuals needing or wanting to exchange ideas, similar to a phone conversation in text.
Zalanowski (2007) noted, ―The popularity observed with IM in this project over the
course of a calendar year strongly indicated that Millennial students were willing to use
IM as a point of contact in a formalized setting‖ (Abstract, para. 3). IM has been an
effective tool in reaching students and has seen an increase in usage even over other
common e-recruitment strategies. Finally Zalanowski (2007) summarized, ―IM has the
potential to be a great outreach tool, but the messages shared must correlate with other
informational resources in order for it to be a valid and effective feature‖ (Conclusions,
para. 6).
Joliet Junior College (IL) and Santa Fe College (FL) engage and inform
prospective and current students utilizing text messaging. These colleges are two of 16
featured colleges and universities participating in Mobile Campus (MC). MC is a solution
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to ―provide real-time, interactive access to their students via text messaging. Mobile
Campus provides this solution, free-of-charge to the university‖ (Mobile Campus, 2007,
What is Mobile Campus, para. 1). MC is a student-, faculty-, or staff-approved text
messaging service that connects users to organizations, clubs, restaurants, and stores.
Members of MC choose to receive certain text messages by customizing their
profile on the Mobile Campus website. In MC, text messages are generally grouped
within three categories: Deals and Savings, Social Connections, and Alerts and
Notifications. The text messages benefit students, because they contain discounts at
participating restaurants and vendors; methods of building connections to social sphere;
and safety and security. This service allows students to get updates about meeting times
or general information about concerts, sports, and other entertainment activities. MC also
helps with campus safety announcements, campus closures, or when tickets go on sale, as
well as real-time information about individual class cancellations.
Online Social Networking: Effects on Engagement
Few empirical studies exist that show the effects of using Web 2.0 online social
networking tools in higher education. This is a result of Web 2.0 being in its infancy
stage in higher education and an indication of how education lags industry in
implementing emerging technologies.
Positive Effects of Online Social Networking on Engagement
In a recent study focused on the connection of online SNT to higher education
curriculum, Franklin & Van Harmelen (2007) observed the use of Web 2.0 technologies
in content creation for learning and teaching in higher education. Franklin & Van
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Harmelen (2007) concluded, ―Web 2.0 will affect how universities go about the business
of education, from learning, teaching and assessment, through contact with school
communities, widening participation, interfacing with industry, and maintaining contact
with alumni‖ (p. 1). The findings of the study showed Web 2.0 would be one of the
drivers that initiates the needed change to the structure of higher education (Franklin &
Van Harmelen, 2007). The study provided examples of how to integrate Web 2.0 into
curriculum and instruction: Web 2.0 can assist in learning and teaching in-group work, in
social constructivist and constructionist approaches (Franklin and Van Harmelen, 2007).
Thompson (2007) indicated there are vast uses of Web 2.0 applications in higher
education. The potential use for these applications has yet to be reached. Students expect
to interact and learn using Web 2.0, a powerful way to connection and experience
learning. Examining qualitative and quantitative studies, Thompson contested that
institutions need to be reflective and adapt to the changing student population and their
learning needs and habits.
Pasek, more, and Hargittai (2009) examined Facebook usage by undergraduates
and Facebook use in relation to grades. The study revealed there is not a negative
relationship between the use of Facebook and grade point average. The study did caution
against using any medium of communication or online SNT too much, as over usage of
technology can detract from college studies.
Prior research helps us note the potential uses of online SNT to keep students
informed about the on-campus activities (Franklin & Van Harmelen, 2007; Kolek &
Saunders, 2008; Kord, 2008; Hargittai, 2008; Pasek, more, & Hargittai, 2009; Siemens &
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Tittenberger, 2009). Siemens & Tittenberger (2009) suggested online SNT are reshaping
learning and allowing students to connect to educational context in new and meaningful
ways. Learners acquire knowledge as a function of interactions between networked
partners in learning (Siemens & Tittenberger 2009). These interactions allow learners to
raise their overall connection with content and peer-networks.
Negative Effects of Online Social Networking on Engagement
The negative implications of using online SNT on student development are found
in what Chickering and Ehrmann (1996) described as a detrimental effect to time on task.
If students are not actively involved in the learning environment, or classroom, they can
be distracted by the information available in online SNT. College professors comment
that proper etiquette or ―netiquette‖ is needed to help students spend more time on task.
Some colleges offer orientation programs and student success courses that warn students
about abusing time spent on activities that are not educationally purposeful. Students
using online social networking tools for non-educationally related activities results in
lower student effort benchmark scores (Center, 2009). If students spend too much effort
on any activity without the proper time on educational task, engagement in content areas
will decrease. Students and community colleges must be aware of the potential negative
impacts of the Internet and online SNT.
Summary of Chapter II
Online social networks have begun make an impact in higher education and have
reached into the campuses of community colleges. Community colleges are finding new
ways to bring academic and support services to where the students are. However, not
50

much empirical data exists on how online SNT are being used to strengthen effective
educational practice. This is a result of the relatively new phenomenon of online SNT and
the recent introduction of these tools into community colleges. Prior research revealed
how online SNT are being used in universities, but there is a lack of evidence showing a
relationship between its usage and student engagement. Literature in student development
can be used to link activities that take place on-campus to those activities in online
environments. Astin (1977, 1980, 1984, 1993, & 2001), Chickering and Ehrmann (1996),
and social learning theories show how simulated campus activities can be applied to the
online environment.
Previous research studies have observed student behaviors and activities
associated with online SNT (Banaria, 2004; Franklin & Van Harmelen, 2007; Ellison,
2007; Kolek & Saunders, 2008; Kord, 2008; Hargittai, 2008; Bainbridge, 2008; Pasek,
more, & Hargittai, 2009; Siemens & Tittenberger, 2009; Aleman and Wartman, 2009).
Facebook is the social networking tool that is often analyzed because of its popularity on
college campuses (Aleman and Wartman, 2009). Previous studies primarily focused on
universities with limited undergraduate research observing the behaviors of community
college students in online social networking environments. Prior studies that focused
research on online environments in community colleges do not focus on the impact of
social networking tools (Tung, 2008). An earlier study focused on computer mediated
communication (CMC) which can be helpful in understanding community college
students‘ online behaviors (Frank, 2000).

51

Chapter three is the methods section of this study. Chapter three restates the
research questions and provides a detailed description of how the study was conducted,
explaining the methodology used to answer the research questions, how the data was
collected, and the survey instruments used to collect the data.
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES
Introduction
The literature review in chapter two provided the context to understand
undergraduate student use of online Social Networking Tools (SNT). These technologies
are changing the way students retrieve information and are reshaping the way colleges
instruct students (Siemens & Tittenberger, 2009). As acting bodies within the
accountability movement in higher education, it is important for community colleges to
understand how they can provide supplemental services to help community college
students reach their educational goals. Community colleges are aware of the impact
emerging technologies are having on teaching and learning. The use of data to inform
how community colleges can use technology to improve student engagement and
enhance the undergraduate experience will be the key to transforming effective
educational practice. This study provides data to help community colleges understand
students‘ use of online social networking tools and the relationship of these behaviors to
student engagement.
This chapter describes the research design employed to examine the relationship
between the use of online SNT and engagement levels of community college students. A
restatement of the purpose of the study, research questions, methodology, research
design, instruments, description of sample, procedures and data collection, data analysis,
and a summary of the chapter are included. Additionally, the definition of the two survey
data sets used to examine the relationship—2009 CCSSE (Community College Survey of
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Student Engagement) and ISNI (Institutional Social Networking Inventory)—are
explained.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to examine the relationship between community
college students‘ engagement and their use of online social networking tools (SNT).
Examination of the 2009 CCSSE findings, including the five special-focus survey items
on social networking tools, and the ISNI provided the necessary data sets for analysis.
The following three research questions and their sub-questions were addressed in this
study.
Research Questions
1) In community colleges that use online social networking tools (SNT), what is the
relationship between SNT and engagement, as measured by the Community
College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE)?
A. To what extent do community colleges use SNT to engage students?
B. What is the relationship between institutional use of SNT and institution-level
engagement scores as measured by CCSSE?
2) To what extent do community college students use online social networking tools
(SNT) to engage in educationally purposeful activities?
3) What is the relationship between the use of online social networking tools (SNT)
by community college students and student engagement, as measured by the
Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE)?
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Research Methodology and Design
According to Trochim and Land (1982), research design is the strategy used to
bring together the various methods of research in order to address predefined research
questions. This study employed a quantitative approach to answer the three research
questions. Creswell (2003) contended, ―A quantitative approach is one in which the
investigator primarily uses post positivist claims for developing knowledge, employs
strategies of inquiry such as experiments and surveys, and collects data on predetermined
instruments that yield statistical data‖ (p. 18). In such a study, results must be interpreted
with care as faulty interpretation can threaten the validity of the findings (Sydenstricker,
2007). This study‘s quantitative approach allowed for an understanding of the
relationships that existed between the use of online SNT and community college student
engagement. The CCSSE instrument has been tested by researchers and found to be a
valid and reliable survey instrument (McClenney & Marti, 2006). Noting the preliminary
nature of the validity and reliability of the Institutional Social Networking Inventory
(ISNI), caution was taken in interpreting the data from this instrument.
An ex post facto quantitative design was implemented to identify if a relationship
existed between the use of social networking tools by community college students and
their levels of engagement in educationally purposeful activities. Using an ex post facto
research method means the data are not subject to manipulation by the researcher (Cohen,
et al., 2007). Ex post facto means to do something after the fact (Merriam-Webster,
2009); in analyzing data collected by the CCCSE, the ex post facto approach helped the
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researcher examine community college and community college student behaviors when
using online social networking tools.
The two data sets were used to test if a relationship exists between the use of SNT
and the five CCSSE benchmarks. The CCSSE items provided a valid and reliable way of
exploring the constructs. The ISNI provided a means way of assessing institutional social
networking presence of community colleges on Facebook. While ISNI has not yet
received the extensive scrutiny the CCSSE instrument has received, it was vetted and
tested for reliability and validity.
The five CCSSE benchmarks provide a link between on-campus interactions and
virtual interactions of online social networks. These five benchmarks—Academic
Challenge, Active and Collaborative Learning, Student-Faculty Interaction, Student
Effort, and Support for Learners—served as the foundation for data analysis in the study.
These benchmarks were used to compare the institutional engagement scores versus the
ISNI scores. The data were analyzed using descriptive comparisons, cross-tabulation
comparisons, t-tests, and Pearson correlations to answer the three research questions.
The statistical tests were conducted on both the aggregate data set and disaggregated data.
Once relationships were identified, figures and tables were created to highlight the
findings.
Instrument Development
The Community College Student Report
The CCSSE instrument, The Community College Student Report, was developed
in 2001 by researchers at the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (the
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organization since renamed the Center for Community College Student Engagement) and
an advisory board consisting of nationally known higher education practitioners and
researchers. The CCSSE instrument contains 123 items grouped into 38 questions,
including 98 items that measure student engagement and 25 items that provide
demographic information on the respondents. Most items measure the frequency with
which students use college services and the frequency of student‘s educationally
purposeful behaviors, a predictor of future student behaviors. Other items measure
satisfaction; still others assess cognitive and affective experiences of community college
students. Copies of the survey and the additional five special-focus survey items
addressing uses of social networking tools are provided in Appendix 2.
Institutional Social Networking Inventory (ISNI)
The Institutional Social Networking Inventory (ISNI) was developed during the
summer of 2009. A copy of the ISNI is provided in Appendix 3. Development of the
instrument followed a thorough examination of both community college and university
institutional Facebook pages. Based on this preliminary research, a foundational matrix
was developed. The first institution examined was Hofstra University (NY), the 2009
Campus Technology Innovation Award winner in the social networking category. Hofstra
University‘s Facebook page provided a template for the foundation matrix, as it notably
included both functionality and interaction.
Additional community college and university Facebook pages were examined:
Stanford University, Montgomery County Community College, Northern Virginia
Community College, Florida Community College at Jacksonville, Laramie County
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Community College, Darton College, Tompkins Cortland Community College, Carl
Sandburg College, Central Wyoming College, Minnesota West Community and
Technical College. While the majority of the institutions observed were community
colleges, Stanford University‘s page was included because of the virtual office hours
hosted by some faculty members and because of the reputation of the university in social
engagement. The researcher also examined the top three technology community colleges
in each size classification as identified in the 2008 Digital Community Colleges Survey.
The contents of each community college and university Facebook page were
examined and a foundational matrix was created from the observations. Annotations were
made for factors such as the existence of an official college Facebook page, message
boards, videos of professors and students, photographs of campus life, postings, etc.
From the foundational matrix, themes and items for the ISNI were identified. These,
along with observations of commonalities among the institutions listed above and
recommendations from colleagues, served as the basis for the ISNI. The ISNI‘s design
captures the functions noted as important to measure interactions between the institution
and fan.
The ISNI instrument contains 38 items that allowed the researcher to evaluate the
functionality and interactions occurring on the institutional Facebook page. The inventory
contains items that measure an institution‘s success in creating a symbolic representation
of the physical environment, as well as fan and institutional interactions. These items
should prove helpful in developing a Facebook page conducive to fan and institution
interaction.
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The implementation rating scale used in the ISNI was an abbreviated and adapted
version of the scale in the Community College Inventory: Focus on Student Persistence,
Learning, and Attainment (McClenney & McClenney, 2003). The implementation scale
is a four-point scale where the minimum value is zero (no implementation) and the
maximum value is three (full implementation). This scale proved useful in assigning the
degree to which a college has implemented certain practices on the institutional Facebook
page. To obtain a greater degree in variation of implementation, a five-point
implementation scale could have been used. A fifth rating level would separate colleges
that had posted only a logo or placeholder page from the colleges that fit into other
implementation categories. For the purposes of this study, however, colleges‘ Facebook
pages considered as placeholders were included in the no implementation group.
In addition to an ISNI implementation rating (0, 1, 2, or 3), all colleges included
in the study received an ISNI benchmark score. To create the ISNI benchmark scores,
select items present in the ISNI were grouped together to form three ISNI benchmarks:
Campus Connection, Campus Voice, and Student Voice. These ISNI benchmarks are
conceptual clusters formed by grouping items believed provided the best opportunity to
compare ISNI concepts to the CCSSE benchmarks. The following are the ISNI
benchmarks and associated items.
Table 1: ISNI Benchmark and Associated Items
Campus Connection
1. How prominently has the community college listed its location (mailing or
physical) on the Facebook page?
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2. How prominently has the community college listed the campus phone number
on the Facebook page(s)?
3. How prominently has the community college provided a link to their Web site
homepage on one of the Facebook page(s)?
4. How prominently has the community college provided the hours of operation
for the campus on the Facebook page(s)?
5. How prominently has the community college included links to external
college resources (admissions, financial aid, etc Web page) on the Facebook
page(s)?
6. How prominently has the community college included links to educational
resources on the Facebook page(s)?
Campus Voice
1. To what extent has the community college uploaded videos on the Facebook
page(s) that are education related?
2. To what extent has the community college uploaded videos depicting the
campus environment in non-academic settings (sporting events, dorm
facilities, student organizations, building locations, commencement addresses,
etc.) on the Facebook page(s)?
3. To what extent has the community college uploaded videos depicting the
interactions between students and the community college‘s personnel
(lectures, professors and students interacting, student voices, and first year
experiences, etc.) on the Facebook page(s)?
4. To what extent has the community college uploaded profile pictures depicting
students engaged in the campus environment on the Facebook page(s)?
5. To what extent has the community college created photo albums depicting the
campus environment (photos of sporting events, commencement, classrooms,
professors and students, and the physical campus) on the Facebook page(s)?
6. To what extent has the community college previously posted events that are
now past events on the Facebook page(s)?
7. To what extent has the community college posted events that will occur in the
future on the Facebook page(s)?
8. To what extent has the community college posted education related notes on
the Facebook page(s)?
9. To what extent has the community college posted wall comments that are
educational announcements (from the institution about scholarships,
registration periods, etc.) on the Facebook page(s)?
10. To what extent has the community college posted wall comments that are nonacademic announcements (from the institution about sporting events, student
organizations, etc.) on the Facebook page(s)?
11. To what extent has the community college posted wall comments that elicit
feedback from fans of the institution on the Facebook page(s)?
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Student Voice
1. To what extent are the fan comments/likes in response to educational wall
posts on the Facebook page(s)?
2. To what extent are the fan comments/likes in response to non-educational wall
posts on the Facebook page(s)?
3. To what extent are the fan comments/likes in response to pictures uploaded by
the institution on the Facebook page(s)?
4. To what extent are the fan comments/likes in response to videos uploaded by
institution on the Facebook page(s)?
5. To what extent have fans posted wall comments that elicit feedback from
students, staff, or fans of the institution on the Facebook page(s)?
6. To what extent have fans posted wall comments on the Facebook page(s)?
7. To what extent has the college responded to the fan comments/likes on the
Facebook page(s)?
These benchmarks (Campus Connection, Campus Voice, and Student Voice)
allowed for a comparison of a community college‘s ISNI benchmark scores to that
community college‘s five CCSSE benchmark scores: Active and Collaborative Learning,
Student-Faculty Interaction, Student Effort, Academic Challenge, and Support for
Learners. The ISNI and CCSSE benchmarks were made comparable by standardizing
each to a mean benchmark score of 50 with a standard deviation of 25.
Instrument Validity
A validation study of the CCSSE survey instrument was conducted to explore the
validity of the survey items and benchmarks (McClenney & Marti, 2006). ―This report on
a three-pronged collection of studies validates the relationships between student
engagement and a variety of student outcomes in community college — including
academic performance, persistence, and attainment‖ (CCCSE, 2009b). The
psychometrics analysis conducted on the CCSSE survey instrument examined ―the
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reliability and validity of the instrument to assess its usefulness in institutional research
and practice‖ (Marti, 2009, p. 2).
The ISNI instrument was validated through peer review and measurement. Two
independent researchers, both of whom have extensive experience with online SNT and a
background in higher education in traditional and online environments, scored
community colleges‘ Facebook page based on the ISNI. These colleagues‘ scores were
compared against the researcher‘s scores to ensure validity and reliability of the data
collection instrument. The scores were found to match in 95% of cases.
Description of Sample
Given the aim of this study, the sample selection methodologies were different for
the two data collection instruments. Each instrument‘s sampling frame was based on the
312 community colleges that participated in the 2009 national administration of the
CCSSE survey. In both cases, the sampling frame was temporal in nature in that it
provided a snapshot of institutional and student behaviors rather than a longitudinal view
of behaviors over time. The methodologies used to select the study samples are described
in detail in the subsequent sections.
CCSSE was administered in randomly selected course sections at 312 community
colleges in 38 U.S. states and one community college in Canada during the 2009 national
administration. CCSSE 2009 yielded a sample of 201,211 usable surveys. Analysis
conducted using the CCSSE data set included all respondents who participated in the
2009 CCSSE administration of the survey and included items related to all college
benchmarks.
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By contrast, analysis conducted using the ISNI included a group of institutions
selected from among the 312 CCSSE 2009 participating colleges. According to Czaja and
Blair (2005), a cluster-sampling frame refers to the ―occurrence of only one entry for
several‖ groups (p. 295). The sampling method is a cluster sample since it was broken
down into two groups that represent similar units. The first groupings were colleges that
had a Facebook page and participated in CCSSE in the spring of 2009. The second
grouping consists of the colleges that achieved an ISNI rating of marginal
implementation or full implementation. The cluster sampling methodology allowed the
researcher to drill down and examine what was occurring between two institutional
groups using Facebook. The clustering allowed the researcher to group the marginal
implementation and full implementation colleges and to compare the subgroups to the
other colleges in larger sample.
To determine a college‘s eligibility for inclusion in the study, the researcher
scrolled through the various Facebook resources of each institution to find the first
institutional activity, searching primarily for ―welcome to our page‖ posts and Facebook
indicators of ―no more post exists for‖ this institution. However, these two indicators
were not present for all 312 colleges that participated in CCSSE 2009. In these cases, the
researcher used the first observed instance of activity‘s date and time stamp. Sixty-eight
colleges were given ISNI ratings and ISNI benchmark scores.
CCSSE Sampling Methodology
Community colleges that participated in the 2009 administration (n=312) were
included in this study (See Appendix 1). CCSSE uses a stratified random sampling
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methodology. The sampling unit is a college credit course and the stratification variable
is class start time. Stratification by class start times allows for all sections of face-to-face
instructions to be represented by the sample. The CCSSE sampling protocol was
designed not to discriminate based on age, sex, race/ethnic background, or any other
student characteristic. Respondents are students who were enrolled in the randomly
sampled courses, were in attendance the time of administration, and chose to participate
in the survey (CCSSE, 2009).
After registering for CCSSE 20009, each college submitted a Course Master Data
File (CMDF) listing all course sections taught during the spring 2009 semester,
excluding: non-credit courses, dual-enrollment courses offered entirely to high school
students, distance learning classes (including practicums, clinicals, internships, and coops), lower-level ESL courses, lab sections associated with a lecture, individual
instruction courses (such as a music lesson), and individual study or self-paced classes.
From the CMDF, a sample of randomly selected classes was created (Table 2).
The target response rate for CCSSE is dependent on each participating
institution‘s enrollment size as indicated by its most recently available IPEDS enrollment
(fall semester credit headcount). Targeted sample sizes are categorized by the Center‘s
grouping of enrollment ranges. These targeted sample sizes span from approximately 600
to 1,500 students. To ensure community colleges reach the target sample size, the Center
pulls a sample of courses that is 160% of the targeted sample size. This is done as a
contingency strategy since various reasons for non-participation exist. The number of
respondents by institutional enrollment is shown in Table 2.
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Table 2: Target Sample Size by Campus Enrollment
Enrollment category

Target sample size

Approximately 160% of target

Average number of classes

Less than 1,500
1,500-4,499
4,500-7,999
8,000-14,999
15,000-21,999
22,000 or more

TBD
600
800
1,000
1,200
1,500

TBD
960
1,280
1,600
1,920
2,400

TBD
56
67
73
85
99

*Source: CCSSE website. Retrieved July 2009 from
http://www.ccsse.org/aboutccsse/aboutfaqs.cfm#Samplingmethod

ISNI Sampling Methodology
The researcher chose Facebook as the sole social networking tool for the ISNI,
because most undergraduate students create Facebook accounts to associate with the
college or university‘s network during college (Banaria, 2004; Ellison, 2007; Silverman,
2007; Kolek & Saunders, 2008; Kord, 2008; Hargittai, 2008; Bainbridge, 2008; Pasek,
more, & Hargittai, 2009; Aleman and Wartman, 2009). Although community colleges are
adopting other social networking tools to communicate with students and their
constituents, Facebook provided the highest probability of capturing interaction between
institutions and students, therefore providing a more accurate measurement of
institutional social networking.
The ISNI sampling methodology included a two-pronged approach. The first
caveat was colleges had to have participated in the 2009 national administration of the
CCSSE. The second caveat was evidence of an official education Facebook page during
the spring of 2009. If a college met both criteria, then it was part of the sample for
analysis using the ISNI. To rate colleges with an overall ISNI score for the community
colleges participating in the 2009 CCSSE survey, the researcher conducted a search for
the colleges‘ Facebook pages. However, there were colleges that participated in the 2009
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CCSSE survey that did not have a Facebook page during the CCSSE administration
timeframe. Of the 312 CCSSE 2009 colleges, 83 (26.6%) had searchable education pages
on Facebook during the CCSSE administration. These remaining 229 (73.4%) of CCSSE
2009 participant colleges receiving an overall rating of no implementation and,
consequently, did not receive ISNI benchmark scores.
Procedures and Data Collection
Data for this study were collected in two phases. The first phase involved
secondary data obtained from the Center for Community College Student Engagement.
The second phase involved primary data collected by the researcher.
Phase I
The first phase of data collection consisted of gaining authorization for use of the
CCSSE 2009 data set, obtaining a secure file, and examining the data set and its variables
that mapped to the research questions. This data set was requested and acquired from the
Center for Community College Student Engagement during the fall of 2009. The data set
was comprised of respondents‘ answers to core survey items, as well as the five specialfocus items included in the 2009 national administration of the CCSSE. Additionally, the
data set contained student and institutional benchmark scores.
Phase II
The second phase of data collection involved rating qualifying colleges using the
ISNI. These data were collected by the researcher exploring the Facebook pages of the
colleges that participated in the 2009 national administration of the CCSSE. During this
phase, each college received an overall ISNI rating and three ISNI benchmarks scores. Of
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the 312 CCSSE 2009 participating colleges, 83 had an official Facebook page and
therefore were awarded an overall ISNI score. Of the 83 colleges, 62 colleges received an
overall rating of marginal implementation (n=16), partial implementation (n=34), or full
implementation (n=12). The remaining 21 colleges received an overall rating of no
implementation.
CCSSE Data Consent and Research Protocol
The CCSSE 2009 survey results were a key data source for this study. The use of
this data set was approved by the Center through the following procedure: the researcher
completed the proper written form (Data Use Agreement: The Community College
Student Report) and obtained written permission from Dr. Kay McClenney, director of
the Center for Community College Student Engagement. After the authorization letter
was received, a University of Texas Institutional Review Board (IRB) request was
submitted. The University of Texas IRB approved the study on September 09, 2009 with
an expiration date of September 08, 2012.
Variables
In this study, variables are either independent or dependent. In social science
research, like this ex post facto study, independent variables cannot be manipulated by
the researcher, but can be statistically controlled during analyses. The dependent variable
is affected by the independent variables analyzed. The independent (from research
questions/inputs) and dependent variables (engagement/outputs) for this study were
defined throughout the study. Some of the independent variables were grouped into
categories, as described below.
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For the purpose of this study, the independent variables were selected to help
answer the research questions. The study used three existing CCSSE variables and six
recoded independent variables. The three existing CCSSE variables were SEX (male and
female), ENRLMENT (full-time and less than full-time), and DEVELOPMENTAL (nondevelopmental and developmental). The six recoded variables were:
1) DAGE (Traditional age; Nontraditional age) – 18-24 years of age and 25+
years of age respectively
2) DCOMMUTE (5 hours or less; 6 or more hours) – hours commuting to and
from the college
3) DGPA (Less than B; B or better) – Less than B are students who self
identified as having a GPA range of: C- or lower; C; and B- to C+
4) DHONORS (Have taken; Have not taken) – Have not taken are students who
self identified as either have not done/nor plan to do, or plan to do
5) DPREPARE (5 hours or less; 6 or more hours) – hours the student prepares
for class in a typical 7-day week
6) DRACE (White; Non-Asian Minority; Asian Minority) – Non-Asian Minority
are students who self identified as one of the following: American Indian or
other Native American; Native Hawaiian; Black or African American, NonHispanic; Hispanic, Latino, Spanish; and other
The dependent variables were the CCSSE student-level and college-level
benchmarks. The student-level benchmark score variables are ACCHALL_S,
ACTCOLL_S, STUEFF_S, STUFAC_S, and SUPPORT_S. These variables represented
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Academic Challenge, Active and Collaborative Learning, Student Effort, Student-Faculty
Interaction, and Support for Learners, respectively. The college-level variables were
created in the same manner, however are designated with a ―_C‖ (i.e. ACCHALL_C).
Data Analysis
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to conduct the
analyses for this study. The statistical analyses conducted using SPSS helped answer the
research questions in a multitude of ways. The researcher employed SPSS to provide
frequency distributions, cross-tabulation comparisons, t-tests, Pearson correlations, and to
weight the data to answer the research questions. The statistical tests were conducted on
aggregated and disaggregated data to obtain clearer answers to the research questions.
Statistical Analysis
Frequency distributions were essential in recoding the two of the CCSSE
variables. The frequency distributions helped define where the majority of students
reported on temporal variables. The two temporal variables recoded based on the
frequency distributions where DCOMMUTE and DPREPARE. This process was used to
recode the variables to have survey respondents in relatively equally represented in the
new variables.
Cross-tabulation analyses helped form the foundation of inquiry, which ultimately
led to selecting the variables analyzed using the t-test statistics. Cross-tabulations provide
insight to the groups and subgroups of survey respondents. The percentages helped
answer portions of the research questions but left uncertainly regarding the meaning of
the numbers. To fill this void, t-test analyses were employed.
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T-test statistical analyses were conducted to examine differences in nine
predefined categories. These categories were: age, ethnicity/race, enrollment status,
commute time, weekly preparation time, honors course enrollment, developmental status,
gender, and grade point average. The nine categories were tested for significance to
explore how frequency of using SNT for non-education and educational activities relates
to students‘ levels of engagement. To put into context the magnitude of the statistical
significance, an effect size (Cohen‘s d) was calculated for each statistically significant
analysis. The effect size helped to put the relationship of significance into perspective,
especially since significances found in t-tests may be a product of having a large sample
size (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2007), which in this study included over 170,000 CCSSE
survey respondents.
Pearson correlations were used to examine multiple relationships in the data. To
reflect the proper direction of the correlation, the researcher recoded the response scale
on four of the five special-focus survey items. The response scales ranged from multiple
times per day to never, 1 to 5 respectively. (The only special-focus item not recoded was
the fifth question, because that item‘s response scale measured more connection at the
highest end of the scale.) In order to associate an increase in use of online SNT with the
highest number on the response scale, the response scales were reverse coded. The
reverse coding associated the largest value (5) to multiple times per day and the lowest
value (0) to never a value.
Pearson correlation ―measures the degree and direction of linear relationships
between two variables‖ (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2007, p 511). This type of analysis was
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determined to be an appropriate measurement to identify the relationship between the
level of SNT implementation and engagement. Pearson correlations helped explore the
relationship between student-level benchmark scores and responses to the special-focus
survey items. Additionally, Pearson correlations also helped to explore the relationship
between the ISNI benchmarks and CCSSE college-level benchmarks.
Student respondents to CCSSE tend to skew full-time. This is a product of the
random sampling technique stratified by course. Full-time students have more
opportunities to participate in the classroom-based survey, resulting in an artificial
inflation of full-time students in the sample. Most community college students (60%) are
enrolled part-time (AACC, 2009). To ensure accuracy in relationships between the two
groups, CCSSE variables are weighted when not disaggregated by enrollment status. The
only variable not weighted is ENRLMENT. The variable used to statistically weight the
data was IWEIGHT.
Creating ISNI Benchmarks
The ISNI benchmarks are related items grouped to explore the relationship
between institution-initiated practices and fan-level and institutional-level interactions.
The items grouped into the three benchmarks are detailed in the instrument development
section of this chapter. The following explains the method of standardizing raw scores
into benchmark scores.
Using the raw scores from each of the colleges rated, an average was generated on
each of the items for the benchmark. For example, the formula used to create the ISNI
benchmark Campus Connection is:
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Campus Connection = (2+3+4+5+6+7)/6
The next step was to standardize the scores using the same method as CCSSE
student-level benchmarks. CCSSE student-level benchmarks are standardized to a mean
of 50 with a standard deviation of 25. This standardization provides a reference to
compare the average CCSSE scores to the marginal implementation and full
implementation scores. The following formulas were used to standardize the scores:
z Score =

(Mean – OriginalScores)
CalculatedStandardDeviation

StandardizedScore = (z Score x PredeterminedStandardDeviation) + Predetermined Mean

The calculations were made for the marginal implementation and full
implementation colleges; yielding 28 standardized scores for each of the three
benchmarks.
Criteria Used to Determine Statistical Significance
To determine statistical significance, the researcher followed CCCSE guidelines
for research conducted using CCSSE data. Statistical significance exists between two
groups when the probability level for the comparison is .001 or less and the effect size
(Cohen‘s d) is greater than or equal to 0.20. The study took the probability level from the
SPSS output in the form of independent sample t-test significance 2-tailed column.
The following formula was utilized to calculate the effect size:
Effect Size = Difference in Means / Standard Deviation
The following formula was used to calculate the variance:
S2 = (n1-1)s12+(n2-1)s22/(n1+n2-2)
72

The results of using the statistical analyses along with the CCCSE guidelines produced
the data required to answer the three research questions.
Summary of Chapter III
Community college student behaviors and experiences were examined through an
ex post facto quantitative research method. This approach was suitable for this study
because the data were quantitative in nature and described a snapshot, rather than
ongoing observance, of student and institutional behaviors.
This chapter described the research design used to investigate the relationship
between community college students‘ use of online SNT and their engagement levels.
The purpose of the study, research questions, methodology, research design, instruments,
procedures and data collection, and data analysis were described. The two data sets used
for the study were defined, and the sample was described. Chapter four provides a
detailed analysis of the relationship between engagement and the use of social
networking tools in community colleges.
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CHAPTER IV: DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
Introduction
The purpose of the study was to examine the relationship between community college
students‘ engagement and their use of online social networking tools (SNT). This was
accomplished by utilizing (a) the data set from the 2009 national administration of the
Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE), focusing on nineteen
variables from the main survey and the five special-focus survey items on social
networking tools (Appendix 2), and (b) the Institutional Social Networking Inventory
(ISNI) (Appendix 3). Chapter four is organized in three parts, as follows: overview of
colleges and student respondents, analyses conducted on the three research questions, and
summary of the chapter. Further descriptions of the statistical analyses outlined in chapter
three are also included.
Analysis
The CCSSE used for this study was administered in the spring semester of 2009 at
312 community colleges in the United States. This administration resulted in 201,211
usable surveys. However, the number of respondents who answered the special-focus
survey items varied from 176,950 to 179,936, as displayed in Table 3. The ISNI analysis
focused on a sub-set of these colleges, as described in detail below.
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Table 3: Survey Respondents Who Answered Special-Focus Survey Items
Item
Use SNT for any purpose
Use SNT to communicate with others about coursework
Use CMS to communicate with others about coursework
College communicate about services
How connected do you feel

Frequency
179,936
177,278
179,355
177,380
176,950

Profile of Institutions (CCSSE & ISNI)
The 2009 CCSSE was administered to 312 U.S. community colleges (Table 4).
Examining the diversity of the colleges represented in the analysis reflects similarity to
the national population distribution. The majority of the colleges (60%) in the analysis
were rural, a slightly smaller percentage than the 62% of rural community colleges in the
national population (Center, 2009). The size of participant colleges (Table 4) generally
reflects the urbanicity of each institution. As shown in Table 4, participating colleges are
similar to the distribution of U.S. community colleges. The enrollment size of the college
is proportional to the CCSSE target sample size at that college; thus, while more rural
colleges participated in the survey in 2009, the total set of 2009 CCSSE respondents is
representative of all college sizes. In other words, CCSSE student respondents were
selected to provide a representative sample from each participating college.
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Table 4: 2009 CCSSE Institutions by Urbanicity and Size

Urban
Suburban
Rural
*CCCSE 2009

Small
Medium
Large
Extra Large

Frequency
60
66
186

Percent
19%
21%
60%

U.S. Community
Colleges 2007 *
17%
21%
62%

Frequency
141
82

Percent
45%
26%

Enrollment
Up to 4,499
4,500 - 7,999

Target Sample
Size
600
1,200

57
32

18%
10%

8,000 – 14,999
15,000 or more

1,600
1,920

To analyze a single year of CCSSE is an exception rather than the rule. The
Center reports CCSSE data in its national reports as a three-year cohort. ―Using a threeyear cohort increases the number of institutions and students in the national data set,
optimizes representation of institutions by size and location, and therefore, increases the
reliability of the overall results‖ (CCSSE, 2006, p.4). The 2007-2009 CCSSE cohort
colleges consisting of 663 colleges in 48 states British Columbia, Nova Scotia, Ontario,
and the Marshall Islands (Center, 2009).
The 2009 data set analyzed for the purposes of this study contained nearly
200,000 fewer student responses from18 fewer states, as compared to the 2007-2009
cohort. However, the colleges in the 2009 data set resemble the enrollment
classifications and reflect the same diversity of Carnegie classifications as the larger
cohort. Six states included 45% of colleges that participated in the 2009 administration
(Figure 2). The top six participating states were Texas, New York, Minnesota, Illinois,
North Carolina, and California.
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Figure 2: Highest Participating States in 2009 CCSSE

12%

10%
8%
5%
5%
5%

55%

TX
NY
MN
IL
NC
CA
Remaining

Twenty-four states comprise the remaining 55% of the participating colleges. The
diversity of the colleges within the 2009 data set, as well as the similarity of these
colleges to the 2007-2009 cohort colleges, allowed the researcher to make reasonable
generalizations based on college characteristics.
As indicated in chapter three, the ISNI measures the degree of SNT
implementation at a college by examining the functionality and interactions in the
Facebook environment. Of the 312 CCSSE 2009 participating colleges, 83 had official
Facebook pages and were awarded overall ISNI scores. Of the 83 colleges, 62 colleges
received an overall rating of marginal implementation (n=16), partial implementation
(n=34), or full implementation (n=12). The remaining 21 colleges received an overall
rating of no implementation.
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Table 5: ISNI Institutions by Urbanicity and Size

Urban
Suburban
Rural

Frequency
11
17
34

Small
Medium

Frequency
28
10

Percent of
ISNI
18%
27%
55%
Percent of
ISNI
45%
16%

15
9

24%
15%

Large
Extra Large

Percent of
2009 CCSSE
19%
21%
60%
Percent of
2009 CCSSE
45%
26%
18%
10%

Profile of Respondents
With the exception of enrollment status, the student respondents in CCSSE
cohorts are a reasonably representative sample of the national community college student
population. Table 6 shows the relationship of the 2009 data set population to the national
community college student population. The similarities in these groups aided in making
inferential statements about U.S. community college students overall. Additionally, the
analysis using the all responses described in Table 3 helped explain understand how
community college students report using online social networking tools (SNT).
The key difference in comparing CCSSE cohorts to the national population is
found in the area of full versus part-time students. The sampling method described in
chapter three noted that full-time students have a higher probability of being sampled;
this is apparent in Table 6. ―CCSSE results are weighted by part-time and full-time status
to reflect the institutions‘ actual proportions of part-time and full-time students‖ (Center,
2009, p. 23). Chapter three discussed the IWEIGHT variable used to weight CCSSE data
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by enrollment status; this variable was utilized in answering research question number
two.
Table 6: Survey Respondent & National Student Demographics

Gender
Female
Male
Other/unknown
Race/Ethnicity
Asian
Black
Hispanic
White
Other

2009 CCSSE
Respondents
57%
42%

2007-2009 CCSSE
Cohort Respondents
59%
42%

National Community
College Student
Population*
58%
42%

1%

-

-

5%
11%
12%
66%
6%

5%
12%
12%
65%
6%

7%
13%
16%
58%
6%

71%
29%

41%
59%

Enrollment Status
Full-Time
73%
Part-Time
27%
* American Association of Community Colleges, 2009
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Research Question 1
In community colleges that use online social networking tools (SNT), what is the
relationship between SNT and engagement, as measured by the Community College
Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE)?
A. To what extent do community colleges use SNT to engage students?
B. What is the relationship between institutional use of SNT and institution-level
engagement scores as measured by CCSSE?
ISNI Analysis
To answer research question 1A, the researcher used the ISNI to analyze
institutional Facebook pages. Chapter three details how the instrument was created and
how colleges were selected for analysis using the ISNI. The ISNI three benchmarks
served different purposes and helped indicate the intensity of implementation between
groups. Two benchmarks observed interactions between the institution and its fans—
Campus Voice and Student Voice. The Campus Connection benchmark was designed to
observe basic static functions of the Facebook page. The ISNI benchmark items are
located in Table 1.
The total number of colleges rated marginal implementation to full
implementation was 58. The overall ISNI benchmark scores by implementation rating are
provided in Appendix 4 (marginal) and Appendix 5 (full). Upon initial examination of
the benchmark scores, it was evident that some colleges achieved higher ratings. The
colleges rated full implementation had institutional Facebook pages where more fan and
institution interactions occurred. Full implementation colleges were able to integrate a
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mix of educational and non-educational material onto the page. The ISNI analysis also
provided an opportunity to measure interaction between colleges and their Facebook fans.
Fans were able to engage in meaningful make connections for both academic and nonacademic in purpose.
The analysis conducted on the Facebook pages yielded additional findings, which
could not be summarized and displayed in the ISNI benchmark score, but provide
important context to the study.
Additional findings from the analysis include the following, in no particular order:
1. Institutional Facebook pages support academic and non-academic interactions.
2. Number of fans does not equal the amount of fan interaction.
3. Colleges should have a ―welcome‖ tab for non-fans. This could help with
marketing and branding, and can introduce the college to the social media
world.
4. Students will respond [posting a comment or clicking the like button] to
educational posts, such as scholarship and financial aid information,
registration periods, programs offered, deadlines to add/drop classes, courses
opening, campus openings and closures, tours, orientation, website/blackboard
outages, grades, forms [pass/fail, fin aid, so on], online tutoring, and the like.
5. Students will respond [posting a comment or clicking the like button] to noneducational posts, but more will respond if colleges elicit participation through
techniques, such as asking questions, trivia/giving prizes, postings about
celebrations of extracurricular activities such as sports or clubs.
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6. Interactions must be timely/prompt.
7. Information given to students must be accurate and adequate.
8. Facebook pages are a central location that students, parents, fans, and others
can go to and ask questions about the college, either general or specific. If the
college utilizes the Facebook page correctly by actively monitoring,
responding quickly and sufficiently, it can be a useful tool in recruitment,
engagement, and retention.
9. Colleges can capitalize on the social aspect of Facebook and interact with
students; however, colleges should refrain from only pushing content.
Facebook is not a virtual corkboard, and thus only a billboard for colleges to
post news. Colleges that provide links to webpage to highlight articles get
fewer comments or like interactions.
Once the ISNI benchmark scores were generated, statistical analyses were
conducted to compare them to CCSSE benchmark scores. The following describes the
means comparison and Pearson correlation analyses used to explore the relationship
between the two kinds of benchmark scores.
Means Comparison
A means comparison was conducted on colleges at all three levels of ISNI
measurement versus colleges not rated by the ISNI (Figure 3). The remaining analyses
were conducted on colleges rated either a one or a three, marginal implementation or full
implementation, respectively. The decision to measure the extremes on the
implementation scale was made to clearly examine if student engagement changed over
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implementation. The colleges rated marginal implementation or full implementation;
represent a logical choice to examine the relationship between engagement and
implementation.
An increase in the degree of implementation as measured by the ISNI did not
correlate to higher CCSSE college-level benchmarks scores. The practice of using
Facebook measured by the ISNI, marginal implementation or full implementation did not
appear to influence institutional CCSSE benchmark scores in the colleges in a positive
direction. The 64 colleges measured by the ISNI had lower CCSSE benchmark scores on
Active and Collaborative Learning and Student Effort. Later when student-level
benchmark scores were compared to online SNT frequency of use; Student Effort
engagement scores decrease with increased use of online SNT for any purpose (Figure 4).
This can be a result of the relative newness of social networking tools in
community colleges, as discussed in more detail below. Alternately, this could indicate
that one initiative may not influence college-level benchmark scores. The difference is
almost void when looking at the mean differences. The differences observed could be a
direct result of the n of the colleges in each implementation category. The relationship
significantly changes when looking at student-level benchmark scores.
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Figure 3: CCSSE Institutional Benchmark Scores by Facebook Implementation
60
58
56
54
52
50
48
46
44
42
40

Active and
Collaborative
Learning (College

Student Effort
(College Level)

Student-Faculty
Academic Challenge
Support for Learners
Interaction (College
(College Level)
(College Level)
Level)

No Implementation

50.61

50.52

50.17

50.92

51.22

Marginal Implementation

50.68

49.27

49.67

50.46

51.94

Partial Implementation

49.11

49.71

49.9

50.15

50.4

Full Implementation

49.42

49.49

49.55

50.32

49.26

All levels of Implementation

49.58

49.56

49.77

50.27

50.58

Pearson Correlation: ISNI Benchmarks and CCSSE Benchmarks
The analysis of institutional Facebook pages showed that colleges and fans
interact for both academic and non-academic reasons. To answer research question 1B –
What is the relationship between institutional social networking scores and institutionlevel engagement scores as measured by CCSSE – the researcher utilized a Pearson
correlation method of analysis. The analysis was conducted on both the marginal
implementation (Appendix 6) and full implementation (Appendix 7) colleges. The
analysis revealed no statistically significant correlations between ISNI benchmarks and
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CCSSE college-level benchmarks. The implementation groups ISNI benchmarks scores
neither indicated a neither positive nor negative correlation.
The lack of a statistical and positive degree of correlation observed using the
Pearson analysis might be a product of a number of factors. A few possible factors are:
infancy of SNT technologies, inception of page, measurement timeframe, and calculation
of benchmarks. These are valid rationales for understanding why comparing benchmark
scores currently do no show a positive degree of correlation. These arguments should
guide the interpretation results of the Pearson correlation analysis.
SNT are new to education and promising practices are just emerging. The
majority (n = 17) of colleges rated as either marginal implementation or full
implementation in this study started a Facebook page in 2008. Eleven of the twenty-eight
colleges rated marginal implementation or full implementation started their Facebook
page one month prior to or during the spring of 2009. These colleges had rather short
timeframes to effectively spread the word about the college Facebook page and to
accumulate fans. The Center advocates for colleges to design a cycle of survey
participation that administers the CCSSE every other academic year. This allows time for
an initiative to make a measureable impact on the campus. The utilization of Facebook
might not have had enough time to affect college-level benchmarks.
The lack of a correlation observed using the Pearson correlation analysis might be
a product of how each instrument‘s benchmarks are calculated. CCSSE benchmark scores
are a product of student-level benchmarks scores and a computation of the cohort
colleges using Statistical Analysis Software (SAS). The ISNI benchmarks were created
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by a single rater, rather than by calculating the mean of multiple responses. Although this
analysis did not demonstrate a correlation between the use of SNT and engagement, this
does not conclusively demonstrate that no degree of correlation exists between the two. It
is possible that correlations could be found through different measures or analyses.
Research Question 2
To what extent do community college students use online social networking tools
(SNT) to engage in educationally purposeful activities?
The variables used in the study are outlined in chapter three. The variables used
for the t-test analyses measure the difference in response means. The number of
respondents exceeded 100,000. With a large sample size, such as the one being analyzed,
it is easier to have variation between groups because of the larger n. To compensate for
this, an effect size was calculated to determine significance of the mean difference. The
analyses conducted and described below focus on the following categories: 1) age, 2)
ethnicity/race, 3) enrollment status, 4) commute time, 5) weekly preparation, 6) honors
course enrollment, 7) developmental status, 8) gender, and 9) grade point average (GPA).
T-Test
Age
According to AACC (2009), the average age of U.S. community college students
is 29. A frequency test resulted in mean age range for survey respondents of 25-29. The
analysis conducted on age, computed using the DAGE variable, produced results in
traditional-age versus nontraditional-age students. As defined in chapter three,
traditional-age students are 18 to 24 years of age while nontraditional students are 25
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years and older. The CCSSE is comprised of nine age ranges; the lowest age is 18, and
the upper-most age range is 65+.
Table 7: Descriptive Statistics for Traditional v. Nontraditional
Traditional Age
(18-24 years)
54%
46%

Nontraditional Age
(25+ years)
65%
35%

Race/Ethnicity
Asian

5%

4%

Black
Hispanic
White
Other

10%
13%
66%
6%

15%
11%
64%
6%

81%

57%

19%

43%

CCSSE Items
Internet/IM…assign.
E-mail instructor

35%
65%
Very often/Never
36/8%
26/10%

21%
79%
Very often/Never
38/9%
24/12%

Special-Focus Items
Any purpose
SNT…coursework
CMS…coursework
College…services
Connection**

Multiple*/Never
66/5%
19/25%
11/28%
4/41%
12/11%

Multiple*/Never
43/20%
11/45%
13/33%
3/49%
13/13%

Gender
Female
Male

Enrollment Status
Full-Time
Part-Time
GPA
Less than B
B or better

* Multiple (Multiple times per day) **Much more v. much less connected

A shown in Table 7, the CCSSE 2009 sample included a higher percentage of
female respondents. The greatest gender gap existed in the nontraditional student group
with almost two-thirds (65%) females. While the traditional-age student group also
included more females than males, the gender gap was narrower at just 8%. Additionally,
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a higher percentage (81%) of traditional-age students enrolled as full-time students,
compared to nontraditional students (57%).
Students‘ uses of SNT varied by age, a consistent finding with Lenhart‘s (2009a)
study; younger adults were more likely to use SNT. Traditional and nontraditional
students reported they never used the Internet or instant messaging to work on an
assignment at nearly the same rate (8% v. 9%). Slightly fewer traditional and
nontraditional students reported they never used e-mail to communicate with an
instructor (10% and 12%, respectively). Among traditional-age students who reported
using social network tools for any purpose, two-thirds (66%), responded multiple times
per day, a considerably higher percentage than nontraditional students (43%). Forty-five
percent of nontraditional students reported never using SNT to communicate with other
students, instructors, or college staff about coursework at this college; traditional-age
students who never did so was considerably less at 25%. Traditional-age students used
SNT to communicate about coursework at a slightly higher percentage (never = 25%)
than a CMS (+3%) (never = 28%). Interestingly, nontraditional students reported the
opposite behavior, 33% never used a CMS to communicate with students, instructors, or
staff about coursework at this college. Over two-fifths (41%) of traditional-age students
and nearly half (49%) of nontraditional students report the college never communicated
with them about services using SNT.
While gaps existed between traditional-age and nontraditional students‘ use of
SNT, another noticeable gap appeared between both groups overall use of SNT and how
often the college communicated about services. The lack of communication from the
88

college might explain the lower levels of connection students felt when using SNT. Only
12% of traditional-age students and 13% of nontraditional students reported feeling much
more connected to this college when using SNT.
The five special-focus survey items provided more insight to the numbers just
described. On these items, the lowest response (1) indicates the highest degree of usage
(multiple times per day), while the highest score (5) indicates the lowest degree of usage
(never). As shown in Table 8, just two special-focus survey items yielded statistically
significant differences between traditional and nontraditional students.
Table 8: Comparison of Traditional-Age and Nontraditional Students
Variable: DAGE
Use SNT for any purpose
Use SNT to communicate with
others about coursework at this
college

Traditional
Mean
1.62
3.06

Nontraditional
Mean
2.46
3.74

Mean
Diff.

Trad. NonStd.
traditional
Dev.
Std. Dev.
-.788 1.063 1.584
-.645 1.463 1.436

Sig.
(2-talied)

Effect
Size

.000
.000

-.66*
-.47

* Largest effect size – moderate (>.5)
Traditional-age students are more prone to use SNT for any purpose. This analysis
yielded the largest effect size (-.66) observed in all the analyses conducted on the specialfocus survey items. Traditional students are more likely to have used SNT to
communicate with other students, instructors, or college staff about coursework at this
college.
The following section will discuss descriptive and t-test statistics for the variable
ethnicity/race, DRACE.
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Ethnicity/Race
The ethnicity/race analysis was conducted using three comparisons: white
students and non-Asian minority students; white students and Asian students; and nonAsian minority students and Asian students. The first breakout of the variable DRACE
compared non-Asian minority students and white students. Table 9 shows the cross
tabulations for select demographic items, as well the five CCSSE special-focus survey
items.
The breakout analysis of the five CCSSE special-focus survey items revealed
Table 9: Descriptive Statistics DRACE by Non-Asian Minority v. White
Gender
Female
Male
Enrollment Status
Full-Time
Part-Time
GPA
Less than B
B or better
CCSSE Items
Internet/IM…assign.
E-mail instructor
Special-Focus Items
Any purpose
SNT…coursework
CMS…coursework

Non-Asian Minority
59%
41%

White
57%
43%

71%
29%

75%
25%

40%
60%
Very often/Never

27%
73%
Very often/Never

38/9%
26/13%
Multiple*/Never
56/10%
20/29%
14/31%

36/8%
25/10%
Multiple*/Never
60/10%
15/33%
11/30%

College…services
6/38%
3/47%
Connection**
14/15%
11/10%
* Multiple (Multiple times per day) **Much more v. much less connected

non-Asian minority students used technology at approximately the same rate as their
white counterparts. In both groups, less than 10% of respondents indicated that they
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never used the Internet or instant messaging to work on an assignment. Slightly over a
quarter (26%) of the non-Asian minority respondents indicated, they very often used email to communicate with an instructor.
The cross tabulation analysis on the special-focus survey items yielded a nine
percentage point difference in how often the college communicated about services with
respondents. Interestingly, this resulted in the non-Asian minority students feeling a
greater connection to the college than white students did. This was apparent in an
examination of three response categories of both groups: neutral/no effect because of
social networking tools, somewhat more connected because of social networking tools,
and much more connected because of social networking tools. When asked how
connected do you feel to this college when using SNT, 43% of non-Asian minority
students reported a neutral/no effect because of social networking tools. Fifty-three
percent of white students felt neutral/no effect because of social networking tools. In
addition to this 10% difference, 31% of non-Asian minorities felt somewhat more or
much more connected as a result; whereas, only 28% of white respondents made the same
indication. This was the only statistical significance between the two groups.
Table 10: Comparison of Student Race: Non-Asian Minority v. White
Variable: DRACE

Does this college communicate
with you about services

NonAsian
Minority
Mean
3.73

White
Mean

Mean
Diff.

Non-Asian
Minority
Std. Dev.

White
Std.
Dev.

Sig.
(2talied)

Effect
Size

4.05

-.317

1.271

1.139

.000

-.27

As shown in Table 10, non-Asian minority students reported the college communicated
about services (-.317) more frequently than white students did.
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The second breakout of the variable DRACE compared Asian students and white
students. A t-test on means between these groups revealed a slight difference in
significance. The cross tabulations provided context to the significant differences. Asian
and white respondents reported they used e-mail to communicate with an instructor and
used the Internet or instant messaging to work on an assignment about the same
percentages. Both groups reported low percentages of never using SNT for any purpose,
less than 10%. Asian students, however, indicated they were more apt to use
Table 11: Descriptive Statistics DRACE by Asian v. White
Gender
Female
Male

Asian
53%
47%

White
57%
43%

Enrollment Status
Full-Time
Part-Time

73%
27%

75%
25%

25%
75%
Very often/Never

27%
73%
Very often/Never

36/8%
24/9%
Multiple*/Never
54/9%
21/25%
15/26%

36/8%
25/10%
Multiple*/Never
60/10%
15/33%
11/30%

GPA
Less than B
B or better
CCSSE Items
Internet/IM…assign.
E-mail instructor
Special-Focus Items
Any purpose
SNT…coursework
CMS…coursework

College…services
5/38%
3/47%
Connection**
12/13%
11/10%
* Multiple (Multiple times per day) **Much more v. much less connected

SNT to communicate with other students, instructors, or college staff about coursework
at this college (never = 25%), than white students (never = 33%). Additionally, only 38%
of Asian respondents reported the never college communicated with them about services,
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whereas 47% of white students indicated not receiving communication from the college
via SNT. As shown in Table 12, two of the special-focus survey items yielded
statistically differences. Asian respondents reported a more frequently using SNT to
communicate with other students, instructors, or college staff about coursework at this
college (-.371). As was the case with non-Asian minority respondents, Asian respondents
Table 12: Comparison for DRACE of Asian v. White
Variable: DRACE
Use SNT to communicate with
others about coursework at this
college
Does this college communicate
with you about services

Asian
Mean
3.04

White
Mean
3.41

Mean
Diff.
-.371

Asian
Std. Dev.
1.495

White
Std. Dev.
1.469

Sig.
(2-talied)
.000

Effect
Size
-.25

3.78

4.05

-.267

1.244

1.139

.000

-.24

reported receiving more communication about college services (-.267). Additionally,
similar analyses were conducted comparing Asian minority and non-Asian minority
groups. No statistically significant differences were found between those groups.
The following section explores the relationship between enrollment status and
SNT use.
Enrollment Status
Nationally, the majority of community college students (60%) are enrolled as
part-time students (AACC, 2009). As explained in chapter three, full-time students are
over-represented in the CCSSE 2009 sample due to the survey sampling methodology, so
the data are weighted using the IWEIGHT variable to bring enrollment status in-line with
the national average. As promulgated in chapter three, this is the only statistical analysis
that did not require the use of the IWEIGHT variable.
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Table 13: Descriptive Statistics for ENRLMENT by Part-time v. Full-time
Part-time
62%
38%

Full-time
56%
44%

5%
12%
15%
62%
6%

5%
11%
11%
67%
6%

CCSSE Items
Internet/IM…assign.
E-mail instructor

29%
71%
Very often/Never
31/13%
19/17%

31%
69%
Very often/Never
39/6%
28/8%

Special-Focus Items
Any purpose
SNT…coursework
CMS…coursework
College…services
Connection**

Multiple*/Never
50/15%
11/43%
7/39%
3/52%
12/12%

Multiple*/Never
61/8%
18/27%
13/27%
4/41%
12/11%

Gender
Female
Male
Race/Ethnicity
Asian
Black
Hispanic
White
Other
GPA
Less than B
B or better

* Multiple (Multiple times per day) ** Much more v. much less connected

The IWEIGHT variable is used to correct the disproportionate ratio of full-time to parttime students and to reflect an accurate picture of engagement at each college. The
analyses conducted showed the largest difference between any two groups. This was not
a surprise to the researcher, as part-timeness is well documented as a factor affecting
engagement. According to the Center for Community College Student Engagement
(2009), ―The phenomenon of part-timeness stands as one of the greatest challenges
community colleges face in creating strong connections with students‖ (p. 18). Analyses
on part-time respondents generated the largest number of gaps in technology use (Table
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13). Thirteen percent of part-time respondents never used the Internet or instant
messaging to work on an assignment and 17% never used e-mail to communicate with an
instructor. Conversely, 6% of full-time respondents never used the Internet or instant
messaging to work on an assignment and 8% never used e-mail to communicate with an
instructor.
The story was much the same with the analyses on the five special-focus survey
items. Fifteen percent of part-time students versus 8% of full-time students have never
used SNT for any purpose. Although more students who are full-time are using SNT for
any purpose, half (50%) of the part-time students indicated they are using SNT multiple
times per day for any purpose. Just over two-fifths (43%) of part-time students reported
never using SNT to communicate with others about coursework. Less than a third of fulltime students indicated the same lack of use. Full-time students reported using a CMS
more to communicate with others about coursework (never used = 27%) than part-time
students (never used = 39%). Fifty-two percent of part-time students noted the college did
not communicate about services with them via SNT; however, only 41% of full-time
students made the same claim. Full-time students felt somewhat more or much more
connected to the college because of SNT (30%). Twenty-seven percent of part-time
respondents felt somewhat more or much more connected because of SNT. It is apparent
part-time students were not using technology as often as full-time students. Table 14
showcases the reported mean differences between part-time and full-time respondents.
The only special-focus survey item that did not reveal a statistical significance was on the
item: how connected do you feel to this college when using social networking tools.
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Table 14: Comparison of Student Enrollment Status
Variable: ENRLMENT

Use SNT for any purpose
Use SNT to communicate with
others about coursework at this
college
Use CMS to communicate with
others about coursework at this
college
Does this college communicate
with you about services

Less than
Full-time
Mean

Fulltime
Mean

Mean
Diff.

Fulltime
Std.
Dev.
1.203
1.468

Sig.
(2-talied)

Effect
Size

.367
.553

Less
than
Full-time
Std. Dev.
1.447
1.461

2.12
3.57

1.75
3.02

.000
.000

.29
.38

3.48

3.02

.462

1.415

1.426

.000

.32

4.07

3.79

.284

1.147

1.230

.000

.23

Full-time students are more likely to have used SNT for any purpose (.367) and to have
used SNT to communicate with other students, instructors, or college staff about
coursework at this college (.553). Interestingly, the mean for full-time students on use of
SNT or CMS to communicate with others about coursework was identical. Full-time
students are more likely to have used a CMS to communicate with other students,
instructors, or college staff about coursework at this college (.462). Full-time students
were also more likely than part-time students to report having received communication
about college services via SNT (.284).
Part-timeness is such a strong predictor of student behavior; caution must be taken
when interpreting the results of analyses on other variables when the analyses do not
breakout enrollment status. For example, part-time students commute fewer hours
because they travel to campus fewer times per week for class. Even so, CCSSE data also
indicate that part-time students are also less engaged overall (Center, 2009).
The following variable analyses explore differences between students based on
commute time.
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Commute Time
Traditionally, community college students live off campus and commute to
school. Creating the variable DCOMMUTE divided the community college students
sampled into two groups; those who commute 5 hours or less, and those who commute 6
hours or more to campus. This division was selected by running descriptive statistics.
Seventy-one percent of students commute 5 hours or less, of which 63% commuted one
to five hours. Twenty-seven percent of students commute 6 hour more hours.
Table 15: Descriptive Statistics for DCOMMUTE
Commute
5 Hours or Less
58%
42%

Commute
6 Hours or More
62%
38%

Race/Ethnicity
Asian
Black

4%
10%

6%
22%

Hispanic
White
Other

12%
69%
5%

13%
51%
8%

72%
28%

83%
17%

CCSSE Items
Internet/IM…assign.
E-mail instructor

30%
70%
Very often/Never
37/8%
25/10%

37%
63%
Very often/Never
41/8%
32/10%

Special-Focus Items
Any purpose
SNT…coursework
CMS…coursework
College…services
Connection**

Multiple*/Never
58/10%
15/32%
11/30%
3/46%
11/11%

Multiple*/Never
58/10%
24/24%
18/27%
8/33%
15/14%

Gender
Female
Male

Enrollment Status
Full-Time
Part-Time
GPA
Less than B
B or better

* Multiple (Multiple times per day) **Much more v. much less connected
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After the examination of the technology items, students who commuted 6 hours or
more indicated a higher frequency of technology use to complete assignments and
communicate with others. Both groups were identical in the students who had never used
the Internet or instant messaging to work on an assignment (8%) or used e-mail to
communicate with an instructor (10%). However, those students who commute 6 or more
hours report they very often used the Internet or instant messaging to work on an
assignment (41%), compared to other commuting students whose very often use was
37%. Remarkably, one-third of students who commuted six or more hours also indicated
that they very often used e-mail to communicate with an instructor (32%), but just onequarter (25%) of those who commute five hours or less indicated they very often used email to communicate with an instructor.
The percentage of students who commute six or more hours used social
networking tools for any purpose was identical to the students who commuted less to
campus (never = 10%). Students who commute six or more hours reported using social
networking tools at a higher rate (never = 24%) to communicate about coursework more
often than students commuting five or fewer hours (never = 32%). Additionally, students
who commute six or more hours reported using course management systems (never =
27%) less than social networking tools (never = 24%) to communicate with others about
assignments. A statistically significant difference appeared when the two commuting
groups were analyzed on how often they used social networking tools to communicate
with others about coursework (Table 16). Students who commute six hours or more are
more likely to have used social networking tools to communicate with others about
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coursework (.477). The students who commuted six or more hours also indicated the
college communicated information about services, and felt much more connected.
Table 16: Comparison of Student Commute Time
Variable: DCOMMUTE

Use SNT to communicate with
others about coursework at this
college

5 hours
or Less
Mean
3.37

6 hours
or
more
Mean
2.89

Mean
Diff.

.477

5 or
Less
Std.
Dev.
1.478

6 or
more
Std.
Dev.
1.513

Sig.
(2-talied)

Effect
Size

.000

.32

The following section describes differences between students based on the time
they spend each week preparing for their classes.
Weekly Preparation
As previously notes, caution is advised when interpreting the results of analyses
that do not breakout enrollment status. This caveat is especially relevant for the
preparation variable. Part-time students prepare less, because they need to prepare less;
however, CCSSE data also indicate that part-time students are also less engaged (Center,
2009). The Community College Student Report asks students: About how many hours do
you spend in a typical 7-day week preparing for class (studying, reading, writing,
rehearsing, doing homework, or other activities related to you program)? From this item
(DPREPARE), a frequency analysis yielded the two groups of students whose weekly
preparation was five or less hours and six or more hours. Forty-three percent of
respondents prepared 5 hours or less and 55% of students prepared 6+ hours. Both groups
reported generally the same use of technology to communicate about coursework (Table
17). As indicated in the commute time groups, the group who prepared 6+ hours reported
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a higher frequency of use. Forty-five percent of the respondents who prepared 6+ hours
reported they used the Internet or instant messaging to work on an assignment, compared
to 33% of those who prepared 5 hours or less. Thirty-two percent of students, who
prepared 6+ hours, reported they very often used e-mail to communicate with an
instructor, whereas the other respondents indicated 23% usage. Students who prepare 6+
hours weekly reported lower use of SNT for any purpose.
Table 17: Descriptive Statistics of Student Preparation Time
Preparation
5 Hours or Less
55%
45%

Preparation
6 Hours or More
66%
34%

Race/Ethnicity
Asian
Black

4%
12%

6%
11%

Hispanic
White
Other

13%
66%
5%

11%
66%
6%

71%
29%

80%
19%

CCSSE Items
Internet/IM…assign.
E-mail instructor

34%
66%
Very often/Never
33/9%
23/12%

22%
78%
Very often/Never
45/6%
32/7%

Special-Focus Items
Any purpose
SNT…coursework
CMS…coursework
College…services
Connection**

Multiple*/Never
60/8%
16/31%
9/32%
4/44%
12/11%

Multiple*/Never
53/13%
16/31%
18/25%
4/43%
13/12%

Gender
Female
Male

Enrollment Status
Full-Time
Part-Time
GPA
Less than B
B or better

* Multiple (Multiple times per day) **Much more v. much less connected
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Additionally, 53% reported using SNT for any purpose multiple times per day, where
students who prepared less indicated a higher percent (60%). Interestingly, when asked
how often they used SNT to communicate about coursework, identical percentages of
both groups responded either never or very often.
Students who prepare five hours or less reported lower usage of course management
systems; 32% never used a CMS to communicate with other students, instructors, or
college staff about coursework at this college. Over two-fifths of respondents in both
groups reported the college never communicated about services via SNT. The only
comparison between both groups that yielded an effect size larger than .20 was how often
students reported they used a CMS to communicate with other students, instructors, or
college staff about coursework at this college (Table 18). Students who commute 6+
hours are more likely to have used a CMS to communicate about coursework (.371).
Table 18: Comparison of Student Weekly Preparation Time
Variable: DPREPARE
Use CMS to communicate
with others about
coursework at this college

5 hours or
Less
Mean
3.37

6 hours or
more
Mean
3.00

Mean
Diff.

5 or Less
Std. Dev.

.371

1.411

6 or
more
Std. Dev.
1.474

Sig.
(2-talied)

Effect
Size

.000

.26

The following variable analyses explore differences between those students who
had taken an honors course and those who had not.
Honors Course Enrollment
As defined in chapter three, the use of the variable DHONORS classified students
as either have taken or did not take an honors course. Students who have taken an honors
course reported slightly higher usages of the Internet or instant messaging to work on an
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assignment (never = 6%) and e-mail to communicate with an instructor (never = 6%).
The other students in the sample reported never having done so at 8% and 11%,
respectively (Table 19). A closer examination also indicated a higher frequency of use of
technology by respondents who had taken an honors course. An eight percentage point
gap existed between how each group reported they very often used the Internet or instant
messaging on an assignment and a 10 percentage point gap in how very often they used email to communicate with an instructor. Approximately, three-fifths of all respondents
use SNT for any purpose multiple times per day. Students who had taken an honors
course reported higher usage of both SNT (never = 23%) and CMS (never = 23%) to
communicate with others about coursework, compared to those who had not taken an
honors course who used SNT (never = 32%) and CMS (never = 30%) to communicate
with others about coursework. Forty-four percent of respondents who did not take an
honors course reported the college never communicated with them about services via
SNT; however, only two-fifths (40%) of students who took an honors course claimed the
same interaction. Nearly a third of respondents in both groups reported they felt
somewhat more or much more connected to the college because of SNT. Table 20 shows
the statistically significant differences between the two groups. Students who had taken
an honors course reported they are more likely to use SNT (.344) and CMS (.305) to
communicate with others about coursework.
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Table 19: Descriptive Statistics of Honors Courses
Did Not Take an
Honors Course
58%
42%

Gender
Female
Male

Did Take an
Honors Course
57%
43%

Race/Ethnicity
Asian

5%

6%

Black
Hispanic
White
Other

11%
12%
66%
6%

11%
11%
64%
8%

73%

83%

27%

17%

32%
68%
Very often/Never
36/8%

17%
83%
Very often/Never
44/6%

25/11%
Multiple*/Never
58/10%
16/32%
12/30%
4/44%

35/6%
Multiple*/Never
60/8%
21/23%
17/23%
6/40%

Enrollment Status
Full-Time
Part-Time
GPA
Less than B
B or better
CCSSE Items
Internet/IM…assign.
E-mail instructor
Special-Focus Items
Any purpose
SNT…coursework
CMS…coursework
College…services

Connection**
12/11%
13/12%
* Multiple (Multiple times per day) **Much more v. much less connected

Table 20: Comparison of Student Participation in an Honors Course

Variable: DHONORS
Use SNT to communicate
with others about
coursework at this college
Use CMS to communicate
with others about
coursework at this college

NotTaken
Mean
3.34

Taken
Mean

Mean
Diff.

Not Taken
Std. Dev.

Taken
Std. Dev.

Sig.
(2-talied)

Effect
Size

2.99

.344

1.437

1.419

.000

.24

3.30

2.99

.305

1.437

1.419

.000

.22
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The next section describes analyses conducted on the developmental status
variable (DEVELOPMENTAL).
Developmental Status
As observed in Table 21, developmental students reported slightly higher usage of the
Internet or instant messaging to work on an assignment (never = 8%) and e-mail to
communicate with an instructor (never = 10%) than their college-ready peers. Nine
percent of non-developmental students reported never using the Internet or instant
messaging to work on an assignment and 11% indicated they never used e-mail to
communicate with an instructor. Developmental students reported higher use of SNT for
any purpose (91%), and SNT (72%) and CMS (71%) to communicate about coursework.
A slightly lower percentage of non-developments students reported use of SNT for any
purpose (90%), and a lower percentage reported using SNT (65%) and CMS (69%) to
communicate about coursework. Developmental students also reported they felt
somewhat more or much more connected to the college because of SNT (31%); only 27%
of non-developmental students felt the same way.
The largest difference observed between developmental and non-developmental
students was in how often they indicated the college communicated with them about
services via SNT. Thirty-seven percent of developmental students indicated the college
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Table 21: Descriptive Statistics by Developmental Status

Developmental
60%
40%

Non-developmental
55%
45%

Race/Ethnicity
Asian
Black
Hispanic
White
Other

6%
14%
15%
60%
5%

4%
8%
10%
73%
5%

Enrollment Status
Full-Time
Part-Time

75%
25%

73%
27%

GPA
Less than B
B or better

36%
64%

25%
75%

Very often/Never
37/8%
27/10%
Multiple*/Never
58/9%
19/28%

Very often/Never
36/9%
24/11%
Multiple*/Never
60/10%
14/35%

Gender
Female
Male

CCSSE Items
Internet/IM…assign.
E-mail instructor
Special-Focus Items
Any purpose
SNT…coursework

CMS…coursework
13/29%
11/31%
College…services
5/37%
3/51%
Connection**
13/12%
11/11%
* Multiple (Multiple times per day) **Much more v. much less connected

never communicated about services using SNT. In stark contrast, 51% of nondevelopmental students reported that the college never communicated about services via
SNT. This was the only statistically significant finding when the developmental variable
was analyzed (Table 22). Developmental students reported the college was more likely to
communicate about services (.363).
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Table 22: Comparison of Student Developmental Status
Variable: Developmental
Does this college
communicate with you
about services

Non-Dev.
Mean
4.12

Dev.
more
Mean
3.76

Mean
Diff.

Non-Dev.
Std. Dev.

.363

1.122

Dev.
Std.
Dev.
1.234

Sig.
(2-talied)

Effect
Size

.000

.31

The final two variable analyses explore differences among students based on
gender (SEX) and on grade point average (DGPA).
Gender
Table 23 provides descriptive statistics about students based on gender. The
analyses conducted on the variable SEX did not yield any statistically significant
differences between the two groups on the five special-focus survey items.
Descriptive statistics provided insight to the percentages of females and males
who used technology in community colleges. The most notable differences between
females and males were observed on the cross tabulations of how often students used the
Internet or instant messaging to work on an assignment and used e-mail to communicate
with an instructor. Females responded 10percentage points higher than males on using
the Internet or instant messaging to work on an assignment (41%). Nineteen percent of
males identified using e-mail very often to communicate with an instructor. A
surprisingly higher percentage of females reported they very often used e-mail to
communicate with an instructor (30%). Males reported receiving communication about
college services via SNT four percentage points higher.
The finding of no statistically significant difference between males and females
technology use is consistent with findings of a recent doctoral dissertation. Fisher (2010)
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found no significant difference in engagement of female and male online community
college students. ―An analysis of the 36 items comprising the five CCSSE constructs and
the 40 additional Presence items revealed no significant difference between male and
female respondents‖ (Fisher, 2010, p. 79). Interestingly, a previous study by the Pew
Internet & American Life Project (Lenhart, et al., 2007), found that younger teenage girls
are more likely to create online profiles and use online social networking sites more than
their male peers. Taken together, these studies suggest that gender-based differences
apparent in younger students may disappear as students age.
Table 23: Descriptive Statistics for Gender
Race/Ethnicity
Asian
Black
Hispanic
White
Other
Enrollment Status
Full-Time
Part-Time
GPA
Less than B
B or better
CCSSE Items
Internet/IM…assign.
E-mail instructor

Female
4%
12%
13%

Male
5%
10%
12%

65%
6%

66%
7%

72%
28%

76%
24%

29%
71%
Very often/Never
41/7%
30/8%
Multiple*/Never

34%
66%
Very often/Never
31/10%
19/13%
Multiple*/Never

Special-Focus Items
Any purpose
60/9%
56/11%
SNT…coursework
16/31%
17/32%
CMS…coursework
13/29%
10/31%
College…services
4/46%
4/42%
Connection**
12/12%
12/11%
* Multiple (Multiple times per day) **Much more v. much less connected
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Finally, the last t-test analyses conducted for the purposes of this study addressed
student grade point averages captured by the variable DGPA (Recoded Grade Point
Average variable for ―B‖ or better or less than ―B‖ groups).
Grade Point Average
Table 24 provides descriptive statistics about students based on grades. The
analyses conducted on the variable DGPA did not yield any statistically significant
differences between the two groups on the five special-focus survey items
Table 24: Descriptive Statistics for GPA
Gender
Female
Male
Race/Ethnicity
Asian
Black
Hispanic
White
Other
Enrollment Status
Full-Time
Part-Time
CCSSE Items
Internet/IM…assign.
E-mail instructor

Less than B
54%
46%

B or Better
60%
40%

4%
17%
15%
59%
5%

5%
9%
11%
69%
6%

75%
25%
Very often/Never
34/9%
24/11%
Multiple*/Never

74%
26%
Very often/Never
39/8%
26/10%
Multiple*/Never

Special-Focus Items
Any purpose
62/7%
57/11%
SNT…coursework
20/27%
15/33%
CMS…coursework
11/30%
12/30%
College…services
5/38%
4/46%
Connection**
12/13%
12/11%
* Multiple (Multiple times per day) **Much more v. much less connected
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however, slight percentage differences existed in respondents‘ indication of those who
answered very often to having used the Internet or instant messaging to work on an
assignment. B or better students reported five-percentage points higher on the very often
scale on this item. Less than B students report a higher percentage of use multiple times
per day on general use of SNT (62%) and use of SNT to communicate about coursework
(20%). The groups almost mirrored each other‘s responses on the use of a CMS to
communicate about coursework. Less than B students reported the college communicated
about services more (never = 38%) than B or better students did (never = 46%). This
might help explain why B or better students reported nearly six-percentage points higher
a neutral/no effect because of social networking tools.
These findings complement the findings from prior research about grade point
average and Facebook accounts. Previous research has shown there is no difference in
mean grade point averages between university students who have Facebook accounts and
those do not have Facebook accounts (Kolek & Saunders, 2008; Pasek, more, &
Hargittai, 2009). As noted, of the variables analyzed, only SEX and DGPA did not reveal
statistically significant differences on the five special-focus survey items.
The analyses conducted to answer the final research question explored the
relationship between student engagement benchmarks and student use of social
networking tools.
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Research Question 3
What is the relationship between the use of online social networking tools (SNT)
by community college students and student engagement, as measured by the Community
College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE)?
Research question three examines the relationship between student-level
benchmarks and use of social networking tools. The distinction between engagement and
use of SNT in research question three and research question one is the utilization of
student-level benchmarks. Research question one used college-level benchmarks to
compare institutional-level CCSSE benchmark scores versus institutional-level ISNI
benchmark scores. The remaining analyses in chapter four utilizes student-level
benchmarks.
Two statistical analyses were used to answer the third research question: Pearson
correlation and means comparison. The choice to use two different measures allowed the
research to examine and explain the relationship in a more comprehensive manner.
Pearson correlation was used on both the aggregate data set and the disaggregated groups,
marginal implementation versus full implementation. The Pearson correlation was used to
compare student-level benchmark scores versus the five special-focus survey items. A
means comparison test was conducted on the frequency students used online SNT and the
five CCSSE benchmarks.
Pearson Correlation
A correlation analysis is a statistical technique ―that is used to measure and
describe a relationship between two variables‖ (Gravetter, & Wallnau, 2007, p. 506).
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Specifically, the Pearson correlation was used to examine the relationship between the
student-level benchmarks and the five special-focus survey items. The Pearson
correlation is ―by far the most common correlation‖ statistic (Gravetter, & Wallnau,
2007, p. 511). The Pearson correlation tests conducted on the aggregate data set
(Appendix 8) and disaggregated data (Appendix 9 and Appendix 10) revealed a positive
correlation between the student-level benchmark scores and the five special-focus survey
items. This finding is parallel to the findings reported in the 2009 CCSSE national report
(Center, 2009). The level of significance slightly increased when examining the colleges
rated marginal implementation or full implementation.
As described in chapter three, reverse coding established the proper relationship
between higher levels of online SNT use and higher student-level benchmark scores. The
analysis conducted on the aggregate data generally showed a positive relationship
between student-level benchmarks and frequency of use. This positive correlation reflects
a statistically significant and positive relationship between how often the college
communicates to students about services and scores on the Support for Learners studentlevel benchmark. The only negative correlation existed between use for any purpose and
the Student Effort student-level benchmark.
In the aggregate analysis, the Pearson correlation analysis revealed that the
reported amount of communication from a college and the Support for Learners studentlevel benchmark were significantly related (r = +.266, n = 177,149, p < .01, two tails).
This was the only correlation that met the minimum r of .250 or higher. However, the
Pearson correlation revealed positive correlations on all student-level benchmark and
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special-focus items analysis except one combination. The only negative relationship the
correlation test revealed was when an increase in students‘ use of social networking tools
for any purpose was associated with lower student-level benchmark scores in Student
Effort (r = -.034, n = 179,933, p < .01). CCCSE noted this inverse relationship in the
2009 CCSSE national report (Center, 2009).
The degree of the relationship, the numeric value of the correlation, tended to
increase with implementation when the disaggregated data were analyzed. This is evident
in the statistical significance found on the Support for Learners benchmark. The marginal
implementation and full implementation institutional groups had an r of .273 (n = 8,483)
and .288 (n = 8,706), respectively, meaning the colleges rated either marginal
implementation or full implementation had higher significant correlation than the
aggregate. In addition, notable changes occurred with a positive degree of correlation on
the other benchmarks. Analyzing the five special-focus survey items in relation to the
five student-level benchmarks creates 25 correlations. The following statements about the
Pearson correlations are not statistically significant, but depict a more positive degree of
correlation with a higher rating on the ISNI. The marginal implementation group had a
higher degree of correlation on 13 of the 25 correlations, than the aggregate (Appendix
8). Additionally, the marginal implementation group had one degree of correlation equal
to the aggregate and 11 lower degree of correlations than the aggregate. The changes in
the degree of correlation for the marginal implementation group are annotated in the
legend of Appendix 9. The full implementation group exhibited a higher degree of
correlation 17 of the 25 correlations. The full implementation group displayed a lower
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degree of correlation on eight correlations. The majority of the lower degree of
correlations for the full implementation group was observed in how connected student
respondents felt to the college (Appendix 10).
The relationships revealed by the Pearson correlations lead to further exploration
using means comparison tests. These tests revealed a more practical implication for
colleges using CCSSE and social networking tools. Means comparison tests analyzed
CCSSE student-level benchmark scores by the frequency of use scales of each specialfocus survey item. As noted in chapter three, CCSSE scores are standardized.
Standardized benchmark scores and the items that comprise the benchmarks provide
actionable measures.
Means Comparison
The means comparison analysis utilized the student-level benchmark scores and
the five special-focus survey items. The following figures (Figure 4, Figure 5, Figure 6,
Figure 7, and Figure 8) depict the relationships discovered using the Pearson correlation.
Each of the following figures displays the aggregated student-level benchmark scores by
the frequency of student or college use of social networking tools. Each of the figures
graphically displays the directly proportional relationship of SNT use to increased
engagement. Specifically, with regard to four of the CCSSE benchmarks – Academic
Challenge, Active and Collaborative Learning, Student-Faculty Interaction, Support for
Learners – greater frequency in student uses of SNT are related to higher benchmark
scores. As with the Pearson correlation, the only instance in which an increase in use of
online social networking tools yielded an inverse relationship was on the Student Effort
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benchmark (Figure 4). When differences in means were examined, statistical significance
was defined as five points or greater, the statistically significant difference in benchmark
scores CCCSE uses when communicating survey results to member colleges. Figures 4,
5, 6, 7, and 8 illustrate the statistically significant differences.
Figure 4: Engagement and use of SNT for any purpose
53
52
51
50
49
48
Any Purpose_

47
46
45
44
43
42

Multiple times
perday

Multiple times
per week

Multiple times
per month

Multiple times
per year

Never

Active and Collaborative
Learning

51.1

49.72

49.4

48.75

46.69

Student Effort

49.41

50.6

51.34

51.38

50.98

Academic Challenge

50.66

50.05

50.37

49.66

48.88

Student-Faculty Interaction

51.77

49.65

48.92

47.3

45.59

Support for Learners

51.31

50.32

50.17

49.42

47.24

Figure 4 depicts the relationship between the levels of student engagement and
how often students use a SNT for any purpose. The number of student respondents who
answered this special-focus survey item was 179,355. This chart represents non-academic
use of SNT in relation to engagement scores. The only negative trend observed through
this analysis was on the Student Effort benchmark. According to the Center, ―higher
frequency of using social networking tools for any purpose is related to lower scores on
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the student effort benchmark‖ (Center, 2009, p. 9). The highest student-level benchmark
scores indicated in Figure 4 were in the Student-Faculty Interaction benchmark.
Figure 5 examines the relationship between student engagement and how often
students used SNT to communicate with others about coursework. The number of student
respondents who answered this special-focus survey item was 177,278.
Figure 5: Engagement and use of SNT to communicate about coursework

60
58
56
54
52
50
Use SNT to Communicate

48
46
44
42

Multiple times Multiple times Multiple times Multiple times
per day
per week
per month
per year

Never

Active and Collaborative
Learning

58.62

55.93

51.02

47.27

43.82

Student Effort

55.75

54.28

50.17

47.54

46.12

Academic Challenge

56.34

54.67

50.93

47.96

45.74

Student-Faculty Interaction

60.3

56.17

50.8

46.22

43.64

Support for Learners

58.18

54.78

50.87

47.99

45.52

A means comparison on using social networking tools to communicate with
others about coursework revealed significant relationships with all five student-level
benchmark scores. The largest difference was observed in the Student-Faculty
benchmark; and there was a notable relationship as well to Active and Collaborative
Learning. Additionally, there was a notable difference in the Student Effort benchmark.
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When using SNT for academic purposes, a positive relationship exists between SNT
usage and higher student-level benchmark scores on Student Effort. For example,
students who used SNT to communicate about coursework, (an academic purpose)
showed an increase in engagement. The converse relationship exists when SNT are used
for general purposes: general use of SNT is related to lower student-level Student Effort
benchmark scores. This is consistent with the Center‘s findings: ―The more students use
social networking tools for academically purposeful activities, the higher their levels of
engagement‖ (Center, 2009, p. 9).
Figure 6 shows the relationship between the levels of student engagement and
how often students use a course management system (CMS) to communicate with others
about coursework. The number of student respondents who answered this special-focus
survey item was 179,355.
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Figure 6: Engagement and use of CMS to communicate about coursework
64
62
60
58
56
54
52
Use CMS to Communicate

50
48
46
44
42

Multiple times Multiple times Multiple times Multiple times
perday
per week
per month
per year

Never

Active and Collaborative
Learning

60.59

52

50.13

48.56

45.64

Student Effort

62.74

52.62

48.98

46.74

45.56

Academic Challenge

62.72

52.86

49.12

47.81

45.54

Student-Faculty Interaction

64.57

53.55

49.65

47

44.19

Support for Learners

59.88

52.11

50.33

48.06

46.94

As observed in using SNT to communicate about coursework, using a CMS for
academic purpose is associated with increased engagement scores. The means
comparison showed significantly higher student-level benchmark scores on StudentFaculty Interaction among students reporting the most frequent uses of CMS.
Additionally, substantially higher benchmark scores on Student-Effort and Academic
Challenge were associated with an increased frequency of CMS use. It is also noted that
Student Effort, Academic Challenge, and Student-Faculty Interaction student-level
benchmarks are higher as students report greater frequency in using SNT to communicate
about coursework.
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Figure 7 refers to the relationship between student engagement and the how often
a college communicates about services using social networking tools. The number of
student respondents who answered this special-focus survey item was 177,380.
Figure 7: Engagement and the use of SNT to communicate about college services

College Communicate
About Services

70
68
66
64
62
60
58
56
54
52
50
48
46
44
42

Multiple times Multiple times Multiple times Multiple times
perday
per week
per month
per year

Never

62.88

55.58

52.14

49.56

47.22

Student Effort

63.1

56.85

53.46

49.71

46.28

Academic Challenge

61.24

56.21

52.9

50.19

47.01

Student-Faculty Interaction

66.56

58.28

53.5

49.2

46.1

Support for Learners

68.45

61.04

55.74

49.47

44.87

Active and Collaborative
Learning

The highest student-level benchmarks scores were recorded when the college
communicated multiple times per day about services. In fact, each of the student-level
benchmark scores were higher than on the four other special-focus items. The exception
to this statement was the Academic Challenge student-level benchmark score on specialfocus survey item three – how often do you use CMS to communicate with others about
coursework. The mean difference on the Academic Challenge student-level benchmark
score was 1.48 points higher on special-focus survey item three. The means comparison
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analyses revealed much higher student-level benchmarks scores between the response
scales of multiple times per day and never. Most notably on the Support for Learners
student-level benchmark scores, a 23.58-point difference existed between the response
scales multiple times per day and never. Such a large difference in student-level
benchmark scores indicated that a college‘s use of social networking tools to
communicate about services is associated with an increase in engagement scores. This is
reflected specifically in higher engagement scores on the Support for Learners studentlevel benchmark.
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Figure 8 helps explain the feeling of connection to the college through the use
Figure 8: Engagement and connection to the college when using SNT
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56
54
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50
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44
42
40
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connected
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connected

Neutral/no
effect

Somewhat
more connected

Much more
connected

Active and Collaborative
Learning

50.03

52.89

48.01

52.34

53.57

Student Effort

50.98

52.65

47.61

52.51

53.84

Academic Challenge

50.25

51.48

48.23

52.91

54.3

Student-Faculty Interaction

50.43

53.48

47.63

53

54.36

Support for Learners

49.59

53.53

47.49

54.55

55.6

of social networking tools. The number of student respondents who answered this
special-focus survey item was 176,950. When student respondents reported a higher
connection to the college, the results were correspondingly higher engagement scores.
When frequencies were examined, approximately half (50%) of the respondents indicated
a neutral or no effect because of social networking tools. Interestingly, nearly a third
(28%) of the respondents indicated they felt either somewhat more or much more
connected as a result (n > 50,000). A cross-tabulation was conducted to explore more
deeply the relationship between colleges not communicating about services via SNT and
students who felt a neutral or no effect regarding connection to the college through the
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use of SNT (Appendix 11). This analysis shed some light on why students responded had
not felt a connection to the college because of SNT. Out of the students who responded
they felt neutral or no effect, 52% reported the college had not communicated about
services with them. Conversely, only 10% of the students who report the college
communicating to them about services multiple times per day or multiple times per week
felt a neutral or no effect regarding connection to the college. This finding, along with the
means comparison about how often a college communicates about service (Figure 7)
indicates that a college can increase connections to students by using social networking
tools.
Summary of Chapter IV
The purpose of the study was to examine the relationship between community
college students‘ engagement and their use of online SNT. Data used in this study came
from the 2009 national administration of the Community College Survey of Student
Engagement (CCSSE) and from the researcher‘s Institutional Social Networking
Inventory (ISNI). This chapter included various different statistical analyses to answer
the three research questions. The conclusions and implications for practice based on these
findings are presented in the following chapter.

121

CHAPTER V: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

To the students who connect with one another, providing encouragement and
support — and who make it so clear to us that in their often heroic efforts to
achieve educational goals, connections matter. – Kay McClenney (Center, 2009)

Introduction
Increasing student success in community colleges is an emerging national
priority. Since the introduction of the Community College Survey of Student Engagement
(CCSSE) in 2001, the field has realized that increasing engagement leads to that
cherished goal. The purpose of the present study was to examine the relationship between
community college students‘ engagement and their use of online SNT. The study utilized
the 2009 CCSSE data set and data acquired from the Institutional Social Networking
Inventory (ISNI). These two instruments allow for the exploration of relationships
engagement and social media.
The key findings, recommendations, and implications for practice are based on
the framework of the study. Temporal issues and participation in the 2009 national
administration of the CCSSE limited the scope of the study. The aggregate data analyzed
in the study reflected more than 200,000 community college students and represents 312
U.S. community colleges in 30 states. However, it is important to note when making
comparisons using data from the ISNI and the resulting marginally and fully
implemented colleges that only twenty-eight colleges were analyzed. The colleges had to
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participate in the 2009 CCSSE and have a Facebook page during the 2009 spring
semester. These temporal restrictions mean the study offers a ―snapshot‖ of the
relationship between engagement and social media. A longitudinal study would provide
better data to observe trends and determine whether sustained relationships exist. In
addition, the study only focused on community college students. Inferences drawn from
the results of this study only apply to community college students and should not be
generalized to other populations.
The preceding chapters described the purpose of the study, research questions,
definition of terms, limitations, delimitations, the literature review, methodology, and the
findings from the statistical analyses conducted on the 2009 CCSSE data and the ISNI.
This chapter provides a summary of the study, key findings and conclusions, as well as
implications for practice and recommendations for future research drawn from the
literature review and the results of the analyses of the preceding chapter.
Study Summary
Community colleges are the point of entry into higher education for many
Americans. Since the opening of the first two-year college, the focus of a community
college has been just that—access for all who seek higher education. However, it has
become increasingly obvious that for American two-year institutions, this cannot be the
only focus. In addition to access, student success must be a priority. Too often seen as a
revolving door, many community colleges are changing their approach to serving
students, shifting from only providing access to building a culture of evidence that
supports both access and student success.
123

The ultimate measure of a successful community college is its record in achieving
one singular goal—the student success agenda. Student success has become the focal
point for many community colleges, a development that ultimately will produce a betterprepared workforce and a better-educated American populous. The key elements under
the umbrella of the student success agenda are student outcomes: successful course
completion, retention, persistence, educational attainment, and goal completion. To aid
their efforts in achieving higher graduation and transfer rates, colleges are turning to data.
Empirical evidence increasingly is becoming a driving force in making informed
decisions on how to achieve student success. In the quest to build a culture of evidence
on many campuses, community colleges are turning to national instruments that measure
educational quality. One of these nationally-adopted instruments is the Community
College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE). At its core, the CCSSE helps assess
effective educational practices through measurement of student engagement.
Research over the past 30 years has identified student engagement as a key
predictor in student success, linking it to outcomes of student learning and retention
(Pace, 1980; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Astin, 1993). Student engagement is the time
and energy students invest in meaningful educational activities. These activities can be in
or out of the classroom, and may be initiated by either the student or instructor. However,
student engagement is fostered when an institution designs inescapable institutional
practices that promote student engagement.
The approach of the study developed from the paradigms of social constructivism,
connectivism, and engagement. From this lens, social networking tools were examined
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from the perspective of having merit in an academic setting. Chickering and Gamson
(1987) indicated that learning is social, and Chickering and Ehrmann (1996) explained
how technology could facilitate collaborative learning. The Center for Community
College Student Engagement (2009) expounded that connections improve the likelihood
of persistence. Students who take advantage of specifically designed engagement
experiences are more likely to achieve their goals (Pace, 1980; Pascarella & Terenzini,
1991; Astin, 1993; CCSSE, 2007).
The study examined two data sets to describe the relationship between
engagement and social networking in community colleges. The 2009 CCSSE data set
contained over 176,000 respondents who answered the special-focus survey items. From
the 312 U.S. colleges that participated in the CCSSE, institutional Facebook pages were
examined to develop the second data set. Eighty-three colleges had a Facebook page
during the administration time of the CCSSE. Out of the 83 colleges, 62 colleges received
an overall rating of marginal implementation (n=16), partial implementation (n=34), or
full implementation (n=12). The remaining 21 colleges received an overall rating of no
implementation.
Key Findings and Conclusions
In chapter four, statistical analyses were employed to answer the three research
questions. When appropriate, statistical measures such as the following were used:
frequency test, cross tabulations, Pearson correlation, means comparisons via t-tests. In
the succeeding section, answers to the three research questions are presented as key
findings.
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Research Question 1
In community colleges that use online social networking tools (SNT), what is the
relationship between SNT and engagement, as measured by the Community College
Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE)?
A. To what extent do community colleges use SNT to engage students?
B. What is the relationship between institutional use of SNT and institution-level
engagement scores as measured by CCSSE?
Key Finding: Institutional Facebook pages can provide support for students
An institutional Facebook page can provide both academic and non-academic
information. An institutional Facebook page is a central location (similar to a help desk)
that students, parents, fans, etc. can go to and ask questions about the college, either
general or specific. If a college designs its institutional Facebook page to full
implementation measures, fans are able to engage in meaningful relationships that are
both academic and non-academic in purpose. The following are the three recommended
guidelines to designing an institutional Facebook page derived from the findings in
research question 1-A: 1) make it relevant to the fans, 2) listen to the questions asked by
fans, more than merely pushing content, and 3) reply promptly, accurately, and
adequately. If the college utilizes the institutional Facebook page correctly (actively
monitor, and respond quickly and adequately), chances are that educationally meaningful
connections can be established.
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Research Question 2
To what extent do community college students use online social networking tools
(SNT) to engage in educationally purposeful activities?
Key Finding: Community college students are using SNT for academic purposes
Students are using social networking tools for academic purposes. Specifically, 14
percent of community college students use social networking tools multiple times per day
to communicate about coursework. However, 19 percent of traditional-age students are
using social networking tools multiple times per day to communicate with others about
coursework. The most significant differences were found between part-time and full-time
students (Using SNT for any purpose, using SNT to communicate about coursework, use
CMS to communicate about coursework, and does the college communicate about
services). Even so, part-time students are still likely to have used social networking tools
multiple times per week. Students who took an honors course(s) and students who
commuted six hours or more were more likely to use social networking tools to
communicate about coursework. These findings dispel the myth that social networking
tools are purely social devices used for non-academic purposes.
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Research Question 3
What is the relationship between the use of online social networking tools (SNT)
by community college students and student engagement, as measured by the Community
College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE)?
Key Finding: Student and institutional use of social networking tools is associated
with student engagement
Students‘ use of social networking tools for academic purposes is associated with
an increase in student-level benchmark scores. A proportional relationship exists between
use of online SNT and engagement scores. In general, students who frequently used
online SNT for academic purposes achieved higher engagement scores. However,
Student Effort scores tend to be lower among students who use SNT for any purpose
multiple times per day. According to the results Figure 7, a college with a presence in
social media is more likely to have students report higher levels of engagement on the
Support for Learners benchmark. The Pearson correlation in (Appendix 8) also reflects a
statistically significant positive correlation between how often the college communicated
about services via online SNT and the Support for Learners student-level benchmark.
This finding supports the importance of taking college services to the student. The data
indicate that 52% of students who felt a neutral or no effect regarding connection to the
college because of SNT also indicated the college had not communicated with them
about services via SNT.
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Implications for Practice
―Every course, every program, every college is perfectly designed to produce precisely
the results it’s currently getting‖— Kay McClenney
(personal communication, February 23, 2009)

Community colleges that are designed well are more likely to bring services to
students, build connections, and are more likely to establish the necessary culture to
achieve higher levels of student success. This study explores one avenue for informing
students about college services and making connections, social media. However, the
intent is not to replace the face-to-face connections made on campus, but to create
meaningful and personal connections using technology. Many community colleges still
embrace the industrial model of teaching, with facilities that support linear learning
modes and inadequate methods of infusing technology into classrooms and support
services. This educational model does not promote student-centered learning and is less
likely to reach students in their natural environments: at their jobs, in their homes, in their
vehicles, and almost ubiquitously online with largely part-time and commuting student
populations, it is essential that community colleges find a way to simulate the campus
environment. The first step in using social media to simulate the campus environment and
make meaningful connections is to assess the college‘s readiness.
Recommendation #1: Assess college readiness and capacity for making connections
Research conducted by the Center for Community College Student Engagement
has demonstrated that relationships matter (CCSSE 2008; Center, 2009 & 2010). It is
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evident that significant numbers of community college students are using social
networking tools for both academic and non-academic purposes. The findings of this
study show that community college students are using social networking for general
purposes at high rates. The rate of this use specifically for academic purposes is not as
high; yet it is evident that at least some students will use social networking tools for such
purposes.
Social networking tools offer new opportunities to connect with students (Center,
2009). This study provides evidence that a significant number of students use these tools
to communicate about coursework. The findings also indicate that colleges that
communicated about services via online SNT are likely to have students reporting greater
connection to the college. Since we know relationships are essential to student success at
community colleges, Facebook and other social media can be used build relationships.
This study does not support removing human interaction altogether or suggest that social
media will replace face-to-face communication; but it does provide colleges with an
actionable way to help foster connection and relationship with students.
Connecting in virtual space is a new challenge for many colleges. But social
networking tools are just another communications channel, a new set of resources
that colleges can add to their toolboxes. Colleges that successfully engage
students with these tools understand that sharing information using social media is
not necessarily connecting with students. The medium must be suited to the
service the college is providing. (Center, 2009, p. 10)
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To assist community colleges in building capacity to make connections with, the Center
for Community College Student Engagement provides an inventory to assess that
capacity. The instrument the Center has created is located in Appendix 12 and Is Your
College a Connected College? An Inventory to Support Campus Discussion.
Recommendation #2: Design social networking tools to foster student engagement
The following observations emerge from the findings of this study, along with
acceptable practice as defined by social media experts. The three guiding principles are:
1) make it relevant to the fans, 2) listen to the questions asked by fans, more than merely
pushing content, and 3) reply promptly, accurately, and sufficiently. These principles
should govern any approach to making connections via social media. Listed below are
guidelines for the development of an institutional Facebook page.
Guidelines for Developing an Institutional Facebook Page
A few non-profit and marketing companies have written about the actual
construction and design of an institutional Facebook page (DIOSA, 2010; Smith, 2010).
The two blogs suggest helpful ways to construct the physical page and allude to a few
techniques to build an institutional Facebook page. Smith (2010) indicated directing
―non-fans‖ to a welcome tab. DIOSA (2010) noted a custom landing tab would create a
lasting impression on visitors to a Facebook page. To create an institutional Facebook
page that will foster interaction and provide relevant information, colleges can use the
following adaptations of the ISNI.
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It will also be helpful to assess the extent to which the college‘s Facebook page
meets the following criteria (adapted from the ISNI):
Not at all

Partial

Marginal

Full

Incorporate videos that represent the campus, its programs,
organizations, students, and faculty









Incorporate photos that represent the campus, its programs,
organizations, students, and faculty









Display relevant on campus and virtual events for students to attend









Include links to resources to help assimilate students to the college









Contain relevant and timely wall postings that elicit feedback









Contain prompt, accurate, and adequate replies to fan posts and
comments









Recommendation #3: Use social networking tools to extend the campus environment
Proper use of social media in academia has a positive influence on student
engagement. Institutions should make an effort to get out there; social media tools, in
some form, are here to stay. ―Connected colleges effectively connect with their students
and encourage them to build the relationships — with faculty, staff, other students — that
are essential to student success‖ (Center, 2009, p. 3). Colleges can use social media to
help build connections that transcend the limitations imposed by the limited amount of
time students are on campus due to commuting and part-time enrollment.
Social media offer a new avenue to connect with students. If students are often
unavailable or unable to stay on campus, but are utilizing these technologies, colleges can
take advantage of that opportunity to bring the college to them. It is obvious that students
who commute are more likely to use social networking tools to communicate about
coursework, supplementing their on-campus availability by making connections via
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social media. It is evident that part-timeness affects student use of SNT for academic
purposes, as well as other educational experiences. However, part-time students still use
social media regularly and for academic purposes. That reality creates real opportunity
for colleges to connect more intentionally with elusive part-time students.
It is evident from CCSSE research that early and personal connections keep lead
to student engagement (Center, 2010). To help build a sense of connectedness, colleges
could initiate student-led study groups that incorporate a component of social media.
Staff and service personal could target specific student groups and communicate to them
about college services. Student-faculty interactions could increase if students were able to
use social media to communicate with their instructors about information about their
courses. This could provide faculty the opportunity to take advantage of virtual office
hours, creating another mode of out-of-classroom engagement. Informal academic and
social support networks could form leading to increased engagement (Center, 2010).
Colleges can incorporate social media etiquette in orientations. This would create
a teachable moment about social media available and their uses for academic purposes.
Additionally, colleges could teach responsible use of social media that could have a
positive impact on Student Effort benchmarks. Tutors could be available via Facebook,
Facebook chat or other social media outlets. It is evident that honors students are using
social media to communicate about coursework; these students could help facilitate study
groups or reach a study partner. ―Community college students often come to recognize
one factor that plays a pivotal role in their success: connections‖ (Center, 2009, p. 3).
Social media can be a tool colleges utilize to make these necessary connections.
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Recommendations for Further Research
This study explored the relationship of social networking tools and engagement at
community colleges. The study focused on the respondents‘ answers to the 2009 CCSSE
core survey and the five special-focus survey items, as well as colleges‘ scores on the
ISNI. This study is a foundational work to build understanding of the relationship;
however, further research is needed to understand which SNT provide the most impact on
student engagement. The following recommendations for future research build on the
findings and aim to achieve greater clarity regarding the use of social networking tools
for academic purposes.
The recommendations for future research are:
Expanded Questions
The five special-focus survey items were a solid foundation to conduct
exploratory analyses on the relationship between engagement and use of social media.
Combining multiple social networking tools into one question allowed the findings of the
study to indicate how social media use in general is associated with student engagement.
However, adapting the five special-focus survey items to address the individual tools
separately would indicate which efforts yield the highest student engagement levels.
In addition, narrowing the scope of the items would further aid understanding of
the relationship. The stem of each item, for example might target only one group, not
collectively asking students how often they communicated with other students, faculty,
and staff about coursework. Identifying which group students were communicating with
could shape how colleges implement social media on campuses. Modifying response
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categories to indicate frequency and temporal amounts wound increase clarity by
specifying the ―dose‖ of utilization or duration of use. In sum, modification of response
scales could provide a more accurate measurement of use.
Longitudinal Study
This study provided only a snapshot of community colleges‘ student engagement
and social media use. Using a longitudinal analysis will build understanding of the finer
details between the relationship and whether trends exist. It could provide more
information about the evolution of social networking and engagement on two-year
campuses. This approach would help define distinctions between full-time and part-time
students, and between entering and returning students, over time. A longitudinal study
would serve to validate the present study‘s findings.
Additional CCCSE Item Sets
This study primarily analyzed the five special-focus survey items. The Center has
an expanded item set on students‘ uses of technology for the SENSE survey. The
technology special-focus item module includes 12 questions, including the five specialfocus survey items found on the 2009 CCSSE. The present study focused on the CCSSE,
which targets spring semester students. An analysis of entering student respondents
would give a complementary picture of who on two-year campuses use social networking
tools for academic purposes.
Regression Analysis
The use of a logistic regression on dichotomous dependent variables could
provide another method of understanding the variables of the study. This type of analysis
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would allow for the exploration of possible relationships between students‘ use of social
networking tools and various student characteristics such as enrollment status and gender.
This analysis would allow future studies to add validity to the findings of this study. As
with the Pearson correlation, a logistic regression would provide the ability to predict the
relationship between tested variables and engagement levels.
Summary of Chapter V
Over the last decade, community college researchers and practitioners have
increasingly focused on student engagement as a cornerstone for a successful student
success agenda. To shift from focusing only on access to focusing on student success,
colleges need to collect and use data to build student engagement. Creating connections
with students is key to this process—often a personal relationship with someone on a
college campus helps a student persist in their quest to educational goal completion.
Colleges that embrace the notion that relationships are key to student success explore all
opportunities to make meaningful connections with their students. These ―connected
colleges‖ strive to build relationships with students, between students, and among
students and faculty. If used thoughtfully and purposefully, social media can foster
meaningful relationships, increase student success, and help students reach desired
educational goals.
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1: Alphabetic Listing of 2009 CCSSE Colleges
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.

Adirondack Community College (NY)
Aiken Technical College (SC)
Aims Community College (CO)
Alabama Southern Community College (AL)
Alexandria Technical College (MN)
Alvin Community College (TX)
Amarillo College (TX)
American River College (CA)
Angelina College (TX)
Anoka Technical College (MN)
Anoka-Ramsey Community College (MN)
Arkansas State University - Beebe (AR)
Arkansas State University-Newport (AR)
Ashland Community and Technical College (KY)
Atlanta Technical College (GA)
Atlantic Cape Community College (NJ)
Baton Rouge Community College (LA)
Belmont Technical College (OH)
Berkshire Community College (MA)
Big Bend Community College (WA)
Big Sandy Community and Technical College (KY)
Bismarck State College (ND)
Bossier Parish Community College (LA)
Bowling Green Technical College (KY)
Brazosport College (TX)
Bristol Community College (MA)
Broome Community College (NY)
Bunker Hill Community College (MA)
Burlington County College (NJ)
Butler Community College (KS)
Butler County Community College (PA)
Caldwell Community College and Technical Institute (NC)
Calhoun Community College (AL)
Cape Cod Community College (MA)
Caritas Laboure College (MA)
Carolinas College of Health Sciences (NC)
Casper College (WY)
Cayuga Community College (NY)
Central Carolina Community College (NC)
Central Community College (NE)
Central Maine Community College (ME)
Central Wyoming College (WY)
Century College (MN)
Chandler-Gilbert Community College (AZ)
Chattanooga State Technical Community College (TN)
Chipola College (FL)
Clark State Community College (OH)
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48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.

Cleveland Community College (NC)
Cleveland State Community College (TN)
Clinton Community College (IA)
Clinton Community College (NY)
Coastal Carolina Community College (NC)
College of Alameda (CA)
College of DuPage (IL)
College of Southern Idaho (ID)
College of the Sequoias (CA)
Columbia State Community College (TN)
Columbia-Greene Community College (NY)
Community College of Allegheny County (PA)
Community College of Beaver County (PA)
Community College of Philadelphia (PA)
Corning Community College (NY)
Crafton Hills College (CA)
Danville Area Community College (IL)
Daytona State College (FL)
De Anza College (CA)
DeKalb Technical College (GA)
Del Mar College (TX)
Delaware County Community College (PA)
Delta College (MI)
Dona Ana Community College (NM)
Dutchess Community College - SUNY (NY)
Dyersburg State Community College (TN)
East Arkansas Community College (AR)
East Central Community College (MS)
East Georgia College (GA)
Eastern Maine Community College (ME)
Eastern Wyoming College (WY)
Edison State Community College (OH)
Edmonds Community College (WA)
El Centro College (TX)
El Paso Community College (TX)
Elgin Community College (IL)
Elizabethtown Community & Technical College (KY)
Ellsworth Community College (IA)
Erie Community College (NY)
Estrella Mountain Community College (AZ)
Fayetteville Technical Community College (NC)
Finger Lakes Community College (NY)
Florida Community College at Jacksonville (FL)
Fond du Lac Tribal and Community College (MN)
Forsyth Technical Community College (NC)
Frank Phillips College (TX)
Fullerton Community College (CA)
Fulton-Montgomery Community College (NY)
Gaston College (NC)
Gateway Community and Technical College (KY)
Genesee Community College (NY)
George C Wallace State Community College (AL)
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100.
101.
102.
103.
104.
105.
106.
107.
108.
109.
110.
111.
112.
113.
114.
115.
116.
117.
118.
119.
120.
121.
122.
123.
124.
125.
126.
127.
128.
129.
130.
131.
132.
133.
134.
135.
136.
137.
138.
139.
140.
141.
142.
143.
144.
145.
146.
147.
148.
149.
150.
151.

Georgia Military College (GA)
Glendale Community College (CA)
Goodwin College (CT)
Grand Rapids Community College (MI)
Guilford Technical Community College (NC)
Gulf Coast Community College (FL)
Halifax Community College (NC)
Harold Washington College (IL)
Harper College (IL)
Haywood Community College (NC)
Herkimer County Community College (NY)
Hesston College (KS)
Hibbing Community College (MN)
Hopkinsville Community College (KY)
Horry-Georgetown Technical College (SC)
Houston Community College (TX)
Hudson Valley Community College (NY)
Humber ITAL (ON)
Hutchinson Community College (KS)
Illinois Valley Community College (IL)
Inver Hills Community College (MN)
Iowa Central Community College (IA)
Iowa Western Community College (IA)
Itasca Community College (MN)
Jackson Community College (MI)
Jackson State Community College (TN)
James Sprunt Community College (NC)
Jamestown Community College (NY)
Jefferson Community and Technical College (KY)
Jefferson Community College (NY)
Jefferson Community College (OH)
John Wood Community College (IL)
Johnson County Community College (KS)
Joliet Junior College (Il)
Kankakee Community College (IL)
Kennebec Valley Community College (ME)
Kingsborough Community College (NY)
Kirkwood Community College (IA)
L. E. Fletcher Technical Community College (LA)
Lake Michigan College (MI)
Lake Region State College (ND)
Lake Superior College (MN)
Lansing Community College (MI)
Laramie County Community College (WY)
Lawson State Community College (AL)
Lincoln Land Community College (IL)
Lone Star College - CyFair (TX)
Lone Star College - Kingwood (TX)
Lone Star College - Montgomery (TX)
Lone Star College - North Harris (TX)
Lone Star College - Tomball (TX)
Lorain County Community College (OH)

139

152.
153.
154.
155.
156.
157.
158.
159.
160.
161.
162.
163.
164.
165.
166.
167.
168.
169.
170.
171.
172.
173.
174.
175.
176.
177.
178.
179.
180.
181.
182.
183.
184.
185.
186.
187.
188.
189.
190.
191.
192.
193.
194.
195.
196.
197.
198.
199.
200.
201.
202.
203.

Louisiana Delta Community College (LA)
Madison Area Technical College (WI)
Madisonville Community College (KY)
Marion Technical College (OH)
Marshalltown Community College (IA)
Massasoit Community College (MA)
Mayland Community College (NC)
Maysville Community & Technical College (KY)
McLennan Community College (TX)
Merced College (CA)
Mesabi Range Community and Technical College (MN)
Metropolitan Community College (NE)
Metropolitan Community College - Kansas City (MO)
Midland College (TX)
Midlands Technical College (SC)
Minneapolis Community and Technical College (MN)
Minnesota West - Canby (MN)
Minnesota West - Granite Falls (MN)
Minnesota West - Jackson (MN)
Minnesota West - Pipestone (MN)
Minnesota West - Worthington (MN)
Minot State University-Bottineau (ND)
MiraCosta College (CA)
Missouri State University-West Plains (MO)
Modesto Junior College (CA)
Mohawk Valley Community College (NY)
Monroe Community College (NY)
Montana State University Billings College of Technology (MT)
Montgomery County Community College (PA)
Morgan Community College (CO)
Morton College (IL)
Motlow State Community College (TN)
Mott Community College (MI)
MSCTC - Detroit Lakes Campus (MN)
MSCTC - Fergus Falls Campus (MN)
MSCTC - Wadena Campus (MN)
Mt. San Antonio College (CA)
Muscatine Community College (IA)
Nashville State Community College (TN)
Nassau Community College (NY)
Neosho County Community College (KS)
New Mexico State University at Alamogordo (NM)
Niagara County Community College (NY)
North Arkansas College (AR)
North Central Michigan College (MI)
North Central Missouri College (MO)
North Central Texas College (TX)
North Country Community College (NY)
North Dakota State College of Science (ND)
North Hennepin Community College (MN)
North Iowa Area Community College (IA)
Northampton Community College (PA)
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204.
205.
206.
207.
208.
209.
210.
211.
212.
213.
214.
215.
216.
217.
218.
219.
220.
221.
222.
223.
224.
225.
226.
227.
228.
229.
230.
231.
232.
233.
234.
235.
236.
237.
238.
239.
240.
241.
242.
243.
244.
245.
246.
247.
248.
249.
250.
251.
252.
253.
254.
255.

Northeast Community College (NE)
Northeast Lakeview College (TX)
Northeast Mississippi Community College (MS)
Northeast State Technical Community College (TN)
Northern Essex Community College (MA)
Northern Maine Community College (ME)
Northern Oklahoma College (OK)
Northern Wyoming Community College District (WY)
NorthWest Arkansas Community College (AR)
Northwest College (WY)
Northwest Iowa Community College (IA)
Northwest Vista College (TX)
Oakland Community College (MI)
Oakton Community College (Il)
Oklahoma City Community College (OK)
Olive-Harvey College (IL)
Olympic College (WA)
Onondaga Community College (NY)
Orange County Community College (NY)
Ouachita Technical College (AR)
Owens Community College (OH)
Owensboro Community and Technical College (KY)
Ozarks Technical Community College (MO)
Palo Alto College (TX)
Panola College (TX)
Pasadena City College (CA)
Pasco-Hernando Community College (FL)
Passaic County Community College (NJ)
Pellissippi State Technical Community College (TN)
Piedmont Virginia Community College (VA)
Pitt Community College (NC)
Pueblo Community College (CO)
Rainy River Community College (MN)
Redlands Community College (OK)
Rend Lake College (IL)
Rich Mountain Community College (AR)
River Parishes Community College (LA)
Riverland Community College (MN)
Roane State Community College (TN)
Rochester Community and Technical College (MN)
Rowan-Cabarrus Community College (NC)
Roxbury Community College (MA)
Saint Paul College (MN)
San Antonio College (TX)
San Jacinto College - Central Campus (TX)
San Jacinto College - North Campus (TX)
San Jacinto College - South Campus (TX)
Santa Ana College (CA)
Schenectady County Community College (NY)
Scott Community College (IA)
Seward County Community College/Area Technical School (KS)
South Georgia College (GA)
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256.
257.
258.
259.
260.
261.
262.
263.
264.
265.
266.
267.
268.
269.
270.
271.
272.
273.
274.
275.
276.
277.
278.
279.
280.
281.
282.
283.
284.
285.
286.
287.
288.
289.
290.
291.
292.
293.
294.
295.
296.
297.
298.
299.
300.
301.
302.
303.
304.
305.
306.
307.

South Texas College (TX)
Southeastern Community College (IA)
Southern Maine Community College (ME)
Southern State Community College (OH)
Southwest Georgia Technical College (GA)
Southwest Tennessee Community College (TN)
Southwestern Indian Polytechnic Institute (NM)
St. Cloud Technical College (MN)
St. Louis Community College - Meramec (MO)
St. Louis Community College at Forest Park (MO)
St. Louis Community College at Wildwood (MO)
St. Louis Community College- Florissant Valley (MO)
St. Philip's College (TX)
Suffolk County Community College (NY)
Sullivan County Community College (NY)
SUNY Rockland Community College (NY)
SUNY Ulster (NY)
Sussex County Community College (NJ)
Taft College (CA)
Tallahassee Community College (FL)
Technical College of the Lowcountry (SC)
Temple College (TX)
Terra State Community College (OH)
Texas State Technical College Marshall (TX)
Texas State Technical College Waco (TX)
Tompkins Cortland Community College (NY)
Tri-County Technical College (SC)
Trinity Valley Community College (TX)
Triton College (IL)
Truman College (IL)
Tulsa Community College (OK)
Tyler Junior College (TX)
University of Akron Wayne College (OH)
University of Arkansas Community College at Batesville (AR)
Valencia Community College (FL)
Vermilion Community College (MN)
Vernon College (TX)
Victor Valley College (CA)
Vincennes University (IN)
Volunteer State Community College (TN)
Walters State Community College (TN)
Washington County Community College (ME)
Washington State Community College (OH)
Wayne County Community College District (MI)
Weatherford College (TX)
Westchester Community College (NY)
Western Iowa Tech Community College (IA)
Western Nebraska Community College (NE)
Western Technical College (WI)
Western Texas College (TX)
Western Wyoming Community College (WY)
Westmoreland County Community College (PA)
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308. Wharton County Junior College (TX)
309. Wilbur Wright College (IL)
310. Williston State College (ND)
311. Wisconsin Indianhead Technical College (WI)
312. York County Community College (ME)
313. York Technical College (SC)
*Source CCSSE website. Retrieved July 2009 from http://www.ccsse.org/aboutccsse/colleges
.cfm?sortby=alpha#2009
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Appendix 2: 2009 CCSSE Special-Focus Survey Items
1. How often do you use SOCIAL NETWORKING tools such as Instant Messaging, Text
Messaging, MySpace and/or Facebook, Twitter, etc. for any purpose? (Do not include email
such as Hotmail, Gmail, etc.)
a. Multiple times per day
b. Multiple times per week
c. Multiple times per month
d. Multiple times per year
e. Never
2. How often do you use SOCIAL NETWORKING tools such as Instant Messaging, Text
Messaging, MySpace and/or Facebook, Twitter, etc. to communicate with other students,
instructors, or college staff about coursework at this college? (Do not include email such as
Hotmail, Gmail, etc.)
a. Multiple times per day
b. Multiple times per week
c. Multiple times per month
d. Multiple times per year
e. Never
3. How often do you use college COURSE MANAGEMENT systems such as Angel,
Blackboard/WebCT/Vista, Desire2Learn, Epsilen, Moodle, etc. to communicate with students,
instructors, or staff about coursework at this college?
a. Multiple times per day
b. Multiple times per week
c. Multiple times per month
d. Multiple times per year
e. Never
4. How often does this college communicate with you about services (such as financial aid,
advisors or counselors, library, college book store, tutoring, etc.) using SOCIAL
NETWORKING tools such as Instant Messaging, Text Messaging, MySpace and/or Facebook,
Twitter, etc.? (Do not include email such as Hotmail, Gmail, etc.)
a. Multiple times per day
b. Multiple times per week
c. Multiple times per month
d. Multiple times per year
e. Never
5. How connected do you feel to this college when using SOCIAL NETWORKING tools such as
Instant Messaging, Text Messaging, MySpace and/or Facebook, Twitter, etc.? (Do not include
email such as Hotmail, Gmail, etc.)
a. Much less connected because of social networking tools
b. Somewhat less connected because of social networking tools
c. Neutral/no effect because of social networking tools
d. Somewhat more connected because of social networking tools
e. Much more connected because of social networking tools
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Appendix 3: Institutional Social Networking Inventory
Institution Name:

State:

The purpose of the ISNI is to examine the implementation of the institutional practices on
Facebook that permit opportunities for interaction. Place an ―X‖ to indicate
implementation and type in numeric quantities. Observations made from August to
January to capture activity in a traditional long session.
0) No implementation – There is no evidence of this institutional practice on
Facebook.
1) Marginal implementation – There are isolated examples of this institutional
practice on Facebook.
2) Partial implementation – This institutional practice was being implemented in
some sections on Facebook in a visible and substantial way.
3) Full implementation – This institutional practice was fully implemented on
Facebook.
℮ – estimated number instances occurrences
0
1.

How complete is the community college‘s official education page on
Facebook?

Campus Connection
2.

How prominently has the community college listed its location (mailing or
physical) on the Facebook page?

3.

How prominently has the community college listed the campus phone
number on the Facebook page(s)?

4.

How prominently has the community college provided a link to their Web
site homepage on one of the Facebook page(s)?

5.

How prominently has the community college provided the hours of
operation for the campus on the Facebook page(s)?

6.

How prominently has the community college included links to external
college resources (admissions, financial aid, etc Web page) on the Facebook
page(s)?

7.

How prominently has the community college included links to educational
resources on the Facebook page(s)?

8.

How prominently has the community college listed office hours of
educational services (financial aid, student services, business office, etc.) on
the Facebook page(s)?

9.

How prominently has the community college listed links to professor‘s
office hours on the Facebook page(s)?

10. How prominently has the community college listed email accounts to
professors on the Facebook page(s)?
11. How prominently has the community college listed links to professor‘s
Facebook profiles on the Facebook page(s)?
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1

2

3

12. How prominently has the community college listed links to other
institutional Facebook resources/pages (Library page, Departmental pages,
etc.) on the Facebook page(s)?
13. How prominently has the community college listed links to other social
networking tools (MySpace, Twitter, YouTube Channel, etc.) on the
Facebook page(s)?

Campus Voice

0

14. To what extent has the community college uploaded videos on the
Facebook page(s) that are education related?
15. To what extent has the community college uploaded videos depicting the
campus environment in non-academic settings (sporting events, dorm
facilities, student organizations, building locations, commencement
addresses, etc) on the Facebook page(s)?
16. To what extent has the community college uploaded videos depicting the
interactions between students and the community college‘s personnel
(lectures, professors and students interacting, student voices, and first
year experiences) on the Facebook page(s)?
17. To what extent has the community college uploaded profile pictures
depicting students engaged in the campus environment on the Facebook
page(s)?
18. To what extent has the community college created photo albums
depicting the campus environment (e.g. photos of sporting events,
commencement, classrooms, professors and students, and the physical
campus) on the Facebook page(s)?
19. To what extent has the community college previously posted events that
are now past events on the Facebook page(s)?
20. To what extent has the community college posted events that will occur
in the future on the Facebook page(s)?
21. To what extent has the community college posted education related notes
on the Facebook page(s)?
22. To what extent has the community college posted wall comments that are
educational announcements (from the institution about scholarships,
registration periods, etc.) on the Facebook page(s)?
23. To what extent has the community college posted wall comments that are
non-academic announcements (from the institution about sporting events,
student organizations, etc.) on the Facebook page(s)?
24. To what extent has the community college posted wall comments that
elicit feedback from fans of the institution on the Facebook page(s)?

25. How often does the community college make Facebook wall postings?
Never
Monthly - about 1 time per month
Weekly - about 1 time per week
Daily - about 1 time per day
Multiple times each day
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1

2

3

℮

0

Student Voice

1

2

3

℮

1-3

4-6

7-9

10+

26. To what extent do fan discussions exist on the Facebook discussion page?
27. To what extent are the fan comments/likes in response to educational
wall posts on the Facebook page(s)?
28. To what extent are the fan comments/likes in response to non-educational
wall posts on the Facebook page(s)?
29. To what extent are the fan comments/likes in response to pictures
uploaded by the institution on the Facebook page(s)?
30. To what extent are the fan comments/likes in response to videos uploaded
by institution on the Facebook page(s)?
31. To what extent have fans posted wall comments that elicit feedback from
students, staff, or fans of the institution on the Facebook page(s)?
32. To what extent have fans posted wall comments on the Facebook
page(s)?
33. To what extent has the college responded to the fan comments/likes on
the Facebook page(s)?

None
34. How many fans have RSVP‘d to past events on the Facebook page(s)?
35. How many fans have RSVP‘d to current/future events on the Facebook
page(s)?
36. How many fan comments are in response to campus events (pre or post
event) on the Facebook page(s)?
37. How many fans have uploaded content on the Facebook page(s)?

None
38. How many fans exist on the community college‘s Facebook page?
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1-50

51-

151-
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Appendix 4: ISNI Benchmark Scores: Marginal Implementation [n = 16]
Overall

Date 1st Activity

Campus
Connection

Campus
Voice

Student
Voice

1

11/27/2007

21.19

24.10

24.97

1

4/14/2008

21.19

24.10

29.52

1

6/11/2008

45.88

21.11

15.87

1

8/5/2008

21.19

39.02

38.62

1

9/8/2008

29.42

39.02

52.28

1

9/10/2008

70.58

39.02

29.52

1

9/24/2008

21.19

24.10

20.42

1

9/29/2008

54.12

42.00

43.17

1

11/22/2008

45.88

24.10

20.42

1

12/4/2008

21.19

47.97

61.38

1

12/18/2008

45.88

15.14

29.52

1

2/11/2009

45.88

42.00

24.97

1

2/16/2009

45.88

30.07

38.62

1

3/31/2009

21.19

24.10

15.87

1

4/2/2009

21.19

33.05

47.72

1

4/3/2009

45.88

18.13

11.32
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Appendix 5: ISNI Benchmark Scores: Full Implementation [n = 12]
Overall

Date 1st Activity

Campus
Connection

Campus
Voice

Student
Voice

3

3/19/2008

70.58

86.78

79.58

3

5/27/2008

70.58

74.84

75.03

3

6/18/2008

95.28

89.76

84.13

3

9/4/2008

95.28

74.84

61.38

3

9/24/2008

70.58

74.84

65.93

3

1/14/2009

21.19

77.82

93.23

3

1/20/2009

37.65

77.82

70.48

3

2/25/2009

78.81

86.78

70.48

3

3/27/2009

45.88

50.96

70.48

3

8/15/2008

70.58

68.87

70.48

3

10/24/2008

95.28

74.84

88.68

3

<1-23-09

70.58

74.84

65.93

* College name change – page slightly changed an could not retrieve accurate date
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Appendix 6: Correlations College-Level v. ISNI Benchmarks [Marginal]
ISNI_
Campus
connection
-.006

ISNI_
Campus
voice
-.167

ISNI_
Student voice
-.258

Urbanicity
-.048

College Size
-.320

.981

.537

.334

.859

.227

16
-.270

16
-.204

16
-.397

16
-.126

16
-.142

.312

.448

.128

.641

.599

16
-.203

16
.188

16
-.040

16
-.494

16
.097

.451

.485

.884

.052

.722

16

16

16

16

16

-.047

-.052

-.310

-.377

-.046

.862

.847

.242

.150

.865

16

16

16

16

16

Pearson
Correlation

.224

-.309

-.257

1

-.524*

Sig. (2tailed)

.405

.244

.337

16

16

16

16

16

*

1

ISNI
Facebook Classification
1 Benchmark
Pearson
- support for Correlation
learners
Sig. (2(collegetailed)
level)
N
Benchmark
Pearson
- studentCorrelation
faculty
Sig. (2interaction
tailed)
(collegelevel)
Benchmark
- student
effort
(collegelevel)

N
Pearson
Correlation
Sig. (2tailed)
N

Benchmark
- active &
collaborativ
e learning
(collegelevel)

Pearson
Correlation

Sig. (2tailed)
N

Urbanicity

N
College Size

.037

Pearson
Correlation

.113

.395

.227

Sig. (2tailed)

.676

.130

.397

.037

16

16

16

16

N

150

-.524

16

Appendix 7: Correlations College-Level v. ISNI Benchmarks [Full]

ISNI
Facebook Classification
3 Benchmark - Pearson
support for
Correlation
learners
Sig. (2(collegetailed)
level)
N

ISNI_
Campus
connection
-.043

ISNI_
Campus
voice
.000

ISNI_
Student voice
-.261

Urbanicity
-.072

College Size
.588*

.895

.999

.413

.824

.044

12

12

12

12

12

Benchmark studentfaculty
interaction
(collegelevel)

Pearson
Correlation

.084

.256

-.377

.279

.194

Sig. (2tailed)

.794

.422

.227

.379

.546

12

12

12

12

12

Benchmark student
effort
(collegelevel)

Pearson
Correlation

.363

.081

-.410

.205

.443

Sig. (2tailed)

.247

.802

.186

.522

.149

12

12

12

12

12

-.116

.004

-.197

-.194

.647*

.719

.989

.540

.546

.023

12

12

12

12

12

1

-.614*

N

N
Benchmark active &
collaborative
learning
(collegelevel)

Pearson
Correlation

Urbanicity

Pearson
Correlation

.383

.049

-.282

Sig. (2tailed)

.219

.880

.375

12

12

12

12

12

*

1

Sig. (2tailed)
N

N
College Size

Pearson
Correlation
Sig. (2tailed)
N

.034

-.200

-.247

-.183

.533

.438

.570

.034

12

12

12

12
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-.614

12

Appendix 8: Correlations Student-Level Benchmarks v. Q1-Q5 [All Students]

Use SNT ...
to
communicate
with others
about
coursework

Use CMS ... to
communicate
with others
about
coursework

This college
communicates…
about services
using SNT...

Connected … to
this college using
SNT ...

.048**

.221**

.153**

.141**

.034**

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

179934

177276

179353

177378

176948

**

**

**

**

.030**

Use SNT ...
for any
purpose

Benchmark active &
collaborative
learning
(studentlevel)

Pearson
Correlation
Sig. (2tailed)
N

Benchmark student
effort
(studentlevel)

Pearson
Correlation
Sig. (2tailed)
N

Benchmark academic
challenge
(studentlevel)

Pearson
Correlation
Sig. (2tailed)
N

Benchmark studentfaculty
interaction
(studentlevel)

Pearson
Correlation
Sig. (2tailed)
N

Benchmark support for
learners
(studentlevel)

Pearson
Correlation
Sig. (2tailed)
N

-.034

.140

.181

.171

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

179933

177275

179352

177377

176949

.014**

.155**

.176**

.140**

.050**

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

179926

177268

179345

177370

176941

**

**

**

**

.039**

.074

.241

.217

.198

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

179915

177257

179335

177360

176935

**

**

**

**

.068**

.039

.179

.134

.266

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

179701

177044

179124

177149

176733

**. Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
Statistically significant with an effect size of r >= to .250, (n = 1)
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Appendix 9: Correlations Student-Level Benchmarks v. Q1-Q5: [Marginal]

ISNI
Facebook Classification

1

Benchmark active &
collaborative
learning
(studentlevel)

Pearson
Correlation
Sig. (2tailed)
N

Benchmark student
effort
(studentlevel)

Benchmark academic
challenge
(studentlevel)

Benchmark studentfaculty
interaction
(studentlevel)
Benchmark support for
learners
(studentlevel)

Use SNT ...
for any
purpose

Use SNT ...
to
communicate
with others
about
coursework

Use CMS ... to
communicate
with others
about
coursework

This college
communicates…
about services
using SNT...

Connected … to
this college using
SNT ...

.060**

.238**

.136**

.147**

.039**

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

8691

8451

8664

8492

8522

-.043**

.125**

.158**

.167**

.020

Sig. (2tailed)

.000

.000

.000

.000

.071

N

8691

8451

8664

8492

8522

Pearson
Correlation

.010

**

**

**

.037**

Sig. (2tailed)

.342

.000

.000

.000

.001

N

8691

8451

8664

8492

8522

**

**

**

**

.042**

Pearson
Correlation

Pearson
Correlation

.079

.159

.247

.163

.220

.138

.195

Sig. (2tailed)

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

N

8690

8450

8663

8491

8521

**

**

**

**

.068**

Pearson
Correlation

.044

.194

.137

.273

Sig. (2tailed)

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

N

8682

8442

8655

8483

8513

**. Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
Statistically significant with an effect size of r >= to .250, (n = 1)
This is a higher positive degree of correlation than aggregate, (n = 13)
The degree of correlation is equal than aggregate, (n = 1)
This is a lower positive degree of correlation than aggregate, (n = 11)
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Appendix 10: Correlations Student-Level Benchmarks v. Q1-Q5 [Full]

Use SNT ...
for any
purpose

Use SNT ...
to
communicate
with others
about
coursework

Use CMS ... to
communicate
with others
about
coursework

This college
communicates…
about services
using SNT...

Connected … to
this college using
SNT ...

.051**

.212**

.156**

.152**

.015

Sig. (2tailed)

.000

.000

.000

.000

.176

N

8760

8755

8734

8715

8633

-.014

**

**

**

.003

ISNI
Facebook Classification

3

Benchmark
- active &
collaborativ
e learning
(studentlevel)
Benchmark
- student
effort
(studentlevel)

Benchmark
- academic
challenge
(studentlevel)

Benchmark
- studentfaculty
interaction
(studentlevel)
Benchmark
- support for
learners
(studentlevel)

Pearson
Correlation

Pearson
Correlation

.148

.219

.181

Sig. (2tailed)

.181

.000

.000

.000

.803

N

8760

8755

8734

8715

8633

**

**

**

**

.024*

Pearson
Correlation

.033

.175

.179

.139

Sig. (2tailed)

.002

.000

.000

.000

.027

N

8760

8755

8734

8715

8633

**

**

**

**

.011

Pearson
Correlation

.089

.239

.218

.227

Sig. (2tailed)

.000

.000

.000

.000

.315

N

8759

8754

8733

8714

8632

**

**

**

**

.039**

Pearson
Correlation

.048

.201

.148

.288

Sig. (2tailed)

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

N

8751

8745

8725

8706

8625

**. Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
Statistically significant with an effect size of r >= to .250, (n = 1)
This is a higher positive degree of correlation than aggregate, (n = 17)
The degree of correlation is equal than aggregate, (n = 0)
This is a lower positive degree of correlation than aggregate, (n = 8)
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Appendix 11: Special-Focus Survey Item Q5 by Q4

College communicate about services using SNT
Multiple
times per
day
2147

Multiple
times per
week
2034

Multiple
times per
month
2812

Multiple
times per
year
2822

Never
10167

Total
19982

10.7%

10.2%

14.1%

14.1%

50.9%

100.0%

Count

1108

3672

4889

3204

4669

17542

% within
connected

6.3%

20.9%

27.9%

18.3%

26.6%

100.0%

Count

1438

7539

16795

15668

44743

86183

% within
connected

1.7%

8.7%

19.5%

18.2%

51.9%

100.0%

872

4748

8719

7207

8385

29931

2.9%

15.9%

29.1%

24.1%

28.0%

100.0%

Special-focus survey item 5 by 4
How connected
do you feel to this
college when
using SOCIAL
NETWORKING
tools ...

Total

Much less
connected
because of
social
networking
tools
Somewhat
less
connected
because of
social
networking
tools
Neutral/no
effect
because of
social
networking
tools
Somewhat
more
connected
because of
social
networking
tools
Much more
connected
because of
social
networking
tools

Count
% within
connected

Count
% within
connected

Count

1254

3120

4441

3607

8811

21233

% within
connected

5.9%

14.7%

20.9%

17.0%

41.5%

100.0%

Count

6819

21113

37656

32508

76775

174871

% within
connected

3.9%

12.1%

21.5%

18.6%

43.9%

100.0%

155

Appendix 12: Making Connections—An Inventory to Support Campus Discussion
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Accessible on the Centers website at:
http://www.ccsse.org/members/2009toolkit/communications_tools/Making%20Connections_Final.pdf
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Appendix 13: CCSSE Survey
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160

161

162
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