


between the ages of 45 and 49 completing the survey. Figure 18 illustrates a breakdown of the

age groups of all respondents.

M 4. Age Group:
Under 40 years
M 40 - 44 years

W 45 - 49 years

50 - 54 years

Figure 18. Percentage of participants by age.

Question 5: Ethnicity. The ethnicity of respondents was largely White non-Hispanic
(75%). Seventeen percent of those completing the survey were African American. Eight percent
of survey completers were Hispanic. Figure 19 depicts the ethnicities of all those completing the

survey.

White non-Hispanic s ——— 750/
Hispanic gy 8%
Afro America non-Hispanic o 7
American Indian or Alaskan 4 o,
Asian or Pacfic Islander 4 o,

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Figure 19. Percentage of participants by ethnicity.

Question 6: Education level. Of those completing this question, approximately 54%

held a doctoral degree. On average, 92% held some type of advanced degree. Participants’
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demographics are highlighted in figures 18 through 20 by age, ethnicity, and educational levels,

respectively.

0% 20% 40% 60%

Doctorate
D 54%

Master's
I 38%

Other
. 8%

Figure 20. Percentage of participants by education level.

Question 7: What is your current position? Briefly describe your work
responsibilities. Question 8: What were your previous positions? Briefly describe your
work responsibilities. Questions 7 and 8 asked about previous and current positions. The replies
varied and ranged from academic support staff to vice presidents. Table 18 illustrates previous
positions and current positions held by administrators who completed the online survey. None of
the respondents described what their responsibilities were in these particular roles.

Table 18. Previous and Current Job Titles

Previous title Current titles
Vice president for student services Vice president for student services
Vice president of instruction services Dean of transfer education
Vice president administration Dean of student services
Associate vice president for students Director of admissions and retention
Dean of college transition services Dean of instruction
Dean of student services Director of admission & recruitment
Assistant dean of new students Director of academic support
Director of student success Associate director of students
Director student retention Assistant dean of students
Coordinator for student retention Adjunct development instructor
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Question 9: How long have you been responsible for the college success course(s)?
The majority of those responding, 33%, had been responsible for success course(s) years. The
survey also revealed 17% had held this responsibility for 1 year or less. Figure 21 shows the

number of years individuals reported as being responsible for success course(s).

40%

30%

b I l

10% -
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1 Year or less 1-3Years 3-6Years Over 6 Years Other

Figure 21. Length of time responsible for success course(s).

Question 10: How many hours a week do you dedicate to student success course(s)?
According to the responses, the average amount of time dedicated to success course(s) was 10
hours or less per week (67%). Eight percent stated they worked full-time, 31-40 hours per week,
with success course(s). Figure 22 highlights the wide range of hours dedicated to supporting

success course(s).
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Figure 22. Weekly hours dedicated to success course(s).
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The final demographic question pertained to staff training and whether there were any

specific training requirements for working with success course(s).

Question 11: What special training or professional development activities have the

staff attended or are required to attend in order to work with student success course(s)?

Listed below are the various trainings participating individuals reported:

Biannual faculty and staff training
NACADA, League of Innovation
Pearson webinar

Training provided through Title IV grant

Current staff and/or faculty trainings

Programmatic Questions

The survey advanced from questions 1 through 11 regarding the respondents’

demographics to numbers 12 through 27 regarding programmatic questions. This set of questions

gathered information concerning how success course(s) are set up, operated, and evaluated.

Question 12: What is/are the titles of your institution’s student success course(s)?

Question 12 was designed to identify the range of names assigned to success courses. The top

eight titles are displayed in Table 19.

Table 19. Emphasis of Success Course(s)

Success course(s) titles Success course(s) emphasis
First-Year Experience Core focus on transitioning students
Student Development 100 College LMS technology training
Still Developing Still developing
Instruction 101 Success College Aimed at student success
Being Developed Each course has its own objective
Orientation 101 Introduction to college
College Academic Success Open environment where student get support
College Success, GSD 101 Provides college information
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Question 13: Briefly explain the activities /purpose of your student success course(s).
While Question 12 was posed to ascertain titles of success course(s), Question 13 was designed
to gather information explaining the focus or objective assigned to success course(s). In addition
to titles assigned to success course(s), Table 19 also displays the emphasis ascribed to success
course(s) as reported by each institution.

Question 14: Is/are the first-year student success course(s) mandatory? Of the
respondents, 42% stated success course(s) were not mandatory, while 33% stated the course(s)
were mandatory. Of the respondents, 42% briefly explained specific situations such as, “success
course will be mandatory in the fall as a new requirement” and “success course(s), like other
services, are not mandatory but left up to the student to make the choice.”

Question 15: If the student stops out or drops out, must they retake the success
course(s) if they re-enroll? Of those surveyed, 67% indicated their institution did not require
students to retake success course(s) if the student stopped out or dropped out and then re-
enrolled. Thirty-three percent did require students to retake student success course(s) upon re-
enrolling.

Question 16: Explain circumstances when the student must retake the success
course. Question 16 was a follow-up to Question 15. The following list is a variety of
circumstances that might necessitate retaking a student success course:

e |f astudent does not complete the first time enrolled

e |f astudent fails the first time enrolled

e [f astudent is on academic probation

e If astudent is required to take a developmental course(s)
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e If astudent plans to graduate from the institution, at some point, he or she must take
the success course
Question 17: Who are the students for which the success course(s) were designed?
This multiple-choice question allowed respondents to mark all the answers that applied to their
institution. Forty-two percent of the respondents affirmed success course(s) were more likely to
be designed for all first-time students as well as for those students with low placement test
scores. According to the responses, success course(s) were less likely to be designed for first-

time part-time students, ethnic minorities, and students without a high school diploma (see
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Figure 23).

Other
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Figure 23. Students’ success course(s) enrollees

Question 18: When is/are the student success course(s) offered at your college?

Success course(s) have many different entry points, which are dictated by individual institutions.
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Entering a success course could vary from before the start of fall semester through anytime
during the first or second month of spring semester. For this particular question, institutions had
an opportunity to provide more than one answer. Figure 24 summarizes the various times at

which students are offered entry into success course(s).

58%

60%
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33%
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Before the First week fall During the  First week of  During the Other
start of fall semester first or spring first or
semester second week  semester  second week
of fall of spring
semester semester

Figure 24. Scheduling of success courses.

The majority (58%) of those surveyed reported their institution offers success course(s) at
times other than choices provided. Other specific times success courses when were offered were
(a) as a summer bridge program; (b) as online option; (c) as a fall, spring, or summer semester
entry; (d) as entry every 16 weeks, 12 weeks, or 8 weeks; and (e) anytime throughout the fall
semester. However, a high percentage, 33%, did offer entry into success course(s) sometime
during the first or second month of fall semester.

Question 19: What is the duration of the success course(s)? When asked about the
duration of the success course(s) at their institution, almost 100% of the replies revealed that

some manner of contact hours were required for the success courses. Contact hours for success
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course(s) ranged from 2 through 45 hours. Seventy-three percent required hours outside of class
to meet the requirements. Students were able to earn from 1 to 3 credit hours per success course.
Nine percent of those surveyed had no requirements because the program was still in its infancy.

The focal points of questions 20 through 24 addressed testing and how testing correlated
with success course(s). The respondents reacted to (a) whether there were specific tests for
success course(s), (b) whether tests were mandated, and (c) whether there were specific scores
students must obtain to enroll in a success course.

Question 20: Which placement test is the college using for entering the students in
success course(s)? The majority of the institutional findings revealed COMPASS testing was
required the majority of the time before entering a success course. Other institutions required
either COMPASS or ASSET testing, while still others required either COMPASS or
ACCUPLACER testing. There were also those institutions that had no required entry test.

Question 21: Are specific scores used to designate which students must take the
college success course(s)? Question 22: Briefly explain Question 21.

Questions 21 and 22 were related. Question 22 was the follow-up for Question 21.
Eighty-three percent of participants from community colleges responded that they had no
specific scores to determine which students must take a success course. However, 17% did have
minimum test scores required for students to enroll in a success course. These scores were not
revealed.

When asked to briefly explain their response to Question 21, it was discovered that
students placed in success course(s) were (a) students who had been placed in developmental

education reading; (b) students who scored in one or more developmental courses; and (c)
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students who were enrolled in specific courses with a success course attached. All institutions

required placement scores for enrollment into success courses.

Question 23: Are students generally retested after completing success courses?
Question 24: Briefly explain Question 23. It was also discovered from the online survey that
retesting after completion of a success course was not required 100% of the time. However,
when asked to explain, retaking the placement test was optional for students and left for students

to make the decision of retesting.

Question 25: Which of the following modalities are used in your college’s success
course(s)? Mark all that apply. The majority of success course(s) delivery modalities were the
traditional method: face to face. However, 75% of those responding also had an online
interactive mode. The least likely modality at the time the survey was administered was social
networking technologies (e.g., Face book or Twitter). Figure 25 shows some of the more

common modalities used by institutions for administering success courses.
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Figure 25. Success course(s) modalities.
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Question 26: Please indicate all the subjects covered in your success course(s). When
asked Question 26, the subjects/topics that appeared most frequently were; 92% of the time, were
(a) study skills, (b) time management, (c) introduction to college success, and (d) understanding
personal learning styles. The least likely topic to occur was math review. Figure 26 is a graphic

representation of the feedback to Question 26.
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Figure 26. Success course topics.
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Question 27: What departments participated with the development,
implementation, teaching, and the assessment of your college’s success course(S)? Based on
answers to this question, it appeared that each of the responsibilities was assigned to a different
designated lead in each college. The responses were very diverse. Table 20 represents the
departments primarily responsible for success courses.

Table 20. Responsibility by Department (%)

Implement/
coordinate/ Assessment/
Department Develop/ design support Teaching evaluation

Advising/ 8-32 5-20 6-24 6-24
Counseling
Math 4-27 2-13 640 3-20
Language Arts 5-26 3-16 8-42 3-20
Career 5-29 741 3-18 2-12
Development
Library 3-20 747 4-27 1-7
Student 8-29 9-32 5-18 6-21
Affairs
Other 5-23 7-32 5-23 5-23

Participants’ Face-to-Face Interviews
One administrator interviewee was selected from each of the six ICCB designated
community college peer groups. Interviews were conducted on the administrators’ campuses.
Each participant signed an agreement granting permission to be interviewed prior to the start of
the interview. Interviews were scheduled for 1 hour. The 1-hour time span also provided the
opportunity for the researcher to ask questions and to probe more deeply as needed.
Participants were provided a copy of the interview questions prior to the interviewer

arriving at the institution. An interview script was utilized by the interviewer to guarantee the
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exact same 11 questions were asked of all six participants. Probing questions were used to clarify
and to allow for expansion in answering the main question(s).

Handwritten notes were taken at each interview. In addition, all interview sessions were
audio-recorded. Recording is the preferred method of data collection in qualitative research,
according to Creswell (2007). To ensure accuracy and to eliminate the possibility of instrument
malfunction, which would have resulted in failure to capture the interview, two recorders were
simultaneously utilized at each interview.

The following are the 11 interview questions and the responses from the representatives
of each of the six institutions.

Interview Question 1: Describe the college success course(s) at your institution.
Responses to this question by representatives of the individual community colleges were as
follows.

MMCC. The administrator at MMCC reported having a variety of “clinical initiatives”
that address student success. The COMPASS entrance exam is required for student enrollment in
these initiatives. The administrator noted that first-time full-time students are only required to
enroll in success initiatives based on low reading, writing, and math COMPASS scores.
However, the administrator did stress enrollment in success course(s) is not mandatory for all
incoming freshmen. This administrator stated, “Success classes are basically designed for
athletes and first-generation college students.”

The administrator also said, “At MMCC, it is a multidisciplinary group that gets together
to figure out ways on how students can succeed.” Consequently, success courses are presented
using a variety of techniques. According to the administrator, success classes can be held as or at

(a) traditional class with topics such as note taking, personal responsibilities, or how to study; (b)
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Library Success Center, with computer-aided tutorials and peer tutors; (c) the traditional college
credit class offered in two parts, allowing the content to be presented at a slower place; or (d) as
a contextualized class presented in conjunction with several developmental classes.

Just as there is a cross-disciplinary group that plans strategies for student success, this
administrator also discussed the cross-disciplinary group (social science, art and music, math,
and English departments) of instructors teaching in success initiatives.

WCCC. The administrator at WCCC stated, “Success course(s) was/were developed as
part of a Title Il grant project called “Student Success Interventions.” This administrator
discussed the purpose of the grant, which was to assist in putting processes and procedures in
place for retention, completion, and ultimately success.

The administrator affirmed that WCCC makes available a first-year experience program
for first-time full-time freshmen. This course is mandatory for full-time freshmen regardless of
COMPASS scores. This administrator further discussed that in some cases, COMPASS scores
will also result in students being placed in certain success courses that also require personality
and learning assessments.

The interviewee stated, “The first-year experience program has two parts.” Part 1 consists
of a half-day orientation workshop conducted by counselors prior to the beginning of the
semester. This administrator noted that the orientation day provided an assortment of information
for students. This information includes (a) an introduction to college policies and procedures, (b)
how to choose classes, and (c) how to schedule and enroll in college classes.

Part 2 of the freshman success course experience is the actual enrollment into the
required College 101 course. This administrator noted, “College 101 is an 8-week course

introducing a variety of topics.”
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TPCC. The administrator from TPCC referred to success course(s) as “guided pathways
to success designed to better empower the student and assist them in being more successful in
their college courses, transferring and in their careers [sic].” Additionally highlighted was that
success course(s) are required for students placing in two or more developmental education
classes, as determined by COMPASS placement scores.

The administrator from TPCC said, “Success courses at TPCC encompasses a lot of our
different success courses and have a strong partnership with area high schools.” According to
this administrator, success course(s) represent an attempt to improve the high school students’
college assessment process, their application processes, and their seniors’ visitation days on the
TPCC campus. This administrator also stressed that the high school partnership is all part of
bringing high school students on campus as early and as frequently as possible to acclimate them
to college culture before they actually start at the institution.

The interviewee emphasized that once high school students enter TPCC, they qualify for
the Life Success Course. The administrator emphasized success classes offer from 1 to 3
transferable elective credits and the topics of success classes covered personal success, academic
success, and career success. The curriculum for these three classes was revised and customized
for the TPCC population utilizing the textbook On Course (Downing, 2010) and Downing’s
principles of active learning. This administrator stated,

We intentionally try to infuse that language and those eight principles into the entire

student experience. The idea being that students will encounter that consistent language

and consistent philosophy ...helps them to be more empowered and to be more
successful.

TWCC. According to the administrator interviewed at TWCC, the TWCC college success
initiatives have many different components. As a consequence, this administrator stated, “There

is a whole division, which is college readiness, which leads to college success.” The
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administrator disclosed that the TWCC College 101 course is a 1-credit hour class and is a
requirement for all first-time first-semester students. It was further acknowledged that the
course(s) were primarily taught by a cross-disciplinary adjunct faculty. The administrator
stressed, “No one is dedicated to simply teaching college success.”

This administrator also indicated that in some designated success course(s), there were
peer mentors, while others worked closely with student life to actually align events with College
Success 101 course. This administrator emphasized, “This partnership allows students to get
additional supplemental instruction beyond the course.”

OJCC. The OJCC success course(s), First-Year Experience Orientation, was noted by the
administrator as being mandatory for all first-time full-time degree-seeking students. This
administrator revealed, “If for some reason students fail the course or fail to complete the course
within the first semester, it would have to be retaken.” The administrator emphasized that
success course(s) must be completed before students can earn a degree from the institution.

The administrator further emphasized that the course is divided into three components.
Component 1 is a day on campus, which takes place before fall semester classes start. The
administrator said, “This day provides campus tours, a variety of speakers with an array of
information a carnival atmosphere with different booths.” Information is disseminated
concerning student clubs and organizations, financial aid, college overview, and online accounts.

Component 2 takes place during the first week of fall semester when students arrive on
campus for the semester. The administrator noted during this period, “Students attend a 1-hour
prescheduled workshop to assist them in understanding their individual schedules.” Component 2

also assists students in locating campus resources.
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Component 3 was highlighted as being an online component consisting of various
modules on a variety of topics. According to the administrator, these are topics that must be
completed by students. The administrator stated, “These modules are designed to further
familiarize new students to the campus and how to have a successful college experience.”

MJCC. The administrator at MJCC responded, “MJCC does not really have what you
could call a first-semester success course,” because success courses are not specifically targeted
at first-semester students. This administrator said, “Specific support for first generation and first-
time college students is provided through TRIO programming, if students meet TRIO’s criteria.”
TRIO offers academic support, introduction to college culture, money management, and other
topics for first-year full-time students.

The administrator at MJCC was quick to point out that the college has two liberal arts
success courses that represent the outcome of a 5-year, Title I11 grant. This administrator
indicated, “The purpose was to help students to be successful and to become college
completers.” The administrator declared that success courses at MJCC assist students in three
major categories: academic needs, personal needs, and developmental needs.

The MJCC administrator identified two processes for enrolling in success course(s) at the
community college. The first method allows students to voluntarily enroll in a success course.
The second method is compulsory enrollment for designated students. With regards to
compulsory enrollment into success courses, students fall into in any or all of the following three
circumstances: (a) placed on academic probation, (b) placed on financial probation, and/or (c)
participating in sports. In addition, this administrator stressed, “All students placed on probation

must take a success course in order to reenter traditional college classes.”
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At MJCC, the academic support center was the focal point for success course
components. The administrator explained that the center was a place where students could study,
obtain an academic coach, utilize computers, receive a peer tutor or mentors, and participate in
online tutorials. Lastly, the MJCC administrator discussed the curriculum for success courses at
the college. This administrator acknowledged that the curriculum used is based on the On Course
(Downing, 2010) textbook, a program of active learning. The administrator stated, “The
curriculum was designed to prepare students for making right decisions and taking responsibility
for their lives.”

Interview Question 2: What are the primary catalysts for establishing a college
success course(s) at your college? Responses to this question by representatives of the
individual community colleges were as follows.

MMCC. When asked what the primary catalysts for establishing the success course(s)
were, the administrator at MMCC replied, “We care.” This administrator went on to say, “We
struggled with student success and pass rates.” The MMCC administrator expressed surprise to
learn the completion and graduation numbers for the community college, as a whole, were not
good. This administrator quickly stressed that the president wanted more done to improve these
rates, consequently driving the establishment of the student success courses. According to the
interviewee, “At MMCC, the bottom line was, What we can do to help students get what they
needed to get through college?”

WCCC. The administrator at WCCC noted the major catalyst driving the establishing of
the first-year first-semester success course(s) was the Title 111 grant project. This administrator
followed up and said, “The Title IIT grant was driven by the low retention and success rates of

those at-risk populations, the students placed in developmental education, part-time adults, and
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online learners.” This administrator acknowledged the attempt by leaders at WCCC to figure out
what was within their infrastructure that could be improved to better assist the students also as a
driving force for developing student success courses. According to this administrator, at the time
of the Title Il grant, retention and completion rates were between 40% and 50%.

TPCC. The TPCC administrator emphasized, “Like any community college, we want to
see our students doing better, staying longer, and completing.” This administrator noted it was
not one particular thing but a general desire to have increased persistence and completion rates
that acted as the catalyst for establishing success course(s) at TPCC.

TWCC. At TWCC regarding success courses and their establishment, the administrator
stated, “The course(s) is actually about 5 years old.” The administrator identified the catalysts for
establishing success courses were to increase students’ success and the incoming freshmen.

OJCC. With regards to success courses and primary catalysis for establishing student
success course(s), the administrator at OJCC replied,

We wanted to try to figure out kind of an overall way to get quite a bit of information to

our students . . . in a single effort. In addition, reasons for establishing were driven by the

need to help new students to get acclimated to different things on campus, processes and
procedures.

This administrator quickly indicated the completion rates at OJCC have always been
high. When asked how OJCC accounts for this phenomenon, this administrator’s response was,
“It’s hard to say do we have better completion because of the first-year experience or is it
because of other things that we do?”

MJCC. The representative for MJCC answered, “It started with our developmental
education courses and seeing a need for revision of that curriculum and . . . receiving a Title
Three grant that gave us the funds to restructure everything.” Furthermore, the administrator

highlighted the caliber of students entering MJCC; nontraditional students, returning students,
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mid-20s and above students, single mothers, and single fathers all needing more assistance and
support to stay on track as motivation for establishing success courses. Ultimately, the
administrator stated, “It was just the logical next step for us.”

Interview Question 3: What information or data was involved in the design of the
college success course(s)? Responses to this question by representatives of the individual
community colleges were as follows.

MMCC. The administrator interviewed at MMCC acknowledged, “We looked at things
in other schools and looked at our own creative work.” This administrator quickly went on to
stress, “MMCC has done a good job using some ‘old tricks’ with new programs.” The
administrator from MMCC was indicated that data were collected highlighting the general needs
of the students as well as the college community at large.

WCCC. The WCCC administrator’s response to the question was, “The Title III grant
was looking at the numbers of our students who needed the assistance, at-risk groups.” At
WCCC, administrators also reviewed the success courses and first-year experience programs at
other institutions to glean what could strengthen the retention of first-year students at WCCC.
According to the administrator, data were collected and information provided from their
academic process pilot program, a program requiring students with low GPAs to complete an
academic success workshop. The interviewee stressed that, at WCCC, they were trying to
capture students during the first year. According to this administrator, for the design process,
they also considered data collected by the Department of Institutional Research.

TPCC. As indicated by the administrator with regards to data involved in the design of

the TPCC success courses, TPCC utilized On Course (Downing, 2010) because they were “using
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data collected from about 12 different schools that had compiled information after implementing
the On Course text.”

Additionally, the administrator indicated that, at WCCC, information was collected
regarding students’ overall GPAs, early alert system usage, probation numbers, and persistence
rates at WCCC. She further stated, “Our data is messy and some of it is good and some of it’s
just not clean.” Consequently, at TPCC, they are looking at developing a data warehouse to assist
in doing a more effective job of collecting data.

TWCC. The administrator at TWCC highlighted looking at retention rates from first and
second semesters, academic success, and grades of C or higher within a course as aids in the
design of success course(s).

OJCC. At OJCC, the administrator highlighted visiting other institutions to observe what
worked and what did not work for those institutions. The administrator also acknowledged using
a book regarding successful strategies for college students. However, the administrator could not
recall the name of the book.

MJCC. The major design involvement referenced by the MJCC administrator was the
book, On Course (Downing, 2010). According to the administrator, On Course was used in the
design for both success courses. This administrator stated, “Pretty much, the author is an expert
on student success and retention.” The principles of On Course were emphasized and also used
in setting up programs aligned with the MJCC Academic Success Center. Additionally,
informational data collected from developmental courses were utilized.

Interview Question 4: Who was involved in designing the course(s)? Responses to

this question by representatives of the individual community colleges were as follows.
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WCCC. When asked this question, the administrator at WCCC identified the following
individuals as being involved as part of the designing team:

e dean of academic advising,

e dean of counseling,

e dean of enrichment programs,

e assistant dean of new student retention,

e director of resource development,

e content faculty, and

e Institutional Research Department.

TPCC. According to the TPCC administrator, generally all departments were involved in
the design of the course(s). This administrator said, “A team of deans, faculty (full-time and
adjunct), and career development, counseling staff, and testing staff” were involved in the
designing of the TPCC success course(s).

TWCC. The director of student life and the assistant dean in student development were
the only two individuals involved in the design of the student success course(s) at TWCC. The
administrator did not emphasize that at TWCC, academic affairs nor counseling/advising were
involved in the designing process.

OJCC. At OJCC, the administrator acknowledged that only the special populations was
involved in the design of the success course(s).

MJCC. The MJCC representative identified that the dean of instruction, the dean of
transfer education, and the entire math faculty were involved in the design of the student success
course(s). In addition, this administrator stated, “There was a grant coordinator who presided

over the academic support center, a data person, an expert in developmental education, a learning
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specialist, advising department, student services, a student success coach, and both professional
and peer tutors.” The administrator was noted that, when the success courses were designed,
there was no department of Institution effectiveness from which to draw data.

Interview Question 5: What are the components of modules of the college success
course(s)? Responses to this question by representatives of the individual community colleges
were as follows.

MMCC. The MMCC administrator revealed the components of success course(s) at the
community college consisted of (a) developmental education courses, (b) bridge programs, (c)
the Student Success Center, (d) marginal classes, and (e) contextualized classes. In addition, this
administrator stated, “Three of our math courses are marginalized.” In regard to the marginal
courses, the administrator emphasized that students have the opportunity to retake only the
portion of a class they failed. For example, if a student takes a math course (11A and 11B),
passes the first part (11A), but does not pass the second half of the course (11B), then the student
would only need to repeat the second part (11B), the part failed, not, the entire course.

WCCC. The WCCC administrator identified the components of their success course(s) as
consisting of

e ahalf-day orientation,

e an 8-week college class,

e alibrary visit,

e an educational planning session,

e various seminars (differences between college and high school, what motivates you as

a student, how to stay interested),

e learning style assessment,
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e personality assessment,

e note taking and testing taking, and

e reading comprehension.

TPCC. At TPCC, the components of the success course(s) are the chapters in the book
On Course (Downing, 2010). As emphasized by the administrator, the focus is building personal
Success, career success, and academic success. This administrator said, “Within this, we also
make sure and look at information literacy, like library research skills, research analysis, and
technology literacy.” The administrator emphasized that these elements were all Blackboard
supplemental components, assisting students in becoming familiar with using the learning
management system at TPCC. Additionally, this administrator stated, “Overall though, our
overarching theme is the On Course principles, those eight principles for student success.”

TWCC. The administrator at TWCC emphasized emotional intelligence as a primary
component of the success course(s). This administrator stated, “The components work with D.
Fink’s model in terms of academic preparation, moving from basic knowledge all the way up to
synthesis, analysis, and reflective experience.” With further regard to the components, the
administrator identified an academic pathway, career exploration, becoming a motivated learner,
a chat book (in which students have the opportunity to identify and explore words and ideas),
and library research.

OJCC. The OJCC administrator’s response to this question indicated the orientation day,
the 1-hour classroom session, and the online modules (with varying topics such as time
management, study skills, financial literacy, and student life) as the components of the student

success course(s).
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MJCC. The components of success course(s) at MJCC, according to the administrator,
included all the topics and chapters in On Course (Downing, 2010). In regard to the different
components offered in the two courses, the administrator said, “103 is more of a preparedness to
academic awareness, whereas the 100 course is really a transition course.” The administrator
explained that the 100-level course components are note-taking skills, financial literacy, study
skills, reading comprehension, and budgeting time. This administrator said,

103 is really more academic-oriented and so in the 103, that’s where you’re going to get

study skills, time allocation, time management, how to be a successful college student,
how to become a lifelong learner, and emotional issues associated with college.

Additionally, this administrator acknowledged that the second success course was more
academic. In this course the student encounters components such as accepting personal
responsibility, self-motivation, self-management, and inner dependence.

Interview Question 6: How often do you assess the success course(s)? Responses to
this question by representatives of the individual community colleges were as follows.

MMCC. The MMCC administrator informed the interviewer that the student success
courses are assessed semester by semester. The administrator also indicated that at MMCC, the
community college uses placement scores as a form of student success course assessment. The
administrator also implied the use of student satisfaction surveys as well as other informal
anecdotal notes.

WCCC. The administrator at WCCC revealed the success course(s) at WCCC were
assessed at the end of each semester in the form of a semester written final. In addition,
instructors are evaluated by the students.

TPCC. According to the administrator at TPCC, instructors of success courses are
evaluated every semester. The administrator explained that TPCC had recently begun to collect

data to assess their success courses and the information would not be available until next year.

161



The TPCC administrator acknowledged having a team to plan what should be evaluated and to
run queries to indicate what components are successful.

TWCC. The TWCC administrator acknowledged assessing success courses at the end of
every semester. In addition, students have the opportunity to evaluate success course instructors
at the end of each semester. Student course surveys are administered at the end of each session.
This administrator emphasized that TWCC provided both formative and summative assessments.

OJCC. In regard to how the success course is assessed, the OJJC administrator stated,
“The coordinator usually does some kind of assessment each year.” For example, the end of a
semester, the coordinator might ask students how satisfied they were with the course. OJJC also
provides a pre- and posttest for the students in success courses.

MJCC. At MJCC, success courses are being assessed. The response from MJCC’s
administrator was, “Same as the other college courses.” At the end of the semester, data are
collected from grades, student surveys, and instructors’ surveys.

Interview Question 7: What are the methods used for assessments? Responses to this
question by representatives of the individual community colleges were as follows.

MMCC. With regards to this question, the following were noted by the administrator
from MMCC.: grades, placement scores, refresher course outcomes, and program completion
rates. This administrator emphasized, “The idea is getting in is easy but, they’ve got to get out.”

WCCC. According to the representative from WCCC, the methods identified for
assessing success courses were successful course completion, semester-to-semester retention,
student course reviews, pre- and post-surveys, and student evaluation of the instructors.

TPCC. At TPCC, according to the administrator, community college leadership are

looking for general student success. This success is measured in terms of students’ persistence in
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courses, grades, and completing their intended programs. Methods utilized for assessing success
courses also included student evaluation of the course and student evaluation of instructors. This
administrator added, “Very basic assessment artifacts are going to be used to assess students’
learning outcomes.”

TWCC. The administrator from TWCC indicated the methods used to assess success
courses were formative and from a students’ perspective. The community college also employed
reflective journal writing, student assessments, and faculty evaluations.

OJCC. The administrator from OJCC noted that the method used at OJJC was “home
grown. As of now, there is no assessing the success courses. However, there is a team working
on it.”

MJCC. The administrator from MJCC reported utilizing the COMPASS placement
scores after those students are placed in classes, and surveys are completed at the end of each
session. Survey results are tracked by the Student Support Center.

Interview Question 8: Who is involved in the assessment process? Responses to this
question by representatives of the individual community colleges were as follows.

MMCC. When asked this question, the administrator from MMCC said, “To some extent,
| have to say everyone. . . . My soft answer to the question is everyone because of the
leadership.” When asked to explain, this administrator noted that MMCC has changed and the
college is now utilizing more assessments because of the culture of the student population.
Therefore, there are levels of involvement. The instructional research people provide overall
assessment information—for example, grades, placement scores, and completion rates—whereas

another level of involvement is managed by the instructors. Then, to a certain extent, there are
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the students who are also involved in the assessment process. Students are regularly asked to
complete satisfaction surveys.

WCCC. The administrator from WCCC replied, “We look to our experts on campus. It’s
people that [sic] actually have the knowledge of doing things. . . . So we have people with
different experiences, so we tap into what’s here.” This administrator noted that a Title III grant
provided a student tracking specialist who collects and analyzes success course data. Other
individuals involved in assessing these courses are the deans (academic and student
development), the assessment coordinator for student development, and assessment coordinator
for student affairs, and student focus groups. The administrator also indicated on a broader scale
the institution is involved in an academic quality improvement program, saying, “Assessments
are becoming more and more important, how we’re assessing our programs today and what we
are doing with the data becomes a good part of how we do our continuous improvement.”

TPCC. The TPCC administrator identified a variety of individuals who are involved in
the assessment of the success courses offered at the community college. The following were
distinguished as being involved at some point in the assessment process: (a) the instructors of
courses (completing learning assessments throughout the semesters and grading); (b) the faculty
involved in the curriculum and assessment committee; (c) the general education/developmental
education group; (d) all past success course instructors; (e) some administrators; and (f) the
institution assessment planners, who are part of the strategic plan group.

TWCC. According to the administrator at TWCC, the individuals acknowledged as
involved in the assessment of the success courses were students, faculty, the institutional

research office (data ranger), and the vice president of student affairs.
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OJCC. The OJCC administrator said, “We have a committee that does it; the committee
chair is the orientation coordinator.” In addition, assessment is built into each online module.
Students assess each module upon completion; therefore, the students are also involved to a
certain extent.

MJCC. With regard to the question of who is involved in assessing success course(s) at
MJCC, the administrator said, “The dean of transfer education, the learning specialist, the
coordinator of distance learning and instructional design, and the institutional effectiveness
department are all involved in the assessment of success courses at MJCC.”

Interview Question 9: What metrics or means are used by the college to
demonstrate the success course? Responses to this question by representatives of the individual
community colleges were as follows.

MMCC. The administrator from MMCC indicated course documentation, such as the
course syllabus, and contextualization courses strategies (e.g., smaller written exercises) as
means to demonstrate the students’ success. The administrator then emphasized that leaders at
MMCC use a “scorecard.” The scorecard provides a snapshot performance record, semester by
semester, for each success initiative. This measure demonstrates what is working and what is not
working, ultimately determining which success initiatives are retained by the institution and
which ones are dropped.

WCCC. Regarding metrics or means to demonstrate the success of courses, the WCCC
administrator noted the following: (a) viewing courses attempted; (b) then viewing those courses
completed with a C or better; and (c) viewing the receptivity survey findings. This administrator
explained receptivity as “a pre- and post-format, but given at one time so a student can actually

think about where they are in the beginning of a workshop, and where they want to be at the
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end.” The administrator also noted, to demonstrate success the impact of such courses at WCCC,
the outcomes of the focus groups and faculty evaluations are utilized.

TPCC. When asked the question concerning metrics and means of demonstrating success
courses, the TPCC administrator identified several aspects. Among them were (a) completion of
the courses, (b) persistence on to the next semester, (c) future success in college-level courses,
and (d) ultimate completion of the intended credential. This administrator also stated,
“Obviously, the expectation is not that this one particular program or courses is the only thing
involved in that success.”

TWCC. To explain the metrics demonstrating effective college success courses, the
administrator from at TWCC replied, “Students’ retention from first-semester to second
semester, to graduation, to student academic success, and students’ satisfaction.”

OJCC. The OJCC administrator said, “Well again, of course we want to push for
completion and we believe that it helps, but it’s hard to say that was the particular initiative that
has driven good completion rates.” This administrator also pointed out the record of OJCC being
recognized for its high graduation rates.

MJCC. At MJCC, the administrator discussed the use of additional funding, which
helped to support the improvement of technology. The improved technology allowed MJCC to
showcase the numbers of successes they have and to demonstrate these successful numbers
graphically. At MJCC, according to the administrator, leaders are in the process of developing
metrics and means to use to demonstrate the success of these course(s).

Interview Question 10: Over the last few years, what changes have been made as a
result of these findings? Responses to this question by representatives of the individual

community colleges were as follows.
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MMCC. The administrator at MMCC emphasized the college had added more programs
and new contextualized courses over the last few years.

WCCC. The administrator from WCCC said, “Looking at what we found out, then
scaling up different projects.” In addition, this administrator highlighted an increase in
technology in success courses and the addition of a course entitled “Pathways to Success,” which
provides a checklist whereby everything students need to graduate is listed. Students are
encouraged to self-track and check off accomplishments toward goals. The administrator also
discussed the addition of an academic advising syllabus. The advising syllabus provides required
benchmarks for academic success. According to WCCC, advisors in the community college are
required to check with students at strategic times to ensure students are reaching and surpassing
the benchmarks set for successful outcomes.

TPCC. The TPCC administrator said, “I guess it really depends on how broad you want
to go with student success courses.” The administrator indicated the curriculum change to the On
Course (Downing, 2010) text was a major change. The administrator further added: (a) there is a
new requirement is for all developmental education students to enroll in the success course, to
improve their non-cognitive and non-academic skills; (b) there is an increase in the offerings of
general student development classes to high school juniors and seniors; (c) there is an increase in
conversations with industry and business to identify workforce needs; and (d) there is “another
thing that we implemented just this last year . . . a program for students who are on academic
probation”; and (e) there is a re-entry requirement to enroll in success courses before a student
can re-enroll in college-level classes following academic probation.

TWCC. With regard to what changes have been made as a result of the success course,

the administrator at TWCC said, “They moved it from the student services to the academic side
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of the house, because we wanted to have a stronger ownership from the academic part of the
college.” According to this administrator, the move was important because of the desire to add
more critical thinking, emotional development, and the effective piece of learning to the success
course(s).

Second, a cultural competency piece was added. Third, this administrator said, “We have
students to use the Desire to Learn component of the course because we believe students need to
have a good sense of how to use that piece.” Third, this administrator noted there has been a
career component added with career coaches.

The administrator further emphasized that at TWCC, leadership was working hard not to
let the success course(s) become a “catchall for everything that everybody wants and thinks a
freshman should do. We really believe that the emotional intelligence piece of the course is
really the largest value piece that we can give these students.”

OJCC. The OJCC representative indicated that the community college has not made
many changes other than increasing the offering of days to visit the campus and the addition of
components to the online module (the High One financial aid debit card usage). This
administrator said, “This was one of the things that we added to the training because they could
never seem to hear it enough that this is how they’re going to get their financial aid.”

MJCC. In regard to this question, the administrator from MJCC noted that most of the
changes have been expansions and the community college is just now beginning to track success
courses. The other new things included a TRIO grant that requires all new at-risk students to
meet with an advisor to set up a college plan and then, from that point, they can enroll. The
administrator noted, “They have a regular orientation. We’re small enough that we can be hands

2

on.
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Interview Question 11: Based on lessons learned from running the college success
course at your institution, what would you change in your current program to improve it?
Responses to this question by representatives of the individual community colleges were as
follows.

MMCC. Based on lessons learned, the MMCC administrator said, “I don’t have an
answer for that . . . because I don’t think anything is wrong.” This administrator noted that at
MMCC, leaders understand everything that is tried will not work; therefore, some initiatives will
be eliminated. This administrator quickly stressed, “I thing I wrestle most with is when it comes
to how much is enough, what’s too much, how much is healthy, and how much is hurting.”
Additionally, this interviewee said, “We just have to look to the data to see what to change.”

WCCC. Components that would be changed at WCCC, according to the administrator,
are (a) to provide advisors to work with part-time students; (b) to work more with special
populations to help them meet their needs; (c) to take into consideration “the impact of
collaboration and building relationships™; (d) “to learn what others are doing so I can better do
my job”’; and (e) to “look at the big picture.”

TPCC. To improve the current course(s) based on lessons learned, according to the
administrator at TPCC, leaders at the community college are going to (a) improve their early
alert system from a manual system to an electronic system, (b) increase manpower to provide
more personal advising for freshmen, (c) improve the data loop, and (d) offer additional On
Course (Downing, 2010) training throughout the institution.

TWCC. Based on lessons learned in running the college success course(s), the
interviewee at TWCC indicated the following component changes could be made to improve

current student success course(s): (a) increase the credit hours offered per semester for success
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course(s), (b) clarify the contextual differences among success course(s), (¢) increase the number
of full-time success course(s) instructor(s), and (d) provide advisors for part-time students.

OJCC. The OJCC administrator explained the college would increase the face-to-face
time with students and increase in the project-based learning (i.e. service learning, activities),
and provide a planner for each freshman containing pertinent college information.

MJCC. The administrator at MJCC emphasized that increasing the funding would help to
supplement the success course(s) and increased faculty use of Angel would improve the success
courses. Angel would allow for 24-hour access 7 days a week and could be beneficial on snowy
days. The administrator also noted that increasing the credit value for the success course would
be an improvement because of the volume of information required.

Documents

Brochures, college catalogues, flyers, newsletters, and other documents from
participating colleges were collected for the present study. These documents were significant and
helpful in identifying the components of success courses. Documents from each of the six
administrators interviewed and their respective college web sites were also reviewed for
information pertaining to success courses. There were both similarities and differences among
the colleges. The majority of the colleges did promote success courses, while a small fraction did
not. However, all six administrators expressed that their institutions provided a variety of support
services for students entering college for the first time, although the support services were not
always easily accessible and delivered in a timely manner. For additional support, all printed

documents provided schedules of time and location where support services could be obtained.
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Field Notes

Reflective field notes. Reflective field notes are important in research because they
provide an additional dimension to the findings and serve to further triangulate the data.
According to Merriam (2009), Creswell (2007), and Patton (1990), field notes are used to
describe the setting and activities and to derive meaning from the perspective of those
individuals being observed. Therefore, a checklist of elements that could be observed was used,
as was presented by Merriam and Creswell. The checklist consists of observing the physical
setting, the description and characteristics of the participants, the activities and interactions of
participants, the content and conversations (nonverbal and verbal), and other items such as attire
and physical space. The reflective notes for this research study focused on the settings in which
each of the six administrators of success courses were located within their respective institutions.
Interviewees’ offices were located in various areas on campus. Each individual’s office ranged in

size from small to large. Table 21 delineates the findings.
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Table 21. Reflective Field Notes of Findings by Institution

Institution

Findings

MMCC

WCCC

TPCC

TWCC

Interviewee’s office was located in the basement of the athletic building.
The office was a small room with desk, two file cabinets, two small
bookcases, and two chairs for visitors. The office had no outside light.
There were no windows to the outside. However, it had a large window
overlooking the track and the outer hall. There was a secretary’s office
on the outside. On the wall behind the desk, the interviewee displayed
credentials. It appeared as though this individual was just moving in.
The office was not near the library or other college resources and
services.

Interviewee’s office was large and located in a building next to the
administrative building. The office was among other offices within the
building. The floor plan was more rectangular with high walls and high
windows (about 3 feet from the ceiling), so one could not see out of the
windows. The desk was located at one end of the room with a credenza
and file cabinets. On the side wall were more file cabinets with artwork
and plants on top of the cabinets. The opposite side wall had nothing on
it and no window to the outside hall. On the opposite end of the room
from the desk contained a table and two chairs (the first objects visible
when entering the room. There was also a coat rack near the table. The
office was not located by the library, but other college resources were
located in the building.

The interviewee’s office was grouped with two other offices in the main
building. There was a waiting area on the outside where two secretaries
were located. The office was medium in size with a large horseshoe-
shaped desk near a large window, overlooking the common area. There
were files on either side of the desk. Also displayed on the desktop, as
well as on top of the file cabinets, were family pictures. In addition,
there were plants on top of the file cabinets. Two chairs were located in
front of the desk for visitors. Behind the chairs was a credenza with
another plant. The one bookcase displayed reference books. The office
was located above the library and in the building with other college
resources and services.

The interviewee’s office was located in a building other than on the
main campus. The office had white wicker furniture, a small desk, and
three bookcases. There was a shared secretary and a waiting room
outside of the office, which was grouped with three other offices. The
office was small and located in the interior of the building with no
windows to the outside. Introductions were made in the office and it was
determined, because of the size of the office, to move to the conference
room for more space.

The conference room was large, with a wooden table that seated a
minimum of 18 (eight on both sides and two at either end of the
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Institution

Findings

OJCC

MJCC

table).There was a projector screen on the wall farthest and opposite the
entrance. Also on the wall was a whiteboard and markers. The side walls
had additional chairs and a refrigerator on the left side wall. The door
through which we entered had a long vertical window and the outside
hall could be viewed. The interviewee set on one side of the table, one
seat down and on the opposite side from where the interviewer was
seated. The office was not near the library or other resource services.
The interviewee’s office was located in the main building. The office
was grouped with other resources and services such as the TRIO office,
STAR office, and tutor rooms. There was a large waiting room with
three secretaries behind the desk.

The office was large, sunny, and bright because of the four large
windows on the side wall. The windows were from the ceiling to about 3
to 4 feet from the floor. At the entrance to the office, there was a large
open space with a 6-foot table with two chairs on both sides. We sat at
the table.

One could not help but notice the green plants all around the office, both
large and small plants. Further in the office was the desk. The desk was
large and redwood with matching wrap-around file cabinets and a
wooden credenza on the left side wall. There were also four wooden
two-drawer file cabinets placed alongside the side wall. In front of the
desk there were two chairs for visitors. On the wall behind the desk,
there were two wooden wardrobes with what appeared to be a wet bar in
between with a refrigerator and a microwave oven. There were family
pictures in the personal space. The campus was small and had only the
one building; therefore, the library and other college resources were all
located in the same building.

The interviewee’s office was medium in size and located in a large
satellite location. The office was located on the second floor in a corner
of the building. The floor plan was more of a rectangular shape with two
windows viewing the outside. One window was located in the front of
the office and the other window in the back of the office. Also in the
front of the office was a metal desk with two metal file cabinets.
Between the front window and the right wall, there was another set of
low file cabinets. Along the right wall there were more tall file cabinets
leading up to the back window.

At the back of the office was a round table with three chairs. The table
was in front of the back window. The interview was conducted at the
table. There were a few family pictures on the desk and there were a few
pictures of students on the wall. The library and other college resources
were located in this single building.
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Observational Field Notes

The field notes provided additional insight for the research from yet another viewpoint. It
was observed that, in some cases, success courses were primarily designed for athletes. In these
cases, the administrator’s office was located either in the gym field house or in close proximity
to the gym. There was also a portion of the colleges whose success course coordinators’ offices
were not located within the main building along with other college support services. In these
instances, there were no visual references to success courses.

On the other hand, there were several institutions that provided a plethora of information
promoting success courses and requiring all faculty to train in the On Course (Downing, 2010)
principles. As a matter of fact, one college has gone so far as to infuse On Course language
throughout the institution. Furthermore, this institution is in the process of training all college
administrators, faculty, staff, and those in the community who are interested in using the On
Course strategy.

A Priori Themes Analysis of Findings
Astin’s Student Involvement Theory

Astin (1999) ascertained that students need to be involved and engaged in the learning
process in order to become college completers. He advocated the IEO model to guide student
success. Astin declares that students’ prior experiences and environmental inputs, as well as
students’ engagement in the new environment, will make the difference in students’ outputs.
Ultimately, students only get out of success courses the amount of time and effort they put into
them.

Research Question 1: What catalysts are instrumental to the implementation of the

college success course instituted by the college? Astin’s (1999) theory of student involvement
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stresses IEO as necessary factors for students to become successful college completers. This
theory supports the interactions and manipulations of the components to create successful
students. Astin’s (1999) student involvement theory represent the first construct for the
conceptual framework of the present study.

Astin’s (1999) input component takes into account attributes students possess upon
entering college, such as college preparedness, family support, performance on college entry
examines (test scores), and other skills and demographics. These entering attributes all
contributed to the implementation of success courses. For instance, according to the web survey,
when individual components such as test scores were considered for college entry, 42% of
entering first-year students performed low on college placement scores, which was determined
based on COMPASS testing in 60% of the responding institutions. The other 40% utilized other
tests, which provided similar conclusions.

Additionally, the study findings revealed that administrators also employed a variety of
other input information for establishing success courses. For example, according to the research
findings, 67% of the administrators interviewed acknowledged investigating the overall number
of students scoring into developmental education classes as input information for success
courses. Furthermore, the total number of developmental classes into which individual students
scored was used as information employed in the implementation of success courses.

Another a priori theme with Astin’s (1999) involvement theory, environmental input, was
used to determine during the research that students lacked college awareness. In face-to-face
interviews of selected community college administrators, 83% indicated students’ lack of college
awareness also acted as catalysts for establishing success courses on their campus. Students were

unaware of how to appropriately interact with the college environment in matters such as how to
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secure financial aid, what college courses to take, how to seek tutorial help, and how to interact
with instructors, just to name a few.

The importance of students’ past and present interaction with inputs and their
environmental manipulations led Astin to develop his five postulates for students’ positive
college outputs. These postulates address students’ strengths and weaknesses. Astin’s postulates
also establish a premise for how to strengthen weaknesses and transition students to become
college achievers. Postulates 1 and 3 appear to demonstrate a greater relationship to Research
Question 1.

Astin’s Postulate 1: Involvement requires the investment of psychosocial and physical
energy. Astin (1985) states, “It is not so much what the individual thinks or feels but what he or
she does that defines and identifies involvement” (p. 135). The research findings revealed
evidence of this postulate in the academic, sociological, and psychological development of
students enrolled in success courses, in addition to an increase in students’ environmental
involvements.

When involvement is identified as what students do, the findings revealed that to function
in the college community, students must first become aware of what the expectations are or what
they (the students) should do. For example, according to the administrators interviewed, college
expectations and acclimations were issues students needed to know to persist in college.
However, acclimation alone falls short of the goal of college achievement. There had to be other
measures in place to activate the investment of time and energy.

All institutions from which representatives were surveyed had mechanisms in place to
assist students with acclimation to college life. For example, of the web survey respondents,

100% offered modules concerning college awareness to students enrolled in success courses.
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Success courses also emphasized the importance of student involvement as an investment in their
collegiate success. Investment of time and energy becomes an important practice as it relates to
college success and post college goal achievement. The next step required action on behalf of
each individual student: the action of involvement.

Astin’s (1999) Postulate 1 was further implicated in establishing components of success
courses, in that once students are acclimated to college, the acclimation process becomes an early
expression of involvement. Enrollment in a success course qualifies as the students’ first step
toward the investment of time and energy, on the path to involvement in the college experience.
Astin declared that once students are enrolled in a success course, they must willingly become
involved/engaged by becoming participants in activities and assignments offered by the success
course. He alluded to actually working and completing assignments as indicative of time and
energy exerted. Ultimately, the amount of input, energy, and time spent studying will determine
students’ outcomes. As students become more involved, more time and energy is invested.
According to Postulate 1, the more effective and involved students are, the better the outcomes
should be.

However, equipped with only limited knowledge, students frequently struggle with the
prospect of how to do everything that needs to be done within a prescribed time frame, how to
balance the commodities of time and energy, and how to be aware of how much time to devote
to various new encounters. Time management is a major issue for the first-time college student.
Success courses provide the avenue for students to become a more effective time manager,
which is what Postulate 1 ascribes to do, according to 100% of the web respondents.
Components of success courses help students to navigate their time and energy, placing them on

the path to completion, which promotes consideration for Postulate 3.
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Astin’s (1999) Postulate 3 is involvement can be identified quantitatively and
qualitatively. In the research, administrators identified both quantitative and qualitative matters
when it came to students’ success. For example, students need to know how to study, what to
study, and how long to study. Likewise, acquainting students with management of qualitative
attributes, such as socializing, studying, working, watching television, and other time-demanding
activities, was identified. These matters were noted in 83% of the interviews, as if these
fundamental concepts were missing upon entering college, which further supported the impetus
for success courses.

The quantitative aspect of Astin’s (1999) Postulate 3 becomes more apparent when
students need to determine how much time to devote to each activity. Therefore, according to the
institutions surveyed, 100% included crucial coping resources, such as study skills, critical
thinking skills, emotional development, behavioral development, and time management as
components of success course curricula. These fundamental skills presented a guideline for the
investment of time and energy. Students are introduced to the importance of how to manage their
time, how to effectively study, how to select classes, how to behave appropriately, and how to
socialize appropriately.

Astin’s (1999) Postulate 3 also appears to be significant in that the research findings also
disclosed among the institutions surveyed a unanimous agreement to providing a specific amount
of contact credit hours for students’ time enrolled in success courses. For instance, 67% of the
administrators indicated that the institution provided 1 transferable credit for investing time and
energy in successfully completing success courses. Moreover, 73% of the web respondents stated

that students had to invest additional time outside of class to meet the course requirement.
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In supporting the conceptual framework, Research Question 1 was viewed via Astin’s
(1999) postulates 1 and 3. Astin’s theory explains the importance of balancing time and energy
as inputs of involvement. These involvement inputs become part of new environmental
experiences for students.

Research Question 2: How were the overall designs and the components of the
college success courses selected? Findings related to Research Question 2 appear to have some
relationship to Astin’s theory of environment and his second and third postulates. To better
understand the relationship of Astin’s (1999) theory of student involvement through
environment, Research Question 2 was posed to gather specific environmental data.
Environmental inputs involved what data were involved in the design process, who was involved
in the design process, and what items were selected to become components of success courses.
According to the administrators interviewed, 83% acknowledged observing the success course
designs in place at other institutions. In addition, the textbook On Course (Downing, 2010) was
engaged and customized for 33% of the institutions. Other specific environmental inputs, such as
GPA, underprepared numbers, high developmental education enrollments, and lack of time and
stress management skills all contributed to the configuration of success courses and components
selected. Students’ prior knowledge and experiences in the explicit environmental areas, as well
as students’ social, emotional, and behavioral status are all attributes that also contributed to the
design process and component selections.

In regard to the academically underprepared students, according to 100% of the
administrators interviewed, a large percentage of first-generation college students lacked
knowledge of college culture and were unable to matriculate through the college processes.

These students lacked skills to interact with staff, faculty, and the general college environment.
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These data from the web survey concurred with findings from the face-to-face interviews.
Furthermore, the face-to-face interviews revealed low college entry test scores (42%), students
with disabilities (25%), student athletes (25%), and generation 1.5 students (17%), to have been
factored into the design and selection of success courses. Consequently, the environmental
design of success courses included components such as study skills, time management, and
introduction to college services, and understanding personal learning styles as components 92%
of the time, according to the web respondents.

Furthermore, the administrator at MJCC shared, “Data trends of students, the caliber of
students, and the need for developmental, and the need for tutoring is very high,” which resulted
in designing and selecting components that would support students as they navigated a corrective
pathway. Correspondingly, the administrator at WCCC shared, “We looked at low retention and
success rates, at-risk populations, students placed in developmental education, and part-time
adults.” In response to a review of this population of students, the institutions designed and
selected components that assisted students in continuous development.

Astin’s (1999) Postulate 2 indicated that involvement in the collegiate experiences occurs
on a continuum. The findings of the present study appear to support the design of success
courses providing components that allowed students to become knowledgeable of college
processes. For example, 83% of those interviewed attested to introducing resources of library
services, financial aid, and student affairs departments. With success courses, the more involved
students become, the more knowledge students obtain, and the better they are able to navigate
their environment. As students mature through participation in success courses, their levels of

development increase and they become increasingly aware of the college processes.
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Theoretically, as students’ levels of development increase, they become increasingly aware of
college processes.

Astin’s (1999) Postulate 3, claimed that involvement can be identified quantitatively and
qualitatively in college experience. The more environmental involvement in the collegiate
experiences, the better the chance of changing students’ initial idiosyncrasies and the more value
is placed on succeeding. For example, the administrator at MJCC stated, “One of the things that
the information is showing us is that the more heavily the Academic Skills Center (ASC) is used,
the better our retention and the more success and the less our drop rate is.”

Involvement can be quantitative and/or qualitative when students are provided tools (the
components of success courses) to become successful. For example, quantitative involvement
can be observed and measured by the number of students enrolled in success courses. For
instance, the web survey finding revealed 33% of the responding institutions made success
courses mandatory and 42% had no requirements. However, for qualitative results, the tools or
components of the success courses are in place, but ultimately the responsibility rests with
students to become involved.

Research Question 3: How and in what way does the college success course(s)
maintain quality and viability? Astin’s (1999) Postulate 5 claimed that involvement is reflected
in the educational effectiveness of any policy or practice related to its capacity to induce student
involvement. Postulate 5 appears to support Research Question 3. To affect the quality and
viability of success courses, Postulate 5 is the only postulate that relies on the practices and
policies of the institution. Quality and viability are not something maintained by students’
involvement alone, but also requires input from the institution as a whole. According to Kuh

(2008), “Student engagements represent two critical features. The first is student-driven. . .. The
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second is institution-driven” (Kuh, 2008, p. 87). Astin asserted that to support and make success
courses viable, the institution must be willing to put policies and practices in place.

The research findings revealed several ways institutions support the advancement of
success courses. For example, of the administrators interviewed, 100% disclosed a Title 111 grant
as the major source of funding for success courses. Financial support is an important means for
maintaining quality and viability of success courses. As this revenue stream dried up, it forced
leaders of these institutions to become even more creative in how to fund success courses. For
instance, according to the administrators at MJCC and OJCC, their institutions have incorporated
the cost of operating success courses into their strategic plans for student success. The
administrators at MMCC and TPCC indicated constantly writing new grant requests as they
sought new stakeholders and business and community partnerships. At the time of the interview,
the WCCC administrator mentioned that the institution provided sufficient funding and support
for success courses and success initiatives; funding, the administrator said, was no object.
Therefore, sustaining success courses was no problem at WCCC.

Nevertheless, even with these practices and policies, according to 83% of the
administrators interviewed, there still is not enough funding allocated for coordination of success
courses. For instance, administrators of both TPCC and MJCC cited funding allocation as a
major issue affecting quality and maintaining viability, particularly as it related to hiring full-
time and dedicated staff. The research findings from the web survey revealed that only 16% of
these institutions had staff working 21-40 hours per week with success courses. Moreover, 67%
reported having dedicated staff working only 10 hours or less per week with students’ success

courses.
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Other methods and strategies designed to maintain quality and viability identified by
research findings were addressed in Survey Question 18, When is/are the student success
course(s) offered at your college? and Survey Question 25, Which of the following modalities
are used in your college’s success course(s)? The institution administrators’ demonstrated
willingness to provide practices and policies were observed with the scheduling of success
courses for the most impact. Specifically, the web-based survey research finding revealed that
33% of the community colleges offered success courses during the first and second month of fall
semester. Success courses were offered before the first week of fall semester in 25% of the
responding institutions. Other disclosed scheduling times included (a) before the first week of
fall semester, 25%; (b) during the first week of fall semester, 25%; and (c) during first week of
spring semester, 25%. An emerging practice was offering success courses simultaneously
alongside existing courses, as related by 33% of the community college administrators
interviewed. Nevertheless, 58% of the institutions surveyed offered success courses at times
other than the options listed above.

In addition to the noted scheduling of success courses, findings from the web-based
survey also revealed that institutions supported success courses through scheduling and
providing a variety of modalities through which students could access such courses. According
to the researcher’s findings based on web-based Survey Question 25, success courses were
delivered 100% of the time by the traditional face-to-face method. Additionally, the research
findings revealed that 75% of the institutions responding to the web survey indicated providing
both face-to-face as well as an online success course. Sixty-seven percent of those responding

also acknowledged presenting blended success courses.
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Once again, Astin’s (1999) Postulate 5 is the only postulate not directed exclusively as
the students’ responsibility, but instead relies on the willingness of the institution to support
success courses. In maintaining quality and viability, the findings revealed that assessing courses
also performed an essential function. By assessing success courses, administrators are able to
determine what works and what does not work. However, this approach requires institutions to
have practices and policies in place for assessing students enrolled in success courses. The
research findings established that 100% of the institutions whose administrators participated in
the web-based survey, along with the administrators interviewed, were assessing SUCCESS COUrses
yearly. Student satisfaction surveys and faculty satisfaction surveys were the main types of
assessments method being utilized, although, only 33% of the administrators interviewed
indicated this information was being employed by the institutions to provide information to
stakeholders or to use it to improve existing success courses.

Research Question 4: How is the impact of the college success courses evaluated and
demonstrated? Astin’s (1999) Postulate 4 claimed that output is directly proportional to quality
and quantity of involvement. Success courses are demonstrated by outputs. When students are
involved in their learning and their development, there should be positive measurement of
outputs. When students participate and are showing up for class on time, taking meaningful class
notes, being serious in test taking, and balancing their social life with their academic life, those
behaviors should lead to successful completers. Astin’s outputs are demonstrated by successful
college completers, which also is a demonstration of the strength of success courses.

Success courses are further demonstrated and evaluated in terms of (a) increased student
retention rates; (b) increased persistence rates; (c) increased GPAs; (d) increased student

involvement in civic engagements; and (e) an overall increase in college activities (which comes
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with maturation), according to the research findings. Astin’s (1999) Postulate 4 is demonstrated
in how students are now interacting with their environments and solving problems.

The impact of success course(s) is also being demonstrated by the utilization of collected
data to make course improvement and to make all stakeholders aware of outcomes. Institutions
are held accountable for providing current output information to all interested parties. For
example, 33% of the administrators interviewed expressed that they review assessment data to
make improvements to existing success courses. The administrator at MMCC stated,
“Assessment information makes the difference as to whether a success course will continue or if
it will be scrapped.” According to 67% of the administrators interviewed, institutions are slowly
gearing up to review data collected and to ascertain how to best demonstrate the impact of
informational data collected.

Stufflebeam’s (2002) Theory of Course and Program Evaluation

The second consideration for the research conceptual framework is Stufflebeam’s (2002)
course and program evaluation theory, CIPP. Program evaluations are necessary to establish
context, input, processes, and products. Stufflebeam’s theory let stakeholders know if the success
courses were on target.

Research Question 1: What catalysts are instrumental to implementation of the
college success course(s) instituted by the college? Research Question 1 provided the context
necessary to aid the reader in understanding the purpose of the research and to identify the
components of success courses that foster student success. This objective was first accomplished
by providing a contextual description of success courses, as seen through the lens of
administrators from various community colleges and through a web survey. Gathering data from

the lens of community college administrators spotlighted a narrow context from a personal and
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professional perspective. Likewise, the web survey provided a broader perspective of contextual
information regarding success courses. Secondly, Research Question 1 garnered relevant
information concerning why it was important to establish student success courses.

This qualitative narrative is attempts to represent relationships that somewhat appear
between the research findings and that of the second component of the conceptual framework,
Stufflebeam’s (2002) program, and course evaluation theory. This theory is one of the three
constructs of the conceptual framework utilized for the analysis of collected data. This theory of
program and course evaluation provided a mechanism for introducing the context of the research.
In addition, this context attribute appears to have somewhat of a relationship to Research
Question 1, given that Stufflebeam and Research Question 1 both sought to present a logical
rationale for implementation of courses in this research study, specifically success courses.

In his model of program and or course evaluation, Stufflebeam (2002) introduces CIPP.
Each letter represents a unique aspect of course evaluation. The “C ” represents course context as
well as the purpose and background information necessary for success course design and
implementation. The “I ” represents environmental inputs, such as the data inputs that were
involved in the design process, who was involved in the design process, and why specific
departments provided input in the course design and implementation. The first “P” of
Stufflebeam’s theory represents the processes utilized by success courses to aid students in
achievement. The second “P " represents the final products of the course, or what outcomes and
initial goals were met.

Stufflebeam Program Evaluation Theory: Context
Five attributes of Stufflebeam’s (2002) CIPP context evaluation appear somewhat related

to success courses and findings for Research Question 1 and interview questions 1 and 2. The

186



five attributes that must be satisfied are (a) is there a need; (b) who is the targeted audience; (c)
what or how is the time allocated; (d) what are the criteria; and (e) are there adequate resources.
The following research findings represent the face-to-face interviews and the web-based survey
responses, which appear to provide somewhat of a relationship between Stufflebeam’s five
attributes of context evaluation.

Administrator interviews. Stufflebeam’s (2002) context evaluation of need appears to
relate to Research Question 1 and Interview Question 1. When administrators were asked about
the impetus for implementing success courses, the majority of the administrators interviewed
identified four significant needs for establishing success courses. These needs included (a) to
help increase students’ persistence and success rates, (b) to provide information to assist students
in becoming acclimated to college, (c) to academically assist the large number of incoming
developmental education students, and (d) to implement a Title 111 grant.

Stufflebeam (2002) also pointed out that in context evaluation, the targeted audience
must be identified. The research findings revealed there was an 83% agreement rate among the
administrators interviewed regarding the target population for success course enrollments. For
instance, the main populations were first-time first-semester students with low placement test
scores. The research findings further identified that only 16% of the administrators mentioned
establishing success courses for part-time and non-traditional students. This finding was also true
in regard to ethnic minority and students without high school diplomas.

Stufflebeam’s (2002) context evaluation calls for the evaluation of time allotment. Time
allotment becomes an essential attribute that affects budgets and students’ time to completion.
The research finding revealed a variety of times allotted for success courses. For instance, the

majority of administrators interviewed, approximately 83%, required success courses to be
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completed within the first semester of school. A smaller percentage of the community colleges
that participated in this study allowed students to take a success course any time before
graduation. Additionally, in terms of Stufflebeam’s context evaluation of time allocation, the
research findings identified institutions scheduling success courses at a variety of times. Times
varied between morning, afternoon, and evenings from one institution to the next to better
accommodate students’ needs.

Stufflebeam’s (2002) CIPP also referenced criteria institutions used as an important
context evaluation component for success courses. The research findings identified limited
consistencies among the administrators interviewed regarding organized and agreed upon
criteria. For instance, the research findings revealed that the majority of community colleges use
COMPASS scores for automatic placement into success courses. Likewise, the administrators
revealed when scoring placed students in one or more developmental education classes, it was
common to enroll those students in a success course as well. The interviews revealed more
inconsistencies in criteria. For example, there were inconsistencies in requirements for enrolling
students, for when and if repeating success courses was necessary, the number of credits earned,
and the type and numbers of credit hours earned for success courses.

In addition, Stufflebeam’s (2002) context evaluation also referred the evaluation of
financial resources, human resources, and other means to sustain success courses prior to their
being implemented. This reference also appeared to have somewhat of a relationship to Research
Question 1: the initial funding for success courses was a Title 111 grant. After Title I11 grant
funding ended, according to the research findings, institutions pursued other funding sources. For
example, institutions combined funding from other grants, sought and wrote new grants, and

made the success courses part of the strategic plan for student success. The face-to-face

188



interview as well as the web survey appears to somewhat substantiate Stufflebeam’s (2002)
adequate resources attribute.

Furthermore, with regard to human resources, the research findings from interviews and
web-based surveys revealed success courses did not have any full-time instructors. For example,
success courses were predominantly taught by adjunct professors from a variety of disciplines,
counselors, advisors, administrators, and other subject matter experts from the community.
Additionally, there was no set training required for teaching a success course. Findings from the
face-to-face interviews and the web-based survey coincided in terms of human and financial
resources.

Web-based survey responses. In addition to the interviews, the research findings
originating from the web-based survey respondents offered insight into what appears to be
somewhat of a relationship between Stufflebeam’s (2002) context evaluation and Research
Question 1. For example, Stufflebeam’s targeted audience and the responses from the web-based
survey unanimously confirmed the impetus for success courses was to assist first-time full-time
students, particularly those students with low placement scores. Moreover, according to the
research findings of the web-based survey, only a small percentage of institutions that had
implemented success courses identified returning students, non-traditional students, and
generation 1.5 students as target populations. Likewise, an even smaller percentage (8%)
identified part-time students or ethnic minorities as being the target population for
implementation of success courses.

There appears to be somewhat of a relationship with Stufflebeam’s (2002) criteria and the
web-based survey research findings with regard to criteria. There was, for the most part, also

congruence between findings of the interviews, with a few added varying criteria. For instances,
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success courses were scheduled as classes, workshops, weekend retreats, before-semester boot
camps, and seminars. According to Stufflebeam’s theory, the criteria should meet the need.
Likewise, the variations in duration should also meet the need. Consequently, the research
findings discovered the duration or time length for success courses varied from 40 minutes to up
to one semester in duration. According to the research findings, no standards were revealed as
were related to the time duration of success courses. However, the majority of web-based survey
respondents did agree that success courses were generally scheduled sometime between the first
and second week of fall semester.

Moreover, the web-based survey research findings revealed each institution had a
different view when it came to declaring success courses as being discretionary or compulsory.
Only a fraction of the institutions surveyed considered success courses to be compulsory; the
administrators interviewed also bore out this preference. It was also discovered at the time of the
research that approximately 25% of the institutions had not yet implemented regulations/criteria
for success courses.

Stufflebeam’s (2002) theory of evaluation appears to show a relationship to the findings
in the analysis of Research Question 1. In general, CIPP seems to show a strong relationship to
the findings from both the interviews and the web-based survey. Context evaluations also appear
to aid in understanding the impetus for establishing success courses. Additionally, Stufflebeam’s
context evaluation appears to provide the foundation to transition into the investigation of the
next phase of his evaluation theory, Inputs.

Research Question 2: How were the overall design and the components of the
college success course/courses selected? Once the context has been established according to

Stufflebeam’s (2002) evaluation theory, the next step of CIPP is input. Stufflebeam referred to
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input as any item that can (a) evaluate a proposed strategy for responsiveness to needs, (b)
acquaint staff with issues, (c) assess for sufficiency the clearly defined courses objectives and
relevant content for practical problems, and/or (d) assesses for feasibility and viability. Research
Question 2 seems to relate somewhat to Stufflebeam’s evaluation inputs. Data collected as input
for Research Question 2 also involved (a) Interview Question 3, data involved in the design
process; (b) Interview Question 4, individuals involved in the design process; and (c) Interview
Question 5, the pertinent components selected for success courses.

Research findings revealed the administrators interviewed and the web-based survey
responses to be frequently similar throughout the data collection process. In addition, the
research findings appear to somewhat have attributes related to Stufflebeam’s (2002) input
evaluation theory. For instance, the majority of the administrators interviewed and the survey
respondents identified incoming placement scores, high dropout rates, minimal cognition
pertaining to college culture, and an overall inability to complete college as being major issues
needing attention in designing success courses. As a consequence, concentration was placed on
the needs of diversity and caliber of incoming first-time full-time students. This group was
targeted and its data input became the population utilized in the designing process for success
courses. Correspondingly, both interviews and surveys research findings revealed the mentioned
categories as needing attention. For example, students with low COMPASS scores, along with
athletes and students with disabilities became target populations providing data input for
designing success courses. Moreover, according to the research findings, other input components
that seemed to be somewhat related to Stufflebeam’s input perspective in collecting of number of

students enrolled in success courses were number of students completing a success course,
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number of students persisting to the next semester, and the number of college as germane for
designing success courses.

Furthermore, when participants were asked who was involved in the design process, the
research findings from the administrators interviewed and the web-based survey respondents
appear to have somewhat of a relationship to Stufflebeam’s (2002) input evaluation. There was a
unanimous response among both data sources. The largest input into the design of success
courses came from the individuals identified as being the most knowledgeable. For instance, key
leaders in the student affairs department and key leaders in the academic affairs department were
identified as providing significant input. Other departments providing significant input were the
library and the offices of institutional research.

Stufflebeam’s (2002) input evaluation theory also takes into account the attributes that
are responsive to students’ needs or the components of success courses designed to address the
students’ needs. Likewise, Research Question 2 was also concerned with identifying the overall
components of success courses and how those components were selected. Once again, the
administrators’ interviews and the web-based survey responses concurred. The research findings
emphasized that the overall design of components for success courses was selected based on
information garnered from first-year full-time student needs. Similarly, Stufflebeam’s (2002)
CIPP evaluation theory regards responsiveness to needs as a major input contributor. For
example, the research findings revealed first-year full-time students were entering community
college without the necessary college preparedness and a large percentage of this population was
not completing college. Subsequently, an introduction to college services, study skills, time
management, and understanding personal learning styles, stress management, setting personal

academic goals, knowledge of library and tutor services, test taking, note taking, and technology
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were selected as topics that would address students’ needs and reduce the barriers to college
achievement. Success courses are designed to be modified to fit needs as those needs occur. The
findings pointed to the addition of a financial literacy component. Likewise, a career exploration
component was needed and added to the success course curriculum. An introduction to the use of
technology was also added as a component of success courses.

Research Question 2 evaluated input data collected to provide an overview of all the
design components of success courses. Subsequently, the input data involved three key factors:
(a) information and data involved in the design process, (b) who and what institutional
departments provided input and involvement in the design process, and (c) why and what input
was involved in ultimately selecting success course components. The overall design process
appears to show somewhat of a relationship to Stufflebeam’s (2002) CIPP evaluation theory
component of input.

Research Question 3: How and in what ways do the college success courses maintain
guality and viability? As in any course, quality and viability of success courses are important
attributes for accountability to students, parents, and all other stakeholders. Therefore, to
ascertain quality and viability, processes should be in place to address the perceived worth of
success courses. Maintaining quality and viability is not only important for accountability, but
also for current planning, correction, and future direction. Maintaining quality and viability also
parallels Stufflebeam’s (2002) CIPP theory’s third attribute, process evaluation.

Stufflebeam’s (2002) process evaluation theory represents an attempt to provide the lens
through which to monitor, assess daily, and assess the overall course. Process evaluation

information can be used to provide corrective feedback, report to stakeholders, and seek funding
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for success courses. Process evaluation is also known to identify current processes that could
assist administrators to maintain quality and viability.

Stufflebeam’s (2002) process evaluation theory appears to have somewhat of a
relationship to Research Question 3 findings because of the need to acquire data to maintain
quality and viability. In this study, to identify the component of first-year first-semester college
success courses specifically designed to foster student success, process evaluations research
findings concentrated on three interview questions. These questions included Interview Question
6, how often success courses were assessed; Interview Question 7, what methods were used for
assessing success courses; and Interview Question 8, who and what college departments were
involved in assessing success courses. Stufflebeam’s process evaluation theory suggests that
assessments require cooperation from students enrolled and faculty teaching success courses.
When asked how often success courses are assessed, the research findings from the
administrators interviewed corresponded to the web-based survey responses and revealed
institutions customarily assessed success courses annually and sometimes more frequently. For
instance, the majority of the institutions not only assessed success courses yearly, but also
acknowledged assessing success courses following each semester. Likewise, a large percentage
of both interviewees and survey responses indicated assessing success courses following each
topic/component presented, in addition to at the end of the semester. Conversely, at the time of
the research, the findings further revealed that more than half of both the administrators
interviewed and those surveyed expressed that assessment information was being collected.
However, the data were not yet being used to make changes in the success courses of those
community colleges. This revelation appears to somewhat contradict Stufflebeam’s purpose for

process evaluation, which is to monitor, assess, correct, and report.
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When asked what methods of assessments were being used by institutions, the research
findings from the face-to-face interviews and web-based survey responses once again mirrored
one another. A plethora of assessments had been implemented and utilized. The research
findings identified summative and formative evaluation methods used throughout the
institutions. Summative assessments were concerned with assuring quality and validity of the
day-to-day activities of the success course, and formative assessments were concerned with
cumulative, end-of-the-year data and its impact on success courses. For example, the research
findings identified pre- and post-course students’ satisfaction surveys, anecdotal notes, faculty
surveys, and daily quizzes as forms of summative assessment of success courses.

Additionally, the research findings identified approximately 50% of the institutions
reported tracking students’ daily use of academic skills/tutorial centers to ensure quality and
viability. Consequently, some academic skills center data confirmed an increase in retention rates
for those students utilizing the skills centers. Those daily assessments appear to have somewhat
of a relationship to Stufflebeam’s (2002) suggested process evaluation for maintaining quality
and viability. Providing immediate feedback on how satisfied students were, in some cases,
alerted instructors to what the students had learned from success course sessions.

Furthermore, the institutions surveyed and administrators interviewed collectively
acknowledged requiring more formative assessments. Stufflebeam’s (2002) process evaluation
theory utilizes formative feedback also to strengthen and maintain quality and viability of
success courses. For instance, the research findings identified utilization of COMPASS test
scores by the majority of the institutions as a more formal method of process evaluation.
COMPASS scores provide baseline data for total required enrollments and those attempting

success courses. Likewise, according to research findings, more than 50% of the administrators
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and web-based survey respondents reported collecting the number of students attempting success
courses annually. Those data are then compared to the number of students competing success
courses, which provides feedback for course planning and reporting.

Moreover, Stufflebeam’s (2002) process evaluation theory seemed to have somewhat of a
relationship to the research findings, which revealed more than 50% of the community colleges
surveyed utilized Downing’s (2010) On Course academic pathway unit reviews as a more
formalized process for assessing success courses for quality and viability. Likewise, the research
findings also identified other formal assessments, such as career aptitude, personality, individual
learning styles, reflective journal writing, and written final exams, all understood to be
assessment methods comparable to Stufflebeam’s (2002) process evaluation and used to show
quality and viability of success courses.

To establish who was involved and what departments were involved in the assessment
process of success courses, data were collected regarding students, faculty, and staff. Once again,
the administrators’ interviews mirrored the web-based survey responses. Stufflebeam’s (2002)
process evaluation appeared to relate somewhat in terms of his suggestion regarding the
individuals and departments involved in the assessment or process evaluations. For example, the
research finding revealed 100% of the students enrolled in success courses, along with faculty
and staff, were continuously invited to participate in the assessment process. Likewise, the
findings revealed that the majority of the institutions had curriculum and instruction committee
representation involved in the assessment process of success courses.

Furthermore, the research findings indicated other departments of the institutions were
involved in the assessment process of success courses. For instance, the student affairs

department was the department most commonly included, followed by the math department,
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language arts department, career development, and other undisclosed departments. A small
percentage of the institutions reported having a data ranger who not only tracked enroliments and
course completions, but also developed and analyzed faculty and student surveys as part of
maintaining quality and viability of success courses.

Success course assessment teams were found to frequently be composed of members or
individuals representing vice presidents (academic and student affairs), academic deans, and
institutional research groups or departments. Finally, in terms of maintaining quality and
viability, Stufflebeam’s (2002) process evaluation, including monitoring, assessing, correcting,
and reporting, appears to be helpful. However, to sustain quality and viability, all departments in
the college must be involved in the process.

Research Question 4: How is the impact of the college success course(s) evaluated and
demonstrated? The second “P” of Stufflebeam’s (2002) CIPP theory represents product
evaluation. Product evaluation represents the final impact, effectiveness, sustainability, and
transferability of success courses. CIPP theory of product evaluation seems to show somewhat of
a relationship with the findings of Research Question 4. Both attempt to demonstrate-final
outcomes. The data collected from Research Question 4 center around (a) Interview Question 9,
what metrics are used to demonstrate the success of success courses; (b) Interview Question 10,
what changes have been made over the past few years in current success courses; and (c)
Interview Question 11, based on lessons learned, what are some best practices observed.

Stufflebeam’s (2002) product evaluation typically involves metrics such as final grades,
overall student experience, overall faculty experience, and retention to the next semester. The
research findings from the administrators interviewed and the web-based survey respondents

revealed common factors or metrics used to demonstrate effectiveness of success courses. For
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example, the research findings overwhelmingly identified first-time first-year students’ retention
and persistence to demonstrate the impact of success courses. Therefore, retention from first
semester to second semester, from first year to second year, and ultimately to college completion
was revealed as data that were constantly used by colleges to demonstrate the successfulness of
success courses. Additionally, students’ satisfaction with the content of success courses was
demonstrative of success. Likewise, grades, class participation, future course participation and
completion, and completion of intended credentials all appear to somewhat relate to
Stufflebeam’s product evaluation. Product evaluation ultimately demonstrates the merits and
impact of success courses by means of daily, semester, and yearly assessment of quality and
viability.

Furthermore, Stufflebeam’s (2002) product evaluation appears to somewhat show a
relationship in regard to the overall changes in success courses within the past few years as a
metric for demonstrating success courses because output is based on the input and processes of
finishing college. The research findings identified each institution as providing its own unique
modification for demonstrating success courses. For example, consistent changes were made
based on feedback received from faculty and students’ satisfaction surveys and the reports of
attendance. Moreover, the research findings also revealed 50% of the institutions disclosed
having some degree of commonality regarding changes in advising efforts. For the most part,
according to the research findings, institutions increased advising efforts as a product evaluation
change. As another demonstration of the changes in success courses, institutions are requiring
students enrolled in success courses to create educational goals for success before completing

other courses. Likewise, a large percentage of the institutions are now requiring the use of
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technology and utilizing career coaches as a demonstration of the impact of addressing students’
needs relating to success courses.

Consequently, Stufflebeam’s (2002) product evaluation seems to somewhat correlate to
the research findings inasmuch as product evaluations become the impetus for making changes
based on course assessment data. More common changes within success courses have occurred
within the past few years, as emphasized by the face-two-face interviews and web-based survey
respondents’ findings. Examples include (a) an increase in the number of success courses
offered, (b) the addition of a cultural literacy component, (c) the addition of a financial literacy
component, d) the addition of online success courses, and e) the establishment of required
success course enrollment for all students enrolled in a developmental education course. These
components have become best practices, according to the findings of the present study.
Additional best practices include career coaches, student planners, increased use of technology,
advising for part-time students, and expanded training in Downing’s (2010) On Course.

When success courses are viewed through the lens of Stufflebeam’s (2002) CIPP
evaluation theory, there appears to be a framework for a more in-depth look at the research
findings and the basis for a more accountable system. CIPP provides the mechanism to monitor,
collect, and review decision-making data. The theory allows for input from all stakeholders
while providing the latitude to make difficult evidence-based decisions to achieve reasonable
expectations and outcomes.

Center for Community College Student Engagement

CCCSE (2012) advocated that there are seven fundamental principles proven to support

students to college completion: (a) a strong start; (b) a clear, coherent pathway; (c) integrated

support; (d) high expectations and high support; (e) intensive student engagement; (f) design
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scale; and (g) professional development. The research finding revealed that only six of the seven
principles (strong start, clear pathway, integrated support, intensive student engagement, design
scale, and professional development) appear to present somewhat of a relationship to the four
research questions. These principles advocate for support services to assist entering college
students in goal achievement. The research findings further revealed that these seven principles
do not always appear clear-cut; they may be somewhat intermingled and dispersed throughout
the four research questions. Consequently, analysis of the research findings focused on the
relationship that seems to exists between the four research questions, the interview questions,
web-based survey responses, and CCCSE because they contribute to the overall purpose of the
research: to identify the components of first-year first-semester college success courses
specifically designed to foster student success.

Research Question 1: What catalyst is instrumental to the implementation of the
college success course instituted by the college? CCCSE (2012) principles 1 and 2, a strong
start and a clear, coherent pathway, respectively, appear to have somewhat a relationship to the
findings of Research Question 1. CCCSE principles 1 and 2 attempt to set the context for
students in need of support services to complete college. Similarly, Research Question 1 also
presents the context for success courses as they relate to the needs of first-time first-semester
students’ endeavors to achieve their college goals. Data were collected from interviews with
administrators and a web-based survey. The following information was ascertained from the
research findings.

Administrators interviewed. The administrator interviews focused on two interview
questions: (a) describe the college success courses at the institution and (b) what are the primary

catalysts for establishing a college success course. Responses from administrators to Interview
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Question 1 revealed unanimous agreement: to retain and assist students to persist to the next
semester and ultimately to become college completers. CCCSE (2012) was somewhat similar,
asserting Principle 1, a strong start, as being a crucial component in becoming college
completers. According to CCCSE, a strong start requires early connections with administrators,
faculty, and staff. For example, of the administrators interviewed, the research findings revealed
the majority of the institutions generally made contact with students within the first and second
months of fall semester. Additionally, several institutions made contact with students prior to
entering college, typically during the junior and/or senior year of high school. Some institutions
made contact with prospective students, introducing components of success courses as early as
eighth grade. Introducing students to success courses early provides early exposure to college
culture. Ideally, the more frequently, and earlier the exposure, the better off students will be
when entering college.

Success courses not only assist in developing a strong start through making first
connections, which helps students to feel welcome and reduces students’ anxieties and
intimidation factors surrounding first-time college experiences. The research finding also
revealed Research Question 1 seems to somewhat relate to CCCSE (2012) Principle 2, clear and
coherent pathways. CCCSE suggested helping students to set logical, clear steps toward goals.
Assisting students demonstrates support that aids students in staying on track and reduces
unnecessary barriers. For instance, the findings revealed the majority of administrators
interviewed identified barriers such as (a) advising, particularly in class scheduling; (b) location
of student affairs department and what support offered; (c) location of academic affairs

department and support provided; (d) where to find the financial aid office and the assistance
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provided; and (e) how to manage home, study, and work. These barriers are usually addressed as
components of success courses, therefore aiding in creating a clear and coherent pathway.

In addition, success courses seem to further show somewhat of a relationship to CCCSE
(2012) principles 1 and 2 in the descriptions of success courses provided by administrators
interviewed. For example, when administrators interviewed were asked to describe the success
courses offered at their institution, the collective descriptions either directly identified or made
indirect references to CCCSE principles 1 and 2. For example, the findings indicated the
majority of the administrators interviewed described success courses as designed to present
students with a structured approach to obtaining crucial information and to build early
connections with administrators, faculty, and staff to support students’ goals of college
completion. This description of success courses somewhat represents the CCCSE notion of a
strong start and clear pathway. Other examples of how Research Question 1 and parallels
CCCSE principles 1 and 2 is the utilization of Downing’s (2010) On Course to assist in shaping
students’ behavior, emotions, and clarification of developmental issues, all fundamental
components in the development of a clear and coherent pathway.

Web-based survey. There appears to be somewhat of a relationship between CCCSE
(2012) and Research Question 1, based on concurrence between the web-based survey responses
and the responses of the face-to-face interviews. For example, the web-based survey findings
revealed that success courses were scheduled sometime during the first and second month of the
students’ first semesters of college, which was in keeping answers provided by the administrators
interviewed. In addition, the web-based survey respondents revealed that a fraction of the
institutions scheduled success courses prior to the start of the fall semester to make the earliest

possible contact with first-time full-time students.

202



Another example of the web-based survey findings and the administrators interviewed
appearing to have somewhat of a relationship with CCCSE (2012) is how success courses appear
to parallel CCCSE (2012) principles 1 and 2 of a strong start and clear, coherent pathway. The
web-based survey respondents indicated that success courses should present topic components
such as college preparatory components, navigating business and academic offices, study skills,
stress management, note-taking skills, test-taking skills, and time management skills to assist
students in their college journeys to completion, findings that reflect the principles of CCCSE.

The research findings indicated both Research Question 1 and CCCSE (2012) principles
1 and 2 identified components that address needs to put students on track for a strong finish.
CCCSE and Research Question 1 appear to share the need for accommodating students through
academics, early connection with the appropriate departments and appropriate individuals who
can find ways to help, and clarifying directions or pathways to make college completion a clear
and logical journey. The CCCSE principles of a strong start and a clear and coherent pathway
appear to have somewhat of a relationship with Research Question 1. Success courses and
CCCSE seem to demonstrate an understanding that providing solutions to barriers often can
mean the difference between a student dropping out of college or staying through college
completion.

Research Question 2: How were the overall design and the components of the
college success courses selected? CCCSE (2012) principles 3 and 5 seem to somewhat have a
relationship with Research Question 2 in that both CCCSE and Research Question 2 promote
active participation in support services by students. CCCSE Principle 3 encourages integrated

support that accommodates students’ needs immediately and in context of the learning
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experience. Principle 5 encourages intensive student engagement, which speaks to students’
participation in the services promoting success.

The research findings based on administrators interviewed and the web-based survey
responses were consistent relative to Research Question 2. Research Question 2 offered insights
into three interview questions. These included Interview Question 3, the information, or data that
were involved in the design of the success courses; Interview Question 4, who was involved in
the design of success courses; and Interview Question 5, what exactly are the components of
modules of the college success course.

According to the research findings, the majority of the institutions reported having
support services available for students enrolled in success courses. However, the findings further
revealed a large number of the support services offered by success courses were neither
immediate nor in context with learning experiences. Students typically had to wait for specific
times of the day and certain locations to access support services. For example, findings from the
web-based survey and administrators’ interviewed indicated the majority of institutions
participating in this study provided support services in an academic skills center. Students were
referred to academic centers for support services such as academic tutoring, career development,
career coaching, completion of computerized behavioral development modules, and completion
of computerized emotional development modules. At their respective institutions, academic
skills centers were generally located in libraries, and the support offered was frequently
computer-based learning. Academic skills centers were usually accessed after class and were
utilized by students at will. Therefore, support services were usually not immediate available and
in context of the learning experience. For example, at most institutions, success courses were

found to not be mandated, except for specific students such as athletes and those students
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enrolled in developmental education classes. The research findings revealed a small number of
institutions that mandated students’ enrollment into success courses also mandated those students
to use the academic skills centers for a certain number of hours each week. This requirement was
discovered according to the administrators interviewed and the web-based survey respondents.

A fraction of the administrators and survey respondents disclosed having established
ongoing tutoring as a component of success courses. This tutoring can take place during class or
immediately after class, when and where the assistance is needed and in context with the learning
experience. The assistance is localized and occurs in the same classroom where the assistance is
needed. As a consequence, immediate support in context becomes part of the overall learning
experience and the design process of success courses at these institutions.

Another example of not having immediate access to the support services involved
advising and counseling. According to the research findings, both the web-based survey
responses and the administrators interviewed indicated that the majority of institutions were
underfunded and understaffed, which caused a deficiency affecting the advising and counseling
component of success courses. Likewise, other components of success courses revealed as
somewhat similar to CCCSE (2012) Principle 3 included financial emergency and time
management skills.

Whereas, CCCSE (2012) Principle 3 addresses services being immediate and in context;
Principle 5 speaks to the need for students’ active participation in their college success. The
overall design of success courses revealed somewhat of a relationship to CCCSE Principle 5 in
terms of how students follow through when referred to support services. Although students were
referred to academic skill centers, it was ultimately up to the students to participate in the

services offered. Students could choose to participate or not. Students’ participation becomes an
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active act of engaging in the learning experience. CCCSE principles suggest that students in need
of support should receive help immediately and at the time learning is taking place, preferably
during class when the need for assistance arises and students are actively engaged in doing
whatever is required to become college completers.

There are commonalities between Research Question 2 and CCCSE (2012) principles 3
and 5; however, the research findings also revealed some issues were only moderately similar.
CCCSE did not elaborate on the importance of who was involved in the design process or what
was included in the design process. Nevertheless, the primary goal of CCCSE appears to be
making sure components are accessible and are accessed in a timely manner for students’ actual
participation in the support services. Likewise, success courses also attempt to deliver relevant
support services in a timely manner. Therefore, the research does seem to show somewhat of a
relationship between success courses and CCCSE principles 3 and 5.

Research Question 3: How and in what ways do the college success courses
maintain quality and viability? CCCSE (2012) Principle 6, design scale, and Principle 7,
professional development, seem to demonstrate somewhat of an indirect relationship with
Research Question 3, in that they position funding and commitment as a focus of maintaining
quality and viability of success courses. The target of Research Question 3 is three interview
questions: Interview Question 6, how often are success course assessed; Interview Question 7,
what methods are used for assessments; and Interview Question 8, who is involved in the
assessment process? CCCSE Principle 6, design scale, seems to suggest that institutions need to
make a commitment of time and funds for the duration of success course initiatives to maintain
quality and viability. Although Research Question 3 addresses assessments, assessment cannot

take place without involvement from administration, faculty, and staff. In addition, assessments
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cannot be conducted without funding and commitment, which renders design scale as having
somewhat of a relationship with student success courses.

CCCSE (2012) design scale speaks to the commitment of time from administrators,
faculty, and staff. Design scale also takes into account institution leaders’ commitment of
funding for the duration of a success initiative. According to the administrators interviewed and
the concurring web-based survey findings, community colleges seemed to be somewhat liberal
when time and funds are equated to scheduling success courses. For example, findings of
administrators interviewed and survey responses coincided in terms of the initial funding for
success courses being Title 111 grants. During the grant period, the majority of the institutions
appeared somewhat committed to providing time and funding for success courses. Furthermore,
when grant funds were exhausted, other means of support were pursued. Nevertheless, with
limited funding, the institutions continued to provide facilities for workshops, access to the
academic skills center, and other support services beyond the grant period, as a part of
maintaining quality and viability and CCCSE Principle 6 (design scales).

The research findings further revealed that success courses were scheduled at a variety of
times and had a demonstrated a number of approaches. For instance, the majority of the
institutions scheduled success courses in the traditional face-to-face setting, morning, and early
evening sessions. Likewise, a large segment also offered blended session, online and traditional
courses together.

CCCSE (2012) Principle 7, professional development, also appears to have somewhat of
a relationship to Research Question 3. When referring to individuals involved in providing
success courses, according to CCCSE, “Improving students’ success rates and meeting college

completion goals require individuals not only to re-conceptualize their roles but also to work
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differently” (p. 8). Working differently also requires an investment of time and funding from
institutions. If administrators, faculty, and staff are required to become more involved with
students in success courses, and at levels different from those of traditional college
involvements, then institutions will need to invest time and financial resources to allow staff and
instructors to attend trainings.

According to the research findings, professional development appeared somewhat a part
of success courses; however, to what extent was somewhat ambiguous. For example, the
research findings from both the administrators interviewed and the web-based survey responses
indicated that the majority of instructors of success courses had no training or professional
development to engage the caliber of students entering success courses. Furthermore, only a
small fraction of the institutions required training of their administrators, faculty, and staff
involved in the operational process of success courses. The research findings further indicated
that the major direct professional development of success courses for administrators, faculty, and
staff was Downing’s (2010) On Course training system. A smaller number of the institutions
participated in this costly professional development process, which presented a fundamental
understanding of the needs of success courses and strategies to help in shaping behaviors,
emotions, and student involvement. Therefore, according to CCCSE (2012) Principle 7,
professional development does appear to be somewhat of a factor in maintaining quality and
viability of success courses.

Research Question 4: How is the impact of the college success course evaluated and
demonstrated? Research Question 4 represents an attempt to understand how success courses
evaluate and demonstrate their impact utilizing the CCCSE (2012) seven principles as the

framework for the analysis. To ascertain how the impact of college success courses are evaluated

208



and demonstrated, the research explored three interview questions. These included Interview
Question 9, what metrics or means are used by the college to demonstrate success courses;
Interview Question 10, over the last few years, what changes have been made as a result of these
findings; and Interview Question 11, what are lesson learned or best practices? However, there
appears to be no relationship between the CCCSE seven principles for students’ success and
interview questions 9, 10, and 11; although it can be assumed that CCCSE is concerned with the
impact of student success and how to best demonstrate the merits of student success. The seven
key principles advocating student success did not seem to address how these principles were
demonstrated and the impact on student success.

At the time of the interview, the majority of the institutions had just started to collect data
for review, although a fraction of the institutions acknowledged unofficially utilizing findings to
make changes. These changes included (a) increased advising, (b) added financial literacy
components, (c) increased career development skills, (d) increased assistance with critical
thinking skills, and (e) increased civic involvement components. The seven principles of CCCSE
(2012) did not speak to any changes or best practices resulting from these findings.

In conclusion, the four research questions, for the most part, did appear to show
somewhat of a relationship with the CCCSE (2012) seven principles of student success. They
fundamentally have a similar purpose, to aid students in becoming college completers, although
becoming college completers will take a commitment from the college as well as a commitment
from students to become involved in the process of success.

Emerging Themes

This study addressed four research questions:
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1. What catalysts are instrumental to the implementation of the college success course(s)

instituted by the college?

2. How are the overall design and components of the college success course(s) selected?

3. How and in what ways do the college success courses maintain quality and viability?

4. How is the impact of the college success course(s) evaluated and demonstrated?
These questions assisted in establishing what six face-to-face interviews and various responses
from a web-based survey of single-campus community colleges identified as components of
success courses designed to foster student success. Eleven specific interview questions and 27
web-based survey questions were asked of the participants and were customized to complement
each research question.

Various emerging themes were identified from the administrators interviewed and the
web-based survey respondents. Figure 27 represents the discovery of four emerging themes from
the research findings. In a subsequent review and analysis of data collected from the
administrators’ interviews and from the web-based survey responses to the four research
questions, the following emerging themes became apparent, as indicated in Figure 27:

e non-dedicated first-year first-semester students success courses;

e lack of standards or regulations;

e no required training or professional development; and

e the use of Downing’s (2010) On Course.
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Figure 27. Discovery of the emerging themes

The first emerging theme was that not all community colleges had a dedicated first-year
first-semester success course. Administrators’ interview responses ranged from, “We do not have
what would be called a success course” to, “We do not have success courses, but we have what is
called success initiatives.” Another administrator interviewed indicated the community college
had good retention numbers and therefore had no need for success courses. Although research
findings unanimously exposed the need for and the positive benefits of success courses, there
remained institutions that did not offer success courses. These institutions neither offered nor
required first-year first-semester students to enroll in any type of success courses when and if
they were offered.

A second emerging theme was that there were few to no set standards or regulations for

success courses. The only one standard frequently set by most institutions was utilization of low
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COMPASS scores for placing students into a success course. However, for the most part, there
were no other standards. Other areas that lacked regularity included the scheduling of success
courses. The majority of administrators participating in the interviews acknowledged scheduling
success courses at various times in the semester, before fall semester, during the first or second
month of fall semester, occasionally during spring semester, or not scheduled at all. Existing
research indicates the best time to schedule success courses is as early as possible during the
first-semester. Another aspect of this emerging theme was the allocation of time for success
courses: there was no set amount of time dedicated for students enrolled in success courses. The
duration of success courses, when they were available and offered or required, could be
anywhere from a 2-hour time slot to an entire semester. Completion of the success course could
also earn 1 credit hour or no transferable credit. There were no explanations given for the wide
gap in the duration of time; however, the administrators interviewed discussed the need to
provide transferable credit because of the time students were involved in success courses.

A third emerging theme was that there were no requirements for professional
development or training of instructors who taught student success courses. The administrators,
faculty, staff, and others involved in success courses were not required to have any type of
certificate or training to teach or facilitate a success course. Oddly, instructing success courses
was assigned to whoever was available: administrators, faculty, staff, and others. In some
instances, success courses were taught by community members with no credentials. However,
they were considered content experts. According to the research, training and professional
development is an essential element in maintaining quality and viability of success courses. The
majority of institutions did not require any specific training or professional development for

those facilitating success courses.
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The fourth emerging theme was the utilization of Downing’s (2010) On Course. This
textbook was used for the development of success course curricula or as the curriculum itself.
Interestingly, the textbook appeared as the most frequently used text cited by interviewed
administrators and web-based survey respondents. On Course was not only referred to for
curriculum development, but also for individual customization curriculum design by institutions.
Administrators reported On Course was used because of its overall content design, self-
motivation component, student behavior development component, emotional behavior
component, and embedded reflection and evaluation components. Therefore, On Course was
used not only because it presented a variety of success course components, but also because it
evaluated and demonstrated the effectiveness of success courses simultaneously through
students’ actions and behaviors. On Course was common among the administrators interviewed
as well as the web-based survey responses. In addition, as a best practice, a small percentage of
the institutions in the research have begun to utilize On Course as a professional development
component for administrators, faculty, staff, and others interested in becoming involved in
success courses. Table 22 summarizes the emerging themes resulting from the research

questions.

Table 22. Emerging Themes and Emerging Theme Descriptions

Emerging themes Descriptions
None dedicated first-year first- Exposed the fact that all institutions do not have
semester success course(s). success courses and why.
Lack of standards and or Contains common inconsistencies in the design of
regulations. SuCcCess CoUurses.
No required training or Contains possible challenges in maintaining quality
professional development. and viability.
Use of On Course Presents the utilization of a common textbook.
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Chapter Summary

Chapter 4 consisted of data analysis and findings of the research. Data analysis and
findings were organized into four sections: (a) face-to-face interviews; (b) a web-based survey;
(c) documents and artifacts; and (d) observational notes. The web-based survey utilized for the
research was conducted using Google Surveys. The online survey was organized in two
segments to capture demographic information and programmatic information. The web-based
survey was used to capture information to support development of questions posed in face-to-
face interviews. The information derived from the web-based survey was also used to determine
which administrators to approach for the face-to-face interviews portion of the research. The
survey also gathered significant information concerning individual colleges and the
demographics of their student populations.

After the web-based survey analysis was completed, administrators from six Illinois
community colleges were chosen to participate in the face-to-face interviews. Each participant
was carefully chosen based on a set of specified criteria, which allowed for maximum variation.
The informational data collected from each interview were analyzed and special attention was
given to avoid any perception of bias. Four emerging themes were derived from the data analysis
process through the use of 11 interview questions. Each of the interview questions was matched
with the four research questions. Data collected provided insight into the purpose of the research:
to identify the components of first-year first-semester college success courses specifically
designed to foster student success in single-campus Illinois community colleges.

Documents and other printed artifacts were obtained and analyzed from the six single-
campus community colleges to gain further insight into success courses offered by the

institutions. Information was collected from the websites of the individual community colleges,
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their catalogues, campus libraries, department brochures, and pamphlets. Field note observations
were recorded immediately following each face-to-face interview. Factors observed were
location of success course administrators’ offices, surrounding areas, interior office spaces,
location of academic skills centers, and pictures on the wall. These observations were viewed to
determine if and how these factors might influence success courses.

For the conceptual framework, two theories were employed: Astin’s (1999) theory of
student involvement and Stufflebeams’s (2002) theory of course and program evaluation.
Additionally, one set of principles, The CCSSE (2012) seven principles for student success, were
incorporated into the conceptual framework. Both the two theories and the seven principles were
represented as segments of the conceptual framework used to analyze the data collected. After
data analysis was completed using the conceptual framework, nine a priori themes were
identified: (a) students academically underprepared for college work, (b) lack of knowledge of
college culture, (c) increased enrollments, (d) baseline assessments, (e) ongoing assessments, (f)
student development, (g) early introduction to college policies, (g) goals clarification, and (i)
institutional commitment.

Chapter 5 offers a discussion of the research findings and conclusions relating to the
identification of components of success courses that foster student success. The discussion is

followed by conclusions, implications, and recommendations for future research and practices.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

This research was conducted to identify the components of first-year first semester
college success courses specifically designed to foster student success in single-campus
community colleges. The qualitative research approach utilized a web-based survey, semi-
structured face-to-face interviews, field notes, and documents to allow for triangulation of
findings from various data sources.

Chapter 5 includes a presentation of the research conclusions that were developed based
on discoveries revealed from four research questions. To navigate this study, the following four
research questions were posed:

1. What catalysts are instrumental to the implementation of the college success course(s)

instituted by the college?

2. How are the overall design and the components of the college success course(s)

selected?

3. How and in what way does the college success program maintain quality and

viability?

4. How is the impact of the college success course(s) evaluated and demonstrated?

In this chapter, the four research questions are addressed to allow for discussion of implications
of the study and recommendations for practice, as well as future research. Finally, the Roland
analysis model of success courses is introduced.
Discussion
The issue of student success has haunted administrators since the conceptualization of

community colleges. Historically, community colleges were designed to accommodate students
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who could not afford and /or did not have the grades to attend 4-year colleges and universities.
By design, community colleges are accessible, affordable, and serve the community in which the
institutions are located (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). Generally speaking, community colleges have
an open-door policy; they are not in the habit of rejecting students, regardless of gender,
academic preparedness, financial capacity, ability, or social status. Specifically, students who
are—>Dy all societal indications—unprepared academically, single parents, first-generation
college students, lack knowledge or college protocol, second language learners, and retoolers
attend community colleges. Community colleges provide the opportunity for any student to
receive a college education.

The nature of students entering college is not the only issue affecting lack of college
completion. The larger issue is how to retain students and to help them to persist until
completion. The majority of first-time first-semester students enter college with the goal of
receiving an associate’s degree. However, SENSE (CCCSE, 2010), reported less than half of
these entering students achieve that goal. Even more alarming, according to a report from the
ICCB (2008), approximately 79% of the entering first-year students did not complete their
anticipated college goal of graduation.

Likewise, Roueche (2010) discovered that only 45% of students entering a community
college complete after 6 years. Therefore, the remaining 55% join the ranks of non-completers of
their college curriculum. Additionally, research shows students typically drop out sometime prior
to their second year in college due to perceived barriers. This phenomenon was somewhat
confirmed during the data collection phase of the present research.

Not only does the research point out that more than 50% of entering college students are

not completing, but also, by not obtaining a degree, these students are in a situation of being
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underprepared for the labor market. The number for qualified workers is so low it compelled
President Obama (2009) to issue a proclamation calling for a significant increase in college
graduates by the year 2020. This increase in college graduates would serve to better prepare
students for the 21st-century workforce. As the labor force becomes more and more technical, it
requires better and more highly trained workers. Besides technical training, the research also
identified the inability of workers to earn livable wages as an additional problem for college
drop-outs.

There is a need for some type of intervention to help retain students and to keep them
moving toward their college completion goals. Success course(s) are one of the more promising
initiatives. Success courses provide entering students with the first contact to assist them toward
achieving the goal of college completion. Success course(s) are vehicles whereby students
receive necessary support services to jump-start their college experiences. Given that a large
percentage of students enter community colleges underprepared academically, socially,
emotionally, and as first-generation students, second language learners, and all lacking the
necessary experiences required to become successful, there is a great need for success courses to
provide the necessary connections to persist in college. Students enrolled in a success course(s)
receive an introduction to the necessary skills to enhance their college experiences. Success
course(s) could provide a foundation for not only retention through the first semester, but also
provide skills to help student to persist throughout their college and career.

Conclusion

The conclusion to this study identifies how the components of first-year first-semester

success courses can foster students’ college success and how the four research questions related

to the findings discovered through the lens of the conceptual framework.
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Research Question 1

Research Question 1 asked, “What catalysts and are instrumental to the implementation
of the college success course(s) instituted by the college?” Based on the study findings from six
single-campus community colleges in Illinois, it can be concluded that the major catalysts for
success courses were low COMPASS scores. Success courses were implemented to assist
students entering college with low COMPASS scores. It appears this input was related to Astin’s
(1999) and Stufflebeam’s (2002) input theory because these researchers agreed that input leads
to implementation. Another conclusion is that addressing low COMPASS scores as a catalyst for
implementing college success courses was also addressed by the CCCSE integrated support.
These integrated support services appeared in the form of students needing assistance with
reading, writing, and math skills. However, success courses involve so many other components
as catalysts in addition to COMPASS scores. For example, emotional, social, and behavioral
components also need to be addressed early in the semester.
Research Question 2

Research Question 2 asked, “How are the overall design and the components of the
college success course(s) selected?”” Based on the findings, it can be concluded that the overall
design and component selections of success courses, for the most part, are based on students’
environmental inputs, as suggested by Astin (1999) and Stufflebeam (2002). Although,
components were designed to help students, it appears as though there was no data to back up
decisions for overall design or a requirement for selecting certain components. Academic skills,
note-taking skills, study skills, test-taking skills, and listening skills were all assumed because of

low test scores; however it was not clear if the success courses really addressed these needs, or
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whether these needs were the reasons for student drop-out. Stufflebeam advocated for some
processes to be in place to verify students’ productivity.

Furthermore, based on the findings, it can be concluded that scheduling success courses
is significant in the overall design. It appears as though institutions are able to schedule success
courses when they are deemed appropriate. However, according to CCCSE, integrated support
services and accommaodations scheduling should be early, immediate, and within the learning
context. Without proper data, support services can be inadequate.

Research Question 3

Research Question 3 asked, “How and in what way does the college success course(s)
maintain quality and viability?” The following conclusion was also determined from the research
findings. The majority of the community colleges in the research did not appear to be overly
concerned with maintaining quality and/or viability. As such, there appears to be no relationship
between the findings and conclusions of Astin (1999) and Stufflebeam (2002), who both pointed
to input and processes as having standard rules in place in order to maintain quality and viability.
According to the research findings in the present study, the conclusion is that success course
assessments were being performed, but the assessments are not yet being analyzed on a regular
basis, which makes it difficult to maintain quality and viability.

Research Question 4

Research Question 4 asked, “How is the impact of the college success course(s) evaluated
and demonstrated?” When it came to demonstrating the impact of success courses; the findings
support the conclusion that the impact of success courses in most institutions was not clearly
demonstrated. Astin (1999), Stufflebeam (2002), and CCCSE all suggested the impact of success

courses is ultimately demonstrated by students’ outcome, the product. However, a small
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percentage of the institutions in the present study relied on success course attendance to reflect
the impact of success courses. Other institution relied on students’ utilization of the academic
skills center. Administrators of a few institutions acknowledged not having any way of knowing
how to demonstrate the impact of success courses. These findings support the conclusion that a
greater percentage of the institutions relied on anecdotal information to demonstrate the impact
of success courses. If there are systematic approaches for data collection and analysis; then
demonstrating the impact of success courses would not be as vague, the benefits of success
courses could be clearly demonstrated, and institutions would be more forthcoming with funding.
Implications and Recommendations

The study viewed the topic of interest, components of success courses, from three
different lenses. The first viewpoint was through the lens of Astin’s (1999) theory of student
involvement, which consists of his IEO model. The second lens was Stufflebeam’s (2002) theory
of courses evaluations and his CIPP model. The third viewpoint was through the lens of CCCSE
(2012) seven key principles for student success. Based upon and according to the research
findings driven by the four research questions, the following implications and recommendations
are proposed.
Research Question 1

Research Question 1 asked, “What catalysts are instrumental to the implementation of the
college success courses instituted by the college?”

Implication. Students can be successful in their college experience with the use of
appropriate support services and effective scheduling serving as catalysts for implementation.

Recommendations. Community colleges could possibly increase students’ completion

rates by the following activities:
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Illinois community colleges can be more purposeful in planning and implementation
of success courses.

Requiring all entering first-year students to take a success course.

Scheduling success courses 2 weeks prior to the beginning of fall and the beginning
of spring semesters.

Offer math and writing remediation as part of the 2 weeks prior to start of the
semester.

Require attendance at all sessions of the success course during the 2-week period

prior to the start of the semester.

Research Question 2

Research Question 2 asked, “How were the overall design and the components of college

success courses selected?”

Implication. Community colleges should be more cognizant of the importance of the

process in the overall design of success courses and components selected.

Recommendations. Recommendations based on answers to Research Question 2 are as

follows:

Prior to design and implementation, have adequate funding to support success courses
beyond the initial phase. There should be adequate funding for growth and expansion.
Faculty and staff interacting with success course should be aware of the diverse
cultural background of the student population enrolled in success courses.

Allow students to access the services of the success course as often as needed

throughout their college experience.
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e Allow the use of technology (e.g., social media platforms) as a design component.
Use technology other than the traditional computer for tutorials.
Research Question 3

Research Question 3 asked, “How and in what way do the college success courses
maintain quality and viability?”

Implication. The findings of this study have implications for institutions and their
utilization of assessments to maintain quality and viability. According to the findings, the
majority of community colleges were performing assessments, but they were not utilizing the
findings to make changes.

Recommendations. Recommendations based on answers to Research Question 3 are as
follows:

e To maintain quality and viability, provide reasons for all assessments.

e The assessment findings should be analyzed immediately for purposeful outcomes.

e Assessment findings should be utilized to make changes and improvements.

e There should be training and professional development for all faculty and staff

involved in success courses.

e Students should be made aware of high expectations for success courses.

Research Question 4

Research Question 4 asked, “How is the impact of the college success courses evaluated
and demonstrated?”

Implications. Community colleges should find ways to determine the impact of success

courses. The impact of success courses should be better demonstrated by students’ outcomes.
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Recommendations. Recommendations based on responses to Research Question 4 are as
follows:

e A simple and easy way to provide a glimpse into the potential of success courses is

though some form of pre- and post-evaluations along with COMPASS.

e Review all assessments immediately to determine student direction, similar to the
process of developing an individual education plan for students in success courses.
This approach can help in tracking successes and failures.

e Allow students to be assessed in a variety of modalities to demonstrate the extent of
impact of success courses.

e Finally, track students as they persist. Student starting out in success courses and
reaching the goal of college completion speaks volumes as a demonstration of the
impact of success courses.

Recommendations for Dissemination of Findings

These research findings and analysis could be of interest to administrators of community
colleges and universities. The research findings may also be applicable to other educational and
technical institutions, both public and private, that are considering implementation of success
courses to aid in student retention and persistence to completion.

These research findings can be disseminated at conferences, seminars, and high school
recruitment opportunities. Likewise, the research can also be submitted for publishing in journals
and newsletters. The research can be of value for departments such as student success,
developmental education, and special needs at colleges and universities. The hope is that the
findings will provide a positive impact on establishing, implementing, and demonstrating success

courses in Illinois community colleges and throughout the nation.

224



Roland Success Course Analysis Model

/?UPPORT smch

INITIAL TESTING (NEEDS) ORIENTATION (COLLEGE CULTURE)

ADVISING TIME MANAGEMENT
PLACEMENT STRESS MANAGEMENT
COLLEGE TOUR ACTIVITIES
FINANCIAL AID COUNSELING /
L 3-YEARS COLLEGE 3-YEARS
2-YEARS COMPLETION 2-YEARS TCTINFLUENCES
PROCESS ENVIRONMENT THROUGH
CLASSES OLD FRIENDS SRADUATION
STUDY NEW FRIENDS
CIVIC ENGAGEMENT COLLEGE-
ASSESSMENTS F"::IE;T:(?R EXPECTATIONS
NEEDS STUDENTS EMPLOYMENT
SOCIAL FAMILY
BEHAVORIAL
BACKGROUND
HIGH SCHOOL
GRADES

COMPASS

FOUNDATION
I INPUT CONTEXT INPUT I

Figure 28. Roland Success Course Analysis Model

Chapter Summary
Twenty-one community colleges in Illinois responded to the online survey. Based on
maximum variation from those responses, administrators from six institutions agreed to
participate in a face-to-face semi-structured interview. Eleven interview questions were matched

to the four research questions, which helped in providing a comprehensive and concise overview
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of the research findings. As a consequence of analyzing the data derived from the web-based
survey and face-to-face interview sessions, four emerging themes were revealed.

This study concludes by identifying how the components of first-year first-semester
success courses can foster students’ college success, and how this phenomenon fits within the
construct of the conceptual framework. This chapter presented conclusions for the four research
questions. After the conclusions and organized according to the four research questions that
drove this study, implications and recommendations were presented for present and future
practices. Lastly, there was an introduction to the Roland Success Course Analysis Model and a

summary.
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Appendix D

Appendix D: Transcriptionist Confidentiality Agreement

This confidentiality form articulates the agreement made between Brenda Roland, the researcher,
and Kandyce Peterson, R Square (DBA Datagain).

| understand and acknowledge that by transcribing the audiotapes provided to me by Brenda
Roland, I will be exposed to confidential information about the research study and the research
participants. In providing transcription services, at no time will I reveal or discuss any of the
information to which I have been exposed.

In addition, at no time will I maintain copies of the electronic or paper documents generated.
Further, upon completing each transcription, | agree to provide the electronic and paper
documents to the researcher:

Brenda Roland
214 N Ottawa St. Joliet, IL. 60432
Phone: 815-280-1323

E-mail: broland@jjc.edu

| understand that breach of this agreement as described above could result in personal and
professional harm to the research participants for which 1 will be held legally responsible.

Transcriptionist’s Signature: Date:

Researcher’s Signature: Date:
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