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ABSTRACT

THE IMPACT OF EXPOSURE TO EARLY COLLEGE STUDENTS ON

COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ACADEMIC AND SOCIAL INTEGRATION

Catherine Fairley Pollock, Ed.D.
Western Carolina University (September 2009)

Director: Dr. Meagan Karvonen

Over the past decade, the nation has seen an increase in high school dropout rites as we
as an increased need for a more skilled workforce. The Early Collegenaotvim North
Carolina was a collaboration between public schools and colleges designed to address
these needs. The program immersed child learners beginning il ghad® in classes

and on campus with college students, many of whom were adult students (25 or older).
Research and theory indicate there are significant differencesdmethid and adult
learners. These theories and research, along with intergroup contact tiectrgaies

on student retention, provide a framework for the premise that the introduction of child
learners into the predominantly adult population of the community college could have an
effect on its student population. The purpose of this study was to determine if a
relationship existed between exposure to Early College students and theia@atkem

social integration of community college students. The research questions were
concentrated in four main areas: college student exposure to Early Gblldgats,

college student academic and social integration, the relationship between expolsure

integration, and the relationship between the degree of exposure and integration. North
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Carolina community college campusék<4) were chosen for the study based on the
proportion of Early College students in overall enrollment on campus and in the
classroom. Participantdl(= 258) completed two surveys, one designed to measure
academic and social integration (Institutional Integration Scalesaeiac& Terenzini,
1980), and the other a researcher-designed instrument to measure exposuye to Earl
College students (Early College Student Behavior). The data collectdxd fexposure
variable revealed that the quantity (number of listed interactions) of expoasineoiv
related to integration but the quality of exposure (perceptions about classrdom a
campus behavior ratings) was related to integration. Additionally, the defgegposure
(the proportion of Early College students in class and on campus) had an impact on
integration. Evaluation of the data collected on the relationship between theygofantit
academic exposure and academic integratipn {.088,p = .16) and between the
guantity of social exposure and social integratr@a (101,p = .10) did not produce
significant results. However, a moderate, positive correlatien464,p < .001,r2 = .22)
was found between the quality of exposure to Early College students and i@cadem
integration, and between the quality of social exposure and social intadratio313,p
<.001,r2 = .10). In addition, the degree of class exposure (defined by the proportion of
Early College students enrolled) had a significant impact on academiairgagcores,
F(1,254) = 49.38p < .001;m? = 0.16, and the degree of campus exposure had a
significant impact on social integration scorel,254) = 42.82p < .001;m? = 0.14.
Overall, the results indicate further research is warranted and thstineg#o improve
the successful integration of Early College students with college stuzdantsly be

accomplished through creative collaborative efforts between both institutions.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

The national high school dropout rate over the past decade coupled with the
importance of education for employability has created a potentetiyytic foundation
for a national economic crisis (Christle, Jolivette, & Nelson, 2007). As workess w
attain solely a high school level education have become almost irrelevant ialtake g
economy (Kirchhoff, 2003; Reynolds & Weagley, 2003), education beyond the high
school level has become imperative to compete for employment. In response, public
schools and colleges have collaborated to create accelerated educationahajgsoior
disengaged students to enhance their education and prepare them for the workforce
(Berger et al., 2005, 2007; Hall, 2008; Jacobson, 2005; Lieberman, 1990, 2004; Roberts,
2008; Wolk, 2005).

Unemployment rates for those with a high school diploma exceed those of
workers with higher educational attainment (Croninger & Lee, 2001; Kirchhoff, 2003;
Reynolds & Weagley, 2003). Further, in 2007 the Bureau of Labor Statistics indicated
unemployment rates for those with less than a high school diploma were at 7.1% and at
4.4% for high school graduates. Conversely, unemployment rates for those with higher
education attainment such as Associates (3.0%) and Bachelor's degreesn@r%)
substantially lower than for individuals who had only completed high school. As further
evidence, current employers are increasingly using the educational |@eagéofial
employees as the primary factor in hiring, as it is the best predictoragssuin the
workplace (Reynolds & Weagley, 2003). Competition for employment has increaded, a
therefore the need for education and workforce training including and beyond the high

school level has become essential.
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The community college is currently at the forefront of training and re-tigithie
nation’s workforce to prepare for the needs of society and an ailing economy. Afocus
workforce development has been central to the community college missiorh&ince t
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1947 (Baker, 1994). Accordingly, workforce and
economic development are still central in the mission of each community colldge
nation (Warren, 2000). Roueche, Taber, and Roueche (1995) suggested that workforce
development and education at community colleges “leads to an informed and productive
citizenry- the foundation of our social, economic, and educational systems” (p. 349). It
the responsibility of the community college to educate members of our workborce
prepare them for a field of work, to improve their future prosperity, and to ensure on a
broader level the success of the local economy (Baker, 1994; Torraco, 2008).

Historically, students who have been the most in need of higher education for
future prosperity and employability are also often the least able to pucliege
education. Barriers to higher education include misconceptions about costs and funding
opportunities, limited familial support for educational endeavors, and prior negative
academic experiences (Mcintosh, Flannery, Sugai, Braun, & Cochrane, 2G0B; Sw
2000). These barriers to higher education and disenchantment with the high school
experience often lead to dropout behavior in high school students (Wolk, 2005). To reach
such students who are disengaged, public schools and colleges collaborate to provide
enriching educational experiences. These collaborations additionally providetstude
with the opportunity to earn college credit at a quicker pace and more affordable pri
(Luciano, 1993; Swail, 2000). Concurrent enrollment programs were designed to

accelerate learning for motivated and gifted students (Andrews, 2001). Middlewxyd E
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Colleges, on the other hand, were developed to provide engaging educational exerience
to at-risk students by exposing them to the college environment. Early Collegedeskt
this exposure by blending the high school and college curricula such that students could
earn a high school diploma while earning a two-year degree or up to two yealsgé col
credit (Hall, 2008; Roberts, 2008; Wolk, 2005). These endeavors were a public and
higher education response to the potential educational and economic crigid bgeat
high school dropout rates and increased competition within the nation’s workforce.
Background

Concurrent Enrollment

Concurrent enroliment programs were designed to allow students to earn college
credit while enrolled in high school. These programs were also designed to expose
students to the collegiate experience by providing educational opportunitiesemecoll
campuses. This method of accelerated study has been of primary focus in ealegey
credit on the high school level, due in part to the affordability created by shaoedaes
between the high school and college (Andrews, 2001, 2004; Bailey & Karp, 2003;
Hanson, 2000, 2003, 2006; Marshall & Andrews, 2002). Increasingly, however,
educators have sought to provide more streamlined and challenging outlets for high
school students to complete graduation requirements and enter college. Eagg<s;olle
accordingly, were developed to allow students the opportunity to earn college and high
school credit in a collegiate and engaging environment (Wolk, 2005). This engagement is
important for the target population of underserved students, as it is the lack of

engagement which often leads to dropout behavior (Roberts, 2008; Wolk, 2005).
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Early College

Concurrent enrollment allowed students to take courses on a college campus
while primarily residing at the high school. On the other hand, the Early €glegram
was designed to immerse high school students in a collegiate environment. Eagg Col
programs were initially developed to provide academically gifted students t
opportunity to pursue high school and college degrees simultaneously. Recently this
opportunity has expanded to include other high school students who experience
disengagement from the typical high school environment for a multitude of reasons.
These reasons include limited familial support for education, lack of encounsigeme
socio-economic status, negative experiences with education, or social dis@nnecti
(Wolk, 2005). Stemming directly from the idea that accelerated learning oppegunit
engage gifted and typical college-bound high school students, recent educatiorsistheor
have stipulated that an Early College experience could decrease the high school dropout
rate and encourage college matriculation for at-risk students (At-risk, 188dhson,
2005; Kisker, 2006; Manzo, 2005; Wolk, 2005). Newly-developed Early Colleges focus
on this population of students, to increase their graduation and college matmcrasgs
and, as a result, potentially increase their prospects for future employragnt. E
Colleges clearly present innovative opportunities for educational reform andrec
development. These programs, however, do raise questions for the post-secondary
institutions in which they exist.

In North Carolina, Early Colleges exist predominantly on community college
campuses (New Schools Project, 2007), which have historically served adultipogulat

since their rapid growth in the 1950s and 60s (Baker, 1994). This trend has persisted, and
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currently 50% of the community college population in North Carolina is 25 yearg of ag
or older (NCCCS, 2008). Human learning and development theories indicate that
individuals develop over time, in specific ways that influence the manner in which the
learn and approach the learning environment (Eisold, 2001; Hedegaard, 2002; Khishfe &
Abd-El-Khalick, 2002; Merriam & Caffarella, 1999; Ozuah, 2005). Due primarithé
nature of development, these theories indicate that adults and children approach the
learning environment differently. Programs such as the Early College inérd8uand

14 year-old students onto community college campuses where the populations are
primarily adults. Given developmental theories, the blending of these student poyulati
accordingly poses some interesting questions regarding the impact of nteagagwo
different student types in the learning environment.

Theorists have consistently presented the importance of student perceptich of “fit
in the learning environment and the impact of “fit” on attrition in college studests(A
1975, 1977, 1993, 1999; Tinto, 1975, 1993). Academic and social integration are key
concepts in student perception of fit and are accordingly a focus in student sandces
retention strategies at institutions of higher education (Astin, 1999; Tinto, 1975, 1993).
The differences between adult and child learners, however, could potentiayntpre
challenges for academic and social integration of community collegentsdude

Conceptual Framework

For the first time in our nation’s history the older segment of our population is
beginning to outnumber the younger (Merriam & Caffarella, 1999). An increased numbe
of adult learners, consequently, will be expected to seek out higher educational

opportunities (Baker, 1994; Vaughan, 2004). As evidence, the average age of community
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college students nationwide is 29, and 53% of community college students are over the
age of 22 (American Association of Community Colleges, 2009). Community colleges
have traditionally served the adult population since their substantial growth in the 1960s
(Merriam & Caffarella, 1999; Wild & Ebbers, 2001). Community colleges haveneiyt
been the primary source for adults in higher education as they are open acitessnast
which focus on educational needs over prior academic success (Vaughan, 2004).
Principally as a result of a lack of previous academic success andecmaf, many adult
learners would not have sought higher education opportunities without the availability of
community colleges (Baker, 1994; Merriam & Cafferella, 1999; Vaughan, 2004).
However, access to education is not the only mitigating factor in adulhstude
success. Learners and their approaches to the learning environment must also be
considered as well as their overall sense of belonging (Astin, 1999; Knowles, 1984;
Tinto, 1993). The community college currently serves both younger and older learners,
and it is therefore important to consider how different types of students approach the
learning environment in order to address the academic and social needs of aéstude
Learning and development theories coupled with theories on student retention and
attrition provide a framework for examining the potential impact of EaolieGes on
adult learners at community colleges (Astin, 1975, 1977, 1993, 1999; Hedegaard, 2002;
Khishfe & Abd-El-Khalick, 2002; Knowles, 1968, 1980, 1984; Merriam, 1988; Tinto,
1975, 1993). The premise that adults and children differ significantly in their edutationa
needs and approaches to the learning environment is central to the argument for the
current study. Child development and learning theorists and practitioners @aafral.,

2008; Merriam & Caffarella, 1999) indicate many strategies described in ealuiirg
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theory are applicable and beneficial to child learners. These include Imat diraited to
active learning, self-directed learning, and collaborative learningtittvaers and
theorists alike, however, still recognize that with age comes increasedtynand
experience. Maturity and life experience impact learners partigutetheir motivations
for seeking out learning opportunities. Further, developmental and adult learrorigghe
recognize that the motivations for learning for adolescents are pgreatiinsic as
compared with the typically intrinsic motivations of adult students (Hedegaard, 2002;
Khishfe & Abd-El-Khalick, 2002).

The fundamental focus of this argument is the distinction between adult and
younger learners’ approaches to education and issues that affect sttetgire
Student retention theories specifically designate the importance ofhtstatisfaction
with the academic and social environment of a campus for student retentiamg Feel
connected to a campus and its students, therefore, is central in studentisatisfect
retention. The elements of student retention and learning theories tquetride the
foundation for the concept that the presence of adolescent students on a primarily adult
campus could potentially have an effect on college student academic and social
integration. Currently there is a limited amount of research on the impact of the
introduction of young student groups into an institution on the pre-existing college
student population. However, intergroup contact theory (Allport, 1954) postulates that
intergroup exposure of minority and majority groups in controlled and favorable
conditions could reduce prejudice. This indicates that the introduction of the minority
group can have an effect on the majority group. Considering the potential impact of one

group upon another, it is possible that the introduction of Early College students might
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have an impact on the community college student population. That impact, whether
positive or negative, could be affected by the Early College students’ abilitiegrate
with community college students socially and academically. Class amulisa

population density which result in a larger constitution of the “minority groupld(chi
learners) within the learning environment might also have an impact on integrdtgon. T
proportion or degree of exposure to child learners within a class or campus environment
may translate into differences in community college students’ experiencestatt with
the "minority group.” Given the largely adult community college student papualahe
developmental differences between adults and children, and the importanceeofiacad
and social integration for college student retention and success, the poshdtilihet
Early College program could affect adult students’ sense of academic aald soci
integration is important to consider. This conceptual framework is representgdrie F

1.

Figure 1.Conceptual framework for the study

Learning ——» Academic and——-—» Adult learner
Environment Social Integration Success and
T Retention

Early College Students
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Need for the Study

While community colleges are, in general, successfully meeting the oieeds
many nontraditional (25 and over) as well as traditional-aged (18 to 24) stullents, t
focus in the past decade has increasingly been on the younger student population.
Currently, the community college system serves almost half of tradiagea
undergraduate students nationwide (American Association of Community Gollege
2007, 2009) and 50% of the population served by the North Carolina community college
system consists of adult students (NCCCS, 2007, 2008). Additional programming on
community college campuses, such as dual enrollment (typically 16 to 18) &nd Ear
College (typically begins at 13 or 14), has only increased the presence oéyandg
younger populations. For example, from 2006 to 2008, the percentage of students under
the age of 18 enrolled in North Carolina community colleges increased from 2.6% to
4.1% (NCCCS, 2007, 2008). In addition, the percentage of adult students (25 +) in the
same period decreased from 53% to 50%. The change in age range is also refleeted in t
average age of a North Carolina community college student within the saogk ife2P
to 26. Given the historic focus of the community college on adult education, it is
important to consider how all populations can be best served and how shifting balances in
student populations could potentially affect all students at an institution.

Theories and available research on the continuum of development suggest that
differences in student approaches to the learning environment exist and drerbase
overall human development and experience (Brookfield, 1999; Dewey, 1933; Eisold,
2001; Hedegaard, 2002; Khishfe & Abd-El-Khalick, 2002; Knowles, 1984; Maslow,

1970; Merriam & Caffarella, 1999; Ozuah, 2005; Tough, 1971). Therefore, the evaluation
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of programs which integrate adults and adolescents in an educational environment is
paramount. In addition, there is a lack of available research on the impact of child
learners on adult learners’ perceptions of the learning environment. Both émebry
research demonstrate that the introduction of one population into another has an effect on
each groups’ perceptions of institutions and organizations (Allport, 1954; Chavous, 2005;
Knapp & Stubblefield, 2000; Schoem & Hurtado, 2001). Accordingly, it is important to
consider how programs such as the Early College might impact the pre-ecastagp
population.

Collaborative programs such as the Early College are appealing initheffie
high school reform and are certainly important to promoting higher educational
attainment. However, the potential effect on both student populations, either negative or
positive, should be a consideration for further research. The evaluation of howlyhe Ea
College program is received by its existing college population is essastiacould
have an impact on the program’s ultimate success or failure. In addition, curenglyst
no research on how the introduction of child learners in the community college
environment affects the social and academic integration of community collegetstude
This gap in the available knowledge of the impacts on community college edulcationa
programs will be addressed in the present study.

Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

This exploratory research study was conducted to investigate thenstap
between exposure to Early College students and community college siaddamic
and social integration. A non-experimental, correlational approach was usedhtine

this relationship. The study investigated the potential impact of Earlggaoditudents on
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community college student academic and social integration, as these twve Fave

been shown to be associated with college student satisfaction and success (Astin, 1975,
1977, 1993, 1999; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Tinto, 1975, 1993). The specific
research questions were:

1. To what extent are community college students exposed to Early College
students in academic and social campus environments?

2. What is the academic and social integration of college students enrolled at
community colleges with embedded Early College High Schools?

3. What is the relationship between the academic exposure to Early College
students in the classroom and community college students’ academic
integration?

4. What is the relationship between the social exposure to Early College
students on campus and community college students’ social integration?

5. Does the degree of exposure have an impact on community college
student academic and social integration?

Overview of the Methodology
This study examined the relationship between exposure to Early College student
and community college student academic and social integration. Since the fas studi
conducted on the Early College program have typically focused on the high school
model, this study was centered on the effects of the program on community college
students. Four community college campuses were chosen for the study based on their
willingness to participate and the proportion of Early College students on campus and in

the classroom. Campuses and classes were defined as either high expasure or |
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exposure where high exposure campuses and classes had a higher ratio of [egey Col
students to community college students and low exposure campuses ancheldsses
lower proportions of enrolled Early College students. Clagées33) were chosen in
consultation with Early College Liaisons at each institution and with gerom of the
faculty responsible for the courses. All community college students werd &5
participate in the research during the class period. Of the 268 students enrolled, 258
(96%) were willing and able to participate in the study. Each participant ceah phe
Institutional Integration Scales (IIS; Pascarella & Tereni®80; see Appendix A) to
measure student integration, an instrument designed for the present studyu® meas
community college student exposure to Early College students (Early Collegns
Behavior survey, ECSB; see Appendix B), and an informed consent form (see Appendix
C).

The relationship between exposure (measured with the ECSB) and integration
(measured with the IIS) was evaluated in several ways. First, the nuhifieractions,
both academic and social, was compared to academic and social integratisticgcore
each participant. This comparison was to determine if the quantity of imesaetas
related to integration. Second, the ratings of Early College Student behavior in the
classroom and on campus from the ECSB were compared to integration scores. This
comparison was to determine if the quality of academic and social exposurdaies re
to integration. Finally, participant responses to the academic and sosghindn scales
were compared to the Campus and Class Exposure categories. This comparison was
determine if the degree of exposure, based solely on enrollment ratioglated to

integration.
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Assumptions and Delimitations

The assumption of the current study was that the participants would be aware of
the Early College program on their campus. More specifically, they would be afvar
the Early College students in their classes and on campus. This assumption wasaddress
directly in the ECSB instrument on two questions regarding the number of Eddge
students enrolled in the surveyed class and the number of Early College students
encountered on campus. The assumption was deemed appropriate because there were
minimal discrepancies between the self-reported estimates of enrotlgdCBlege
students and the actual enroliment statistics.

Among the delimitations, this study only included North Carolina Early College
High Schools that enrolled Early College students in college classes with cagnmuni
college students. North Carolina Early College high schools that maintained segjrega
classes for Early College students were excluded from the reseambvét, this
delimitation was important to gain an accurate reflection of the perceptitiage
students had of Early College students in the classroom as well as in the campus
environment.

A further delimitation of the study was the exclusion of the universities that
housed Early Colleges at the time of the study. In North of Carolina, two Ealbg€
high schools were affiliated with universities. Given the differences inanigsurpose,
and student body composition between the two types of higher education institutions,
only Early Colleges located on community college campuses were askeddpatin
the studyln addition, North Carolina Early Colleges have only been in existence since

2002; therefore, the relative maturity of the programs could be considered dadelimi
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of the research. North Carolina Early Colleges were chosen as a focus wf&me ¢
study, however, because they constituted almost half of the nation’s Eadg&3odit the
time of the study,Early College High School Initiativen.d.; New Schools Project, 2007,
2009; North Carolina Learn and Earn, 2009) and thus would possibly allow for more
generalizability of the findings.

Data collection for the study also presented a delimitation in that data regardi
other factors which can influence retention were not collected. These couldkeinclu
academic performance, psychosocial factors, and family education bac#gidhese
data could have provided a richer background for the participants to better establish
influences on academic and social integration. The nature of the course desasowas
an area not covered in the data collection. Courses were purposefully chosen from a
variety of subject areas but the specific nature of the course design or aspotwsed
in the data analysis. It is possible that the nature of the course design onagdave
had an impact on student integration and satisfaction. Therefore, the lack of inclusion of
this information is a possible delimitation of the research. Another dation of the
study was the lack of information gathered on retention of the participants.micaated
social integration are related to satisfaction and retention. Such informationfaout t
participants could have been helpful in understanding more about the impact of the Early
College program on the sample’s satisfaction and persistence.

Finally, a delimitation of the design of the study was the inability to draseca
and effect relationships between exposure and integration. The study wasdésige
a non-experimental, exploratory study on the potential relationship between exposure

Early College students and community college student integration. Significant
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correlations were found for exposure and integration, but because the study was not
experimental, the direct effects of the relationship between the varizdoléd not be
established.

Significance of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between exposure to
Early College students and community college student academic and socrakioned
non-experimental correlational approach was used to gather informationtabout t
relationship and its potential unintended consequences. The intent of the reseaech was t
add to the greater body of knowledge by investigating the impact of the introduction of
child learners into a predominantly adult learning environment. The results tddye s
have implications for Early College programming. The findings lend supgort f
collaboration between the high school and community college to improve the integration
of Early College students with college students.

Definition of Key Terms

The following is an overview of the operational and conceptual definitions of
terms used in the study.

Academic exposuréor the purposes of this study, academic exposure was
defined as the quality and quantity of classroom interactions with Earlyg€dtadents
experienced by college students. The quantity of academic exposure was detieed as
number of the types of academic or class interactions with Early Cotletgnss cited
by participants (i.e. class discussions, group work assignments, study gtogp$he

guality of exposure was defined by the perceptions or ratings of classroom b&havior
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exhibited by Early College students (i.e. class preparation, class ds@jgsrticipation
in group work, etc.).

Academic integrationThe extent to which an individual feels academically and
intellectually connected to a campus as well as academically anddtallg fostered
through interactions with members of the academic community. Academicatnegr
also involves a sense of belonging to the greater community and that a student’s
academic and intellectual focuses and values are shared by others in thentgmm
(Astin, 1975, 1977, 1993, 1999; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Tinto, 1975, 1993)

Andragogy The practice and theory of educating adult students in a learner-
centered format (Knowles, 1984, Mezirow, 1981).

Child learner A student under the age of 18, who has not graduated from high
school or assumed adult roles in society (Knowles, 1984).

College studentAny student who has graduated from high school or earned the
equivalent (GED or Adult High School Diploma) and is enrolled in at least one gourse
a community college. (Merriam, 1988; Noble, Flynn, Lee, & Hilton, 2007/2008; Sorey &
Duggan, 2008).

Concurrent Enrollment/Dual Enrolimenthe simultaneous enroliment of high
school students in a high school curriculum and college classes during one or more
academic semesters (Levine, 1981). According to the North Carolina ComiGofidge
System, concurrent or dual enrollment programs are publicly-funded progtaais
allow high school students to earn college credit while completing their Higllsc
degree requirements. Students earn credits by taking online or other college course

housed on college campuses. Students 16 years of age or older who are simultaneously
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enrolled in high school may participate (Community College Laws of NortbliGay

2005; Hoffman, Vargas, & Santos, 2009; North Carolina Administrative Code, 2001;
Southwestern Community College, n.d.). For the purposes of this study, concurrent and
dual enroliment will be used interchangeably.

Degree of exposur@ he degree of exposure to Early College students was a
variable of interest for the current study. For the purposes of this studygtiee dé
academic exposure was defined as the proportion of enrolled Early Collegesstadent
classes with community college students at colleges with embedded BHelgeChigh
schools. The degree of social exposure was defined as the ratio of Early Galliegess
to community college students on campuses with embedded Early College high.schools

Early College A publicly-funded, small, autonomous high school located on a
college campus concurrently enrolling students beginning in the ninth grade. In this
program students can potentially earn a high school diploma and a two-year college
degree in five yearEfrly College High School Initiativen.d.; Hoffman et al., 2009;
Lieberman, 2004; New Schools Project, 2007; Slade, 2006).

Learning environmenfThe composition of a campus environment which includes
both academic and social elements. The learning environment encompassesithe soci
emotional, and academic components of the campus and population which take place
within the educational context (Ashar & Skenes, 1993; Astin, 1975, 1977, 1993, 1999;
Braxton, 2000; Merriam, 1988; Noble et al., 2007/2008; Tinto, 1975, 1993).

Middle College A publicly-funded, small, autonomous high school located on a

college campus simultaneously enrolling students in college and high school courses
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beginning in the eleventh or twelfth grade. (Lieberman, 1990; Slade, 2006; [&/echs
2001).

Social exposureSocial exposure was defined as the quantity and quality of
interactions with Early College students on campus. The quantity of sopadler was
defined as the number of the type of formal and informal campus interactibnSasiy
College students cited by participants (i.e. club or organizational menysrsampus
social events, in common areas, and in the library). The quality of social expessur
determined by the ratings and/or perceptions of behaviors exhibited by EadgeColl
students on campus (i.e. respect for other students, interpersonal communication,
appropriate use of the computer labs, etc.).

Social integration The extent to which a student feels socially connected to a
campus through interactions with faculty, staff, and peers. Social integrkstion a
involves a sense of belonging to the greater community and that a student’s ralues a
shared by others in the community (Astin, 1975, 1977, 1993, 1999; Pascarella &
Terenzini, 1980; Tinto, 1975, 1993).

Chapter Summary

This chapter has explained the nature of the study, including background on the
development and purpose of the Early College, an overview of several studies, and the
reason for studying the Early College program’s impact on community ccliedents.

The theoretical framework for this study was also discussed including develogmae
learning theories, Tinto (1975, 1993) and Astin’s (1975, 1977, 1993, 1999) theories on
student retention, and Allport’s (1954) intergroup contact theory. This was followed by a

discussion of the need for the study, including the five research questions. The
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methodology used to determine the relationship between exposure to Early College
students and the academic and social integration of community college studentsowas al
described. This was followed by information on the significance of the study and its

delimitations. Finally, key definitions used throughout this study were also provided.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The present study investigated the relationship between exposure to E&teCol
students and community college student academic and social integration. The following
is a review of the literature available on the topics of interest, includoedemated credit
programs (Bailey & Karp, 2003), the differences between adult and child leamgbrs, a
issues which impact student satisfaction and retention. This literatures ieurgended
to provide an overview of the available literature and the justification of the netx for
present study.

Literature will be provided which describes a brief history of collegditcre
programs through the development of the new Early College High School Initiative. In
addition, descriptions of theories of adult learning, the differences betwaegero
students’ and adult learners’ approaches to education, and supporting resédoeh wil
provided in this literature review. Student retention theories will also be présenteel|
as supporting research on the relationship between academic and socigiontegc
student success and satisfaction. The argument will be made that while th€ dliaxde
is a resourceful concept in high school reform and accelerated learning, tlee ampa
community college students should be evaluated to promote the success of the program.

The dynamic composition of student populations is a fundamental concern of
educators and administrators alike in higher education. The growing competition in
proportion of child learners, traditional college students, and nontraditional college
students has implications for best practices in teaching and student retentioncasd.suc
This increase in the diversity of student populations is evident on community college

campuses which currently serve students from age 13 to 90 (American Aesaxfat
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Community Colleges, 2007, 2009; Cohen & Brawer, 2003). The community college has
historically focused service on the nontraditional student population. Currently 53% of
the national community college population is over the age of 22 (American Agsociat

of Community Colleges, 2009); in North Carolina approximately 50% of the community
college population is nontraditional, 25 years of age or older (NCCCS, 2008).

Despite the predominance of adult students on community college campuses,
younger student populations are also enrolling and increasing in proportion. [gurrent
45%percent of freshman and 44% of all undergraduates attend community colleges
nationwide (American Association of Community Colleges, 2009). In North Carolina,
32% of the population of students on community college campuses are between the ages
of 20 and 24 and 17% of the population is 19 or younger (NCCCS, 2008). Traditional-
aged college students (18 to 24) have been a focal point in higher education as one of the
centuries-old target consumers in the field (Cross, 1981). Increasingly, hpiigie
school students are also seeking out higher educational opportunities at the community
college. In addition, the declining public perception of K-12 education and the
employability outlook for those who only earn a high school degree have placed
increasing pressure on public and higher education to respond by creatinghadditi
accelerated learning programs (Smith, 2006).

Changes in the national and global economies have increased the need for a
higher-skilled workforce in the labor market. The educational attainment oft@abte
employees has become paramount in the hiring process, and individuals who do not
complete a high school education are no longer considered a competitive population

(Kirchhoff, 2003; Reynolds & Weagley, 2003). For example, the unemployment rates for
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those with only a high school level education are higher and salary ranges lawer tha
those of workers with any level of higher education (Croninger & Lee, 200dhHhGoff,
2003; Reynolds & Weagley, 2003). It is therefore important for those who wish to be
competitive in the global economy to consider the pursuit of higher education.

Students who are often considered at-risk of dropping out of high school are in the
most need of higher education, and often less likely to pursue further education.
Frequently higher education is perceived as too expensive or outside the bounds of a
student’s typical familial behavior because his or her parents and siblings didswe pur
higher education (Swail, 2000). However, the increased dissatisfaction with public
education, evidenced by the high number of dropouts and lowered graduation rates, has
led to a call for high school reform (Smith, 2006). Therefore, new educational psogram
have been developed to reach students who are disenchanted with the typical high school
experience. Many of these programs have developed over the past seveesd decad
partnerships between secondary and post-secondary educational institutions. These
institutions have collaborated to create opportunities for students to earn higher-lev
education at a quicker pace and more affordable price (Luciano, 1993; Swail, 2000). The
collaborations are designed to increase graduation rates while enhartiexgpanding
educational opportunities (Jacobson, 2005; Wolk, 2005). Programs such as Dual
Enroliment and Middle and Early Colleges have created these opportunities for students
These programs, however, developed over time based on the successes and failures of

other challenging college credit avenues designed for high school students.
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Accelerated Credit Programs
Advanced Placement

Advanced Placement (AP) and similar high school courses were initialyneesi
to challenge students with high academic potential. Since the inception of the AP
program in 1961, AP courses have become an outlet for students to potentially earn
college credit through specific examinations designed to reflect colldegiatie
proficiency in a given subject area (Roberts, Scheaffer, & Watkins, 1999). This
collaboration between secondary and post-secondary institutions existed parely as
relationship centered on the acceptance of college credit based on examinati
performance.

AP courses provided students with more challenging coursework than other
available forms of advanced coursework including honors courses. While honors courses
provided a rigorous curriculum, these courses alone did not allow students to esge coll
credit or experience coursework reflective of collegiate-levelsssu(Curry,

MacDonald, & Morgan, 1999). AP classes, however, provided students with the
opportunity to earn college credit based on their earned score on the final APAexam
student’s score on the exam (1-5) is the basis for awarded credit and #ssdson the
proficiency reflected in the scores: 1 = no recommendation, 2 = possibly qualified, 3 =
qualified, 4 = well qualified, 5 = extremely well qualified (Greenberg, 19919. It
ultimately the decision of the receiving institution regarding credit @@ehbased on the
designated score. Therefore, AP courses were designed for the purpose ofcediegerg
credit by examination as well as to encourage student matriculation andssincce

college.
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There is some supporting evidence (Curry et al., 1999; Morgan & Ramist, 1998)
that AP programming successfully prepares students for collegietieaAlerk while
allowing them to earn college credit prior to matriculation. Despite reshlth support
the AP program as an effective and challenging method of accelerateti@duca
colleges have increasingly accepted fewer and fewer AP scores fgecoléslit
(Saulny, 2005). In addition, the AP program was designed for gifted and successful
students, those students more likely to graduate and be successful in future education.
The AP program was not designed for the average or at-risk student. To meetthe nee
of these groups, therefore, educators developed additional opportunities to em@ coll
credit while in high school. Dual enroliment programs focused not only on allowing
students to earn college credit in high school but also exposed students to theeollegiat
experience by providing educational opportunities on collegiate campuses
Dual Enrollment

Dual enrollment existed as a collaboration of secondary and post-secondary
institutions for accelerated study. The collaboration included shared res@und
simultaneous institutional acceptance of earned college and high schoo{Anedews,
2004; Berry, 2003; Hanson, 2000, 2003, 2006; Hébert, 2001; Marshall & Andrews,
2002). Students earned both high school and college credit through dual enroliment by
enrolling in college level courses to substitute for high school elective credit
requirements. This conduit for advanced study has been of primary focus in earning
college credit on the high school level because of the affordability creastthind
resources between the high school and college, including facilities and instructor

(Andrews, 2001).
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Dual enrollment allows for direct collegiate control of the curriculum inges
the depth of the material provided, while maintaining a mutually beneficaiamship
with the public education counterpart. Dual enrollment courses additionally allowed
motivated high school students a glimpse at real college curricula andateHeyel
work. The program provided students with an opportunity to experience collegiate life
while still in the high school environment. Educators postulated these courses would
increase academic performance and likelihood of college matriculation for al
participating students (Andrews, 2001).

Several studies support the rationale regarding increased student acattkmic
college matriculation motivation through the dual enrollment program (Hanson, 2000;
Marshall & Andrews, 2002; Opp, 2001; Reynolds & Weagley, 2003). Opp (2001) found
support for the logic of dual enroliment programs in his research on factors which
influenced the enrollment of minority students at two-year colleges. $karaher found
minority students were more likely to enroll in a two-year college wlaendtly members
from those institutions were active in students’ high school curriculum. Reynolds and
Weagley (2003) studied the reasons students persist to earn a baccalagreateltiey
found students were more likely to successfully complete a degree if they haléteaim
college credits on the high school level prior to college matriculation.

Marshall and Andrews (2002) investigated the success of the dual enrollment
program relationship between an lllinois high school and lllinois Valley Community
College (IVCC). The results of the study, based on 33 student surveys, demonsitated t
students reported an improved opinion of the college as a direct result of poticipa

the dual enrollment program. Students also stated that they had completed g@ afvera
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1.18 semesters in their overall college curriculum before entering cakegelirect
result of the dual enrollment program. Further research has also demdrsaicess in
dual enroliment as a reflection of student performance after transferamgdgh, 2000).

Hanson (2000) found dual enrolled students in the Running Start Program
performed as well or better in future collegiate courses compared taltgpilege
freshmen at the same institution who did not participate in dual enrollment. He found
41% of the program participants graduated from college within four years @4%ref
typical college students who did not participate in the program graduated antbe s
amount of time. He also found the program produced freshman college students with a
3.42 GPA as compared to a 3.14 average GPA for other college freshman at the same
institution. The results of Hanson'’s investigation revealed students in the Running Star
program performed as well or better as their college peers (who did not enrolkin dua
enrollment courses in high school) after matriculating to college.

Much of the research supports the position that dual enroliment programs were
generally successful for high school students (Andrews, 2001; Berry, 2003; Hanson,
2000; Marshall & Andrews, 2002; Opp, 2001; Reynolds & Weagley, 2003). Similar to
the AP dilemma, some students have experienced difficulty with the trambty et
credits to other institutions of higher education outside of the communitgediestem
(Berry, 2003). Many, but not all states have circumvented these difficulties by
establishing articulation agreements, which guarantee the transfetaih cere courses
available through dual enrollment. However, AP and dual enrollment programs were
primarily designed for and delivered to highly motivated and achieving studémsts

Middle College concept was developed partially to help address the challelaged to
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transferability of credits and to encourage lower to average perfornuicgnss to pursue
higher education (Lieberman, 1990).
Middle College

Middle College high schools were developed as a form of high school reform to
respond to issues such as difficulties with the transferability of creditapemore
importantly, they were designed in an effort to increase the rigor of tingiokcurricula
and engage at-risk students. Like dual enrollment, the Middle College corapt w
collaborative relationship between secondary and post-secondary institutionsywhere
students would potentially earn college credit while still enrolled in high school
Originating in 1972 in the primarily urban areas of New York, the prograndesigned
to immerse at-risk students into a collegiate atmosphere. The prizdesrancouraged
the enrollment of junior and senior Middle College students in collegiate counses w
they were better equipped to succeed. The first Middle College high schoadlocat
the LaGuardia Community College Campus, was the innovation of Janet Lieberman
(1990).

This Middle College was designed to attract students considered at-risk for
dropping out of high school. These students were considered poor to average performers
academically, but were viewed by teachers as students with potéhgadmall school
environment and student-centered focus of the Middle College was theorized to
encourage such students to become engaged in the educational process. Intense and
consistent academic support from teachers and the stressed importandgvef pos
adult/student relationships were also focal points of the Middle Collegegonadesign.

The theorized end result would be a student who was more receptive to education as a
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whole and would seek out higher education as a result of the positive educational
experiences at the Middle College. It was also anticipated that positilstadient
interactions fostered in the program would encourage maturity in high school students
such that they would blend into the adult student populations.

Research on the LaGuardia Middle College High School demonstrated the
effectiveness of programming on high school graduation rates as wellgsdallege
matriculation rates (Lieberman, 1986; Moed & Greenberg, 1982). Moed and Geenbe
(1982) found a higher graduation rate for the Middle College high school (54.0%) as
compared with graduation rates of other schools in the New York City area. $bey al
found a lower attrition rate overall (14.5%) for Middle College students as cedwih
all students at local public high schools (46%). Middle College students in thys stud
were also likely to continue their education; in fact 85% of Middle Collegiugtas
pursued further postsecondary education. No statistics were provided, however,
comparing Middle College and public school students for college matriculation.

Additional research on the success of the Middle College program was ca@hducte
by the creator of the LaGuardia Middle College High School. Lieberman (1986)
investigated the attendance and dropout rates of Middle College studentspasex
with local public school students. The researcher also investigated thenacade
achievement levels of Middle College students as compared to their public school
counterparts. Descriptive statistics generated from data on student atéeeaddnc
graduation rates from the New York area were compared with the sanfeodatae
LaGuardia Middle College High School students. The results of the analysaed

higher attendance (81.0%) and graduation rates (87.8%) over a period of spagear



40

compared with their New York City public school counterparts (69.0% attendance rate
86.4% graduation rates). The Middle College student dropout rate was reported\s5.8% a
compared with the public high school students at 40.0%. Lieberman also found Middle
College students performed better academically compared with their pcittiol
counterparts. The researcher determined the pass rate for Middle Calbbg@sin

reading was 98.2% which demonstrated a markedly higher rate as comfharéekw

77.0% pass rate for public schools. Results for mathematics pass rates, hifghsti

for Middle College students (49.5%) were not as distinctly different from thecpubl

school pass rate of 47%.

Regarding future success in college matriculation and job acquisitionyinabe
found Middle College students reported they were generally successful in lagth are
Though the researcher did not compare survey results with a similar surveyiof publ
school students, Lieberman did find evidence to support the success of the program.
Approximately 75% of those who responded to the survey indicated they had enrolled in
further college programming. The students were enrolled in four-year colteges
community colleges, and universities in programs ranging from BusirdragAtration
to Liberal Arts degrees. A small number of students also stated they hac:t=ahepl
degree, ranging from certifications to one master’s degree. Additip8fy of the
respondents indicated they were gainfully employed after graduatiorL&aGuardia.

Additional research expressed the benefits of the Middle College high school
terms of its collaborative nature and focus on students (Cullen, 1991). Cullen utilized
data collected directly from students regarding their opinions and feeling hbout t

program and its success. The researcher found students perceived the program as
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collaborative and student-centered. Middle College students also reported thegdeli
teachers were interested in their development as learners. Students inteafett
motivated and enriched by the curriculum, the collaborative nature of theprognd
the teachers, who were reportedly actively involved in their development as intlividua
and learners.

Clearly this small school atmosphere was beneficial for Middle Collegenssude
The intensely focused nature of the program for developing the motivation and maturity
of junior and senior students was a priority and may well have allowed the students to
blend in later with their traditional and adult student counterparts. In t#rimgh school
reform, the available research on the Middle College has demonstratftetiieness
of its programming on multiple measures and levels (Cullen, 1991; Lieberman, 1986;
Moed & Greenberg, 1982). The results of these studies clearly reported tegssoicthe
Middle College in promoting school attendance, increasing graduation tates w
simultaneously reducing dropout rates, increasing college matriculatmbenaouraging
career prospects. The new Early College program was based in large fhertsuccess
of such programming. The plan for the Early College movement was to traniséion t
design further by extending collegiate curricula to younger studentt{biotet al.,
2009). The Early College was also modeled on the success of the historical @katye
movement for gifted students.
The Historical Early College Movement

The Early College concept was originally intended to challenge and meotiva
academically gifted students as well provide accelerated acceghén dducation,

beginning in the ninth grade or 12 to 14 years of age. The purpose of the new Early



42

College movement is to use similar principles to enhance the education of unaiegrep
or at-risk students. The original Early College was also significantlgrdift from dual
enrollment and Middle College because of the targeted age group and the exposure to
collegiate course work earlier in the student’s high school career. Thediyg College,
founded in 1966 by Elizabeth Blodgett Hall, was intended to help academically gifted
girls through their last years of high school and encourage them to seek higla¢ioeduc
(Jacobson, 2005). Similar programs were developed to help academically gifietst
simultaneously earn a high school diploma and college degree following ideiés
endeavor. The majority of the accelerated programs were residentiatesudtaf
collaboration between secondary and four-year institutions. Empirical sardtbsse
programs have demonstrated their overall success reflected by studestteatisf
academic performance, and high school and college graduation rates (Noble, Arndt,
Nicholson, Sletten, & Zamora, 1998/1999; Sethna, Wickstrom, Boothe, & Stanley, 2001).
Noble et al. (1998/1999) investigated the effects of emotional and social
development of participants in the Early Entrance Program (EEP) at the dityioér
Washington. The subjects, academically gifted students, were selectdabbdbeir
academic performance in middle school. In interviews, students compared thieupre
experience in middle school to the EEP. Overall, students reported an increalsetd leve
social acceptance as a result of the EEP. Students also reported theneaperie
encouraged them to excel in their studies through exposure to other motivated students
and the challenging nature of the curriculum. The results of this study deatedstr
programs such as the EEP can allow for normal or exceptional growth in these areas

despite the accelerated nature of the program.
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Sethna et al. (2001) investigated the effectiveness of another residential
accelerated program for gifted students. Their research on the AdvaraehfAcof
Georgia (AAG) revealed AAG students performed significantly bettademically (3.6
average GPA) compared to other college students (average GPA below 2.9). The
retention rates reported for AAG students (80%) also far surpassed thataf tgiege
students (60%). In addition, the researchers investigated other element& atédent
success with the Dimensions of Self-Concept scale, which measured nonveogniti
factors of academic success. The results revealed AAG students hdg kliger mean
anxiety scores and similar academic interest and satisfactiors socempared to other
college level students. The researchers also noted AAG students receavedsd and
recognition for their performance in many subject areas and at least onstAd¢at
was chosen each year for a highly competitive scholarship at the Uninadréigst
Georgia. The study findings supported the supposition that the AAG program was abl
assist gifted high school students successfully through the rigors of high satiool a
collegiate-level work. It is important to emphasize, however, that both studies
investigated the effects of accelerated college credit programs aenaically gifted
students and not typical high school students.

Early College High School Initiative

More recently, educators and other societal stakeholders have considered how
accelerated programming for college credit might effect typicél daofpool students or
potential high school dropouts (At-risk, 1991; Jacobson, 2005; Manzo, 2005; Newton,
2008). The Early College concept of targeting at-risk students is simtlae tdiddle

College concept (Lieberman, 1986, 1990, 2004; Webb, 2004) in the approach of
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immersing students in a collegiate setting. However, these two institutitersnlithe

type of curriculum offered and the age at which students begin taking colksyiake

courses (Jacobson, 2005; Lieberman, 1986, 1990, 2004; Manzo, 2005; Roberts, 2008).
The Middle College was designed to expose high school students to the collegiate
environment by immersing the high school on a college campus. However, the focus was
on completing high school diploma requirements through the high school and not through
a blended high school—college curriculum (Lieberman, 2004). Middle College students
were encouraged in their last two years of high school to begin taking categes and
transition to a degree program after finishing high school graduation requisefieat

Early College also differs from the Middle College in its approach to the high saitbol a
collegiate curricula and its end goal. The Early College was intended terate¢he
curriculum by blending the high school and college curricula such that by taking both
high school classes and college classes, a student could fulfill high scrthatgra
requirements and simultaneously earn up to two years of college credit.

Early College high schools are defined as small, autonomous schools typically
immersed on a college campus (New Schools Project, 2007; Webb, 2004). Early Colleges
provide accelerated education to a wide range of high school students, typically
beginning in the ninth grade year. These institutions focus on rigor, relevance,
relationships, equity, and sustainability, which are incorporated into all elemiethe
college including administration and instruction (New Schools Project, 2007). The
underrepresented or underserved students in higher education, such as low income,
minority, or first generation students are the target population for Eatdggés|(Berger

et al., 2005, 2007; Jordan, Cavalluzzo, & Corallo, 2006; Webb, 2004; Wolk, 2005).
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However, Early Colleges serve students other than those who are underserved in highe
education, incorporating a wide range of abilities and academic expenéntee

student body. Despite the range of abilities and academic experience, thétgeal

Early College High School Initiative is to make every student colleggyrel his

readiness would be ideally accomplished through exposure to collegiateilcunnri
supporting students in their educational and career goals, and assisting stuthents in t
completion of a high school diploma and college degree.

Wolk (2005) described anecdotal accounts of the first two Early College high
schools (Wallis Annenberg High School and Dayton Early College Academ\gllaassw
recommendations and plans for the development of future Early Colleges. Thiwitia
according to Wolk, would provide potential dropouts with a positive secondary school
experience in which they could complete a high school degree and at least aat&ssoc
degree in four or five years. Research has shown one of the most influentia fa¢he
decision of students dropping out of high school was a perceived negative relationship
with teachers (Croninger & Lee, 2001). According to Wolk (2005) and Croninger and
Lee (2001), students’ lack of confidence has a direct link to unsuccessful relgsonshi
with teachers and negative experiences in the classroom. Wolk (2005) stated,

because Early College high school students tend to have had negative and

disappointing educational experiences, and as such generally lack the skills and
commitment needed to succeed in college, they are unlikely to realisteally

themselves as future college students. Early college high school teauhers a

advisors keep a focus on the future and, without overwhelming their students,

project high expectations for them. (p. 7)
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Because of the difference in the targeted population, the collaboration between
secondary and post-secondary institutions in this initiative sets the Edidg€apart
from other accelerated learning programs. Berger et al. (2007) indibat&chtly
College High School Initiative

targets students who are traditionally underrepresented in postsecondary

institutions, and gives them the opportunity to pursue a high school diploma and

college credit simultaneously. While many students entering these schools are
performing below grade level, Early College High Schools (ECHSSs) put ssudent

on an accelerated path to college readiness and to college. (p. 1)

Previously, the opportunity to earn college credit while concurrently enrolletinaised

to only those students considered academically gifted and/or highly motivated. The
philosophy behind this new program, however, is “that improved high school instruction
and curriculum tied to the incentive of earning college credits will motivateeducate
struggling students, thereby increasing their interest in and access trpodeay
education” (p. 1).

This program is also distinctive as a result of the low/no cost attainment df a hig
school diploma and college degree for students who might not otherwise be aledto aff
the education. Previous Early College residential programs designed fdrsffteents
(Noble et al., 1998/1999) required the student to pay housing and other fees which far
surpass the costs projected for the new Early College High School Inititiegoal of
student success for the new Early College is the same, but the target populatidin, overa
student investment, and end product are anticipated to be different (Berger et al., 2005,

2007; Jacobson, 2005; Wolk, 2005). The ultimate outcome would provide previously
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disadvantaged students with the potential to achieve more success than they would have
in a typical high school environment (Hoffman & Bayerl, 2006).

Some preliminary research is available on the new Early College prodrem
reveals both its successes and challenges (Avilés-Reyes, 2007; Betg&086a2007;
Hall, 2008). In 2005 and 2007, reports were produced based on research which was
conducted by the American Institutes for Research (AIR) and SRI Intarab(5RI).
The findings of the 2005 report (Berger et al., 2005) were similar to those of the 2007
report which revealed that the program was on track and in general meeting the goals
established for the Early College High School Initiative (Berger et al.,)2b0dddition,
the 2005 report was based more on qualitative interviews and observations than
guantitative data and analysis. This report was a preliminary evaluation anchtibse
of the beginnings of the Early College initiative including the makeup of the student bod
and faculty and staff, a description of the general curriculum and instralcpmctices,
an investigation of potential facilitators and barriers to the success of thramprand
implications for the future. However, there were no data provided on student academic
performance or social integration. Overall, the authors contended that the E&geCol
High School Initiative was making positive movement with areas of improvement
focused on enhancing relationships with partnering institutions, engagingy facult
improving student learning and development.

The 2007 report generated by AIR and SRI (Berger et al., 2007) was based on
both qualitative and quantitative data on the formation of the Early College program, the
experiences of students, and general statistics on student body makeup and student

performance. More data were available for the 2007 report than the 2005 reporhgegardi
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student performance on standardized testing and academic performance. difcl rese
questions for the 2007 report were:

1. What are the demographic, structural, organizational, and instructional

characteristics of ECHSs?

2. What factors support or inhibit the planning and development of ECHSs?

3. What are the intermediate and long-term outcomes for students attending

ECHSSs, especially for students traditionally underserved by the postsecondary
system? (p. 4)

Data were collected for the study during the 2005-2006 academic year aty?4 Ear
Colleges nationwide. The 24 schools chosen were selected based on the following
criteria: previous data had already been collected for the school, schoois Weie
second year of operation at a minimum, and/or some element of the programouas uni
as compared with other Early Colleges which warranted further study. Towifg
states were represented in the sample: one school in Arizona, six in Caliéyraiin
Colorado, one in Florida, one in Georgia, one in Michigan, one in North Carolina, two in
New York, two in Ohio, four in Texas, two in Utah, and two in Washington.

Demographic information revealed Early Colleges were on average entodiimg
numbers of minority students who are historically underserved in higher estuaat
rate of about 71% proportionally over the 24 institutions surveyed. Similar resuits wer
also reported in 2005. Additionally, 67% of the Early Colleges enrolled higher
percentages of minority students than the traditional high schools in their seedse a
(Berger et al., 2007). Fifty-two percent of students enrolled were reportediyjdw-

income families, who are also traditionally underserved in higher education.pidne re
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provided limited data on student academic preparation prior to entry into the Early
College. This was primarily due to the different academic measurdsissions
requirements and standards amongst the Early College high schools. EarlySGeo#ege

also reportedly focused on an at-risk population while also enrolling students wheb score
in the 9" percentile on end of grade tests from the year prior to entry. This wide range of
student abilities and demographics is a hallmark of the Early College aanlyeshe of

the distinctions between this type of high school reform and that of the gifted Early
College movement.

The success of the Early College program was measured in multiple whigs in t
report including increased attendance rates and state achievement seasyrared
with the district attendance and performance. The researchers found atteradesc
increased from 91% in 2004-2005 to 94% in the 2005-2006 academic year. Berger et al.
(2007) noted attendance rates in typical high schools were significandy tban that of
the Early College rates, although no relational statistics were provided.

Regarding student performance on state achievement measures, tteheesea
found 81% of Early College students scored at or above the proficiency level in reading
as compared with the 69% district rate (Berger et al., 2007). They addiytifmadd 66%
of Early College students scored at or above the proficiency level in maitte asat
compared to 57% for the district. While the results demonstrated successigithe
school curriculum, information on student performance in collegiate courses was not
provided. The lack of data on Early College student performance in collegiate asurses
a significant limitation of this research and further research wasntad in this area as

well as in the area of student social integration and development. Accordingly, a



50

summary of the most recent evaluation of the Early College program bycameri
Institutes for Research & SRI International was released in 2008. DatalgrCiBllege
student academic performance in collegiate courses was provided in the report
According to the summary report on average students earned a 3.0 GPA in thear colleg
courses. In addition, at the time of the study 52% of students were enrolledastairie
collegiate course.

Avilés-Reyes (2007) also conducted some preliminary research on the success of
the Early College High School Initiative. The study was an exploratory, afixadicase
study on an Early College high school in Texas associated with a local univensity. T
school had affiliations with the university and students were enrolled in collegeesour
However, the high school was not located on the university campus but rather as a
“learning community” within a larger high school. The researcher conductpit-
interviews with seven participants: four early college teachers, two adrators, and
one county office representative. The four teachers and the county office regiresent
were chosen based on their continuous affiliation with the high school since the inception
of the program. The researcher used information from the interviews and contpared i
with student performance on state accountability measures and college GPAs

The majority of the information gathered from the interviews concerned faculty
views on the effectiveness of the program based on the successes aragldathae
administration. Very little information about student academic succesewesed
through the interviews. However, through evaluation of state performance mehsures
researcher did find that the Early College students in the study scored highavehage

on state mathematics and English assessments as compared with other isttitkents
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district. The researcher also found the pass rates for high school acaldsses as well
as the rate of enrolling in dual credit courses were higher than thetdisgrage.
On measures of college readiness, the researcher found the Early Colege hig
school administration and faculty felt students were generally more padpaillege
than their public school counterparts. The researcher found the majority of stadésts i
Early College had earned at least a 2.0 GPA. Two students earned a 4.0 and five earne
between 3.5 and 3.9 GPAs on collegiate work. Information about the full range of
collegiate academic performance was not included.
Hall (2008) also conducted a study on the performance of the Early College High
School Initiative in western North Carolina. The researcher investigatesiitcess of
the program based on retention rates, academic performance measures fotboth hig
school and college, and studeNt< 51) perceptions about the program. Hall found the
Early College high schools in the study were successful in retaining tilndanss
(overall retention rate, 92.6%). She also found Early College students typicaéy sto
or above proficiency levels on state performance measures in English toethaiics.
For English, 88.0% of the Early College students who had taken the state pereormanc
measure received passing scores and for mathematics, 63.8% received pas=sng sc
The researcher found similar results to that of the 2008 ARI/SRI report for hig
school GPAs. Hall (2008) found the mean high school GPA was 2.92 and that Early
College students had taken between 2 and 14 high school courses at the time of the study.
The range of GPAs was 0.90 to 4.00 and this is reflective of the wide range of students
the Early College High School Initiative serves. The researcher also found d5.2%

students earned GPAs of 3.10 or higher, and that on average ninth graders achieved
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slightly higher GPAs as compared to tenth graders. For college perf@ntacesults

were similar to the high school GPA statistics; the average GPA was 2tP4 rainge of

0.00 to 4.00. The range of college credit completed by Early College students was 0 to 24
courses, which indicated Early College students were in general takingotlege

courses than high school when comparing the range of courses completed. Theeesearc
also found that 50.3% of Early College students had college GPAs between 3.10 and 3.90
and that ninth graders earned slightly higher college GPAs as comparedtith te

graders.

In terms of student perceptions of the program, the researcher used the SERVE
Student Opinion Survey used by the Regional Educational Laboratory for the Sbutheas
to evaluate other North Carolina Early College high schools. The researcheseatisiher
survey to 118 students, which constituted 35% of the total Early College student
population at the four targeted schools, with a 100% response rate. Hall found the
majority of respondents (53%) liked their Early College experience, 38% ieditaty
loved the experience, 8% stated they did not like their experience, and 2% saidddey ha
their Early College experience.

The researcher also found students reported higher ratings of instructor
expectations for high school faculty as compared with college facultydetaitimined
that the majority (53%) of students felt their high school faculty believegdwbees
capable students, and 34% felt the same of their college faculty. Thictnetnmblied
with the rating of high school and college faculty on the treatment and corresponding
level academic and/or emotional support of students. Students reported feelihg that t

“smart” students were held in higher regard by college faculty comparesistprepared
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students. The results of this survey subscale revealed Early College studéntsave
felt academically disconnected from the collegiate elements of theE&allege. This
was also reflected in the results of the subscale on student perceptionsafsiiad
with high school and college instructors. The researcher found 55% of students felt their
high school instructors cared about them compared with 24% who believed the same of
their college instructors. In fact, ratings for college instructors on adtigms including
whether faculty listened to their students, cared if they came to schooldoffere
encouragement, had respect for their students, offered praise for hard wocke@xpe
them to do their best, or cared about their academic performance, were all lootalbly
for college as compared with high school faculty.

In addition to faculty support, academic support services are essential for the
success of students enrolled in accelerated learning programs such aytbelEaye.
The use of academic support services by students could indicate a higher level of
motivation to achieve in college classes and a feeling of social connectivitahopas.
Hall (2008) found mixed results regarding the use of academic support sevaiakla
through the high school or college. In general Hall found low levels of reported use of
high school academic support services (e.g., 24% attended seminars and adfik#rie
attended school academic study sessions, etc.). The researcher also foupdried re
levels of college academic support services usage (e.g., 65% did not remppthasi
library, 62% did not use the writing center, etc.). The most frequently used college
academic support service was the computer labs. The majority of students (52.2%)

reported using the computer labs at least once a day.
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The results of the student survey regarding use of services and relationgips w
faculty revealed that participants in Hall's study may not haveéaltlemically and
socially connected to the college. Despite generally high overall pragtargs, it is
clear from the subscale ratings on college faculty, that the students did rootrfeetted
academically or socially to their instructors. The wide range of lulgbad and college
GPAs was also concerning for administration as it related to studentgirepdor the
accelerated curriculum. In fact, Hall indicated that one Principal suggéstetthe
freshman students at his school “may have been placed in college coursesh@iogt
academically or socially prepared for college level work” (p. 161).
Faculty in the Berger et al. (2007) study expressed similar concerndinggar
Early College student preparedness for the college environment, acatieamdal
socially. The academic preparedness of students, particularly in redheir te@adiness
to take on collegiate-level work and contribute in a significant way to the iatéeg
environment, was noted as a concern. Several faculty members indicated concern over
the wide range of abilities and the detriment it might cause the higher functioging hi
school students. One faculty member was noted as having significant resentatians a
the preparedness of some of the Early College students. Berger etdhl state
tensions between enrolling the target population of students who were often
academically behind and the struggle these students would encounter in obtaining
the 2 years of college credit became clear almost immediatelySE@#tuctors
reported difficulties in providing students with college preparatory work... (p. 15)
The researchers additionally stated that many of the surveyed Eagg&Xoihdicated

the lack of academic preparedness of the majority of their student body would be a
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significant barrier to obtaining a two-year degree in an acceleratgchprof study. In

fact, Berger et al. suggested many of their students would not earn a high sche®| degr
and a two-year degree in four or five years. Instead, such students would have to continue
beyond the Early College program itself to complete both degrees, if at all.

While some Early Colleges do not incorporate freshman or sophomore students
into mixed classes with adult students nationwide, several in North Carolina have done
so. The concerns regarding student preparedness for college work and relativig maturi
pose guestions regarding entry into mixed classes with adult students. Addititheall
concept that the satisfaction of adult students on community college campuses does not
solely reside in the academic or classroom environment must also be considiae. In
student retention is also contingent upon student satisfaction with the campus
environment (Alexitch & Page, 2001; Astin, 1975, 1977, 1993, 1999; Chaves, 2006;
Kamuche, 2005; Tinto, 1975, 1993; Wild & Ebbers, 2001). It is certainly clear the input
of the community college student population is vital when considering the
implementation and impact of this type of programming, both ethically and aicatlgm
Perhaps at the forefront of this argument is the difference in learning approatyiesd s
of adults (andragogy) versus that of children (pedagogy).

Learner Characteristics in the Learning Environment
Child Learners

Pedagogy, the practice of educating children, was historically the ébcus
educational practices and curricula in 1926, when Linderman first introduced the
concepts behind the theory of andragogy (Ozuah, 2005). Dependency on the educator, or

a teacher-centered focus, was the premise for the theory and practicagdged
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(Knowles, 1984; Ozuah, 2005). This didactic approach indicated that a student’s main
source of motivation was the teacher and was therefore primarily ex{i@wmiah, 2005).
Students at this stage in their intellectual development were descsibed yet mature
enough to decide what and how to learn, nor possess the self-motivation or need to learn
independently (Khishfe & Abd-EI-Khalick, 2002).

Many child learning theories have steered away from the rigid approatitic
learning that was outlined in the theory of pedagogy. The importance of auzontof
development and socio-emotional maturity to acquisition of knowledge was still
incorporated as fundamental elements of child learning theories (Eisold, 2001,
Hedegaard, 2002). Passive learning is not the most appropriate description of the
pedagogic approach to education today. The key areas necessary for teanduohey of
the differences between child and adult learners, however, are the underlyes sur
motivation and maturity. Human development theories, such as those of Eriksot), Piage
and Maslow, also apply to learning models. Such theories suggest that while denélopme
is not necessarily tied to age chronologically, the stages of developraéhtemarchical
in nature and therefore [build] on one another” (Merriam & Caffarella, 1999, p. 103). The
impact of development is the eventual maturation of the learner and motivations for
learning rather than the teacher facilitation of growth and learningeThesries, in fact,
indicate that learning and growth are inherent, tied primary to our phgsidanental
development as individuals, independent of the formal educational environment. These
theories, however, also indicate that based on the continuum of development expressed in

almost every human development theory, child learners are generally ferendif



57

developmental level than adults. Their maturity levels and motivations in thenlgarni
environment, accordingly, are also different: this is the core of adult legh@oges.
Adult Learners

Leading theorists and researchers in the field of adult education indicdte adul
students are fundamentally different from younger learners and thus have unique
educational and developmental needs (Ausburn, 2002; Beder & Darkenwald, 1982;
Brookfield, 1999; Herr, 2003; Gorham, 1985; Knowles, 1968, 1980, 1984; Knowles,
Holton, & Swanson, 1998; McKenzie, 1979; Merriam, 1988). Herr (2003) stated, “adult
learning styles differ from those of traditional students and adults benefitastefrom a
learning environment which involves alternative delivery systems and isswath a
knowledge of and who can accommodate these learning styles” (p. 8). Adult learning
theories are generally focused on the learner-centered concept of eduratiocus on
the needs of the student, assume a certain maturity level, and are centered on the
motivations of the student in returning to the educational environment.

Considered by many to be the father of adult learning theory, Knowles first
proposed the theory of andragogy in 1968. The primary emphasis of andragogy is a
student-centered and directed approach to the learning environment. The leadss deci
what is important to learn and is self-directed in the learning proceser(&e&clarrea,

1988; Gehring, 2000; Knowles, 1980, 1984; Merriam & Cafferella, 1999; Ozuah, 2005).
Adult learners are described as having an intrinsic educational motivationeand a
actively involved in and committed to learning (Gehring, 2000; Knowles, 1980, 1984;

Merriam & Cafferella, 1999; Ozuah, 2005).
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Theorists and researchers have debated the merits of the theory of andratjogy
its applicability as the science of teaching adults rather than a tHemrylaow they
learn. However, common threads in research and theory of adult learner development
predominantly reside in their approach to the educational environment. Maturity and
motivation are mentioned often in the literature as hallmarks of the adult |€Enegr
are described as primarily intrinsically motivated (by life everi$;isprovement, etc.)
and they bring with them life experiences and a corresponding level of mathidty
lend to their approach to education as well as their ultimate success as|dzanh of
these theories, as with those of child and biological development, express thenogorta
of a continuum of development which is hierarchical and not necessarily chronoldgical. |
can be inferred, however, that in general, younger learners have had fewer li
experiences and are less mature both mentally and emotionally compadedtso

The influence of psychological theories of development have had an impact on
and can be applied to adult learning theory (Tusting & Barton, 2003) including
behaviorism, cognitivism, cognitive constructivism, activity theory and kocia
constructivism, situated cognition, human developmental theories, and brain science.
Adult learning theories were developed in large part with a basis in the fundEnoénta
these psychological models. Within the scope of humanism, Rogers (1969) and Maslow
(1970) were influential in adult learning theory. The humanistic approach indicétes tha
fundamentally the human potential for development, growth, and learning is inherent,
limitless, self-actualizing, and in the case of Maslow’s theory (1970) rbiecal based

on individual needs. The influences of the humanistic psychological approach are
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discernible in adult learning theories in their hierarchical nature and éocus
individualism.

The theory of andragogy outlined the “art and science of helping adults learn”
(Knowles, 1984, p. 43). This theory created a distinction between how adults and
children learn, and how curricula and academic environments should be adjusted to fit the
unique needs of adult learners (Huang, 2002). At the forefront of Knowles’ argument is
the concept that adults differ from child learners in several ways. Diffesencluded
active involvement in educational planning, self-directivity, readinesstn,land
motivations for learning. Additionally, the inclusion of prior life experiemcthe
learning environment to enhance the learning experience was also citdiffaseace.

Among the assumptions of andragogy is a focus on adult learner needs in regard
to the how, what, and why of learning. Adult learners require an understanding of: “how
learning will be conducted, what learning will occur, and why learning is igumrt
(Knowles et al., 1998, p. 133). In essence, the adult learner must be actively involved in
decision-making regarding the context and content of learning. Knowles eial. al
postulated that self-direction in the learning process is central to the tieorgragogy.

This self-direction indicates adult learners function best within an acad@swironment

in which the learner has some control over what is learned and when, and an environment
where the learner takes responsibility for the acquisition of knowledgbdd®o1985;

Knowles et al., 1998).

The prior experience and knowledge students bring to the academic environment
is the second feature of andragogy and adult education practices within highéioaduca

(Knowles, 1968; Knowles et al., 1998). This element of the theory recognizes the validity
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and vitality of using the prior experience of adult students to make education more
meaningful and relevant (Merriam, 1988). Highlighting the rich and vast experiences
adults provide for the academic environment allows for a unique approach to education
which focuses on the individual and their self-identity (Huang, 2002). Knowlés et a
(1998) also indicated another assumption regarding adults is that they actidestis
learners because of their readiness to learn. This conjecture focused fndhanges

such as job loss and divorce which are often the impetus for adults seeking education.
Knowles (1980) postulated such motivations propel adults into education but also insure
they remain and complete their education because it is vital that they do so.

Knowles indicated adults also differ from children with regard specifitaltireir
approach to learning. According to Knowles, adults approach learning from a problem-
solving orientation; additionally, learning ideally takes place, in this cqniatkt real-
world or reality-based application. Service learning is a response to this@EEm about
adult learners and has been demonstrated as an effective addition to classnoio le
(Knapp & Stubblefield, 2000). Finally, Knowles (1980) stated that adult learners oft
have a different motivation to seek education and that they learn best when thegahave r
problems to solve. Their motivation, therefore, is the real-world application of kngsvled
to solve problems, whether personal, professional, societal, or academic, amaisis int
in nature.

Many theories present in the literature describe the adult learning prodettea
subsequent modifications that should be made in the educational environment to
accommodate the needs of adult learners. Such theories were developed basedren the

of the theory of andragogy (that adults as students are different from yoeaugers$), as
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well as in response to some of its weaknesses (Brookfield, 1999; Dewey, 1933; Freire,
1972; Mezirow, 1981; Tough, 1979). Brookfield’s (1999) theory on lifelong learning
built on the theory of andragogy, in its focus on the continuum of development of the
learner over time. This theory took into account the context of learning as aspitat a
of the learning process. The lack of the context of learning in the theory of agyitzas
been cited as a weakness. The context in Brookfield's approach to lifelongdeasasn
not only a part of adult learning but integral to growth and knowledge. In an evaluation of
Brookfield’s work, Tusting and Barton (2003) postulated that Brookfield’'s argunmeasnt w
that the “ability to be critically reflective is only developed as adulés plarough
experiences of breadth, depth, diversity and differential intensity, over a load pe
time” (p. 22). This concept emphasized the continuum of development: individuals learn
over time, developing from childhood through adolescence and continue the learning
process by adapting and assimilating previously acquired knowledge into their
educational constructs and adult life. Mezirow’s (1981) and Freire’s (1972) thebrie
transformational learning echoed much of the same qualities.

The theory of transformational learning for adults focused on an individual's
ability over time to learn from his or her experiences and understandltheate
personal meaning. Merriam and Caffarella (1999) indicated this theory was
fundamentally about how change and experience allow us to grow and develop over time
as individuals. This growth and development results in learning: learning to seeegirsel
in a different way. While the continuum was present in this theory, it was less about a
hierarchy and more about changing the way individuals see things and the yvaigthe

their lives, hence transformation. This theory focused on learning in context, edash |
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to a fundamental shift in the shape of an individual’s life. It also focused on exgeri
and critical thinking, hallmarks of the adult learner according to Knowles tfidésy,
however, has been criticized in the adult learning field because it reqhinedaenental
change or shift in the adult learner’s thinking that is not always the gadudif
education or for the individual learner (Merriam & Caffarella, 1999; Tustirgp&on,
2003).

Learning theories such as self-directed (Tough, 1971) and experiential learning
(Dewey, 1933) are largely considered to be more applicable in general to tivegear
environment as compared to transformational learning. These theories focused on the
process of adult learning rather than the grander outcomes of learoptged in
transformational learning. Tough (1971) indicated adults have personal motivations for
learning and tend to engage in more autonomous and thus self-directed types of. learning
He suggested that adults seek out learning and are actively involved in planning and
discovering the purpose for their own individual learning experiences. This theory
mirrors andragogy in the assumption that adults are mature enough to be stdftdinetc
take responsibility to plan their own educational experience. Experientiaingar
(Dewey, 1933) concentrated on the importance of experience and reflection in the
learning process resulting in real-world solutions to problems and questions. Binys the
centered on the ability of the learner to adapt to and think critically about thet worl
While experiential learning did not indicate the importance of a continuum of
development, the motivations for learning (e.g., solutions to real problems in ome’s lif

such as job loss) were a key component of this theory.
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Much of what is available in the literature over the past several decades sin
Knowles is either theory or explanation of theory concerning how adults learn or the
process of acquiring knowledge (Rachal, 2002). This available literature, sparamgng m
than thirty years, both supports and refutes the postulations of Knowles (Darkenwald,
1982; Elias, 1979; Gorham, 1985; Kasworm, 1980, 2003; Knapp & Stubblefield, 2000;
Rachal, 2002). It is clear, however, many researchers have found support for Knowles
theories about adult learners (Ausburn, 2002; Beder & Darkenwald, 1982; Darkenwald,
1982; Kasworm, 1980, 2003; Kember, Jenkins, & Chi Ng, 2004; Knapp & Stubblefield,
2000). It is also evident, as explained previously, that elements of Knowles’ tla@ory c
be seen in many of the adult learning theories in practice today. Thesatslemefly
pertain to the continuum of development and the differences between adults and children
in their general maturity and motivations in their learning approach
Learning Theory in the Current Study

It is important to note that Knowles later articulated that the classificat
“adult” is not solely contingent upon age. He and other theorists postulated treatgil
can be a factor, an individual’s maturity and approach to learning are maia tethe
differences between adult and child learners. The impact of previouspieiexces is
also essential in the definition of an adult (Clarke, 1980; Knowles, 1984; Knowles et al.,
1998; Merriam, 1988). Even an adolescent, therefore, could potentially be considered an
adult learner if his or her approach to education fits with the assumptions of an adult
learner. Previous research on academically and emotionally gifted oemsaitdents in
high school has emphasized this point. Such students appear to fit well in the academic

environment of the community college (Noble et al., 1998/1999; Sethna et al., 2001).
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They in fact appear to thrive in the presence of adult learners becausectiegre
socially and emotionally mature and because they are highly motivated students

Based on this understanding of developmental maturity, the evolution of a learner
accordingly takes place on a continuum contingent upon the maturity, goals, and
experiences of the learner (Knowles, 1980). Despite the continuum, there are clear
differences in learner needs among contrasting groups. Clarke (1980) inddwdted a
who return to academics after a period of time in which they have developed work and
life experiences, re-enter with a sense of maturity and motivationaitféom typical
younger learners. Clarke suggested these elements, which areveetdéadult learners,
make changes in approaches to teaching necessary because adults arefdifietbose
in the adolescent phase of development. He proposed adults re-entering thecacademi
environment, in order to feel more comfortable, should have adjustments made in their
curricula. For example, Clarke stated adult learners:

enter an established preserve for the young, a place where late adoleseans

preparation for adult roles. Returning adults do not need the same kind of

preparation that the adolescent needs, particularly if the mode of instruction

restricts their sense of autonomy. (p. 92)

Kasworm (1980) found significant differences exist between the performance of
nontraditional (25 and over) and traditional-aged (18 to 24) college students, consistent
with the concept of a continuum of development. He found nontraditional students scored
higher and performed better academically as compared to traditionataltpepe
students. He also found nontraditional students scored higher on self-confidence

measures as well as those regarding general well-being and apaste@mpared with
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traditional students. Further support for the cited differences was noted bgat/hi
Sullivan, and Slayton (1992). Whisnat et al. found nontraditional students scored
significantly higher on their first major exam in a course as compareaditianal
students (under 25). They found similar significant results when evaluatihgriuakes
for the two types of students. These results held true regardless of the coeirsétgh
included both transfer courses and developmental courses.

Whisnat et al. (1992) noted a difference in the maturity with which adult and
younger learners approach the learning environment based on identity formation. The
researchers stated, “nontraditional students exhibit a developed identithiabise
structured and secured, whereas traditional students show that they aretstilbiocess
of having their identity and maturity develop” (p. 9). The more secure, well-adjwstd
emotionally mature the learner, therefore, the more likely he or she wililbé¢o be
successful in the learning environment. Whisnat et al. also indicated, Gradiistudents
tend to be more rash and impetuous. They have the need for immediate goatifioati
focus on the short range goals” (p. 9).

In addition to available research on the differences between adult and younger
students in the learning environment, some research has also been conducted on how
adult and child learners are perceived by faculty. There is evidence thattmis view
adult and child learners differently and treat them differently. With thep#ton of one
study, however, none of this research has been conducted in a college environment where
child and adult students were enrolled simultaneously (Ausburn, 2002; Beder &

Darkenwald, 1982; Darkenwald, 1982; Kember, Kwan, & Ledesma, 2001)
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Beder and Darkenwald (1982) conducted a study to examine the perceived
differences between adults and adolescents or “pre-adults” (p. 142) in academ
environments. They surveyed faculty at public schools, community colleges, and four-
year institutions to ascertain if instructors viewed adults and childrearetitty as well
as approached teaching these individuals differently. All faculty surveyedinvelved
in teaching both adult and adolescent learners by teaching in both public and higher
educational environments. The researchers surveyed instructors who taughtiaibinss
which were rural and urban, small and large, public and private, and focused on
curriculum as well as personal enrichment curricula. Beder and Darkenveiohched
the difference in reported teaching behavior was greater when a noteendiéfén
learning styles was larger between adults and adolescents. This wagealsbdn the
instructors reported a greater perception that different groups should bedidfiegéntly
according to their needs as students. The variable which accounted for the most
differences in teaching behaviors was the identified difference betadults and
children as learners. In fact, the researchers found 30% of the variance ingeachi
behavior could be accounted for by the noted differences between adults and children as
learners. Teachers reported significant differences between adults lainelncbn every
presented question regarding this issue. Teachers reported adult students were

perceived as more intellectually curious, more concerned with the practica

applications/implications of learning, more motivated to learn, less confident i

their ability as learners, more willing to take responsibility forrtbein learning,

clearer about what they want to learn, more willing to work hard at learning, and

less emotionally dependent on the teacher. (p. 152)
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The researchers also found the instructors reported they approached learning and
teaching differently for adult and child learners. Instructors stated stddknts needed
less discipline and implicit directions in the classroom environment. They re@orte
increased use of group discussion, more variation in teaching methods and techniques,
and more relation of class material to practical implications and studewtslifari
experience for adult students. Teachers also reported the use of lessestractivities
in class, and increased adjustments to instructional techniques as a retsuglent
feedback. This indicated teachers perceived adult students were more gateges|
who required different approaches in the curriculum to be successful. However, the
researchers did find that the identified differences in teaching haa ldesitith student
age or a belief that different groups of students should be taught differently, anemore t
do with the noted differences in learning styles and behaviors of adults vetdus chi
learners.

The researchers also found teachers recognized a significan¢mfdoetween
the maturity, motivation, and importance of prior experiences for adult and chilériga
Based on survey responses and data analysis, instructors reported they focused more
learner-centered behaviors when working with adult students. Additionally they
conveyed the ability to concentrate more on classroom activities and learoipgosed
to student direction and discipline. It is possible instructors may intend to teaaothe
groups differently but not actually implement any changes in methodology. This
distinction is exceptionally important when considering current reform in higher

education which introduces adult and child learners in the same classroom environment.
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Darkenwald (1982) conducted follow-up ex post facto research based on the data
compiled in the Beder and Darkenwald (1982) study. The purpose of Darkenwald’s
(1982) research was to determine if the differences noted in the previous staty mig
exist directly in response to student age, a factor not fully covered in the pretidys
The researcher stated, “if there is any underlying ordeiffeerencein teaching behavior
as a function of student age, it can be determined empirically through faatgziag
difference scores generated from paired items” similar to the elsmithte previous
study (p. 200). In the Beder and Darkenwald (1982) study, teachers perceived a
difference in the manner in which they taught students (e.g., more group discussion, us
of student prior experiences, etc.) but there was no rank order of usage based on student
age. Teachers’ expression of a difference in teaching styles based on gjedsnt a
important when considering the continuum of socio-emotional and academic
development of students over time. This reasoning provides conclusions such as: a 13-
year old on the continuum would be less mature than an 18-year old who would also be
less mature than a 25-year old. Thus it is vital to discern if age range hgsaah am the
perceived teaching differences for adolescents and adults.

Darkenwald (1982) used the eight factors covered in the initial survey which were

a. Time teacher spends on classroom discipline

b. Extent to which teacher varies teaching techniques

c. Time teacher spends giving directions

d. Extent to which teacher tightly structures instructions

e. Extent to which teacher uses group discussion

f. Extent to which teacher relates class material to student life experienc
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g. Amount of emotional support teacher gives to individual students
h. Extent to which teacher adjusts instructional content in response to student
feedback (p. 201).

Darkenwald used these items in factor analyses conducted to deterstudeiit age had
an impact on the teachers’ ratings of the level of adherence to the eighd.cTiter
findings of these analyses demonstrated teachers viewed the eight fattonsngeto
instructing adult and adolescent students under two primary themes: control and
response. Control was a theme concerning the teacher’s structure of thenffeachi
learning transaction” (p. 201), and response was a theme relating to how liee teac
reacted to students and the extent to which he or she was flexible in that response.
Teachers of younger students (under the age of 18) reported the exertion offraore t
and energy on classroom discipline, and higher levels of the use of tightly €ductur
instruction, as compared with teachers of adult students. Instructors oftadetits on
the curriculum level (i.e., not basic skills or personal enrichment clasge}teck higher
levels of the use of group discussion, relation of class materials to lifeengeerand
adjustment of teaching based on student feedback. It is apparent from thesehasul
student age could have an impact on the manner in which instructors approach the
classroom environment. Regarding structure and discipline, it is also appataemdtors
perceived younger students as less mature learners both academicatigiatyl
compared with adult learners.

The research of Kember et al. (2001) also demonstrated teachers’ ackmaowledg
differences in approaches to the learning environment between adults andcfhiifdre

study conducted at the University of Hong Kong, was naturalistic and quaelitit
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specifically investigated faculty perceptions of the differencesdmtvadult and younger
learners. The researchers conducted semi-structured interviews with 18itnfeeulty
who taught both adult (referred to as part-time and adult) and traditional-aged students
(referred to as full-time). Faculty were chosen based on the criteritaéyataiught both
adult and traditional-aged college students. They were also chosen from several
departments to provide a variety of fields which would be representative of most
university settings: a technical field, a liberal arts field, and athéald. It is interesting
to note, these are the primary areas of study at most comprehensive commuegsscoll
The qualitative analysis produced intriguing results regarding facultep@ons
of adult and younger students, as well as the manner in which they approached teachin
students. The first salient finding was that each interviewee perceivedvitrere
differences between adult and traditional-aged college students. Tlgpats also
stated that they viewed their adult students “as towards the Andragogy end of the
experience and perhaps learning orientation and motivation poles” (p. 395). Theéymajori
of those who were interviewed indicated adults were more practically-atigntieeir
studies, had more work experience to contribute to their learning, were more aradur
motivated, were more willing to participate in collaborative learning arss decussion,
and were more autonomous in their work as compared with traditional-aged students.
The researchers also examined how the participants reacted in claastivies
to the differences between their adult and traditional-aged students. Sontedrepor
utilizing the adult learners’ work experience, higher motivation to learnreneased
degree of autonomy to facilitate learning experiences. One partictptad e utilized

case study work with adult students because their practical experiealtbard them in
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explicating and understanding the assignment. Interestingly, some fabolteported
the use of case studies for adult students indicated they would not use casdastudies
traditional-aged students. They stated that they lacked the work expeaenakd the
lesson academically relevant. Another interviewee expressed sinmtanaets
regarding student weaknesses and resolving them instructionally. Thgpatti
indicated that the content of the course was primarily lecture-based beealitsmnil-
aged college students do not have the relevant work or general experience to be able to
relate text to practical application. These distinctions clearlyectindragogic
assumptions about the differences between adult and younger learnergidifierses
and maturity. They also reflect the instructors’ understanding of thesatiffes between
younger and more mature learners.

Finally, Kember et al. (2001) found interesting results regarding thetabiost
of good teaching practices. They found some faculty members were teateeede
focused on teaching as merely a means of transferring material and indortoati
students. Within this category the researchers found instructors who vessebihg as a
way of passing on knowledge and some who felt teaching was intended to enlighten
students and encourage learning. In contrast, they also found a number of faculty who
believed teaching should be considered a facilitation of learning which is student-
centered. These faculty members were reportedly concerned with nteetimgeds of
their students and helping students become more autonomous as learners. What is
perhaps the most interesting about these findings is the comparison of the faculty
perception of good teaching practices and teaching adult and younger learners. The

researchers found “those who perceived teaching primarily as a protesssofitting
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bodies of knowledge either made no distinction between teaching adults or other
students, or tended to cater for the weaker characteristics of their stdeA@s).
These research findings suggested that not only do instructors perceivefénan ciis
exist between adult and younger learners, but many find it important to teachaamtllt
younger learners differently to meet the needs of both student types.

The perceptions of educators regarding the differing traits associdtedduit
and younger learners are important to consider in education. The practice ancimpact
incorporating elements of adult learning theory into education are also vital to
understanding adult learning and programming. Several studies have been cbnducte
which examined adult education programming issues (Beder & Darkenwald, X88E; C
1985; Darkenwald, 1982; Kasworm, 1980, 2003; Kember et al., 2001) and one in
particular which examined the perceptions of adult and adolescent students regiarding
adult education-oriented course (Ausburn, 2002).

Ausburn (2002) investigated the differences in faculty, administrator, and student
perception of self-directed learning curricula at a community collegdauknstated that
“learner choice, self-direction, and individualization of learning time antegtrare
hallmarks of the module system,” present in community college programmiogaikt
(p- 226). In this study the researcher examined the perceptions and attitude#yf fac
and administrators regarding the differences between adult and childrefrdmeszéd
learning classes. The researcher also examined student perceptions lédihecsed
learning environment. Specifically addressed were issues regardaigtudents felt
were the advantages and disadvantages of the approach, and whether it was \aewed as

effective learning environment.
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Both adult and high school students were involved in Learning Activity Package
(LAPs) courses which were self-directed in nature. These classea wareof a
curriculum for students in career and vocational programs of study. The partcimast
46 instructors from a variety of programs, ten administrators from thesamty of
programs, and 63 students from the same types of programs as instructors. Selenty-eig
percent of the students were dual enrolled (high school) and 22% were nontraditional
(adult). Ausburn found that there were not many significant differences in faculty
administrators ratings of adult and younger learners in self-directeuhiga
environments. There were significant differences in how the learners themssied the
self-directed curriculum in terms of their own individual learning preferences

Faculty @ = 18) reported reading comprehension skills were a factor in how
students performed in the LAPs. They believed students who had less than adegsiate skill
in this area struggled in the course and future students with a similar lacksoivskild
struggle in these types of courses. The majority of faculty reported theg edgéneral
reflected a higher level of reading comprehension than did the high school strdents.
addition, half of the faculty directly reported that self-directed leamegnot an
appropriate format for younger students because they lacked the matdrityo#ivation
levels necessary to be successful. They reported younger learners‘neaeed
supervision and guidance,” which detracted from the educational progress of the adul
learners in the class (p. 229).

In reporting data derived from student surveys Ausburn found both adult and dual
enrolled students felt the LAPs were an effective learning method. Howduér, a

students consistently rated it higher as compared to high school students.ihgtgrest
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the author also discovered that both adult and high school learners felt traditional
classroom settings were superior to the LAP setting. He did find, however, the adul
learners only rated the LAP slightly lower than the traditional classeoqrarience.
Additionally, the respondents reported the LAPs were as effective asotrati
classroom settings. On the other hand, the high school students rated the courses
significantly lower than the traditional format. The participants stéu&idttaditional
classroom settings were more conducive to learning and effective fon¢leeis than the
LAP setting.

The most striking results were drawn from questions about the advantages and
disadvantages of the self-directed program. Both groups acknowledged the most
important advantage of the LAP was the individually controlled or self-paagatrig
aspect leading to a sense of personal control and freedom. However, the high school
students also cited the increased freedom and self-direction as a sigpéicsortal
challenge for the course. These students reported the freedom theywsarmgde it
difficult to stay on task, be motivated, and stay interested. They reportejfeel
overwhelmed and lost, and that it was difficult to stay in contact with the profester
course to remain on task. Additional comments from younger students indicated they
needed more structure in the class, such as more lectures and tests. Adult students,
however, did not report that the self-directed nature of the class had the disadvantage
listed by the younger students. According Auburn, “not a single adult leapuated
lack of focus or maintenance of personal motivation as a negative aspect orgehafle

self-directed LAPS” (p. 233).
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In fact, the adult students did not have a consistent or significant complaint about
the course or its self-directed nature. The difficulties experienced bydhgblstudents
expressed in educational needs such as more structure and guidance, alectlse off
their maturity in their approach to education. This research provides furtbetr dir
evidence for the areas in which adult learners differ from younger leganerfow
programs can be modified to meet their educational goals and needs. The resescher
able to demonstrate self-directed learning is a preferred format fardeaulers. It can
also be a perceived detriment to younger learners because they aréunetemaugh as
learners to move away from instructor-centered formats. The obvious and subtle
differences between adult and younger learners, as well as the digelstaeen
varying age groups within the adult population, therefore, should be considered when
developing educational programs.

Student Integration

Student satisfaction and retention are also central themes in higher @uddcati
to the increased focus on public accountability in higher education (Ewell, 1994; Wild &
Ebbers, 2001). Institutions of higher education are driven to enroll and retain students to
demonstrate their effectiveness to stakeholders in their service angal as the
general public (Ewell, 1994). Community colleges, in addition, receive annuatioper
funding based on the number of students enrolled in their institutions. Therefore, if
enrollment decreases the budget allotted to the college accordinglysésc{Barey &
Duggan, 2008). Student satisfaction and retention are, consequently, priorities at most
educational institutions, reflected in the creation of services, policies, att@sa

directly related to retention.
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Research has demonstrated multiple factors affect student retention. Some of
these factors cannot necessarily be altered by institutional polices tcgsdAstin,
1975, 1977, 1993, 1999; Bean & Metzner, 1985; Pascarella, Smart, & Ethington, 1986;
Schmid & Abell, 2003; Terenzini, Lorang, & Pascarella, 1981; Tinto, 1975, 1993). These
may include external factors such as job requirements conflicting witk stdedules,
issues at home preventing a student from studying, psycho-social issues, and
commitments at home or work preventing the student from becoming involved in study
groups or learning communities. External barriers typically cannot bess#dt through
policy, services, or practice for the greater population on a college campesasie
individualistic issues. Other factors associated with student retention swatisteson
with the academic environment and social connectivity to a campus can bedalffect
institutional actions. These factors have been demonstrated in the litecaterdral
components of student retention (Astin, 1975, 1977, 1993, 1999; Fox, 1986; Halpin,
1990; Hu & Kuh, 2002; Maxwell, 1992; McClenney, 2007; Munro, 1981; Napoli &
Wortman, 1996; Noble et al., 2007/2008; Pascarella et al., 1986; Schmid & Abell, 2003;
Sorey & Duggan, 2008; Tinto, 1975, 1993).

Several theories regarding student retention and attrition exist in tlaurter
with supporting research, including Tinto’s (1975, 1993) theory of student departure and
Astin’s (1975, 1977, 1993, 1999) theory of student involvement. The theory of student
departure presented by Tinto (1975, 1993) was based on Spady’s use of Durkheim’s
theories of suicide, which indicated that the less connected one feels to soamtydhe
likely he or she is to depart. Tinto’s theory of student departure asserts thatréhe m

academically and socially connected a student feels to an institutianptldikely he or
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she is to persist. Additionally, according to Tinto (1993) the attrition process icéa dir
result of the

dynamic nature of the social and intellectual life of the communitiesware

housed in the institution, in particular of the daily interaction which occurs among

its members. Student departure may then serve as a barometer of thangbcial
intellectual health of institutional life as much as of the experiences ohssude

the institution. (p. 5)

Tinto believed that academic and social interactions affect student reterditimaa
institutional actions can have a direct impact on student success and satisfactson. T
institutions of higher education have the ability to address directlysisghieh affect
student retention through policies, practices, services, and programs to promate stude
academic and social integration.

In addition, Astin’s (1999) theory of student involvement emphasized that the
amount a student learns and develops as the result of educational programming and
encounters is directly related to the quality and quantity of the effort aaly@ment the
student devotes. Satisfaction and retention are also related to the institudiliyatioa
instill policies, procedures, practices, and services which foster studegeergya and
involvement. Astin defined this involvement as the “amount of physical and
psychological energy that the student devotes to the academic experience” (nd5$8) a
directly related to the sense of belongingness described by Tinto.

Tinto (1975, 1993) and Astin (1975, 1977, 1993, 1999) both emphasized the
importance of the academic and social environments in the successful retenbbegef

students, specifically the focus on integration into those environments. Napoli and
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Wortman (1998) defined integration as “the extent to which an individual identifiles wi
or shares and incorporates the normative attitudes and values of his or her issanator
classmates and becomes a member of the college community” (p. 420). Acgording|
Tinto (1975, 1993) and Astin (1975, 1977, 1993, 1999) indicated the more a student is
connected to a campus and the more satisfied he or she is with the academicaand soci
functions of the institutions, the more likely the student is to be integrated.

The more integrated a student is based on satisfaction with the academic
environment, the more likely he or she is to be satisfied with the institution andni@s or
education. This in turn increases the likelihood the student will be retained andtpersis
degree completion. Napoli and Wortman (1998) expressed a similar sentiment; they
stated, “satisfying and rewarding interactions with the formal andnrafioacademic and
social systems of the institution lead to greater integration and persidi@pteasant or
limited interactions inhibit integration and decrease the likelihood of pamsest (p.

420). In support of these postulations, Munro (1981) found academic integration was a
significant predictor of student persistence, in a study using data derivethzom

National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class of 1972. Many other rbégsesrc
have confirmed the importance of academic integration in terms of studestgrersi

(Fox, 1986; Graham & Donaldson, 1999; Halpin, 1990; Hu & Kuh; 2002; Maxwell,
1992; Pascarella et al., 1986; Schmid & Abell, 2003; Terenzini et al., 1981).

Academic Integration

Astin (1999) indicated satisfaction with the academic and campus environments
are interrelated. He stated “... the amount of student learning and personal dewelopm

associated with any education program is directly proportional to the quality antityju
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of student involvement in that program” (p. 519). He also suggested, “the\affeds of
any educational policy or practice is directly related to the capacibabpolicy or
practice to increase student involvement” (p. 519). Thus policy and practice at an
institution must reflect the considerable effects of academic and sn@bvement on
student satisfaction in order to better retain students. Astin contended from previous
research he conducted on dropouts and student retention issues (1993, 1999) that
academic involvement and satisfaction with the academic environment weregbosit
related to retention. If students are satisfied with the instructiorfalitpees, the content
of material, quality of classroom activities and discussion, and the academig gliali
the institution, they are more likely to be retained. It can be postulated basetinsm As
theories and findings that student attrition may increase if factors wigdmawn to
reduce satisfaction with the academic environment are present (i.e. lowadetnic
quality of discussion, changes in instruction, etc.).

It is important to consider the available research which supports the thaories
Tinto (1975) and Astin (1975, 1977). The academic environment, as indicated in both
theories, is an essential element of a higher education institution. Academiatiote
has been defined as a student’s academic performance and development as dhresult of
academic environment and intellectual interactions with faculty and otltkargs
(Pascarella et al., 1986). The perceptions of the academic environment, ady;tiaval
been demonstrated in the research as an element of student retention andsatisfact
(Halpin, 1990; Hu & Kuh; 2002; Maxwell, 1992).

Interested in the applicability of the Tinto model of student departure to the

community college student population, Halpin (1990) conducted a study which
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specifically investigated whether the model was a predictor of studergtpece and

exit behavior at the community college. Tinto’s (1975, 1993) model was developed based
on research on students enrolled in four-year, residential colleges and univensities
thus Halpin (1990) was interested in the model’s applicability to a non-residential
population of students. This population tends to differ on multiple facets from the
population of students enrolled in four-year institutions. The results indicated student
academic integration was a principal factor in student retention and atffitien
researchers found student perceptions of “Academic and Intellectual Devetgpime
.43) and perceived “Faculty Concern for Teaching and Student Development4X)
were the most influential predictors of student behavior as far as persiatehatrition

(p- 28).

Other researchers, such as Maxwell (1992), have additionally investigateat stude
perceptions of the importance of academic integration variables as a functiodewits
enrollment choices. Maxwell conducted a study to investigate the reasomerdig
students chose to commute to suburban community colleges when they live in inner-city
areas with community colleges. Maxwell used data collected from sundeysistered
to students enrolled in one of three suburban community colleges who appeared to
choose suburban over inner-city colleges. The survey asked students to rate the
importance of institutional characteristics which influenced their decisiametadethe
college. Among the results of the analysis, Maxwell found students rated ttg gtiali
programs of study and academics more often than any other factor as teadayfor

choosing to attend the college.
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Hu and Kuh (2002) also studied student perceptions of an institution’s academic
quality and the educational environment. The researchers used data from the College
Student Experiences Questionnaire (CESQ), which was designed to measuredaspec
the undergraduate experience. The questionnaire addressed three priasaagsoeiated
with the undergraduate experience including perceptions of the amount of timecaind eff
spent on college related activities (studying, student related acticiassroom time,
reading, writing, etc.), the importance of elements of the educational eneintrend
perceptions of what was secured by attending the college. Based on Ch&@3ess
students were divided into one of three categories of engagement for amalgaged,
typical, and disengaged. The researchers found of the sample, 76.4% wérecckss
typical, 18.4% were considered disengaged, and 5.4% were considered engaged at the
college.

The results of the analyses demonstrated that student engagement wasypositivel
associated with student perceptions of the academic environment. They also found
students were “more likely to be engaged if they perceived that theiufiostit
emphasized scholarship and intellectual and critical analysis...” (p. 568). Thexe w
limitations of the study including the lack of diversity in institutions surveyedrand t
composition of the sample (only full-time undergraduate students). Despite the
limitations, the results lend support to the concept that student perceptions of the
academic environment affect student engagement and retention. Thus engageshent m
be a consideration for higher educational administration concerning studentsatisfa
and retention when creating programs which might have an impact on the academic

environment at an institution.
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Social Integration

Both Tinto (1975, 1993) and Astin (1975, 1977, 1993, 1999) postulated social
integration was key in the satisfaction of students in a collegiate envirarinheyt
indicated it must therefore directly and indirectly influence student pamsist The
extent to which a student is socially involved and integrated in the campus environment
impacts his or her commitment and persistence. A student’s social/@eemsiips with
other like-minded and committed students are therefore a significanttpreafitis or
her likelihood to persist. Astin (1993) stated, “the single most powerful source of
influence on the undergraduate student’s academic and personal development is the peer
group” (p. 8). As evidenced in an analysis of the Cooperative Institutional Research
Program data, Astin determined that a student’s peer group and thus sodiatiorteg
directly affected almost all aspects of student development. He found, spgcific
student’s peer group interactions had an impact on their learning, cultural asgarene
leadership development, academic performance and development, and overaltieatisfa
with the college environment. Other researchers have found similar resaldimgghe
impact of social integration on student persistence (Ashar & Skenes, 1993; Schmid &
Abell, 2003).

Ashar and Skenes (1993) conducted a study to confirm the factors which
influenced the persistence of adult college students. They were interesteether
Tinto’s model of student departure held true for adult students in a nonresidential
environment. They determined dropout rates and academic and social integratien score
for adult learners as well as overall class sizes and career tidegna25 adult learning

classes. The researchers found social integration and class size werg iteensnivhich
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appeared to have a significant impact on dropout rates (Social Integratiofd7,p <

.05; Class Size: = .405,p < .05). Ashar and Skenes found “Classes that were
professionally more homogeneous, and thus socially more integrated, and siasdles cl
lost fewer students than less socially integrated and larger cl§gs8§). Additionally,
the effects of academic € .243,p > .05) and career £ .094,p > .05) integration did

not appear to have significant effects on dropout rates. Beta weights werateas

well and produced similar effects indicating social integration @471,p = .013) had a
larger impact on dropout rates than academic integratien179,p = .301). These
results lend support to Tinto (1975, 1993) and Astin’s (1999) assumptions that social
integration does have an impact on student persistence. Thus student satisfacioa wi
perception of the social climate on a college campus does affect the exténthde or
she remains engaged and thus persists in his or her educational pursuits.

Consistent with the findings of Ashar and Skenes (1993), Schmid and Abell
(2003) found social integration had an effect on student persistence at community
colleges. Schmid and Abell conducted the study at a North Carolina community college
and used three surveys: one for non-returners on the reasons for their departure, one
designed to collect data on enrolled student demographics and college expeaiethces
an exit survey designed to gather student experiences from graduatessfitinon.

The researchers generated descriptive statistics from the three gordetarmine the
effects of academic and social integration on student retention and departure.idm addit
to certain risk factors determined by demographic information analysis séerchers
found academic integration did not have a significant effect on student withdrawal or

persistence.
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They did find, however, student involvement and integration did have an effect on
student departure and retention. The researchers found higher percentages of prospective
graduates (52%) and currently enrolled students (66%) who reported interatting wi
faculty outside of class as compared with non-returnees (41%) who responded to the
survey. Prospective graduates (37%) and currently enrolled students (4¥/&lswver
more likely to participate in peer study groups as compared with non-ret(22ées
The researchers also found non-returning students were significantiyels®d in
campus related activities than currently enrolled students. Schmid and Abedt@adof
non-returning students, “ they are 19% less likely to participate in stodpgr25% less
likely to speak with faculty outside of class, and 14% less likely to partidipatghool
clubs than” those who were retained (p.11). Thus the researchers concluded social
integration is a key element in student retention and attrition and an important part of t
learning environment.

Learning Environments: Academic and Social Integration

The academic environment according to Tinto (1975, 1993) and Astin (1975,
1977, 1993, 1999) is not independent of other aspects of the institution. Academic
integration, in fact, can also be directly affected by elements such asdéet'stsocial
connectivity to the campus. The more involved a student is in interacting with other
students and faculty or staff, the more likely he or she will feel connected tampus
both socially and academically. Available research on the subject has lbdial sfid
supported the supposition that the two concepts are interrelated. Some indicatecacadem
integration is more influential (Fox, 1986; Graham & Donaldson, 1999; Halpin, 1990; Hu

& Kuh; 2002; Maxwell, 1992), while several indicate social integration is more
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influential (Ashar & Skenes, 1993; Schmid & Abell, 2003). Others demonstrate both are
factors in student retention and attrition (Karp, Hughes, & O’Gara, 2008; Napoli &
Wortman, 1998; Pascarella et al., 1986; Sorey & Duggan, 2008; Strauss & Volkwein,
2004). Some research suggests, however, that both academic and social integration a
integral components of the puzzle of student retention and attrition and that in fact the
two concepts are interdependent (Mannan, 2007; Pascarella et al., 1986; Schmid & Abell
2003; Sorey and Duggan, 2008; Strauss & Volkwein, 2004).

Pascarella et al. (1986) conducted a study with the purpose of determining the
differences in elements thought to be associated with student retention including
academic and social integration (Tinto, 1975, 1993) and the corresponding effects on
student persistence. Data were collected over a period of nine yearkdrano 1980
through the Cooperative Institutional Research Program surveys for studend25).
Participants were initially enrolled in a two-year institution witpiigion for a four-year
degree or higher (Pascarella et al., 1986). In addition to background charesté¢hst
researchers specifically examined the impact of academic and sceggatian as
elements of student persistence consistent with Tinto’s model. They definethécad
integration as the combination of undergraduate GPA and membership in an academic
honor society. Social integration was defined as noted interactions with faodlpeers,
participation in student organizations, and participation in student activitiesrédult
athletic, and literary). The dependent measures were student persisteasergd by
degree completion) and withdrawal (measured by student withdrawal from the

institution).
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The researchers found academic and social integration had a significanbeffect
the persistence and degree completion for male survey respondents. They did not find
similar effects for women, but did find prior academic experience had a sagiéffect
on degree persistence and degree completion for female participants. Bnehersealso
determined that involvement in school activities was a significant predictor idfedeg
persistence and completion for women.

Strauss and Volkwein (2004) conducted a study which investigated possible
predictors of student commitment. The researchers specifically examineftettts of
student-reported institutional commitment, organizational characterigteegsollege
characteristics, encouragement from outside sources, and receipt of fiaahcClddey
additionally collected data on social and academic integration and growth andtotenula
GPAs. The researchers found social integration was a more significant pretlictor
student commitment at four-year institutions than two-year institutioresusstand
Volkwein, however, indicated social integration was a significant measuretedéapi
difference, for both institutions.

They also found academic integration was one of the strongest predictors of
student commitment and thus student persistence. The “classroom experienoaetwa
of the measures of academic integration and growth, and regardless of institypiena
was one of the strongest predictors overall of student commitment. Paryi¢oitaHe
present study, it is notable that the impact of classroom experience was Haerq2
higher) for two-year institutions as compared with four-year institutionsleévitiis study

was limited in scope, the results provide support for the argument that academic
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integration and perhaps to an extent social integration in the classroom have dmmmpac
student commitment, persistence, and satisfaction with the academic envitonme

In addition to studies which have revealed significant effects of both academic
and social integration on student persistence and retention, recent resaleh is
available in the literature which denotes the interactive nature of the tvablesr(Karp
et al., 2008; Mannan, 2007; Sorey & Duggan, 2008). This research truly reflects the
suppositions of Tinto (1975, 1993) and Astin (1999) who suggested not only does the
extent to which a student is socially and academically integrated havieetroef student
departure, these two variables can be inter-related and dependent upon one another.

Mannan (2007) investigated the effects of academic and social integration on
student attrition in response to Tinto’s theory of student departure. The res@asher
interested in the relationship between student-reported involvement in acaddmic a
social integration factors. Interestingly, the researcher found negalt@mnships
between the two variables such that high academic integration was related/év a
reported level of social integration and high social integration wasdétagelow level
of academic integration. However, the researchers did find high levels ohacauhel
social integration, individually, were associated with higher levels oéstyzkrsistence.

Sorey and Duggan (2008) conducted a recent study on the differences between
adult and traditional-aged college students concerning predictors of studenepeesist
The research was conducted at a large, multi-campus community college in Seathea
Virginia with a sample of 700 students: 350 adult students (25 and older) and 350
traditional-aged students (18-24). Academic integration was defined as Samneha

student’s perceptions regarding intellectual and academic development” (p. 85) and
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social integration was defined as “a measure of a student’s satisfactiaiheviormal

and informal social systems of the college” (p. 85). The researcherssstdtihe
relationship between academic and social integration for the two groups of cagnmuni
college students, adult and traditional-aged. For traditional-aged studed&mnaca
integration was found to be a significant predictor of student persistence.s€aecteers
found students who reported higher levels of academic integration were moredikely
persist than those with lower levels. Social integration, however, produced a much
smaller correlation, indicating this was not as strong a predictor of sfpelsntence for
traditional-aged students.

For adult students, on the other hand, Sorey and Duggan found social integration
was the strongest predictor of student persistence. This finding indicatetistadigints
more satisfied with student friendships, interpersonal relationships, and the smutas
interactions with faculty at the college were more likely to pets#st adult students who
assessed the items at lower levels” (p. 91). In addition, there was a sraabBegnificant
correlation between academic integration and adult student persisten@&6b, p < .05).
Academic integration was the second highest correlation coefficient witstpars
among adult students, but the results were not as strong as compared with their
traditional-aged counterparts.

Karp et al. (2008) also conducted research on community college student
academic and social integration. The researchers were interested iplitebdy of
Tinto’s (1975) model of student departure for the community college student population.
Karp et al. (2008) were also interested in the overall academic and sogjedtiote of

community college students and which factors specifically affected-atteg. The
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exploratory study was conducted at two community colleges in the Northeast over a
period of two academic semesters. The pool of potential participants was randomly
selected from a list of newly enrolled students for the academic yeaawballing
technique was also used to determine the sample because of a reportedlyllofv leve
response to the initial request to participate. Of the 176 requests sent, 44 Vusgeand
able to participate in the study. The sample participants were intervievieein second
semester at the institution and re-interviewed after a six month period (battepsrand
non-persisters). The researchers “defined integration as having a sensaghigeon
campus. Analytically, this meant that students were coded as being irdetjthey
reported feeling comfortable on the campus or reported enjoying theimticoege
and/or their classes” (p. 7). Of the 44 respondents, 70% were coded as being thtegrate
according to the researchers’ definition. In addition, 90% of those who were iategra
were retained to the following semester.

Karp et al. (2008) were also interested in determining what factordeaifthe
sense of belonging reported by participants. They determined a theme within the
interview transcripts which revealed that the more integrated partisipané part of
“information networks.” The information networks were mentioned in some cgpacit
those students who were integrated and retained but not for those who did not persist.
These networks were defined as both formal and informal interactions which connect
students to faculty and peer groups, where the transfer of information lakes\Within
the peer group this could include structured student activities such as club mepsbershi
and general campus events. The researchers also indicated that informatorksnet

were present in peer group friendships where students were more than just mere
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acquaintances. According to Karp et al., information networks also included factors
considered as both academic and social including study groups, peer mentoring, and
group work projects. This finding in particular illustrated the concept that acadach
social integration are not mutually exclusive. Thus academic activitiegpgvork, peer
mentoring, etc.) can also be considered an element of social connectivity.

It is clear from the research and theories of student retention that a stsdests
of engagement and belongingness in the learning environment is cruciaidiacsan,
success, and retention. Multiple factors, some not associated with the learning
environment itself, can affect this sense of connection to a campus includingdinanc
difficulties, conflicts with work schedules, and family issues such as dcméd Elowever,
it is also clear that factors directly associated with the learmwigoament such as those
that influence a student’s sense of academic and social integration can alaa have
impact on student satisfaction, success, and retention. Institutional serviaass pahd
practices can create or eliminate barriers to education which cahtedfe@ student
feels about institutional commitment (Tinto, 1993). The extent to which students are
involved in academic or social activities as a direct result of a feeliognofectivity to
the community, also has an impact on student retention (Astin, 1999). It also follows that
the more a student feels his or her values are shared or respected in thereduca
community, the more likely he or she is to feel connected and be retained oidemaly
element that shifts the equilibrium of that sense of connectivity could also d@nge
student’s sense of belongingness. Such elements could include the introduction of a new

student population with differing approaches to the learning environment.
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Impact of New Student Populations

Intergroup contact theory (Allport, 1954) indicates that the controlled exposure of
one group to another under certain circumstances can affect the manner in which each
group views the other. Allport theorized that only the controlled exposure of one group to
another could result in positive effect of the reduction of prejudice in school seHimgs
indicated that the mere introduction of groups within the same environment would not
result in positive group growth. Allport also supposed that given the correct, controlled
situation, intergroup contact could reduce group prejudice. The conditions under which
intergroup contact would result in positive effects could occur only where the following
four conditions were met: equal group status within a given situation or environment,
shared goals, intergroup cooperation, and the active support of intergroup interactions b
administration at the institution. Research has been conducted in the field-giroitpr
relations and reduction of group prejudice, which substantiated Allport’s postulations
(Chavous, 2005; Knapp & Stubblefield, 2000; Schoem & Hurtado, 2001).

Knapp and Stubblefield (2000), for example, were interested in the effects of
intergenerational learning. They found controlled exposure of younger students (18-24)
to “elderly” students (over 55) had an overall positive impact on the younger students’
perceptions of that population. In effect, it reduced their prejudice about the older
generations and their contributions to society and education. In therieagoup
Dialogue: Deliberative Democracy in School, College, Community, and Workplace
(Schoem & Hurtado, 2001) several researchers described the positive effects of
intergroup contact on perceptions of groups and relationships between groups. In every

case described from public school to college to work settings, facilitated dtalogu
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between two different groups (usually minorities with predominantly Caucasiapr
produced positive effects on both groups’ perceptions of the other group.

Additionally, Chavous (2005) conducted a study on racial climate on historically
White campuses and the impacts of intergroup contact on variables including sense of
belonging and social integration. Among the findings, the researcher detMvimie
students who had previously been exposed to minority populations prior to enrollment
and African Americans who were exposed to Caucasian populations prior were more
likely to participate in voluntary intergroup activities. Conversely, White anidaxfr
American students chiefly exposed to homogenous populations prior to enrollment were
less likely to participate voluntarily in intergroup relations. Chavous alsondietd that
because the institution itself made intergroup associations a priority anparated this
into services and events, “both groups’ personal intergroup associations wieckteela
their perceiving intergroup associations as a normative behavior on campus astavell a
perceiving interdependence between African Americans and Whites on caimp2s1).
These results in particular indicate that the institution and its approach to ezhtroll
exposure of minority and majority groups did appear to have an impact on how students’
intergroup behaviors were shaped.

The researcher found African American students at the institution wereédgs |
to be socially involved in structured social settings such as clubs or organizatiess unl
they were homogenous groups as compared with White students. Chavous also found that
both groups’ perceptions of campus normative behavior regarding intergrogctioies

were related to perceptions and integration outcomes. Specifically, Widenst who
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determined that intergroup relations were not the campus norm reported loweasfsense
community or belonging scores.

These studies and intergroup contact theory do not directly address how the
presence of younger learners in a predominantly adult setting will impact swgsgr
but they do provide an impetus to infer that the mere presence of a “minority” group can
affect the “majority.” The level of integration of younger learners in tlege
environment, therefore, could have an impact on adult learners. Thus as the younger
population constitutes an increasing percentage of the total student body or the
composition of a specific class, this shift could result in more reported impact on the
adult or community college student population. In addition, it is also possible that a much
smaller proportion of younger learners may not have a noticeable influence on the
community college student population. At this time, it is not clear what the impbbew
of young learners in a collegiate setting of mostly adult students suobsasit the
Early College. It is also not clear to what extent their integration botHeion of the
continuum of development as well as their prominence on campus and in the classroom
may have on the perceptions of community college students. It is apparent that
administrators play a vital role in the success of intergroup contact anddesses and
failures. It is also evident that the presence of the younger leamagshave some
impact on adult learners’ perceptions of the environment both academically aadty soci
The level of integration in the learning community as well as the impact obtlimmuum

of development may also play a role in these perceptions.
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Conceptual Framework

It is apparent society recognizes significant differences exiseleetehildren and
adults reflected in their principal functions and responsibilities. Their asletudents
and approaches to learning and the academic environment reflect many of these
differences, particularly regarding maturity and motivation (Knowles, 1968, 1980, 1984,
Merriam & Caffarella, 1999). Learning and development theories forsaadt children
alike provide indications of the differences and similarities between thetenstypes
(Merriam & Caffarella, 1999).

Previous extreme distinctions drawn from the theories of andragogy and
pedagogy, which depicted the education of children as didactic and teachesetenter
(Knowles, 1968, 1980), are no longer accepted (Kaufman et al., 2008). Concepts
previously considered unique to adult students including problem-based learning,
individualized instruction, and relevancy-based education have increasingly bee
incorporated into learning on the secondary and elementary levels. Approaches such as
brain-based, social, constructivist and transformational learning, forpdxaimcus on
establishing true learning environments centered on the needs of the learner ahgthe va
of their experience in the educational environment (Merriam & Caffarella, 1999)

Adult learning theories evolved from the foundation of the theory of andragogy,
which classified adults as distinctive in the learning environment (Brookfield, 1986;
Cross, 1981; Dewey, 1933; Freire, 1972; Jarvis, 1987; Mezirow, 1991; Spear, 1988;
Tough, 1979). Tusting and Barton (2003) stated of the development of adult learning

theory:
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Most of the models of adult learning developed from within adult education move

beyond examinations of learning as a decontextualized process to address

guestions relating to the meanings of and motivations for learning. This may be in

terms of self-direction, reflection, autonomy, problem-solving or transformation

and recalls, from a different perspective, the intrinsically socialiatatl nature

of learning that emerged from the review of the psychological literakbheekey

point to take from this is that learning for adults is always related to da&tir r

lives, their real problems and their real issues, and that we therefore neetw to t

understand and make links with these... (p. 32)
Articulated clearly in this statement is the concept that theories of adulirhg possess a
common thread: as learners develop over time, they approach the learning emtironme
with an increased level of maturity and with primarily intrinsic motivatidrnss
development is not necessarily dependent upon age but on a continuum of development
and life experiences. The maturity and motivation levels which impact a student
approach to the educational environment, therefore, are not always contingent upon age,
but are generally reflected in a continuum of physical and emotional development.
Theories of human development such as those of Erikson, Piaget, and Maslow, indicate
that development is not necessarily tied to age chronologically. However, theaftages
development are “hierarchical in nature and therefore [built] on one anotherigier
Caffarella, 1999, p. 103). These concepts reinforce the continuum regarding adult and
child development in the learning environment, centered on the learner rather than the

teacher.
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As the community college currently serves a diverse array of students including
traditional-aged, adult, and child learners, it is clearly important to understand the
continuum of development and the potential impact on the learning environment. In
addition, student retention is increasingly becoming a focus of accougtabhigher
education (Ewell, 1994; Wild & Ebbers, 2001). Therefore it is important to consider
factors that influence student attrition and satisfaction, which could potgteall
affected by conflicting continuums of development in different groups of studhestis,(
1975, 1977, 1993, 1999; Bean & Metzner, 1985; Halpin, 1990; Noble et al., 2007/2008;
Tinto, 1993).

Theories on the topic of student retention indicate that the more connected a
student feels to the learning environment, the more likely he or she is to petsst at
institution (Astin, 1999; Tinto, 1993). In fact, Tinto stated “...it is the individual's
integration into the academic and social systems of the college that mosy dekates
to his continuance in college” (1975, p. 96). Therefore, according to these theories the
academic and social connectivity to multiple facets within the learmmgrnity have a
direct impact on a student’s satisfaction, success, and retention.

Much of the available research on student retention lends support to the theories
of Tinto (1975, 1993) and Astin (1975, 1977, 1993, 1999) on the impact of social and
academic integration for retention (Fox, 1986; Halpin, 1990; Hu & Kuh, 2002; Maxwell,
1992; McClenney, 2007; Munro, 1981; Napoli & Wortman, 1996; Noble et al.,
2007/2008; Pascarella et al., 1986; Schmid & Abell, 2003; Sorey & Duggan, 2008).
Specifically the studies indicated that students who believed that titeidedt values,

and opinions were harmonious with others at the institution were more likely to be
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satisfied with their experience, integrated, and thus retained. The fintogeweealed

that those who perceived incongruence or inconsonance with such elements of tkee colleg
were more likely to be dissatisfied, and less likely to be integrated andtp&rsrefore
positive interactions with facets of the learning environment, including peer gaodps
academia, led to student satisfaction, success, and retention (Astin, 1999; Napoli &
Wortman, 1998). Conversely, negative interactions often resulted in dissatisfaction and
the likelihood of attrition (Astin, 1999; Napoli & Wortman, 1998).

Astin (1999) suggested the peer group and student-to-student interactions often
influence academic and social integration. The introduction of and inter-relation of
student groups, therefore, might have an influence on academic and socialiantegra
Allport’s (1954) intergroup contact theory expressed the potential impact of the
introduction of a new student population on the pre-existing population. Whether this
impact is negative or positive, it is important to consider how merely introdudangea
group of younger learners into a predominantly adult environment might impact both
student populations. Given also the theories of student retention and the differesites ci
between adults and children as learners, it is reasonable to consider hovotheiitn
of child learners in the classroom might have an effect on community cailetgns
integration. The focus of the current study was to investigate these hyapiectly
exploring the relationship between exposure to Early College students and community
college student academic and social integration.

Chapter Summary
This chapter has provided literature on the development of college credit earning

programs including the new Early College High School Initiative. Liteeattas
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provided on the differences between adults and children in terms of their development as
learners and the level of maturity and motivation with which they approachatingig
environment. Additionally, research and theory on the satisfaction and retention of
college students in terms of academic and social integration or a sense oigeless)

was provided. The argument presented by this culmination of literature is that the
introduction of younger learners into an adult environment, directly as a result of the
typical differences between adult and child learners in maturity and motivatiadd, ¢

have an impact on the adult student’s sense of belongingness.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this research was to investigate the impact of exposure to Early

College students on community college student academic and social integkatmm

experimental, correlational approach was utilized to collect prelimin&rmation

about this impact and its potential unintended consequences. The study inve#tigate

impact of Early College students on community college students’ sensadeisic and

social integration, two factors associated with college student satisfactd success

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Tinto, 1975, 1993). The specific research quastrens

1.

To what extent are community college students exposed to Early College
students in academic and social campus environments?

What is the academic and social integration of college students enrolled at
community colleges with embedded Early College High Schools?

What is the relationship between the academic exposure to Early College
students in the classroom and community college students’ academic
integration?

What is the relationship between the social exposure to Early College
students on campus and community college students’ social integration?
Does the degree of exposure have an impact on community college
student academic and social integration?

Research Design

A non-experimental, correlational research design was chosen for this stud

because this type of research design is typically used to examine thegoadatimnship

between and influence of variables on one another (Creswell, 2005). As the purpose of
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the research was to determine the impact of the Early College student population on
community college student academic and social integration, it was impiaristertain
the relationship between college student exposure to Early College studefhsiand t
overall academic and social integration. It was also essential to deteha perceived
impact of Early College students on the learning environment.

Allport (1954) indicated that the exposure of a minority group to a majority group
can have an impact on the majority perception of the minority. While no rese&tsh ex
on the effects of a younger group on the perception of a pre-existing adult group, it is
important to consider the possibility that the introduction of the Early College pa@pulati
might have an impact on the pre-existing college population. Theories of aduldear
and human development have noted the differences between adults and children directly
related to the maturity and motivation exhibited in the learning environmestKield,
1986; Cross, 1981; Dewey, 1933; Freire, 1972; Jarvis, 1987; Kaufman et al., 2008;
Knowles, 1968, 1980, 1984; Mezirow, 1991; Tough, 1971, 1979). Research has also
demonstrated that college student academic and social integration is dekddyg to
satisfaction, success, and retention. Accordingly, the correlationatcleskssign was
chosen to determine if a relationship existed between the degree and type ofestqosur
Early College students and community college student academic and sociationegr

Population and Sample

The population of the study was comprised of North Carolina community college
students enrolled at North Carolina community colleges that housed EarlgeCiidgn
schools, identified by the New Schools Project and the Early College High School

Initiative project (sponsored by Jobs for the Future). Purposeful sampling pracedure
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were utilized to determine the four campuses that met the selectioradotehe
research project. Choosing multiple campuses for the research increased the
generalizability to other North Carolina community colleges that house Eallgge
high schools. Campuses were purposefully sampled and classes were purpcsafety
for the research study based on enroliment criteria. Community college studbints w
the selected campuses and classes were asked to complete the survégsadiedaon.
Campuses and Classes

Forty-five community colleges in North Carolina were identified by thevN
Schools Project as those that housed Early College programs at the time of the study
Each college was contacted to determine which institutions were willingttoipate in
the research study and provide Early College student enrollment information thering t
Spring 2009 semester. Institutions were asked to provide the number of Early College
students enrolled at the Early College high school as well as the student body siee f
campus where the high school was located. The college officials were ledsa@s
provide the courses and course sections of classes in which Early College stedents w
enrolled and as well as the number of Early College and college students in th@fclass
the 45 colleges contacted, 11 responded regarding their willingness to paradpet|
as enrollment data requested. Campuses were chosen based on the percentgge of Earl
College students enrolled, purposefully selected for representations afréraeslow
and highs of enrollment. Classes were then selected with the assistdre€oli¢ge
Liaisons at each campus to determine classes which also representeécethesefor
enrollment (low vs. high) based on the ratio of Early College to college studeritseoh m

classes. For the purposes of this study, an Early College student wasl defiany
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student enrolled in a full-time Early College high school in North Carolina. Aty Earl
College high school was defined as any public high school designated as an Early
College with the New Schools Project, located on a community college campus in North
Carolina.

Classification of Selected Colleges

Degree of exposure was an important variable for this study and was defined on
two levels: degree of academic exposure and degree of social exposure. Institetens
chosen for the study based on enrollment criteria and were identified as high exposure
low exposure. Classes were also indentified as high or low exposure. With a fobas on t
greatest contrast within the distributions, the final definition of high and low ex@tisur
classes and campuses was dictated by the existing enroliment distribtitions
institutions chosen for the study. Two campuses were selected for each exposur
category, high and low, to represent the greatest contrast in campus on the eathesnd of
scale.

High exposure campusdsigh campus exposure was defined as a community
college campus in which the Early College student population made up 25% or more of
the student population. Campus A was located in western North Carolina and was a
satellite campus of a larger institution that served a three-county sewécd bhe Early
College began at this institution in the 2006-2007 academic year. Due to delays in
campus construction, college and high school classes were initially held aea form
elementary school location. In the Summer 2007 semester, the new campus was
completed and all academic programs, including the Early College, moved to that

location. In the Spring 2009 semester, the Early College student population made up
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approximately 27% of the total population on the campus (108 of 406 students). At the
time of the study, the Early College enrolled freshman through junior level udent
Initially, the campus itself consisted of one large academic building. An @utliti

smaller building designed primarily for the Early College high schooledasas opened
two weeks prior to the administration of the survey. All high school classeseldra

the primary academic building on the campus until that time.

The second campus, Campus B, was also a satellite campus of a larger institution
in the piedmont region of North Carolina. The larger institution served a three-county
region and the campus was located in one of the service area counties. In the Spring 2009
term, Early College students accounted for approximately 40% of the total pmpolat
the campus (103 of 256 students). At the time of the study, the Early College enrolled
freshman and sophomore level students. The campus consisted of three buildings: one
primary academic building which housed both continuing education (extension
education) and curriculum (degree-based) classes, one smaller academmg Ihailgiing
predominantly curriculum courses, and one building (several mobile units tQge#ser
in place for the Early College. During the academic year, high schoolslasse mainly
held in the Early College unit but some classes were held in the smaller academi
building. The campus was opened in 1994 and the Early College was founded on that
campus in the 2007-2008 academic year.

Low exposure campusdow campus exposure was defined as a community
college campus in which Early College students made up 5% or less of the total student
population. The first campus, Campus C, was located in western North Carolina and was

the main campus associated with Campus A. It was initially established in 1864 as
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satellite campus of a larger technical college in the region and offersclium and

continuing education courses in a variety of disciplines. The Early Coli¢lgs @ampus

was opened in the 2008-2009 academic year and enrolled both freshmen and sophomore

level students. The Early College made up approximately 3% of the totattstudiy on

Campus C during the Spring 2009 semester (59 of 2,010 students). This campus was

composed of five academic buildings and one library. The Early College shargiba po

of one academic building located toward the back of the campus. This building was used

as a central location for the majority of high school classes and admiorstrat several

classrooms throughout the campus were also used to offer additional high schesl class
The second college in this category, Campus D, was located in the piedmont

region of North Carolina and served a three-county region. Campus D was considered the

main campus for the institution and served generally one county with both curriculum

and continuing education courses. The college offered its first curriculuseslas1962

and officially became part of the North Carolina Community College system in 1963.

The Early College was opened in the 2006-2007 academic year and enrolled freshman

through junior level students. During the Spring 2009 semester, the Early College

constituted approximately 5% of the total campus population (210 of 4,236 students). The

Early College on this campus resided predominantly in one building that was shared

during non-high school hours. During the high school academic day, which ran from

10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. five days a week, the building was used solely by Early College

with the exception of offices used by two college faculty members. Most high school

classes were held in this building but classrooms were also used in three othegbuil

across campus to accommodate the needs of the high school curriculum. This building
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was centrally located on the campus directly beside the library andradiatiee student
center.
Classification of Selected Courses

Courses were selected in cooperation with the Early College liaisons at the
selected institutions. With a focus on the greatest contrast within the dietrgut
courses were chosen based on the percentage of Early College students enrolled. The
category of High Class enrollment was defined as a course in which Edidge
students made up between 30% and 62% of the course enrollment. The Low Class
enrollment category was defined as a course in which Early College stadestisuted
between 4% and 15% of the total course enroliment. A total of 33 classeshasea tor
the study from a variety of disciplines including: physical education; stkidly;
developmental English, reading, and mathematics; psychology; English ctamosi
English literature; sociology; computer science; anthropology; and fosagaage.

Student Participants

The participantsN = 258) were community college students enrolled in mixed
classes with Early College students. The sample was drawn from three coynmunit
colleges in North Carolina with four campus environments. For the purposes of the study,
a college student was defined as any student 18 years of age or older who had graduated
from high school, or earned the equivalent, and was enrolled in at least one course in a
community college. All community college students enrolled in the seleotedes
present at the time of the survey implementation were asked to particijada@sé¢arch.
Any student who elected not to participate in the research was asked not teteompl

either survey and nine students elected not to participate. Additionally, studenigene
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under the age of 18 were asked not to complete any part of the survey packet including
the informed consent form but were allowed to remain in the class at the tinge of t
survey administration. One student under the age of 18 did respond to the surveys but the
student’s scores were excluded from the final data analysis. Of the 268 staslexd to
participate in the study, 258 were willing and able to participate resalt@©yo response
rate.
Instruments

Two instruments were used to collect data pertinent to the research quelséons: t
Institutional Integration Scales (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; see App&hdnd an
instrument designed for this study to measure the community college stupestiexto
Early College students, the Early College Student Behavior instrument (EESB,;
Appendix B). Responses to the ECSB were used to answer research question one. Data
collected from the Institutional Integration Scale (lIS) were used to ames&arch
guestion two. Data collected from the scales were also used with the E@8Bse=sto
answer research questions three and four and with enrollment classiftcainswer
research question five.

Institutional Integration Scales

The Institutional Integration Scales instrument was designed to meaadesrac
and social integration of college students and was specifically designedTimte'st
model of college student departure (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980). The instmase
created by Pascarella and Terenzini (1980) to determine student levelsauttioneby
measuring their levels of academic and social integration as welltiastiosal and goal

commitment. The purpose of Pascarella and Terenzini’s study in which the IIS
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instrument was evaluated was to create a scale to validate Tinto’s shefcstadent
integration and departure. The thirty-item questionnaire contained threg (ol
integration, academic integration, and institutional and goal commitment)wath t
subscales each for academic and social integration. Academic integraticalesibgere
Faculty Concern for Student Development and Teaching and Academic andtuméllec
Development. The social integration subscales were Peer-Group Interactibns
Interactions with Faculty. The scales and subscales were designed basedanrcept
that the educational or learning environment (both academic and social) can have a
significant impact on student integration and that multiple factors in the ezhatat
environment can influence integration. Academic integration scale scomstanained
based on the mean score of responses from the first two subscales, Peer-Group
Interactions and Interactions with Faculty, with a range of scores frontcav)ed five
(high). Social integration scale scores are determined based on the mean score of
responses from the last two subscales, Faculty Concern for Student Develapcthent
Teaching and Academic and Intellectual Development, with a rangerelsstom one
(low) to five (high).

The IS is considered to be the most widely used instrument in student retention
and integration research in higher education (French and Oakes, 2004). According to
French and Oakes, this instrument is particularly suited to use with collegetstude
because it is easily administered and in general takes a short amouret taf tomplete.
The scales have been used in and validated by many research studies andahssertat
(Beard, 1998; Bers & Smith, 1991; Burns, 1994, Ferrer, 1997; Fox, 1984; French &

Oakes, 2004; Howell, 1999; Lavine, 1992; Muckert, 2002; Robinson, 2003; Ross, 1992;
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Schutt, 1996). The IIS additionally has been tested and revised both in small manners
such as changing the word University to College in accordance with the fotws of t
institution (Wilmer, 2007), as well as in structure and wording (Fox, 1984; French &
Oakes, 2004). Revisions have been made by researchers such as Fox (1986) to improve
the discriminant validity of the instrument but these revised IIS havebedn used in
four-year settings. Most often, the original 30-item 1IS questionnairedesused in
research on student retention and integration at community collegesitAll899; Bers
& Smith, 1991; Halpin, 1990; Wilmer, 2007).
The Use of the 1IS in Community College Settings

As Tinto’s (1975, 1993) model was developed based on research on students
enrolled in four-year, residential colleges and universities. Halpin (1990) easstad
in determining if the model applied to a non-residential population of students at a two-
year college, using the IS as a measure of student integration. Halpin iddieate
results of this study not only supported the applicability of Tinto’s model to the
community college student population, but also that the 1IS could be used effedtively t
measure academic and social integration of community college studerdh as o
predict attrition.

Bers and Smith (1991) also used the IIS in their study of community college
student persistence. This study investigated whether persistence couldibiegizy
social and academic integration and/or by a student’s original educatiofsabgoa
objectives. The researchers used the IIS to determine that social andiacatkgmration
could be factors predictive of a student’s intention to persist or withdraw frem t

community college. Allison (1999) conducted a study to determine the impact of
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integration of nontraditional student persistence at the community college thesihg
as a measure of student integration. Wilmer (2007) used the 1IS in a studyem iss
affecting the retention of developmental community college students. Wslstedy
investigated the differences as well between integration and retention ofthdeasts in
learning communities and those not in learning communities. In addition to the
instrument’s applicability to both four and two-year college students,$heald been
determined to be a valid and reliable measure of student integration and predictor of
persistence.
Validity

In order to establish content validity evidence of the IIS, through systematic
analyses Pascarella and Terenzini (1980) created five subscaleseddsigneasure
academic and social integration, and institutional and goal commitment. Adiijtiona
they based the instrument on the research and theories of Tinto (1975) regardimg stude
attrition. The researchers assessed multiple facets of academuacaiddegration and
commitment, and created a series of five groups of items, each with aveld-ikert
scale response (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980). The five groups of itemesreated to
illustrate the various aspects of retention and success proposed by Tinto (1975).

The survey was dispersed to college freshrén 763) and a factor analysis of
responses was used to establish content validity of the 1IS. The results of fisesanal
indicated five factors with eigenvalues ranging from 6.14 to 1.67. Additionally,
Pascarella and Terenzini (1980) determined that 44.5% of the variance in thaioorrela
matrix could be accounted for by the five factors. The five determined factorsalse

found to be generally consistent with the factors that influenced studembrattrit
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according to Tinto’s model of student departure. The factor loadings for trewtera:

Peer-Group Interactions subscale ranged from .37 to .84; Interactions witty Facult

subscale ranged from .47 to .86; Faculty Concern for Student Development and Teaching

subscale ranged from .54 to .77; Academic and Intellectual Development subsgate ra

from .41 to .68; and Institutional and Goal Commitments subscale ranged from .44 to .69.
To determine the predictive validity of the instrument, a Multivariate Aratyfsi

Covariance (MANCOVA) was conducted and no significant differences wanelffor

responses for persisters and dropouts even when controlling for pre-enrollmaiiesgari

academic achievement, and involvement in extracurricular activitiegisget

discriminant and classification analyses were also used to determinediutiyee

validity of the scales. Small positive correlations (ranging from .01 to .3@) feend

between the five subscales, providing further evidence that each scaleadehferent

components of student integration. In addition, the results of the study indicated #hat ther

were significant differences on each of the five subscales between tidsetstwho

were retained and those who were not, which provided support for the predictive validity

of the instrument. The Canonida#for persistence and the covariates of pre-college

characteristics, academic performance, and involvement in extracuractilaties was

.0445; with the addition of the five Institutional Integration Scales, the Candtfical

increased to .2146. In addition, a factorial Analysis of Variance was condacted a

significant differences were found between persisters and dropouts for espmeach

of the five subscales.



111

Reliability

The IS instrument was tested by Pascarella and Terenzini (1980) and found to be
a reliable instrument with alpha reliabilities for the subscalesangrigpm .71 to .92. The
scales have been tested in several studies and found to be reliable measuresufity
college student integration (Allison, 1999; Bers & Smith, 1991; Ferrer, 1997)aBérs
Smith (1991) found reliability coefficients in the .80 range for each subscale. The
determined an alpha level of .84 for the Academic and Intellectual Development and
Faculty Concern for Student Development and Teaching subscales. In addition, Bers and
Smith found a .88 alpha coefficient for the Peer-Group Interactions subscale afldra sim
but slightly lower reliability coefficiento( = .84) for the Interactions with Faculty
subscale. Allison (1999) found the social integration subscales produced higher alpha
reliability coefficients as compared with the academic integnatpecifically Allison
determined the following for the sample: Academic and Intellectual Devetagme
.73); Faculty Concern for Student Development and Teachirgg8); Interactions with
Faculty @ = .84); and Peer-Group Interactions<.75). Ferrer (1997) also determined
that the academic integration scales produced higher alpha levels ofitgljal+ .85)
as compared to the social integration scates .(/8). The results of the subscale
reliability analyses were in general similar to those of the Palkcand Terenzini (1980)
study in which the IIS was originally evaluated.

To further test reliability within the samplll € 258) in the present study,
Cronbach’s alphas were calculated for the two constructs of interaderac and social
integration. Strong reliability coefficients were found for both the acad@ns .86) and

social ¢ = .90) constructs. A visual comparison of overall alpha to alpha if items deleted
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indicated there would be little difference if any of the questions werevenifor both
constructs (see Table F1; Appendix F). In addition, each of the four subscales for
academic and social integration also had strong reliability coefficients

For social integration the reliability analysis indicated high alphddelPeer-
Group Interactionso(= .86); and Interactions with Faculty £ .87). For the academic
integration subscales, high alpha levels were also found for the subscales: Faculty
Concern for Student Development and Teachig (81); and Academic and Intellectual
Developmentd = .81). The overall reliability analysis of the IIS for the present study
was similar to but stronger than the reliability findings of Paseaagitl Terenzini (1980)
and other studies using the scales (Allison, 1999; Bers & Smith, 1991; Ferrer, 1997).
Subscales Used in the Current Study

The two primary scores of interest for the present study were aicaalednsocial
integration. In this research study, social integration was measured by aogrthimi
scores of the subscales Peer-Group Interactions and Interactions witly Eapubduce
a mean social integration score. The combination of these subscales to measlure soci
integration with the 1IS has been used in many research studies of studgatiione
satisfaction, and retention (Allison, 1999; Beard, 1998; Bers & Smith, 1991; Ferrer,
1997; Fox, 1984; Grosset, 1991; Howell, 1999; Lavine, 1992; Lyons, 2007; Robinson,
2003; Ross, 1992; Schutt, 1996; Terenzini, Pascarella, Theophilidies, & Lorang, 1985).

Academic integration for the present study was measured by combining the score
of the subscales of Faculty Concern for Student Development and Teaching, and
Academic and Intellectual development to produce a mean academic integraitéon sc

The combination of these subscales to measure academic integration with trse IIS ha
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been utilized in previous research (Allison, 1999; Beard, 1998; Bers & Smith, 1991,
Ferrer, 1997; Fox, 1984; Grosset, 1991; Howell, 1999; Lavine, 1992; Lyons, 2007;
Robinson, 2003; Ross, 1992; Schutt, 1996; Terenzini et al., 1985).

Early College Student Behavior Instrument

The Early College Student Behavior instrument (ECSB, see Appendix B) was
created to measure community college student exposure to Early Collegésstiitie
inspiration for the survey items was derived from research on issues affestipgs
and classroom climate (Fassinger, 1995; Hallinan & Smith, 1989; Hirschy goyil
2002). Campus and classroom climate is considered to be effected by issues that
influence the learning environment such as student and peer commitment taglearnin
interactions among students and faculty in the classroom, and interactions wstbrpee
campus. Student behaviors within the classroom and campus environment, therefore,
potentially have an impact on how students view their institution. Campus clinadde is
closely related to academic and social integration, which were foci pféisent study.

The ECSB instrument was composed of questions directed at community college
student opinions about Early College student behavior in the classroom and on campus.
The instrument also measured the types of interactions experienced with &batyeC
students in the classroom and on campus. There were a total of 16 items including two
interaction checklist questions, two fill-in-the-blank questions regardiradleent
numbers, five demographic questions, and one open-ended question allowing participants
to provide additional comments. Participants were asked to rate Early Colldgetst
behavior on a scale from 10dry Positivgto 1 (Very Negativiefor three questions, one

in the academic and two in the social sections. Some examples of the ratmgriée
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classroom patrticipation, respect for the instructor, interpersonal commonjgaspect

for campus property, and appropriate use of the computer labs. Participanéskesre

one question about the likelihood of future enroliment in courses with Early College
students with the following options for responséss No, | don’t know one question

about prior enrollment with Early College students; and one question comparing Early
College student behavior with college student behavior, with the same response options.
Validity

An expert panel of individuals directly familiar or involved with the Early Gglle
program in North Carolina was asked to review the instrument for content validity (se
Appendix D). Once the instrument was revised based on the expert panel evaluation, it
was pilot tested at a small, regional community college in westerh Rarblina that
met the selection criteria for the research study. The instrument watepikd with a
sample of community college students from this institution enrolled in at leastasse ¢
with Early College students. The campus chosen for the pilot test was onutteth&
list of potential schools for the final survey. Pilot test participadts 20) were asked to
provide feedback about the survey instrument (see Appendix E) and this information and
the feedback from the expert panel were used to refine the instrument befioad its f
dispersal.

The pilot test did not result in a great deal of feedback for alteration of the
instrument. However, an open-ended question which allowed students to provide
additional comments as they felt inclined was included as a result of the gtldtie
pilot data were also examined to determine if there were any appattenhpar trends

such as the possibility students unanimously rated items on the high or low end of the
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scale. Responses were also examined to determine if there were angrdpiskipped
survey questions, though none were apparent. During this analysis, the frequency
distributions for each of the questions were calculated and analyzed to deiéthene
responses were distributed among each of the possibilities.
Reliability

Data from the pilot test were used to calculate the initial reliplofithe
instrument using Cronbach’s Alpha. The initial reliability coefficient fer disademic
(classroom) construct (item four on the ECSB) was strong with an alpha of .96. The
reliability coefficient for the social (campus) construct (items sarel eight on the
ECSB) was also strong with an alpha of .94. The pilot data were then combined with the
sample data and reliability coefficients were calculated for¢hdeamic and social
constructs. The final reliability coefficient for the academic coesf the ECSB based
on the combined pilot and sample data was strong with an alpha of .90. The results of the
reliability analysis are provided in Table G1 (see Appendix G). The finabrigy
coefficient for the social construct of the ECSB was strong with an alpha oh&6. T
results of the reliability analysis are provided in Table G2 (see Appendix G3uAl
comparison of the alpha to alpha if item deleted element of the analysideddivere
would be little to no change in the reliability of the instrument if items wdstedefrom
either construct.

Data Collection

The IIS and the ECSB were administered to each identified class aéeteveof

the class to allow students adequate time to integrate into the course andchezieaidy

College students if they had not previously. The surveys were administeredeghowe
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after the withdrawal date for the semester which excluded students whoa@hose t
withdraw from the class during the Spring 2009 semester. Early college stuggatnot
present at the time the survey instruments were administered, through toopeita
the Early College liaison and the course instructor. | was a CollegeiaisCampus A
at the time of the study but to avoid conflicts of interest, a colleague adnedisher
surveys to student participants at Campus A.

Instructors were contacted via email and/or phone, and appointments were
scheduled to administer the instruments selected at the beginning or end aéshe cl
period. The instruments were administered in person to community college students
during the beginning or end of the class period. Early College students enrolleskin the
courses were not asked to participate in the research and were not presennatdhe ti
the survey implementation. At the beginning of the survey implementation, the
community college students were presented with a survey packet which included an
informed consent form (Appendix C). This form explained the nature and purpose of the
study. The form included an overview of the topic being examined and the datéaolle
methods. Each student was also informed of the measures that would be taken to assure
his or her complete confidentiality. Every student was asked to complete the consent
form as an indication that the survey results would be included in the study. Those
students who chose not to participate in the research study as indicated on theadinform
consent forms did not complete either survey. They were counted in order to determine
the total response rate for the research study. Finally, the participastala®offered

the opportunity to receive a copy of the study results and one student madqubis.
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Each participant was given the IIS and the ECSB and each survey was coded with
a number in the upper right hand corner so that responses for each participant for each
instrument could be matched for correlation. The IIS was given to each partmijoant
to the ECSB to avoid any possible influence on the answers to the 1IS based on the
guestions on the ECSB. Early College students were asked to enter the classroom only
after the instruments had been dispersed, completed, and collected. In the case of thre
classes where surveys were administered at the end of class, EartyeGblldents were
asked to leave prior to the administration of the survey instruments. The total eespons
rate on the surveys was 96%. This rate was anticipated, as the adnonistfatie
instrument in person by the researcher or researchers typicallyg esalhigher
response rate (de Leeuw, Hox, & Dillman, 2008).

Data Analysis

Scores were recorded for each participant for both the IIS and the ECSB and
analyzed based on responses on the instruments. Data for each participant were
transferred from the instruments by hand to the Statistical Package fdrSueraces
(SPSS; version 11.0) and each entry was checked three times for accuaalcijtion,
frequencies were run for each variable to identify any values thatonecd the items’
expected range. SPSS was also used to interpret the data. Frequenciedcwierted to
provide information about the sample using the demographic questions on the ECSB.
Responses regarding the perceived number of Early College studentslassheare
evaluated to determine any trends in responses for participants that rfiaghthed
validity of their other responses to the instrument. This information was evhtoate

determine if any respondents inaccurately estimated the Early Colésgeenrollment
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figures and whose answers therefore might not be based solely on the Eadg Colle
students in the class.
Research Question One: Student Exposure to Early College Students

To answer research question one, to what extent are community college students
exposed to Early College students in academic and social campus environmants, dat
derived from the ECSB questions on classroom and campus interactions and behavior
ratings, and the provided comments section were utilized. Academic irdasagith
Early College students were recorded from question one of the ECSB. Prior Entollm
with Early College students was recorded from question two; the perceivedrmfmbe
Early College students in the class was calculated from question three €&@SBe E
Question four on the ECSB was used to determine a total Early College Student
Classroom Behavior Rating for each participant with possible responsegyranginl
(Very Negativeto 10 Very Positive.

For social exposure, questions five, six, seven, and eight were utilized. Question
five measured participant campus interactions with Early College studenstioQusix
consisted of the number of Early College students encountered on campus and questions
seven and eight were utilized to create a total Early College Student CBetpsor
Rating. Question nine asked whether Early College students behaved like otge coll
students on campus. Question ten asked about future enroliment in classes with Early
College students.

Question 16 provided an opportunity for participants to express any additional
comments they had about the Early College or its students. Frequencies amdivkescri

statistics were calculated for each of the listed questions on the ECSBvery aesearch
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guestion one. Finally, an analysis of the qualitative comments section on the ESSB w
also conducted. The comments were visually appraised and themes and tonesdmmerge
in the five evaluative readings of the provided comments. Comments were desagmate
positive, negative, or mixed in general tone and themes were generated based on
prominent phrases in the data. Finally, after the comments were sorted bgdone a
themes were established, frequency data were generated for tremme®h comment
tone. This was done to determine if there were any consistent themes mentioasd acr
comment tone as well as to determine any differences based on comment tone in
mentioned themes.
Research Question Two: Student Academic and Social Integration

Data derived from the IIS were used to answer research question two, ieat is t
academic and social integration of college students enrolled at commuretyesollith
embedded Early College high schools. Item responses for each subscale @nded fr
(Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). Subscale scores were detdribased on the
average response for the subscale items and possible score rangesmvér@ foo5.0.
Descriptive statistics, including frequency distributions, mean scores, awldista
deviations were calculated for each subscale. Confidence intervals veerepaged to
estimate population parameters based on the sample results.

Research Question Three: Relationship between Academic Exposure to
Early College Students and Academic Integration

The IIS academic integration subscale scores (Faculty Concern for Student

Development and Teaching, and Academic and Intellectual Development) and esspons

to ECSB questions one and four were used to answer research question three, is there a
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relationship between the academic exposure to Early College studentslasgreom

and community college academic integration. The data for responses to ECS&nhquesti
one regarding the type of classroom interactions experienced were visaatiynes and
frequencies and percents were determined for each interaction. A tetattians

variable was created reflecting the total number of types of intenaateported by the
participants in question one with a range of zero to four total listed interactioasvdsi
done to determine if the quantity of the types of interactions effected academi
integration. The mean scores for each participant on the academictintegcale and

the total interactions variable were used to determine the relationship betweeo t
variables using a Spearman’s correlation coefficient.

The data collected in question four regarding the quality of academic intesacti
experienced with Early College students were visually examined ferpatia
Classroom Behavior Rating variable was created ©0) by summing the responses to
each item on question four regarding classroom behavior, with responses rammidg fr
to 90. A Pearson’s correlation coefficient was calculated using the acakésgration
scores recorded and the Classroom Behavior Rating for each participantrardethe
relationship between the two variables. Finally, the effect size of thelation ¢2) was
calculated.

Research Question Four: Relationship between Social Exposure to
Early College Students and Social Integration

The results of the IS social integration subscales (Peer-group tiiesga@nd

Interactions with Faculty) and ECSB questions five, seven, and eight wer® usever

research question four, is there a relationship between the social exposanlg to E
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College students on campus and community college student social integrasipon s
were visually examined and frequencies and percents were determinechfor eac
interaction. A total interactions variable was created that reflectedtdientimber of the
types of campus interactions reported with a range of zero to seven. This waagable
created to measure the quantity of the types of social exposure. The seaehfo
participant on the social integration scale and the total interactions eanal# used to
determine the relationship between the two variables using a Spearmagiaticor
coefficient.

The data collected in questions seven and eight regarding the quality of social
interactions experienced with Early College students were visualhyiead for patterns.
A Campus Behavior Rating variable was created to determine the qualityaif soci
exposured = .96). The variable was created by summing the rating responses from
guestions seven and eight with a range of response from 6 to 80. To determine the
relationship between Campus Behavior Ratings and social integration, a Pearson’s
correlation coefficient and the associated effect s&envere calculated.

Research Question Five: Impact of the Degree of Exposure on Academic and
Social Integration of Community College Students

Research question five, does the degree of exposure have an impact on
community college student academic and social integration, was answergthesi
degree of exposure classification, or Campus and Class exposure categaridghk
High, High-Low, Low-High, Low-Low) and the results of the IIS subscales. 2 2x
factorial Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to determine if teas a significant

difference in the academic integration scores on the IIS for each Cargasse@tegory
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(interaction effect) and also by each Campus and Class exposure categjorgftects).
An additional 2x2 factorial ANOVA was conducted to determine if there was a
significant difference in the social integration scores on the IS féor Eampus-Class
category and by Campus and Class exposure separately. Interaction andentsn eff
were included in each model and Partial eta-squafeavas reported as an effect size
measure.
Chapter Summary

This chapter has outlined the purpose, research design, and methodology for the
present study. The purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of exposure
Early College students on community college student academic and sociatiotegA
non-experimental, correlational approach was used to acquire preliminaryatitorm
about this impact and its potential unintended consequences. The study wasafigecific
designed to determine if a relationship existed between the degree and typesofe
to Early College students and community college student academic andrgegiaition.
Chapter three has described the methodology and research design for the proposed study
including the specific research questions, description of the participants anchersis

and materials to be used, as well as the data collection and data analysiarpsoce
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS

This chapter will provide details on the data gathered in the study and several
explanatory tables and charts. Overall, the analysis of these data fralirie by the
five predetermined research questions regarding the relationship betweanriom
college student academic and social integration and exposure to Early Caltegesst

1. To what extent are community college students exposed to Early College
students in academic and social campus environments?

2. What is the academic and social integration of college students enrolled at
community colleges with embedded Early College High Schools?

3. What is the relationship between the academic exposure to Early College
students in the classroom and community college students’ academic
integration?

4. What is the relationship between the social exposure to Early College
students on campus and community college students’ social integration?

5. Does the degree of exposure have an impact on community college
student academic and social integration?

In this study, students from four North Carolina community college campuses
with embedded Early College high schools were surveyed regarding their acaddm
social integration as well as their exposure to Early College studentsu€esnpere
categorized as High exposure (26% to 40% of the total campus enrollment was
comprised of Early College students) or Low exposure (3% to 5%). Classes were
categorized as either High exposure (30% to 62% of the class was comprised of Earl

College students) or Low exposure (6% to 15%). Classes were chosen based on both
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campus and class status of enroliment of Early College students to help detkemine t
relationship between exposure to Early College students and academic and social
integration of community college students. Students from four categories sé<iasre
therefore chosen to participate in the research; the four categories and number of

participants in each category are provided in Table 1.

Table 1

Participation in Each Campus — Class Category (N = 258)

Campus - Class Category n %
Low Campus - Low Class 82 318
Low Campus - High Class 80 31.0
High Campus - High Class 52 20.2
High Campus - Low Class 44 17.1

Courses were selected with the assistance of the college liaisonk af gz
four campuses and appointments were scheduled for the survey instruments to be
administered in person in the selected courses in the Spring 2009 semester. Seréents
asked to review the informed consent form and indicate their willingness tapzddiim
the research. Students were asked to complete two surveys, the Institategration
Scales (IIS) and the Early College Student Behavior (ECSB) survelge@B68 survey
packets administered, 258 were willing and able to participate in the resbareffigre,

96% of the students asked to participate in the research completed the surueeimstr
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These data were then entered by hand into and analyzed using the StasiskageRor
the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 11.0. The collected data and the results of the data
analyses will be presented throughout this chapter.

These data are presented in accordance with the order of the fiveliesear
guestions. First, the academic and social exposure of participants to EaglyeColl
students, measured through select responses to the ECSB are analyzed ared present
Second, the data collected on academic and social integration of the participants
compiled from the responses to the IIS instrument are analyzed and preskimtedhd@
data from both the ECSB and IIS are analyzed to determine the relationshiprbetwee
academic exposure to Early College students and participant acadenrigtiobteg
Fourth, the data derived from both the ECSB and IIS are analyzed to determine the
relationship between social exposure to Early College students and socialtiotegf
the participants. Finally, the data derived from 1S are analyzed usrfgur
classifications of Campus and Class exposure (High-High; High-Low:llaw; Low-

High) to examine the relationship between the degree of exposure to EadgeColl
students and academic and social integration.
Characteristics of the Sample

The sample in this study consisted of 258 students enrolled in three community
colleges at four campuses during the Spring semester of 2009. Demographicrdata we
collected on the ECSB. These data were compiled and demographic chaiec{aqst,
gender, and ethnicity) of the sample are provided in Table 2. In terms of gender, the
sample was representative of femaile=(150, 58%) and malen(= 108, 42%) enroliment

at community colleges nationwide for female (58%) and male (42%) studen&si¢an
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Association of Community Colleges, 2009). The sample was underrepresentative of the
female population statewide (63%, NCCCS, 2008) and overrepresented in the male
population (37%, NCCCS, 2008) as compared with North Carolina community college
statistics. In terms of ethnicity, Caucasians were overrepresientee sample (76%) for
both North Carolina institutions (67%, NCCCS, 2008) and national statistics (61%,
American Association of Community Colleges, 2009). Minorities were also
underrepresented in the sample (23%) as compared with North Carolina community
college statistics (34%, NCCCS, 2008) and community colleges nationwide (39%,
American Association of Community Colleges, 2009).

The age of participants in this study was collected based on age ranges whic
differ from the North Carolina Community College System age range stwtstitthe
national statistics. However, it was determined that adult students (25 yeges af
older) in the samplen(= 100, 38.8%) were underrepresented as compared with North
Carolina community colleges (49.5%, NCCCS, 2008). In addition, students between the
ages of 18 and 24 were overrepresented in the sampl&g8, 61.2%) as compared with

North Carolina community colleges (46.5%, NCCCS, 2008).
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Table 2

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample (N = 258)

Characteristic n %
Age
18 - 24 158 61.2
25-31 64 24.8
32 -38 17 6.6
39-45 11 43
46 — 52 7 4.2
53+ 1 0.4
Gender
Female 150 58.1
Male 108 41.9
Ethnicity
Caucasian 196 76
African American 21 8.1
Native American 14 54
Hispanic 9 35
Other 8 31
Asian 4 16
Multi-Ethnic 4 1.6

Chose Not to Respond 2 0.8
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Further analysis revealed that 37% of the participants were enrolledrin the
second semester at the time of the study with a mean of 3.06 sent&Bter2.08) and
enrollment ranged from 1 to 16 semesters. Finally, it was determindtdehajority 6
=192, 74%) of the sample were those enrolled predominantly in day classes with 2% (
= 5) identified as primarily evening students, and 24% 61) identified as enrolled in
both evening and day courses. For North Carolina community colleges, 78% of students
were enrolled in day courses (NCCCS, 2008) and this is consistent with the sample f
the current study. However, 22% of students were enrolled in evening coursesswhich i
not consistent with the sample results (NCCCS, 2008). Statistics on enrollmeynt in da
versus evening classes were not available from the American Asso@atCommunity
Colleges at the time of the study.

Student Exposure to Early College Students

To answer research question one, to what extent are community college students
exposed to Early College students in academic and social campus environments,
participant responses to the ECSB instrument were analyzed. Specificabbgpbases
used to determine academic exposure included checklist responses from questions one,
“please indicate which of the following interactions you have had with Eallgge
students in this class, this semester,” to which there were six possiliesesipor the
checklist, and an open-ended section to allow participants to specify an interbtttey
selected “other.” Responses were also used from question two, “have you taken other
classes with Early College students,” with yes, no, and | don’t know as possible
responses, and question three, “how many Early College students are in #iis clas

Finally, responses to the Classroom Behavior Rating items were also useztrareet
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the quality of academic exposure. To determine social exposure to EarlyeColleg
students, ECSB questions regarding interactions experienced, number of Elady Col
students encountered, and Campus Behavior Ratings were used. In addition, qualitative
data derived from an open-ended comments section on the ECSB were analyzed and
reported.
Academic Exposure

A validity check of survey responses to the perceived number of Early College
students in the class was conducted to determine any trends in responsesipamisrti
that might affect the validity of the subsequent responses on the ECSB instruneent. T
data analyzed for question three on the perceived number of Early College students
enrolled in the class ranged from 0 to 18, with a mean of SR4(@.02). The
distribution of reported numbers was positively skewed, primarily due to the large
number of participants in Low exposure classes as compared with High expasses cl
(see Table 1). Four participants (1.6%) indicated there were no students enrdiéed in t
course despite actual Early College student enroliment in the course. In tethease
were actually two enrolled Early College students and in two cases theom&vas
enrolled Early College student. The perceived numbers reported for eaclppattieere
then compared with the actual number of students in the class to determineweéresre
any differences in how many Early College students were perceived to beciaghe
verses the actual number of Early College students in the class. There wag.a st
positive correlation between the actual and perceived number of Early College sfudents
=.91,p < .001). In addition, descriptive statistics suggested that there was not a

significant discrepancy between the perceived number of Early Colledgnss in the
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class and the actual numbdty=-.13,SD=1.74,p = .238). Therefore, the perceived
number was consistent with the actual number of Early College students in the class
Because the perceived number and actual number were similar, the perceibved aium
students was the variable used in all subsequent analyses for research question thr
Frequencies and percents derived from the data for the ECSB question regarding
identified academic interactions are provided in Table 3. The results of tlysianal
indicate that 97.0%n(= 250) of the participants experienced at least one interaction with
Early College students in their class during the Spring 2009 semester. The most
frequently cited class interaction was “Class Discussians’Z22, 86.0%). The other
most frequently listed interactions were “Small Group Discussions”}22, 47.3%)
and “Group Work Assignments for a Grada’{ 111, 43.0%). Eight participants (3.1%)
selected “No Interactions” in this section; four of those had previously indicated tha
there were no Early College students enrolled in their class. The remaining foigr i
category still provided a response to the question regarding perceived numbetg of Ea
College Students in the class, and also ranked Early College student perfomthace

class for the items in question four on Early College Student Classroom Behaviors.
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Table 3

Total and Percentage of Responses to Classroom Interactions

Interaction n %
Class discussions 222 86.0
Small group discussions 122 47.3
Group work assignments for a grade 111 43.0
Other 33 12.8
Studying together/Study group 29 11.2
No class interactions 8 3.1

Of the 33 patrticipants who listed “other” as a classroom interaction, the most
frequently described interaction was “Gym Class Activities= @, 3.1%), followed by
“Icebreakers” f = 3, 1.2%), and “In Class’h(= 3; 1.2%). In addition, despite the
wording on the question limiting interactions to classroom experiences only, some
participants also listed campus interaction items as “Other” interaciimfisas: Campus
Video Game Dayr( = 2, 0.8%), Around Campus € 1, 0.4%), Student Center/Cafeteria
(n =1, 0.4%), In Lounge Areas (= 1, 0.4%), and After Class = 2, 0.8%).

Further, the majority of participants were enrolled in classes preyiaitsi Early
College studentn(= 174, 67.4%). Twenty-three percent% 60) indicated they had not
previously taken classes with Early College students and approximatelyrd:02¢l|
indicated that they did not know if they had taken classes previously with Earjg€oll

students.
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Data collected on the Classroom Behavior Rating sections were analyzed and
frequencies and descriptive statistics were calculated for eaclornt¢ine Classroom
Behavior question. The highest mean ratings were reported for the folldenmsg
“respect for the instructorM = 6.30,SD = 2.70), “class participationM = 6.17,SD=
2.24), “respect for the class environmemd! £ 6.15,SD = 2.65), and “overall classroom
behavior” M =6.12,SD = 2.65). All descriptive statistics for these items are provided in

Table 4.

Table 4

Descriptive Statistics for Classroom Behavior Rating Items

ltem n M SD
Respect for the instructor 254 6.30 2.70
Class participation 254 6.17 2.24
Respect for the class environment 254 6.15 2.65
Overall classroom behavior 254 6.12 2.65
Respect for class topics and lectures 254 6.10 2.54
Participation in assigned group work 217 6.05 2.45
Engagement in learning activities 254 6.00 2.31
Respect for other students 254 5.85 2.87
Class preparation 254 582 2.45

Finally, when asked “if given the choice, would you enroll in a class if you knely Ear

College students would be taking the same class,” 35.3% of the participar@d )
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indicated they would not. In addition, 34.1%= 88) indicated they would and 30.2% (
= 78) indicated they did not know.
Social Exposure

The responses provided to the question on the perceived number of Early College
students encountered on campus ranged from 0 to 200, with a mean &36.29.75).
The distribution of reported numbers was positively skewed in accordance witlhgére la
number of respondents from Low exposure campuses. Four participants (1.6%#gdhdicat
there were no students encountered on campus despite the fact that Early College
students were enrolled. All four of these participants were from Low expcamfeuses;
three cases were from a campus with 59 enrolled Early College students andnuleel atte
a campus with 210 enrolled Early College students.

Frequencies and percents were derived from the data for the ECSB question
regarding identified campus interactions and are provided in Table 5. Overadistiiis
of the analysis indicated that 95.086< 245) of the participants interacted with at least
one student in some capacity on campus. The most frequently cited campus interaction
was “In other common areagi € 212, 82.2%), followed by “In the Computer Labg” (
= 150, 58.1%), and “In the Libraryh(= 143, 55.4%). Twelve participants (4.7%)
selected “No Interactions” in this section. Eight of the participants in tregaegy still
provided responses to the questions regarding the number of Early College students on
campus and the Campus Behavior Rating question. In addition, despite the specifi
wording of the question to exclude class interactions in the campus interactiaimsngues
several students listed classroom-related activities as “otheradtitans experienced on

campus. In fact, 18 out of the 25 of those who stated they experienced “other”
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interactions on campus, described classroom-related activities (72.0%) athér”
interaction. The remainder of “other” responses each individually accountedi¥orf
= 1) of the comments section respectively: Activity Day, Informallktrial
Conversation, Friend in the Early College, Spdrtsssing in the Hallwayn the Break

Area, and In the Parking Lot.

Table 5

Total and Percentage of Responses to Campus Interactions

Campus Interaction n %
In other common areas (hallways, lounge areas, etc.) 2122.2
In computer labs 150 58.1
In the library 143 554
In the cafeteria 49 19.0
General campus social event (dance, Welcome Back event, etc) 46.5
Campus social event sponsored by a club or organization 210.5
Other 25 9.7
No interactions 12 4.7
Cultural activities 9 3.5
Club or organization membership 3 1.2

Frequencies and percents were calculated for items on the Campus Behavior

Rating question. In all cases the most frequently occurring scores vweeehdive and
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seven on a ten-point scale with larger numbers reflecting more positive vinelug, a
general the distributions were symmetrical for each item. However,dtrgodition for
the rating item for “what others said about early college students on cawamislightly
but noticeably positively skewed. Descriptive statistics were alsalestd and are

provided in Table 6.

Table 6

Descriptive Statistics for Campus Behavior Rating Items

ltem n M SD
Appropriate use of the library 1985.88 2.59
Respect for campus property 254 5.70 2.52
Interpersonal communication 254 562 2.22
Appropriate use of computer labs 21%.61 2.60
Overall experience with Early College students on campus 87 2.50
Overall campus behavior 254 550 2.57
Respect for other students 254 537 2.63

What others on campus say about Early College student behavior £84 2.45

Finally, when asked the question “in general, do you believe Early College student
behave similarly to other college students on campus,” the majority of panisi( =
186, 72.1%) responded no, 46 (17.8%) responded yes, and 25 (9.7%) indicated that they

did not know.
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Participant Comments Analysis

A comments section was provided for participants at the end of the ECSB survey
allowing for additions regarding their interactions with Early Collegdestts. Of the
258 surveys completed, 66 (26%) added comments regarding their perceptions of or
interactions with Early College students. The comments were manualy ityjo a
spreadsheet and evaluated for general tone and themes. The comments weegl evaluat
and determined as positive, negative, or mixed tone. Of the 66 comments) £1Pp (
were classified as having a generally positive tone regarding the Ealdg€ahd/or
Early College students. Fifty percent£ 33) were classified as having a generally
negative tone regarding the Early College and/or Early College studerahiy F39% 6
= 26) were classified as mixed, with both positive and negative comments about the
Early College and/or the students. Common themes and phrases were determined through
close evaluation of the provided comments, including: immaturity, behavioral,issues
the Early College is a wonderful program and/or a great opportunity. Frequamnties a
percents for all phrases/themes are provided in Table H1 (see Appendix H).

The phrases and/or themes were evaluated based on the general tone of the
comment (positive, negative, and mixed) to determine if any commonaliti¢éscexighe
themes or phrases for each comment tone. For those with positive toned comments (
7), the majority of the phrases or themes were, the program is wonderful andf@tr a gre
opportunity 6 = 3) and Early College students were pleasant, okay, or likeabi&).

The remaining phrases or themes were Early College students were lvesletd = 2)
and Early College students were serious and/or motivated]. For the negative tone

commentsrf = 33), the majority of the themes or phrases were about the immaturity of
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Early College students (= 17), that there were behavioral issues with Early College
studentsrf = 13), and that Early College students were different from adult college
students in motivation, goals, etn.£ 9). Four comments were made that the program
itself was wonderful and/or a great opportunity and one comment was maderthat Ea
College students were okay overall. For the mixed tone grog®6), the majority of
comments were about immaturity of Early College students{). The other most
prominent themes were behavioral issues 6) and that Early College students were
different from adult college students in motivation, goals, ate.§). Other prevalent
themes were Early College students were found to be pleasant, okay, or likeaf@le (
the program was wonderful and/or a great opportunity §), some Early College
students were motivated and/or seriaus: (7), and Early College students were
generally well-behaved(= 5).
Overview of Exposure to Early College Students

In general it was found that most participants had experienced at least one
interaction with Early College students either academicalty 250, 97%) and/or
socially ( = 245, 95%) and were aware of Early College students’ presence both in the
classroom and on campus. It was also determined that, with a few exceptiongoiiass
and campus behavior ratings were within in the average range (5 on a scale of Into 10).
addition, a small percentage (26%) of the participants provided written comments
regarding their academic and social interactions with Early Coltedersts. The results
indicated the majority of the comments had a negative tone (50%) or mixed tone (39%)

and the majority of comments were about the immaturity of Early College student
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behavioral issues, the wonderful opportunity the program presented, and the differences
between adults and children.
Academic and Social Integration

Data collected from the academic and social integration subscales IS theré
used and descriptive statistics were calculated to answer researcbhmjtvestregarding
the academic and social integration of college students enrolled at commueigyesoll
with embedded Early College high schools. The results of the analyses amgeatispl
Table 7. The means and standard deviations for the entire sample on both academic and
social integration were indicative of average integration with siméadstrd deviations
as compared with previous studies using the 1S to measure student integradiah (Be
1998; Bers & Smith, 1991; Ferrer, 1997; Fox, 1984; Grosset, 1991; Howell, 1999;

Lavine, 1992; Lyons, 2007; Robinson, 2003; Ross, 1992; Schutt, 1996).

Table 7

Academic and Social Integration Scores for the Sample (N = 258)

95% ClI
Integration M SD Lower Upper
Academic 3.49 0.62 3.41 3.56
Social 3.47 0.66 3.39 3.55

The minimum score for academic integration was 1.58 with a maximum of 4.83

and the minimum score for social integration was 1.42 and the maximum was 4.92.
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Additionally, it can be inferred with 95% confidence that in a similar population
academic integration scores for students enrolled in community collegresmbedded
Early Colleges would be between 3.41 and 3.56. The same inference with 95%
confidence can be made that in a similar population social integration scores wlould fal
between 3.39 and 3.55.

Academic Integration Subscale Analysis

The responses to the academic integration subscales, Faculty Concern for
Development and Teaching and Academic and Intellectual Development, Wetsteva
to examine extreme responses as well as trends in the data. In gen@spoinses on
the subscale items were in the average or typical range. Descriptivitcstegjgecifically
means and standard deviations, and confidence intervals were calculated fagreanh it
the academic integration subscales and the results are provided in T@ele Appendix
).

The frequencies and percentages of responses for each item on the Academic
Integration subscales are provided in Table 12 (see Appendix I). There wenaex
scores (e.gstrongly agreestrongly disagreeon both ends of the continuum for the
Faculty Concern for Student Development and Teaching subscale. In general.tfof mos
the items in the subscale the ratings were equally dispersed acrosseegpmms. A
few exceptions were for the item on faculty interest in student growth and deealopm
where 71.7%r( = 185) either strongly agreed or agreed with the statement. In addition,
for the item regarding faculty having a genuine interest in teaching, 80.6%08)

either strongly agreed or agreed.
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The results for the Academic and Intellectual Development subscade wer
generally more favorable than the Faculty Concern for Student Development and
Teaching subscale. There were some higher percentages of extreme raspamyem
the positive end of the scale. In general the items were fairly wpkdisd over response
options with some notable exceptions. For the influence on the participant’s expatience
the college on intellectual growth, 74.0%< 191) either strongly agreed or agreed with
the statement. For overall satisfaction with the academic experietecllege, 72.1%
(n = 186) either strongly agreed or agreed with the statement. For the stategazding
overall satisfaction with participant intellectual development at the ellEy7% 1t =
185) either strongly agreed or agreed with the statement. Finally, clo8®% &ither
strongly agreed or agreed with the statements regarding academiop@deng = 177)
and increased interest in ideas and intellectual matierd 74).

Social Integration Subscale Analysis

The responses to the social integration subscales Peer-Group Interactions and
Interactions with Faculty were examined for extreme responses aaswethds in the
data. In general the responses on the subscale items were refleeatreeagfe or typical
integration, as indicated by the overall social integration score listeabie 7.

Descriptive statistics including means and standard deviations were laldatea for
each item on the social integration subscales and the results are preseatdd I Tsee
Appendix J).

In addition, frequencies and percents were calculated for each item on the social

integration subscales. The frequency and percent of responses for each hemsamea

integration subscales are provided in Table J2 (see Appendix J). There tnemeex
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scores (i.e. strongly agree, strongly disagree) on both ends of the continuum ferthe P
Group Interactions subscale. In general the items were fairlydvgpkersed across
response options with two exceptions. For the item regarding difficulty in making new
friends 61.7%1{ = 159), participants strongly agreed or agreed with the statement.
Finally, for the item regarding personal satisfaction with developed relaijpsn$0.9%

(n = 157) strongly agreed or agreed with the statement.

The data from the Interactions with Faculty subscale revealed that iralgene
students felt more integrated with faculty than peers. There were exsares for each
guestion as with the Peer-Group Interactions subscale, but in general, the etenadsey
well-dispersed from strongly agree to strongly disagree with a feapéirns. For the
statement regarding satisfaction with opportunities to interact informvakyfaculty,

66.3 % ( = 171) either strongly agreed or agreed. The statement regarding the iafluenc
of non-classroom activities on intellectual growth yielded 65.56% 169) who either
strongly agreed or agreed with the statement. Finally, for the statesganding non-
classroom activities’ influence on values development, 62mM80161) either strongly
agreed or agreed.

Overview of Academic and Social Integration

In general the results of the 1IS analysis indicated that participamtsitex
typical levels of integration as compared with previous research usingthethi
college students (Beard, 1998; Bers & Smith, 1991; Ferrer, 1997; Fox, 1984; Grosset,
1991; Howell, 1999; Lavine, 1992; Lyons, 2007; Robinson, 2003; Ross, 1992; Schuitt,
1996). Academic integratio®X = 3.49,SD = 0.62) was slightly higher on average than

social integrationNl = 3.47,SD = 0.66) for the sample. Individual subscale analysis
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indicated ratings were well dispersed across response options for each iteam on t
subscales with a few exceptions primarily on the strongly agree or agtet tne scale.
The Relationship between Academic Exposure to Early College Students and
Academic Integration

Data derived from both the 1IS and ECSB were utilized to answer research
guestion three regarding the relationship between the academic exposutg @oliege
students in the classroom and community college student academic integration.
Specifically, the data derived from 1IS academic integration sulss(faeulty Concern
for Development and Teaching and Academic and Intellectual DevelopmentC&il E
guestions concerning interactions in the classroom and Classroom Behawgs Retre
used. Of interest was determining academic exposure, which was definedjorniiey
and quality of classroom interactions with Early College students repgrtbe b
participants. First, frequencies were calculated for responses to ECSBmoegs on the
type of classroom interactions experienced. The total number of interacstexaisdy
each participant was tallied and totals ranged from O to 4 interactions peppattic

A Spearman’s correlation test was used to determine if a relationshigdexis
between academic integration and the total number of classroom interactieasH
participant. The results of the analysis<-.088,p = .16) indicated a slight, but not
statistically significant, negative correlation between the number o&atiens reported
and the academic integration score. Further, means and standard deviations were
calculated for academic integration by interaction type and these rasufisovided in
Table 8. The highest academic integration scores were recorded for thospoitted

the following under classroom interactions: no interactibhs (3.64,SD = 0.51), class
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discussionsNl = 3.50,SD= 0.62), otherNl = 3.47,SD= 0.72), and small group

discussionsN! = 3.45,SD= 0.64).

Table 8

Descriptive Statistics for Academic Integration by Interaction Type

Interaction type n M SD
Class discussions 222 3.50 0.62
Small group discussions 122 3.45 0.64
Group work assignments 111 3.38 0.61
Other 33 3.47 0.72
Studying together 29 3.27 0.54
No Interactions 8 3.64 0.51

A variable comprised of the ratings from each item on the classroom behavior

rating scale was created as an overall Early College Student Classebawids Rating.

This variable was used with the academic integration scores for each patticipa

determine the relationship between the two using a Pearson’s correlatificierdtefThe

results indicated a moderate, positive relationship.@64,p < .001,r2 = .22) between

academic integration and the Early College Student Classroom Behavior ratisg. T

results suggested respondents with more positive ratings for classroom bbhdvior

higher academic integration scores. It was also determined that 22% ofidmee an

academic integration scores could be accounted for by the total ClassrbawioBe

Rating score. A graphic representation of the relationship is provided in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. The relationship between academic integration and Early College student

classroom behavior rating
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Overview of the Relationship between Academic Exposure and Academic Integration
Analysis of the data for research question three on the relationship between
academic exposure to Early College students and academic integraltiead ynteresting
results. It was determined that the quantity of types of classroom inbeisaetas not
related significantly to academic integration scores. However, thera siatistically
significant positive relationship between the quality of academic expostiex{ed in
the Classroom Behavior Rating) and academic integration. These resuaiésdddhat as
the Classroom Behavior Rating increased the academic integration alsorexreased,
thus those participants who rated Early College Student Classroom Behavior more

positively had higher academic integration scores.
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The Relationship between Social Exposure to Early College Students and
Social Integration

To answer research question four, “is there a relationship between the social
exposure to Early College students on campus and community college student social
integration,” the data derived from IIS Social Integration subscales-Gteeap
Interactions and Interactions with Faculty) and ECSB questions regardiragtians in
on campus and Campus Behavior Ratings were used. Of interest was determialng soc
exposure, which was defined by the quantity and quality of campus interactions with
Early College students reported by the participants. First, frequemerescalculated for
responses to the campus interactions question and the total number of types interactions
listed by each participant was tallied and total responses ranged fromrii¢caétions.

This information was then compared with the social integration score for each
participant to determine if a relationship existed between the two varidbkesesultsr¢
=.101,p =.10) indicated a slight, but not statistically significant, positive coioelat
between the number of campus interactions reported and social integration., Further
means and standard deviations were calculated for social integrationragtintetype
and these results are provided in Table 9. The highest social integration sceres wer
recorded for those who reported the following campus interactions with Earlg€olle
students: club or organizational membersMp=4.06,SD = 0.05), cultural activities\|
= 3.95,SD= 0.42), campus social event sponsored by a ¢lub 8.74,SD=0.37), and

in the cafeteriaMl = 3.71,SD= 0.51).
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Table 9

Descriptive Statistics for Social Integration by Interaction Type

Interaction type n M SD
In other common areas 212 3.44 0.64
In computer labs 150 3.45 0.68
In the library 143 3.48 0.67
In the cafeteria 49 3.71 0.51
General campus event 40 3.56 0.58
Campus social event sponsored by a club 27 3.74 0.37
Other 25 3.43 0.59
No interactions 12 3.47 0.64
Cultural activities 9 3.95 0.42
Club or organizational membership 3 4.06 0.05

A variable comprised of the ratings from each item of the campus behavior rating
scale was created as an overall Early College Student Campus Bétetungy. This
variable was used with the social integration score for each participdetetonine the
relationship between the two using a Pearson’s correlation coefficienteglts
indicated a moderate but statistically significant positive relatiprghi .313,p < .001,
r2 = .10) between social integration and the Campus Behavior Rating. These results
suggested that participants who rated Early College student campus behavior more

positively also had higher social integration scores. It was also determatekD®o of
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the variance in social integration scores could be accounted for by the CampusBehavi

Rating score. A graphic representation of the relationship is provided in Figure 3.

Figure 3 The relationship between social integration and Early College student campus

behavior rating
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Overview of the Relationship between Social Exposure and Social Integration

The analyses of the data for research question four on the relationship between
social exposure to Early College students and social integration alsdectugeresting
results. It was determined that the quantity of campus interactions (sqmalee) was
not significantly related to social integration scores. However, there sigaificant

positive relationship between the quality of social exposure (reflected irathpus
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Behavior Rating) and social integration. These results indicate that as tpesCam
Behavior Rating increased, social integration scores also increased.
The Impact of the Degree of Exposure on Academic and Social Integration of
Community College Students

To answer research question five, “does the degree of exposure have an impact on
community college student academic and social integration,” the Campusaasd Cl
exposure categories were used in conjunction with academic and social iohedata
for each participant. Descriptive statistics were calculated &ateanic and social
integration scores based on Campus and Class exposure variables. FaclON&AAN
were also conducted for academic integration and Campus and Class expegagesa
as well as for social integration and Campus and Class exposure categories.
Academic Integration

Descriptive statistics for academic integration by Campus and €tassure
categories are provided in Table 10. These results indicated that the Lssal Gla
Campus exposure participants had a mean academic integratior\dco882,SD =
0.52) that was slightly higher than all other classifications: Low cHiaggls Campusi
= 3.64;SD = 0.44); High Class-Low CampuBl(= 3.24;SD= 0.65); High Class-High

Campus i = 3.22;SD= 0.55).
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Table 10

Descriptive Statistics for Academic Integration by Class and Campus Exposure

95% ClI
Class Exposure  Campus Exposure n M SD Lower Upper
Low Low 82 382 0.52 3.70 3.94
Low High 44 3.64 0.44 3.48 3.81
High Low 80 3.24 0.65 3.12 3.36
High High 52 3.22 0.55 3.07 3.71

A 2x2 factorial ANOVA was conducted in order to test the significance of the
differences in academic integration scores based on the levels of threlepemndent
variables (Campus exposure and Class exposure) and to test for any intertettisn ef
between the levels of the independent variables. The results indicated there avas not
significant interaction effect for the two independent variables of Classangu3
exposureF(1, 254) = 1.23p = .27;m2 = 0.01. In addition, there were no significant main
effects for the Campus categoR(1, 254) = 1.88p = .17;n2 = 0.01. There was,
however, a significant main effect for the Class catede(d; 254) = 49.38p < .001;12
= 0.16. The mean difference between Ldiv= 3.76,SD = .49) and HighMl = 3.23,SD
=.61) Class exposure was 0.53 on a scale of 1 to 5. The calculation of Cohen’s d
produced a large effect sizg¢£ 0.95) indicating that the Low Class exposure group had
a higher academic integration score compared to the High Class exposure gioap, wit

magnitude of nearly one standard deviation unit. The factorial ANOVA ressits a
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indicate that 16% of the variance in academic integration can be accountgdHer b

level of Class exposure. The results of the factorial ANOVA are providedie Ta.

Table 11

2 x 2 Factorial Analysis of Variance Results for Academic Integration

Source df MS F p N2
Corrected Model 3 6.32 20.46 <.001 0.20
Intercept 1 2908.85 9421.26 <.001 0.97
Class 1 15.25 49.38 <.001 0.16
Campus 1 0.58 1.88 A71 0.01
Class x Campus 1 0.38 1.23 .268 0.01
Error 254 3.09

Social Integration

Descriptive statistics for social integration based on Campus-Clasgobatare
provided in Table 12. These results indicated that the Low Campus-Low Class exposur
participants had a mean social integration sddre 8.74,SD = 0.60) that was higher
than all other classifications: Low Campus-High Cl&8s=(3.59;SD= 0.57); High
Campus-Low Clasd = 3.22; SD = 0.64); High Campus-High Class%£ 3.08;SD=
.63). The Low Campus exposure social integration scores were also higheitliea of

the High Campus exposure categories.
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Table 12

Descriptive Statistics for Social Integration by Class and Campus Exposure

95% CI
Campus Exposure  Class Exposure n M SD Lower Upper
Low Low 82 3.74 0.60 3.70 3.94
Low High 80 359 0.57 3.48 3.81
High Low 44 3.22 0.64 3.12 3.36
High High 52 3.08 0.63 3.07 3.71

A 2x2 factorial ANOVA was also conducted in order to test the significance of
the differences in social integration scores based on the levels of thelapemient
variables (Campus exposure and Class exposure) and to test for any intertettien ef
between the levels of the independent variables. The results indicated there avas not
significant interaction effect for the two independent variables of Classamgu3:F(1,

254) < .001p = .98;n2 = 0.00. Additionally, no significant main effects were found for
Class category&(1, 254) = 3.61p = .06;n2 = 0.01. There were, however, significant

main effects for the Campus categdf{l, 254) = 42.82p < .001;n? = 0.14. The mean
difference between the Lowl(=3.66,SD = .59) and High Campu#/(= 3.14,SD= .63)
exposure was 0.52. The calculation of Cohen’s d produced a large effedtsi@e34)
indicating that there was a difference of approximately one standard deviatt

between Low and High Class exposure groups. The data for the Low Campus exposure
group produced a higher social integration score compared to the High Campus exposure

group. The results of the factorial ANOVA suggest that 14% of the variancei@h soc
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integration can be accounted for based on the level of Campus exposure. Thefresults

the factorial ANOVA are provided in Table 13.

Table 13

2 x 2 Factorial Analysis of Variance Results for Social Integration

Source df MS F p N2
Corrected Model 3 588 16.03 <.001 0.16
Intercept 1 2784.63 7597.01 <.001 0.97
Class 1 1.32 3.61 .059 0.01
Campus 1 15.70 42.82 <.001 0.14
Class x Campus 1 <001 <0.01 980 <0.01
Error 254 0.37

Overview of the Relationship between Degree of Exposure and Academic and Social
Integration

Analysis of the data for research question five on the relationship between the
degree of academic and social exposure to Early College students and aeexiemic
social integration yielded significant and interesting results. Tunys revealed that
the level of class exposure had a significant effect on academic imdegrathat Low
Class exposure participants had higher academic integration scores asedampigh
Class exposure participants. The results also revealed that the Campus ecqiegjory

had a significant effect on social integration in that participants at Low Cagxposure
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institutions had higher social integration scores as compared to High Campus @xposur
participants.
Chapter Summary

This chapter has presented the results and analyses of the data collected in the
present study. The demographic data collected during the course of the stady w
presented in detail. The quantitative data collected from the survey iestisimere also
provided in detail for each research question. This chapter also included additional
analysis of comments made by participants on the ECSB. The majority ofuroty
college students in the sample were exposed in some way to Early Collegesdbodent
academically and socially. In general, participants demonstrateaigaver typical levels
of academic and social integration as consistent with the previous reseagcthed|S
as a measure of integration (cf. Fox, 1984; Lyons, 2007; Robinson, 2003; Schutt, 1996).

In addition, there was a moderate positive relationship between academic
exposure to Early College students and academic integration as well asrstwial
exposure and social integration. Finally, the analyses for the fifth rasspagstion on the
relationship between the degree of exposure to Early College students asrdiacadi
social integration also produced significant results. Significant diffeseexisted for
academic integration based on the level of classroom exposure. For sociationegr

significant differences were found based on the level of campus exposure.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The present chapter will discuss the study results presented in Chaptendrour a

will provide several conclusions and recommendations based on the findings. Overall,

these conclusions will be framed by the five primary research questiondingghe

relationship between exposure to Early College students and community caltbgy® st

academic and social integration. The five research questions are:

1.

To what extent are community college students exposed to Early College
students in academic and social campus environments?

What is the academic and social integration of college students enrolled at
community colleges with embedded Early College High Schools?

What is the relationship between the academic exposure to Early College
students in the classroom and community college students’ academic
integration?

What is the relationship between the social exposure to Early College
students on campus and community college students’ social integration?
Does the degree of exposure have an impact on community college

student academic and social integration?

The statistical analyses presented in Chapter Four revealed ingfaslings for

each research question and significant results for research questionfothremd five.

This chapter will include information on the implications of these study resutelaas

provide recommendations for future research on the Early College program and the

impact on the community college student. Most importantly, this final chapter will

outline several key implications for practice which should be aimed at the impeave
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of the Early College movement, its success on community college campus, and
community college student integration at Early College sites.
Discussion of Findings

This section provides an overview of the findings including the data analyses,
interpretations, and results of the statistical tests. The overall purposestlithisvas to
determine the relationship between exposure to Early College students and cgmmunit
college student academic and social integration. To answer these reseadtiohgjues
participants at each of the four campuses in the selected courses were askeplete
two surveys, one on integration at the college and the other on perceptions of exposure to
and behavior of Early College students. Campudes4) were chosen based on the ratio
of Early College to college students and the colleges’ willingness toipatéién the
research. Based on the ratio of Early College to college students, canpuses
classified as either High (25% or more of the campus population was composed of Early
College students) or Low Exposure (5% or less were Early College studeassesN
= 33) were also chosen on exposure levels; High Exposure class&9) were those
that consisted of 30% to 62% Early College students in the class and Low Exposure (
14) classes were those that consisted of 4% to 15%. Participants wereld&setkon
the selected course and campus they were attending at the time of the study.

Campuses were visited after the midpoint of the semedtevdsk) so as to allow
students adequate time to integrate into the course and experience Eady Gtltents
if they had not previously. The surveys were administered after the witHadrategor
the semester (Yoweek) which excluded students who chose to withdraw from the class

during the Spring 2009 semester. It is possible the addition of students who chose to
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withdraw from the course or were planning to withdraw, would have affected this resul
of the study as students who remain in a course until its conclusion are yypioad
integrated (Tinto, 1993). It might also have been valuable to determine if toasdas
withdrawal were in some way tied to the presence of Early College studemesciags.
Of the 268 survey packets dispersed, 258 participant responses on the IIS and ECSB were
used for the research study based on those who were willing and able to par8&@ate (
response rate).

The characteristics of the sample were slightly inconsistent with thake of
national and North Carolina student populations. The gender composition was the same
as the national community college student population. As compared with the North
Carolina population, the sample overrepresented females and underrepresentdd males
terms of ethnicity, Caucasians were overrepresented and minorities were
underrepresented in the sample compared with North Carolina and nationat st&ist
age, adult students (25 +) were underrepresented and traditional-aged students (18-24)
were overrepresented in the sample as compared with North Carolina comcolledg
statistics. As this study was based in part on the differences between adulsl@en
as learners, this discrepancy may have affected the research fitidmgessible that an
increased number of adult students in the sample would have produced stronger results
regarding the impact of exposure to Early College student and academiciahd soc
integration of the sample. Finally, in terms of enroliment the percentagedehss
enrolled in predominantly day classes was consistent with that of North Carolina
community college students. Those who enrolled in primarily evening classes, howeve

were underrepresented. This is likely due to the enroliment patterns ofd6ddyge
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students which are mainly during the typical high school academic day (8 a.m. t9.3 p.m
Some later classes in the 4 p.m. to 5 p.m. range were surveyed but the majorigesf clas
took place during the hours of 8 a.m. to 3 p.m.

Student Exposure to Early College Students

To determine community college student exposure to Early College students, data
from the ECSB were used for both classroom and campus experiences. More Hpgecifica
participants’ responses to the type of interactions experienced, prior emtotie
Early College students, the perceived number of Early College students reported in the
class versus the actual number enrolled, and Classroom Behavior Ratingsreéatised.
Social exposure was also measured using data derived from the ECSB, inclutbog ca
interactions experiences, perceived number of Early College studemgctat with on
campus versus actual number of Early College students on campus, and Campus
Behavior Ratings. Additional comments provided by participants were alsczedagd
discussed regarding overall academic and social exposure.

Academic exposur&he results revealed that community college students were
cognizant of the Early College students in their courses. It is important tdhabgettigh
percentage of respondents reported that they had enrolled in courses with Eadg Coll
students prior to the semester at the time of the study. It is possible that previous
exposure to Early College students might have affected the reporting, eithiefyosr
negatively, for the term in question. Allport (1954) indicated that a challengduning
prejudice in the majority group often occurs at the onset of group inter-relation. Over
time and with repeated exposure, group prejudice was theorized to lessen ané.stabiliz

As the majority of participants had been exposed to Early College students pyeviousl
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is likely that the opinions expressed on the ECSB behavior rating scaleectfiesit
established feelings regarding Early College students.

Overall the majority of participants reported some type of interaction aitly E
College students in their courses. Data analyses also revealed a strong posit
relationship between the perceived number of Early College students wutise and
the actual number enrolled. The findings indicate that not only are communityecolleg
students interacting with Early College students consistently in thegedathey are also
clearly aware of the Early College students themselves. Perhaps morantbrs
indicates that college students were able to identify Early Collegenssuaie different
from other college students (Knowles, 1968).

In addition, participant responses to the ECSB Classroom Behavior Ratings
revealed that on average, Early College student behavior was rated in the middle of the
scale (range from 1 to 10) and considered neither “Very Negative” nor “\ésitive.”
Closer examination of the data revealed that in terms of frequency of response,
participants rated Early College students lower on items relating sw#temic nature
of the course (class participation, class preparation, engagement ingestivities,
participation in assigned group work, and respect for class topics and lectures)
Participants tended to rate Early College students higher on itenesirelatocial-
academic behavior such as respect for other students, respect for theoinsespect
for the class environment, and overall behavior. These results may indicate that the
participants noticed more of a difference in the quality of Early College stadadémic
preparation and participation in the class than in typical “behavioral” issu=svgared

with other college students. These results potentially reflect some semaentioned by
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faculty (Berger et al., 2007) and administrators (Hall, 2008) regarding Earg€oll
student preparedness for college-level work.

Human development and learning theories have presented the distinctions
between adults and children in the learning environment (Brookfield, 1999; Dewey,
1933; Freire, 1972; Knowles, 1980, 1984; Mezirow, 1981; Tough, 1979). It is possible
that differences in motivation and maturity were reflected in participeti@ions of
Early College student participation, preparation, and other academicatbdrela
classroom behavior items. Perhaps the discrepancy between the approduahes to t
learning environment (maturity, motivations for learning, life experience),vess
clearer on the academic items more so than typical behavioral items. izeithg ratio
of traditional-aged to nontraditional college students in the sample, it is pdbsibthe
Early College students in the class merely had not had enough life or classroom
experience to blend in with the traditional and nontraditional students.

There was variability within the data but in general there were average to
favorable ratings for the Classroom Behavior Ratings. Overall, it is epphe
participants were clearly aware of the presence of Early Collegenstudéeheir classes
and the majority of participants interacted with Early College studentdeasitsome
academic capacity. It was also evident from the data that particigpraaslty reported
classroom behaviors in the neutral or average range (not very positive or gatiyaje

Social exposurelhe majority of participants reported interacting with Early
College students on campus and the most commonly cited interactions were these in t
commons area, library, or computer labs on campus. These results indicatelyhat Ear

College students were encountered less in more structured social envirom@ents (
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campus events and club or organizational membership) as compared to unstructured
social environments which were generally more academic in nature.

Similar to the results found for the Classroom Behavior Ratings, the rating level
for all items on the Campus Behavior Ratings scale fell generally initheanmge on the
scale (1 to 10), neither very positive nor very negative. Evaluation of the mean scores for
each item revealed that Early College student behavior was rated higheggiriopriate
use of the library, respect for campus property, and interpersonal communication. The
lowest rated items were what was heard about Early College student behadorpus c
and respect for other students. There was also a small but visible difference wawha
heard about Early College students’ behavior on campus and what was actually
experienced by the participant. This finding indicates that in generatipantis’
experiences with Early College student behavior on campus were not as negathet
they heard about Early College students’ behavior on campus.

Based on Allport’s (1954) intergroup contact theory, Chavous (2005) found
previous and repeated exposure to ethnic minority groups had an impact on the majority
group perception of intergroup relations. Chavous indicated increased exposure to
minority students positively influenced the acceptance of the majorityargnoup
relations with minority groups and led to less overall disconnection based on race. While
this was not a significant finding for this research, it is possible thid¢ wome at the
community college may vocalize issues with the Early College studentd)yactua
experiencing and being exposed to such students reduced the prejudice regarding the
Early College student population and their behavior. Additionally, the majority of

participants also reported that they had taken classes with Early Csillelgats prior to
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the semester in which the study took place. Allport (1954) indicated one of the most
tentative times in intergroup contact facilitation is the initiation of the-neiation.
Repeated controlled exposure, therefore, should produce more constant results in inter
group perceptions. Thus the repeated controlled classroom exposure might r@féect m
stabilized opinions of Early College student behavior and might have a bearing on the
perceptions of social exposure. Overall, the evaluation of social exposure to Early
College students indicated that the participants were aware of the studeatspus and
that the majority experienced at least one social interaction with Ealtsg€ students at
the time of the study. The interactions were also generally academiciie.fiatvas also
evident that participants typically reported campus behaviors in the neutralageave
range (not very positive or very negative).

CommentsThe qualitative comment data derived from the ECSB also had
implications for overall academic and social exposure. Provided commentkkelgre
disproportionately from those who had generally negative dispositions towayd Earl
College students as reflected in the comment tone analysis. This has impi¢atithe
findings of the analysis because it is possible that those who had more extremesopini
were more apt to provide comments. It is important to note that the respondents who
provided comments accounted for slightly more than a quarter of the total sample.
Therefore the results of the comment analysis cannot be applied indisatigntoahe
entire sample.

However, an evaluation of the data revealed the majority of the comments
provided had a negative tone and they generally referred to the immaturéghof E

College students, that adults were different from Early College students@tivation,
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goals, etc.), and general behavioral issues. These results are supportiveatéptual
framework of the current study including adult learning theory which suepyésat

adults approach the learning environment differently, and the differenisepmimarily

in maturity and motivation (Brookfield, 1999; Knowles, 1980, 1984). Mixed toned
comments (those that had both negative and positive tones) also cited immaturity and
behavioral issues predominantly. The mixed tone group did include positive feelings as
compared to the negative tone group. These comments included that they enjoyed the
Early College students, and that some of them were motivated and/or serious.

While the results of the comment analysis cannot be applied comprehensively to
the sample, those who provided comments generally expressed that Early College
students were less mature and different from other college students. Howeval, a sm
number of participants reported that a few Early College students exhilmted m
maturity and motivation as compared to Early College students in general. Ghesall
results for a small portion of the sample support the ideas of Knowles and other adult
learning theories which stipulate that there is a difference betwedr addlchildren in
the learning environment and that often those differences center around maturity and
motivation.

Academic and Social Integration

The data collected from the IIS were used to determine academic and social
integration. Overall compared with previous research using the IS, thapzartsc
exhibited moderate or typical integration levels for both academic and soegahitdn.

The academic integration subscales of the 1IS were Faculty Concerndenst

Development and Teaching and Academic and Intellectual Development.
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The Faculty Concern for Student Development and Teaching subscale was
composed of five items regarding participants’ experiences with collegiytdtem
topics included visible faculty interest in students and their academic asuhaker
growth, as well as faculty interest in and success with teaching. Foo#tganrt the
responses on the Faculty Concern for Student Development and Teaching subgcale we
fairly well dispersed. The results also indicated that participantsyeserally satisfied
with their relationships with instructors at their college.

The Academic and Intellectual Development subscale was composed of seven
items centered on overall academic experience and growth at the collggeeral the
participant responses were well dispersed on each item. For the sevesairte
satisfaction with intellectual development, growth, overall academierexe,
increased interests, and overall academic performance, the distributiosgarfses
were noticeable negatively skewed. This suggested more participarmishaitthey
strongly agreed or agreed with these statements than were neutrahig, féisiagreed, or
strongly disagreed with the statements. Overall, the results of the acadtgriation
subscales analyses demonstrated participants were fairly welbite@grcademically at
their institutions.

The subscales used to determine participant social integration level®aar
Group Interactions and Interactions with Faculty. The Peer-Group Interasubscale
was composed of seven items related to participant interactions with othertst{de
results of the subscale analyses revealed responses that werdygemdrdispersed
with a few exceptions. According to the findings, on average the participargs we

generally socially integrated with regard to their relationships andierpes with other
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students. However, the data did not reveal a general level of satisfacterefy item.
There appeared to be a lower level of satisfaction on some of the items onrtfsedege
Interactions subscale of the social integration construct as compared witadeenac
integration subscales and Interactions with Faculty.

Astin (1999) noted the singular importance of the peer group on the academic and
social development of college students, which is related to student sairstaud
persistence. In his research, he specifically found that peer group imtesdtdid an
impact on learning, academic performance and development, and overall saistabt
the institution including faculty relationships. The results of the subscalgsas, which
indicated lower levels of satisfaction on some of the Peer-Group Inteidgms, could
be connected to the rating of academic integration variables (i.e. Adisnisssion of the
impact of peer group interactions on academic performance and development) and
Interactions with Faculty.

The Interactions with Faculty subscale was the final component of the social
integration construct and consisted of five questions regarding student intesaath
faculty members in non-classroom settings. The item responses to the sulesealellv
dispersed across response options with a few exceptions. The findings suggest that
participants generally felt satisfied with their non-classroom or irdbmmteractions with
faculty. The range of mean scores was reflective of a higher levatisfastion overall
with faculty interactions than with peer-to-peer interactions when congptime results
of the subscales within social integration. Comparing the data derived frors the |l
subscales for social integration, it was determined that students wersauiailty

integrated with faculty than with peers.
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The Relationship between Academic Exposure and Academic Integration

Data derived from the ECSB and IIS academic integration scores weredun
answer the question regarding the relationship between academic exposulg to Ea
College students and academic integration levels of community college students. A
outlined in Chapters Three and Four, academic exposure was defined by the gadntity
guality of interactions reported by the participants. The number of the typlessioom
interactions indicated by the participants were tallied to createl @tmdéaroom
interactions variable. It is notable that the quantity was reflective ofutmer of types
of interactions listed by the participants and not the frequency of the irdescihere
was not a significant relationship between the number of reported types atiiates
and academic integration. An evaluation of academic integration scores byethetiah
type indicated scores for participants who listed classroom interactioasigéest for
those who listed “Class Discussions” as an interaction and lowest for those etio list
“Studying Together” as an interaction.

The Early College Student Classroom Behavior Ratings for each participant w
compared to the academic integration scores for each participant andittseinegcated
a moderate, positive relationship between the two variables. These result®itidita
participants who had the most positive opinions of Early College student Classroom
Behavior generally had the highest academic integration scores. Copviiresd who
had the least positive opinions of Classroom Behavior had the lowest academic
integration scores in general. It is possible that the relationship wasameftection of
how academic integration scores affect behavior ratings. For examplestitts of the

analysis could indicate that those students who were more academieghatet at the
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college rated Early College student behavior higher than those with lowenacad
integration scores. However, a discrepancy in the connection between commeat tone (
part of the exposure variable) and the relationship between academic exposure and
integration was found. The majority of comments provided on the ECSB were either
mixed or negative in tone but there was a positive relationship between academic
integration and academic exposure. It is important to note again that comments were
provided by a small portion of the sample population and are not necessarily appticable t
the sample as a whole.

Overall, it can be inferred that the relationship between the quality of exposure
and academic integration was stronger than for the quantity of exposure. Hudiseare
reflective of the theories of Tinto (1975, 1993) and Astin (1999) as positive interactions
and experiences tend to enhance a student’s integration, while negative orisraictl
experiences diminish integration. Related directly to the importance ef@ias
experiences, Strauss and Volkwein (2004) found classroom experiences were the
strongest predictors of student commitment and potential persistence. In addition,
classroom experiences were a stronger predictor of commitment and potesistépee
with participants at two-year versus four-year institutions. Thus classrqoeniences
including interactions with other students in the classroom are closely tiedagidemic
integration and institutional commitment for community college student$eAsajority
of Early Colleges reside on community college campuses both in North Carodivwa (N
Schools Project, 2007) and nationwidily College High School Initiativen.d.) these

results have implications for current and future Early College high schools.
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In addition, as faculty are an important factor in student perceptions of the
academic environment (Astin, 1999; Tinto, 1993), the perceptions of faculty regarding
student preparation and participation in the classroom may have impactedsheoafas
behavior ratings. Previous research on faculty opinions of the differences i eitvets
and children as learners indicated that faculty often viewed the two studenttipmsula
differently and according reported teaching them with different approé8bdsr &
Darkenwald, 1982; Darkenwald, 1982; Kember et al., 2001). It is possible that if these
perceptions existed for the faculty teaching in the courses selecteé fmesent study,
this may have affected the way in which Early College students were pérceive
academically by college students. It is clear that the qualityasfesmic exposure to
Early College students did have an impact on community college student academic
integration for the sample.

When considering the potential impact of these findings it is important to
remember that academic integration has been tied to retention. Thus the more
academically connected the student feels to a campus the more likelyhieetcs
persist. As this study did not specifically investigate the retention of thieipants
beyond the end of the term, it cannot be inferred that the participants in thishresearc
would or would not be retained to the next academic year. However, one comment was
made on the ECSB which directly stated that Early College students wengptites for
a planned withdrawal from the institution. The student stated simply, “tedh@reason
I'm leaving.” This participant also had a low academic integration score pordec that
he would not enroll in future classes with Early College students. It is pogsgble t

participant rated Early College students lower on classroom behavior andgatively
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about their presence at his college because he was not academicallyadtdgigalso
possible that the presence of Early College students decreased his setmegofdress
in the academic environment which led to lower academic integration, behawigs rat
and the statement on the ECSB. It is also important to note that no additionalatath rel
to student retention was collected such as academic performance, soioyecstatus,
and psychosocial factors such as maturity. It is possible that these faatpoedso have
affected academic integration and ratings for Early College studentibefta this
student as well as the remainder of the sample. However, given the importance of
academic integration for retention and satisfaction (Astin, 1999; Tinto, 1993) and the
potential impact of one group on another as cited by Allport (1954), it is important to
consider how academically-related interactions (either positive or nepaith Early
College students affect academic integration and intent to persist. Wiaileit be
determined conclusively from the results of this study whether acadaexgcation
effected classroom behavior ratings or ratings effected acad®eugeation, it is clear
further research on the topic is important and warranted.
The Relationship between Social Exposure and Social Integration

To answer the question regarding the relationship between social exposure to
Early College students and social integration levels of community collegentstudata
derived from the ECSB and 1IS social integration subscales were utilizezuthned in
Chapters Three and Four, social exposure was defined by the quantity and quality of
campus interactions reported by the participants. The quantity of exposure was
established based on the number of the types of campus interactions indicated by the

participants. The cited interactions were tallied to create a totaratas interactions
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variable which was compared to social integration scores to determindafi@aship
existed between the two. The results were not statistically signifMdren evaluating
the social integration scores based on the interaction type, it was found thé¢ $ugieds
integration scores were for those who listed “club or organizational meneashan
interaction and the lowest for those who listed “other.” In fact, the highest socia
integration scores in general were reported for those involved in more iosatlyt-
structured activities such as club or organizational membership, culturaliestiaitd
campus social events sponsored by a club or organization. Higher rates oétheftyp
interactions reported were more informal or incidental interactions sunfcasmon
areas, computer labs, the library, and the cafeteria. Lower sociabitegscores,
however, were found for those who indicated such interactions with Early College
students as compared to participants who cited more structured interactions.

Some researchers have speculated that community college students in general ar
not typically involved in structured social activities such as clubs or organizasons
compared with four-year students (Hagedorn, Maxwell, Rodriguez, Hocevailp&tFil
2000; Maxwell, 2000; Miller, Pope, & Steinmann, 2005). They are instead more likely to
encounter peers in academically-related functions such as study groups emmainf
contacts such as in campus common areas. This may be a reason for the findings of the
current study regarding social interactions on campus. The findings suggestbd that
most predominant social interactions were reflective of less structuredrgars, which
were in general more academic in nature.

Halpin (1990) indicated that the community college population, which is

primarily composed of commuters, differs from the typical four-year studewt bhoe
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four-year student population is typically more involved in structured socialtegisuch
as organizations and fraternities/sororities. Instead, Halpin statezbthenunity college
students are more likely to be socially integrated through academic and informal
activities such as meeting in common areas. The findings of the currensspyabyt
Halpin’s research in the manner in which college students interacted wiyhedege
students. A higher number of participants indicated interacting with Earlgdeoll
students in either academic arenas (e.g. computer labs, the libraryn@tor)iaformal
areas (e.g. hallways, common areas, etc.).

The results of the present study also indicate that those students involved in more
structured activities were more socially integrated. These resalt®asistent with the
findings of Schmid and Abell (2003) who determined that students involved in
institutionally-structured activities such as clubs and organizations oratiduients,
were more likely to persist than students who did not. It is clear that communégecoll
students who are not involved in such activities can still be socially integtatad a
institution. However, it can be assumed based on the literature and theories on student
integration and retention, that the more socially involved a student is on campus, the
higher his or her social integration will be. Students who are involved in moreausaict
activities might generally be considered to be more involved on campus. These findings
are consistent with the literature that students who are more socially cahteeat
campus (Tinto, 1975) and involved (Astin, 1999) are more likely to be integrated and
retained. It is possible that the number of interactions reported for each typerattion
is reflective of the participant’s involvement on campus and therefore soeigianon.

It is possible that Early College or community college students who were idvalve
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more structured activities such as club membership may in some way diffethfreen
who did not participate in structured activities. Such Early College students mayrée
socially integrated into the community and therefore the social integratoessof
college student participants would not be negatively but rather potentially positively
impacted by interacting with Early College students in such settings.

Schmid and Abell (2003) determined that social involvement on campus was
closely tied to social integration and persistence. As Astin (1993) indicatéal, soc
relationships with other like-minded and committed students are strongly linked to
student satisfaction and persistence. It follows that college studentsnwared with
like-minded peers (i.e., those involved in similar pursuits such as club membership and
cultural activities) would be more socially integrated. As reflectedarcorrelational
analysis results, it is apparent the number of listed interactions hadipéet on social
integration while the descriptive statistics indicated the type of stteracould have had
an impact on social integration. These results are consistent with thesh&forinto
(1975, 1993), and Astin (1999), regarding social connectivity to a campus and the impact
on social integration as well as available supporting research (Schmid & 206). As
cited by student retention theorists and researchers, student involvemesttly biirked
to student satisfaction and retention. Students who were involved in more structured
activities such as clubs or cultural activities may have been generakyimvoived than
those who did not participate in such activities. However, data were not collected on
participants’ overall involvement on campus and therefore inferences cannot be made

regarding involvement and social integration or behavior ratings.
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The Campus Behavior Ratings were used in conjunction with social integration
scores to determine if a relationship existed between the two variables. Ulke res
indicated there was a moderate, positive relationship between Campus Behtngpr Ra
and social integration. These findings are consistent with the theoriessaaccreof
Tinto (1975, 1993) and Astin (1993, 1999) as positive interactions and experiences tend
to enhance a student’s integration, while negative interactions and experienoeshdim
integration. In addition, Astin (1993) determined that social integration in ylarticad
an impact on many factors associated with overall student satisfaction sacadamic
success and development. Sorey and Duggan (2008) also found that social integration,
including experiences with peers, was one of the strongest predictors of caynmuni
college student persistence. Napoli and Wortman (1998) also suggested that social
interactions can have a significant impact on integration and persistencesdéehers
found negative interactions including those within the “social, academic, and
administrative systems of the college, inhibited social integration, and @lymat
persistence” (p. 445). In addition, Napoli and Wortman found that negative experiences
outside of the school environment were not associated with integration and peesiste
Therefore the quality of social interactions on campus effect socialattagrwhich has
been demonstrated as a key element of persistence. This is pertinent toahesuey
because a relationship was found between the quality of social exposure and social
integration. The present study was concerned with the impact of exposure yopraohtit
guality) on integration. The findings suggest that the quality of social exposurdyto Ea

College students did have an effect on social integration in the sample.
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When contemplating these analyses it is important to consider them within the
framework of social integration and retention. Thus social connectivity to a camiffus (
peers and/or faculty) affects student persistence. Conclusions regaedsgience and
retention cannot be made based on the results of this study because retention was not a
variable investigated in the research. In addition, there was a discrepancy in the
connection between comment tone and the relationship between social exposure and
social integration. While there was a positive relationship between sopadee and
integration, the majority of comments provided on the ECSB were either mixed or
negative in tone. It is important to note that comments were not made on the nodjority
participant responses to the ECSB and thus comments made were not necessarily
representative of the entire sample.

As also mentioned in the section regarding academic integration and academic
exposure, a comment was made on the ECSB which had direct implications for retention.
The participant stated of Early College students, “they are the reasoledang.” It
was not clear from the statement whether the participant attributed léaangdemic or
social reasons though both the academic and social integration scores wWeretthosv
participant. In addition, the participant responded “no” to the question “Do Early College
students behave similarly to other college students on campus?” His ratingkyof Ear
College student behavior also produced a low Campus Behavior Rating score on the
ECSB. Research has suggested that integration is closely tied to retentiafisdadti®on
(Astin, 1999; Napoli & Wortman, 1998; Sorey & Duggan, 2008; Tinto, 1993). In
addition, Allport (1954) cited the potential impact of one group on another. Chavous

(2005) also found that social intergroup interactions have an impact on sense of
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belonging and integration. Taking into account theories and research, therefore, it is
important to consider how social integration is tied to interactions with Earlgdgeoll
students and how this might impact a student’s intent to persist.
The Relationship between the Degree of Exposure and Integration

In order to answer the final research question, the Campus (Low or High) and
Class exposure categories (Low or High) designated in Chapters Threeusnadére
used in comparison with academic and social integration scores for eacipgattic
Descriptive statistics were calculated for academic and socigtatiten based on
exposure categories. A discussion of the results is presented in the folloeting.se

For academic integration, a comparison of participant scores by Campus and
Class exposure categories indicated that those who were enrolled in Low exposur
classes had higher integration scores as compared with those in High expsses @
factorial ANOVA was also utilized to determine if there was a sigmifid#fference in
academic integration based on Campus and Class exposure categories. Thgse resul
indicated that there was a significant difference in academic ititagkmsed on Class
exposure but not for Campus exposure. In addition, the results indicated that there was
not a significant interaction between Campus and Class exposure categaaiesiemic
integration. These results are not consistent with some of the literature on student
integration which indicates that academic and social elements of thgecafke
inexorably linked (Mannan, 2007; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Tinto, 1975). It is
important to note that Tinto (1975) also suggested that while they are linked and inter-
related, a student does not have to be equally integrated into both the academic and social

elements of an institution to be retained. The results, which demonstratdtetoéass
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exposure category solely had an impact on academic integration in the saeple, ar
consistent with some student retention research (Fox, 1986; Graham & Donaldon, 199;
Halpin, 1990; Hu & Khu, 2002; Maxwell, 1992). These studies suggested that academic
integration is a more powerful predictor of student persistence comparedalo soci
integration.

Based on the data, it can be determined that academic integration leeels wer
lower for those in courses with a large proportion of enrolled Early College students
Conversely, academic integration scores were higher for those in courseswéh a s
proportion of Early College students. These results have potentially significant
implications for the success of the Early College program. Research inldhef fie
student retention and satisfaction has indicated that classes that are Smogeheous,
and thus socially more integrated, ... [lose] fewer students than less sogedtiede
[classes]” (Ashar & Skenes, 1993, p. 96). If a course is predominantly composed of
students who are much younger, less mature, and have different goals or motigations a
compared to their adult counterparts, the academic integration of the situatiootym
student (i.e., adults who are typically the majority group become the minaritp gr a
particular situation) will likely be impacted (Allport, 1954; Chavous, 2005). As a yesult
these students, chiefly because they cannot relate to their younger pedrbedesk
academically integrated. It is important to note that the charactemdtibe sample
indicated that for this group, adults as compared to traditional-aged studests wer
underrepresented, but they did constitute close to half of the sample. However, some
comments made on the ECSB supported the concept that college students find it difficult

to relate to their younger peers, such as:
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... the only thing that bugs me about high school kids being in college classes
with me or on campus is their immaturity. Bunches of them need to grow up big
time. This is NOT high school and no one should act like it is. So if the behaviors
of the students matured, | would be more welcoming than | am. My class time is
precious to me and | would rather spend that time learning than babysitting.

This participant also had academic integration scores in the averagecal tgpge and

he was enrolled in a Low Exposure class.

It is also possible that faculty perceptions of the differences between adult and
child learners reflected in the above statement impact the manner in whicdthregs
their classroom and could potentially affect the academic integrationlejeatudents.

For instance, Beder and Darkenwald (1982) indicated that if faculty reportddramtt

in learning styles between adults and children, they reported a differeeaehniyg

styles. Other researchers (Ausburn, 2002; Darkenwald, 1982; Kember et al., 2001) have
also found that instructors treat and teach adults and children differently inrtiiadea
environment because they sense differences between the two types of students.

The implications these studies have for the present findings are that if faeulty
teaching classes in which Early College students are the predominant groupayhey m
spend more time dealing with child learner-focused techniques and issues. Uims in t
would potentially limit the focus on instructional techniques and issues relevant to
traditional-aged and adult college students. This could accordingly impacttthenaic
integration of college students. Thus teaching practices based on classrooaneexpos

could have more of an impact on the academic integration of college students than just
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the mere presence of Early College students. In fact, a comment was mad&GSEe
regarding this issue. The participant stated,
the standards which Adult college students are held have become seemingly lowe
due to the presence of Adolescents. Though it has been encouraged to avoid this
by the school, there is a prevalent social aspect that things must be "dumbed
down" or "candy coated” for the students ...
This participant was enrolled in a High Campus and High Class exposure group but his
academic integration score was in the 3.00 range (on a 1.00 to 5.00 scale). Therefore
while his academic integration was not necessarily effected, his opinion of titg gual
academics at his institution was in question. Maxwell (1992) and Hu and Khu (2002)
suggested that student perception of the academic quality of an institutiomnnsey pr
factor in matriculation and persistence. It is possible that if student opieigaing the
scholarliness of an institution are degraded as a result of the younger studeatsass,
they might not be retained further. It is clear that this particular comnssnadtressed
not only the issue of differences in teaching practices (Beder & Darkenwald, 1982;
Darkenwald, 1982; Kember et al., 2001) but also the differences between adult and child
learners noted by theorists such as Knowles (1968). The differences betweendadult a
child learners also have implications for other aspects of the learning enuirtozamae
integration such as social interactions.
The comparison of social integration scores indicated that those who were
enrolled at Low exposure campuses had higher integration scores as compared &vith thos
at High exposure campuses. A factorial ANOVA was utilized to determtheré was a

significant difference in social integration based on Campus and Class exposure
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categories. These results indicated that there was a significan¢déein social
integration based on the Campus exposure category but not on the Class exposure
category. In addition, there was not a significant interaction between Campukasd C
categories on social integration. The Campus exposure category alone had aonmmpact
social integration in this sample.

With the data available from this research, it can be determined that social
integration was lower for participants at campuses where the student popwias
composed of a large proportion of Early College students. Conversely, social iotegrat
scores were higher for those at campuses where the student population was composed of
a small proportion of Early College students. In addition, some comments were @rovide
on the ECSB for participants on High exposure campuses which have implications for
social integration, such as:

... It is also difficult being social when you're 20 and the students in yoss cla

are as young as 14. If | had a 14 yr old | don't think | would feel comfortatiie w

him/her sitting by a 20 year old because of peer pressure. | think theabatec

program is a great thing; however, | think if the younger ones had their own
building or own classrooms it would be a better learning experience all around.
This participant also had a low reported social integration score and was@atal
High exposure campus. It is important to note again that few comments were provided on
the ECSB; therefore the statements are not necessarily refleictheeentire sample.
This finding, however, appears to potentially support both the positions of adult learning
theory (Knowles, 1984; Merriam & Caffarella, 1999) and student integrationélseori

(Astin, 1999; Tinto, 1975, 1993). The more connected a student feels to his or her peers
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in the social environment and the more he or she feels the social environment is
consistent with his or her values and goals, the more social integrated he df lsbe w
Strengths of the Study

Since high school reform and accelerated learning have increasingy ga
popularity in education, it has become more important to conduct studies designed to
examine and improve such programs. In addition, as the Early College movement is
increasing in size and popularity, it is vital that research be conductedrtarieee about
the program overall. However, very little research is available on the Ealige and
much of what is available is focused largely on high school performance measuses. Thi
study is unique in the Early College literature because it investigatedphetiof the
program on community college students, a group not previously investigated on the topic
of the Early College despite being a primary stakeholder in the program.

With regard to the design of the study, one strength was the inclusion of four
campuses as research sites. The campuses were paired in student body size and
percentage of Early College students enrolled as compared to the remainder of the
student body. Because the campuses were similar in terms of total studesizibody
degree programs offered, and their rural location, the results of thiscleseaid
provide additional information about the impact of Early Colleges at similatuitistis.

In addition, because the sites were located in both western and central cégens
state, the results are potentially generalizable to other Early Coilegeth regions of
the state due to similarities in campuses, curricula, and student body distreste
Another strength of the study was the high response rate of 96%. The study was

intentionally designed to have an administrator present at the time of disyeisal
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survey packets so as to increase the response rate (de Leeuw, Hox, & Dillman, 2008). A
high response rate allows for more generalizabilty of the researchgefiiom the
research sample to the target population (Creswell, 2005). The high response rate
increases the potential accuracy of the data by decreasing the risk tegptheses
provided from the participants are not actually reflective of the population as a whole.

One final strength of the present study was the use of a well-tested qunehtig
utilized measure of student integration that was specifically designed stugsnt
departure theory (Tinto, 1975), a central element of the conceptual framework for the
present study. The 1S designed by Pascarella and Terenzini in 1980 has besinedyte
used in the available research on student integration at the collegiatiefeBelard,
1998; Fox, 1984; French & Oakes, 2004; Howell, 1999; Lavine, 1992; Schutt, 1996). In
addition the scales have been used and reliability has been tested Slyeaifitze
community college student population (Allison, 1999; Bers & Smith, 1991; Ferrer, 1997;
Halpin, 1990; Wilmer, 2007).

Limitations of the Study

The limitations of the present study included the timing of the data collection.
Because the surveys were administered after tieve@k of a 16 week semester, it is
possible that the results were affected because students who chose to withiair&ve
course were not included in the sample. This limits the sample to students who were
integrated enough to maintain enrollment at the college and in the specifigeslirve
course. Those students who withdrew from the class could have had different mregrati
levels that were impacted by multiple factors potentially includingantems with Early

College students. Because they were not included in the research samplejaclus
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cannot be derived on the effect of the Early College student population on their
integration levels. Thus sampling bias (Creswell, 2005) might have createsliarfar
the research findings, not because participants self-selected out ofeduehdsut
because the timing of the implementation was such that it excluded certaiduati
from participation.

Another limitation of the present study with regard to timing was with thelactua
time in the class period in which the survey was administered. The surveys were
administered at the beginning or end of the class depending on the specific refiests
faculty member for the course. While French and Oakes (2004) indicated thaslIS
particularly suited to use with college students because it is easily athrediand in
general takes a short amount of time to complete, the students were als@asked t
complete another short survey, the ECSB. The combination of the two took
approximately 15 to 20 minutes to complete with the addition of the informed consent
form. It is possible some participants rushed through the surveys in order to depart i
timely manner for another course, or for a multitude of other reasons. Thisarey h
resulted in some cases in a lack of accuracy in response to the surveys.

One final limitation of the study were the inconsistencies in the repatisemniess
of the sample. The characteristics of the sample were mixed in repreesess of the
national and North Carolina community college populations. Gender statistictheere
same for the sample and the national population but not for the North Carolina
population. Ethnicity and age were areas where the sample differed from both the
national and North Carolina community college population characteristicslyfthal

time at which the sample enrolled in classes (day, evening, and both day and)evening
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were both similar and dissimilar with North Carolina community college reSilese
inconsistent results in representativeness of the sample could present a postabin
for the generalizabitilty of the findings. Efforts were taken however toaugor
generalizability despite the inconsistencies in representativeneampeswas drawn
from a variety of Early College models and learning environments. Coursesiser
chosen based on the enrollment of Early College students and not on the basis of the
curriculum covered, therefore the sample was drawn from a wide rangeiotfileurfhe
study was also designed so that the surveys would be administered in person thus
increasing the potential response rate, and a 96% response rate was. dttaiddition,
95% confidence intervals were determined for the sample to estimatetpopuédues.
These factors increase the generalizability of the findings despite trgmence of
some aspects of the sample compared to the population.
Delimitations of the Study

A delimitation for the present study was that it only included North Carolina
Early College High Schools which enrolled Early College students in callagges with
community college students. North Carolina Early College high schools that imaihta
segregated classes for Early College students were excluded frometremesiowever,
this delimitation was important to ascertain an accurate reflection petlheptions
college students had of Early College students in the classroom as well aspghe cam
environment. In addition, in North Carolina, Early Colleges have only been inredste
since 2002; therefore, the relative maturity of the programs could be considered a
delimitation of the research. North Carolina Early Colleges were chosefoass of the

proposed study, however, because at the time of the study they accounted for afmost hal
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of the nation’s Early College&érly College High School Initiativen.d.; New Schools
Project, 2007, 2009; North Carolina Learn and Earn, 2009) and thus would increase the
possibility of the generalizability of the findings. An additional excluded bbitor the

study was the nature of the course design in the chosen classes. Classépsegren

the basis of the proportion of enrolled Early College students alone. The surveged cla
were chosen from a variety of subject areas which potentially increases the
generalizability of the findings across curricula. However, the natuteeafourse design
could affect the manner in which Early College students are received or péiceile

class but was not an included variable for the current study.

A further delimitation was the exclusion of Early Colleges located on caspuse
other than community colleges. Though two Early College high schools weraexdfil
with universities at the time of the study, only those at community collegesaslezd to
participate in the research. The justification for only choosing communlggeol
participants was the typically higher proportion of adult students enrolled atwatgm
colleges. In addition, the majority of Early Colleges in North Carolina weréeldcm
community college campuses at the time of the study. Surveying comroaltgtyes
allowed for access to more potential respondents. Finally, universitiesnaeincluded
in the research project because of the differences in mission, purpose, and student
populations between the two types of higher education institutions.

Another delimitation of the study was present in the data collection and potential
inferences regarding retention. Tinto (1975) indicated several factorsnodlséudent
retention including academic and social integration. Some additional fadtmts were

not included in the data collection were: pre-college characteristicsqc®-economic
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status, pre-college academic performance, family education backgroundatdemic
performance, and potential barriers to higher education (i.e. work-retatéatts,
personal issues, etc.). It is possible that these factors affectezhttearac and social
integration of participants but they were not examined or controlled.

Finally, additional delimitations of the study resided in the design of tharokse
One delimitation was the lack of conclusion on how integration of the participaatesdrel
to retention or persistence at the institution. Because the data were ndaedphec
relationship between integration and retention could not be established and thus the
impact of the Early College student population on future consequences for the sample
were not determined. The present study did not include retention as a variablesst.inter
In addition, one final limitation was the lack of ability to draw cause andteffec
relationships between the variables. Because the design of the reseanch was
experimental, it could not be determined if the proportions of Early College students i
class or on campus, or interactions (positive or negative) had a direct impaatiemaxc
and/or social integration.

Implications for Future Research

Research on the Early College, as cited previously, is limited and dgneral
focused on high school implementation and performance. The present study lends support
for further research on the Early College in several areas. Thesenaftade but are not
limited to: (a) replication of the study, (b) expansion of surveyed populations, (c)
inclusion of community college faculty perspective on Early College studenit$dn
perspectives from the Early College student in regard to academic andrsegition

at the college.
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First, because this research resulted in significant findings in theonslaip
between academic and social integration and exposure to Early Collegesstudent
several levels, future research might replicate the study to furthermaagh® findings.
Replication could be conducted both at community colleges and at institutional types not
included in the present study, such as universities and perhaps virtual Eartye Gajle
schools where students are enrolled in mixed distance education courses. As distanc
education and interest in online learning are increasing in popularity in highetieduca
this particular aspect of integration could be potentially important for thessiof the
Early College Virtual High Schools. In addition, future replications might includadr
evaluation of the nature of the interaction between exposure and integration. For
example, exposure variables such as the frequency of interactions with &éetyeC
students in addition to the type of interactions experienced would provide more
information on how the quantity of interactions affects integration. This infayméasi
essential in creating a better understanding of how the community collegatstud
population is effected by the Early College program. In addition to replicatiame fut
researchers might include surveying different populations on the effebts Batly
College program.

The present study limited the participants to community college students who
were enrolled in mixed classes with Early College students. Futurealesesamight
consider the impact of the Early College program on all students enrolled at the
institution, and not just those who are directly exposed in a classroom setting. As Tinto
(1993) indicated that academic and social integration are not mutually excuosivieat

one can affect the other. Despite the findings of the current study which dgopotts
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this postulation, it could be possible that social exposure to Early College stumddts c
have an impact on academic integration.

Faculty members have direct influence on student populations academically and
socially, and therefore the faculty perspective on how Early College stuhgratst the
classroom and/or campus could be a topic of interest for future research. As previous
research has indicated (Hall, 2008), one concern of the Early College adnmimissrat
the “buy in” of faculty and the resulting impact on the success of Early Caitadents
in college classes. The perspective of faculty on the Early College prograd
influence how they approach a classroom (design and instruction) with Eadg€oll
students enrolled, and therefore this information could be helpful in the future success of
the program. Also, it is possible that how college faculty feel about Earlyg€olle
students and the program could affect community college student opinions of Early
College students. This information would also be helpful for improvement of the program
from the college perspective.

In addition, the community college should consider training faculty on teaching
younger populations and future researchers may investigate whetheritinag @ppears
to have an impact on academic and social integration of community college students.
While many institutions are likely to provide professional development tocallltyeon
teaching diverse student populations, focusing on age-related teaching pfacticese
faculty specifically designated to teach mixed classes could be helpful inngduc
tensions within the classroom with regard to the lowering of academic standar
discipline, and other issues. Including Early College high school faculty in siisnason

teaching different student populations could also facilitate communicationdretine
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Early College and the college as well as facilitate practitioneda@went. This would
be helpful on multiple levels including faculty “buy in” and improvement of teaching
practices for diverse student populations.

Finally, Allport (1954) supposed that the controlled exposure to minority students
could reduce prejudice in the majority group. Research has been conducted that has
supported his supposition (Knapp & Stubblefield, 2000; Schoem & Hurtado, 2001).
Knapp and Stubblefield (2000) found that controlled exposure of elderly student to
traditional-aged college students reduced their prejudices of the elderlytpopulhe
results of the present study indicate that exposure to Early College studentsveoas ha
impact on college student academic and social integration. If collegastudelemic
and social integration is affected, it stands to reason that Early Collegetstaddemic
and social integration may be affected by exposure to community collegatstues
example, Chavous (2005) found intergroup interaction positively impacted social
integration and sense of belonging for both minority and majority students. Future
researchers could investigate this aspect of student integration to bettstamtibow
both populations are integrating. Information about how to integrate both student
populations better could only increase the effectiveness and ultimate soicttess
program for both current and emerging Early College High Schools.

Implications for Practice

The exploratory nature of this study and the significant findings for several
research questions provide implications for practice in improving the Earlggéoll
program. The areas for suggestion of improvement that are supported by study data

include: (a) decreasing the ratio of Early College students to collegatud the
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classroom, (b) balancing the student populations on campus, (c) implementation of the
use of maturity and motivational measures to prepare Early College studeoitefye-c
readiness, (d) expanding the timeline for enrollment of Early College studeraieige
classes, (e) creating a separate space or facility for Eadgg@datudents to reside
primarily during the academic day, and (f) incorporating practaéscilitate community
college student “buy in.”

First, the results of the present research indicated that the proportion of Early
College students in the classroom had a significant impact on community ctliegets
academic integration. The results specifically demonstrateddhanunity college
students enrolled in Low exposure classes had higher scores on average asdctumpar
those in High exposure classes. Intellectual connectivity to peers idl terttodege
student satisfaction and academic integration. Therefore, it can be infemrethé study
results that the community college students enrolled in classes with preddyninant
college students felt more academically integrated and connected to the lbettagse
of the more homogenous nature of the class. Conversely, those who were in classes
where the proportion of Early College students was much higher showed integration
scores that reflected lower levels of academic integration and thus coripécttiie
college.

These results have implications for the future success of the programebecaus
adult and traditional-aged students currently constitute a majority of the waitgm
college student population. They are the primary stakeholders and designated focus of
policies and practices for improvement at community colleges. Thus theiraitnb@gand

ultimately their satisfaction with their academic experience atdiege is of primary
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concern to college administrators, faculty, and staff. One solution to this produhelne c
found in the study results indicating that lower proportions of Early College students i
mixed classes results in little to no negative impact on academic imegrétollege
students. Therefore if the proportion of Early College students in mixed classbs c
limited, this could have an effect on how they are received by college studdn¢ad to
the improvement of both the program and the academic satisfaction of all students
(Allport, 1954).

Reducing the proportion of Early College students in mixed classes can be a
challenge given a variety of institutional issues. Despite the desiredt® @ustom
academic experiences for Early College studdfasy College High School Initiative
n.d.; New Schools Project, 2007), the numbers of high school faculty are limited in
smaller schools and the times when they can teach are also limited. Igjrhikar
numbers of community college faculty are limited and some classes caneooitfered
at specific times. In addition, in the case of smaller satellite campseRbility of
facilities can also present difficulty for the scheduling of clesgéth limited classrooms
and narrow time frames in which classes can be offered, creating ma#igdions of
needed courses that correspond with the requirements of the Early College can be
difficult. However, a discussion regarding how to reduce the percentage ofd6ddyge
to college students in a class is clearly an important effort to undertakelidhbot
college and the high school, though it may not always be possible to accomplish given
the constraints. The relationship between exposure to Early College students and
community college student integration also has implications for campusadssoci

issues.
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The findings of the present research suggested that the ratio of EadgeColl
students to college students on campus had a significant impact on social ortegrati
Participants enrolled in Low exposure campuses generally reported highsmliesetial
integration as compared to those on High exposure campuses. As connectivity t® peers i
central to college student satisfaction and integration, it can be assumed fresuttse
that the students enrolled at campuses where Early College students malgnificans
portion of the population felt less connected socially to the college. Conversely, those
who were on campuses where the proportion of Early College to college students was
much lower had integration scores that were reflective of higher levels af soci
integration and social connectivity to the college.

These results have implications for the future success of the program. Coynmunit
college students’ integration and satisfaction with their social experietioe eollege
are of concern for college administrators, faculty, and staff. In additiomttégration
and satisfaction of community college students also has implications foiteigesition
and satisfaction of Early College students. If Early College student®afaccepted” by
the college students, the likelihood that they in turn will feel a sense of bejomijibe
reduced. The study results indicated that lower proportions of Early Colietgntt on
campus resulted in little to no negative impact on social integration of collegatstude
Thus if the proportion of Early College students can be considered based on the number
admitted to the program yearly, this could have an impact on the success of the progra
(Allport, 1954) and the integration and satisfaction of both types of students.

Ultimately this becomes issue in three primary areas. First fjiestion of

financial sustainability, as enrolling fewer students in the Early Copleggram could
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also put the program at risk of losing funding and support. Currently, most public schools
are funded based on the number of students enrolled and therefore, smaller schools very
often receive less funding and financial support (Jones, 2003). Second, restricting
enrollment limits access to higher education for a population which is alaadyy
underserved in higher education. Achieving a balance to the student enrollment iss
however, is still important as reflected in the results of the current resstady. Third,

if Early Colleges are only located on larger campuses where they would make up a
smaller portion of the student body, this may limit the opportunities to only those high
school students who are in larger areas or who are in the service area of calayes.
Therefore, students in rural or less populated areas might not experience equal
opportunities in Early College programming. It is accordingly ingyarfor the

community college and the high school to support each other in communicating the
mission of the college and the Early College to the sources of funding for tharprogr

Only by articulating the needs of both institutions and the potential impact on thei
success can the importance of the small school model and balancing student populations
for the program’s success be made clear. Further implications for preantiedso be

derived from the comments provided by participants.

One of the sources of information about exposure to Early College students was
the qualitative comments section of the ECSB. While the majority of partisidahhot
provide comments and therefore vast generalizations cannot be made, it was found that of
the provided comments the majority were negative or mixed in tone. These comments
also predominantly mentioned immaturity as an issue with Early College suatent

campus. These findings coupled with the cited developmental differences batiwsn
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in development and learning theories suggest that measures of student maturity and
motivation be incorporated as a possible step in improving relations between community
college and Early College students.

While it is contrary to the purpose of the Early College to institute limiting
measures in the admissions process, this information could be useful after emradim
help determine student readiness for mixed college classes. These measidratso
provide high school administrators with insight into elements of a student’s péssonal
not visible in academic performance, which could aid faculty and staff in improving
student weaknesses in these areas. Measures including, but not limitedPtystreality
Development TegCassel & Chow, 2000) and tinildren’s Academic Intrinsic
Motivations InventoryGottfried, 1986), could help administrators make decisions about
how to address maturity and motivation shortfalls for students in order to prepare them
for success at the Early College. The information derived from such instsiouerid be
used to create student-specific interventions to assist in their intellectd emotional
development. Instituting these measures may help ease some of the tensiesseedby
participants on the comment section of the ECSB and potentially similargeel those
who did not respond to the comments section but who showed low levels of integration
and low ratings on behavior.

In concert with the institution of maturity and motivation measures to assist
students in preparing for success in college level work, it might also be appdpri
expand the timeline in which Early College students could enroll in mixed €la3dse
participants surveyed in this study did attend colleges which enrollefffasthmen) and

second-year (sophomores) students in mixed college classes at the hmstatly. In
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the comments section of the ECSB, several participants specificalliytbg maturity of
Early College students and their readiness for college classes. Hall (Z08ptdd in

her research that this was a factor of concern for at least two of the acatorss
interviewed for her study. It follows that if students are less mature andathyt for

college work, they should first acquire the basis they need in high school classagand g
the time they need to mature and prepare for the nature of collegiate worklagd col
students.

In addition, the creation of a transitional course for first-year studentalsay
provide Early College students an opportunity to adjust to the collegiate enviromdent a
gain knowledge they need to be successful at the Early College. This could berednside
the Early College Orientation Course and would ideally cover material rekevant
preparedness for college work such as the use of a syllabus, study skills, time
management, and classroom etiquette. Incorporating both a college and high school
faculty member as facilitators for the course would also be valuable émgtsuccess,
as Early College students typically take both high school and college classes
simultaneously and may need academic assistance with both accordinglyh&Vit
incorporation of a college faculty member, it may also be possible to provide Early
College students with college credit for the orientation class. Furtherniintite first-
year students to such a college class would allow them to build skills and arneite t
mature for future success in college classes.

Delaying the mixing of Early College students into college classes maydssap e
the tensions such as those cited in the comments section of the ECSB and improve the

relationships between college and high school students. While this suggestion could
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present great opportunities for student development and performance, challealges w
also be associated with its implementation. Some of the difficulties engite for
certain classes which are offered only once a year, which could potes¢iaéiin Early
College student back in completing his or her education. Prerequisites far cetieses
may also present challenges for the implementation of this suggestionitiag |
enrollment in prerequisite classes may also delay entry in neededsdtirally, caps

on enrollment due to facility space and instructional needs may also prepediments
for this suggestion. However, adopting this modified Middle College model could
improve academic performance and satisfaction for Early College stadentd| as the
academic integration and satisfaction of college students.

The evaluation of social integration and social exposure in this study sufgeste
that higher proportions of Early College students on campus were negativelgtaesksoc
with social integration. Some comments were made on the ECSB that EadgeColl
students needed “a place to be kids.” One of the colleges that participated urdyhe st
recently opened a new facility in which Early College students could resiahg @duri
portion of the academic day while still attending college classes in thedsh@ademic
building. Comments made on several of the surveys for that site indicated the
improvement of behavior on campus as a result of the new facility. Particippatted
comments such as “the new building has improved the noise level,” and “since they have
gotten the new building it has calmed down a lot here and is easier to go @nclaks
class work in the lobby area.” While total separation of community college students a
Early College students would defeat many of the purposes of the program and is not

advisable, providing an area in which Early College students can decompress and “be
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kids,” may create a more conducive learning environment for both student typles. Hig
school and college administrators could also work together in the absence ahgesepa
location, to create a space to facilitate a similar environment. Tpialag®n is not
advisable as it would eliminate the benefits of interaction between and for both high
school and college students and would be contrary to the adult modeling objective of the
Early College High School Initiative. In addition, total separation would €rtbat

potential for a decrease in Early College student sense of belonging to the communi
which is an important factor in their social integration at the college. Again, egposi
Early College students to college students can be a positive experience for botf type
students, but providing Early College students with the freedom to express age-
appropriate behaviors in a non-judgmental environment could also be beneficial for the
program and its students.

Finally, as the findings suggest that there was a sense of incongrueneerbetw
the Early College and community college students for the sample, it mighit eaef
program for the community college to encourage community college studentrienést
in the program. One of the ways in which community college and Early College
administrators could improve student involvement and reduce prejudice is to facilitate
dialogue between the student populations. Schoem and Hurtado (2001) found facilitated
dialogue between a majority and minority group produced positive effects on the
perceptions of each group on the other. Facilitated dialogue might provide EarlyeColle
and college students with a format to discuss both incongruent issues as welitiobse
might bring them to common ground. Such dialogue might present community college

students with the knowledge that, while they are different in some ways, EdidgeE
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students may have similar goals and aspirations for future careers andifyr.ospe
Chavous (2005) found that dialogues which often lead to the reduction of prejudice can
be facilitated in orientation-type programming. Orientation or freshmamae type
programs create a captive audience of blended student types in an atmospheadl where
students are on an equal footing (i.e. they are all new college students). These
institutionally created situations could produce an atmosphere of accepthecehan

one of forced adaptation.

One further suggestion would be to create peer mentoring programs where Early
College students are paired with community college students to faciliedenang
opportunity for both student types. The community college student with more experience
than the Early College student could therefore afford both an avenue of support and
guidance for the Early College student. This relationship in turn could provide the
community college student with a connection to the Early College which mighisdlevi
any potential tensions or prejudice as a result of the differences in studelhisagkear,
however, that creating administrator-controlled opportunities for involveménBarly
College students could increase acceptance and facilitate positivetiotesdoetween
the two student populations. As integration is key for both student types, efforts to
increase positive experiences and interactions could be beneficial to the abntinue
success of the Early College and community college collaboration.

Conclusion

The development of innovative programs such as the Early College is clearly

important to both increase higher educational opportunities for underserved students a

engagement in at-risk populations. These programs introduce high school students to
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higher education by immersing their high school in a college environment. Tésanp
valuable opportunities for accelerated learning for high school students and the
advancement of underrepresented student populations in higher education. Such students
are often disengaged by the typical high school experience for many reasodisignc

social disconnection and negative prior academic experiences.

It is clear, however, that while these programs present great opportunitgathey
also potentially present challenges for both the high school and the associated college.
Human development and learning theories and the supporting research indicateghat the
are fundamental differences between child and adult learners. Thesendié® primarily
apply to the approach to the learning environment and preparedness for college-level
experiences and requirements. Over time, differences dissipate as stunerdad)
mature; however, Early Colleges integrate young high school students (13 tasldfyea
age) on to campuses where the population is often predominantly composed of adult
students (25 years of age and older). In addition, student retention theories ¢éxere
importance of academic and social integration for student retention. Suppestagah
has noted that connectivity and sense of belongingness are key elementgder coll
student persistence. Thus connectivity and integration are related to peesisténc
college student satisfaction. It has also been theorized that introductions afyminor
student populations can potentially affect the principal student group. The issues or
challenges presented with the formation of Early College programs nesidgotential
impact on the academic and social integration of the college students due to differenc

between child and adult learners.
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The purpose of the current study was to ascertain preliminary information on the
relationship between academic and social exposure to Early College students and
academic and social integration of community college students. The findirigs of t
research indicated that community college students were exposed tC&ltye
students both academically and socially and that participant academincaid s
integration scores reflected average or typical levels of integrationme$hks also
revealed that there was a moderate, positive relationship between the afuatdygemic
exposure to Early College students and community college student academitiantegra
In addition, a moderate, positive relationship was also found for the quality of social
exposure and social integration. Finally, the degree of exposure measured lgltbe le
campus and class exposure had an impact on academic and social integration.
Specifically, academic integration scores were significantly hifgirgrarticipants in
Low exposure classes as compared with those in High exposure classes. Social
integration was also significantly higher for participants at Low exgosampuses
compared to participants’ integration scores at High exposure campuses.

Despite the limitations of the study, the results provide important information for
future research and practice. Future research on the Early College rial gewkthe
perceptions of community college student and faculty on the Early College aratinge
for the program’s continued and future success. As this is the first studykofdton the
impact of accelerated learning programs for underserved students collabartting
institutions of higher education, further research should be conducted including
replication of the present study. Future implications for practice includedanguEarly

College students with time and resources to prepare for college-levakaxpsrand
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work prior to entry into mixed college classes and instituting training éoltfaon

teaching age-diverse student populations. In addition, enhancing collaboratiombetwee
administrations in order to ascertain needed resources for the program tiaunthons
facilitated dialogue in the form of joint orientation programming and peer megtiani
Early College and community college students, could also be helpful for the $ulccess

integration of the collective student body.
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Appendix A: Institutional Integration Scales (IIS)

InstructionsRate each of the following questions using the scale below. Circle only one
answer. Don’'t spend much time thinking about any one question. Use your first response.
If you decide to change your answer, put an X through the first answer and circle your
final choice.

Peer-Group Interactions

Neither
Strongly | Agree Agree | Disagree| Strongly
Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
1 | Since coming to this college 5 4 3 2 1

have developed close
personal relationships with
other students.

2 | The student friendships | haye 5 4 3 2 1
developed at this college haye
been personally satisfying.

3 | My interpersonal 5 4 3 2 1
relationships with other
students have had a positive
influence on my personal
growth, attitudes, and values
4 | My interpersonal 5 4 3 2 1
relationships with other
students have had a positive
influence on my intellectual
growth.

5| It has been difficult for me to 5 4 3 2 1
meet and make friends with
other students.

6 | Few of the students | know 5 4 3 2 1
would be willing to listen to
me and help me if | had a
personal problem.

7 | Most students at this college 5 4 3 2 1
have values and attitudes
different from my own.
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Interactions with Faculty

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

My nonclassroom
interactions with faculty
have had a positive
influence on my personal
growth, values and
attitudes.

5

3

My nonclassroom
interactions with faculty
have had a positive
influence on my
intellectual growth and
interest in ideas.

10

My nonclassroom
interactions with faculty
have had a positive
influence on my career
goals and aspirations.

11

Since coming to this
college | have developed
close, personal relationsh
with at least one faculty
member.

oD

12

| am satisfied with the
opportunities to meet and
interact informally with
faculty members.
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Faculty Concern for Student Development and Teaching

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

13

Few of the faculty
members | have had
contact with are generall
interested in students.

3

14

Few of the faculty
members | have had
contact with are generall
outstanding or superior
teachers.

15

Few of the faculty
members | have had
contact with are willing
to spend time outside of
class to discuss issues 0
interest and importance {
students.

16

Most of the faculty | have
had contact with are
interested in helping
students grow in more
than just academic areas

D.

17

Most faculty members |
have had contact with ar
genuinely interested in
teaching.
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Academic and Intellectual Development

Neither
Strongly Agree Agree | Disagree| Strongly
Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
18 | | am satisfied with the 5 4 3 2 1
extent of my intellectual
development since enrollin
in this college.
19 | My academic experience 5 4 3 2 1
has had a positive influence
on my intellectual growth
and interest in ideas.
20 | I am satisfied with my 5 4 3 2 1
academic experience at thi
college.
21 | Few of my courses thisyear 5 4 3 2 1
have been intellectually
stimulating.
22 | My interest in ideas and 5 4 3 2 1
intellectual matters has
increased since coming to
this college.
23 | I am more likely to attend a 5 4 3 2 1
cultural event (for example
a concert, lecture, or art
show) than | was before
coming to this college.
24 | | have performed 5 4 3 2 1

academically as well as |

anticipated | would.
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Institutional and Goal Commitments

Neither
Strongly | Agree Agree Disagree | Strongly
Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
25 | Itis important for me to 5 4 3 2 1
graduate from college.
26 | | am confident that | made 5 4 3 2 1
the right decision in
choosing to attend this
college.
27 | Itis likely that | will 5 4 3 2 1
register at this college
next fall.
28 | Itis not important to me 5 4 3 2 1
to graduate from this
college.
29 | I have no idea at all what 5 4 3 2 1
want to major in.
30 | Getting good gradesisnpt 5 4 3 2 1

important to me.
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Appendix B: Early College Student Behavior Survey

ECSB Survey

Introduction and Instructions:

This survey was created to determine your experiences with Early College stent
campus and in class. Early College students are high school students taking both college
and high school courses at the same time, and the high school is located on this
community college campus. There are two primary sections of the survey and they focus
on your experience in class and on campus with Early College students. There are
several sections of questions including checklists, fill-in-the-blank, as well stsomse

using a rating scale. Please answer each question based on your expetignces

semester Thank you for your willingness to participate.
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In Class

Instructionsfor Question 1: Pleasecheck all that applyIf you decide to change your
answer, draw a line through the first answer and check your final choice(s) in the box(es)
to the left.Please limit your responses to your experiences in this class, thigsem

1. Please indicate which of the following interactions you have had with Early
College students this class, this semester. Please check all that apply.

Group work assignments for a grade

Class discussions

Small group discussions

Studying together/study group

No interactions

Other (if you select “other”, please explain the type of interaction
in the space provided)

oOooooao

Instructionsfor Question 2: Please checkneresponse. If you decide to change your
answer, draw a line through the first answer and check your final choice in the box to the
left. Please limit your responses to your experiences in this class, thisgeme

2. Have you taken other classes with Early College students? (Please cheak the
beside your answer)

O Yes
O No
O | don’'t know

Instructionsfor Question 3: Please indicate your response on the provided line. If you
decide to change your answer, draw a line through the first answer and write your final
choice to the right of your first answétlease limit your responses to your experiences
in this class, this semester

3. How many Early College students are in this class?
(If your answer is “0” please skip to questig#b)
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Instructionsfor Question 4: Rate each of the following questions using the scale below.
Circle onlyoneanswer. Don’t spend much time thinking about any one question. Use
your first response. If you decide to change your answer, put an X through the first
answer and circle your final choicBlease limit your responses to your experiences in
this class, this semester

4. Based on your experiencigsthis class, this semester, please rate overall Early
College student behavior on each of the following items. Please circle your

choice:
Early College Very Very
Student Behavior Positive Negative

a Class participation 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

b Class preparation 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

¢ Engagementin 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
learning activities

d Participation in 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 NA
assigned group work

e Respect for other 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
students

f Respect for the 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
instructor

g Respect for class 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
topics and lectures

h Respect for the class 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
environment

i Overall classroom 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
behavior
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On Campus

Instructionsfor Question 5: Pleasecheck all that apply|f you decide to change your
answer, draw a line through the first answer and check your final choice(s) in the box(es)
to the left.Please limit your responses to your experiences on this campus, this

semester

6.

In which of the following situations have you had interactions with Early College
studenton this campus, this semester (excluding classes and classrelated

activities). Please check all that apply.

goooooooaon

Club or organization membership

Campus social event sponsored by a club or organization
General campus social event (dance, Welcome Back event, etc.)
Cultural activities (Art shows, guest speakers, etc.)

In the library

In the cafeteria

In computer labs

In other common areas (hallways, lounge areas, etc.)

No interactions

Other (if you select “other”, please explain the type of interaction
in the space provided)

Instructionsfor Question 6: Please indicate your response on the provided line. If

you decide to change your answer, draw a line through the first answer and write
your final choice to the right of your first answ@ltease limit your responses to your
experiences on this campus, this semester

Approximately how many Early College students have you encountered on

campus this semester, not counting your classes?

(If your answer is “0” please skip to question4)
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Instructionsfor Questions 7-8: Rate each of the following questions using the scale
below. Circle onlyoneanswer. Don’t spend much time thinking about any one question.
Use your first response. If you decide to change your answer, put an X through the first
answer and circle your final choicBlease limit your responses to your experiences on
this campus, this semester

7. Please rate the following behaviors when considering your experierrc&avly
College studentsn this campus, this semester. Please circle your choice:

Early College Very Very
Student Behavior Positive Negative
a Interpersonal 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Communication

b Respect for campus 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
property

¢ Respect for other 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
students

d Appropriate use of 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 NA
the library

e Appropriate use of 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 NA
computer labs

f Overall campus 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
behavior

8. Please rate the following based on your experieocékis campus, this

semester.
Early College Very Very
Student Behavior Positive Negative

a What others say about 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
. Early College student
behavior on campus at
my college is:
b Overall, my experience 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
with Early College
student behavior on
campus is:
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Instructionsfor Questions 9-10: Please checkneresponse. If you decide to change

your answer, draw a line through the first answer and check your final choice in the box
to the left.Please limit your responses to your experiences on this campus, this
semester

9. In general, do you believe Early College students behave similarly to other
college students on campus? (Please check the box beside your answer)

O Yes
O No
O | don’'t know

10.1If given the choice, would you enroll in a class if you knew Early College
students would be taking the same class? (Please check the box beside your

answer)
O Yes
O No
O | don’'t know

Demographic I nformation
11. How many semesters have you been enrolled at this college?

12. Please check the box for your age range:

O Under 18 O 18-24
O 25-31 O 32-38
O 39-45 O 46-52
O 53+

13. Please check the box for your ethnicity:

African American O Asian

Caucasian/White Hispanic

o oaoaad

O
Native American O Multi-Ethnic
O

Other | choose not to response

14.Please check the box for your gender:

O Female O Male



232

15.What time of day do you typically take classes?
O Day O Evening
O Both day and evening

16.1f you have any additional comments, please provide them in the space below:



233

Appendix C: Study Consent Form

Informed Consent Form

The course you are currently enrolled in has been selected for a study orlythe Ea
College. This research is being conducted as part of a doctoral dissenatcational
leadership. Your participation will only require responding to the two suwkigh will
be handed out today.

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. If you complete the
surveys but later change your mind about participating, you will receive niypteom
the instructor or the institution. Your grades will not be affected in any wepuitio not
wish to be included in the study. While there may be no benefits to you directly, the
information gained from this research may be utilized to improve your community
colleges’ programming. Furthermore, there are no foreseeable riskmts$adth your
participation in this study.

If you choose to be excluded from this study, please indicate that response on the
bottom of this form and leave the surveys blank. Every effort will be made to maintain
your confidentiality in this research by using a number instead of your narhe on t
surveys. The information will be reported as part of a group result with no asdociat
names or identifying information.

If you have any questions regarding the study, please contact Ms. FaitteskRol
828-508-7914 or Dr. Meagan Karvonen at 828-227-3323. Further, if you wish to receive
a copy of the final study results, please contact me at fpollock@southvweestelu. You
may also contact the chairperson of the WCU Institutional Review Board at 828-227
7212 at any time during this study if you have questions or concerns about yourriteatme
as a participant in this study.

Please indicate if you wish to be included in the study or not at the bottom of this
page. Thank you for your kind assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

C. Fairley Pollock

Doctoral Candidate

| will participate in this study

| will not to participate in this study

Signature Date
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Appendix D: Expert Panel Review Questions

Expert Panel Survey Review Questions

. Do you feel any of the questions are unclear? If so, please identify which
guestions and if possible, indicate how they could be improved.

. Do you feel any of the questions are irrelevant or out of place? If so, which
guestions and why?

. Should the survey include new questions on Early College student behavior in
addition to the ones that are currently on the survey?

. Should the survey include new questions on possible student interactions in
addition to the ones that are currently on the survey?

. Are there any questions that are not currently on the survey that you feel would be
helpful to include? If so, please indicate what could be included.

Please add any other comments
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Appendix E: Pilot Test Evaluation Form

Survey Pilot Evaluation Form
1. Are the survey instructions adequate and easily understood? Yes No

If no, what is confusing?

2. Are the survey questions written in a manner that is easily understood? Nes

3. Are there any survey questions which need further clarification? Yes N

If yes, which ones? List the item numbers here:

4. Are there any questions for which you wanted to give an answer that wasn't one of the
options listed? Yes No

If yes, please write in the question or questions below:

5. How long did it take you to complete the survey? minutes

6. Is the length and time it took to take the survey appropriate? Yes No

7. Do you have any other suggestions for improving the survey?
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Appendix F: Reliability Analysis for the IS

Table F1

Reliability Analysis for IIS Subscales

Subscale Alpha
Peer-group interactions .89
Interactions with faculty .87
Faculty concern for student development and teaching .81

Academic and intellectual development .81




Appendix G: Reliability Analysis for the ECSB

Table G1

Reliability Analysis for ECSB Survey Academic Construct

Behavioral Item

Alpha If Item Deleted

Class participation

Class preparation

Engagement in learning activities
Participation in assigned group work
Respect for other students

Respect for the instructor

Respect for class topics and lectures
Respect for the class environment

Overall classroom behavior

973

970

.969

.969

.968

.968

.967

.969

967
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Table G2

Reliability Analysis for ECSB Survey Social Construct
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Behavioral Iltem Alpha If Item Deleted

Interpersonal communication

Respect for campus property

Respect for other students

Appropriate use of the library

Appropriate use of computer labs

Overall campus behavior

What others say about Early College student behavior

Overall experience with Early College students on campus

.967

.964

.962

.965

.966

.961

.970

.964
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Appendix H: Themes and Phrases in the Comments Section of the ECSB

Table H1

Prominent Themes and Phrases in Comments on the ECSB

Comment/Theme n %
Immaturity 26 17.9
Behavioral issues/Disruptive 20 13.8
Wonderful program/Great opportunity 15 10.3
Adults are different from Early College (EC) students 12 83
Have had pleasant interactions with EC students; like them 11 7.6
Not respectful 11 7.6
Some are serious and motivated 8 55
Well-behaved 8 55
They need their own space 8 5.5
Not serious and/or motivated 4 2.8
Difficulty relating to EC students 4 2.8
Some are giving the program a bad name 4 28
Wish | could have participated in a program like Early College 4 2.8
Intelligent 3 2.1
Lowered academic collegiate standards 3 21
Generally negative 2 1.4
Not intelligent 2 1.4




Appendix I: Descriptive Statistics, Confidence Intervals, and FrequeistiydDtions of the IIS Academic Integration Subscales

Table 11

Academic Integration Subscale and Item Means, Standard Deviations, & Confidence $rnidn288)

95% CI
Subscale and Question Summary M SD Lower Upper
Faculty Concern for Development and Teaching 3.38 0.79 3.28 347
13. Few faculty are interested in students. 3.09 117 295 3.23
14. Few faculty are generally outstanding or superior teachers. 2008 2.75 3.04
15. Few faculty are willing to spend time outside of class with students. 3029 288 3.17
16. Most faculty are interested in helping students grow in more than just acadesms. 3.84 083 3.73 3.94
17. Most faculty members | have had contact with are genuinely interestadhimge 403 0.78 3.93 4.13
Academic and Intellectual Development 357 065 349 3.65
18. | am satisfied with the extent of my intellectual development at tiégeol 3.83 085 372 393
19. My academic experience has had a positive influence on my intellectuti.grow 3.85 0.88 3.74 3.96

ove



Table 11, continued

95% CI

Subscale and Question Summary M SD Lower Upper
Academic and Intellectual Development (continued)

20. | am satisfied with my academic experience at this college. 3887 373 394

21. Few of my courses this year have been intellectually stimulating. 3.061 292 319

22. My interest in ideas and intellectual matters has increased at thig colle 3.75 0.88 364 3.86

23. | am more likely to attend a cultural event than | was before coming tmtlage. 295 112 282 3.09

24. | have performed academically as well as | anticipated | would. 3089 362 384

e



Table 12

Frequency Distributions for Academic Integration Subscale Items (N=258)

Neither
Strongly Agree nor Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree  Disagree

Subscale and Question Summary n % n % n % n % n %
Faculty Concern for Development and Teaching
13. Few faculty are interested in students 25 9.7 91 353 47 182 72 279 23
14. Few faculty are generally outstanding teachers 18 7.0 82 318 44 171 83 322 31
15. Few faculty spend time outside of class with students 25 9.7 86 333 40 155 84 326 23
16. Most faculty are interested in helping students grow 51 198 134 519 54 209 18 7.0 1
17. Most faculty members are interested in teaching 70 27.1 138 535 39 151 10 3.9 1
Academic and Intellectual Development
18. Satisfied with intellectual development since enrolling 50 194 135 523 54 209 16 6.2 3
19. College had a positive influence on intellectual growth 55 21.3 136 52.7 42 163 23 8.9 2

8.9

12.0

8.9

0.4

0.4

1.2

0.8

e



Table 12, continued

Subscale and Question Summary

Neither
Strongly Agree nor
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
% n % n % n %

Academic and Intellectual Development, continued

20. Satisfied with the academic experience at the college
21. Few courses were intellectually stimulating

22. Interest in ideas has increased since enrolling

23. More likely to attend a cultural event since enrolling

24. Performed as well academically as expected

52 20.2 134 518 53 205 15
23 8.9 83 322 49 190 91

47 18.2 127 492 58 225 25
23 8.9 58 225 90 349 58

43 16.7 134 519 51 198 28

Strongly
Disagree
n %
5.8 4
353 12
9.7 1
225 29
10.9 2

1.6

4.7

0.4

11.2

0.8

eve



Appendix J: Descriptive Statistics, Confidence Intervals, and FrequestrijbDiions of the IIS Social Integration Subscales
Table J1

Social Integration Subscale and Item Means, Standard Deviations, and Confidence Intervals (N=258)

95% ClI
Subscale and Question Summary M SD Lower Upper
Peer-Group Interactions 3.35 0.78 325 3.44
1. I have developed close personal relationships with other students. BG3 338 3.64
2. Friendships | have developed have been personally satisfying. 898 346 3.70
3. Peers have had a positive influence on my growth, attitudes, and values. 083 331 355
4. Peers have had a positive influence on my intellectual growth. PLHb 332 355
5. It has been difficult for me to meet and make friends with other students. 338 344 371

6. Few students would be willing to listen to me and help me with personal problems. B3 299 3.27
7. Most students at this college have values and attitudes different from my own. 2.76 0.96 2.65 2.88

Interactions with Faculty 3.64 0.70 356 3.73

1444



Table J1, continued

95% ClI

Subscale and Question Summary M SD Lower Upper

Interactions with Faculty (continued)

8. Nonclassroom interactions have had a positive influence on values, attitudes, etc. 08531 3.51

9. Nonclassroom interactions have had a positive influence on my intellectual growth. ®7%&7
10. Nonclassroom interactions have had a positive influence on my goals. 3.92
11. I have developed a close, personal relationship with at least one faculty membard5 1.07

12. I am satisfied with the opportunities interact informally with facukyniers. 3.75 0.76

3.58

3.62

3.31

3.66

3.71

3.77

3.83

3.58

3.85
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Table J2

Frequency Distributions for Social Integration Subscale Items (N=258)

Neither
Strongly Agree nor Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree

Subscale and Question Summary n % n % n % n % n %
Peer-Group Interactions
1. Developed close relationships with other students 4159 107 415 64 248 35 136 11 43
2. Friendships | have developed were satisfying 3%33.6 122 47.3 67 260 26 10.1 8 31
3. Positive influence on growth, attitudes, values 2809 103 399 87 337 32 124 8 31
4. Positive influence on my intellectual growth 3011.6 99 384 91 353 30 116 8 31
5. Difficult to make friends with other students 52 20.2 107 415 50 194 36 140 13 5.0
6. Few students would help me with my problems 3011.6 74 28.7 70 271 67 260 17 6.6
7. Most students have different values from mine 41.6 55 213 102 395 70 271 27 105
Interactions with Faculty (nonclassroom)
8. Positive influence on my values, etc. 29112 125 484 79 306 24 9.3 1 04

e



Table J2, continued

Neither
Strongly Agree nor Strongly

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree  Disagree
Subscale and Question Summary n % n % n % n % n %
Interactions with Faculty (nonclassroom) continued
9. Positive influence on my intellectual growth. 3011.6 131 50.8 81 314 15 5.8 1 04
10. Positive influence on my goals 41 159 128 49.6 68 26.4 19 7.4 2 0.8
11. Developed a close relationship with faculty 4718.2 82 31.8 75 29.1 47 18.2 7 27
12. Satisfied with opportunities interact w/ faculty 3614.0 135 52.3 76 295 9 3.5 2 0.8

YA L



