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ABSTRACT

Adults are participating in all levels of higher education in increasingatsn
due to a variety of societal, cultural, technological, and economic pressuresmahiye
adult students attend 2-year colleges and technical institutions, 4-year <alhehe
universities are also enrolling substantial percentages of adult studenéstheless,
adult college students — those who are functionally independent, have substantial
work/life experience, and must balance school demands with extra-institutional
obligations — experience low persistence and graduation rates comperr aties
nonadult peers at these institutions. The literature on student retention points to the
importance of academic integration for adult students. In recent yearsgytstude
engagement — or participation in a variety of effective educational path&ed to
successful outcomes — has been presented as an alternative formulation oicacadem
integration. Prior research points to the importance of student engagemeritieala cr
influence on student retention. The National Survey of Student Engagement [NSSE]
measures engagement on five different benchmarks whose relevanadtfstuatents is
verified by the adult learning theory literature. This study utilizes fiata the 2005
NSSE and correlational research methods to create an operationallydeéeitibn of
adult students and to compare their engagement on each of the five benchmarks to that of
their nonadult peers. The findings are then explored to suggest refinements to current

theory and practice and directions for future research regarding aduhtstude
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l. INTRODUCTION

The title of a recent report sponsored by the Lumina Foundation says it all:
Returning to Learning: Adults’ Success in College is Key to American’s Hirusser et
al., 2007). In the opening lines of the report, Pusser and his colleagues (2007) outline a
growing threat to our nation’s prosperity in the global marketplace:

In the United States, postsecondary education has long driven individual social

mobility and collective economic prosperity. Nonetheless, the nation’s laber forc

includes 54 million adults who lack a college degree; of those, nearly 34 million
have no college experience at all. In the 21st century, these numbers cannot

sustain us. (p. 1)

Paradoxically, research on adult college students — defined briefly as those w
are functionally independent, have substantial work/life experience, and narstéal
school demands with extrainstitutional obligations — is relatively sparsediEsertation
study employs data from the 2005 National Survey of Student Engagement and
correlational research methods to meet two objectives. First, it endeavaseto m
specifically define "adult students” in a way that is both faithful to theatitee on adult
students and operationally useful to institutions and those studying adult students’
success. Second, it investigates how various characteristics of adultsintleahce
how they engage in educationally effective practices that are linked tesfitamllege
outcomes. Findings from this study will be discussed in an effort to shed light on how

institutions of higher education can improve retention of the adult students who

increasingly populate their campuses.



Background
Adult College Students in the®2Century

Just as the need to educate more adult students pressing, the number of adults
participating in higher education is growing. In 1999, Eric L. Dey and Sylvitatiorr
attempted to encapsulate the changing nature of higher education students terthe lat
part of the 20th century and project into the 21st by pointing out two major trends:
changes in the demographic composition of higher education students and changes in
students’ educational plans and preferences. In particular, they emphhaizibe
percentage of entering college students over 19 years of age has begnistzadding
in recent decades along with the ethnic and racial diversity of students (1999, pp. 301-
303).

Donaldson and Townsend (2007) indicated in a more recent study that adult
students, often referred to as a type of “nontraditional” students, accounted for 4B% of
undergraduates in the United States in 2000 as compared to only 27% in 1990 (p. 27). In
a similar vein, Carol Kasworm and her colleagues (2000) pointed out that, “In the past
fifty years, there has been a dramatic growth of adult learners...in credibancedit
higher education programs” (p. 450). Philibert, Allen, and Elleven (2008) claim an even
higher percentage of enrollees exhibiting adult characteristics. Irsthdy of
nontraditional community college students, Philibert and his colleagues citedahat
statistics indicating that 73% of undergraduate students were considered in&pme w
nontraditional in a 1999-2000 U. S. Department of Education study.

The presence of adult students in higher education is not a new phenomenon,

though changes in the way adult students are identified have led to more accurate



reporting (Horn & Carroll, 1996). Adult students began to enroll in large numbers
following World War Il, and their numbers continue to increase. A number of faceors a
driving the increasing enrollments of adult learners in higher education. Béan a
Metzner (1985) attributed the growth in adult student enrollment to (a) poltdicais,
including the introduction of the Gl Bill in 1944 and the creation of conditions more
favorable to adult students under the National Defense Education Act of 1958 and the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (amended in 1972 to include Basic Educational
Opportunity Grants or “Pell Grants”); (b) changes in social norms in Aaresociety

that included the explosion of women in the workforce following World War II; and (c)
economic factors such as the decline in blue-collar jobs. Patricia Cross (18f4dn\si
summarized these forces into three categories: demographic changesr(gcl
increasing life expectancies and lengthening postretiremeni ysacgl changes
(including changing gender roles, changing career patterns, andhgo dart

technological changes (and the accompanying shifts from production to informradion a
service economy jobs). Emphasizing a particular facet of social charyey B002)
pointed out that a dramatic increase in divorce rates since 1970 have led to arrearked
in single mothers returning to school.

Recently, instability in the financial sector and a contracting job market have
resulted in millions of adults across the United States returning to school tecerthair
skills or retrain (Richards, 2008). Higher education enroliments in Utah, fanoest
increased approximately 8.5% from fall 2007 to fall 2008 (Stewart, 2008) and another
8.3% from fall 2008 to fall 2009 (Leonard, 2009). Many of these new enrollees were out-

of-work adults returning to school.



While many adult students attend 2-year colleges and technical institutions
(Philibert, Allen, & Elleven, 2008), 4-year colleges and universities are atstirg
substantial percentages of adult students (Horn & Carroll, 1996). According to the 2007-
08 National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (National Center for Educatimtic&tat
[NCES], 2008), 22% of students at research and doctoral institutions, 35.4% of students
at master’s institutions, and 31.5% of students at baccalaureate institutiervyerars
of age or older. Furthermore 15.4%, 25.2% and 24.8% of students at these types of
institutions respectively reported a spouse or dependents. Nearly half of thessadent
these institutions lived off campus, and a small percentage were eiilierséatus in the
military or were veterans. Because age, dependents, place of residencistaatial
nonschooling life experience are important indicators of adult status, thestcstgive
an initial indication of the proportion of adult students at these institutions. Addérgs
have long been considered a key audience of community and technical colleges, but they
are rapidly becoming an important group of students even in the 4-year coltdges a
universities that have traditionally served young students recently out of high school

(Bash, 2003).

Retention of Adult Students

In consequence of the growth in adult student enrollments and the driving need
for an educated adult workforce, colleges and universities need to be awa#edyoh
what motivates these students, how they learn, how they interact with institotions t
achieve their goals, and what institutions can do to help them succeed. Irotheally

self-concepts and philosophical orientations of many colleges and universitiesbre



rooted in a history of serving traditional students with a liberal arts alunc(Geiger,

1999). These historical origins can blind colleges and universities to the unique needs of
adult students and create a collegiate environment that is marginalizify@gd to

them (Bash, 2003; Kuh & Love, 2000; Sissel, Hansman, & Kasworm, 2001).

A number of authors have written about this tendency of colleges and universities
to privilege traditional students both explicitly and implicitly (Brookdie2005). Sissel,
Hansman, and Kasworm (2001) in particular noted that, “Whether it is policy, program
attitudes, classroom environment, or funding support, adult learners face orsituti
neglect, prejudice, and denial of opportunities” (p. 18). Even the term “nontraditional
student” so often used to describe adult students could be considered deficit-based and
indicates that somehow these students are not the normal students that colleges and
universities intend to serve (Valencia, 1997).

For adult undergraduate students participating in higher education for the first
time, attending any college requires a dramatic role adjustment in whychtrst adapt
to a new environment with new norms and expectations in addition to negotiating the
academic requirements of earning a degree (Bash, 2003; Kuh & Whitt, 1988). This
adjustment is made more difficult by the fact that many 4-year instisittontinue to
focus on traditional students in both institutional culture and teaching practics)gie
mismatch for adult students (Hagedorn, 2007; Kuh & Love, 2000; Schlossberg, Lynch, &
Chickering, 1989). Furthermore, institutional policies and structures, includingamen
where classes and student services are offered, can create logislisaheduling
difficulties for students with substantial off-campus work and family obbgat(Choy,

2002; Cross, 1981).



The systematic neglect of adult students is reflected in decreasetepeessnd
graduation rates for adult undergraduates (Choy, 2002; Dey & Hurtado, 1999, p. 318;
Horn & Carroll, 1996). For example, the 2001 Beginning Postsecondary Students
longitudinal survey (NCES, 2001), which followed students who enrolled beginning in
the 1995-96 school year, reported dramatically lower persistence and désyreeemt
rates for adult baccalaureate students as compared to traditional studelet28/8%b of
all students who enrolled beginning in 1995 had attained a baccalaureate dexfieég, by
only 4.1% of students 24-29 years of age (when first enrolled in 1995), 3.5% of students
30-39 years of age, and 1.1% of students 40 years and older had attained a bachelor’s
degree compared to 44.1% of students 18 or younger and 13.7% of students 19-23 years
old. Degree attainment rates were likewise lower for students with a spuliee a
dependents, working students, and students living off campus, all of which are important
characteristics of adult learners.

At the same time, pressure on colleges and universities to retain thesgssiside
increasing. In late 2006, the Commission on the Future of Higher Education (adsb call
the Spellings Commission after Secretary of Education Margardirgsglpublished a
report entitledA test of leadership: Charting the future of U.S. higher educ&tios.
Department of Education, 2006), in which they called upon leaders and policymakers to
raise the standard of accountability for postsecondary education outcomes. éthmemg
factors, student retention and persistence rates were mentioned as key indicators
institutional effectiveness. Likewise, regional accrediting bodiesaisation rates as a
critical indicator of institutional performance (Berger & Lyon, 2005). In ytxla

environment of increasing adult enrollments and relatively low persistemgraduation,



retention of adult students is at once both critical and understudied (Bash, 2003). This
dissertation study endeavors to at least partially fill this gap in our uadensg of adult

student engagement and retention.

Overview of This Study

Adult students participate in postsecondary education in unique ways (Kasworm,
2003b; Pusser et al., 2007). Unfortunately, long-held notions about student retention and
persistence — those key accountability measures mentioned in the Spellings
Commission’s report — are based largely upon research conducted sevetes Gega
among traditional college students: those who earn a high school diploma, ehroll ful
time in postsecondary schooling immediately following high school, depend on parents
for financial support, and either do not work or work part-time while attending school
(Choy, 2002; Tinto, 1993). Furthermore, there is widespread confusion about how to
define adult students in a useful way; age is often used as a sole criteria, bsbdoing
masks some important behavioral patterns (exhibited even by some younger students)
that distinguish adult and traditional students (see Bash, 2003; Cross, 1981). Other
characteristics have been suggested, such as work status and gaps in entultrttesge
are applied inconsistently (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005). Consequently, our
current understanding of adult student retention and persistence is grakilyg.la

Student engagement, defined generally as the degree to which a student is
involved in a variety of educationally purposeful activities, is one of the most importa
predictors of postsecondary student persistence and retention (Astin 1998nB2ax13;

Kinzie, Gonyea, Shoup, & Kuh, 2008; Kuh, 2004, Tinto, 1993). For instance,



participation in active and collaborative learning, interacting reguath other students
and faculty, and working hard to accomplish meaningful academic work (all elemhents
student engagement) have been found to correlate with positive student outcoimes (Ast
1993; Pascarella, 2001a; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005). Like the broaderctenst
of persistence and retention, engagement has been studied extensively ineasent y
(Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2005). However, adult student engagement at 4-year
colleges and universities is a relatively new and scantily explored iseunal(i3on &
Townsend, 2007), though it has been studied at the community college level
(McClenney, 2007). Understanding adult student engagement is a critical stegh towa

understanding adult student retention and persistence.

Objectives

This study will compare adult and nonadult students’ engagement in educationally
effective practices known to correlate with student success and retention foratoef
provide direction for institutions seeking to promote the success of adult students. By
understanding how adult students engage in effective educational practicegiansti
can indentify both important areas of success to capitalize upon when working with adult
students and areas where adult students are less engaged that can be focused upon as

retention strategies.

Potential Significance
The need to attract and retain more adult students is obvious on a number of

levels from promoting national economic prosperity to developing an informeencitiz



(Pusser et al., 2007). In addition, as many institutions struggle to adapt to thginghan
student demographics in order to stay viable in an increasingly competghar hi

education sector, the need to produce a positive experience for students becomles critic
Indeed, terms such as “customer service” have become catch phrasesdomgtral
retaining highly mobile students in an increasingly competitive higher gdnica
marketplace (Hadfield, 2003). Some 4-year institutions such as public urbangeachin
institutions and the proliferating private for-profit institutions haventibnally targeted

adult students, while others continue to focus on serving traditional students. When an
institution knows how to adjust its practices to accommodate adult students and does so,
the cultural distance that must be traversed by these students deandabeslielihood

of their persistence and eventual success increases (Kuh & Love, 2000). In addition t
retaining current adult students, the institution that successfully makes sptitiada
increases its competitive edge in the higher education industry as its repwtation a
institution friendly to adult students spreads and serves as an importantnmgc¢aal. In

other words, adult students choose and attend institutions where they feel they will
valued and likely to succeed (Bash, 2003). Finally, students attending such institutions
will be more likely to succeed as they encounter institutional practicegdlnddte and

support them as learners (Brookfield, 1986; Renddn, 1993, 1994).

Conceptual Framework
This study is anchored in three bodies of literature: the literature on college
student retention with a particular focus on Vincent Tinto’s (1975, 1993, 1998) theory

regarding the effects of academic and social integration on institutindajoal
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commitment and the role of the classroom in adult student retention (Donaldson, 1999;
Donaldson, Graham, Kasworm, & Dirkx, 1999; Donaldson & Townsend, 2007); the
literature on college student engagement, an alternative formulation of acaateimi

social integration (Kuh, 2004; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2005); and the literature on
adult learners (Brookfield, 1986; Cross, 1981; Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 1998;
Lawler, 1991; Lindeman, 1926; Merriam, Caffarella, & Baumgartner, 2007). In@ulditi

to informing the creation of an operational definition of adult students, the literature
points to key ways in which adult students engage differently than traditional students
These differences and the research questions arising therefrobe witplored in detall

in the review of literature below.

Source of Data

One of the primary instruments for measuring and reporting student engagement
at 4-year colleges and universities is the National Survey of Student Eregggem
[NSSE]. Developed initially in 1998 by an expert team of researchers underetigodir
of Peter Ewell at the National Center for Higher Education Managemsterg, the
NSSE is now overseen by Indiana University’'s Center for Postsecondagréles=ach
year, the NSSE is administered under contract to first- and fourth-yeantstatid-year
colleges throughout the United States, and institution-specific resufisrzareto each
participating institution while a more general report is issued natiofidiifonal Survey
of Student Engagement [NSSEpout the National Survey of Student Engagenmedt).

The Indiana University Center for Postsecondary Research also sdieatsd subsets
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of the NSSE data to researchers interested in studying student engagéisesitidy

will use such a subset of the NSSE data to address the research questions.

Research Questions
The insights gleaned from the research on student retention, student engagement
and adult learners give rise to the following research questions:

1. Do adult students report significantly different levels of engagement than
nonadult students on each of the five NSSE engagement benchmarks?

2. How does level of engagement vary with level of adulthess on each of the five
NSSE engagement benchmarks?

3. Which indicators of adult status have the largest effect on level of engagement f
each of the five NSSE engagement benchmarks?

4. How do the effects of adult status indicators on level of engagement comgiare wi
the effects of other important demographic variables, i.e., gender, ethnicity, parent
education level, class standing and institutional type?

The origins of these questions will be discussed in detail in Chapter Il: Reliew

Literature, and they will be operationalized in Chapter Ill: Methods.

Methods and Variables

The NSSE (usually pronounced “nessie”) is constructed around five engagement
benchmarks arising from the substantial body of literature on student engagdkote
2004). An index for each benchmark is created by recoding and averaging a respondent

scores across all items related to that benchmark. These five engagetares will
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constitute the dependent variables in this study, while various indicators of adalttst
status and other demographic and institutional characteristics will sengegagendent
variables. The benchmarks are describethia College Student Report 2005 Codebook
(NSSE, 2005a) and consist of:

1. Level of Academic Challenge — a composite measure of the level of academic
rigor perceived by students.

2. Active and Collaborative Learning — a composite measure of the degree of
active learning and collaborative learning experienced by students.

3. Student-Faculty Interactions — a composite measure of the quantity and
guality of student interactions with faculty.

4. Enriching Educational Experiences — a composite measure of students’
exposure to certain types of intra- and extra-classroom experiences known to
influence engagement.

5. Supportive Campus Environment — a composite measure of students’
experience with supporting campus elements that enhance engagement.

The construction, validation, and use of these five benchmarks are discussed in detail
Chapter Ill: Methods. This study will employ a correlational reseagsigd to address

the research questions. These methods are also discussed in detail in Ghapter I

Summary
The number of adult students attending 4-year colleges has been increasing in
recent years and will likely continue to increase. The literature on stuglention,

student engagement, and adult learning theory indicate that adult studentsateritici
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higher education differently than traditional students and that increasésidégtudent
engagement will yield increased retention levels. Nevertheless, engaigeinadult
students at 4-year colleges and universities has not been studied extembigedtudy
will establish an operational definition of adult students for use by reseasthdying
engagement and will compare the engagement of adult students to that of tdaditiona

students.



Il. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The benefits students reap from participating in higher education are clear from
many decades of study, summarized comprehensively by Pascarella emani¢io91,
2005) in their definitive volumes entitlédbw College Affects Students: Findings and
Insights from Twenty Years of ReseaacdkdHow College Affects Students: A Third
Decade of ResearcResearchers have thoroughly documented increased verbal,
guantitative, and subject-matter competence; development of increasedvecgiils
and intellectual growth; positive psychosocial changes; enhanced atanaigalues;
moral development; a link to educational attainment and persistence both foreige coll
attender and for his or her children; career and economic benefits; and enhantgd quali
of life after college (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005). Also evident ireiarch,
however, is that not all participants benefit equally, in part because theypadetin
different ways and to different degrees (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005).

What seems to be clear from the research is that individuals who particqrate m
fully, particularly in educational practices known to be effective, benefit teaegr
extent than those who participate less fully (Astin, 1993; Chickering & Gamson, 1986;
Ewell & Jones, 1996; Kuh, 1994). In addition, those who persist in pursuing higher
education until they attain their educational goals, typically definedaasigtion, are
most likely to benefit (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005). Consequently, ngtaini

students is a primary goal of institutions of higher education (Braxton, 2000). This
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becomes an increasingly problematic effort, however, as the nature of higheticeduc
students and their participation patterns change (Andres & Carpenter, 1997; Bean &
Metzner, 1985). In particular, the burgeoning enrollments of adult students and their
greater tendency toward noncompletion have placed increasing pressure ugas colle
and universities to adjust their institutional efforts to retain students (Bash,NO&S,
2008).

The following review of literature explores three bodies of researah effort to
shed light on how institutions can better retain adult students and, by implicationt benefi
them more fully. The review begins with a summary and critique of traditibeaties of
student retention with an emphasis on academic integration as an impordatop
persistence for adult students (Cleveland-Innes, 1994; Tinto, 1997). Nextethtiie
on quality undergraduate education and student engagement (or the degree to which
students are involved in educationally effective practices) is explorecemmulation
of academic integration. In this section, the National Survey of Student Engagement
[NSSE], currently the most prominent instrument for measuring college student
engagement at 4-year colleges and universities, is described as aonesatuating the
level to which students engage in various educational practices known to be effective
(Kuh, 2004). Finally, the literature on adult learners is reviewed. Becauseadidhts
learn and engage with institutions somewhat differently than traditiaradrsts
(Kasworm, 2003a), and because the NSSE has not yet been used to measure these
differences, the literature on adult learners helps to define and desciib&t@dients,
investigate why and how they participate in higher education, and understand hiow adul

students learn and engage differently than traditional students. The revieavabfifi
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concludes with a discussion of how these three bodies of research give rise to the

research questions that form the main purpose of this study as set forth pyeviousl

Student Retention Theory

As was pointed out in the introduction to this study, adult students are populating
4-year colleges and universities in ever greater numbers, and thesssigccrtical to
students, institutions, and surrounding communities. Student retention has been studied in
various forms for nearly a century; however, most recent retention resaarte traced
back to theoretical frameworks set forth beginning in the 1970s (Berger & Lyon, 2005).
Two closely related areas of concentration in the field of student succeseseach on
student retention (how institutions retain students) and student persistenceaidrat f

lead a student to persist to graduation).

Theoretical Perspectives on Retention

There are several groups of theoretical frameworks regarding stetkamtion
and persistence that attempt to explain student departure from higher edudsdioca
be loosely categorized into four areas: sociological perspectives, psyichblo
perspectives, organizational perspectives, and economic perspectae®iiB32000;
Braxton & Hirschy, 2005).

Sociological perspectiveSociological theories of student departure focus on the
influence of social structures and social forces both inside and outside theiamstlt
setting. This perspective explores the interaction of social factorstfimsmall scale

(family encouragement, culture of origin, etc.) to the large scalai(abitapital and
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social reproduction). Culture — both the institutional culture and the culture atittens

—is an important part of this perspective. The greater the mismatch betsieeerst’s

culture of origin and the institutional culture (often referred to as the cultstahde that
must be traversed by students to fit into the institutional setting), the rkelethe

student is to withdraw (Braxton, 2000; Braxton & Hirschy, 2005). Important theorists
this perspective include Bean and Metzner (1985), Berger (2000), Bourdieu (1973), Kuh
and Love (2000), Tierney (1992), and Tinto (1975, 1993).

Psychological perspectiveRather than studying interpersonal cultural forces and
social factors, psychological theories of student departure focus on individual
psychological characteristics and processes that affect student depEnese may
include motivation, aptitude and skill, self-perception (including self-effica
personality traits, beliefs, locus of control, and psychological developmenngatter
Psychological theories seek to identify psychological cha+racterastit processes that
lead to persistence and suggest methods for building these in individual students
(Braxton, 2000; Braxton & Hirschy, 2005). Prominent theorists writing from a
psychological perspective include Astin (1984), Bean and Eaton (2000), Chickering and
Reisser (1993), Perry (1981), King and Kitchener (1994), Baxter Magolda (1992), and
Milem and Berger (1997).

Organizational perspective$he influence of organizational characteristics and
processes on college student departure is the primary focus of this théfraatieavork.
Organizational structure (bureaucratization, institutional size, ammssselectivity,
institutional control, student-faculty ratios, institutional resources and,goahifest and

latent institutional norms, etc.) and organizational behavior (faculty peacpeesidential
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and administrative styles, institutional orientation toward students) both ind@enc
student’s departure decision (Braxton, 2000; Braxton & Hirschy, 2005). In addition,
organizational types — bureaucratic, collegial, political, anarchicail§Bum, 1988) —

and organizational frameworks — structural/functional, symbolic, politindlhaman
resource (Bolman & Deal, 2003) — also affect students by providing varying defrees
perceived institutional fit and student satisfaction. Birnbaum (1988), BergemraxtbB
(1998), Braxton and Brier (1989), and Astin and Scherrei (1980) have all contributed to
the organizational perspective on student departure.

Economic perspectiveEconomic theories of student departure are based upon
cost/benefit analyses. In this perspective, students constantly weighathe reosts and
benefits associated with remaining at a specific institution. From a fahamnawpoint,
ability to pay, perceptions of financial aid, family resources, tuition, outscdene, and
individual and cultural perspectives on debt all influence the departure decision. In
addition, perceived opportunity costs are weighed against the social, intdllactd
financial benefits of persisting (Braxton, 2000; Braxton & Hirschy, 2005). St. John,
Cabrera, and Nora are prominent researchers who employ this perspectiodi(St
Cabrera, Nora, & Asker, 2000). Hoxby’s (2004) edited volume also contains some
excellent research on student participation conducted from an economic perspective.

SummaryEach of the four frameworks described above contributes important
insights into the college student departure process. Research from thesdipesspas
assisted institutions as they work to retain students. For instance, tharktena college
climate and culture has led to interventions aimed at creating safe csjiacals for

various groups on campus (Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Tierney, 1992) and the literature on
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psychological traits of successful students has led to a variety of dogrnisgtrventions
and support groups (Hensley & Kinser, 2001b). Seidman (2005) uses a variety of

frameworks to assemble a formula for retaining students that includigsdeatification

of students at risk and early, intensive, and continuous intervention.

Two theories, however, have dominated the student retention debate in recent
decades: Astin’s theory of student involvement (Astin, 1975, 1977, 1993) and Tinto’s
theory of student departure (Tinto, 1975, 1993). Because Astin’s theory is primaril
focused on college impact rather than retention (although the “environment” component
of Astin’s Input-Environment-Outcome model has some important insights about student
involvement), Tinto’s theory will form the foundation of the following review of
important retention factors as it has done with numerous studies over the past three

decades (Berger & Lyon, 2005).

Tinto’s Theory of Student Departure

Vincent Tinto, an educational sociologist, began his work on student retention in
the early 1970s. Prompted in part by the work of Spady (1970), Tinto proposed a
theoretical framework of student retention based upon Emile Durkheim’s socalogi
theory of suicide. He proposed that voluntary student withdrawal from higher educati
institutions, like suicide, results from “insufficient interactions with atherthe college
and insufficient congruency with the prevailing value patterns of the coltdigetoity”
(1975, p. 92). “Presumably,” Tinto continued, “lack of integration into the social system
of the college will lead to low commitment to that social system andneilease the

probability that individuals will decide to leave college and pursue alternativédias”
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(1975, p. 92). Specifying two realms of interaction within colleges and universities
academic and social, Tinto formed a conceptual schema that “arguessitiaeit i
individual’s integration into the academic and social systems of the cdiiggeost
directly relates to his continuance in that college” (p. 96). He used two casstrgaal
commitment, or dedication to finishing a program of study, and institutional commjtme
or dedication to staying at a particular institution — to explain student retention a
proposed that the degree of academic and social integration experierecetlidgnt in

the college environment directly influences these two forms of commitraestioavn in
Figure 1.

Social and academic integration as predictors of retenflamto (1975) defined
academic integration as the degree to which a student is incorporated into timei@cade
fabric of his or her institution. He argued that academic integration caredsured both
in terms of grade performance and the more nebulous construct of intellectual
development. While the former refers to how successfully the student meets expli
academic standards, the latter, he asserted, is more closely relatedtelhthe student
comes to identify with the norms of the academic system (p. 104). Calling upon the work
of Rootman (1972), Tinto (1975) proposed that:

Voluntary withdrawal can be viewed as an individual’s response to the strain

produced by the lack of ‘person-role’ fit between himself and the normative

climate of the institution that establishes certain roles as approridte t

institution. (p. 106)

Hence, the retention of students depends heavily upon how successfully the institution
can integrate students into the academic realm of the college or universaitimilar

vein, social integration “involves notions of both levels of integration and of degrees of

congruency between the individual and his social environment” (p. 107). According to
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Tinto (1975), academic and social integration have a direct effect on institutnohal a
goal commitment and consequently upon the student departure decision. Higher levels of
integration, he claims, lead to lower levels of departure.

Critiques of Tinto’s theoryTinto’s theory has been widely criticized for its
reliance on research involving traditional students and for its lack of emphasis on othe
factors critical to student persistence (Braxton, 2000). Predictably, schrolar each of
the four main perspectives offer different critiques. Some scholars notesTetaie to
account for individual psychological factors (Bean & Eaton, 2000), while others point to
economic forces such as student finances and financial aid that are missifAgni@m
model (St. John et al., 2000). Still others adopt a more critical viewpoint and question the
very purpose of integration. For instance, Tierney (1992) questioned whethertiotegra
and conformity are appropriate institutional goals given the negative atiphs of
students abandoning their cultures of origin. Institutional culture and clineatdsar
important considerations missing from Tinto’s model, asserts Baird (20@0Jnvan
(1989) points out that the implicit norms of an institution are just as powerful as explici
expectations in their effect on students. Empirical analysis also bringgui@stion the
internal consistency and validity of the causal links between integration emst¢rce
theorized by Tinto, especially when comparing residential and commuter campuse
(Braxton, Sullivan, & Johnson, 1997). Operationalizing academic and social integration,
however, is not always straightforward, and there is little consensus on theingheani
(Braxton, Hirschy, & McClendon, 2004; Braxton & Lien, 2000). As Stage (1989) points
out, there is even some amount of overlap in the definitions of academic and social

integration.
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Another critique more specific to this discussion is that with regard to adult or
nontraditional students, factors outside the institution exert a strong pull; adutitstude
tend to experience lower degrees of social integration on campus becauseadf-their
campus obligations (Bean & Metzner, 1985). Consequently, academic integratien see
to have a greater influence on the persistence of adult students than sapiatiartdy
having a direct effect on commitment (Cleveland-Innes, 1994), although Sorey and
Duggan (2008) and Asher and Skenes (1993) found that social integration was the more
important factor (this, however, seems to be an artifact of how the authors
operationalized academic and social integration). Empirical tests of §th&ory
confirm the association of academic integration and institutional commiahére
commuter campuses that adult students are likely to attend (Braxton, Sullivan, &
Johnson, 1997).

Revisions of Tinto’s theorin his more recent work, Tinto (1993, 1997, 1998,
2000, 2005) acknowledged many of these critiques and attempted to fine tune his model
by increasing emphasis on the role of intentions and external commitmentsiand the
impact on goal and institutional commitment. In addition, he adjusted the definitions of
academic and social integration. In the latest edition of his beaking CollegeTinto
(1993) set forth a new version of his longitudinal model of institutional departure as
shown in Figure 2.

In addition to altering his definition of academic integration to include both
academic performance and faculty/staff interactions (previouslyifdgsas a social
integration factor), Tinto (1993) began investigating the classroom gspkd of

student interaction and integration. Since that time, he has focused heavily oe tfe rol
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the classroom in his research: “The college classroom lies at the akthtereducational
activity structure of institutions of higher education; the educational encsuhst occur
therein are a major feature of student educational experience” (1997, p. 599).

Much of Tinto’s recent work has focused on community colleges. Tinto’s 1997
study of the Coordinated Studies Program at Seattle Central CommunityeColleg
explored at length the impact of learning communities on student persistened &md |
further refinement of his longitudinal model (Figure 3). In this iteration ©fodel of
student departure, Tinto began to blend academic and social integration to emphésize t
the classroom is a critical site where both forms of integration occur.

Learning communities continued to be a focal point of Tinto’s research for the
next several years (1998, 2000). In addition, the term “involvement” began to gradually
replace “integration” in his discussions of student persistence:

One thing we know about persistence is that involvement matters. The more

academically and socially involved individuals are — that is, the more tleggaént

with other students and faculty — the more likely they are to persist. (1998, p. 168)

It is interesting to note that the term “involvement” was first emphddiyeAstin
(1977, 1993) and has since been adopted by most retention researchers as one of the
critical aspects of student retention despite disagreements over how to defitierme
and measure it (Bean, 2005; Hagedorn, 2005). Milem and Berger (1997) emphasized this
connection in their exploration of the relationships between Astin’s theory of
involvement and Tinto’s theory of student departure.

SummaryAlthough it has undergone several revisions in response to numerous
critiques and new research, Tinto’s theory of student departure continues to irdfidkem w

on student retention (Braxton & Hirschy, 2005). Central to Tinto’s theory are the dual
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constructs of academic and social integration which have gradually blended tégether
become a continuum of student involvement (Tinto, 1975, 1993, 1997, 1998, 2000, 2005,
2009). As highlighted by the evolution of Tinto’s theoretical model of student departure,
retention research has begun to focus not only on settings other than traditiomal 4-ye
colleges and universities, but also on involvement in educationally effective psaati@a
measure of academic integration rather than simply grade perforifranteinzie,

Schuh, & Whitt, 2005). The work on quality undergraduate education and student
engagement described later in this review directly addresses theolexd@th students

are involved in effective academic practices at an institution (Clingk& Gamson,

1987; Kuh, 2004). Before proceeding to a discussion of student engagement, however,
we will first take a brief look at the research on adult student persisted¢bearole the

classroom plays in adult student retention.

Research on Adult Student Retention and Persistence

Although the study of retention and persistence enjoys a long history (Berger &
Lyon, 2005), the development and application of retention theories in the study of adult
students is a relatively recent phenomenon launched in earnest in the mid-198@s by B
and Metzner (1985), Pappas and Loring (1985), and Weidman (1985). Though they
employed different definitions of adult students, these studies immedddelyfied
ways in which adult students differ from traditional students that profoundly affect
retention and persistence. In addition to increased external obligatioasgmii#s in
enrollment patterns, residence, and level of personal maturity and psycHhologica

development, adult students’ motivations for attending are very different fromamnadlit
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students (Bean & Metzner, 1985). Bean and Metzner’s resulting model focuség heavi
on academic and environmental variables and deemphasizes social integraaiges/ari
(Figure 4).

Since the publication of Bean and Metzner’'s model in 1985, a number of authors
have investigated adult student retention and persistence from a variety otiperspe
Prather and Hand (1986) found that academic integration as measured by GPAawvas by
the best indicator of persistence for nontraditional students and that the reteriéorspat
were affected by gender and minority status. Cleveland-Innes (1994)dé&éwind that
academic integration was the best predictor of adult student persistenceeazhthabt
this concept should be expanded beyond GPA to include involvement of the student in
academic life. In a theory elaboration exercise (see Braxton, 2000), S@adI2y
investigates the relations among variables in Tinto’'s model and adds additional
endogenous and exogenous variables to the analysis. He concludes that the
stress/performance and integration/commitment subsystems are imptetaants
negotiated by adult students as is the balance between academic integrataomilgnd f
support (the latter tends to decrease as the former increases). Sandlec¢@00& with
Cleveland-Innes (1994) in her assessment of the importance of academationegnd
academic performance. Sorey and Duggan (2008), in contrast, found that the chief
predictors of persistence for adult community college students were soeghtion,
institutional commitment, degree utility, encouragement and support, finances, an
expressed intent to leave, and (lastly) academic integration. It should be noted,rhoweve

that Sorey and Duggan (2008) used an older and more restrictive definition of mcadem
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integration that only included GPA and a self-reported perception of intellenthial a
academic development.

In another study, Stolar (1991) surveyed adult students at Cumberland County
College and found that nonreturning students were predominately white, femaletand pa
time attendees that most frequently cited financial concerns, job conflidtpaaenthood
as the primary reason for dropping out. He also found that continuing students requested
campus child care and evening hours for classes and support services. Andres and
Carpenter (1997) took a more theoretical approach in preparing a report on nonthditi
students in British Columbia that highlighted the inadequacy of traditionaticete
models when applied to nontraditional students. In addition, they emphasized unique
personal characteristics and enroliment patterns of adult students.

Several researchers employing psychological and counseling pemspéctve
studied adult students’ developmental identities and needs to formulate stramehies
counseling interventions aimed at retaining adult students (Brown, 2002; Hensley &
Kinser, 2001a, 2001b; MacKinnon-Slaney, 1994; Senter & Senter, 1998). These authors
focus on identifying and meeting needs unique to adult students such as work-life
balance, work-to-school transition, managing multiple identities, and casewrinly and
development. In addition, Hensley and Kinser (2001a, 2001b) introduce the concept of
“tenacity” as a substitute for persistence; when studying adult studémtsyalical
enrollment patterns, pursuing educational goals in the long term despit®onatatop-
outs (“tenacity”) is more important than year-to-year or semestgernester enrollment

(the typical definition of “persistence”).



31

Other researchers have studied adult students involved in atypical institatons a
delivery modes in an effort to enhance retention. Castles (2004) studied adult students
enrolled in the UK’s Open University, Park and Choi (2009) investigated factors
influencing adults to persist in online learning, and Benseman, Coxon, Anderson, and
Anae (2006) outlined lessons learned from Pasifika students in New Zealand. These
authors emphasized practices such as active intervention, personal counseling,gorovidin
accurate and timely information, and the role played by external and famityes
Park and Choi (2009) in particular emphasized the importance of organizational support
and content relevance in promoting persistence of nontraditional learners.

Yet another set of researchers has focused on the economic aspects of adult
persistence. King (2003) asserted that nontraditional students often undeecttena
impact of decisions such as whether to drop a course or accept more hours of work and
do not understand the cumulative effect that these decisions have on the likelihood of
their completing a degree. Kirby, Biever, Martinez, and Gomez (2004) exarhmed t
impact of attendance on family, work, and social life and included suggestions to help
institutions minimize the impacts of attendance for adult students. Othersbave
included financial considerations as well, including Hadfield (2003) in her jptger
guide for recruiting and retaining adult students.

A final set of adult retention theorists have focused on student involvement and
the role of the classroom in adult student retention (Braxton, Jones, Hirsclartl&y
2008; Graham & Gisi, 2000; Kasworm, 2003b). Just as Tinto’s (1998, 2000, 2005) later

work emphasized the importance of student involvement and the active and involving
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classroom, adult retention researchers have recently turned their atterthiesd issues

as described in the following section.

The Role of the Classroom in Adult Student Retention

What happens among adult students and instructors in the learning process has
important implications for adult student retention (Barker, Sturdivant, & Smith, 1999
Imel, 2001; Kasworm, 2003b). Just as Knowles, Holton, and Swanson (2005), Brookfield
(1986), and Rogers (1983) stated regarding adult students and Rendén (1993, 1994)
reiterated in her work on minority students, learners are most likely tistpghen their
voices, views, and experiences are validated and included in the classroongtaadhin
learning process (Kasworm, 2003a).

Many other authors have highlighted the critical role of the classroomiexpe
and the role of faculty in fostering student engagement and, by inferencenacade
integration and goal commitment (Braxton, 2008; Braxton, Jones, Hirschy, &artle
2008; Graham & Gisi, 2000; Sandler, 2002; Sorey & Duggan, 2008; Weidman, 1985).
Tinto himself emphasized the critical role of the classroom: “student emgageés, for
most institutions, centered in and around the classroom” (1993, p. 132). Braxton (2008)
recently edited a volume dfew Directions for Teaching and Learnititat focused
exclusively on the role of the classroom in college student persistence.\nlthise, a
variety of classroom practices, including active and collaborative leasgngce
learning, and learning communities are demonstrated to be important prediictors

persistence.
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In creating a model of college outcomes for adult students, Donaldson and
colleagues have placed the “connecting classroom” in a prominent positiarg calli
prior research to highlight its importance (Donaldson, 1999; Donaldson, Graham,
Kasworm, & Dirkx, 1999; Graham, Donaldson, Kasworm, & Dirkx, 2000). Donaldson
(1999) noted concerning adult students, “their class-related learning and the
relationships with faculty and other students become the most powerful influences on
their campus experiences” (p. 28). McGivney identifies high-quality coursentantd
presentation together with a supportive learner group as critical stiacess for adult
students (McGivney, 2004). Kerka (1989) similarly points to a close correspondence
needed between instructional and student objectives for adult students. Elsewhere,
negative academic experiences are identified as a primary caudelfstadent dropout
(Hensley & Kinser, 2001a; 2001b). From these sources, it becomes apparent that for the
adult student with substantial off-campus obligations and limited social inderact
campus, classroom experiences play a major role in institutional persisteates, T
positive classroom experiences lead to stronger goal and institutional cosmitrgtna to

a greater likelihood of adult student retention.

Summary

While there are many different perspectives on how to enhance student retention
in higher education, Vincent Tinto’s work has demonstrated staying power despite i
shortcomings because of its relative parsimony and face validityt(Br,e000);
students persist when their levels of goal and institutional commitment are riigthjs

is most likely to happen when they are successfully integrated into the acaaheimi
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social systems of the institution. Research on adult student retention afffisrpattern
among adult students and emphasizes the role of the classroom as a key point of
interaction between adult students and the institutions they attend. Howeverghlscaus
lack of agreement over how to define and operationalize academic and sogratione
central constructs in Tinto’s model, recent research has focused on student inmblveme
and engagement in educational practices known to be effective (Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, &
Whitt, 2005). In the following section, student engagement is explored as a refavmulati

of academic integration that has been correlated with student persistence.

Student Engagement — Academic Integration Reformulated

In their work on college impact mentioned earlier, Pascarella and Terenzini
(1991, 2005) point to the importance of the time and energy students devote to
educationally purposeful activities — an alternative formulation of Tinto’s auade
integration construct — as a predictor of learning and personal development. In other
words, as Kuh (2001) points out:

Those institutions that more fully engage their students in the variety watiasti

that contribute to valued outcomes of college can claim to be of higher quality in

comparison with similar types of colleges and universities. (p. 1)
As stated in the introductory section of this papler, student engagement — defined
generally as the degree to which a student is involved in a variety of edudgtional
purposeful activities — is one of the most important predictors of postsecondary student

persistence and retention (Braxton, 2008; Kinzie, Gonyea, Shoup, & Kuh, 2008; Kuh,

2004; Tinto, 1993).
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Origins of Student Engagement

As a theoretical construct, student engagement has been defined best in the work
of George Kuh and his colleagues (Kuh, 2001, 2004; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2005;
Kuh & Love, 2000). However, exploring the origins of this construct in the influential
work of Chickering and Gamson (1987, 1999) on high-quality undergraduate education
helps us better understand the nuances of student engagement.

Seven principles for good practice in undergraduate educadimtie mid 1980s,
an undergraduate education reform movement was gaining momentum throughout the
United States. Several influential reports were created and circulateddayd scholars,
but no unified conclusion had been reached regarding what constituted a high-quality
undergraduate education. In 1986, after securing support and funding from thealimeric
Association of Higher Education [AAHE], the Johnson Foundation, and the Lily
Endowment, Arthur Chickering and Zelda Gamson invited a group of leading scholars to
meet at the Wingspread conference center in Racine, Wisconsin, and driafinestaf
principles of good practice. Among those patrticipating in the discussion weré¢sexper
collegiate quality and undergraduate learning such as Alexander AstinjaPatoss,
Russell Edgerton, and Joseph Katz. Chickering and Gamson prepared a number of
principles of good practice in advance based upon work done by the Council on Adult
and Experiential Learning [CAEL] and invited the participants to discuss and teése
in light of their own individual work on the topic. After several days, the group narrowed
the list of principles to seven, which Chickering and Gamson presented in their now-
classic lead article in thr®AHE Bulletinin March, 1987 (Chickering & Gamson, 1987,

1999; Kuh, 2001).
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According to the group assembled at Wingspread, high-quality undergraduate
education:
1. Encourages contacts between students and faculty,
2. Develops reciprocity and cooperation among students,
3. Uses active learning techniques,
4. Gives prompt feedback,
5. Emphasizes time on task,
6. Communicates high expectations, and
7. Respects diverse talents and ways of learning (Chickering & Gamson,
1987).

Response to the “Seven Principles” was immediate and overwhelming. The work
quickly expanded into a number of publications and instruments for assessing teaching
practices and campus policies. Other applications soon followed, including the Seven
Principles for Good Practice in Student Affairs, a joint effort by the Ararr@ollege
Personnel Association [ACPA] and the National Association of Student Personnel
Administrators [NASPA], and the College Student Experiences Questionnaire, a
precursor to the National Survey of Student Engagement (Chickering & Gamson, 1999).
In addition, the Seven Principles served as an important springboard for aflurry o
discussion surrounding effective educational practices and outcomes-basddrisnadica
guality in undergraduate education as described in the following sections.

Making quality count in undergraduate educatitmthe early 1990s, work
continued on the impact of college on students. Two influential pieces were published

during this timeWhat Matters in College: Four Critical Years RevisitgdAlexander
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Astin (1993), and Ernest Pascarella and Patrick Terenzini’'s monumental g/othes
researchiHow College Impacts Students: Findings and Insights from Twenty Years of
Researci{1991). These and other publications formed a foundation for the work of Ewell
and Jones (1996) at the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems
[NCHEMS] and for an important report issued by the Education Commission of the
StatesMaking Quality Count in Undergraduate Educati{i®95).
Chapter 4 of thMaking Quality Counteport refers to twelve attributes of quality
in undergraduate education that are grouped into three categories:
e Quality begins with aorganizational cultureghat values:
o High expectations,
o Respect for diverse talents and learning styles, and
o Emphasis on early years of study.
e A quality curriculumrequires:
o Coherence in learning,

0 Synthesizing experiences,

(@)

Ongoing practice of learned skills, and

(@)

Integrating education and experience.
e Qualityinstructionbuilds in:

o Active learning,

o0 Assessment and prompt feedback,

o Collaboration,

o

Adequate time on task, and
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o Out-of class contact with faculty (Education Commission of the
States, 1995, p. 19; emphasis added).

Peter Ewell and his associates used the quality indicators set forth in tristoep
produce a handbook for implementing a quality learning experience at theimstitut
level (Chickering & Gamson, 1999; Ewell & Jones, 1996). This work became the direct
predecessor to the work on student engagement described below.

Creation of the National Survey of Student Engagemend result of his
extensive work on defining and measuring quality in undergraduate education and in the
face of increasing dissatisfaction with national college ranking schsuoh as those
employed byJ.S. News and World ReppReter Ewell of NCHEMS was asked to lead a
team of researchers to create an instrument to measure educationaladjtladity
undergraduate level (Chickering & Gamson, 1999). With funding from the Pew
Charitable Trusts, he assembled a design team consisting of AlexandeGasy
Barnes, Arthur Chickering, John Gardner, George Kuh, Richard Light, and Teddgearch
(in addition to input from C. Robert Pace) to create a survey instrument. The result of
their work was the National Survey of Student Engagement [NSSE], a comprehensive
survey that “contains items directly related to institutional contributiontsitiest
engagement, important college outcomes, and institutional quality” (NS8Erigins

and potentialn.d.).

Operationalizing Student Engagement — The NSSE
According to George Kuh, longtime director of the Indiana University Céorte

Postsecondary Research which oversees the NSSE:
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[The NSSE is] specifically designed to assess the extent to which stadents
engaged in empirically derived good educational practices...The main content of
the NSSE instrument,he College Student Report, represents student behaviors
that are highly correlated with many desirable learning and personabpenezit
outcomes of college. (Kuh, 2004, p. 2)

Drawing heavily from the earlier work on quality undergraduate educatiemNSSE

sets forth five areas of effective educational practice, or engagenmetinerks: 1) level

of academic challenge, 2) active and collaborative learning, 3) studeifti/fateraction,

4) enriching educational experiences, and 5) supportive campus environmentivéhese f
benchmarks and their corresponding indicators are described below.

Benchmark 1 — Level of Academic Challenge [LAC].

Challenging intellectual and creative work is central to student learnthg a
collegiate quality. Colleges and universities promote high levels of student
achievement by emphasizing the importance of academic effort and segting hi
expectations for student performance. (NSB&chmarks of effective
educational practicen.d.)

Activities and conditions include:

e Time spent preparing for class (studying, reading, writing, reimgarsnd
other activities related to your academic program).

e Worked harder than you thought you could to meet an instructor’s
standards or expectations.

e Number of assigned textbooks, books, or booklength packs of course
readings.

e Number of written papers or reports of 20 pages or more.

e Number of written papers or reports between 5 and 19 pages.

e Number of written papers or reports fewer than 5 pages.
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e Coursework emphasizes: Analyzing the basic elements of an idea,
experience, or theory.
e Coursework emphasizes: Synthesizing and organizing ideas, information,
or experiences.
e Coursework emphasizes: Making judgments about the value of
information, arguments, or methods.
e Coursework emphasizes: Applying theories or concepts to practical
problems or in new situations.
e Campus environment emphasizes spending significant amounts of time
studying and on academic work.
Benchmark 2 — Active and Collaborative Learning [ACL].
Students learn more when they are intensely involved in their education and are
asked to think about and apply what they are learning in different settings.
Collaborating with others in solving problems or mastering difficult material
prepares students to deal with the messy, unscripted problems they will encounter
daily during and after college. (NSSBenchmarks of effective educational
practice n.d.)
Activities include:
e Asked questions in class or contributed to class discussions.
e Made a class presentation.
e Worked with other students on projects during class.
e Worked with classmates outside of class to prepare class assignments.
e Tutored or taught other students.
e Participated in a community-based project as part of a regular course.

e Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with others outside of class

(students, family members, co-workers, etc.).
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Benchmark 3 — Student-Faculty Interaction [SFI].
Students see first-hand how experts think about and solve practical problems by
interacting with faculty members inside and outside the classroom. Aslia res
their teachers become role models, mentors, and guides for continuous, life-long
learning. (NSSEBenchmarks of effective educational practicel.).
Activities include:
e Discussed grades or assignments with an instructor.
e Talked about career plans with a faculty member or advisor.
e Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with faculty members
outside of class.
e Worked with faculty members on activities other than coursework
(committees, orientation, studentlife activities, etc.).
e Received prompt written or oral feedback from faculty on your academic
performance.
e Worked with a faculty member on a research project.
Benchmark 4: Enriching Educational Experiences [EEE].
Complementary learning opportunities inside and outside the classroom augment
the academic program. Experiencing diversity teaches students valuapte thi
about themselves and other cultures. Used appropriately, technology facilitate
learning and promotes collaboration between peers and instructors. Internships,
community service, and senior capstone courses provide students with
opportunities to synthesize, integrate, and apply their knowledge. Such
experiences make learning more meaningful and, ultimately, more usedukkec
what students know becomes a part of who they are. (N&St€hmarks of
effective educational practice.d.)
Activities and conditions include:
e Talking with students with different religious beliefs, political opinions, or

values.

e Talking with students of a different race or ethnicity.
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e An institutional climate that encourages contact among students from
different economic, social, and racial or ethnic backgrounds.
e Using electronic technology to discuss or complete assignments.

e Participating in:

Internships or field experiences

Community service or volunteer work
- Foreign language coursework
- Study abroad
- Independent study or self-assigned major
- Culminating senior experience
- Co-curricular activities
- Learning communities
Benchmark 5: Supportive Campus Environment [SCE].
Students perform better and are more satisfied at colleges that aréteonbon
their success and cultivate positive working and social relations amongialiffer
groups on campus” (NSSBenchmarks of effective educational practicel.)
Conditions include:
e Campus environment provides support you need to help you succeed
academically.
e Campus environment helps you cope with your nonacademic
responsibilities (work, family, etc.).
e Campus environment provides the support you need to thrive socially.

e Quality of relationships with other students.

e Quality of relationships with faculty members.
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¢ Quality of relationships with administrative personnel and offices.

Each of the indicators above is translated into a response item on the NSSE, and
scores on each response item are combined to yield an index score for a respondent on
each engagement benchmark (NSSE, 2005a). These index scores form the dependent
variables for this study as outlined in Chapter Ill: Methods. In addition, a e rof
demographic information is sought from each respondent that allows researchers to
disaggregate the responses along a variety of respondent charactecbtias gender,
parental education level, and (in this study) “adultness.” The index scores fioethe
benchmarks and the aggregate score totaled across all benchmarks opeegitrel
concept of “engagement” in a particular way that is firmly grounded iregesarch and
correlated with other measures of engagement and educational quality. Gebige K
monograph entitledhe National Survey of Student Engagement: Conceptual framework
and overview of psychometric propertesarly sets forth the justification for the

NSSE’s operationalization of student engagement (Kuh, 2004).

How Student Characteristics Affect Levels of Engagement

A great many studies of student engagement have been conducted at both the
institutional and national level using results from the National Survey of Student
Engagement (see the “Papers and Presentations” section of the NSSE website at

http://nsse.iub.edfor examples). Each year, the Indiana University Center for

Postsecondary Research (home of the NSSE) publishes an analysis of the NSSE surve
results from a national perspective. In addition to providing high-level sunsdrie

findings, the annual report compares student responses along a number of dimensions
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including class standing, ethnicity, gender, transfer status, partcipatintercollegiate
athletics, institutional type, and so forth (NSSE, 2005b). Interaction effects among
student characteristics are also analyzed, such as the interaction betgeeatanding
(e.q., first-year or fourth-year status) and ethnic classification anekée class standing
and transfer status (NSSE, 2005b). Other studies published independently cover a broad
spectrum of student characteristics from gender, ethnicity, parent edueatgn |
academic preparation, field of study, and so forth (Hu & Kuh, 2002) to the influence of
information technology on student engagement (Nelson Laird & Kuh, 2005). The NSSE
has been used effectively to study the engagement of a wide variety of stodgst and
the interactions among various student and institutional characteristics.

A similar instrument, the Community College Survey of Student Engagement
[CCSSE], was developed in 2001 and administered by the University of Texastiat A
to explore student engagement at 2-year institutions (McClenney, 2007). Just like the
NSSE, the CCSSE has been used to study students with a variety of chacacterist
including several adult characteristics. Some of the CCSSE researchk wdéd in
Chapter V to shed light on findings from this study and to develop recommendations for
4-year colleges and universities seeking to more fully engage adult stutlents
interesting to note, however, that | was unable to find any studies of adult student
engagement using the NSSE aside from a single study of commuter student emgagem
(Kuh, Gonyea, & Palmer, 2001). This is curious both because of the shift in student
demographics and its implications mentioned in the introduction to this paper and
because of the wealth of NSSE studies using other student charactéipticsary

purpose of this study is to begin to explore this apparent gap in the literature.
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Summary

Promoting student engagement is one of the primary means for enhancing
academic integration and, by inference, student retention. The National SuBteyleint
Engagement is an instrument firmly rooted in the literature on effectivetezhaia
practices that has served for 10 years as an empirical measurify @ssessing the
degree to which students engage in practices known to be educationally effective at 4-
year colleges and universities. Results from the NSSE indicate that individual
characteristics influence reported levels of engagement on each ofetiNSEE
benchmarks, but to date no studies exist comparing the responses of adult and nonadult
students to the NSSE benchmarks. In the following section, the literature on adult
learners is reviewed and parallels are drawn between sound educationatpfactic
teaching adults and the effective educational practices measured bySkadN&stablish

the reasonableness of using the NSSE to study adult student engagement aon. retenti

Adult Learners in Higher Education

In 1907, adult education pioneer Eduard C. Lindeman enrolled at Michigan State
College at the age of 22 after being orphaned and working in a number of odd jobs
including ship builder, gravedigger, bricklayer, and grocery delivereddman found
the transition to postsecondary education very challenging, as it was in thtd¢ime
realm primarily of the young and wealthy. His experiences formed the floasiis views
on adult learning and, together with education pioneer Edward L. Thorndike’s book,
Adult Learning(Thorndike, Bregman, Tilton, & Woodyard, 1928), helped to launch

inquiry into the field prior to World War Il (Lindeman, 1926). For some 40 years
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following the publication of Thorndike’s and Lindeman’s books, adult learning was
studied somewhat quietly. Then, in the 1960s and early 70s, several landmark studies of
adult learners were conducted by Johnstone and Rivera at the National OpiniontResearc
Center and the National Center for Education Statistics at the U. S. Depaosfme

Education (Merriam, Caffarella, & Baumgartner, 2007) and by Allen Tough (1971). At
about the same time, Malcolm S. Knowles introduced the concept of “andragogyh” whic
first originated in Germany and was being used in European literature orcagcdition,

and began anew a rich discussion of how adults learn (Knowles, 1968, 1970, 1973). This
discussion continues to the present and seeks to answer five basic questions about adult
learners: 1) how to define adult learners relative to nonadult learners, 2pawicgpptes

in adult learning, 3) why they participate, 4) what they want to learn, and 5hegw t

best learn it (Cross, 1981). As volumes have been written on these topics, the following

review is a necessarily brief look at some of the more important conceptditerttere.

Defining Adult Students

One of the primary difficulties encountered when embarking upon a discussion of
adult participation in higher education is clearly defining what is meant bgrtine t
“adult student.” Indeed, a brief glance at six sources on adult students yialiiféesent
definitions (Bash, 2003; Brookfield, 1986; Cross, 1981; Hensley & Kinser, 2001; Horn &
Carroll, 1996; Kasworm, 2003a; Sissel, Hansman, & Kasworm, 2001). Because no
standard definition exists, data on adult postsecondary students are not syasligmatic
disaggregated in such a way that comparisons between adult and nonadult students can be

easily made.
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Oftentimes, research on adult or nontraditional students defines them assstudent
who are 25 years of age or older and attending part-time (Bean & MetznerCIg285;
2002). While this approach makes disaggregating the data on adult students somewhat
easier, it masks important features of today’s students highlighted bhy(B233) in his
book on adult students entitlédiults in the AcademyBash pointed out that imposing an
artificial age limit on the adult population not only excludes younger students who
possess significant characteristics of adult students (especiallyinhtbge?2- to 25-year
age range), it also hides the fact that even younger college students imimnediadé
high school are beginning to assume characteristics typically ascriyet @ault
learners such as financial independence, full-time work, care for dependemts,iter
status, and military service. Philibert, Allen, and Elleven (2008) recentiyatsat this
point in their study of nontraditional students at community colleges, claimgniost
students (even younger ones) posses at least one of the so-called nontraditiona
characteristics.

A particularly insightful definition of adult learners was forwarded bynHaord
Carroll (1996) in their report on nontraditional students submitted to the National Center
for Education Statistics. Rather than imposing an age criterion, Horn and Carroll
characterized adult learners as having a set of characterifitigs ifgto three main
categories: enrollment patterns, financial and family status, and high scadoation
status. Specifically, Horn and Carroll (1996) used the following charstatsrto classify
students as minimally nontraditional (possessing only one of these chatiaser
moderately nontraditional (possessing two or three of these charactgrnstitghly

nontraditional (possessing four or more):
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¢ Delays enrollment (does not enter postsecondary education in the same
calendar year that he or she finished high school);
e Attends part time for at least part of the academic year;
e Works full time (35 hours or more per week) while enrolled,;
e Is considered financially independent for purposes of determining eligibilit
for financial aid;
e Has dependents other than a spouse (usually children, but sometimes others);
e Is a single parent (either not married or married but separated, and has
dependents); or
e Does not have a high school diploma (completed high school with a GED or
other high school completion certificate or did not finish high school).
This definition captures three important characteristics of an adult tedjrshe
or he is a functionally independent individual who no longer relies upon parents for
financial support and decision making; 2) she or he has substantial work and/or life
experience that sets him or her apart from a traditional student; and 3)h&hmost
balance competing commitments rather than devoting attention fully to schogl (Cho
2002). This definition also dramatically expands the scope of those who can be
considered “adult students” beyond the typical research in this area, and itsapture
critical changes in the nature of students both young and old (Philibert, Allen,\&&lle
2008). Literature on adult learners highlighted in the review below underscores the

important implications of these student characteristics.
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Adult Learners: Who Participates and Why?

The first comprehensive studies of participation in adult learning shed importa
light on a phenomenon that turned out to be nearly ubiquitous — learning in adulthood.
Early work by adult education pioneer Cyril Houle (1961, 1996) complemented the
studies of Johnstone and Rivera (1965) and concluded that adult learners fell into three
general categories. Firgtoal-orientedadult learners are pursuing a specific objective
that may be anything from learning a new skill to retraining for acaeer. Second,
activity-orientedadult learners participate in education for the social benefits of group
membership and the interpersonal relationships arising therefrom. [Elaincing-
orientedadult learners seek knowledge for its own sake and find great fulfilment and
satisfaction from doing so (Houle, 1961, 1996; Johnstone & Rivera, 1965; Knowles,
Holton, & Swanson, 2005; Merriam, Caffarella, & Baumgartner, 2007).

Allen Tough, another important adult learning theorist, adopted a slightly
different perspective as he studied participation rates among adults. Touggrizate
adult learners by type of learning activitgelf-directedearning activitiesprganized
learning activities, antbrmal learning for credit. He found that nearly all adults
participate in seven to ten self-directed learning activities perwéde only about one-
third of adults participate in organized learning activities. By far thelestaglortion of
adults, only about 10%, participate in formal learning for credit during any geemn
(Cross, 1981; Tough, 1971).

Following up on Tough’s work in 1981, Patricia Cross investigated participation
patterns of adult learners in further detail in an attempt to build a thebfetio@work

for participation in adult learning activities. Cross began her discussionibhy tiatee
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areas of rapid change requiring constant learning: demographic shaagel changes
(including changing life roles, changing career patterns, increasesvibn@nd blended

life plans), and technological changes involving the shift from a production economy to
an information and service economy (Cross, 1981). In a similar vein, Merriam,
Caffarella, and Baumgartner (2007) recently posited three social finee®s) adults to
learn: demographic changes including changes in age distributions andscimagidpaic

and racial composition, globalization and its accompanying changes in economic and
social structures, and rapidly changing technologies.

Cross (1981) focused not only on what drives adults to participate in learning
activities but also on what educational institutions do to attract them into fanchal a
organized learning programs. She stated that pressures to increase the sty of
adult students come from three sources: traditional colleges and universkiag see
increase their enrollments by recruiting nontraditional learners; memnftatm
professional, licensing, and consumer advocacy groups for continuing professional
education; and public policy efforts to equalize educational opportunities and att&inm
Interestingly, all three approaches are external to the learderoatroversial in some
way: Cross pointed out that there is a difference between serving aduleabyg
programs tailored to their needs and recruiting adults into pre-existing mograt may
be a poor fit. At the center of the controversy is the issue of whose needs arebhaidg s
— those of the institutions or those of the students (Cross, 1981).

Partly because they participate for different reasons, adults of different
socioeconomic and ethnic backgrounds do not participate equally in organized and

formal learning activities (Cross, 1981; Merriam, Caffarella, & Bgartmer, 2007). A
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common finding across studies, including those of Johnstone and Rivera (1965) and
Cross (1981), is that the typical adult learner is a young, well-educated coltéte-

worker of moderate income (Brookfield, 1986). To investigate why, Cross iddntifie
three categories of barriers to participation. Fstiational barriersinclude issues such

as time, cost, proximity, transportation, familial support, and so forth. Second,
institutional barrierssuch as scheduling problems, institutional mandates for residency or
similar constraints, and lack of readily available and accurate information about
programs, financial aid, and so on make participating difficult. THisghositional

barriers such as poor self-concept, prior negative educational experiences, and lack of
intrinsic motivation can inhibit adult learners (Cross, 1981). Merriam, Cdéaeld
Baumgartner (2007) add a sociological lens to the study of participation and draw
parallels between work on adult participation in learning activities andrcasaa social
participation that problematizes the concept of participation and seeks to understand
when it is meaningful.

Brookfield (1986) notes that studies of adults who choose not to participate in
formal learning activities are frequently characterized by defarispectives because
nonparticipants often belong to an ethnic minority group and are either unemployed or
employed in low-paying occupations. This view of nonparticipants, he claims, is
fundamentally flawed because being disadvantaged is a social product, not an individual
phenomenon, and nonparticipation is a function of cultural attitudes that view formal
education as irrelevant (Valencia (1997) has since identified this last gters@s
deficit thinking as well). Brookfield (1986) further claims that previous edutait

participation and attainment is the single biggest predictor of future pattan in
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formal education and that prior successful educational experience is anqibgairh
factor. These findings echo those by college choice and persistencehesesiudying
predisposition and participation factors among traditional students; prior edukationa
attainment (and that of parents) and successful educational experiencegoare
predictors of future involvement (Astin, 1984; Bean & Eaton, 2000; Berger, 2000;
Hossler & Gallagher, 1987; Tinto, 1993).

To better understand adult participation in formal learning and to form a basis for
recommending institutional responses, Cross (1981) proposed a theoreticalhrabdel
she dubbed the “Chain of Response,” or COR model (see Figure 5).

The seven elements of the COR model lead to six recommendations for those who
want to increase the participation of adults in learning activities:

e Raise self-confidence levels,

(D) (F)

Life Transitions Information

(A)
Self-evaluation
A

Importance of goals 4
and expectation =) Opportunities (6)

> > that participation and barriers  =——— o

PR will meetgoals = (3] Fahop=son

<

v

Attitudes about
education

(B)

Figure 5.Cross’s Chain of Response (COR) model (1981, p. 124)
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e Build positive attitudes toward education,

e Meet goals and expectations of learners,

e Respond to life transitions,

e Create opportunities and remove barriers, and

e Provide accurate information.
Cross included strategies for each of these recommendations and additionaltioforma
for how to encourage self-directed learning and formal learning by focosiddferent
factors in the COR model (Cross, 1981).

In summary, nearly all adults participate in some kind of learning on an ongoing

basis. However, participation in organized learning activities and formalrgdori
credit (the focus of this study) is not equitable across social classekerg, and ethnic
groups and is influenced by factors both internal and external to the adult learner.
Institutions offering formal credit-bearing programs for adults hawéeam increasing
motivation to participate and decreasing barriers for doing so — a stance thatteahoe
of researchers studying student retention. Institutions must recognexetéineal factors
influencing adult student participation and understand how these affect persistence
many cases, institutional efforts can counteract negative extersalipge and help adult
students persist (Bean & Metzner, 1985). Furthermore, institutions must undersgand
respond to how adults are different from traditional students in what and how they lear

in order to more fully engage them in effective educational practices.
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What and How Adults Learn

The study of what adults choose to learn and how they learn it comes from a rich
tradition of learning theory. While beyond the scope of this study, the voluminous
literature on how people of all ages learn (see Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005;
Merriam, Caffarella, & Baumgartner, 2007) harks back to the classic Gnedlers and
beyond and includes familiar approaches such as behaviorism (from theorists such as
Guthrie, Hull, Pavlov, Watson, Thorndike, Skinner, and others), humanism (influenced
heavily by psychologists such as Freud, Maslow, Rogers, and others), cognitivism
(Wortheimer, Kohler, Koffka, Lewin, Ausubel, Piaget, Gagne, etc.), sociaitoagm
(Miller and Dollard, Bandura, Rotter), and constructivism (Dewey, Candsg, [Rogoff,
von Glaserfeld, and Vygotsky). Newer trends in experiential learning (Kolb, 1984),
transformative learning (Cranton, 2006; Mezirow, 1991), brain-based learning (Zull
2002), organizational learning (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Senge, 2006), and even the study
of post-modern, spiritual, and indigenous learning have added to adult learning theory
(Merriam, Caffarella, & Baumgartner, 2007). In addition, literature on human
development, both physical and cognitive, has informed the formation of adult learning
theories (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005; Merriam, Caffarella, & Baumgartne
2007). Because of their pivotal importance to the practice of adult learning and their
widespread usage, the psychological perspectives of Maslow (1970) and Rogers (1983)
and the integrative theory of andragogy forwarded by Malcolm Knowles (lasowl

Holton, & Swanson, 2005) are discussed in greater detail below.
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Psychological Perspectives on Adult Learning

Just as the field of education in general borrows heavily from the work of
psychologists, adult learning theories have been influenced by a varpstyabiological
researchers and clinicians from Sigmund Freud and Carl Jung to Erik Erikson and Arthur
Chickering (see Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005). The work of humanist
psychologists Abraham Maslow (1970) and Carl Rogers (1983) has been egpeciall
important to adult learning theorists, including Stephen Brookfield (1986).

Abraham Maslow and the hierarchy of neddaslow’s work on human
motivation has been very influential in the study of adult learners, particulbdg
trying to understand their motivations. Maslow proposed a pyramid of needs including
(beginning at the most basic) physiological needs, safety, love and Ingjosei-
esteem, and self-actualization (Maslow, 1970; Merriam, Caffarella,.8n8artner,
2007). While Maslow proposed that self-actualization is the primary purpose ohtgarni
and that educators should strive to bring this about, adult education theorists and
practitioners readily acknowledge that more basic needs must be men@irdtaathese
more basic needs can also provide strong motivation for adult learners. Furéhefrmor
the most basic needs — physiological and safety — are not being met, adelislaae
likely to drop out of formal education (Cross, 1981). In reviewing Maslow’s work,
Knowles, Holton, and Swanson (2005) emphasized the special role of safety needs in the
creation of Maslow’s elements of the growth process. In other words, adult learstrs
have their physiological needs (food, shelter, care for dependents, etc.) metsahelem

physically and psychologically safe to persist and succeed in higher education.
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Carl Rogers and person-centered learnitigcontrast, Rogers (1983) focused
more on the methods that help adults learn. Rogers was a psychotherapist agdecollea
of Maslow who, in reaction to the techniques of psychoanalysis and behavior
modification that had previously dominated the field of psychotherapy, developed an
approach called “person-centered therapy,” in which the therapist uses aoctvalir
approach to help the client come to an understanding of his or her own mental processes.
Rogers’ personal creed was simple:

All individuals have within themselves the ability to guide their own lives

in a manner that is both personally satisfying and socially constructive. In

a particular type of helping relationship, we free the individuals to find

their inner wisdom and confidence, and they will make increasingly

healthier and more constructive choices. (Kirschenbaum & Henderson,

1989, p. xiv)

Rogers’ work in psychotherapy proved to be extremely influential in many.fields
Therapists, marriage counselors, psychologists, and many others emplsgra per
centered approach. In addition, as a graduate student at Teacher’s ColieBeg€Ems
was powerfully influenced by the philosophies of great educators such as John Dewe
Dewey, known among other things as the father of experiential education, th¢fiate
education is most effective when learning is situated in real-life settthgre
investigation and exploration is followed by reflection in a continuous cycle (Bramkfie
1986). Dewey'’s ideas, together with his own experiences in the classroom, &d Rog
look closely at the current practice of education and the teacher-stuadinhsip. In
order to achieve what he felt was the more productive mode of participatoygignal
Rogers (1983) derived several key elements of a proper educational situation. A

productive learning environment consists of:

e A climate of mutual respect and trust,
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e A participatory mode of decision making involving both learners and
instructors,
e A setting in which students prize themselves and feel self-confident,
e An environment that aims toward uncovering excitement in discovery,
e An instructor whose attitude fosters learner exploration,
e A situation in which the instructor can also learn, and
e A recognition that true satisfaction is found internally, not externally.
In particular, Rogers viewed an educator &cditator rather than amstructor. He
asserted that it is the educator’s responsibility to provide a climate in stoidénts feel
safe to explore and take risks. He further claimed that no one teachingysis&teght;”
however, didactic techniques tend to discourage learner exploration and undermine the
teacher-student relationship that must remain a collaboration of equakpattreving
upon his theories of psychoanalysis, Rogers promoted active listening, empathy, and
shared experience in education (Kirschenbaum & Henderson, 1989; Rogers, 1983).
Brookfield’s six principles of effective practidéhough Rogers was primarily
addressing teachers of young students, it is interesting to note that $ezdmdults have
more widely assimilated his suggested practices. In particular, Bettbkti986) leaned
heavily on Carl Rogers’s concept of the teacher as facilitator of lgamimns work on
teaching adult learners. Brookfield (1986) proposed six principles of effectisticpréor
teachers of adults:
1. Participation in learning is voluntary.
2. Effective practice is characterized by a respect among particifoargach

other’s self-worth.
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3. Facilitation is collaborative. In other words, teaching and learning is a
cooperative process, not a unidirectional transaction.

4. Praxis — a continual cycle of activity, reflection, and analysis — is at the
heart of effective facilitation.

5. Facilitation aims to foster in adults a spirit of critical reflection vebgr
they will come to question many aspects of their personal, professional,
and political lives.

6. The aim of facilitation is the nurturing of self-directed, empowered adults.
(pp. 9-11)

At the heart of Brookfield's six principles is a fundamental respect fovalndhtion of
the individual learners and their life experiences and an effort to develogkitiaim
analytical self-reflection. Furthermore, he emphasizes the collalmratture of adult
learning.

Interestingly, Laura Rendon’s work on minority student retention in the mid
1990s asserted that colleges and universities can work to validate the experfence
minority students (including nontraditional students) in both academic and nomécade
settings, inferring that such students are most likely to persist if teethtar life
experiences are validated in and out of the classroom (1993, 1994). This concept of
learner validation closely parallels Rogers’ (1983) person-centereti@ssand
Brookfield’s (1986) six principles of effective practice and has direct @ in
fostering academic integration for adult students.

Psychological perspectives have influenced other adult learning thedhestggh

he builds his work primarily on the earlier writings of Lindeman (1926), Knowles (1968;
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Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005) also borrows from the psychological perspectives

described above. The following section outlines Knowles’s theory of andragogy.

Andragogy — A Theory of Adult Learning

Malcolm S. Knowles, known as the father of andragogy (the science of teaching
adults) in the United States, is perhaps more widely cited than any othideachihg
theorist. Since his first publication explaining the concept of andragogy (Ksci@68),
Knowles has been lauded and criticized with equal fervor (see Brookfield, 198&Cra
2006; Cross, 1981; Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005; Lawler, 1991; Merriam,
Caffarella, & Baumgartner, 2007).

Knowles noted that, in the classical Greek and Roman periods, all of the examples
held up as great teachers were teachers of adults — Socrates, Blet@;liest, and so
forth. Their teaching methods were based upon reflective inquiry in which lived
experience was investigated to find meaning. Our classical notions of pedagogy,
argued, originated later in the monastic schools, where the primary goalffesentiand
emphasis was placed upon rote memorization and adoption of dogmatic stances. Knowles
asserted that this later concept is what has become embedded in our ideologlyirng tea
and learning and that it is ill suited for adult learners. He therefore saudiaw a
distinction between the classical concept of pedagogy and its implicit assumpticas a
different set of assumptions to inform educators of adults (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson,
2005).

Knowles himself was heavily influenced by the work of Eduard Lindeman

(Knowles, 1973). Lindeman (1926) proposed five key assumptions about adult learners
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found in every edition ofhe Adult Learnesince the first (Knowles, 1973; Knowles,
Holton, & Swanson, 1998, 2005):
1. Adults are motivated to learn as they experience needs and interests that
learning will satisfy.
2. Adults’ orientation to learning is life-centered.
3. Experience is the richest source for adults’ learning.
4. Adults have a deep need to be self-directing.
5. Individual differences among people increase with age. (Knowles, Holton,
& Swanson, 1998, p. 40)

In a similar fashion, Knowles proposed and refined a set of six assumptions about
how adults learn that can serve as a guide for those working with adult students
(Knowles, 1970; Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005). While numerous critiques of and
alternatives to andragogy have since been offered, the first four assumptions of
andragogy and the additional two assumptions that were later added arecsiidedg
in the discussion about how to approach the teaching of adults (Knowles, Holton, &
Swanson, 2006; Merriam, Caffarella, & Baumgartner, 2007). The six assumptions are
outlined and compared to pedagogical assumptions below.

First assumption: learner’s need to knofdults need to knowvhythey are
learning something; they need to understand the practical application of whatehe
learning to current or anticipated life situations. In some cases, adukstcdhe
learning experience already aware of why they need to know something; in other
situations, the learning facilitator will need to help participants becomesafaow the

learning situation can improve their quality of life. In contrast, pedagsgiynaes that
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“learners only need to know that they must learn what the teacher teattegswiant to
pass and get promoted; they do not need to know how what they learn will apply to their
lives” (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 1998, p. 62).

Second assumption: self-concept of the learAdult students view themselves
as being capable of self-direction and want others to see themselves inythis wiell.
They tend to resist situations in which they are required to assume a position of
dependency. In fact, an adult student treated as a dependent learner may choose to drop
out or passively (and actively, in some cases) resist learning. Under dypgidl
model, a teacher automatically assumes that the learner is a depensiamalfigr and
learners come to adopt this self-concept (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 1998).

Third assumption: prior experience of the learn&dult students come to the
classroom with a greater quantity and quality of life experience thamyysiudents, and
this lived experience can serve as a great resource for learningl,ladat students
expect to be able to bring their lived experience to bear in educational settagséé
forms an important part of their identity; any discounting or diminishing tkpereences
will be perceived as an attack on their identity. In contrast, reflectaredlyzing past life
experience is viewed as an important instructional method. In a pedagogicalvire,
the learner’s experience is of little worth compared to that of the teaekxiook, or
other instructional materials. Transmittal techniques form the basis afdtisiral
methods (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 1998).

Fourth assumption: readiness to leaReadiness to learn is critical for adult
students; adults become ready to learn when they must cope effectivelyalvitfere

situations. A teacher of adults must be skilled in creating a sense of realimess



62

students and in capturing moments of readiness incidental to developmental tasks and lif
transitions. Under the pedagogical viewpoint, learners are expected to béorbssan
when the teacher directs in order for them to pass and get promoted (Knowles, Holton, &
Swanson, 1998).

Fifth assumption: orientation to learningdult learning is most effective when it
is task- or problem-centered and when knowledge and skills are presented in the context
of real-world application. Knowles adopts the viewpoint of Eduard Lindeman (1926),
who emphasized the artificial nature of subject-based teaching for adults whdealus
with complex problems that span multiple subject areas. Adult learners wardalitelie
immediately apply what they are learning. A pedagogue assumesatimarehave a
subject-centered orientation and that learning is the process of acquiject-snatter
content (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 1998).

Sixth assumption: motivation to leaffinally, the most important motivator for
learning among adult students is an internal desire for self-betternmmevelr, this is
often counteracted by “such barriers as a negative self-concept, inaiitess
opportunities or resources, time constraints, and programs that violate principle# of a
learning” (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 1998, p. 68). In the pedagogical model, learners

are motivated by external sanctions such as grades and teacher pressure.

Critiques of Andragogy
Andragogy: a theory or set of assumptiofi$fe concept of andragogy has been
criticized because it fails to have the descriptive and predicative poweally@iscribed

to theories (Merriam, Caffarella, & Baumgartner, 2007). However, Knofileswles,
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Holton, & Swanson, 1998) clearly stated that andragogy is simply a set offdisgian
about learners that are qualitatively different than the typical assumpgiatedrto
teaching and learning that arise from the monastic model and research amglearni
children and animals. Nevertheless, he asserted that these assumptions produce a
dramatically different teaching approach that is better adapted to mosttadetits. The
assumptions of andragogy, he claimed, will lead the teacher of adultsadeaieing
frameworks that place higher emphasis on shared construction of meaningreigieri
education, and conversation rather than behavior modification and information delivery
(Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 1998; Merriam, Caffarella, & Baumgartner, 2007)slIn thi
regard, his work is similar to that of Brookfield (1986) and Rogers (1983) and includes
concepts originally introduced by Dewey (Brookfield, 1986).

Andragogy versus pedagod¥hen Knowles first published his workhe
modern practice of adult educati¢h970), he viewed andragogy and pedagogy as
dichotomous categories. However, with time and in response to repeatesincyitiei
adjusted this viewpoint to allow for a continuum of approaches. In later works (see
Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005), Knowles asserted that an individual’'s dependency
decreases with age under normal circumstances and that as a learner bem@mes m
autonomous, the assumptions of pedagogy become increasingly inappropriate.
Interestingly, some authors have pointed out that adults do not always fit anciibgog
assumptions — for instance, Cross (1981) finds that many adults prefer directed)lea
while others indicate that even younger students are adopting charasté&astittonally

ascribed only to adults (Levine & Cureton, 1998).
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Summaryln summary, Knowles (1968, 1970, 1973) developed a set of
assumptions about how adults learn based upon the fundamental belief that adults learn
and function differently than children and adolescents because of their lifeesqesri
and relative independence. While thoroughly questioned and critiqued since the early
1970s, many of Malcolm Knowles’ ideas and assumptions about adult learners continue
to be very influential among teachers of adults, and a number of theorists have continued
to both extend his ideas and develop alternatives (Merriam, Caffarella, & Bdnerga

2007).

Implications for Studying Adult Student Engagement

The work on quality undergraduate education and the ensuing work on student
engagement was specifically intended to address the needs of all studersr{@hi&
Gamson, 1987). The literature on adult learning above highlights a number of adult
learning factors found in the NSSE benchmarks that lend credence to the ctatnstha
an effective tool for measuring the engagement of both traditional and adult student
(NSSE,Benchmarks of effective educational practicel.). In particular, the following
parallels are immediately apparent.

Learner’s need to know and orientation to learniAg.highlighted above, adult
students need to understand the relevance of what they are studying and how it can be
applied to everyday situations (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005). NSSE Benchmark
#1, LAC, specifically measures the degree to which coursework emphasizes@pply
new theories or concepts to practical problems or in new situations in addition to

activities lower on Bloom’s taxonomy. In addition, Benchmark #4, EEE, includes items
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about co-curricular and other applied-learning activities (N8&Bchmarks of effective
educational practicen.d.).

Self concept and prior experience of learn&dult students also need to feel like
a valued part of the learning process and that their experiences and knowleddeeatre v
(Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005). Active and collaborative learning is especially
important because it includes students in the knowledge formation process as active
contributors of their own experiences and perspectives (Braxton, 2008). NSSE
Benchmark #2, ACL, specifically measures the degree to which active and ctikador
learning takes place and includes indicators such as “contributed to classidisctsn
addition, respectful relations between faculty and students is an integral cornpne
Benchmark #3, SFI (NSSBenchmarks of effective educational practicel.).

Supportive campus environmeAtult learning theorists cited above refer to the
importance of campus structures that support and enable adult students (Cross, 1981;
Sissel, Hansman, & Kasworm, 2001). NSSE Benchmark #5, SCE, includes indicators
such as a “campus environment [that] helps you cope with your nonacademic
responsibilities (work, family, etc.)” (NSSBenchmarks of effective educational
practice n.d.).

Factors on which adult and nonadult students might respond differémtly.
contrast to the factors listed above that seem to be important for both adult anzhtbditi
students, the adult learning literature indicates that adult students nesgshi&ely than
their nonadult peers to report high levels of engagement on a number of indicators
Cleveland-Innes, 1994). In particular, work with other students and faculty outside of

class may be limited for adult students due to conflicting work and family abhga
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(see Benchmarks #1, 2, & 3). A supportive campus environment (Benchmark #5) that
provides “the support you need to thrive socially” may not be as important to adult
students, either (Cleveland-Innes, 1994; NS&fhchmarks of effective educational
practice n.d.). In other words, while the five benchmarks seem to be a good aggregate
indicator of adult student engagement, there are some individual response itenag/that m
differentiate adult and nonadult students. Although a disaggregation of the benchmarks
may be a good means of teasing out these differences, it is beyond the scapstodyhi

and may provide a productive direction for future research.

Summary of Adult Learning Factors

Most authors agree that adult learners share several charactehstycsre
generally self-directed, have a need to establish the relevance dhetatre learning,
posses a wealth of experience that can be brought into the learning situationnatad wa
be respected and included in the construction of knowledge (Brookfield, 1986; Cranton,
2006; Cross, 1981; Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005; Merriam, Caffarella, &
Baumgartner, 2007). These characteristics have important implications for hi@ackie
adult students. As noted in the literature on retention and engagement, the classioom
important site for adult student involvement. It is important to note that the fambois
in the literature on quality undergraduate education and student engagemeet outl
above in many cases parallel what the literature sets forth as key canmdei@ adult
learners and that a primary goal of the adult learning literature is easethe
likelihood of success for adult students. It seems reasonable, then, to infer that

engagement in the educationally purposeful activities highlighted above ipartant
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indicator for adult students just as it is for traditional students and that tiom&lat
Survey of Student Engagement is an appropriate tool for studying adult student

engagement.

Summary

In the foregoing review of literature, | have sought to establish the folipkme
of reasoning. First, participants in higher education benefit in a varietgys, Wwut not
everyone benefits equally. Participants are most likely to benefit wheipégist to goal
completion, defined in most instances as graduation. However, adult studerats fall f
behind their nonadult counterparts in persistence to graduation. The voluminaatsréter
on student retention points to the importance of academic and social integration as
predictors of persistence to graduation, but the definitions of these two predict
contested. The literature on quality undergraduate education and student engagement
provides an alternative formulation of integration that has been correlategtudent
persistence. However, engagement of adult students in educationallyweffeetitices at
4-year colleges and universities has not been compared to that of nonadult stuaents i
systematic way using tools such as the NSSE, in part because of disagreemieoivover
to define adult students. The literature on adult learners not only helps to define adult
students and differentiate them from nonadult students, it also validates the nopofta
many of the educationally effective practices surveyed on the NSSElbsadients
and leads us to the conclusion that the NSSE can be used appropriately to study the

engagement of both adult and nonadult students.
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With regard to adult students at colleges and universities, gaps in the lgeratur
lead us to important questions with implications for adult student retention. First,
although the literature hypothesizes that adult students experience digesdaif
integration and engagement than nonadult students, this has been explored only scantily
(Kuh, Gonyea, & Palmer, 2001). Consequently, the first research question of this study
seeks to directly measure whether there is in fact a significant odéfalence in the
levels of engagement reported by adult and nonadult students on each of the five NSSE
benchmarks.

This first question begs a second and third: if there is a difference between adult
and nonadult students’ levels of engagement, how do the levels of engagement vary with
degree of student “adultness,” and which characteristics of adult studentsutentiost
to this variation? To date, no attempts have been made to determine which of the adult
characteristics has the largest impact on engagement and retentionutatédyt the
information collected on the 2005 form of the National Survey of Student Engagement
does not include all of the characteristics of adult students set forth above, @OBSE).
Consequently, the following items from the 2005 NSSE will be used as indicators of
adult student status (or “adultness”):

e Age category (based on item #15 — year of birth)

e Enrollment status (based on item #22 — full-time or less than full-time)

¢ Number of hours spent weekly working for pay (sum of items #9b and 9c¢)

e Number of hours spent weekly providing care for dependents (item #9f)
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e Location of residence (item #26) — note: this item is likely to be highly
correlated with item #9g (number of hours spent weekly commuting to class),
so both will not be used.

Similar to Horn and Carroll’s (1996) taxonomy, in this study a student’s “adslinés
fall along a continuum from largely traditional (younger, full-time, no work for pay, no
time caring for dependents or commuting to class) to largely adult (oldetinpay 30+
hours weekly working for pay, substantial time spent caring for dependemnssaehce
within driving distance).

The fourth item of interest that arises from the literature is a questiontalkout
relative magnitude of the influence of adult characteristics as comparedrto othe
important characteristics of students and institutions. In other words, do the various
characteristics of adult learners mentioned above have a greateeoirgssct on level
of engagement than other factors traditionally explored in the literature easlired on
the NSSE, i.e., gender, ethnicity, parental education level, class standingsténtianal
type?

By finding the answers to these questions, this study endeavors to provide
recommendations for institutions enrolling increasing numbers of adult students
regarding how these students engage differently than their nonadult peels, whi
characteristics seem to make the most difference, and how these clsdiccteteract
with one another to influence student engagement. Appropriate retention etratayi
then be developed to address the areas of low engagement as identified byythis stud

We now turn to a discussion of the research methods that will be employed to

answer these questions. In the following chapter, the construction, validation, and uses of
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the National Survey of Student Engagement and its five engagement benchmarks will be
outlined, and a description of the sample and statistical techniques to be employed will be

given.



[ll. METHODS

As described in the preceding review of literature, student engagementhas be
studied for many years, and one of the most prominent instruments used byanstituti
and researchers is the National Survey of Student Engagement [NSSEk&etaunby
the Indiana University Center for Postsecondary Research [IUGBRR]College Student
Report the core instrument of the NSSE, includes 42 indicators of student engagement
grouped into five engagement benchmarks as described in Chapter Il (NSSE, [2005c).
addition to addressing each of these indicators, NSSE respondents are askedetie compl
a number of demographic survey items that allow researchers to disaggregate the da
along a variety of dimensions (Kuh, 2004). Since 2000, the NSSE has been administered
under contract to first- and fourth-year students at 4-year colleges andsili@se&cross
the United States.

This study utilized data from the 2005 NSSE administration and a correlationa
research design to investigate four research questions:

1. Do adult students report significantly different levels of engagement than
nonadult students on each of the five NSSE engagement benchmarks?
2. How does level of engagement vary with level of adultness on each of the five

NSSE engagement benchmarks?

3. Which indicators of adult status have the largest effect on level of engagement f

each of the five NSSE engagement benchmarks?
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4. How do the effects of adult status indicators on level of engagement comgare wit
the effects of other important demographic variables, i.e., gender, ethnicity, parent
education level, class standing, and institutional type?

Correlational designs, such as those employed here, are most useful when the
purpose of the study is to discover relationships between variables such as aduitness a
level of engagement through the use of correlational statistics (Edwagds,G4ll,

Borg, & Gall, 1996; Hays, 2007; Keppel & Wickens, 2004). Like causal-comparative
research designs, correlational designs are intended to lead to inferemndgsoabkible
causes of various kinds of behavior by comparing the behavior of subjects possessing
certain characteristics in varying degrees. Correlational deargnsot experimental in
nature; in other words, they are intended to study the effects of naturabwveinahe
subjects rather than imposing various treatments and studying the outcomes.
Consequently, causation can only be inferred, not established. In addition, correlationa
designs are typically appliezk post facte- after the causes being studied have
presumably exerted their effect on another variable (Gall, Borg, & G&i§)19

Correlational research designs have been used commonly when studying the
impact of various demographic factors on student engagement as measured i§Ehe NS
benchmarks. For instance, Filkins and Doyle (2002) used data from the 2001 NSSE and
correlational methods to study the engagement of TRIO-eligible studetitcover that
low-income, first-generation students tended to benefit from engagemetiaiocative
learning to a greater extent than their college peers. SimilantpeHaCarini, Bridges,
and Hayek (2004) used NSEE data and correlational methods to study gendemahffer

among African American undergraduates at historically black colleges aretsities
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(HBCUs) and found that female students scored significantly higher on academic
challenge measures, while male students scored higher on student-facidttiorie
measures. In a third example, Zhao, Kuh, and Carini (2005) compared the engagement of
international and American students on the NSSE using correlational methods and found
that international students were more engaged than their American counterparts
particularly in their first year of study. These three studies and mamg ciingport the
use of correlational methods for this study.

The following sections describe the NSSE in further detail, define thdesaimp
NSSE data that was used and why this sample leads to valid and reliable firmbody, s
the independent and dependent variables used in the analyses, identify spasifcaktat
analysis procedures and testable hypotheses for each research questerfoatind s

assumptions and limitations that affect this study and its results.

Instrument — 2005 National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE)

The literature review above sets forth the origins and general philosofitey of
National Survey of Student Engagement. To briefly review, the NSSE surteymest
—The College Student Reperivas created by a design team headed by Peter Ewell of
the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems [NCHEBMI8ing
upon several decades of work by various scholars on effective educationakegréati
undergraduate students (Chickering & Gamson, 1999; NS8Egrigins and potential
n.d.). First piloted in 1999, the NSSE has been administered annually under contract
since 2000 to an ever-increasing number of 4-year colleges and universities. The 2005

NSSE was administered in the spring of that year to first- and fourthtyel@nss at 529
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institutions throughout the United States and Canada (NSSE, 2005b, 2005c¢). In the

sections that follow, several key aspect3io¢ College Student Repairte reviewed.

Structure and Content of The College Student Report.

The structure and content Biie College Student Repdstdescribed in detail by
Kuh (2004). In brief, the instrument asks students to indicate using Likers¢gbes
how frequently they engage in a range of activities representing goodiedakta
practice. These include activities related to classwork, cooperation withstildents,
work with faculty, interaction with others of differing backgrounds and perspectives
higher-order thinking skills, and participation in enriching educational expesiasuch
as learning communities, service learning, study abroad, and so forth. Studexi¢® ar
asked to report their perceptions of features of the college environment thatoziatad
with achievement, satisfaction, and persistence including supportive campus
environments and services and the quality of relations among various campus groups,
including faculty and students. Finally, students are asked to respond to a number of
demographic items that allow institutions and researchers to disaggregatepthedents
in various ways (Kuh, 2004, 2009). By disaggregating the respondents by class standing,
sex, race, and so forth, researchers and practitioners can gain insight intarioos

categories of students engage in their educational settings in differgnt w

NSSE Sampling and Data Collection Techniques
The NSSE is administered each spring under contract to a random sampte of firs

and fourth-year students selected from a student population data file provided by
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participating institutions in the United States and Canada (N&&#inistration n.d.).

For the purposes of this study, only institutions in the United States were inatuthed i
sample to reduce variability resulting from differing institutional strres and practices
at the 10 participating Canadian institutions. During the 2005 NSSE administration, a
total of 225,544 responses were collected from 519 institutions in the United(8tates
D. Lambert, personal communication, December 15, 2009).

The NSSE is administered in both a Web and paper-based format. Participating
institutions may choose whether to administer a paper-only survey (respoa@ents
mailed a paper copy of the instrument and asked to return it by mail), a Wehxway s
(respondents are contacted by email and asked to fill out the survey online), or a Web-
option survey (respondents are mailed a paper copy of the survey and cafilleotite
the paper survey or the online survey in response). Kuh (2004) conducted an extensive
analysis comparing the modes of survey administration and concluded that only very
small systematic effects were present across administration niiodesteresting to
note, however, that response rates were higher for the Web-only schools (423%jexbm

to paper schools (35%) in the 2005 NSSE administration (NSSE, 2005b).

Psychometric Properties of the NSSE.

Validity, reliability, and credibility of self-report dat®8ecausd he College
Student Repoiit fundamentally a self-report instrument, it is subject to threats totyalidi
and credibility encountered by other self-report tools. These include both tHayiradbi
respondents to provide accurate information in response to a question and the

unwillingness on the part of respondents to provide what they know to be a truthful
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response (Aaker, Kumar, & Day, 1998; Wentland & Smith, 1993). Kuh (2004) addresses
these concerns in detail with regardlitee College Student Repamd asserts that the
instrument meets the five research-based conditions under which self-expdikely to
be valid: the information requested is known to the respondents, the questions are phrased
clearly and unambiguously, the questions refer to recent activities, tiomdesys think
the questions merit a serious and thoughtful response, and “answering the questions does
not threaten, embarrass, or violate the privacy of the respondent or encourage the
respondent to respond in socially desirable ways” (p. 4). Pace (1985) confirms thes
criteria in an earlier study of the validity and reliability of the €gd Student Experience
Questionnaire, another self-report instrument and predecessor of the NSSiEelRas
(2001b) further explores the issue of self-report reliability in collegectrgiadies and
generally supports the practice, though he asserts that pretest — positest ae better
for capturing effects of specific interventions. Citing a varietyeséarchers and parallel
studies, Kuh (2004) reaffirms that, “it is both reasonable and appropriate that we should
pay attention to what college students say about their experiences” (p. 4).

Validity of The College Student Repdktcording to Kuh (2004), the NSSE
design team devoted a considerable amount of time to crafting survey itemerthat
clearly worded, well-defined, and had high face and content validity. The desngn te
included questions with demonstrated validity from previous research programs,
including the College Student Experiences Questionnaire [CESQ] and the Caeperati
Institutional Research Program [CIRP], as a foundation and added additionakdems f
the literature on quality undergraduate education (Kuh, 2004, 2009). Several pilot tests

were conducted before the initial national launch in 2000, and items have continually
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been refined since (Kuh, 2009). In addition, Kuh (2004) found that responses to the
survey items are normally distributed and that discriminant analysigedettiat

responses to different clusters of items (including College Actiyidacational and

Personal Growth, and Opinions About Your School items) successfully discriminate
among students. The design team also used factor analysis to establ@isthect

validity of the survey items (Kerlinger, 1973; Kuh, 2004). As each successive ssirvey i
administered, the responses are again carefully scrutinized to ensure\tltattiraue to

be valid (Kuh, 2004, 2009). Finally, nonrespondent studies have been conducted by the
Indiana University Center for Postsecondary Research [IUCPR] to verify tha

respondents are not radically different than nonrespondents. These studies have shown
that nonrespondents report slightly higher levels of overall engagement than responde
though this may be due to the fact that more engaged students have less time to respond
to the survey (Kuh, 2004). The differences between nonrespondents and respondents are
slight enough though, that there is little reason to question the validity of the emgégem
measures.

Other efforts to verify the validity of the NSSE have produced mixed results. For
instance, a recent study by LaNasa, Cabrera, and Trangsrud (2009) used tagfirma
factor analysis to test the current five-benchmark model against setrexal/ariations
and found that other models produced higher levels of explained variance due to strong
intercorrelations between the ACL and SFI benchmarks. However, thisastddthers
by Pike (2006); Carle, Jaffee, Vaughan, and Eder (2009); and Gordon, Ludlom, and Hoey
(2008) are intended to explore alternative ways of grouping the NSSE itemeetsanc

explained variance and do not cast doubt upon the actual survey items.
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Reliability and stability of The College Student RepastKuh (2004) outlined,
reliability is the extent to which a set of items consistently measumathe thing across
respondents and institutional settings, while stability is the degree to wigeEnst
respond in similar ways at two different points in time. To minimize maturatieatef
which negatively affect the stability and comparability of findings, tB&HE is
administered at approximately the same time each spring with the assuthptifirst-
and fourth-year students will be at approximately the same level of tyatua standard
time of year.

To further establish the reliability dthe College Student Repgosychometric
analyses are conducted each year following the administration of the K&GSE004)
described results from psychometric analyses utilizing responses enlbetiveen June
1999 and August 2003. Response items were divided into four categories and tested for
reliability (Cronbach’s alpha reliability scores): collega\ates items ¢=.85), reading
and writing items¢=.70; a=.80 after deleting memorization items), educational and
personal growth items:£.90), and opinions about your school itemrs.84). Principal
component analyses indicated that three or four factors within each group agdounte
much of the variance; these principal factors were consistent with the fivgeangat
benchmarks. Kuh (2004) also reported significant intercorrelations that support the
groupings of the individual items into engagement categories and noted that
measurements of skewness and kurtosis for each item were within atxegages. In
addition, IUCPR has conducted test-retest analysis to demonstrate a higit sabllity
and reliability of responses on the NSSE items (Kuh, 2004). Finally, the five belkshmar

were correlated with important academic performance measures, incluelg3RE
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scores, and the measures of academic performance and critical thin&lrigsleed by

the RAND Corporation (Kuh, 2004). Gordon, Ludlom, and Hoey (2008) conducted a
similar study linking responses on the NSSE items and benchmarks to important
academic indicators such as freshman retention, GPA, pursuit of graduatioedacal
employment outcome, though their single-institution study questions the pregoives

of the NSSE items. Pascarella, Seifert, and Blaich (2010), on the other hand, féund tha
the NSSE benchmarks had a significant positive relationship with liberal artermsic
including effective reasoning, moral character, and personal well-deisgmmary, the
items and benchmarks contained’ime College Student Repaipear to have a
reasonable degree of reliability and stability, though alternative graipiimgsponse

items have been explored.

Construction and Weighting of Engagement Benchmarks

The five engagement benchmarks used as dependent variables in this study are
constructed using five sets of interrelated items fiidra College Student Report
Individual index scores for each benchmark are calculated according to IUCPR’s
document entitledzonstruction of the 2005 NSSE Benchm@RSSE, n.d.). First, each
component of a benchmark is recoded by converting responses to a 0-100 point scale. On
a four-option item, for example, a response of “1"= 0, “2"=33.33, “3"=66.67, and
“4"’=100. For the “enriching” items (items under question #7 on the survey), students
who indicate that they have done the enriching activity receive a score of 18Gikhil
other students receive a score of 0. Index scores for each benchmark are theml ciympile

averaging a respondent’s recoded scores on all components of the benchmark.
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In Construction of the 2005 NSSE Benchm@SSE, n.d.), the authors point out
that part-time and full-time students score differently on the Level of Adade
Challenge [LAC] benchmark because several of the components ask students to report
how much time they spend each week on school-related work. To control for these
systematic differences, IUCPR has created an adjusted value for LA@tedé\Ca in
the2005 CodebookNSSE, 2005a). This value is calculated by adjusting part-time
students’ scores on four of the LAC items (readasgn, writemid, writesadipro01). To
derive the adjusted value for each item, a ratio is calculated by dividingtibeal
average on the item for full-time students by the national average on taetesanfor
part-time students. Each part-time student’s score is then multipliée leptresponding
ratio to yield an adjusted score. Adjusted scores are limited so as noeé&al €00.

These adjusted scores are then used instead of the raw scores for the fotar item
calculate the ACa index score for part-time students (NS8Estruction of the 2005
NSSE Benchmarks,d.). This study used the adjusted value ACa to facilitate
comparisons between levels of academic challenge reported by parttrhédldime
students assuming that all other factors were held constant.

Table 1 outlines the components of the first NSSE benchmark, Level of Academic
Challenge (ACa), Table 2 shows the components of Active and Collaborativergearni
(ACL), Table 3 gives components of Student-Faculty Interaction (SFl), fladmatains
components of Enriching Educational Experiences (EEE), and Table 5 lists the
components of Supportive Campus Environment (SCE). Additional information for each
of these items, including the full variable descriptions and response choices|wted

in The College Student Report 2005 Codel®E&SE, 2005a).
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Table 1

Components of Engagement Benchmark 1 — Level of Academic Challenge [ACa]

Item # Variable Descriptidn Response Values

1r. workhard ~ Worked harder than you thought you 1=Never
could 2=Sometimes

3=0ften
4=Very Often

2b. analyze Analyzing the basic elements of an idesVery little
2=Some
3=Quite a bit
4=Very much

2c. synthesz Synthesizing and organizing ideas 1=Very little
2=Some
3=Quite a bit
4=Very much

2d. evaluate Making judgements about the value d=Very little
ideas 2=Some
3=Quite a bit
4=Very much

2e. applying Applying theories or concepts 1=Very little
2=Some
3=Quite a bit
4=Very much

3a. readasgn Number of assigned textbooks, etc. 1=None
2=Between 1 and 4
3=Between 5 and 10
4=Between 11 and 20
5=More than 20

3c. writemor Number of written papers 20+ pages 1=None
2=Between 1 and 4
3=Between 5 and 10
4=Between 11 and 20
5=More than 20
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Table 1 continued

ltem # Variable Descriptidn Response Values

3d. writemid Number of written papers 5-19 pages 1=None
2=Between 1 and 4
3=Between 5 and 10
4=Between 11 and 20
5=More than 20

3e. writesml Number of written papers <5 pages 1=None
2=Between 1 and 4
3=Between 5 and 10
4=Between 11 and 20
5=More than 20

9a. acadprO1 Time spent preparing for class 1-8

10a. envschol Institution emphasizes significant 1-4
amounts of time on academic work

®For full item descriptions, refer fbhe College Student Report 2005 Codeb&SE, 2005a).
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Table 2

Components of Engagement Benchmark 2 — Active and Collaborative Learning [ACL]

Item # Variable Description Response Values

la. clguest Asked questions or contributed in class 1=Never
2=Sometimes
3=0ften
4=Very Often

1b. clpresen Made a class presentation 1=Never
2=Sometimes
3=0ften
4=Very Often

1g. classgrp Worked with other students during 1=Never
class 2=Sometimes

3=0ften
4=Very Often

1h. occgrp Worked with classmates outside of 1=Never
class 2=Sometimes

3=0ften
4=Very Often

1j. tutor Tutored or taught other students 1=Never
2=Sometimes
3=0ften
4=Very Often

1Kk. commproj  Participated in a community-based 1=Never
project 2=Sometimes

3=0ften
4=Very Often

1t. oocideas Discussed ideas from class outside df=Never
class 2=Sometimes

3=0ften
4=Very Often
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Table 3

Components of Engagement Benchmark 3 — Student-Faculty Interaction [SFI]

Item # Variable Description Response Values
1n. facgrade Discussed grades or assignments with=Never
an instructor 2=Sometimes
3=0ften
4=Very Often
lo. facplans Talked about career plans with a facultyNever
member or advisor 2=Sometimes
3=0ften
4=Very Often
1p. facideas Discussed ideas from class with faculd=Never
member outside of class 2=Sometimes
3=0ften
4=Very Often
1q. facfeed Received prompt feedback from faculty = 1=Never
2=Sometimes
3=0ften
4=Very Often
1s. facother Worked with faculty members on 1=Never
activities other than coursework 2=Sometimes
3=0ften
4=Very Often
7d. resrch04 Work on a research project witha  1=Have not decided
faculty member outside of course 2=Do not plan to do
requirements 3=Plan to do

4=Done
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Table 4

Components of Engagement Benchmark 4 — Enriching Educational Experiences [EEE]

Item # Variable Description Response Values
1l. itacadem Used an electronic medium to discussleiNever
complete an assignment 2=Sometimes
3=0ften
4=Very Often
1u. divrstud Had serious conversations with studeritsNever
or a different race or ethnicity 2=Sometimes
3=0ften
4=Very Often
1v. diffstu2 Had serious conversations with students-Never
who are very different than you 2=Sometimes
3=0ften
4=Very Often
7a. intern04 Participate in a practicum, internship, 1=Have not decided
etc. 2=Do not plan to do
3=Plan to do
4=Done
7b. volntrO4 Participate in community service or 1=Have not decided
volunteer work 2=Do not plan to do
3=Plan to do
4=Done
7c. Irncom04  Participate in a learning community or1=Have not decided
similar program 2=Do not plan to do
3=Plan to do
4=Done
7e. foring04 Participate in foreign language 1=Have not decided
coursework 2=Do not plan to do
3=Plan to do
4=Done
7f. stdabr04 Participate in study abroad 1=Have not decided
2=Do not plan to do
3=Plan to do

4=Done
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Table 4 continued

Item # Variable Description Response Values
79. indstd04 Participate in independent study or self=Have not decided
designed major 2=Do not plan to do
3=Plan to do
4=Done
7h. snrx04 Participate in culminating senior 1=Have not decided
experience 2=Do not plan to do
3=Plan to do
4=Done
9d. cocurrOl Participating in co-curricular activities 1=0 hours
2=1-5 hours
3=6-10 hours

4=11-15 hours
5=16-20 hours
6=21-25 hours
7=26-30 hours
8=More than 30 hours

10c. envdivrs Institution encourages contact among1=Very little
students from different backgrounds 2=Some
3=Quite a bit

4=Very much
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Table 5

Components of Engagement Benchmark 5 — Supportive Campus Environment [SCE]

Item # Variable Description Response Values
8a. envstu Quality of relationships with other 1=Unfriendly,
students Unsupportive, Sense of
Alienation

7=Friendly, Supportive,
Sense of Belonging

8b. envfac Quality of relationships with faculty 1=Unfriendly,
Unsupportive, Sense of
Alienation

7=Friendly, Supportive,
Sense of Belonging

8c. envadm Quality of relationships with 1=Unfriendly,
administrative personnel and offices  Unsupportive, Sense of
Alienation

7=Friendly, Supportive,
Sense of Belonging

10b. envsuprt Institution emphasizes providing the 1=Very little
support you need to succeed 2=Some
academically 3=Quite a bit

4=Very much
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Table 5 continued

Item # Variable Description Response Values
10d. envnacad Institution emphasizes helping you capeVery little
with your nonacademic responsibilities 2=Some
3=Quite a bit
4=Very much
10e. envsocal Institution emphasizes providing the 1=Very little
support you need to thrive socially 2=Some
3=Quite a bit

4=Very much
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Summary of the NSSE.

The National Survey of Student EngagementBmel College Student Report
which forms its core have been carefully crafted and extensively addtyemsure that
they are valid, reliable measures of college student engagement (Kuh 2084). Fi
engagement benchmarks arising from the literature on quality undergraduateoeduc
are used to draw conclusions and recommendations about how students participate in
educationally meaningful activities. Individual index scores on each of theskrbarks

will form the dependent variables in the analyses below.

Research Design

As stated previously, this study will use correlational methods to addressithe
research questions. Correlational research designs have been used commonly when
studying the impact of various demographic factors on student engagement agdheasur
by the NSSE benchmarks (Filkins & Doyle, 2002; Harper, Carini, Bridges, &K;laye
2004; Zhao, Kuh, & Carini, 2005). Disaggregating the NSSE data by adult
characteristics, however, is a relatively unexplored area. The only katdyoes this in
detail is a study conducted in 2001 by George D. Kuh, Robert M. Gonyea, and Megan
Palmer at NSSE.

In their study, Kuh, Gonyea, and Palmer (2001) investigated whether commuter
students differed from residential students in their level of engagemenhahbdirst-
year and fourth-year levels. Kuh, Gonyea, and Palmer disaggregated the N&8&iraat
a single item in the demographic section of the NSSE that asks respondents thiegther

live on campus (in a dormitory, fraternity, sorority, or other setting), in an ofpgam
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residence within walking distance, or in an off-campus residence within driviagcist
After summarizing the demographic profiles of these three groups, thesac#tharlated
group means on the five NSSE benchmarks for each of the three groups for first-yea
respondents and for fourth-year respondents. They then tested for stigtisigralicant
differences among the resulting group means by “performing separateagm&NOVAS
for both first-year and senior students with the benchmarks and gains factors as
dependent variables and commuter status as the grouping variable. Benchmarks [we
then] weighted to adjust for differences in sex and fulltime/part-time eraotlstatus”
(Kuh, Gonyea, & Palmer, 2001, footnote 1). To measure the magnitude of the impact of
commuter status on the dependent variables, effect sizes were calculateddibg the
mean difference by the standard deviation of the mean of the group that is being
compared (in this instance, on campus students)” (Kuh, Gonyea, & Palemer, 2001,
footnote 2). The authors found the largest effect sizes when comparing meass acros
groups for two benchmarks: student-faculty interaction and enriching edutationa
experiences.

Because it uses one of the characteristics of adult students, commutetstatus
disaggregate the NSSE results, Kuh, Gonyea, and Palmer’s (2001) studghestabl
good stepping-off point for this study. Rather than relying on analysis of vayianc
however, this study will use correlational methods to investigate the retatmebutions
of several variables to index scores on the five NSSE benchmarks. This strdtegy fol
the methodological approaches used by Filkins and Doyle (2002), Harper, Carini,

Bridges, and Hayek (2004), and Zhao, Kuh, and Carini (2005) as mentioned earlier.
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Correlational methods are described in detail by Edwards (1984), Gall, Borgl] & G

(1996), Hays (2007), and Keppel & Wickens (2004).

Sample Selection

To protect institutional anonymity and maintain the integrity of the NSSE data
set, including the contractual agreements with participating institutions, tla@éndi
University Center for Postsecondary Research places certain ir@ssrioh the use of the
NSSE data. Acceptable use guidelines include the following (IUCPR, 2006):

1. NSSE data are made available no sooner than three years after omstituti
reports are mailed to participating institutions, typically the firstknef
August each year.

2. To protect the integrity of the database and the confidentiality of our users,
IUCPR strips all student and institutional identifiers from any data set that
they share externally.

3. IUCPR can include institution-level information (e.g. Carnegie types) but
not in a way that individual schools can be identified directly or indirectly.
This includes data provided by the researchers to be matched with NSSE
data before removal of school identifiers. Continuous variables (e.g.,
enrollment sizes) must be collapsed into categories so that specific values
cannot be linked back to school names.

4, Data sets provided will be random samples, in a portion not to exceed 1/5

of the existing data set. Under no circumstance is the entire data set
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provided to researchers, nor entire sets of specified subsections of the data
(e.g., HBCU's or selective liberal arts institutions).

5. Researchers are required to acknowledge that NSSE data were used by
permission of the Indiana University Center for Postsecondary Research,
and to provide a copy of all papers and publications utilizing NSSE data to
the Center.

In accordance with this policy, data from the spring 2005 administration of the
National Survey of Student Engagement were used for this study. During this
administration, 519 institutions in the United States participated forlaotda5,544
responses (A. D. Lambert, personal communication, December 15, 2009). To construct
the sample for this study, a simple random sample of the 2005 NSSE datasej geldin
total of 45,109 respondents (20% of the dataset) was taken (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996).
This approach allowed for adequate variety in institutional type, gendss,stending,
ethnicity, and other key variables. Although conducting a simple random sample of a
dataset composed of a random sample of first- and fourth-year students attending
institutions that select themselves to participate in the survey compoundsstipos
that the resulting dataset does not mirror the population of first- and fourtstydants
at 4-year colleges and universities in the United States (a threat to mypuédidity),
this technique maximized the likelihood that the sample would match the overall
characteristics of the 2005 NSSE dataset (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). Populdtaityva

is considered in the assumptions and limitations section below.
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Detailed Methods: Question #1
Q. Do adult students report significantly different levels of engagement than
nonadult students on each of the five NSSE engagement benchmarks?
To address the first research question, correlational methods were used to
compare respondents from the 2005 NSSE who had been divided into two groups — adult
students and nonadult students. Adult students were identified from among NSSE

respondents by segmenting those who indicated two or more of the following:

Age category of 3 or higher (24 years of age and older; based on item #15).

Residence within driving distance of campus (item #26; note that Kuh,

Gonyea, and Palmer (2001) found little difference between students who lived
on campus and those who lived within walking distance on most measures).

e Attends school less than full time (item #22).

e Works more than 30 hours per week (sum of items #9b and 9c).

e Spends one or more hours per week providing care for dependents (item #9f).
Unfortunately, no other items on the 2005 NSSE correspond with factors distinguishing
adult students such as military service, nonstandard high school completion, or breaks in
enrollment (Choy, 2002; Horn & Carroll, 1996). Consequently, the definition of adult
students for this study was limited to age, place of residence, enrolliatist svork
status, and dependents only.

Means on each of the five NSSE benchmarks were calculated for both adult and
nonadult respondents, and differences in the means were tested for sigmifisgugca
two-tailedt-test for independent means. Next, the standardized correlation coedficjent

between adultness and each of the benchmarks were calculated and tested for
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significance. Finally, the coefficients of determinatio?) ere calculated for each of the
five benchmarks to determine effect size (the amount of variation in engagement
explained by adultness).

Specification of variables and hypothesHse independent variable in this
analysis, adultness, was a dichotomous variable with two values: adult and nonadult. The
dependent variables were the respondent’s index scores for each of the fivenemjage
benchmarks and were continuous. For each of the correlations, the null hypotlsesis wa
that there is no significant correlation between adultness and level of engagethe
population (H: p=0). Because of the size of the dataset and the resulting degrees of
freedom, the test for significance was set<aD01 to minimize the likelihood of Type |
errors. Rejecting the null hypothesis for each of the benchmarks leadsritetkace
that there is a nonzero correlation (either positive or negative) betdekness and
level of engagement on that benchmark in the broader population.

Anticipated outcome — Benchmark #1 (AGd)hough adult students may spend
slightly more time than nonadult students preparing for class (Cross, 198itgrttare
above led to no other hypotheses about differences between adult and nonadult student
responses on the components of benchmark #1. Consequently, | predicted that there
would likely to be little or no correlation between adultness and Level of Academic
Challenge.

Anticipated outcome — Benchmark #2 (ACI)e literature on adult learning
states that adult students prefer collaborative learning strategoes{igtd, 1986;

Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2007). As a result, | predicted a positive correlation

between adultness and Active and Collaborative Learning.
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Anticipated outcome — Benchmark #3 (SBBcause of their extra-institutional
obligations, it is reasonable to infer that adult students are less likely thamohadult
peers to interact with faculty outside of class (see Kuh, Gonyea, & P&d@dr),. Since
several of the components of this benchmark refer to out-of-class interacticiaeulty,
| predicted that there would be a negative correlation between adwdtreeSsudent-

Faculty Interaction.

Anticipated outcome — Benchmark #4 (EB#&any of the components of this
benchmark refer to out-of-class experiences that adult students arkelgs®|
participate in because of their work and dependent care responsibilities (ueas&
Palmer, 2001). Consequently, as with the previous benchmark, | predicted a negative
correlation between adultness and participation in Enriching Educational &hqesi

Anticipated outcome — Benchmark #5 (SCE3sel, Hansman, and Kasworm
(2001) described the widespread marginalization and neglect of adult studentsiin highe
education, a theme echoed by Bash (2003). While adults are likely to experieece mor
supportive environments at some types of institutions than at others, | predicted that
overall there would be a negative correlation between adultness and SCE.

Comparing adult and nonadult respondents on the five engagement benchmarks
can lead to important inferences about how adults experience 4-year institutions
differently than nonadults. This was, however, a crude measure of the degree to which
the presence of adult characteristics was affecting engagememeXthresearch

guestions investigated this further.
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Detailed Methods: Question #2
Q. How does level of engagement vary with level of adulthness on each of the five
NSSE engagement benchmarks?

Creating an artificial dichotomy between adult and nonadult students can yield
broad insights into differences between adult and nonadult students, but it also masks
important details such as to what degree characteristics of an adult sttettatras or
her level of engagement. Horn and Carroll (1996) pointed out that, in reality, individuals
fall on a continuum from highly traditional (or nonadult) to highly nontraditional (or
adult). While they chose to group students into three categories along this contimsum
study instead arranged respondents into six categories based upon the number of adult
characteristics they indicated in their demographic responses (from zbe of
characteristics to all five).

As in the first analysis, mean index scores on each NSSE benchmark for each
level of adultness were calculated. In this case, however, these meamggsapbed to
explore the linearity of the relationships, but they were not tested fatistity
significant differences. Instead, the standardized correlation coeffidi¢ between level
of adultness and level of engagement were calculated for each of the eagagem
benchmarks and tested for significance. The coefficients of determifiovere then
calculated to find the amount of variance in engagement level that was exiigilevel
of adultness for each benchmark. Becausedr? are tests for linear relationshipsand
n? (statistics based upon the ANOVA analysis that show strength of association for

nonlinear relationships; greater nonlinearity reveals itself as greaézgence betwean
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andy), were calculated and compared to the valuesaofir® to explore the strength of
resulting curvilinear relationships (Garson, 2008).

Specification of variables and hypothesg&s.in the analysis for the first research
guestion, the dependent variables were the respondent’s index scores for badlvef t
engagement benchmarks and were continuous. The independent variable in this analysi
was level of adultness and was created by adding the responses for thelfive a
characteristics used in the previous question (Table 6). A sum of O indicated a
classification of nonadult on all five characteristics (minimally agulkile a sum of 5
indicated a classification of adult on all five characteristics (maby adult).

Again, the null hypothesis for each of the five correlations was that there is no
significant correlation between level of adultness and level of engagantbat
population (H: p=0). The test for significance was again set<a001 to minimize the
likelihood of Type | errors. Unlike the first test, this analysis gave a moreserec
estimate of the magnitude and directionality of the relationship between ladllofess
and level of engagement on each of the five benchmarks. However, it did not help to
identify which of the characteristics of adult students were most influémti@ported
level of engagement. The following research question addressed this issue.

Anticipated outcomesince this research question merely extended the previous
guestion to a greater level of precision, | predicted that the correlationsebdavel of
adultness and each engagement benchmark would be as the same as described above in

the anticipated outcomes for the first research question.
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Table 6

Independent Variables for Question #2

ltem #  Variable Description Response Values

SumAdult*  SumAdult = Age24 + ResCateg + 0 (minimally adult) — 5
EnrlCateg + SumWork + carede01 (maximally adult)

15. Age24* Age category 0 = age<24 yrs
1=age24 yrs
26. ResCateg*  Place of residence 0 = on campus, within

walking distance, or
fraternity/sorority

1 = within driving
distance

22. EnrlCateg* Thinking about this current 0= Full-time
academic term, how would you 1 = Part-time
characterize your enroliment?

9b. + SumWork* SumWork = workon01 + workofO010 = SumWork< 30

9c. (Hours each week spent working hrs/wk
for pay on campus + off campus) 1 = SumWork > 30
hrs/wk
of. DepCateg*  Hours each week spent providing0 = 0 hrs/wk

care for dependents living with youl = 1 or more hrs/wk
(parents, children, spouse, etc.)

*Indicates a derived variable based upon the NSSE item indicated.

Detailed Methods: Question #3
Q. Which indicators of adult status have the largest effect on level of engagement
for each of the five NSSE engagement benchmarks?
As in the previous analysis, each of the characteristics of adult students das use
in a correlational analysis to determine its effect on level of engagdéonezach of the

five NSSE benchmarks. Unlike the previous analysis, the adult charactangtics
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analysis were not summed to create a single independent variable. leatdad,
characteristic in Table 7 served as a separate independent variable tamailiparisons

of how much each variable contributed to the variance in index scores on each of the
NSSE benchmarks.

For each of the five engagement benchmarks, the independent variables were
analyzed to determine which contributed significantly to reported level of engatje
First, means for each level of the independent variables were calculagzatiioof the
five NSSE benchmarks and graphed to explore obvious patterns. Standardized correlation
coefficients () between each characteristic and benchmark were then calculated and
tested for significance. As before, the test for significance was €101 to minimize
the likelihood of Type | errors. Next, coefficients of determinatiénwere calculated to
test effect sizes angdand? statistics were calculated to explore nonlinearity as in
second research question.

A multiple regression analysis was then performed for each benchmark to
determine which adult characteristics most strongly contributed tdigagan each
benchmark. As age is commonly used as a sole distinguishing characteashidt of
students, this analysis employed a hierarchical multiple regressbrsiarby performing
an OLS regression where only age was included as an independent variable followed by
an OLS regression in which all adult characteristics were included aireolisly to
compare the explained variances in the NSSE benchmarks resulting from the two
approaches. In each step, the standardized regression coefficients for eactdentepe
variable (indicating the semipartial correlations between that independeitieand

the benchmark being studied) were examined to determine its relativeangeoit
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Table 7

Independent Variables for Question #3

ltem #  Variable Description Response Values
15. age Age category 1 =19 or younger
2=20-23
3 =24-29
4 =30-39
5 =40-55
6 = Over 55
26. *Residence  Place of residence (livenow) 1 = Dormitory or other

campus housing (including
fraternity/sorority)

2 = Residence within walking
distance

3 = Residence within driving
distance

22. enrimnt Thinking about this current 1= Less than full-time
academic term, how would yo2 = Full-time
characterize your enroliment?

9b. workon01 Hours each week spent 1 =0 hours / week
working for pay on campus 2 = 1-5 hours / week

3 =6-10 hours / week

4 = 11-15 hours / week

5 =16-20 hours / week

6 = 21-25 hours / week

7 = 26-30 hours / week

8 = more than 30 hours / week

9c. workof01 Hours each week spent 1 =0 hours / week
working for pay off campus 2 = 1-5 hours / week

3 =6-10 hours / week

4 = 11-15 hours / week

5 = 16-20 hours / week

6 = 21-25 hours / week

7 = 26-30 hours / week

8 = more than 30 hours / week
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Table 7 continued

ltem #  Variable Description Response Values

of. carede0O1 Hours each week spent 1 =0 hours / week
providing care for dependents 2 = 1-5 hours / week
living with you (parents, 3 =6-10 hours / week
children, spouse, etc.) 4 = 11-15 hours / week

5 =16-20 hours / week
6 = 21-25 hours / week
7 = 26-30 hours / week
8 = more than 30 hours / week

*Indicates a derived variable based upon the NSSE item indicated.
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explaining variance in the engagement benchmark. In addition, the toleranceshfor ea
variable and its bivariate correlations with the other independent variableexsored

to determine its level of independence from the other variables in the analysia gohe
Cohen, 1983; Garson, 2010).

Specification of variables and hypothedescontrast to the previous analysis, the
actual response categories for age (age), enrollment status (enrinoektiompay
(workon0O1 and workof01), and care of dependents (carede01) were used rather than the
derived dichotomous variables used in the second research question in order to gain a
more nuanced understanding of how these variables affect engagement. This ivkes poss
because these variables are ordinal in nature and can be used in a multiple regression
analysis in their raw form. The variable livenow, on the other hand, is a catdgori
variable and cannot be used in a multiple regression in its raw form. Consequealy, a n
variable was created (Residence) in which living in a fraternity/spioouse was
combined with living on campus to yield a roughly ordinal variable which could loe use
in the regression analysis (see Kuh, Gonyea, & Palmer, 2001).

Anticipated outcome — Benchmark #1 (ACd)e weighted values for level of
academic challenge used in this analysis equalize part-time andfelstudents’ scores
on this benchmark to adjust for time spent weekly on academic work. Aside from this
obvious correlation that is controlled for when the ACa index is used as the dependent
variable, no other correlations between adult characteristics and Leveld#rica
Challenge were predicted.

Anticipated outcome — Benchmark #2 (AG{nowles, Holton, and Swanson

(2007) used age as the primary distinguishing characteristic of adultrlearne
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Consequently, age was expected to have the largest correlation coefficiemt in thi
analysis. It was also anticipated that hours worked, part-time attendaddamna spent
caring for dependents would have small negative coefficients that nutidpegeffect of
age on the overall portion of variance explained by the regression equation.

Anticipated outcome — Benchmark #3 (SF8nticipated that age was less likely
to be a strong factor in this analysis. Instead, | expected hours workedmeart-t
attendance, and time spent caring for dependents each week to correlatelgegét
Student-Faculty Interaction. Cotten and Wilson (2006), for instance, reported that
students identified time constraints related to off-campus obligations asfacaig
deterrent to student-faculty interaction. Nelson Laird and Cruce (2009) alsteceftat
part-time students lower levels of engagement in student-faculty inberact the NSSE
than full-time students.

Anticipated outcome — Benchmark #4 (EEAS.in the previous benchmark, |
predicted that hours spent in activities not related to academic work wouwdthterr
negatively with Enriching Educational Experiences because of the constraihing ofa
off-campus obligations and part-time attendance (Cotton & Wilson, 2006; Nelson Lair
& Cruce, 2009).

Anticipated outcome — Benchmark #5 (SGEhile Sissel, Hansman, and
Kasworm (2001) indicated that adult students were marginalized, they did not point to
any specific adult characteristics that led to this marginalizatiah| eould find no other
research specifically related to this issue. Consequently, the interactiveebadult
characteristics and perception of a supportive campus environment were ahtiear

point, and | predicted that if any correlations existed, they were liaddg small.
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Detailed Methods: Question #4
Q. How do the effects of adult status indicators on level of engagement compare
with the effects of other important demographic variables, i.e., gender,
ethnicity, parent education level, class standing and institutional type?

In the analysis accompanying the previous research question, each adult
characteristic was analyzed to determine how it was correlated with fethehfioe
NSSE benchmarks. While the effect of adult characteristics on engadementot been
studied extensively using the NSSE, the effects of other demographic vahabdes
(Filkins & Doyle, 2002; Harper, Carini, Bridges, & Hayek, 2004; Hu & Kuh, 2002; Zhao,
Kuh, & Carini, 2005). In this research question, these additional factors are included in
the analysis to determine their effects relative to the adult chastictepreviously
studied.

The same analytical methods and tests for significance employed in the previous
analysis were used. In this analysis, the hierarchical regressionisuradyisded the other
demographic variables commonly employed in studying the NSSE data in the firs
regression model and added the six adult characteristics in the second model te compa
the variance in the NSSE benchmarks explained by the adult characteritties t
variance explained by the other commonly used demographic variables. Tive relat
magnitudes of the standardized regression coefficients and resultffigieots of
determination were compared to determine whether characteristics tofesdudr other
individual characteristics have a larger influence on reported levels ajengat for
each of the five benchmarks, and tolerance and bivariate correlations amongdead¢pe

variables were once again examined to explore multicollinearity.
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Specification of variables and hypothedesaddition to the six adult
characteristics used as independent variables in the previous analysizlfssa
included gender, ethnicity, parent education level, class standing, andiorstittigpe as
independent variables (Table 8). Hu and Kuh (2002) indicated that these additional
variables are correlated with engagement in predictable ways, thoughubgigses no
mention of adult characteristics. As in the previous research question, catiegoric
variables had to be recoded to make them either dichotomous (race was grouped into
white/Asian and nonwhite/non-Asian; see Huh and Kuh (2002)) or ordinal (Carnegie
classification was recoded into baccalaureate, masters, and doctdaions) in order
to use them in the multiple regression analysis.

Anticipated outcome$iu and Kuh (2002) explored a number of relationships
between engagement and individual / institutional characteristics.ilrsthey, they
found that engagement was positively related to parental education and that wenmen w
more likely to be engaged than men. They also found important relationships between
engagement and race (White and Asian students were more likely to be disengaged than
others) and between engagement and class standing (freshmen tended tongadesk e
than upperclassmen). In addition, they explored the relationship between engagament
institutional type and found that students regularly reported higher levels of aregage
at some types of institutions and lower levels at others, such as researcitigsvén
light of these findings, | predicted that Level of Academic ChallengeajAGould
remain relatively stable across all demographic characteriggepeinstitutional type
because | assumed that all students would be asked to complete similar levels of

academically challenging work at similar types of institutionsso gredicted that ACL,
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Additional Independent Variables for Question #4

Item # Variable Description Response Values
16. sex Your sex 1 =Male
2 = Female
18. WhiteAsian* What is your racial or 1 = White/Asian-Pacific Islander

27a.

27b.

ethnic identification?
(Mark only one.)

fathredu Father’s educational
attainment

mothredu Mother’s educational
attainment

2 = Nonwhite/non-Asian-Pacific
Islander

1 = Did not finish high school

2 = Graduated from high school

3 = Attended college but did not
complete a degree

4 = Completed an associate’s degree
(A.A., AS., etc.)

5 = Completed a bachelor’'s degree
(B.A., B.S., etc.)

6 = Completed a master’s degree
(M.A., M.S., etc.)

7 = Completed a doctoral degree
(Ph.D., J. D., M.D., etc.)

1 = Did not finish high school

2 = Graduated from high school

3 = Attended college but did not
complete a degree

4 = Completed an associate’s degree
(A.A., AS., etc.)

5 = Completed a bachelor’'s degree
(B.A., B.S., etc.)

6 = Completed a master’s degree
(M.A., M.S., etc.)

7 = Completed a doctoral degree
(Ph.D., J. D., M.D., etc.)
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Item # Variable Description Response Values

19. ClassStdng*  What is your current 1 = Freshman (1st year)
classification in college? 2 = Sophomore (2nd year)
3 = Junior (3rd year)
4 = Senior (4th year)

Categ05* Institutional type (2005 1 = Baccalaureate
basic Carnegie 2 = Master’s
classification) 3 = Doctoral

*Indicates a derived variable based upon the NSSE item indicated.
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SFI, EEE, and SCE were likely to be significantly correlated with institatitype. In
addition, | expected that participation in enriching educational expericBE€9 (vas

likely to be correlated strongly with both class standing (seniors haveeshigagnore
enriching experiences than freshman because they have been in higher educatipn long
and parental education level. No basis existed for predicting the magnitude of these
semipartial correlations relative to the semipartial correlatiotvedes the adult

characteristics and the engagement benchmarks, so no prediction was made.

Summary

The research methods described above utilize a variety of correlatraned)igts
and a random sample of data from the 2005 National Survey of Student Engagement to
address the four research questions. The correlational strategies igdlidiriate
correlation and hierarchical multiple regression) were supplementedibyestigation
of group means and etg) (statistics to assist in understanding the affects of adult and
other individual and institutional characteristics on engagement in educatidfetijve
practices. The following section discusses assumptions and limitationsnhhrethis

approach.

Assumptions and Limitations
This study makes two fundamental assumptions, and there are limitations
associated with each. First, the study assumes that adult students and nardehik st
will benefit equally from institutional engagement and that one of the beakhigher

levels of engagement is increased persistence levels. While thiseartggmsubstantiated
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in the review of literature above, this study does not directly measure studssienee.
Consequently, the assertion that knowing how adult students engage has important
implications for their persistence cannot be backed with data from this studye F
studies can address possible correlations or causal patterns between engaggment
persistence of adult students.

Second, this study assumes that the NSSE is a valid and reliable measure of
student engagement for both adult and traditional students. The NSSE has been evaluated
extensively to ensure reliability and internal validity, and Kuh (2004) indichtd the
results of this evaluation indicate that the NSSE is both valid and reliable for all
undergraduate students. For this study, the primary threats to internay \aakderror
variance and extraneous variance. The sampling strategy outlined abovesatibelimpt
extraneous variance by drawing a random sample whose characterigticgtmi entire
2005 NSSE data set.

Of greater concern in this instance are population and ecological validéyadt
that NSSE institutions choose to participate and must pay to do so introducesi@nselec
bias that can affect the population validity of the overall data set and, conseghently
sample used for this study (particularly in lean budget years whengdaiity
institutions may choose not to participate). IUCPR has published a profile & NSS
participating institutions and compared this to the national profile in an attemptifp jus
the population validity of the data (NSSE, 2005b). However, changing economic
conditions and other nonrandom factors affect institutional participation in the NSSE

survey and bring population validity into question. Consequently, generalizatiang aris
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from this study may be biased toward wealthier institutions who can devotectile fis
resources to participating in the NSSE.

Furthermore, the NSSE is only administered to 4-year institutions. Amgmcies
from the total data set and the sample in this study cannot be legitimatelgligedeo
all institutional types. Nevertheless, the results of this study may be atioento
institutions outside of the NSSE profile.

In addition to the limitations imposed by the data source, this study is somewhat
sensitive to extraneous variance because student respondents are nested wiihin speci
institutions. The lowest level of aggregation in this study is the institutiongltype
students within specific institutions may vary in systematic ways thatiunte
extraneous variance into the statistical models employed by this studutiterstudies,

a hierarchical linear modeling strategy may provide additional insightysteraatic

within-institution variances (Keppel & Wickens, 2007).

Summary

This study will employ a correlational research design to investigateesearch
guestions regarding the engagement of adult students using data selected from the 2005
National Survey of Student Engagement. Beginning with a relatively crude meésure
whether there is a statistically significant difference in the emgegeof adult and
nonadult students on each of the five NSSE engagement benchmarks, the study will
disaggregate and compare the effects of the various indicators of adult statlenaisd
other demographic and institutional variables to draw inferences about the englagieme

adult students. Although limited in its ability to resolve concerns about population and
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ecological validity, the study will employ random sampling techniques in an effort to

maximize the likelihood of drawing valid inferences about the adult student population.



IV. RESULTS

The increasing numbers of adult undergraduate students at 4-year colleges and
universities and their relative lack of persistence compared to their nonadsltgaeks
practitioners and researchers to ask searching questions about how to retatutiesgs
more effectively (Bash, 2003; Donaldson & Townsend, 2007). The literature on student
retention, student engagement, and adult learning theory above suggests thabtiad Nat
Survey of Student Engagement is an important tool for studying adult student
engagement (and by inference retention) and leads to four researcbhriesti

1. Do adult students report significantly different levels of engagement than
nonadult students on each of the five NSSE engagement benchmarks?

2. How does level of engagement vary with level of adultness on each of the five
NSSE engagement benchmarks?

3. Which indicators of adult status have the largest effect on level of engagement f
each of the five NSSE engagement benchmarks?

4. How do the effects of adult status indicators on level of engagement comgare wit
the effects of other important demographic variables, i.e., gender, ethnicity, parent
education level, class standing, and institutional type?

During the Spring 2005 administration of the NSSE, a total of 225,544 responses
were collected from 519 institutions in the United States (A. D. Lambesipper

communication, December 15, 2009). Using standard techniques, a simple random
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sample consisting of 45,109 responses (20% of the total) from the Spring 2005 NSSE
was taken and used to conduct this study. In the following sections, summatigstatis
describing the sample of NSSE data used to address each research quiébsion wi

presented followed by the results of the analyses described in the previous. chapte

Question #1: Influence of Adult Status on Engagement

In this analysis, mean index scores of adult and nonadult respondents on each of
the five NSSE benchmarks were compared, and correlations between adultnessand thes
index scores were calculated and tested for significance. A respondesdngsatered an
adult if he or she possessed two or more characteristics of adult leareerseag4,
residence within driving distance of campus, part-time attendance, over 30 hourk of wor
for pay each week, and one or more hours each week spent caring for dependents (Choy,
2002; Horn & Carroll, 1996). Any respondents missing values on one or more of the
characteristics of adult learners were excluded as invalid (missing)

Table 9 indicates the numbers of adult and nonadult respondents within the
sample. Of the 40,415 valid respondents, 28.2% were classified as adults (possessed two
or more of the adult characteristics mentioned above).

Means for adult and nonadult respondents on each of the five NSSE benchmarks
are set forth in Table 10. Only three of the mean differences werdicdtisignificant
(ACL, EEE, and SCE); adult respondents averaged just over 2 points higher than non-
adult respondents on Active and Collaborative Learning, almost 2 points lower on
Enriching Educational Experiences, and nearly 3 points lower on Supportive Campus

Environment.
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Table 9

Frequencies: Adult and Nonadult Respondents

Variable Response Values N Raw % % of Valid

All Cases 45,109 100.0% 100.0%

Adult 1 = nonadult 29,012 64.3% 71.8%
2 = adult 11,403 25.3% 28.2%
Missing 4,694 10.4%

Table 10

Mean Responses on NSSE Benchmarks: Adult and Nonadult Respondents

M SD N
ACa Nonadult 54.749 13.592 29,008
Adult 54.927 14.471 11,397

Difference inM 0.178

ACL Nonadult 46.430 16.388 29,011
Adult 48.501 17.508 11,401
Difference inM 2.071"

SFI Nonadult 39.077 19.964 29,004
Adult 38.858 20.054 11,395
Difference inM 0.219

EEE Nonadult 35.856 17.025 28,988
Adult 34.078 17.717 11,386
Difference inM 1.778"

SCE Nonadult 59.741 17.822 28,983
Adult 56.971 19.294 11,377

Difference inM 2.769"

'p<.05."p<.01." p<.00L.
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Table 11

Correlations Between Adult Status and NSSE Benchmarks

ACa ACL SFI EEE SCE
Adult N 40,405 40,412 40,399 40,374 40,360
r .006 .056 -.005 -.046 -.068
r? .000 .003 .000 .002 .005

'p<.05."p<.01." p<.00L.

Finally, bivariate correlations were calculated to test the size amficagce of
the effect of adult status on each of the benchmarks. Results of the correlatabysiba
are presented in Table 11. Similar to the pattern in Table 10, there was &aligtisti
significant positive correlation between adultness and ACL and stdhssigmificant
negative correlations between adultness and two other NSSE benchmarks (EEE and
SCE). Effect sizes, indicated by ttfestatistic, are very small in all three cases: 0.3% of
the variance in ACL explained by adultness, 0.2% of the variance in EEE explained by

adultness, and 0.5% of the variance in SCE explained by adultness.

Question #2: Correlation of Adultness and Engagement
In this analysis, adultness was considered as a quasi-continuous variabte instea
of being dichotomized as in the first research question. Mean index scores on each of th
five NSSE benchmarks and correlations between adultness and index scoresinere ag
calculated and tested for significance. As before, charactestachult learners included

age over 24, residence within driving distance of campus, part-time attendance, over 30
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hours of work for pay each week, and one or more hours each week spent caring for
dependents (Choy; Horn & Carroll, 1996). A value of “1” was assigned for eadh adul
characteristic of a respondent, and a value of “0” was assigned for the othe
characteristics that fell below the adult threshold. The five values hemestmmed to
yield a derived variable, “SumAdult,” which ranged in value from 0 to 5 (minimédljta
to maximally adult). As before, any respondents missing values on one oointioee
characteristics of adult learners were excluded as invalid (missing).

Frequencies of adult characteristics in the sample are outlined in TabBlesi?2.
over 50% of valid respondents possessed no adult characteristics (they would be
considered minimally adult), while another 22% possessed only one adult alistrecte
Of the 28% of respondents possessing two or more adult characteristics, néarly ha
(13%) possessed only two; the remaining 15% possessed three or more adult
characteristics. Table 12 also indicates how many respondents qualifehaltasoa each
of the five characteristics. Only 17% of valid respondents were 24 years qr38iéier
lived within driving distance of campus, 9% were enrolled part-time, 12% worked more
than 30 hours per week, and 26% cared for dependents.

Next, mean responses for each category of SumAdult were calculatedHfafeac
the five benchmarks as shown in Table 13. Figure 6 graphically portrays the varrations i
mean scores for each of the five NSSE benchmarks by level of SumAdult and serves t
highlight the curvilinear nature of the relationships. The overall mean far(A€vel of
Academic Challenge) was 54.8, and most categories of respondents scored close to the
mean. However, respondents who scored 3 on SumAdult averaged 56.2, while

respondents who scored 5 on SumAdult only averaged 52.2 on ACa.
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Table 12

Frequencies: Number of Adult Characteristics

Variable Response Values N Raw % % of Valid

All Cases 45,109 100.0% 100.0%

SumAdult 0 20,329 45.1% 50.3%
1 8,683 19.2% 21.5%
2 5,262 11.7% 13.0%
3 3,289 7.3% 8.1%
4 1,802 4.0% 4.5%
5 1,050 2.3% 2.6%
Missing 4,694 10.4%

Age>24 O=age<24 33,812 75.0% 82.8%
1 = age 24 and over 7,023 15.5% 17.2%
Missing 4,274 9.5%

ResCateg 0 = on campus, within walkin@4,779 54.9% 60.9%
distance, or fraternity/sorority
1 = within driving distance 15,880 35.2% 39.1%
Missing 4,450 9.9%

EnrlCateg 0 = full-time 37,145 82.3% 91.1%
1 = part-time 3,627 8.0% 8.9%
Missing 4,337 9.6%

Work>30 0 = 30 hours / week or less 36,568 81.1% 88.1%
1 = more than 30 hours / week 4,938 10.9% 11.9%
Missing 3,603 8.0%

DepCateg 0 = less than 1 hour / week 30,510 67.6% 73.3%
1 =1 or more hours / week 10,955 24.3% 26.4%
Missing 3,644 8.1%
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Table 13

Mean Responses on NSSE Benchmark by Number of Adult Characteristics

SumAdult M SD N
ACa 0 54.963 13.438 20,326
1 54.248 13.932 8,682
2 54.914 14.239 5,261
3 56.163 14.594 3,287
4 54.327 14.724 1,800
5 52.151 14.366 1,049
Overall 54.800 13.845 40,405
ACL 0 45.700 16.132 20,328
1 48.140 16.849 8,683
2 48.624 17.535 5,262
3 50.499 17.679 3,288
4 47.278 17.352 1,801
5 43.723 15.967 1,050
Overall 47.014 16.734 40,412
SFI 0 38.396 19.769 20,323
1 40.672 20.326 8,681
2 40.259 20.742 5,258
3 40.288 20.056 3,287
4 36.382 18.619 1,801
5 31.606 16.669 1,049
Overall 39.016 19.990 40,399
EEE 35.467 16.679 20,310

0

1 36.766 17.777 8,678
2 35.336 17.977 5,258
3 35.461 17.784 3,281
4 31.600 16.839 1,801
5 27.684 15.735 1,046
Overall 35.355 17.242 40,374
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Table 13 continued

SumAdult M SD N

SCE 0 60.670 17.530 20,307
1 57.565 18.304 8,676
2 57.065 19.108 5,253
3 57.031 19.689 3,278
4 56.790 19.207 1,802
5 56.627 19.138 1,044
O

verall 58.960 18.291 40,360
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For the ACL benchmark (Active and Collaborative Learning), the overall mean
was 47.0. On this benchmark, the means for each group followed an inverted curve with
those scoring 0 and 5 on SumAdult averaging the lowest scores on ACL while those
scoring 3 averaged the highest. SFI (Student-Faculty Interaction) aseddla curve
with those scoring 0 and 5 on SumAdult averaging the lowest on SFI while those scoring
1, 2, or 3 averaged just above the overall mean of 39.0.

Average scores on the EEE benchmark (Enriching Educational Experiences)
similarly followed a curvilinear pattern with those scoring 1 on SumAdult girega
above the overall mean of 35.4. Respondents scoring 0 on SumAdult averaged lower on
EEE, and those scoring 2 and above also averaged progressively lower scores with
increasing levels of adultness.

The relationship between SumAdult and the last benchmark, Supportive Campus
Environment (SCE), was more linear. The overall mean score for SCE was juss@nder
respondents who scored 0 on SumAdult averaged 60.7 on SCE, and the scores fell off to
an average of 56.6 for respondents scoring a 5 on SumAdult.

Finally, the variable SumAdult was correlated with each of the five NSSE
benchmarks. Results of the correlational analysis are presented in Tableddtrast to
Table 11, all five correlations are statistically significant, though AERE, and SCE
still show the strongest relationships (slightly stronger than in Table 4Ble T4 also
gives values fo andz? statistics that demonstrate association between variables that
are nonlinearly related (Garson, 2008). Notice that the valuesaiods;? are
significantly larger than the valuesméndr?. This indicates that a curvilinear

relationship is indeed present, and that fitting the data to a curve yields mtaeatary
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Table 14

Measures of Association Between SumAdult and NSSE Benchmarks

ACa ACL SFI EEE SCE
SumAdult N 40,405 40,412 40,399 40,374 40,360
r -.010 051" -.017" -.058" -.080~
r? .000 .003 .000 .003 .006
n 047" .099” .084™ 093" .095”
0 .002 .010 .007 .009 .009

'p<.05."p<.01." p<.00L.

power than fitting them to a straight line. Indeed, the amount of variance exptained
each of the five NSSE benchmarks increases markedly, though the total ekplaine

variance still only ranges from 0.2% to 1.0%.

Question #3: Effects of Individual Adult Characteristics

In this question, each of the indicators of adult status was considered separately as
a variable in a hierarchical linear regression for each of the fiveeNd®8chmarks. The
ordinal variables age, workon01, workof01, and carede01 were used instead of their
dichotomous counterparts used previously ¢&¥e Work>30, and DepCateg), and the
source variable enrlment was used instead of its derived counterpart, EmriCete
derived ordinal variable Residence (created by combining the values fordivicgmpus
and living in a fraternity/sorority) was used instead of its categoricatsmariable,
livenow, or the dichotomous variable ResCateg used in the previous question. This
allowed for a more nuanced correlation between these variables and the NSSE

benchmarks.
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Table 15 contains frequencies for each response on the adult charactenstic ite
Note that working on and off campus were considered separately rather than sgmbini
them to yield total number of hours worked for pay as was done in the first tvaoctese
guestions in order to understand their individual impact. In this sample, 44% of the valid
respondents were 19 or younger, and another 39% were 20-23 years of age. Of those who
gualified as adults (24 or older), nearly half were 24-29 years old; the remaigsder w
evenly split between the 30-39 category and the 40-55 category.

Nearly half of respondents lived on campus and 14% lived within walking
distance of campus. 39% of respondents lived within driving distance. As noted before,
just under 9% of respondents were enrolled less than full-time.

Approximately 72% of respondents did not work on campus; the largest portion
of the remainder (almost 10%) worked 6-10 hours each week on campus, and nearly
everyone else worked 20 hours per week or less. In contrast, 42.5% of respondents
reported working off campus with the largest portions working half-time (16-20 hours per
week; 7.3%) or full-time (more than 30 hours per week; 9.7%). Almost thuasers of
respondents reported no dependent care; the largest portions of the remaining respondents
reported caring for dependents 1-6 hours each week (9.6%) or more than 30 hours per
week (6.1%).

Tables 16 — 20 contain group means on the five NSSE benchmarks for each level
of the independent variables. A detailed analysis of each set of group means is
superfluous to this research question, but an overview of these means can serve to

highlight nonlinear trends that are not captured well by linear regressionemahg
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Variable Response Values N Raw % % of Valid
All Cases 45,109 100.0% 100.0%
age 1 (19 or younger) 17,915 39.7% 43.9%
2 (20 -23) 15,897 35.2% 38.9%
3 (24 -29) 3,345 7.4% 8.2%
4 (30 — 39) 1,914 4.2% 4.7%
5 (40 —55) 1,626 3.6% 4.0%
6 (over 55) 138 0.3% 0.3%
Missing 4,274 9.5%
1 = dormitory or other campus
Residence housing (not 19,172 42.5% 47.2%
fraternity/sorority)
2 = residence within walking 5,607 12.4% 13.8%
distance
3 =residence within driving 15,884 35.2% 39.1%
distance
Missing 4,446 9.9%
enriment 1 = less than full-time 3,627 8.0% 8.9%
2 = full-time 37,145 82.3% 91.1%
Missing 4,337 9.6%
workon01 1 =0 hours / week 29,689 65.8% 71.6%
2 =1-5 hours / week 2,380 5.3% 5.7%
3 =6-10 hours / week 4,057 9% 9.8%
4 =11-15 hours / week 2,356 5.2% 5.7%
5 =16-20 hours / week 1,743 3.9% 4.2%
6 = 21-25 hours / week 467 1.0% 1.1%
7 = 26-30 hours / week 194 0.4% 0.5%
8 = more than 30 hours / week 582 1.3% 1.4%
Missing 3,641 8.1%
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Variable Response Values Raw % % of Valid
workof01 1 =0 hours / week 23,840 52.8% 57.5%
2 = 1-5 hours / week 2,200 4.9% 5.3%
3 = 6-10 hours / week 2,310 5.1% 5.6%
4 =11-15 hours / week 2,445 5.4% 5.9%
5 =16-20 hours / week 3,012 6.7% 7.3%
6 = 21-25 hours / week 2,140 4.7% 5.2%
7 = 26-30 hours / week 1,487 3.3% 3.6%
8 = more than 30 hours / week 4,017 8.9% 9.7%
Missing 3,658 8.1%
caredeO1 1 =0 hours / week 30,510 67.6% 73.6%
2 = 1-5 hours / week 3,972 8.8% 9.6%
3 = 6-10 hours / week 1,843 4.1% 4.4%
4 = 11-15 hours / week 1,064 2.4% 2.6%
5 = 16-20 hours / week 762 1.7% 1.8%
6 = 21-25 hours / week 452 1.0% 1.1%
7 = 26-30 hours / week 312 0.7% 0.8%
8 = more than 30 hours / week 2,550 5.7% 6.1%
Missing 3,644 8.1%
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Table 16

Mean Responses on ACa by Adult Characteristics

Variable Level M SD N

age 1 (19 or younger) 53.134 13.226 17,890
2 (20 -23) 56.457 14.024 15,878
3 (24 -29) 55.205 14.639 3,338
4 (30 - 39) 55.579 14.442 1,911
5 (40 —55) 55.320 14.473 1,621
6 (over 55) 52.980 13.320 138
Total 54.799 13.853 40,776

Residence 1 = dormitory or other campus 54.643 13.444 19,157
housing (including
fraternity/sorority)
2 = residence within walking distanc&6.015 13.934 5,599
3 = residence within driving distance  54.569 14.277 15,860

Total 54.803 13.850 40,616
enrlment 1 =less than full-time 51.416 14.534 3,619
2 = full-time 55.140 13.744 37,110
Total 54.809 13.856 40,729
workon01 1 =0 hours / week 54,212 13.922 29,679
2 = 1-5 hours / week 55.958 13.511 2,380
3 = 6-10 hours / week 56.048 13.129 4,056
4 =11-15 hours / week 55.735 13.651 2,356
5 = 16-20 hours / week 56.239 13.941 1,742
6 = 21-25 hours / week 56.916 13.713 467
7 = 26-30 hours / week 56.756 14.183 194
8 = more than 30 hours / week 57.953 15.498 582

Total 54.759 13.860 41,456
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Variable Level M SD N

workof01 1 =0 hours / week 54.780 13.669 23,837
2 = 1-5 hours / week 54.765 13.966 2,198
3 =6-10 hours / week 55.065 13.787 2,310
4 = 11-15 hours / week 55.282 13.593 2,444
5 = 16-20 hours / week 54.555 13.870 3,008
6 = 21-25 hours / week 54.454 14.134 2,139
7 = 26-30 hours / week 55.201 14.147 1,487
8 = more than 30 hours / week 54.208 14.839 4,013
Total 54.751 13.862 41,436

carede01 1 =0 hours/week 54,571 13.711 30,504
2 = 1-5 hours / week 54.092 14.067 3,969
3 = 6-10 hours / week 55.007 13.896 1,843
4 = 11-15 hours / week 55.813 13.564 1,062
5 = 16-20 hours / week 55.185 13.881 761
6 = 21-25 hours / week 55.337 14.761 452
7 = 26-30 hours / week 57.564 14.434 312
8 = more than 30 hours / week 56.786 14.937 2,548
Total 54.755 13.863 41,451
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Table 17

Mean Responses on ACL by Adult Characteristics

Variable Level M SD N

age 1 (19 or younger) 42.265 15.337 17,912
2 (20 -23) 51.532 16.623 15,893
3 (24 -29) 49.403 17.347 3,344
4 (30 - 39) 48.218 17.252 1,912
5 (40 — 55) 48.243 17.295 1,626
6 (over 55) 44.617 17.184 138
Total 46.982 16.754 40,825

Residence 1 = dormitory or other campus 45.244 16.181 19,170
housing (including
fraternity/sorority)
2 = residence within walking distanc&0.215 16.548 5,607
3 = residence within driving distance  48.006 17.213 15,876

Total 47.008 16.739 40,653
enrlment 1 =less than full-time 44.108 16.693 3,625
2 = full-time 47.268 16.739 37,140
Total 46.987 16.759 40,765
workon01 1 =0 hours / week 45.664 16.580 29,689
2 = 1-5 hours / week 50.065 16.326 2,380
3 = 6-10 hours / week 49.235 16.146 4,056
4 = 11-15 hours / week 49.550 16.861 2,356
5 = 16-20 hours / week 51.795 17.348 1,742
6 = 21-25 hours / week 52.286 17.497 467
7 = 26-30 hours / week 52.651 18.313 194
8 = more than 30 hours / week 52.383 18.677 582

Total 46.946 16.757 41,466
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Variable Level M SD N

workof01 1 =0 hours / week 45,789 16.386 23,840
2 = 1-5 hours / week 49,531 17.140 2,200
3 =6-10 hours / week 49.455 16.893 2,310
4 = 11-15 hours / week 48.854 16.727 2,444
5 = 16-20 hours / week 48.256 17.014 3,010
6 = 21-25 hours / week 48.064 17.076 2,140
7 = 26-30 hours / week 49.205 16.993 1,487
8 = more than 30 hours / week 47.268 17.619 4,016
Total 46.935 16.762 41,447

carede01 1 =0 hours/week 46.283 16.434 30,509
2 = 1-5 hours / week 47.319 16.886 3,972
3 = 6-10 hours / week 49.112 17.306 1,843
4 = 11-15 hours / week 49.583 17.838 1,064
5 = 16-20 hours / week 49.527 17.712 761
6 = 21-25 hours / week 49.788 17.580 452
7 = 26-30 hours / week 49.757 18.080 311
8 = more than 30 hours / week 49.932 18.213 2,548
Total 46.940 16.763 41,460
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Table 18

Mean Responses on SFI by Adult Characteristics

Variable Level M SD N

age 1 (19 or younger) 33.728 17.321 17,890
2 (20-23) 45.201 21.139 15,882
3 (24 - 29) 39.981 20.775 3,342
4 (30 - 39) 37.810 19.068 1,912
5 (40 —55) 36.420 17.694 1,624
6 (over 55) 34.340 18.525 138
Total 39.008 19.980 40,788

Residence 1 = dormitory or other campus 37.872 19.531 19,157
housing (including
fraternity/sorority)
2 = residence within walking distanc&3.729 21.210 5,601
3 = residence within driving distance  38.712 19.836 15,870

Total 39.007 19.981 40,628
enrlment 1 =less than full-time 34.656 18.566 3,618
2 = full-time 39.431 20.063 37,119
Total 39.007 19.981 40,737
workon01 1 =0 hours / week 36.636 18.969 29,675
2 = 1-5 hours / week 44.629 20.753 2,377
3 = 6-10 hours / week 43.779 21.004 4,053
4 = 11-15 hours / week 44.410 21.033 2,355
5 = 16-20 hours / week 46.311 21.763 1,742
6 = 21-25 hours / week 47.982 21.688 467
7 = 26-30 hours / week 48.018 21.776 194
8 = more than 30 hours / week 46.787 21.887 581

Total 38.965 19.970 41,444
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Variable Level M SD N

workof01 1 =0 hours / week 38.415 19.863 23,829
2 = 1-5 hours / week 42.124 20.315 2,198
3 =6-10 hours / week 42.093 20.461 2,307
4 = 11-15 hours / week 41.586 20.263 2,443
5 = 16-20 hours / week 39.284 19.618 3,010
6 = 21-25 hours / week 39.697 20.067 2,139
7 = 26-30 hours / week 39.504 20.155 1,486
8 = more than 30 hours / week 36.160 19.406 4,014
Total 38.954 19.965 41,426

carede01 1 =0 hours/week 38.668 19.898 30,494
2 = 1-5 hours / week 39.415 20.095 3,969
3 = 6-10 hours / week 40.645 20.751 1,841
4 =11-15 hours / week 40.728 20.089 1,064
5 = 16-20 hours / week 40.738 20.375 760
6 = 21-25 hours / week 39.985 20.524 452
7 = 26-30 hours / week 40.921 20.594 309
8 = more than 30 hours / week 38.888 19.590 2,548
Total 38.963 19.971 41,437
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Mean Responses on EEE by Adult Characteristics
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Variable Level M SD N
age 1 (19 or younger) 28.127 12.471 17,857
2 (20-23) 44.181 17.778 15,858
3 (24 - 29) 35.670 17.585 3,335
4 (30 - 39) 31.991 16.963 1,907
5 (40 — 55) 31.684 17.207 1,617
6 (over 55) 31.796 18.000 134
Total 35.334 17.243 40,708
Residence 1 = dormitory or other campus 33.924 16.161 19,125
housing (including
fraternity/sorority)
2 = residence within walking distancé?2.224 18.102 5,589
3 = residence within driving distance  34.651 17.638 15,845
Total 35.351 17.248 40,559
enrlment 1 =less than full-time 31.347 17.541 3,608
2 = full-time 35.731 17.166 37,063
Total 35.342 17.244 40,671
workon01 1 =0 hours / week 33.368 16.538 29,643
2 =1-5 hours / week 39.826 18.003 2,376
3 =6-10 hours / week 39.441 17.520 4,054
4 =11-15 hours / week 39.738 18.116 2,356
5 =16-20 hours / week 41.469 18.313 1,743
6 = 21-25 hours / week 43.015 18.091 467
7 = 26-30 hours / week 42.712 18.052 193
8 = more than 30 hours / week 40.262 19.327 582
Total 35.286 17.237 41,414
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Variable Level M SD N

workof01 1 =0 hours / week 34.812 16.779 23,809
2 = 1-5 hours / week 36.968 17.854 2,196
3 =6-10 hours / week 37.766 17.755 2,308
4 = 11-15 hours / week 37.504 17.847 2,441
5 = 16-20 hours / week 36.438 17.552 3,007
6 = 21-25 hours / week 36.028 17.708 2,137
7 = 26-30 hours / week 36.255 17.455 1,487
8 = more than 30 hours / week 32.650 17.810 4,009
Total 35.273 17.237 41,394

carede01 1 =0 hours/week 35.665 17.098 30,475
2 = 1-5 hours / week 33.887 17.433 3,968
3 = 6-10 hours / week 34.687 17.393 1,839
4 = 11-15 hours / week 34.685 17.773 1,062
5 = 16-20 hours / week 35.353 17.796 757
6 = 21-25 hours / week 34.169 18.010 452
7 = 26-30 hours / week 34.481 18.596 310
8 = more than 30 hours / week 33.793 17.629 2,547
Total 35.280 17.241 41,410
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Mean Responses on SCE by Adult Characteristics
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Variable Level M SD N
age 1 (19 or younger) 60.597 17.838 17,825
2 (20 -23) 57.976 18.229 15,847
3 (24 - 29) 55.643 19.205 3,332
4 (30 - 39) 57.421 19.233 1,901
5 (40 — 55) 59.016 18.843 1,611
6 (over 55) 60.675 18.241 133
Total 58.958 18.284 40,649
Residence 1 = dormitory or other campus 60.987 17.607 19,102
housing (including
fraternity/sorority)
2 = residence within walking distanc&8.599 18.033 5,583
3 = residence within driving distance 56.638 18.915 15,826
Total 58.958 18.297 40,511
enrlment 1 =less than full-time 55.582 19.075 3,597
2 = full-time 59.279 18.184 37,021
Total 58.952 18.295 40,618
workon01 1 =0 hours /week 58.045 18.350 29,529
2 =1-5 hours / week 61.784 17.509 2,369
3 =6-10 hours / week 61.922 17.455 4,045
4 = 11-15 hours / week 60.490 17.840 2,344
5 =16-20 hours / week 59.752 18.799 1,737
6 = 21-25 hours / week 59.969 18.412 466
7 = 26-30 hours / week 59.027 19.499 193
8 = more than 30 hours / week 61.938 19.390 578
Total 58.931 18.287 41,261
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Variable Level M SD N

workof01 1 =0 hours / week 60.072 17.885 23,719
2 = 1-5 hours / week 60.175 18.045 2,187
3 =6-10 hours / week 59.029 18.002 2,299
4 = 11-15 hours / week 58.108 18.261 2,430
5 = 16-20 hours / week 56.871 18.238 2,998
6 = 21-25 hours / week 56.048 18.538 2,127
7 = 26-30 hours / week 56.061 19.212 1,482
8 = more than 30 hours / week 56.047 19.695 3,998
Total 58.929 18.286 41,240

carede01 1 =0 hours/week 59.167 18.009 30,368
2 = 1-5 hours / week 58.259 18.655 3,949
3 = 6-10 hours / week 58.466 18.853 1,831
4 = 11-15 hours / week 57.645 18.587 1,056
5 = 16-20 hours / week 56.711 18.797 752
6 = 21-25 hours / week 58.063 19.327 450
7 = 26-30 hours / week 59.250 20.169 310
8 = more than 30 hours / week 58.708 19.849 2,540
Total 58.926 18.294 41,256
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differences in how the means trend for each benchmark. These trends areplmgdlis
graphically in Figures 7 — 12.

Figure 7 shows means on each of the five NSSE benchmarks for different values
of the variable “age.” Note that mean level of engagement on four of the five benchmarks
follows a curvilinear pattern which peaks for a response value of 2 (20-23 years old)
while mean level on SCE follows an inverted curve which bottoms out for respondents
with an age value of 3 (24-29 years old).

Figure 8 shows means on the five benchmarks for the three values of the variable
“Residence.” While not linear in nature , the patterns on four of the five benchmarks are
once again quite similar: higher levels of engagement for students living off campus
within walking distance (a response value of 2) and lower levels of engagEmthose
living on campus (Residence=1) or within driving distance (Residence=3)féte Jthe
only exception is for the SCE benchmark; students living on campus show a higher level
of engagement than any other students.

Figure 9 shows means on the five NSSE benchmarks for students enrolled less
than full-time (enriment=1) and full-time (enrlment=2). On every bencknhali-time
students average higher levels of engagement.

Figure 10 shows engagement levels for respondents working various numbers of
hours on campus. For all five of the benchmarks, there is a peak at a response value of
workonO1 = 2; students working on campus 1-6 hours per week seem to be more engaged
than those who do not work on campus. As hours of work increase, engagement levels
increase slightly on every benchmark except SCE; mean scores on SGkiatlzer of

hours worked on campus increase with the exception of a sharp upswing for full-time
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employees (workonO1 = 8). In contrast, Figure 11 shows that engagement levels
generally fall off as number of hours worked off campus increases. As before, mea
responses on SCE show a slightly different pattern than those on the other four
benchmarks.

Finally, Figure 12 shows means on the five NSSE benchmarks for students
reporting successively higher numbers of hours spent each week cadlepémdents.

For the most part, these trends are fairly flat with a slight upward tendency.

Tables 21 - 25 contains the bivariate correlations between each of the fiie NSS
benchmarks and the characteristics of adult learners. As in the previous question’
were also calculated to test for the magnitude and significance of nomdateamns
displayed in Figures 7 — 12. In each table the values of # &nrdthe variable enriment
are identical because enrlment is a dichotomous variable and the relationsieipacly
linear in nature.

Table 21 shows that, for the benchmark ACa, age, enrollment status, work on
campus, and care for dependents all exhibit a slight positive correlation witbfleve
academic challenge. The values;afnds;?, however, indicate that the relationships
between ACa and the variables age and Residence are better explained usiaeg a cur
explained variance for these two variables rises from 0.4% to 1.2% for age and from O to
0.1% for Residence when the data are fit to a curve rather than a straight line.

Table 22 similarly investigates both the straight line and curvilinear asens
between the benchmark ACL and the adult characteristics. In this casaedageri on
campus show the strongest relationships to ACL, though the other four variables also

demonstrate a significant positive correlation with ACL. The valugsanidy;” again
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Table 21

Measures of Association Between ACa and Adult Characteristics

age Residence enrlment workon01  workof01  caredeOl
N 40,776 40,616 40,729 41,456 41,436 41,451
r 060" -.001 076" 060" -.008 .042”
r? .004 .000 .006 .004 .000 .002
n A117 035" 076" 065" 019" 047"
772 .012 .001 .006 .004 .000 .002

'p<.05."p<.01.” p<.001.

Table 22

Measures of Association Between ACL and Adult Characteristics

age Residence enrlment workon01  workof01  caredeOl
N 40,825 40,653 40,765 41,466 41,447 41,460
r 1427 079" 054~ 1177 052" 069"
r? .020 .006 .003 .014 .003 .005
n 256 .108™ 054" 1277 086" 074~
n .066 .012 .003 .016 .007 .005

'p<.05."p<.01." p<.001.

Table 23

Measures of Association Between SF| and Adult Characteristics

age Residence  enrlment workon01  workof01  caredeOl
N 40,788 40,628 40,737 41,444 41,426 41,437
r .091™ 023" 068~ 169" -.010° 015
r? .008 .001 .005 .028 .000 .000
n 2637 096" 068~ 188" 079" 031"
0 .069 .009 .005 .035 .006 .001

'p<.05."p<.01." p<.00L.
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Measures of Association Between EEE and Adult Characteristics

age Residence enrlment workon01  workof01  caredeOl
N 40,708 40,559 40,671 41,414 41,394 41,410
r 1327 025" 072" 158~ -.006 -.029™
r? .018 .001 .005 .025 .000 .001
n 428" 160" 072" 1797 077" .040”
n? .183 .026 .005 .032 .006 .002

'p<.05."p<.01." p<.001.

Table 25

Measures of Association Between SCE and Adult Characteristics

age Residence  enriment workon01  workof01  caredeOl
N 40,649 40,511 40,618 41,261 41,240 41,256
r -.058" -1107 057" 056" -.088" -.014
r? .003 .012 .003 .003 .008 .000
n .088~ 1107 057" 081" 090" 027"
n .008 .012 .003 .007 .008 .001

*

p<.05 p<.0l. p<.00L.
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show that fitting the data to curves is helpful for five of the six independent variable
(and the sixth, enrlment, is fundamentally linear by virtue of the fact tlsat it i
dichotomous). The largest improvement is for the variable age, where explairt®ari
rises from 2.0% to 6.6%. Residence, workonO1, and workofO1 also demonstrate more
explanatory power when fitted to a curve instead of a straight line. Explainadoeafor
these three variables is 1.2%, 1.6%, and 0.7% respectively when a curvilinear
relationship is employed.

Table 23 likewise shows gains in explanatory power for five of the six variables
compared to the benchmark SFI. Linear correlation coefficients for thersakles
range from -.010 for workofO1 to .169 for workonO1. When fitted to a curve, however,
age has the strongest explanatory power and explains 6.9% of the variance in SFI. The
variable workonOQ1 follows closely and explains 3.5% of the variance in SFI. The other
four variables, while related significantly to SFI, explain less than 1% of trenga.

The largest explained variance for the adult characteristics is found inZ¢gble
where the associations between the six adult characteristic variablé® dehthmark
EEE are set forth. For this benchmark, workon01 and age show the strongest linear
correlations with EEE. However, comparing the valueg fandz;* with the values for
andr? in this table shows once again that there is clearly a nonlinear pattern. In this
analysis, age accounts for 18.3% of the variance in EEE when fitting it to a curke, whi
workonO1 accounts for 3.2% of the variance and Residence accounts for 2.6% of the
variance. The remaining associations, while statistically signifie@ain explain less

than 1% of the variance in EEE.
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Finally, Table 25 displays the calculated associations between the six adadtehstic
variables and the SCE benchmark. In this instance, four of the six correlatianieonesf
are negative, indicating that scores on SCE decrease as values of thesvatabise
(respondents were less likely to perceive a supportive campus environment if taey we
older, lived off campus, worked more hours off campus, or cared for dependents). These
relationships were more nearly linear as evidenced by the smalleeddésr between the
values ofr andy. For SCE, the variable Residence explained 1.2% of the variance when
fitted to a curve, while the remaining variables explained less than 1% of theoeari

Tables 26-30 contain the hierarchical regression model summaries for elaeh of t
NSSE benchmarks when the six adult characteristic variables are usedietsnsta-or
each of the five benchmarks, Model 1 shows the regression model resulting when only
age is used as to distinguish students. Model 2 shows the expanded regression model that
employs all six adult characteristics.

Table 26 shows that the regression model for ACa has five times more
explanatory power when all six adult characteristics are included as oppasgeelt just
age is consideredrf=.021 instead oR?=.004). The standardized regression coefficients
indicate that age has the most explanatory pogred24) followed by enrollment status.
Table 27 shows a similar pattern: the expanded model has more than twice the
explanatory power of the model with just age, and once again age and enroliment status
are the strongest predictors of ACL (though work on campus is not far behind). Unlike in
the model for ACa, place of residence and care for dependents do not have a significant

effect on ACL.
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Regression Model Summary for ACa (Adult Characteristics)
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Model 1 Model 2

Variable B SEB S B SEB S
(Constant) 53.166 148 40.072 663

age .898 .070 067 1.669 .094 124
Residence -.609 .100 -.041
enriment 6.015 295 118
workon01 506 .050 .054
workof01 .003 .035 .001
carede01 208 .045 028
R .004™ 021"

'p<.05."p<.01." p<.001.
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Table 27

Regression Model Summary for ACL (Adult Characteristics)

Model 1 Model 2

Variable B SEB S B SEB S
(Constant) 42.140 177 2.804 788
age 2.611 .084 161 3.300 112 203
Residence 126 118 .007
enriment 8.663 351 A4
workon01 1.402 .059 123
workof01 283 .042 041
carede01 -.037 .054 -.004
R 026~ 056~

'p<.05."p<.01." p<.001.
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Table 28

Regression Model Summary for SFI (Adult Characteristics)

Model 1 Model 2

Variable B SEB S B SEB S
(Constant) 35.188 213 11.975 942

age 2.087 101 107 3.451 133 178
Residence -.181 141 -.008
enriment 9.068 419 123
workon01 2.276 071 168
workof01 .087 .05 011
carede01 -.349 .064 -.033
R 012" 054"

'p<.05."p<.01." p<.001.
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Table 29

Regression Model Summary for EEE (Adult Characteristics)

Model 1 Model 2

Variable B SEB S B SEB S
(Constant) 3.728 183 8.769 .802

age 2.501 .087 149 4.716 114 281
Residence -.439 121 -.024
enriment 9.114 357 144
workon01 1.75 .06 149
workof01 .053 .043 .008
carede01 -1.107 .055 -.120
R 022" 077"

'p<.05."p<.01." p<.001.
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Regression Model Summary for SCE (Adult Characteristics)
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Model 1 Model 2

Variable B SEB S B SEB S
(Constant) 61.026 195 58.462 873

age -.907 .093 -.051 110 124 .006
Residence -1.867 131 -.095
enriment 1.791 .389 027
workon01 512 .066 04T
workof01 -.312 .046 -.042
carede01 413 .060 .043
R .003” 017"

'p<.05."p<.01." p<.001.
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Age once again shows the strongest association with SFI in Tahte.28]),
though work on campus is second in order of magnitude followed by enroliment status.
Place of residence does not have a significant effect on SFI, and the assbeteen
SFI and work off campus is only significant at {re05 level. The expanded regression
model for SFI explains 5.4% of the variance compared to only 1.2% when only age is
included in the model.

The expanded regression model for EEE in Table 29 explains the most variance
of the five benchmarks: 7.7% of the variance in EEE is accounted for by the f@lofng
adult characteristics as opposed to only 2.2% when age alone is included. As with SFl,
age, work on campus, and enrollment status are the strongest predictors, though care f
dependents takes on a negative value of similar magnitude. Work off campus once again
is not significantly associated with EEE.

In contrast to the other benchmarks, the regression model for SCE shows lower
explanatory power (Table 30). Even when the full set of adult characteristictuidad
in the regression model, only 1.7% of the variance in SCE is explained. When ordy age i
included as a variable, the explained variance drops to 0.3%. In fact, age is not even
significantly associated with SCE in the expanded model; place of residanedor
dependants, and work both on and off campus show the largest (though still tiny)
associations.

Two issues account for the relatively small explained variaf@asiging from
.003 to .077) resulting from the five regression models. First, Tables 21-25 noted the
presence of nonlinearity, which tends to decrease the explanatory power af a line

analysis like hierarchical linear regression (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). One possitie
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correct for nonlinear relationships in a multiple regression is to apply a gaadrat
transformation to the independent variable(s). The simplest forms of quadratic
transformations involve squaring the independent variable, taking the square root of the
independent variable, or taking the natural logarithm of the independent variable
(Abrams, 2010). However, these are only rough tools; a polynomial transformation of the
independent variable will often yield better results (Keppel & Wickens, 2004 gddie
in these transformations is to normalize the independent variable(s), thus Viklearg
relationships between the independent variables and dependent variables that hereas
explanatory power of the multiple regression models. Selecting the besbrnaetsdn is
often a lengthy process of trial and error, and interpreting the resulte ¢ackly
(Abrams, 2010). Consequently, a full exploration of appropriate transformatiomsowill
be undertaken in the present study. A brief test of squared and square-root
transformations was, however, conducted with the adult characteristiosdécated that
a square-root transformation of the adult characteristics increased tameaplariance
in each of the five NSSE benchmarks slighfg{=.003 for ACaAR?=.007 for ACL,
ARP=.009 for SFIARP=.023 for EEE, andR?=.000 for SCE). This leads to the inference
that finding an appropriate transformation for the adult characteristicdaiéd yield a
higher level of explained variance in the NSSE benchmarks.

Second, shared variance among the independent variables (referred to as
multicollinearity) decreases the amount of explained variance resultieig alhvariables
are included (Edwards, 1984). Tables 31 and 32 display the bivariate correlations and

tolerances among the six adult characteristic variables in the abogssiegrmodels.
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Table 31

Bivariate Correlations (r) Between Adult Characteristics

age Residence enrliment workon0O1 workof01l carede0Ol1
1. age .540 -421 -.015 .388 .506
2. Residence -.279 -.098 495 .392
3. enriment .030 -.308 -.267
4. workonO1 -.194 -.033
5. workofO1 .295
6. carede01

Note.All valuesp < .001.

Table 32

Tolerances of Adult Characteristic Variables in the Regression Models

age Residence enrlment  workonOl1 workofO1 caredeOl

Tolerance .550 .604 .800 .956 .690 .716
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These intercorrelations are divided below into three categories based upon Cohen’s
(1988, 1992) classification of effect size.

Large effect-size intercorrelations>(0.37).Several of the intercorrelations
between adult characteristics are of particular note. First, note thg ptysitive
correlation between age and place of residerc&40). It should come as no surprise
that older students tend to live off campus, while younger students live on campus (with
the exception of a portion that live at home with parents). This is consistent with Kuh,
Gonyea, and Palmer’s (2001) findings. Second, there is an almost equally strong
correlation (=.506) between age and number of hours spent caring for dependents. Older
students are more likely to be caring for dependents living with them.

Four other intercorrelations fall within this range: place of residence aridoif
campusI=.495), age and enrollment status+421), place of residence and care for
dependentsR=.392), and age and work off campus.888). These correlations indicate
that those who reside off campus are more likely to work off campus, older students are
more likely to be enrolled part-time, those who live off campus are more likelyrid spe
time each week caring for dependents, and older students are more likely to work off
campus.

Moderate effect-size intercorrelations (r=0.24 to 0.36)the moderate effect
size range, enrollment status is negatively correlated with work off campu3(8),
place of residence%£-.279), and care for dependents{267). In contrast, work off
campus is positively correlated with care for dependent295). These correlations

indicate that those who are enrolled full-time are less likely to work ofpaaniive off
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campus, or care for dependents. In contrast, those who work off campus are more likel
to care for dependents.

Small effect-size intercorrelations (r=0.10 to 0.2)this category, work off
campus is negatively correlated with work on campiss.(194); in other words, students
who work more off campus are likely to work less on campus. In addition, four items are
only slightly correlated: work on campus and place of residered®98), work on
campus and care for dependemts-(033), work on campus and enrollment status
(r=.030), and work on campus and age-(015). These last four associations would be
considered negligible by Cohen (1988, 1992).

These correlations were expected; the characteristics were clezsers® they
are all characteristics of adult students, and the possession of one is lik@lycide
with the possession of another. Nevertheless, the correlations between traddesvari
decreases the overall explanatory power of a model in which they are all included.
This is further highlighted in Table 32, which displays the tolerances of the six
independent variables. Tolerance is related to multicollinearity and is a measiow
much unique contribution each variable makes to the regression model. Notice in
particular that age has a relatively low tolerance; that is, it i®tetatthe other variables
and makes less of a unique contribution. Work on campus, in contrast, has a very high
tolerance (a tolerance of 1.000 is the maximum), which means it is relatidelyendent
of the other variables. This is born out by the low correlation coefficients &etwe

workonO01 and the other variables in Table 31.
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Question #4: Effects of Additional Characteristics

This portion of the study added six additional characteristics to the Iheairc
linear regression analyses conducted in the previous section. In addition to the
characteristics of adult learners, sex, race, father’s education levekrie@ducation
level, self-reported class in school, and institutional Carnegie atas&ih (based on the
2005 basic categories) were added to the regression models to comparéettisioef
each of the engagement benchmarks to the effects of the adult charest@risady
studied. In Model 1 for each of the benchmarks, the additional characteristcs wer
entered simultaneously into the regression model. In Model 2, the adult chstiaster
were added to determine how much they contributed to the overall explained variance in
the benchmarks.

As stated previously, variables used in a regression model cannot be categorical
(unless they are dichotomous), so the variable” race” was recoded into a denabbkvar
(WhiteAsian) that grouped respondents into two groups suggested by Huh and Kuh
(2002). Another derived variable (ClassStdng) was created by treating thpsediag
with a value of 5 (other) to the variable “class” as missing cases, #idsygian ordinal
variable instead of a categorical one. Finally, a variable for 2005 CarnlegsfiCation
(Categ05) was created by grouping values into three categories: baeatda
institutions, masters institutions, and doctoral institutions. All other caesgagre
treated as missing cases.

Table 33 contains frequencies for each response on the additional items. Of the
valid respondents, 35% were male and 65% were female. White or Asian/Raifter

students accounted for 82% of valid respondents, while non-Whites and non-Asian/
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Frequencies: Additional Individual and Institutional Characteristics
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Variable Level N Raw % % of Valid
All Cases 45,109 100.0% 100.0%
sex 1 = Male 14,481 32.1% 35.4%
2 = Female 26,404 58.5% 64.6%
Missing 4,224 9.4%
WhiteAsian 1 = White or Asian/Pacific 31,315 69.4% 82.0%
Islander
2 = Nonwhite or Non- 6,895 15.3% 18.0%
Asian/Pacific Islander
Missing 6,899 15.3%
fathredu 1 = Did not finish high school 3,030 6.7% 7.5%
2 = Graduated from high 9,219 20.4% 22.8%
school
3 = Attended college but did 5,702 12.6% 14.1%
not complete a degree
4 = Completed an associate’s 3,106 6.9% 7.7%
degree (A.A., A.S., etc.)
5 = Completed a bachelor's 10,438 23.1% 25.9%
degree (B.A., B.S., etc.)
6 = Completed a master’s 5,910 13.1% 14.6%
degree (M.A., M.S., etc.)
7 = Completed a doctoral 2,952 6.5% 7.3%
degree (Ph.D., J. D.,, M.D,,
etc.)
Missing 4,752 10.5%
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Variable Level N Raw % % of Valid
mothredu 1 = Did not finish high school 2,411 5.3% 6.0%
2 = Graduated from high 9,497 21.1% 23.4%
school
3 = Attended college but did 6,288 13.9% 15.5%
not complete a degree
4 = Completed an associate’s 4,824 10.7% 11.9%
degree (A.A., A.S., etc.)
5 = Completed a bachelor's 10,794 23.9% 26.6%
degree (B.A., B.S., etc.)
6 = Completed a master’s 5,732 12.7% 14.1%
degree (M.A., M.S., etc.)
7 = Completed a doctoral 972 2.2% 2.4%
degree (Ph.D., J. D.,, M.D,,
etc.)
Missing 4,591 10.2%
ClassStdng 1 = Freshmar?'(flear) 17,316 38.4% 43.1%
2 = Sophomore (2 year) 2,497 5.5% 6.2%
3 = Junior (8 year) 1,101 2.4% 2.7%
4 = Senior (4 year) 19,240 42.7% 47.9%
Missing 4,955 11.0%
Categ05 1 = Baccalaureate Institutions 11,301 25.1% 25.4%
2 = Masters Institutions 18,391 40.8% 41.3%
3 = Doctoral Institutions 14,887 33.0% 33.4%

Missing/Special Classifications530 1.2%
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Pacific Islanders constituted the remaining 18% of the sample. Fathdmsiathers’
education levels followed similar patterns with 23% having graduated from high school,
26-27% with a bachelor’s degree, and 14-15% with a master’s degree. The primary point
of difference was that 7.3% of respondents’ fathers had completed a doctoral degre
while only 2.4% of mothers had done so. The respondents were primarily divided
between freshman and senior class standing with a small percentage rejbeing
categories. Finally, the majority of respondents attended research andldoctora
universities (33%), master’s colleges (41%), and baccalaureate cqR&g§eps

Tables 34 — 38 display group means for each level of each additional
demographic variable for each of the five NSSE benchmarks. In the intebestiby,
these means will not be discussed at length. However, Figures 13 — 18 graphically
summarize the information contained in these tables by displaying means on each
benchmark by level of the six additional demographic variables. As the anfdyskird
research question demonstrated, some of the variables show nonlinear patterms of mea
that called for further exploration.

Tables 39 — 43 show the calculated associations between the expanded set of
independent variables (now including a total of 12 characteristics) and eachioéthe f
NSSE benchmarks, including values for the linear correlation coefficiemsr? as well
as the coefficients and;” used to show nonlinear associations (except for the
dichotomous variables enrlment, sex, and WhiteAsian, which are inherently.linea
Because they were discussed under the previous question, the associations involving the

six adult characteristics will not be described in detail again here, thoeglarte
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Mean Responses on ACa: Additional Individual and Institutional Characteristics

Variable Level M SD N
sex 1 =Male 53.418 13.878 14,454
2 = Female 55.558 13.784 26,374
Total 54.800 13.855 40,828
WhiteAsian 1 = White or Asian/Pacific ~ 54.766 13.714 31,289
Islander
2 = Nonwhite or Non- 54.898 14.329 6,876
Asian/Pacific Islander
Total 54.790 13.826 38,165
fathredu 1 = Did not finish high school  54.394 14.454 3,024
2 = Graduated from high 54.016 13.765 9,211
school
3 = Attended college but did 54.332 13.997 5,697
not complete a degree
4 = Completed an associate’s 54.488 13.874 3,103
degree (A.A., A.S., etc.)
5 = Completed a bachelor's 54.791 13.590 10,432
degree (B.A., B.S., etc.)
6 = Completed a master’s 55.868 13.771 5,904
degree (M.A., M.S., etc.)
7 = Completed a doctoral 57.065 13.817 2,951
degree (Ph.D., J. D.,, M.D,,
etc.)
Total 54.820 13.844 40,322
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Variable Level M SD N
mothredu 1 = Did not finish high school  54.404 14.717 2,407
2 = Graduated from high 54.060 13.661 9,490
school
3 = Attended college but did 54.162 14.011 6,281
not complete a degree
4 = Completed an associate’s 54.925 13.884 4,823
degree (A.A., A.S., etc.)
5 = Completed a bachelor's 54.955 13.598 10,787
degree (B.A., B.S., etc.)
6 = Completed a master’s 56.161 13.851 5,725
degree (M.A., M.S., etc.)
7 = Completed a doctoral 57.438 14.210 971
degree (Ph.D., J. D.,, M.D,,
etc.)
Total 54.816 13.853 40,484
class 1 = Freshman®(year) 53.116 13.248 17,294
2 = Sophomore (2 year) 51.718 13.934 2,491
3 = Junior (8 year) 55.138 14.470 1,101
4 = Senior (4 year) 56.756 14.030 19,221
Total 54.829 13.836 40,107
basic2005 1 = Baccalaureate Institutions  57.192 13.748 10,807
2 = Masters Institutions 54.175 13.877 17,407
3 = Doctoral Institutions 53.355 13.816 13,909
Total 54.679 13.907 42,123
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Mean Responses on ACL: Additional Individual and Institutional Characteristics

Variable Level M SD N
sex 1 =Male 46.605 16.663 14,478
2 = Female 47.188 16.807 26,397
Total 46.981 16.759 40,875
WhiteAsian 1 = White or Asian/Pacific ~ 46.699 16.558 31,310
Islander
2 = Nonwhite or Non- 47.956 17.570 6,890
Asian/Pacific Islander
Total 46.925 16.751 38,200
fathredu 1 = Did not finish high school = 47.515 17.595 3,028
2 = Graduated from high 46.517 16.837 9,217
school
3 = Attended college but did 46.782 16.752 5,700
not complete a degree
4 = Completed an associate’s 46.743 16.739 3,106
degree (A.A., A.S., etc.)
5 = Completed a bachelor's 46.685 16.456 10,437
degree (B.A., B.S., etc.)
6 = Completed a master’s 47.889 16.658 5,910
degree (M.A., M.S., etc.)
7 = Completed a doctoral 47.902 16.586 2,952
degree (Ph.D., J. D.,, M.D,,
etc.)
Total 46.992 16.741 40,350
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Variable Level M SD N
mothredu 1 = Did not finish high school  47.162 17.611 2,411
2 = Graduated from high 46.276 16.723 9,497
school
3 = Attended college but did 46.618 16.764 6,286
not complete a degree
4 = Completed an associate’s 47.267 16.969 4,824
degree (A.A., A.S., etc.)
5 = Completed a bachelor's 46.962 16.481 10,793
degree (B.A., B.S., etc.)
6 = Completed a master’s 48.072 16.664 5,730
degree (M.A., M.S., etc.)
7 = Completed a doctoral 48.803 16.437 972
degree (Ph.D., J. D.,, M.D,,
etc.)
Total 46.997 16.745 40,513
class 1 = Freshman®(year) 42.124 15.310 17,313
2 = Sophomore (2 year) 43.193 16.083 2,496
3 = Junior (8 year) 47.969 17.515 1,101
4 = Senior (4 year) 51.811 16.602 19,236
Total 46.992 16.730 40,146
basic2005 1 = Baccalaureate Institutions  49.112 16.538 11,268
2 = Masters Institutions 47.258 16.920 18,347
3 = Doctoral Institutions 44.733 16.974 14,853
Total 46.886 16.927 44,468
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Mean Responses on SFI: Additional Individual and Institutional Characteristics

Variable Level M SD N
sex 1= Male 39.075 20.251 14,453
2 = Female 38.965 19.830 26,385
Total 39.004 19.980 40,838
WhiteAsian 1 = White or Asian/Pacific ~ 38.842 19.797 31,293
Islander
2 = Nonwhite or Non- 39.353 20.414 6,884
Asian/Pacific Islander
Total 38.934 19.910 38,177
fathredu 1 = Did not finish high school = 38.049 19.861 3,026
2 = Graduated from high 38.452 19.847 9,213
school
3 = Attended college but did 38.786 19.976 5,697
not complete a degree
4 = Completed an associate’s 38.063 19.829 3,102
degree (A.A., A.S., etc.)
5 = Completed a bachelor's 38.790 19.675 10,431
degree (B.A., B.S., etc.)
6 = Completed a master’s 40.182 20.207 5,905
degree (M.A., M.S., etc.)
7 = Completed a doctoral 41.905 21.082 2,951
degree (Ph.D., J. D.,, M.D,,
etc.)
Total 39.032 19.991 40,325
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Variable Level M SD N
mothredu 1 = Did not finish high school 37.434 19.504 2,410
2 = Graduated from high 37.897 19.608 9,490
school
3 = Attended college but did 38.317 19.610 6,284
not complete a degree
4 = Completed an associate’s 39.070 20.014 4,824
degree (A.A., A.S., etc.)
5 = Completed a bachelor's 39.409 19.920 10,785
degree (B.A., B.S., etc.)
6 = Completed a master’s 41.090 20.820 5,724
degree (M.A., M.S., etc.)
7 = Completed a doctoral 41.912 21.385 972
degree (Ph.D., J. D.,, M.D,,
etc.)
Total 39.025 19.986 40,489
class 1 = Freshman®(year) 33.617 17.194 17,292
2 = Sophomore (2 year) 34.785 18.196 2,493
3 = Junior (8 year) 38.415 19.349 1,101
4 = Senior (4 year) 44.528 21.065 19,230
Total 39.052 19.981 40,116
basic2005 1 = Baccalaureate Institutions  42.721 20.606 10,881
2 = Masters Institutions 38.842 19.717 17,565
3 = Doctoral Institutions 36.529 19.503 14,030
Total 39.071 20.018 42,476
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Mean Responses on EEE: Additional Individual and Institutional Characteristics

Variable Level M SD N
sex 1 = Male 34.123 17.138 14,414
2 = Female 35.986 17.271 26,345
Total 35.327 17.247 40,759
WhiteAsian 1 = White or Asian/Pacific ~ 35.208 17.067 31,245
Islander
2 = Nonwhite or Non- 35.356 17.779 6,866
Asian/Pacific Islander
Total 35.235 17.198 38,111
fathredu 1 = Did not finish high school = 33.055 17.466 3,020
2 = Graduated from high 33.313 16.785 9,202
school
3 = Attended college but did 35.115 17.134 5,686
not complete a degree
4 = Completed an associate’s 34.411 16.915 3,102
degree (A.A., A.S., etc.)
5 = Completed a bachelor's 35.791 17.013 10,420
degree (B.A., B.S., etc.)
6 = Completed a master’s 37.587 17.399 5,896
degree (M.A., M.S., etc.)
7 = Completed a doctoral 39.855 18.171 2,947
degree (Ph.D., J. D.,, M.D,,
etc.)
Total 35.378 17.255 40,273
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Variable Level M SD N
mothredu 1 = Did not finish high school  32.958 17.956 2,401
2 = Graduated from high 33.213 16.609 9,479
school
3 = Attended college but did 34.477 17.005 6,272
not complete a degree
4 = Completed an associate’s 35.305 17.070 4,819
degree (A.A., A.S., etc.)
5 = Completed a bachelors 36.182 17.147 10,777
degree (B.A., B.S., etc.)
6 = Completed a master’s 38.631 17.551 5,717
degree (M.A., M.S., etc.)
7 = Completed a doctoral 40.144 18.835 970
degree (Ph.D., J. D.,, M.D,,
etc.)
Total 35.367 17.250 40,435
class 1 = Freshman®(year) 27.788 12.431 17,265
2 = Sophomore (2 year) 28.203 13.528 2,482
3 = Junior (8 year) 33.450 16.024 1,100
4 = Senior (4 year) 43.195 17.939 19,199
Total 35.355 17.225 40,046
basic2005 1 = Baccalaureate Institutions  38.010 18.032 10,645
2 = Masters Institutions 34.019 17.032 17,084
3 = Doctoral Institutions 34.708 16.754 13,613
Total 35.273 17.283 41,342
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Mean Responses on SCE: Additional Individual and Institutional Characteristics

Variable Level M SD N
sex 1= Male 57.963 18.370 14,393
2 = Female 59.505 18.224 26,307
Total 58.960 18.291 40,700
WhiteAsian 1 = White or Asian/Pacific ~ 59.297 17.914 31,203
Islander
2 = Nonwhite or Non- 59.393 19.286 6,859
Asian/Pacific Islander
Total 59.314 18.169 38,062
fathredu 1 = Did not finish high school = 58.847 19.259 3,016
2 = Graduated from high 58.765 18.372 9,187
school
3 = Attended college but did 58.567 18.374 5,685
not complete a degree
4 = Completed an associate’s 58.674 18.370 3,101
degree (A.A., A.S., etc.)
5 = Completed a bachelors 59.062 17.747 10,411
degree (B.A., B.S., etc.)
6 = Completed a master’s 59.318 18.181 5,888
degree (M.A., M.S., etc.)
7 = Completed a doctoral 59.971 18.696 2,944
degree (Ph.D., J. D.,, M.D,,
etc.)
Total 58.982 18.279 40,232
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Variable Level M SD N
mothredu 1 = Did not finish high school  58.513 19.800 2,397
2 = Graduated from high 58.597 18.271 9,465
school
3 = Attended college but did 58.484 18.258 6,266
not complete a degree
4 = Completed an associate’s 58.845 18.089 4,813
degree (A.A., A.S., etc.)
5 = Completed a bachelor's 59.548 17.858 10,771
degree (B.A., B.S., etc.)
6 = Completed a master’s 59.098 18.496 5,716
degree (M.A., M.S., etc.)
7 = Completed a doctoral 59.968 19.114 965
degree (Ph.D., J. D.,, M.D,,
etc.)
Total 58.961 18.290 40,393
class 1 = Freshman®(year) 60.932 17.767 17,238
2 = Sophomore (2 year) 56.794 19.184 2,476
3 = Junior (8 year) 57.397 19.313 1,095
4 = Senior (4 year) 57.652 18.377 19,178
Total 59.006 18.272 39,987
basic2005 1 = Baccalaureate Institutions  62.519 17.679 10,526
2 = Masters Institutions 59.219 18.192 16,886
3 = Doctoral Institutions 55.701 18.265 13,394
Total 58.916 18.271 40,806
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Table 39

Measures of Association Between ACa and Expanded Characteristics

age Residen enrlmen workon workof carede sex WhiteA fathr mothr ClassSt Categ05
ce t 01 01 01 sian edu edu dng
N 40,776 40,616 40,729 41,456 41,436 41,451 40,828 38,165 40,322 40,484 40,107 42,123
r 060"  -.001 076" .060°  -.008 042" 0747  .004 053" 050" .130°  -.102"
r? .004 .000 .006 .004 .000 .002 .005 .000 .003 .003 .017 .010
n 1117 0357 076  .065 ~ .019°  .047° .0747  .004 062" 058" 1387 109"
n .012 .001 .006 .004 .000 .002 .005 .000 .004 .003 .019 .012

'p<.05."p<.01." p<.001.

Table 40

Measures of Association Between ACL and Expanded Characteristics

age Residen enrlmen workon workof carede sex WhiteA fathr mothr ClassSt Categ05
ce t 01 01 01 sian edu edu dng
N 40,825 40,653 40,765 41,466 41,447 41,460 40,875 38,200 40,350 40,513 40,146 44,468
r 1427 079" .0547 1177 0527 0697  .017" 0297 .017" 0297 2807 -.100"
r  .020 .006 .003 .014 .003 .005 .000 .001 .000 .001 .079 .010
n 2567 .1087  .0547 1277 .086  .074° .0177 .029° .0327 .038" 2827  .100
n°  .066 .012 .003 .016 .007 .005 .000 .001 .001 .001 .080 .010

A

p<.05 p<.0l." p<.00L.

LT



Table 41

Measures of Association Between SFI and Expanded Characteristics

Residen enrlmen workon workof carede WhiteA fathr mothr ClassSt

age ce t 01 01 01 sex sian edu edu dng Categ05
N 40,788 40,628 40,737 41,444 41,426 41,437 40,838 38,177 40,325 40,489 40,116 42,476
r 091" 023" 068" .169  -010 .015  .003 .010 0407 0560 264"  -116"
r*  .008 .001 .005 .028 .000 .000 .000 .000 .002 .003 .070 014
n 2637 .096°  .068° .188° .079°  .031°  .003 .010 0517 0597 266  .118"
n®  .069 .009 .005 .035 .006 .001 .000 .000 .003 .003 071 014

'p<.05."p<.01." p<.001.

Table 42

Measures of Association Between EEE and Expanded Characteristics

Residen enrlmen workon workof carede WhiteA fathr mothr ClassSt

age ce t 01 01 01 sex sian edu edu dng Categ05
N 40,708 40,559 40,671 41,414 41,394 41,410 40,759 38,111 40,273 40,435 40,046 41,342
r 1327 0257 .0727 1587  -.006 028" .0527  .003 104 1097 4337 -.068"
r¥  .018 .001 .005 .025 .000 .001 .003 .000 011 012 .188 .005
n 4287 1600  .0727 1797 077" .040° .0527  .003 21177 1137 4407 0957
n? 183 .026 .005 .032 .006 .002 .003 .000 012 .013 194 .009

A

p<.05 p<.0l." p<.00L.

€LT



Table 43

Measures of Association Between SCE and Expanded Characteristics

age Residen enrlmen workon workof carede sex WhiteA fathr mothr ClassSt Categ05
ce t 01 01 01 sian edu edu dng
N 40,649 40,511 40,618 41,261 41,240 41,256 40,700 38,062 40,232 40,393 39,987 40,806
r 058" -1100 .057° .056 ~ -.088  -014° .040°  .002 016  .020°  -.083" -1427
r? .003 .012 .003 .003 .008 .000 .002 .000 .000 .000 .007 .020
n 088" .110° .057° .08 .090°  .027° .040°  .002 0200 .0247 0927 143"
n .008 .012 .003 .007 .008 .001 .002 .000 .000 .001 .009 .020

A

p<.05 p<.0l." p<.00L.

V.1
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presented in Tables 35 — 39 to allow for easy comparison with the expanded individual
and institutional characteristics.

The associations set forth in Table 39 indicate that ClassStdg and Categ05 have
greater explanatory power than any of the adult characteristics explexeéousty.

Slight differences between the magnitudes afdy for fathredu, mothredu, ClassStdng,
and Categ05 indicate a small degree of nonlinearity. When using the valy&s for
ClassStdng accounts for the most variance in ACa (1.9%) followed by age (©h2%) a
Carnegie classification (1.2%). The remaining variables each explaithbas 1% of the
variance in ACa. It is worth noting that work off campus and race classificatibrihbog
a negligible net impact on ACa.

The linear correlation coefficients in Table 36 indicate that class starsdmost
strongly correlated with ACL followed by age. All of the correlation caoedfits are
positive except the coefficient for Categ05. Comparison of the valuesifaly show
slight nonlinearity in fathredu, mothredu, and ClassStdng. The coefficients of
determination;” indicate that class standing accounts for 8.0% of the variance in ACL
and that age, work on campus, place of residence, and Carnegie classificaaon expl
6.6%, 1.6%, 1.2%, and 1.0% of the variance in ACL respectively. The remaining
variables each explain less than 1% of the variance in ACL.

Table 37 shows the calculated associations between the twelve independent
variables and the SFI benchmark. The linear correlation coefficienad aesitive
except the coefficient for workofO1 (which is negligible) and Categ05. Classrggandi
shows the largest correlation followed in descending order of magnitude by workon01,

Categ05, and age. The slight differences between the valuesd# show small levels



176

of nonlinearity in the relationships between fathredu, mothredu, ClassStdng, and Categ05
and the benchmark SFI. The coefficients of determinafi@mow that class standing
accounts for 7.1% of the variance in SFI followed by age, workon01, and Categ05, which
explain 6.9%, 3.5%, and 1.4% of the variance in SFI respectively while the remaining
variables account for less than 1% of the variance in SFI each. The varialdes sex
WhiteAsian account for none of the variance in SFI.

In Table 38, the correlation coefficient for class standing indicates thatehrty
has a stronger relationship to the benchmark EEE than any of the adult clsticscterd
that father’'s and mother’s level of education are important variables agiell
differences betweenandy for the additional variables is slight and shows a small degree
of nonlinearity compared to the adult characteristics on the left side of theTtable
coefficients of determinatiosf indicate that class standing explains the most variance in
EEE (19.4%) followed by age (18.3%), workonO1 (3.2%), Residence (2.6%), mothredu
(1.3%), and fathredu (1.2%). The remaining variables account for less than 1% of the
variance in EEE each, and race category (WhiteAsian) accounts for none afdheera
in EEE.

Lastly, Table 39 shows the associations between the independent variables and
the benchmark SCE. Unlike with the other four benchmarks, the linear correlation
coefficients here are mostly negative. Carnegie classification laagea torrelation
coefficient than any of the adult characteristics and is followed in desceontler of
magnitude by Residence, workof01, and ClassStdng. Small differences beavekn
for the additional characteristics indicate only slight nonlinearity. Thdiciesits of

determination;® indicate that Carnegie classification explains the most variance in SCE
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(2.0%) followed by place of residence (1.2%). The remaining independent variables
explain less than 1% of the variance in SCE each, and WhiteAsian and fathredu explai
none of the variance in SCE.

Tables 44 — 48 contain the regression model summaries for each of the five NSSE
benchmarks. As stated previously, the first model contains just the commonly used
demographic variables (sex, race, parent education level, class standingsraagieCa
classification), while the second model adds the adult characteristidetmuoe how
much additional explanatory power they add to the regression models.

Table 44 indicates that for ACa, the adult characteristics add an additional 1.3%
of explained varianceéRf=.053 with these variables included a@&fe.040 with only the
standard demographic variables). The regression coefficients in thisiainalysate that
class standing is the biggest predictor of ACa followed by Carnegie aassifi and
enrollment status (equal in magnitude but opposite in direction). Sex is next in order of
impact followed by care for dependents, father’s education level, and placelehces
Work off campus has no significant association with ACa.

The pattern in Table 45 is slightly different. While the adult characteradidsan
additional 1.9% of explained variand@£.119 as opposed &=.100), class standing is
by far the most important predictor of ACL, followed by Carnegie clasgiin and
enrollment status (once again nearly equal in magnitude but opposite in directiaf). Al
the remaining adult characteristics had larger regression coeffithantshe standard
demographic variables with the exception of age, which is not significantly at&sbci

with ACL.



Table 44

Regression Model Summary for ACa (Expanded Characteristics)
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Model 1 Model 2

Variable B SEB B B SEB B
(Constant)  48.412 471 37.874 .802
sex 2.338 149 081 2.274 148 079
WhiteAsian .590 189 016 502 189 014
fathredu 400 .048 .052 391 .048 05T
mothredu 269 .053 032 231 .053 027
ClassStdng 1.330 .049 139 1.422 .070 149
Categ05 -2.001 .093 -1T1 -1.793 .094 -.099
age .328 115 024
Residence -.726 103 -.049
enriment 5.019 293 .099
workon01 322 .050 032
workof01 .010 .035 .002
carede01 438 047 .059
R .040™ 053"
"p<.05. p<.0l.” p<.001.



Table 45

Regression Model Summary for ACL (Expanded Characteristics)

179

Model 1 Model 2

Variable B SEB S B SEB S
(Constant)  38.578 552 24.133 936
sex .666 175 019 544 173 016
WhiteAsian 1.596 222 036 1.418 221 032
fathredu 111 .056 012 128 .056 014
mothredu  .404 .062 039 349 .062 034
ClassStdng 3.441 .058 297  3.614 .082 317
Categ05 -2.590 .109 -1T9  -2.345 .109 -.107
age -.232 135 -.014
Residence -.634 120 -.035
enriment 6.395 342 104
workon01 .950 .058 083
workof01 238 041 .035
carede01 582 .054 .065
R .100™ 119"

'p<.05."p<.01." p<.001.



Table 46

Regression Model Summary for SFI (Expanded Characteristics)
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Model 1 Model 2

Variable B SEB S B SEB S
(Constant)  31.000 661 17.906 1.114
sex .091 209 .002 .065 206 .002
WhiteAsian 1.312 266 025 1.249 263 024
fathredu 222 .067 .020 .105 067 .009
mothredu  .730 074 .059 511 074 047
ClassStdng 3.867 .069 279 4584 .097 331
Categ05 -3.469 130 -133  -3.050 130 -117
age -1.047 160 -.054
Residence -1.107 143 -.051
enriment 6.189 407 084
workon01 1.707 .069 176
workof01 .033 .048 .004
carede01 462 .065 .043
R 095~ 126"

'p<.05."p<.01." p<.001.
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Table 47

Regression Model Summary for EEE (Expanded Characteristics)

Model 1 Model 2

Variable B SEB S B SEB S
(Constant)  13.515 528 6.981 877
sex 2.217 167 062 2.326 162 .065
WhiteAsian 1.438 212 032 1.839 207 0471
fathredu 757 .054 .079 AT7 .053 .050
mothredu  1.016 .059 .096 625 .058 .059
ClassStdng 5.377 .055 450  6.956 077 583
Categ05 -1.983 104 -088  -1.475 .103 -.066
age -1.885 126 112
Residence -2.426 112 -130
enriment 4.925 321 .078
workon01 .968 .054 083
workof01 011 .038 .002
carede01 155 .051 017
R 225" 2717

'p<.05."p<.01." p<.001.



Table 48

Regression Model Summary for SCE (Expanded Characteristics)
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Model 1 Model 2

Variable B SEB S B SEB S
(Constant)  64.588 623 6.622 1.063
sex 1.545 197 041 1.616 197 043
WhiteAsian .346 251 .007 294 251 .006
fathredu .100 .063 .010 .019 .064 .002
mothredu  .154 .070 014 .081 .070 .007
ClassStdng -.890 .065 -.071 -821 .093 -.065
Categ05 -3.334 123 -141 -3.025 124 -128
age 793 153 .045
Residence -1.073 136 -.055
enriment 2.032 .389 .030
workon01 531 .066 .043
workof01 -.325 .046 -.042
carede01 175 .062 .di8
R 028" 036"

'p<.05."p<.01." p<.001.
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In Table 46, the adult characteristics explain an additional 3.1% of the variance in
SFI (R*=.126 instead oR?=.095). Once again, class standing is by far the most important
predictor of SFI, followed by work on campus and Carnegie classification. Earalim
status, age, and place of residence all have larger regression coefficienitetha
remaining standard demographic variables. Work off campus, father’s educatipn leve
and sex have no significant association with SFI in this analysis.

The regression models for EEE in Table 47 show more explanatory power than
any of the others. With the adult characteristics included, the regression yudeie
27.1% of the variance in EEE, 5.4% more than when the standard variables are
considered alonéRf=.271 instead oR’=.225). Class standing is again the strongest
predictor followed by place of residence, age, and work on campus. The other standard
demographic variables show weaker associations with EEE, and work off campus is not
significantly associated with EEE.

In contrast, the regression models for SCE explain little of the overalhearia
Table 48 shows that only 3.6% of the variance in SCE is explained when the adult
characteristics are included in the regression model, while 2.8% of the vasiance
explained by the standard demographic variables alone. In this analysis, €arnegi
classification is most strongly associated with SCE. The remainingssagn
coefficients all fall belows=.100, the threshold for what Cohen (1988, 1992) considers a
small effect size. Work on campus, father and mother education level, and race are not
significantly associated with this benchmark.

As in the regression analyses for the third research question, multicoliineari

plays a strong role in these hierarchical regression models. Tables 49 antb&b et



Table 49

Bivariate Correlations (r) Between Individual and Institutional Characteristics

age Reside enrlme workon workof carede sex White ClassSt Categ0
nce nt 01 01 01 Asian 5

1. age 538 -417  -012 .386 507 015 .080 .022
2. Residence =271 -.098 495 .393 .051 .086-.217 .158
3. enrlment .031 -.305 -.270 -.do6 -.051 -.033
4. workon01 -195  -034  -008 .032 -.058
5. workof01 .299 .039 .058 .055
6. carede01 .081 125 .005
7. sex .027 .000
8. WhiteAsian .027
9. fathredu -.013
10. mothredu -.020
11. ClassStdg .047

12. Categ05

Note.All valuesp < .001 except where statédllot significant. p < .O5.ﬂp <.01.

781



Table 50

Tolerances Among Individual and Institutional Characteristics

age Reside enrlme workon workof carede sex White fathr mothr  ClassSt Categ0
nce nt 01 01 01 Asian  edu edu dng 5
Tolerance 352  .549 .784 927 .679 .653 .986 .957 .660 .668 485 .965

G8T
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bivariate correlations and tolerances among the adult variables anchoikgtual and
institutional characteristics used in these analyses.

The intercorrelations among the six adult characteristics (age, pleesdd#nce,
enrollment status, work on campus, work off campus, and care for dependents) are the
same as they were in the analysis for the third research question, so thet bl
reviewed again in this section. Instead, the intercorrelations involving th@addli
individual and institutional characteristics will be discussed in threear#sglarge
effects, moderate effects, and small effects (Cohen, 1988, 1992).

Large effect-size intercorrelations>0.34). The largest of the correlations
(including those reviewed earlier in the third research question) is théatomdetween
age and class standing:(647). This is an obvious relationship: upperclassmen tend to
be older than underclassmen. This intercorrelation dramatically affecegtiession
models above, since neither age nor class standing are likely to contributenrtheesh i
way of unique variance once the other is included in the regression model. Nextin orde
of magnitude is the correlation between father’s level of education and motkel’'sfle
education=.556). This correlation seems to indicate that more highly educated females
marry more highly educated males and vice versa. The last intercometathe large
effect-size category is the correlation between class standing anaptaselence
(r=.465). Upperclassmen tend to live off campus, while underclassmen tend to live on
campus. This relationship validates Kuh, Gonyea, and Palmer’s (2001) findingslérat ol
students are more likely to commute. As with age and class standing, this retaticor
helps to explain why class standing and place of residence are rarelydntdgdther in

order of entry into the regression models above.
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Moderate effect-size intercorrelations (r=0.24 to 0.3Bhly one of the

intercorrelations fell into the moderate range. Class standing and woikicegnpus are

moderately correlated=.272), that is upperclassmen are more likely to work off campus

than underclassmen.

Small effect-size intercorrelations (r=0.10 to 0.28purteen of the

intercorrelations fell into the small effect-size range. These intetations are listed

below in descending order of magnitude with a brief explanatory note for each.

mothredu & agerE-.232) — Students whose mothers are more highly educated
are more likely to attend college at a young age.

mothredu & Residence<-.222) — Students whose mothers are more highly
educated are less likely to live off campus.

mothredu & carede0X%-.218) — Students whose mothers are more highly
educated are less likely to care for dependents while attending school.

fathredu & carede0X#£-.218) — Students whose fathers are more highly educated
are less likely to care for dependents while attending school.

fathredu & Residence=-.217) — Students whose fathers are more highly
educated are less likely to live off campus.

fathredu & agerE-.207) — Students whose fathers are more highly educated are
more likely to attend college at a young age.

mothredu & workof01r=-.206) — Students whose mothers are more highly
educated are less likely to work off campus.

ClassStdng & enrlment£-.177) — Upperclassmen are less likely to attend full-

time than underclassmen.
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e ClassStdng & carede0i=.172) — Upperclassmen are more likely to spend time
each week caring for dependents than underclassmen.

e WhiteAsian & fathredurE-.168) — Fathers of white or Asian / Pacific Islander
students were more likely to have higher levels of education.

e Categ05 & Residencex.158) — Students attending doctoral institutions were
more likely to live off campus than those attending baccalaureate or masters
institutions.

e WhiteAsian & mothredurE-.137) — Mothers of white or Asian / Pacific Islander
students were more likely to have higher levels of education.

e WhiteAsian & carede0Ir£.125) — White or Asian / Pacific Islander students
were less likely to spend many hours caring for dependents each week.

e fathredu & enrlmentrE.113) — Students whose fathers were more highly
educated were more likely to be enrolled full-time.

As stated before, these intercorrelations affect the explanatory poeastof
variable as it is added to the regression models above. Variables that are drigghtyted
with other variables already included in the regression model are legstdikaedd
additional explanatory power to the model. The tolerances of the 12 variables in the
regression models for the fourth research question highlight the pattennssdg@bove
(Table 50). Because it is strongly correlated with other variables im#tgsas, age has
the lowest tolerance of the 12 variables. Class standing also has a selativel
tolerance, indicating that it shares variance with many of the othebhearidn contrast,
work on campus, sex, race, and Carnegie classification have very high tolefaisces; t

indicates (as did the bivariate correlations in Table 49) that these vaaabledatively
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independent of the other variables in the analyses. The relatedness of the 1@syariabl
particularly the adult characteristics, has important implicationsatiidie discussed in

Chapter V.

Summary

To address each of the four research questions, a sample of responses from the
2005 National Survey of Student Engagement consisting of 45,109 respondents was
analyzed using correlational methods. When adultness was considered ascemiabot
variable, it had little explanatory power. Recoding adultness as a quasi-continuous
variable added to its explanatory power slightly. However, its nonlineatoredatp to
the five NSSE benchmarks affected the correlation analyses, and additjplaabéory
power was gained by associating adultness with the benchmarks using a nonlinear
analysis. Breaking out adultness into its six constituent characteastiled additional
explanatory power and revealed important nonlinear associations and interionselat
among adult characteristics that affected the explained variancehiofghe
hierarchical linear regression models. Finally, including commonly used demographic
variables to the hierarchical linear regression models for each of theSSE N
benchmarks greatly increased the explained variance in each of the benchmarks, thoug
the adult characteristics continued to contribute to the explained variance in mhporta
ways. In the following chapter, these findings will be discussed inggrdatail along

with implications for practice and further research.



V. DISCUSSION

In the previous chapter, results of the correlational analyses conducted for this
study were set forth. Following a brief review of the research togoretical
background, and research questions, this final chapter will begin by exploringut® res
as they pertain to each of the five research questions. Next, theoreticehtrap8 of the
findings will be discussed followed by an exploration of how these findings impact the
practice of adult student engagement and retention. Finally, implicatiofguos

research will be presented.

Review of Topic, Theoretical Background, and Research Questions

Adults are participating in all levels of higher education in increasingatsn
due to a variety of societal, cultural, technological, and economic pressures (O&,
Merriam, Caffarella, & Baumgartner, 2007). Nevertheless, research on altediec
students — those who are functionally independent, have substantial work/lifeegperi
and must balance school demands with extra-institutional obligations — at 4-year
institutions is relatively sparse. While many adult students attendrZgkeges and
technical institutions (Philibert, Allen, & Elleven, 2008), 4-year collegelsiamiversities
are also enrolling substantial percentages of adult students (Choy, 2002; Honrol§, Car
1996). However, colleges and universities show a tendency to privilege “traditional,”

nonadult, students both explicitly and implicitly in part due to their historicalnsrigi
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(Sissel, Hansman, & Kasworm, 2001). The resulting marginalization of adult stiglents
evident in their low persistence and graduation rates when compared to their nonadult
peers (Choy, 2002; Dey & Hurtado, 1999; Horn & Carroll, 1996). At the same time,
colleges and universities are facing increasing pressure to retaindaihts, including
adults. One way to do this is to study how adult students interact with their iosstut
and identify key areas where institutions can improve the adult student expefisisce.
study references three bodies of literature regarding student retentasnts
engagement, and adult learning to develop a working definition of “adult student” and to
formulate research questions that can shed light on the issue of adult student retention.
The literature on student retention has evolved over time to increasingly focus on
the integration of students into the social and academic environments of a oollege
university (Tinto, 1993). For adult students with substantial off-campus obligations, the
more important form of integration appears to be academic integration (Qlévelzes,
1994). In recent years, extensive work on quality undergraduate education hatéed to
identification of effective educational practices, participation in whiclbkeas linked to
student persistence and success (Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Ewell & Jones, 1995;
Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). Involvement in effective educational praatefesed to
as “student engagement,” has become an important measure of acadegrationte
(Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2005). The National Survey of Student Engagement
[NSSE] was developed in the late 1990s to measure student engagement and includes
five engagement benchmarks that measure different aspects of student involaement
effective educational practices in addition to demographic indicators thatraéponses

to be disaggregated along a variety of individual and institutional chardacse(i&th,
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2004). The rich tradition of adult learning theory validates many of the effective
educational practices measured on the NSSE as being relevant and important to adult
students (Brookfield, 1986; Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005; Merriam, Caffarella, &
Baumgartner, 2007). In addition, the adult learning theory literature helps to defihe adul
students as those who possess some or all of the following characteristigsd dela
enrollment, part-time attendance, full-time work, financial independence, depeade,

and nontraditional high-school completion (Choy, 2002; Horn & Carroll, 1996).

These bodies of literature give rise to four research questions that weeel studi
using data from the 2005 National Survey of Student Engagement. The research
guestions reflect successive efforts to deconstruct adult student engageiasems paan
effort to inform both theory and practice. Correlational research methods @dwar
1984; Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996; Keppel & Wickens, 2004) were employed to address the
following research questions:

1. Do adult students report significantly different levels of engagement than
nonadult students on each of the five NSSE engagement benchmarks?
2. How does level of engagement vary with level of adulthess on each of the five

NSSE engagement benchmarks?

3. Which indicators of adult status have the largest effect on level of engagement f
each of the five NSSE engagement benchmarks?

4. How do the effects of adult status indicators on level of engagement comgare wit
the effects of other important demographic variables, i.e., gender, ethnicity, parent

education level, class standing, and institutional type?
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Chapters 11l and IV above describe in detail the NSSE instrument andcresea
methods used and present the results of the various analyses. In the folloviang sect

results presented earlier are analyzed and discussed in depth.

Analysis and Discussion of Findings

Question #1: Influence of Adult Status on Engagement

Q. Do adult students report significantly different levels of engagement than

nonadult students on each of the five NSSE engagement benchmarks?

Percentage of adult studenihe first item of note in this analysis is that adult
students, defined as those possessing two or more of the adult characterigilosddesc
previously, comprise approximately 28% of the valid sample as shown in Table 9. This is
in line with findings from the 2007-08 National Postsecondary Student Aid Study
(NCES, 2008) mentioned early in this paper and indicates that both the sample used and
the criteria for selecting adult students from the respondents has reasmuddnigcal
validity. It should also be noted, however, that this is a much lower percentage than the
estimates given by Donaldson and Townsend (2007) and Pilibert, Allen, and Elleven
(2008), who included all postsecondary institutions in their estimates, not just 4-year
colleges and universities. It is reasonable to infer that 4-year institutibité) tend to
attract higher numbers of traditional students directly out of high school, havera lowe
proportion of adult students than other types of institutions. Nevertheless, a méske care
analysis of the definition of adult student used in this study will be presergehl#tis

section.
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Mean differences and correlatior®n two of the five NSSE benchmarks, ACa
(Level of Academic Challenge - adjusted) and SFI (Student-Facultydhterp there
was only a slight difference in the mean scores for adult and nonadult students. Upon
further analysis, these differences were not statistically stgmifi The first result is what
was expected and outlined in Chapter llI; that is, it was anticipated that thelc lve
little or no correlation between adultness and level of academic chall@ndgbe other
hand, the second finding is not what was anticipated. The hypothesis for studemgt-facult
interaction was that adults would be less likely to interact with faculty erog a
significantly lower mean on that benchmark) than their nonadult peers due tofttheir
campus obligations. According to Table 11, there is no significant correlationdoetwe
adultness and student-faculty interaction.

In contrast, Tables 10 and 11 show a statistically significant differartbe i
means of adult and nonadult students on the other three benchmarks — ACL (Active and
Collaborative Learning), EEE (Enriching Educational Experiences), and S@fportive
Campus Environment). As was hypothesized in Chapter Ill, adult students engage in
active and collaborative learning at a slightly higher level than their ninadu
counterparts. This may result from the preference adult students show tovgertypes
of learning activities (see Brookfield, 1986; Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2007). The
effect size, however, is quite small with adultness accounting for only about OtB&o of
variation in active and collaborative learning. This hardly seems to suppadgésion
by these authors that a preference for active and collaborative learaipgimary

distinction between adult and nonadult students.
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Mean scores between adult and nonadult students on Enriching Educational
Experiences (EEE) likewise exhibited a statistically significhiférence, with adult
students scoring slightly lower overall on this benchmark than nonadult studentss As wa
hypothesized, the correlation between adultness and participation in enriching
educational activities was negative (see Kuh, Gonyea, & Palmer, 2001), though again the
effect size was very small (0.2% of the variance accounted for).

Scores for adult and nonadult students on the Supportive Campus Environment
(SCE) benchmark were slightly more divergent, with nonadult students scoring higher
than adult students. This led to a negative correlation between level of adultness and the
supportive campus environment benchmark with 0.5% of the variance in the benchmark
being explained by variations in level of adultness. Interestingly, thisheagrongest
correlation of the five, though the hypothesized relationship was that there would be no
correlation. This seems to indicate that adult students, with their off-camqussdnd
obligations, do not feel as well supported by the campus environment as their nonadult
peers. Sissel, Hansman, and Kasworm (2001) pointed out the marginalizationeskpress
by adult students in their study, though the weak correlation found in this study dees litt
to confirm their findings.

DiscussionThe first key point highlighted by this analysis is that simply dividing
the student population into adult and nonadult students does little to explain differences
in levels of engagement. While there is some statistically signifiGardtion in mean
scores on ACL, EEE, and SCE when respondents are divided into adults and nonadults,
the amount of explained variance is very small. This finding reinforces Horn and

Carroll’s (1996) contention that adultness should fall on a continuum rather than being
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dichotomized. Interestingly, it also calls into question much of the research tloetdmas
based upon an overly-simplified definition of adult students (Cross, 1981; Donaldson &
Townsend, 2007; Philibert, Allen, & Elleven, 2008). Without a more nuanced definition

of adult students, other analyses may find like this one did that there is little or no
relationship between adultness and important student behaviors or interactions. These
results also call into question the work of important adult learning theorists, such as
Malcolm Knowles and Patricia Cross, who base their recommendations in large part on a
simple grouping of students into adult and nonadult (Cross, 1981; Knowles, Holton, &
Swanson, 2005; Merriam, Caffarella, & Baumgartner, 2007). If the lines between adult
and nonadult students are blurring to the extent that they do not explain variations in
engagement well, perhaps there are other phenomenon such as adult learning that could
be better explained by a more nuanced definition of adult students. Finally, imrssitut
seeking to better engage students need to look beyond simple distinctions betwteen adul
and nonadult students when creating solutions. The theoretical and practical iomdicat

of these findings are discussed in more detail in the latter part of this chapter.

Question #2: Correlation of Adultness and Engagement
Q. How does level of engagement vary with level of adulthness on each of the five
NSSE engagement benchmarks?
Frequencies of adult characteristiods was described in Chapter lll, level of
adultness was determined by summing the number of adult characteristipsradent
possessed (Choy, 2002; Horn & Carroll, 1996). A respondent indicating no adult

characteristics scored 0 on level of adultness (a level of 0, or nonadult, on daelfiva t
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indicators), while a respondent indicating all adult characteristiceg&oon level of
adultness (a level of 1 on each of the five indicators). By way of review, jusb0¥%eof

the valid cases scored 0 (no adult indicators present) and another 21.5% scored 1 (only
one adult indicator present). In the previous analysis, these two groups cah#titute
“nonadult” portion of the sample. The fact that over half of respondents did not indicate
the presence of a single adult characteristic surprised me somewhateheoaeans that
this entire group is younger than 24 years of age, lives on campus, attends full-time
works less than 30 hours per week, and does not care for dependents. Even at 4-year
institutions, | expected a majority of students to possess at least oneoindfcadult

student status because of the literature cited previously (Donaldson & Tulv@2687;

Horn & Carroll, 1996; NCES, 2008; Philibert, Allen, & Elleven, 2008).

This led me to look more carefully at the individual components of level of
adultness. In this sample, only 17.2% of respondents were 24 years of age or older. In
contrast, the 2008 NCES study found that 22% of students at research and doctoral
universities, 35.4% of students at master’s institutions, and 31.5% of students at
baccalaureate institutions were 24 years of age or older. This sampletisesm to
match that profile, even though nearly all respondents belonged to one of these three
institutional categories. The incongruence of this sample calls into question the
population validity of this study. Also surprising was that only 8.9% of the valid
respondents were part-time students. On the other hand, 26.4% of this sample reported
caring for a spouse or dependents and 39.1% reported living off campus (just abdut half i
those within walking distance are included). These last two percentagesiagewith

those found by the NCES (2008).
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Analysis of group mean®/hen adultness is treated as a variable with six levels,
some interesting patterns in mean scores on the benchmarks appear. Table t&€3 indica
mean responses on each of the five NSSE benchmarks disaggregated by level of
adultness. Note that respondents in the “3” category (possessing thredioé iadult
characteristics) indicated the highest average levels of engaggemkoth ACa (Level of
Academic Challenge) and ACL (Active and Collaborative Learning). On tweof t
benchmarks, Student-Faculty Interaction (SFI) and Enriching Educationaliénqeey
(EEE), respondents possessing one adult characteristic (reflected bg afsddron
SumAdult) indicated the highest average level of engagement. Respondents exibiting
adult characteristics showed the highest average level of engagement on offilihene o
benchmarks, Supportive Campus Environment (SCE). Figure 6 further highlights the
nonlinear patterns of means by level of adultness. These findings indicaaduliaess
affects different types of engagement differently, which has importanicetiphs for
both research and practice.

Correlations between level of adultness and NSSE benchmarkbown in
Table 14, converting level of adultness to a multilevel variable instead ohtyéadis a
dichotomous variable strengthened all of the correlations between adultness and the
NSSE benchmarks except one: Active and Collaborative Learning (and tieigtonr
was weakened only very slightly). In contrast to the previous analysis, tieéation
between adultness and Level of Academic Challenge took on a negative valge in thi
analysis, though still barely sufficient to be statistically signific&xplained variance in

Enriching Educational Experiences and Supportive Campus Environment increased by
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0.1% respectively, while the explained variance did not change for the other three
benchmarks.

The lack of a substantial change in explained variance resulting from caorgsider
multiple levels of adultness was disappointing. From a closer look at the meamniscore
Table 13, however, it becomes apparent that there is a nonlinear relationship between
adultness and level of engagement, and nonlinear relationships are not capturgd well b
simple linear correlations which seek to create a straight line of béRhditeta statistics
in Table 14 highlight this nonlinearity and show that using curvilinear analysis
strengthens the amount of explained variance for all five of the benchmarks. hésing t
eta statistics, the association between adultness and ACL rises teethef lehat Cohen
(1988, 1992) would consider a small effect, while the other four associationslare stil
negligible. The assertion by Choy (2002) and Horn and Carroll (1996) that adultness
should be considered on a continuum seems to have some utility, but not as much as | had
hoped.

DiscussionResidence off campus and care for dependents were the adult
characteristics most likely to lead to classifying a respondeant adult in this analysis,
followed by age. This supports Horn and Carroll’'s (1996) contention that age may not be
the most important indicator of adult status. On four of the five engagement bek€hma
(ACa, SFI, EEE, SCE) level of engagement decreased slightly as level toieadul
increased. On the remaining benchmark, ACL, level of engagement increghdy sli
with level of adultness. However, the relationships appeared to be nonlinear in nature,
with students possessing three adult characteristics scoring highest amAB€&L,

students possessing one adult characteristic scoring highest on SFI and ERljeand st
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with no adult characteristics scoring highest on SCE. Placing level ohasisilbn a
continuum seemed to most affect the relationship between adultness and AClga findi

in keeping with assertions by adult learning theorists that adults potifer and

collaborative learning to passive learning strategies (Brooksfield, 1986; Esavdlton,

& Swanson, 2005). However, the association was not as clear as these authers asse
The continuing lack of explanatory power of adultness, even when it was operationalized
along a continuum, calls into question the utility of using adultness as a didtinguis
characteristic of students. The analyses for the next research question broke dow
adultness into its constituent components to investigate the relative inflofezaeh

characteristic.

Question #3: Effects of Individual Adult Characteristics

Q. Which indicators of adult status have the largest effect on level of engagement

for each of the five NSSE engagement benchmarks?

Frequencies of adult characteristicBhe sample employed in this study consisted
largely of younger students living on campus or within driving distance. Most did not
work on campus, but nearly half worked off campus. Only a quarter of respondents
reported caring for dependents. The prevalence of students working off cample may
an important topic for future study.

Analysis of meandVhile Tables 15-20 contain important granular data, Figures
7-12 are more helpful in analyzing the patterns of means for each variable ime the f
NSSE benchmarks. As in the analysis for the second research question, most of the

relationships are nonlinear. For the variable age, those in the 20-23 range exhibited the
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highest levels of engagement on all of the benchmarks except SCE (where these in t
24-29 age category scored lowest). Residence off campus within walking éistanc
produced the highest means on all of the benchmarks except SCE, and full-time
enrollment yielded higher levels of engagement on every benchmark. Térmpabr
workon01, workofO1, and carede01 were not as clear, though engagement generally
increased as number of hours worked on campus increased, decreased with rising number
of hours worked off campus, and stayed fairly flat for those caring for dependents.

Correlations between adult characteristics and NSSE benchnidrkgelatively
small bivariate correlations between the adult characteristics ahaethe NSSE
benchmarks reflected nonlinear relationships as well. When using a linedaitcamre
only six of the associations rose to the level of Cohen’s (1988, 1992) small effect size
However, calculating the nonlinear associations (eta statistics) proved to batex gr
utility and revealed that three of the associations fell into the moderate sffe range
(age vs. ACL, age vs. SFI, and age vs. EEE). Another seven associations rosevéd the le
of small effect size. This suggests that age may indeed be a helpful predictor of
engagement if used alone, though further analyses of the fourth research gasstion c
doubt on this.

Regression model: level of academic challenge (ASg¢ alone proved to have
very little explanatory power in this regression model unless it was combitiethwi
other adult characteristics. Of the six adult characteristics in thadegaegression
model, age and enrollment status (part- or full-time) exerted smalleffieddCa, though
the total variance explained by the model is only 2.1% (just above the threshold for a

small effect size according to Cohen (1988, 1992). These results agree with the
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hypothesis that there would be little or no correlation between the various adult
characteristics and level of academic challenge.

Regression model: active and collaborative learning (A®@k)hypothesized, age
correlated most strongly with ACL. When used alone in the regression model, age
explained 2.6% of the variance in ACL (a small effect size). In the expandedsiegr
model, enroliment status and work on campus also contributed meaningfully to variance
in ACL to yield a total explained variance of 5.6% (just above the threshold for a
moderate effect size (Cohen, 1998, 1992).

Interestingly, the regression coefficients for place of residemteare for
dependents were not significant, and the coefficients for the other factersive
positive; just the opposite of what was hypothesized (with the exception of enrollment
status). It appears that hours worked (especially on campus), residecampifs, and
care for dependents are positively correlated with active and collsfedesrning,
perhaps because they are likewise indicators of adultness. On the other haimae full-
enrollment (not typically an adult characteristic) was also positivesdgaated with
active and collaborative learning.

Regression model: student-faculty interaction (Sktje alone served again as
only a marginal predictor of SFI, yielding a total explained variance of only 1.2%.
However, the expanded regression model explained 5.4% of the variance in SFI (a
moderate effect size), and age, work on campus, and enrollment status all cahtribute
meaningfully as indicated by their regression coefficients. Hours worked wa
hypothesized to have the greatest impact on student-faculty interactiomalys&sa

shows that work on campus does indeed exhibit the strongest correlation with student-
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faculty interaction, though work off campus had only a marginal impact on SFI. The
group means in Table 18 clearly show that students who worked any number of hours on
campus score substantially higher on this benchmark than those who did not work on
campus. Those who worked off campus showed lower levels of engagement in student-
faculty interaction.

In contrast to the hypothesis, age had the strongest impact on SFI and care for
dependents and place of residence had little or no effect. Table 18 shows thmas stude
the 20-23 year range averaged much higher levels of student-faculty iotethet any
others. The youngest category of students averaged the lowest level of-&adknt
interaction, perhaps because they are participating in large introduct@gclaish little
faculty contact.

Regression model: enriching educational experiences (E&f€).alone explained
2.2% of the total variance in EEE and had the strongest impact on EEE when combined
with the other adult characteristics in the expanded regression model. Enrciatest
work on campus, and care for dependents also influenced EEE, and the expanded model
explained a total of 7.7% of the variance in EEE. Place of residence in and work off
campus contributed little or not at all to this model, which is contrary to my hypothesis
that time spent off campus would negatively impact engagement in enrichingi@aica
activities. As with Student-Faculty Interaction, the group means for age akithgvon
campus shown in Table 19 exhibit a nonlinear trend. Those 20-23 years of age scored
most highly on Enriching Educational Experiences. The youngest age group of students
scored the lowest on this benchmark, presumably because they have had fewer

opportunities for participating in these experiences. Similarly, studemtslorhot work
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on campus averaged a much lower score on this benchmark than those who do; in fact,
students who work 20-25 hours each week on campus scored highest on level of
engagement in enriching educational activities. Finally, as expectetnfalstudents
were more likely to have been involved in enriching educational experiences.f®&the
benchmarks, EEE was best predicted by the adult characteristics usedindiis
Regression model: supportive campus environment (S@E)tegression models
for supportive campus environment yielded the smallest predictive value ofetsets
of models. When used alone, age explained less than 1% of the variance in SCE.
Combined with the other adult characteristics in the expanded model, age does not have a
significant impact. Place of residence, work on campus, and work off campus combined
to explain approximately 1.7% of the variance in SCE — on the low end of the range for
small effect size set forth by Cohen (1988). This affirmed my hypothesiarthat
correlations between the adult characteristics and the SCE benchmarikealgr® lbe
small.
DiscussionSeveral general trends are worth noting. First, respondents in the 20-
23 year age category reported the highest levels of engagement and theskiort
younger category reported the lowest levels of engagement on every bdnekoggt
Supportive Campus Environment. The analysis of the fourth research question below
points out that there is a strong correlation between age and class standisgpttiat
students are more likely to be upperclassmen than younger students (a rather obvious
conclusion). It seems reasonable to infer that many respondents in the 20-2feyear a
range are upperclassmen who began their college career at thel9ge gbunger. If

this inference is correct, it is likewise reasonable to infer that the Hgheds of
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engagement reported by these students reflect a growing level of engagssieitients
progress through the institution (or it could reflect that those who were lessdngag
dropped out before they entered the 20-23 year age range). In direct contrast, the
youngest and oldest students reported the highest average scores on Supportive Campus
Environment, perhaps indicating that new students and older adult students experience
the most support while those in the middle age ranges (presumably those nearing
graduation) experience the least.

A second general trend worth noting is that full-time students reported higher
levels of engagement on every benchmark, even when this effect was controired f
Level of Academic Challenge (ACa). It seems obvious that full-time studentaore
engaged in educationally effective practices than part-time studentsulseKinzie,

Schuh, & Whitt, 2005).

A third important trend is the beneficial impact of working on campus. Those who
worked at least some amount on campus averaged higher levels of engagement on every
benchmark than those who did not work on campus. On three of the benchmarks — ACL,
SFI, and EEE - the difference in scores between those who do not work on campus and
those who do was substantial (see Perna, 2010).

Finally, those who lived within walking distance of campus averaged higher
scores than those who lived on campus or within driving distance on every benchmark
except Supportive Campus Environment (on-campus respondents scored highest on this
benchmark). Kuh, Gonyea, and Palmer’s (2001) study of commuter students indicated

that younger students are more likely to live on campus while older students are more
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likely to live within walking distance, so this general trend may simplyamthre age-
related trends discussed above.

Implications for defining adult students. addition to highlighting the
interconnectedness of the adult characteristics, the above analysesnewnéadesting
finding: work on campus is negatively correlated with all of the other clesistats of
adult students. According to Table 31, those who worked on campus were likely to be
younger, live on campus, work less off campus, and spend less time caring for
dependents. To explore this in a little bit more detail, each of the adult chatastevas
correlated with the two derived adultness variables, Adult and SumAdult, to detédrmine
working for pay on campus was perhaps included in the definition of “adult student”
erroneously. Table 51 shows that, of all the variables included in the definitions of Adult
and SumAdult, workonOQ1 is the only variable that correlates negatively with these
derived variables. This would suggest that either work on campus does not fit in a useful

definition of adult students, or adult students simply are not working on campus to the

Table 51

Correlation Coefficients) Between Adult Derived Variables and Adult Characteristics

Age> age Res Enrl  Work Sum work work Dep cared
24 Categ Categ >30 Work on0l1 of01 Categ e01

Adult 658 537 .699 420 489 392 -127 465 .675 .689

Sum 648 590 .838 454 514 467 -.118 540 .702 .710
Adult
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same extent as nonadult students. Implications of these findings for both resehrch
practice will be discussed in a later section.

SummaryThis section has summarized the findings with respect to which
indicators of adult status have the largest effect on level of engagemertiaf ¢ae
five NSSE benchmarks. For four of the five benchmarks (ACa, ACL, SFI, and EEE),
enrollment status, age, and number of hours worked on campus had the largest effect. In
contrast, place of residence, work on campus, work off campus, and care for dependents
had the largest influence on SCE. This section also discussed the nonlinear rtheire of
relationships between the adult characteristics and the five benchmarks ahavithde

discussion of whether work on campus is an appropriate component of adult status.

Question #4: Effects of Additional Characteristics
Q. How do the effects of adult status indicators on level of engagement compare
with the effects of other important demographic variables, i.e., gender,
ethnicity, parent education level, class standing and institutional type?
Frequencies of demographic and institutional characterisiie® first finding of
note in this analysis is that female respondents constituted nearly 65% didhe va
responses. According to Peter and Horn (2005), 56% of all undergraduates in 2001 were
female, and the percentage of female undergraduates was increasingevelotvever,
this still does not account for the even higher proportion of female respondenss in thi
sample. Perhaps response rates were higher among female students invitezdipatpa
in the 2005 NSSE; regardless, this gender disparity in respondents again@alls int

guestion the population validity of the sample.
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The racial composition of respondents seemed to be more in keeping with
national data. For instance, Writ, Choy, Rooney, Hussar, Provasnik, and Hampden-
Thompson (2005) reported that approximately 29% of all undergraduates were ethnic
minorities in 2002. In this sample, approximately 72% of valid respondents were white
with percentages of various minority groups similar in magnitude to those repprted b
Writ et al. (2005).

Highest level of education completed by respondents’ mothers and fathers wer
very similar. 22.8% and 25.9% of fathers completed high school and a bachelor’s degree,
respectively, while 23.4% and 26.6% of mothers completed high school and a bachelor’s
degree. Nearly three times as many fathers completed doctoral degneethars. As
expected (due to the fact that NSSE sampled first- and fourth-year studespgsndents
were split between freshman and senior class status with small resiuaing to be
sophomores, juniors, or unclassified. The largest percentage (40.8%) of respondents
attended Master’s colleges. Doctoral/research universities combinedtbea83.1% of
respondents, with baccalaureate colleges contributing 24.3%.

Analysis of meang.he group means on each of the NSSE benchmarks for
different levels of gender, ethnicity, parent education level, class stpdid
institutional type followed essentially linear patterns, unlike the meanksdadult
characteristics. Just as Huh and Kuh (2002) found, females reported higher levels of
engagement on all benchmarks, as did students whose parents had completed higher
levels of education. White and Asian / Pacific Islander students reported éweks of
engagement on all five benchmarks, and students at doctoral institutions reported lowe

levels of engagement than students at baccalaureate institutions. Senites! tegber
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levels of engagement than underclassmen on every benchmark except SCE39-4Bles
show that there is little if any difference between the linear cowalabefficients and

the nonlinear eta statistigs This suggests that linear analytical methods are more
appropriate for these variables than for the adult characteristics stueNgalgty. The
following sections describe the amount of variance in each of the NSSE benchmarks
explained by just these the standard demographic variables, then by thdses/aria
combination with the adult characteristics previously studied.

Regression model8/hen both the standard variables and the adult characteristics
were included in the five regression models, the amount of explained varianeséucre
dramatically, ranging from an explained variance of 3.6% for SCE (a sffeddt size
according to Cohen (1988, 1992)) to 22.7% for EEE (a large effect size). The adult
characteristics contributed 0.8% to 4.6% additional explained variance above and beyond
that explained by the standard characteristics alone. The regression nergels w
especially useful in explaining variance in ACL, SFI, and EEE as evidencéd targe
coefficients of determination for these models.

Class standing had the largest regression coefficient in every model éxcept t
model for SCE, where institutional type had the largest coefficient. | hadiaednat
class standing would especially impact EEE, which indeed it did (the regressi
coefficient for class standing on the EEE benchmarkfwes83, by far the largest
coefficient in any of the regression models).

Insitutional type also had a large regression coefficient in the model<ir A
ACL, and SFI, indicating that baccalaureate institutions foster student ergyagaore

than masters or doctoral institutions. These results agreed with my hypththagesis
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institutional type would have a strong impact on engagement. Aside from tlzese tw
characteristics, however, the adult characteristics in the models hacelpttaratory
power than the standard demographic characteristics, as evidenced bygthesioa
coefficients. The main exception was that work off campus seemed to haver litb
explanatory power in the regression models.

Discussionln every case, the inclusion of the additional individual and
institutional characteristics doubled (and for EEE, tripled) the predictivempoithe
regression models. Class standing was the strongest predictor for alnaekelexcept
SCE. The regression model for SCE contrasted sharply with the other fousmodel
Carnegie classification was the strongest predictor in this modelntdrearrelations
discussed above between class standing and several of the other varialies|yetge
relationships between class standing and age and between class stashgiagenf
residence, help to explain why class standing displaces these two adulnsliaatsrs.
Enroliment status again emerged as an important predictor variable, as did work on
campus. These findings point toward a need to better understand the interactions among
the individual and institutional characteristics used in this study. Howeveraldeey
indicate that adult characteristics add to the explained variance in levegagfeanent on
each of the five NSSE benchmarks, even though their utility may be limited when used

alone.

Implications for Theory
The findings from this study have a number of important implications for theory,

and these implications touch on all three bodies of theoretical literature/eevie
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Chapter Il. In the following sections, implications for how to define “adult sitidee
discussed first, followed by implications for adult learning theory reggraictive and
collaborative learning. Implications regarding a supportive campus environment, a
important element of prominent retention theories, will then be discussed. Finally,

implications for how engagement is measured and studied will be presented.

Defining Adult Students

Components of adultnessdult students have been defined differently by
different authors (Bash, 2003; Bean & Metzner, 1985; Brookfield, 1986; Choy, 2002;
Cross, 1981; Hensley & Kinser, 2001; Horn & Carroll, 1996; Kasworm, 2003a; Sissel,
Hansman, & Kasworm, 2001). Often age and enrollment status are used as the primar
indicators of adult student status (Bean & Metzner, 1985). One of the primary purposes
of this study was to arrive at a definition of “adult student” that is operatyounsdiful for
research and for institutions seeking to better understand and meet the needsddithei
students. Horn and Carroll's (1996) definition of adult students formed the basis for the
definition employed in this study, but the demographic information collected on the
NSSE limited this definition to five elements: age, enrollment status, pfaesidence,
hours worked for pay, and care for dependents. The analysis reflected in Table 51
indicates that each of these factors contributes in a meaningful way to adulthese w
exception of work on campus, which is negatively correlated with all of the other adult
indicators. A more appropriate definition of adult student using the demographic
characteristics on the NSSE would exclude work on campus as a component. The

remaining characteristics (age, enroliment status, place of resjdenas worked off-
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campus, and care for dependents) are all positively correlated, inditetirtgey are
appropriate components of a definition for “adult student.”

Age versus other adult characteristi@ecause it is easy to measure and report,
age is frequently used as the sole means for determining which students aréCiuhylt
2002; Horn & Carroll, 1996). However, Bash (2003) pointed out that this masks two
important trends: first, younger students are exhibiting adult behavior patteths
second, other characteristics are having an increasing impact on thes siictadents.

This study supports Bash’s position; in many instances, enrollment status, place of
residence, work off campus, and care for dependents had a larger effect on engageme
than age. If age were to be used as the sole criteria for identifyingsadignts, many
important effects on engagement and retention would be missed. Hence, it is intportant
include these other dimensions of adult status in a study of adult students. Furthermore
age correlates strongly with class standing (this is discussed furthe)) lbeldwould

lead to inappropriate conclusions about adult student engagement if considered alone.

Necessary versus sufficient characteristidse use of a single characteristic such
as age to define a population assumes that the characteristic is both nesessary
sufficient by itself to define that population, and many authors of research onteddts
fallen into this error (Kasworm, 2003a; Sissel, Hansman, & Kasworm, 2001). In ¢ontras
this study found that age was neither a sufficient nor even a necessagnenmtof
adultness; many students qualified as adult students because of their pésiegeoice,
work off campus, and care for dependents — even though they were young. In fact, none
of the characteristics of adult students seemed to be sufficient on its own. Tlsgsaofaly

the second research question indicated that for the benchmarks ACa and ACL,
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respondents possessing three of the adult characteristics scored highbst. For
benchmarks SFI and EEE, respondents with one adult characteristic scored highest,
though work on campus seemed to be the biggest contributing factor rather than age.
Again, none of the adult characteristics seemed to be both necessary andastdficie
distinguish adult students from nonadult students in their level of engagement. Using
only one factor, such as age, to differentiate adults from nonadults would lead to
erroneous conclusions about the engagement of adult students.

Dichotomizing versus scaling adultnebscontrast to many other authors of
studies regarding adult students who treat adultness as a dichotomous variable, Horn and
Carroll (1996) chose to arrange students on a scale from minimally adult tmafgxi
adult. Unlike Horn and Carroll, who used a scale with only three levels of adultnsss, thi
study used a six-level scale based upon the number of adult characteristicseplsges
student (from zero to five). If only the correlation coefficients for eacheobenchmarks
had been considered, this approach would have only a slight advantage over using a
dichotomous measure of adultness (as was used in the first research questwenerH
when the mean engagement scores were considered for each level of adultreess, som
important nonlinear patterns emerged. Consequently, using a scale of adaltmass r
than simply classifying students as adult or nonadult has greater uhibty studying
engagement and, by inference, other phenomena involving adult students.

Percentage of adult students at 4-year colleges and universtties when using
multiple characteristics to capture adultness, however, a surprising nunstederits in
this sample were still classified as nonadults. Philibert, Allen, and BIR398)

estimated that as much as 73% of postsecondary students were adults in some facet.
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However, their analysis included all institutional types, including 2-yeléeges and
technical institutions. Nevertheless, even the 2007-08 National Postsecondauag S
(NCES, 2008) indicated higher percentages of adult students at 4-year colleges and
universities when age, place of residence, and other factors were combihegsRlee
lack of additional characteristics in the demographic section of the NSSEehat a
typically used to measure adultness led to undercounting adult students in this sample.
Alternately, it is possible that the sampling strategy for the 2005 NSSHiathation
somehow oversampled nonadult students. Generalizations drawn from this study should
consequently be applied with caution.

Adult characteristics missing from the NSSE demographic variabliesy
additional demographic items could be included in future iterations of the NSSE that
would help to identify adult respondents. In particular, Horn and Carroll (1996) included
parenthood (a more specific measure than care for dependents), marital Satais, ve
status, gaps in enrollment, and nontraditional high school completion (GED, adult high
school diploma, etc.) as key indicators of adult status. If included on the NSSE, these
items could further help to distinguish adult from nonadult students. A full set of adult
characteristics can help in other studies of phenomena involving adult studenlis as we

SummaryWith the exception of work for pay on campus, the adult characteristics
set forth by Horn and Carroll (1996) and later used by Choy (2002) seem to adequately
capture the adult segment of the sample. Based upon the results of this study, the
inclusion of a full set of adult characteristics together with an adultnesscecaisting

of multiple levels has the most utility in studies where adult students are @shtpar
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nonadult students. In contrast, using a dichotomous characterization of adultness and

nonadultness masks important effects and outcomes.

Adult Engagement in Active and Collaborative Learning

A second important theoretical implication arising from this study retattdse
assertion by Knowles, Holton, and Swanson (1998, 2005) that participation in active and
collaborative learning increases with age. While this study did indeed findedatiom
between age and active and collaborative learning (the second NSSE benclmisark), t
correlation upon further study turned out to be more closely tied to class standing than to
age. In fact, the analysis of the third research question indicates tha¢eregagn active
and collaborative learning actually decreases with age in the 24 and over age g®up. Thi
result is opposite that predicted by Knowles, Holton, and Swanson (2005). Other adult
learning theorists likewise emphasize the role of collaborative lgamiadulthood
(Brookfield, 1986; Lawler, 1991; Merriam, Cafarella, & Baumgartner, 2007). @espit
guestions about population and ecological validity raised in this study, the results
presented above call into question the assertion that older adults are more ligaip to |

collaboratively. This finding warrants further inquiry.

Supportive Campus Environment

Tinto’s (1998, 2009) later work on student persistence began to increasingly
emphasize creating a supportive campus environment, much like Bean and Metzner’s
(1985) model from more than a decade before. Likewise, Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, and Whitt

(2005) highlighted the importance of a supportive campus environment, as did Hensley
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and Kinser (2001b). Sissel, Hansman, and Kasworm (2001) pointed out that traditional
college campuses typically marginalize adult students, a phenomenon that should show
up in the measurement of SCE. This did indeed turn out to be the case in the initial
analysis; age and SCE were negatively correlated. On closer investfategroup

means, however, it became apparent that this relationship was not linear. Ird&act, ol
adults indicated a higher level of supportive campus environment than those in the 24-29
year age range. More importantly, it appeared that those scoring lowest on this
benchmark were those who attended part-time and those who worked more hours off
campus. Perhaps Sissel, Hansman, and Kasworm’s (2001) statement needs to be amended
slightly to say that colleges and universities tend to marginalize studeotsttend part-

time and work off campus, although they may have been observing generational

differences in student-institutions interactions that were not capturétybis study.

Studying Engagement of Adult Students

In addition to the implications of this study for defining adult students, refining
theories of adult learning, and studying adult student retention, this study ssgyests
key items relevant to the study of student engagement, particularly fosadidnts.
Four items are discussed below.

Relatively low engagement scores for all studéiidsarrive at index scores for
each respondent on the five NSSE benchmarks, individual responses are recoded on a
scale of 0 — 100 and averaged across all components of the benchmark (NSSE, 2005a). It
seems reasonable that if the scales are constructed well, students Wwighlgrengaged

should have index scores well above 50, while those who are marginally engaged should
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have index scores well below 50. Table 13 indicates that the average index scores vary
widely by benchmark, but they are all relatively low. In particular, meamsdor all
respondents are just over 35 on the Enriching Educational Experiences benchmark and 39
for Student-Faculty Interaction. Scores on the remaining three benchmarkse-ahot
Collaborative Learning, Level of Academic Challenge, and Supportive Campus
Environment — average 47, 55, and 59 respectively. These low average scores beg the
guestion of whether the response items are biased toward the low end or the respondents
are in fact engaged at a relatively low level. Furthermore, the disparing the average
scores on the five benchmarks calls into question the comparability of the fivereseas

it is unclear whether some of the benchmarks yield lower average scorexlibegume
inherently skewed or because students do indeed engage in some practices at a lower
level than others. The relatively low average engagement scores agpalhdents has
implications for the study of adult engagement, since the average scored of adul
respondents did not vary dramatically from those of nonadult respondents. The relative
skewness of the various engagement benchmarks needs to be better understood.

Small effect size€orrelational and ANOVA analyses seek to segment variation
within and between different groups of respondents (Edwards, 1984; Keppel & Wickens,
2004). Large effect sizes can result from a combination of two differentrgttarge
variations in responses between groups, and small variations within groups. Vééen eff
sizes are small, a reasonable inference is that the variation has not beentségma
particularly meaningful way. In some situations, particularly when respandennested

within categories (such as class standing or institutional type), adhearlinear
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modeling approach can help to segment the variance in a way that leadsrteffaage
sizes and more explanatory power (Edwards, 1984; Keppel & Wickens, 2004).

In this study, the coefficients of determination were relatively smalhvainéy
adult characteristics were included. This could mean two things: the variatiozebetw
adult engagement scores and nonadult engagement scores was relaalietgrsipared
to the within-group variations, or nesting effects introduced nonrandom variations that
affected the outcomes of the statistical procedures. Hierarcheal Imodeling may be
an important methodological strategy for studying engagement in the futurts, ity
would need to be studied and compared to the present method.

Nonlinear variations in engagement patterAs.noted previously, correlational
research methods also do not capture nonlinear relationships well because they seek t
match the data to a straight line of best fit (Edwards, 1984). Nonlinear relationships
recurred repeatedly throughout this study, and it is likely that they would appelaein ot
studies of engagement as well. Consequently, other statistical methodgenigbte
appropriate for studying engagement. Kuh, Gonyea, and Palmer (2001), for instance,
used ANOVA methods. Other methods might also include nonlinear regression analyses.
A brief exploration of different curves of best fit revealed that quadmaticabic
functions fit the data in this study better than linear functions.

Optimal level of adultnes&dultness has frequently been viewed from a deficit
perspective; that is, adult students are viewed as being at a disadvantygarnn 4-
colleges and universities (Sissel, Hansman, & Kasworm, 2001; Valencia, 1997). In
contrast, the results of this study indicate that minimally adult studentstaed\aless

engaged in a variety of educationally purposeful activities than students who hdee one
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three adult characteristics. In other words, some level of adultness s¢eally &x be
beneficial rather than detrimental. While the influence of class sgdtsoussed below
introduces some additional complexity into this finding, the fact that moderatety adul
students, particularly those who live off campus within walking distance andwinase
work a limited number of hours each week, are more engaged than the youngest students
who live on campus and do not work has important theoretical implications. The deficit
perspective regarding adult students prominent in the literature needsetodied.
Confounding relationships between class standing, age, and place of residence.
As a final note, the multicollinearity among various factors in the armlgg®duced
ambiguity into the results. In particular, the intercorrelations betwage, class standing,
and place of residence made it unclear which of the variables was most itdsdons
the observed effects. In future engagement studies, holding one or more of these
intercorrelated factors constant (such as only studying seniors or those wib live

campus) may be useful in understanding the effects of the others.

Summary
The findings from this study have important implications for theory and e¥sear
In particular, the definition of adult student used in the study included five comigone
that were highly correlated and useful for distinguishing adult from nonadulhstude
age, place of residence, enrollment status, work off campus, and care for dependents. The
inclusion of additional adult indicators on the NSSE instrument would be helpful for

future researchers studying adult student engagement.
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In addition, the findings from this study suggest that, in contrast to prominent
theories in the field of adult education (Brookfield, 1986; Knowles, Holton, & Swanson,
2005; Merriam, Cafferella, & Baumgartner, 2007), older individuals do not necessarily
engage in higher levels of active and collaborative learning. In fact, thosatand
older steadily declined in their level of active and collaborative learnirsg. iAteresting
is the finding that the oldest and youngest students find the campus environment to be the
most supportive. This seemingly contradicts research on adult retention tinist @asse
declining level of campus support for older adults (Kasworm, 2003a; Sissel, Hansman, &
Kasworm, 2001).

Finally, the findings from this study suggest that the skewness of thgeamngnt
benchmarks needs to be investigated and understood more thoroughly. In addition,
correlational methods may not be the most appropriate analytical tools fgngtud
engagement; nonlinear patterns and relatively small effect sizes stiggesther

methods, including hierarchical linear modeling, may be more useful.

Implications for Practice
One of the purposes of this study was to shed light on what 4-year colleges and
universities can do to retain the adult students increasingly populating thpusesnin
this section, the implications of this study’s findings for retaining atludtesits will be
discussed. In addition, several implications for retaining nonadult studentsseibbalset

forth.
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Implications for Retaining Adult Students

As stated in Chapter |, understanding how adult students engage differently from
their nonadult peers in educationally effective practices linked to retentocriiscal
precursor to designing effective retention strategies for adult studetie. following
sections, several key findings from this study are reviewed and sugefsti possible
interventions are presented.

The impact of age versus other adult characteristit$he previous section
regarding theoretical implications of this study, age was neitheriaisntfnor even
necessary defining characteristic of adult students. The definition of ‘@dd&nt”
validated by this study included possessing two or more adult characidiasges24,
part-time enrollment, residence off campus, full-time work, and care for depghdart
the previous section noted that many of the respondents thereby classifiedsaaaicul
actually younger than 24 years of age. The regression analyses and comgiagi®up
means clearly highlighted that, while age was an important predictor of engatgen
four of the five NSSE benchmarks (in part because it correlated with cladsgla
enrollment status, place of residence, and care for dependents were alsanmport
predictors of engagement. An institution desiring to create targeted oatstrategies
may choose a student subpopulation defined not by age but by enrollment status
(interventions targeted toward part-time students), care for dependesrtggimions
targeted toward students with children), or commuter status (interventiord tanverd
commuter students). Many institutions, for instance, have designed retention programs
specifically for commuter students (Jacoby & Garland, 2004). Because of the

confounding effects of age and class standing, another strategy might iaébales on
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first-year students who are 24 years of age or older. Retention progrgetedaoward
these students at community colleges can serve as a valuable model focditggas
and universities (Gardenhire-Crooks, Collado, & Ray, 2006; Kefallinou, 2009).

The importance of working on camp#éssecond important finding from this
study was the impact of on-campus work on student engagement. In particular, work on
campus was found to be correlated more strongly with student-faculty traeracd
participation in enriching educational experiences than any of the adultistiitadors
(see Table 23). If adult students who are financially independent must work tr pay f
schooling and other expenses, providing expanded opportunities for these students to
work on campus for pay can both enhance their levels of engagement and provide them
with the necessary income to meet their needs. The federal work-studynprogra
recognizes this connection and has provided opportunities for many students to work on
campus (Cheng & Alcantara, 2007), but institutions can offer adult students additional
opportunities for on-campus work to enhance their engagement (Perna, 2010).

Living close to campudhis study reaffirmed the findings of Kuh, Gonyea, and
Palmer (2001) that living within walking distance of campus is associated witérhig
levels of engagement in effective educational practices. Those institwitbrignited
housing near campus may focus on creating more student housing within walking
distance as a means for enhancing student engagement and retention.

The impact of full-time attendancEhat part-time attendance is negatively related
to both student engagement and student persistence was hardly a surprising finding
(Chen, 2007; Marti, 2008). Nevertheless, this finding once again highlights the

relationship between full-time attendance and persistence. To encourageuaigduitssto
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attend full-time, institutions can create funding and scheduling mechanisnmscthde
appropriate financial aid advising, on-campus work, scholarships and fellowships, and s
forth (Marti, 2008). On-campus childcare can also help students who have youngichildre
(Keyes & Boulton, 2007). Helping adult students meet their financial and family
obligations is an important precondition for their enrolling full-time.

Promoting a supportive campus environméerall, students possessing more
adult characteristics perceived the campus environment as less supportivecuiapa
those who commute, attend part-time, and work full-time off campus perceived the
campus environment as less supportive than their peers. According to the retention
research, a supportive campus environment is critical to the success ofiathritsivho
often need this support to counteract conflicting off-campus pressures (Beatzdehe
1985; Cross, 1981; Tinto, 1998). In addition to the quality of relationships with other
students, faculty, and administrative personnel and offices, the components of a
supportive campus environment include the institution providing the support needed to
succeed academically and cope with nonacademic responsibilities (de&)a
Interventions aimed at enhancing a supportive campus environment might include
facilitating interactions with other students and with faculty in addition to proyidi
academic and nonacademic support (advising, counseling, financial aid, and so forth) at
times and in places accessible to working students who commute to campus, often after
traditional support offices have closed for the evening (Jacoby & Garland, 2004).

Education levels of adult students’ paremtiggrowing body of research indicates
that reaching out to potential college students and their parents in high schoolrand eve

middle school is critical to both college choice and persistence (Bloom, 2007). The
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intercorrelations explored in Table 49 and discussed in the findings for the fourth
research question indicate that students whose parents complete higher levels of
education are more likely to attend college at a younger age, attend &jllitienon
campus, and work on campus and are less likely to work off campus or have dependents
while in school. In other words, middle and high school students with less highly
educated parents are more likely to enroll in college as adults than their pee
Consequently, an important intervention for institutions seeking to promote student
persistence is to focus recruiting and educating efforts on these studertitsiapdrents
during the middle school and high school years. The successful federal TRIO gogram
have demonstrated the effectiveness of this approach (Cowan Pitre & Pitre, R2Q09)
year colleges and universities can positively impact an even greater bodyrigbote
students and influence them to attend college soon after high school, thereby avoiding
some of the persistence difficulties encountered by adult students with sabstinti
campus obligations.

At-risk upperclassmeWhile upperclassmen averaged higher scores on four of
the five engagement benchmarks (most notably they reported a signifitighiy level
of participation in enriching educational activities), they actually repaatlower level of
engagement on the Supportive Campus Environment benchmark than their freshman
peers. While the majority of students who drop out of higher education do so in the
earlier years of college (Tinto, 1993), there is still a risk of uppercssailing to
finish their studies. Because they are more likely to live off campus, workmofas,

attend part time, and care for dependents (see Table 30), upperclassmerslacd at ri
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dropping out. Consequently, focusing on enhancing a supportive campus environment for
upperclassmen is a critical retention strategy for 4-year cellage universities.

Matching adult students with appropriate institutiohsstitutional type was the
strongest predictor of scores on the Supportive Campus Environment benchmark (see
Table 29). This finding has important implications for adult students; those who attend
campuses more supportive of adult students are more likely to persist to gradiKiati
& Whitt, 1988). Those advising adult students as they choose an institution may do well
to note that master’'s and baccalaureate institutions are perceived asrhareng
supportive campus environments than research and doctoral institutions and may be a

better fit for adult students.

Implications for Retaining Traditional Students

Interestingly, this study also suggests some important implications for the
retention of nonadult students. While these will not be explored in detail, Tables 16-20
indicate that the youngest category of students (ages 19 and younger) and those student
who live in campus housing are less engaged than their older, off-campus peers on four
of the five benchmarks. In particular, they report much lower levels of engagém
active and collaborative learning, student-faculty interaction, and enriedungational
experiences than their older peers. These findings seem to point to the need for focused
efforts to engage young students in these effective educational practindabe very
beginning of their college experience. It is possible that higher aversige ¢

engagement reported by older upperclassmen are due in part to the attritionooiniipe y
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underclassmen who report low levels of engagement in their beginning cakegeoy

that there are some generational differences affecting engagement.

Summary

Understanding how adult students engage differently from their nonadult peers in
effective educational practices can lead to important retention séstEgied at
promoting persistence among these students. These can include retentigiesaated
at part-time and commuter students, students with children, and older underclassemen. |
addition, providing increased opportunities for adult students to work on campus together
with supplemental financial and family guidance and support can enhance engageme
and provide the necessary conditions for full-time attendance. Finally, \ei@ryantion
(even at the middle school and high school level for those whose parents lack advanced
education), appropriate guidance during the college choice process, and a focus on
creating a campus environment that is supportive for adult students are athmhpor
retention strategies.

These findings have important implications for retaining nonadult students as
well. In particular, efforts aimed at engaging young students in antideollaborative
learning, student-faculty interaction, and enriching educational expeseme important
for the success and persistence of young students. This is just one areaafadditi
investigation suggested by the findings of this study; others are deksieritiee following

section.
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Implications for Future Research
The findings from this study suggest a number of areas worthy of further
exploration. Four general areas of future research are discussed betfimingcdult
students, additional adult engagement research, comparing results frontitimnalNa
Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) and the Community College Survey of Student

Engagement (CCSSE), and linking adult student engagement with adult student retention.

Redefining Adult Students

In this study, a working definition of “adult student” was derived and validated
using data from the 2005 NSSE. However, the review of literature in Chapteluded
a number of different definitions of adult student that might be equally valid inetitfer
settings. One important area for further research is additional validatibe fofé¢ adult
student characteristics derived from this study and the appropriateness apgteation
in different research settings. In particular, a study of which adultceasdics are
necessary and which are both necessary and sufficient in different settingisnform
both future research and practice. Future research might also include atlddidha
characteristics, such as military service, delayed enroliment, or a nomdtenala to
high school graduation to distinguish adult and nonadult students when studying

engagement.

Refining the NSSE
The absence of key indicators of adult status, including military servicegdelay

enrollment, and nonstandard high school completion, impacted the investigation of adult
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student engagement in this study. The inclusion of these variables in the demographic
section of the NSSE is an important modification that will allow additional asalyshe
effects of adult characteristics on engagement in the future. In additiomjlttyeta

compare the responses of an individual student who completes the NSSE as a freshman

and again as a senior could help to unmask the effects of class standing andomaturat

Additional Adult Engagement Research Arising From This Study

The findings in this study regarding adult student engagement also need to be
extended and refined. Below are four suggestions for ways to do this.

Hold class standing constarithe ambiguous interactions between age, class
standing, and place of residence were noted several times previously. One impaytant w
to refine this study is to hold one or more of these characteristics conadasitidy the
effects of varying the other characteristics. For instance, a studylbfi@shman
student engagement or adult senior student engagement would remove the maturation and
experiential effects incident to differences in class standing.

Investigate optimal levels of adultness. mentioned previously, the results of
this study indicate that there is an optimal level of adultness that yhieldsghest levels
of engagement on four of the five NSSE benchmarks. Once the confounding effects of
class standing are removed by controlling for this variable, the £théeige, place of
residence, work and care for dependents can be investigated more carefullifort &m e
determine the optimal profile of a highly engaged student.

Investigate interaction effect§he analysis of the fourth research question offered

a brief introduction to the study of interaction effects on various types of student
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engagement. These interaction effects can give important insights negstudient
engagement behavior. For instance, Kuh, Gonyea, and Palmer (2001) studied the
interaction effects between class standing and commuter status. hammtrer 329
two-way interaction effects among variables identified by the bivac@ielations in
this study. Three-way interaction effects (there are a total of 1,100warseaeractions
with 12 factors and five dependent variables) can also be important. For instance, a
older, part-time student who lives on campus may engage very differently than a
younger, full-time student who lives on campus or an older, full-time student who lives
off campus. Identifying and exploring interaction effects can be an inmponians for
segmenting the student population and creating targeted retention strategekata
enhancing the engagement of specific student subgroups.

Transform the adult characteristic variablé&he nonlinear relationships between
the adult characteristic variables and the NSSE benchmarks in the thirdhmepezstion
led to a brief discussion about how these variables might be transformed to normalize
them and yield more linear relationships (Abrams, 2010). In the presentation of the
results for this research question in Chapter 1V, several quadratic traasfors were
discussed and the slight increase in explained variance in the regression models whe
using a square-root transformation was presented. However, a full exploration lof whic
transformations to apply to the adult characteristics is beyond the scopesvfidlyis
Additional research can identify appropriate polynomial transformations to tpiblg
adult characteristics to yield linear relationships between these hestacs and the
NSSE benchmarks that can then be used to increase the amount of explained variance in

the regression models for the NSSE benchmarks (Keppel & Wickens, 2005).
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Deconstruct the dependent variabléghile this study progressively
deconstructed the adultness of respondents, it did nothing to deconstruct the dependent
variables (the five NSSE benchmarks). The index scores used as dependemisvariabl
this analysis are averages based upon a number of individual components. Just as
averaging mean scores across components of adultness masks important viriations
engagement, averaging across various components of a benchmark masks important
points of difference between adult and nonadult respondents. In response to this
challenge, Pike (2006) created 12 “scalelets” consisting of smaller gnbtgsponse
items on the NSSE. Like the engagement benchmarks, each scalelentsfese
important facet of student engagement and can be used to investigate studesthengag
patterns. Doing so increases the level of specificity in the results and coerhdigdbt
yield important insights into how adult and nonadult students engage differently. To take
this concept one step further, adult and nonadult student responses could be compared on
individual NSSE response items. The review of the adult learning theoryreema
Chapter Ill suggested several individual response items on which adult studdrits mig
score differently from nonadult students. Findings from such a study could yield even
more specific insight about how to target interventions aimed at increasingtadigint
engagement and, by inference, adult student retention.

Use alternative research methodearly every study can be enriched by using
alternative research methods, and this study is no different. In the sectabidgshe
theoretical implications of this study, the importance of using statistiethods that are
sensitive to nonlinear variations was discussed. For some of these methods, such as

hierarchical linear modeling, excellent analytical tools exist. For stBach as nonlinear
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regression analysis using quadratic and cubic functions, tools have yet to be developed
extensively. Investigation into student engagement using these methods could be both
important theory- and method-building exercises. In addition, cross-sectidisticstia
analyses such as this study have several inherent shortcomings inclukliofydawtrol

for random variations across individuals (Keppel & Wickens, 2004). Using a longitudinal
study design could help to control for some of these variations and reduce the statistica
“noise” in the study. Finally, quantitative studies can be useful for identifying ph&@ome
and relationships, but they are not particularly useful for understanding whiycalpar
phenomenon is occurring. A qualitative study of adult student engagement could provide
critical insight for both theoreticians and practitioners interested in stadheling why

adult students engage in the ways they do.

Comparing Results From the NSSE and the CCSSE

Community colleges and other 2-year and technical schools have typically been
viewed as important postsecondary education providers for adult students, and research
on adult students in these settings is much more abundant than research on adult students
in 4-year colleges and universities. As has been stated previously, retandies ahd
strategies in community colleges and other 2-year schools can be an importaab$our
information for 4-year colleges and universities seeking to enhance trgeargyd and
retention of adult students. In 2001, the Community College Survey of Student
Engagement [CCSSE], an instrument analogous to the NSSE, was launched by the same
design team that created the NSSE (McClenney, 2007). Data from students atshundre

of 2-year institutions has now been collected and analyzed. While the two insis.are
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not identical, an important extension of this study would be to compare the engagement
of adult and nonadult students measured on the CCSSE to that measured on the NSSE to
compare and contrast patterns in the different institutional types. In additidings

from studies using the CCSSE to study adult student engagement could be validated for

4-year institutions using data from the NSSE.

Linking Adult Student Engagement to Adult Student Retention

Finally, this study assumes a strong link between adult student engagement and
adult student retention based upon research by Pascarella and Ternezini (1991, 2005) and
others. However, this research, like the student retention research disouSkagter I,
is founded largely upon a traditional notion of college students. A recent study by
Gordon, Ludlom, and Hoey (2008) calls this link into question by exploring successful
outcomes for students who have taken the NSSE. Determining the nature and strength of
the link between engagement and retention for adult students is an importardrdfoect

future research.

Summary

The findings from this study leave a number of important questions unanswered.
This section has suggested additional research to validate the definition of “adiertt’st
derived by this study and the application of the revised definition to other settings
involving research on adult students. In addition, four suggestions regarding how to
refine this study have been offered including holding class standing constant,

investigating interaction effects, deconstructing the dependent variabtessing



233

alternate research methods. Finally, a comparison of adult student engagyerasured
by the NSSE and the CCSSE could yield insights into how institutional type andmmiss

affect the engagement of adult students.

Conclusion

Since the introduction of the GI Bill in 1944, adults have been participating in
postsecondary education in ever-increasing numbers (Bean & Metzner, 1985; Cross
1981; Donaldson & Townsend, 2007). In the past several years, adult enrollments have
skyrocketed due to an economic downturn and other economic, social, technological, and
demographic changes (Cross, 1981; Leonard, 2009). While many of these adult students
attend 2-year colleges and technical institutions, the number of adult stutikemdsg 4-
year colleges and universities has also increased dramatically (NCES, 2808y spite
their increased participation, adult students still lag far behind their trealiaged
college peers in persistence and degree attainment (Choy, 2002; NCES, 2001).

While the literature on student retention, student engagement, and adult learning
gives some important insights into how 4-year colleges and universities casénitrea
retention of adult students, it leads to lingering questions about how to accdediedy
“adult students” in a way that is operationally useful and how these adult studeads eng
differently from their nonadult college peers in effective educational pesclinked to
higher retention rates. At the beginning of this chapter, the five researclonsiest
derived from the literature in Chapter Il were reiterated. The remadfidiee chapter has
been devoted to exploring the results of the analyses conducted in Chapter IV ¢8 addre

the research questions.
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In summary, adult students do indeed engage differently in effective educational
practices than their nonadult peers. However, these differences are notlinaane;
some characteristics of adult students have a larger effect on engagenesthers, and
few of the mean scores on the engagement benchmarks follow a linear patiesn ac
levels of adultness.

These findings contribute to theory and practice in important ways. Fingt, the
lead toward a more useful definition of adult students that moves beyond simply using
age as a distinguishing criterion as is so often done. The findings of this studyandic
that age is neither a necessary nor sufficient characteristic of adutitstade that other
characteristics such as work status, place of residence, and care foretés emaly
indeed be more important than age. When studying adult students and creating
interventions to help them succeed, using a more nuanced set of criteriadiuid leare
accurate conclusions. Second, these findings indicate that adultness, rather than
negatively impacting student engagement, may actually enhance it. Téie defi
perspective regarding adult students at 4-year colleges and universiiesdesd be
unfounded or even entirely mistaken. Third, nonlinear relationships between adultness
and engagement indicate the need for better statistical tools than lgressien
analysis when studying adult student engagement. Finally, additional adult
characteristics, such as military service, gaps in enroliment, and mdastanigh school
completion, need to be included in research on adult students and in tools such as the
NSSE. Doing so will allow researchers to better understand the impactsddraange

of adult characteristics.
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While this chapter has explored some of the implications of these findings,
colleges and universities need to study how the differences between adult and nonadult
student engagement play out at the institutional level. By better understandingleow ol
off-campus, part-time students who work off campus and care for dependentsiangage
various educational practices, 4-year colleges and universities can desajiveff
interventions that will help adult students to persist. Doing so will benefit students,
institutions, and the nation relying upon a highly trained workforce for its continued

economic and social prosperity.
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