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The purpose of this study is to identify the relationship of Social Cognitive Career 

Theory, student engagement, and academic outcomes of community college students 

emolled in developmental courses over one academic year. Through the combined use of 

Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) and Student Engagement Theory, the researcher 

seeks to determine whether there are significant relationships between non-academic 

factors and academic success. An online version of the Community College Survey of 

Student Engagement in combination with a SCCT instrument was completed by 936 

students. The collection of data involved a web based database program. An analysis of 

the data included descriptive and correlational methods to examine these relationships. 

The results of the study revealed that neither SCCT, nor engagement factors 

contributed to the students' grade point average (GPA) and persistence. Additionally, 
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when moderated by contextual factors, SCCT and Engagement demonstrated no 

influence on students' final GPA and persistence during the period of study. The data 

provided no evidence for an academic outcome predictive model involving SCCT, 

engagement or contextual factors for community college developmental students. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Background of Study 

Developmental reading, writing and/or mathematics are educational requirements 

for many community college students that give them the skills to master the rigor of 

college level coursework. Even with these accommodations, many students fail to 

progress to college level courses. Attrition rates at community colleges are disturbing. 

Forty five percent of degree seeking first-time community college students fails to earn a 

degree and over a third of students drop out of college before their second semester 

(Summers, 2003). Students attending community colleges are 10 to 18 percent more 

likely to drop out of college than students who attend four-year colleges. Yet, seldom 

researched are academic outcomes of community college developmental students. 

According to Mohammadi ( 1996), the majority of theories on student retention fail to 

explore the uniqueness of external forces that influence the community college student 

population. From an organizational perspective, typical retention or attrition research is 

neither conducive for non-residential colleges nor does it easily conform to practical 

needs of community college administrative realities (Mohammadi; Tinto, 1975) This void 

in acceptable retention research has critical implications for the community college 

developmental student. This study attempts to fill this gap in the research by investigating 

non-academic factors influencing the academic outcomes of developmental students in 

community colleges. 
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The literature uses the terms developmental education, remedial education and 

college preparatory instruction interchangeably. Although the connotations of these terms 

are often negative, their individual definitions provide distinct understanding of 

educational philosophy and approaches. Following are definitions and differences of 

these commonly used terms. 

Remedial: Remedial means corrective action for a deficit. The approach in 

remedial education focuses on the courses needed to improve students' performance. 

Remedial education is a process analogous to a medical model. A diagnosis of academic 

deficiencies leads to a prescription to fix students' academic deficits. Evaluations of the 

prescriptions provide feedback for the effectiveness of the "cure" or a student' s deficit. If 

the deficit remains, the student renews the prescription until cured (Casazza, 1999). 

College Preparatory : Although in the state of Florida this is a legislative term 

rather than an educational philosophy, the definition and approach of college preparatory 

programs are remedial in nature. The state of Florida officially defines college

preparatory instruction as "courses through which a high school graduate who applies for 

any college credit program may attain the communication and computation skills 

necessary to enroll in college credit instruction" (Florida Department of Education 

[FLDOE] , 2008b), 1004.02 f.s). The subsequent description of policies declared by the 

Florida statute demonstrates a remedial approach for students who test below acceptable 

college ready levels. Titled, Common Placement Testing for Public Postsecondary 

Education, the statute states: 

Public postsecondary educational institution students who have been identified as 

requiring additional preparation pursuant to subsection (1) shall enroll in college-
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preparatory or other adult education pursuant to s. 1004.93 in community colleges 

to develop needed college-entry skills. These students shall be permitted to take 

courses within their degree program concurrently in other curriculum areas for 

which they are qualified while enrolled in college-preparatory instruction courses. 

A student enrolled in a college-preparatory course may concurrently enroll only in 

college credit courses that do not require the skills addressed in the college

preparatory course. The State Board of Education shall specify the college credit 

courses that are acceptable for students enrolled in each college-preparatory skill 

area, pursuant to s. 1001.02(7)(g). A student who wishes to earn an associate in 

arts or a baccalaureate degree, but who is required to complete a college

preparatory course, must successfully complete the required college-preparatory 

studies by the time the student has accumulated 12 hours of lower-division 

college credit degree coursework; however, a student may continue enrollment in 

degree-earning coursework provided the student maintains enrollment in college

preparatory coursework for each subsequent semester until college-preparatory 

coursework requirements are completed, and the student demonstrates satisfactory 

performance in degree-earning coursework. A passing score on a standardized, 

institutionally developed test must be achieved before a student is considered to 

have met basic computation and communication skills requirements; however, no 

student shall be required to retake any test or subtest that was previously passed 

by said student. Credit awarded for college-preparatory instruction may not be 

counted toward fulfilling the number of credits required for a degree (FLDOE, 

2008c). 
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As described in Florida statute 1008.30(4)(a), students take a college placement test that 

determines whether a deficit exists in reading, writing and mathematics. Students enroll 

in prescribed corrective courses to improve skills and maximize their opportunity to 

succeed at the college level. Although the legislation is remedial in nature, individual 

community colleges have flexibility in implementing the college preparatory program. 

Developmental: Developmental education programs are comprehensive involving 

a holistic improvement of students academically and personally. Developmental 

psychology and learning theory are the grounding theoretical foundation of 

developmental education. The official web site for the National Association for 

Developmental Education defines developmental education as: 

A field of practice and research within higher education with a theoretical 

foundation in developmental psychology and learning theory. It promotes the 

cognitive and affective growth of all postsecondary learners, at all levels of the 

learning continuum. Developmental education is sensitive and responsive to the 

individual differences and special needs among learners. Developmental 

education programs and services commonly address academic preparedness, 

diagnostic assessment and placement, development of general and discipline

specific learning strategies, and affective barriers to learning. (National 

Association of Developmental Education, 2003) 

Four underlying assumptions mark the differentiation between developmental 

education and remedial education. Casazza (1999) reports theses assumptions as: 

1. A comprehensive process, looking at the learner holistically 

2. A focus on the intellectual, social, and emotional growth of the learner, using 
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learning theory to inform the process 

3. A theory that all learners have talents and educators should identify and use 

them to support other areas 

4. A concept that developmental education is not limited to learners at any 

particular level 

As used in this study, developmental education refers to required instruction that 

promotes college readiness in writing, reading and/or mathematics for students emolled 

in community college. Additionally, the identification of non-academic factors makes the 

use of the term developmental education germane for this current study. Subsequent 

paragraphs provide the history of developmental education, as well as, an explanation of 

the significance of developmental education now and in the future. Finally, the chapter 

presents research assumptions and identifies the research questions guiding this study. 

History of Developmental Education 

From the beginning of higher education in North America, developmental 

education has provided opportunities for students lacking essential skills to perform 

successfully at the collegiate level. As such, Harvard University was the first college in 

the United States to institute developmental education. Harvard's mission in 1643 was to 

"advance learning and to perpetuate it to posterity; dreading to leave an illiterate ministry 

to the churches" (Dotzler 2003 , p. 122). Harvard, the first college in the new world, was 

also the first to teach developmental reading to adults, albeit developmental Latin 

education. In addition, due to the lack of consistency among the usually private 

secondary schools of the time and as other U.S. colleges emerged, they prudently hired 

multitudes of tutors to bolster the academic skills of admitted students. 
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Dependency on developmental education expanded to the public sector with the 

enactment of the Morril Acts of 1862 and 1890. The Morril Acts provided states with 

land grants to educate their immediate populace. Remediation served more specifically to 

enhance the academic skills of these incoming students. Boylan and White ( 1987) 

indicate that the influx of the middle classes into public, post-secondary education led to 

a tremendous need for developmental education. By 1889, over 80 percent of all U.S. 

colleges had established college preparatory programming. By the early 1900s, 

previously excluded students such as women and freed slaves benefited from 

developmental education albeit often times segregated institutions (Boylan & White). 

Other social forces such as the creation of the GI Bill during WWII changed the 

campus population. The inclusion of non-traditional aged veterans, many of which 

required remediation, entered colleges at war' s end. By 194 7, veterans represented just 

fewer than 50 percent of the United States eollege population. (Boylan & White, 1987) 

Since the 1960s, community colleges have most prominently accepted the 

obligation for providing the majority of developmental education for higher education 

students of all ages, races, and socioeconomic backgrounds. The establishment of more 

recent open enrollment policies at many institutions compelled community colleges to 

embrace a greater responsibility in serving the needs of under-prepared students (Dotzler, 

2003). During this period, developmental education came into its own as a general 

discipline with sub-disciplines of reading, writing, and mathematics. As a result, 

developmental education programs, though often times called by other names, exists at 

virtually all of America' s post-secondary institutions, from the local community college 

to and including the Ivy League colleges (Dotzler). Today, the United States depends 
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heavily on community college developmental education to prepare students for college 

level instruction, vocational training and workplace computation and literacy. 

Significance of Developmental Education in Community Colleges 

Developmental education has a significant impact on access to higher education 

as well as the future ofthe nation's workforce. Nationally, 47 percent of undergraduates 

in public higher education attend community colleges. Community college 

developmental education is the springboard for gainful employment and upward mobility 

for 29 percent of all students entering college in the United States. It is a requirement for 

41 percent of all new community college students (Boylan & Saxon 2000). The typical 

community college student body is composed of ethnic minorities, lower socioeconomic 

and first-generation college students. Including four-year colleges and community 

colleges, approximately 1.2 million students have taken one or more developmental 

courses (Boylan, 1999). The number of community college students typically enrolled in 

developmental courses is unfounded. Boylan and Saxon estimate the number of 

community college developmental students to be 1 ,218,422, of which they report 23 

percent to be African American, 6 percent Hispanic, 3 percent Asian, I percent American 

Indian, and 67 percent White. Concerning gender, 55 percent of all developmental 

community college students are female. Twenty-five percent of students are married and 

the average income is less than $20,000. 

Community College developmental education, known in Florida as college 

preparatory studies, is the primary bridge to continued education, constructive 

employment, and full participation in society (McCabe, 2000). In Florida, 70 percent or 

more of all new students enroll in one or more college preparatory courses. The Florida 
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Department of Education (2008a) reports that of the 32,000 first-time in college students 

enrolled in the community college system during fall semester of 1997, 25 ,000 or 77 

percent needed one or more developmental courses. Approximately, half of all students 

enrolled in college preparatory studies fail these courses in their first attempt (McCabe). 

McCabe , in his report, describes the findings of the National Study of Community 

College Remedial Education. In his discussion, McCabe makes a distinction between 

students with serious academic deficiencies and those considered in the report as 

academically deficient. The difference between students with serious academic 

deficiencies and academically deficient students is the number of remediation courses 

needed to become college ready. Seriously academically deficient students require 

developmental work in reading, writing, and mathematics. For the purpose of this study, 

seriously academic deficient students are students required by the institution to complete 

coursework in the first level of all three college preparatory disciplines offered at the 

community college. These are reading level one (REAOOO 1 ), writing level one 

(ENC0001), and mathematics level one (MAT0010). Depending on college placement 

scores, students have the opportunity for placement in the first or second level of any of 

the three college preparatory disciplines. 

The 13 major findings of the National Study of Community College Remedial 

Education authored by McCabe (2000) and cited in his book No One to Waste: A Report 

to Public Decision-Makers and Community College Leaders are: 

1. Nearly half of community college remedial education students successfully 

complete their programs. 

2. Students who successfully remediate perform well in standard college work. 
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3. Most successful remedial education students gravitate to occupational 

programs or direct employment. 

4. Students who successfully remediate become productively employed. 

5. Minorities have made progress but are far from achieving educational 

equality. 

6. The demographics of seriously deficient students are dramatically different 

from other remedial education students. 

7. The success rate for seriously deficient students is unacceptably low. 

8. Community college funding for remedial programs is not at a level 

necessary for successful results. 

9. Community college remedial education is cost-effective. 

10. Mathematics is the greatest hurdle for deficient students. A careful review of 

mathematics requirements is necessary. 

11. Present outcome measures do not produce useful data. 

12. Mandatory testing and placement is an essential component of remedial 

education programs. 

13 . Most community colleges fail to use the substantial research concerning 

successful remedial education. (p. 34) 

Three findings from the McCabe (2000) report influence this study the most. The 

first is that "minorities have made progress but are far from achieving educational 

equality" (p. 34). Access to higher education is the major mission of community colleges. 

By far, the majority of developmental students are White (Boylan, 1999), however 

African American and Latino students are proportionally over represented in 
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developmental study programs. McCabe goes on to note that although open admission 

policies have contributed to increased access for all students, minority student 

achievement in higher education is still insufficient. Moreover, as the United States ' 

citizenry racially and ethnically diversifies, the country 's future increasingly depends on 

minority participation in employment and government. African Americans are 

approximately 16 percent ofthe 15- to 19-year-olds enrolled in U.S. colleges. Latino 

students are approximately 15 percent of this same cohort. African Americans earn only 

10 percent of associate degrees and 9 percent of bachelor' s degrees. Latino students only 

earn 7 percent of associate degrees and 6 percent of bachelor' s degrees (McCabe). This is 

in sharp contrast to White, non-Latino students, who for this same age cohort who earn 

83 percent of associate degree and 86 percent ofbachelor's degrees in the United States .. 

The latest U.S. census data projects that in 2050 Latinos will account for one-quarter of 

the U.S . population (U.S. Census Bureau, 1999). The combination of African Americans 

and Latinos alone is expected to comprise over half of the U.S. population by 2050. 

Latinos and African Americans are overrepresented in college developmental education. 

Second, "the demographics of students considered seriously academically 

deficient are dramatically different from other developmental education students" 

(McCabe, 2000, p. 36). As McCabe indicates, although the majority of college 

preparatory students are White non-Latino, a disproportionate number of minority 

students are seriously academically deficient. White non-Latino students represent five 

percent ofthe seriously academically deficient students in the United States, whereas 

African Americans, Latino, and Asians represent 65 percent of students considered 

seriously academically deficient. For instance, of the 32,795 Florida first time in college 
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community college students in the fall semester of 1997, 9,585 or 29.2 percent needed all 

three areas of developmental studies. The demographic break down of this cohort 

exceeds the national picture described by McCabe. Of the 32,795 students, there were 

5,688 African American students, 6,095 Hispanic students and 19,892 White students. 

Combined, African American and Latino students represented 5,037 or 86.1 percent of 

the students needing developmental courses, reading, writing and mathematics. 

The third most impacting finding acknowledged is "the success rate for seriously 

deficient students is unacceptably low" (McCabe, 2000, p. 38). In addition to 

overrepresentation of minorities identified as seriously academically deficient, the 

success rate for all seriously deficient students is low. McCabe reports that the majority 

of seriously deficient students do not manage to complete 20 college credits. Nationally, 

this has serious implications for the future workforce. For example, the common 

workforce continues to become more dependent on high technically skilled employees. 

Future workers will need greater education and training to obtain and maintain gainful 

employment. 

Research Assumptions 

A review of the research provides the researcher with four assumptions about 

college students' academic outcomes. First, the review of the research leads to the 

assumption that those students who are more engaged with the institution are more likely 

to learn and achieve their academic goals (Astin, 1984; Bean, 1985; Kuh 2001). More 

specifically , students who are more involved with faculty , staff, and other students during 

classes and in activities outside of classes seem to have a higher propensity for successful 

academic outcomes. 
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Second, college students who achieve academically have a combination of other 

non-academic factors that relate to their academic outcomes (Kahn & Nauta, 2000). The 

adaptation of Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) to the study of college student 

persistence generates this assumption. 

Third, retention studies strongly indicate that there are significant relationships 

among contextual factors such as age, race, socioeconomic conditions, and academic 

outcomes. SCCT and Engagement Theory (Astin, 1984; Bean; 1985; Kahn & Nauta, 

2000; Kuh, 2001) support differences in academic outcome in relation to contextual 

factors . 

Fourth and finally, current research leads to the assumption that college students 

who maintained positive academic outcomes would sustain a higher level of engagement 

with the college and possess a combination of SCCT factors that contributed to their 

performance. These assumptions guide this study of non-academic factors that contribute 

to academic outcomes of developmental students in community colleges. 

Students unable to progress through the college preparatory system may leave 

college prematurely. Various factors that affect academic outcomes in college include 

variables such as, past academic experience, socioeconomic status, parents' education, 

and ethnic background. Other issues that affect student achievement include non

academic factors such as, self-concept; academic goals; engagement with the institutions; 

and outlook on the effectiveness of educational pursuit. 

Although it is widely accepted that students' engagement (Astin, 1984; Bean 

1985; Kuh, 2001) with the institution is a good predictor of academic outcome, 

understanding how engagement acts as a catalyst for success eludes researchers. 
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to identify the relationship of Social Cognitive Career 

Theory (SCCT), student engagement, and academic outcomes of community college 

students enrolled in developmental courses over one academic year. The secondary 

purpose of this study is to determine how SCCT compares with Engagement Theory as a 

predictive measure of students ' persistence and performance. Finally, the study examines 

the relationship between SCCT, student engagement, academic outcomes, and contextual 

factors. This study attempts to answer four research questions: 

1. What evidence is there that SCCT factors contribute to developmental 

students' academic outcomes? 

2. What evidence is there that engagement factors contribute to developmental 

students' academic outcomes? 

3. What evidence is there that contextual factors affect SCCT factors' influence 

on academic outcomes? 

4. What evidence is there that contextual factors affect engagement factors ' 

influence on academic outcomes? 

Significance of Study 

A review of the literature reveals no studies using Social Cognitive Career Theory 

to assess the academic outcomes of developmental students. Developmental education is 

the key to bringing more people into higher education (Dotzler, 2003). As community 

colleges move toward teaching and learning strategies that lead to student success, the 

academic outcome of less prepared students is most critical. Although a preponderance of 

the literature on academic outcomes indicates that persistence is mainly a proponent of 
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previous academic results, successful developmental students contradict this viewpoint. 

This study seeks to identify the intangible non-academic factors consistent with academic 

outcomes of developmental students. The research leads to the assumptions that highly 

involved students achieve greater academic outcomes than less involved students do. If 

this assumption holds true, the affiliation of student outcomes with both an engagement 

and a SCCT perspective will substantiate or not substantiate previous SCCT research 

with regard to academic outcomes. This knowledge would lead to ongoing efforts of 

theorists and practitioners who seek to uncover methods for identifying early academic 

interventions to maximize students' potential for learning. 

Of significance to practitioners who teach and work with community college 

developmental students, will be the additional knowledge gleaned from Social Cognitive 

Career Theory in relationship to academic outcomes. Practitioners would have the 

opportunity to use the non-academic factors of SCCT as tools for assessment, motivation 

and understanding of their students. 

If SCCT is a viable theory for studying ways to enhance academic performance, 

students of developmental programs will greatly profit from the results and findings of 

this research. Additionally, this research is significant to community colleges ' viability 

for educating, retaining and graduating developmental students. Both student retention 

and graduation assist community colleges financially. 
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Conceptual Framework 

The following concepts guide this research: Social Cognitive Career Theory 

(SCCT), student engagement, student outcomes and contextual variables. Figure 1 

depicts these concepts and anticipated relationships. 

ET Factors 
*Active/Collaborative 
Learning 
*Student Effort 

*Academic Self 
Concept 
*Performance 
Goals 
*Outcome 
Expectations 

RQ4 

Contextual Factors 
Gender 
Ethnicity 
SES 
Age 
High School GPA 
FGCS 
FTIC 
Credits earned 

RQ 3 

Academic Outcomes 

*Persistence 
*GPA 

RQ=Research Question# 

Figure 1. Conceptual Fran1ework: Non-academic factors contributing to academic 

outcomes of developmental community college students. 

Social Cognitive Career Theory 

The foundation of this study is Social Cognitive Career Theory's merit as an 

emerging concept for examining college students' academic outcomes (Kahn & Nauta 
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2000; 2001). Kahn and Nauta (2001) suggest that students' self-efficacy, outcome 

expectation, and performance goals are significant determinants of academic outcomes. 

They claim that the interaction of Social Cognitive Career factors (self-efficacy, outcome 

expectation, and performance goals) intermingle to contribute to academic outcomes. 

This is supported by Lent, Hackett, and Brown ( 1994 ), who purport that past 

performance; self-efficacy, outcome expectations, and goals combine to influence 

performance. Other SCCT studies of academic outcomes involved academically higher 

level students studying engineering (Hackett, Betz, Casas, & Rocha-Singh, 1992), 

information technology (Smith, 2002), math and science (Lapan, Shaughnessy, & Boggs, 

1996). Each of these studies found a positive relationship among self-efficacy, past 

experience, and academic outcome. In this study, Social Cognitive Career Theory means 

the interaction of students ' self-efficacy, outcome expectation, and performance goals to 

produce an academic outcome such as their level of persistence and grade point average 

(GPA) through one academic year. As seen in Figure 1, this study assumes that there is a 

relationship between Social Cognitive Career Theory and academic outcomes as 

previously predicted. Variables, students' academic self-efficacy, outcome expectations 

and performance goals define this relationship. 

Student Engagement Theory 

The literature clearly demonstrates a positive correlation between student 

engagement and academic outcomes (Astin, 1984; Bean 1985; Kuh, 2001 ; Tinto 1975). 

The examination of Student Engagement Theory with SCCT is necessary in order to 

provide a reference by which SCCT establishes credibility as a tool for predicting 

academic outcomes. Students' level of engagement is a depiction of student involvement 
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with different facets of the college. Astin (1984) proposes that students ' involvement in 

their education promotes learning. Tin to ' s theory of Student Departure and Bean' s 

(1980, 1985) Student Attrition Model supports Astin' s (1984) claims that involvement 

produces student learning and retention. Engagement involves student participation in 

and out of the classroom. It is a widely accepted concept that learning in college takes 

place inside and outside the classroom (Astin 1993; Kuh, 2003a; Pascarella & Terenzini, 

1991 ). Because this is a widely accepted concept in higher education, it is an appropriate 

baseline measure by which to evaluate the assumption that Social Cognitive Career 

Theory is a viable theory pertaining to predicting academic outcomes. As used in this 

study, Student Engagement Theory is composed of the following variables. As seen in 

Figure 1, the assumption is that more involved students would achieve greater academic 

outcomes than less involved. If this assumption holds true, the affiliation of student 

outcomes with both an engagement and a SCCT perspective will substantiate or not 

substantiate previous SCCT research with regard to academic outcomes. 

Definition ofTerms 

Academic outcomes. The measure of academic outcomes is through two variables: 

(a) level ofpersistence and (b) college Grade Point Average (GPA). 

Persistence. In this study, level of persistence means continued attendance over 

one academic year equaling 32 weeks. Persistence is a common measure of academic 

outcome in the literature (Bean & Metzner, 1985; Tinto 1993 , 1997). Tinto defined 

persistence as continued enrollment and program completion. Alternate terms for 

persistence used in the literature are educational attainment (Astin, 1984; Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 1991 ), and attrition (Bean, 1980). Consistently, students ' manner or level of 
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engagement with the institution significantly contributed to students' persistence in 

college (Astin, 1984; Bean & Metzner, 1985; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Tinto, 1993, 

1997). 

Unlike Student Engagement Theory, there is a dispute concerning SCCT's effect 

on persistence. Researchers have not developed an accord as to which components of 

SCCT contribute to persistence. Kahn and Nauta (2001) found no relationship between 

self-efficacy and persistence of first year college students. Yet, they found performance 

goals and outcome expectations significant determinants of persistence from the 

freshmen to sophomore year. Smith (2002) found no link between SCCT and persistence 

of students participating in an information technology course. 

Grade point average. Student grade point average (GPA) is a generally accepted 

measure of student achievement in the literature. Most studies that required a 

measurement of student performance use GPA or progress in academic endeavors (Astin, 

1993; Kahn & Nauta 2001 ; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991 ; Smith, 2002; Tinto, 1993) as 

measures for academic outcomes. As with persistence, studies of student engagement 

point to higher grade point averages for students who are more engaged with the 

institution. However, the variables considered by these researches are so vast that they go 

beyond the scope of this study. For instance, Astin evaluated GPA with a host of 

variables that included involvement with faculty, peers, and work. Additionally, Astin 

correlated the faculty ' s testing styles, students ' television watching habits, commuting, 

religious affiliation, volunteerism, and alcohol assumption. This study is limited to 

seeking the relationships among GP A, engagement, SCCT and contextual factors. 
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Calculation for GP A is defined as dividing the number of total "Quality Points" 

by the total number of credits attempted during a student's enrollment with the college. 

Table 1 is a representation of the GPA calculation. A 4.00 grade scale is the standard for 

the college participating in this study. 

Table 1 

Calculation ofGrade Point Averages 

Courses Course Grade Earned Quality Points GPA 
Attempted Credits (Numerical Value) Credits x Grades Quality 

Points 
Credits 

Math 3 A (4.0) 12 

English 3 B (3.0) 9 

Biology "' c (2.0) 6 .) 

P.E. 1 D (1.0) 1 

Art History 3 F (0.0) 0 

Totals 13 28 2.15 

Florida community college regulations establish a GP A of 2.00 or above as good 

academic standing for graduation eligibility. For this study, a GP A of 2.00 is a successful 

academic outcome. GP As below 2.00 are unsuccessful academic outcomes. 

Contextual factors. Contextual factors are conditions over which community 

colleges have no control. However, contextual factors seem to affect outcomes. For 

example, the literature is replete with references to the fact that academic outcomes are 

often subject to contextual factors such as gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic factors, age, 

high school grade point average, and experience as a first generation college student 

19 



(Astin, 1993; Inman & Mayes, 1999; McCabe, 2000; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; 

Roueche & Roueche, 1993; Summers, 2003; Windham, 2005. Used in this study are the 

following contextual factors: gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic factors, age, high school 

grade point average, and experience as a first generation college student. The following is 

an overview of literature findings concerning contextual factors with academic outcomes. 

Gender. Nationally, six often students attending college are female. However 

often disputed is the effect of gender as a factor of academic outcomes. Mohammadi 

(1994) differs with claims by Aquino (1990) and Fischbach (1990) who indicate that 

gender has no significant relationship to academic outcomes. Conversely, Mohammadi 

reports an examination of gender in isolation from other variables demonstrates some 

relationship to academic outcome. 

Ethnicity. Several studies on student persistence demonstrate a relationship 

between ethnicity and outcome. (Mohammadi, 1994; Zhao, 1999) However, other 

researchers such as Aquino (1990) and Fischbach (1990) report no significant 

relationship between attrition and student ethnicity. The debate over whether ethnicity 

matters may be best presented in the context of the environment in which students pursue 

an education. Although historically Black colleges and universities (HBCU) represent 

only 4 percent of the higher education institutions in the United States, the percentage of 

minority graduates is greater than that ofnon-HBCU institutions (U.S. Department of 

Education Office for Civil Rights, 1991 ). The open admission policy has made 

community colleges rather diverse institutions. The American Association of Community 

Colleges (2008) reports that minority students make up 35 percent of community college 
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students. The Florida Department of Education reports that 40 percent of students 

enrolled in college are from minority populations (FLDOE, 2008). 

Socioeconomic factors. Findings relating students ' socioeconomic status with 

academic outcomes are inconsistent (Summers, 2003). Students ' family status, 

employment and lifestyle compound findings of this factor. Pascarella and Terenzini 

(1991) focus attention on students ' peer group rather then the socioeconomic status of the 

students they study. In doing so, Pascarella and Terenzini, examine students' perceptions 

that affect academic outcomes because of relationships with peer groups of different 

socioeconomics status. Similarly, Astin (1993) involved socioeconomic factors as part of 

his 1993 study on What Matters in College. Both sets of research list socioeconomic 

background as an environmental factor that relates more to students' perceptions of their 

peers rather than as a significant influence of academic outcome. 

Age. Since the creation of the GI Bill, age has been a factor on college campuses. 

Non-traditional, students classified as over the age of 25, often have different needs from 

traditional aged students. The literature provides conflicting information about academic 

outcomes of non-traditional vs. traditional students. Regarding educational attainment, 

Pascarella and Terenzini ( 1991) acknowledge that their studies did not take into account 

non-traditional aged students. They suggest that the factors of influence on academic 

outcomes may differ from traditional aged students. Because of the heterogeneity of non

traditional cohorts, academic outcomes vary from study to study. Although the various 

educational backgrounds, motivations, and expectations possessed by traditional and non

traditional age students are similar, Kinnick and Kempner (1988) report data that strongly 

suggest that the odds of earning a four-year degree favor students who aspired to achieve 
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a bachelor' s degree in high school and begin postsecondary work soon after graduation 

from high school. Windham (1994) observed similar results reporting that community 

college persisters were usually younger. Price (1993), in a study on the characteristics of 

dropout students at Allegany Community College, reported similar findings . In contrast, 

Moharnmadi (1994) found attrition rates after one year of study at Patrick Henry 

Community College higher for non-traditional aged students. This is an indication that 

age alone may not be a contributing factor of academic outcome. 

High school grades. Grades students earn while in high school are the best 

predictors of academic outcomes in college (Summers, 2003). Generally, the better 

students perform in high school the better they do in college. Research supports this 

whole-heartedly. Hagedorn, Maxwell, and Hampton (2001) report a direct relationship 

between high school grades and academic success in college. 

First generation college students. First Generation College Students (FGCS) are 

first in their family to attend college. Large segments of the community college 

population are FGCS students. Many of these students are not sufficiently prepared for 

college. However, Inman and Mayes (1999) report that many students who are aware of 

their academic problems work diligently to overcome them. Many FGCS are from less 

affluent families and have lower college placement scores. Although FGCS face greater 

challenges than students whose parent(s) attended college, the literature indicates that 

they are often more committed to college and succeed in college at a similar rate to that 

of second-generation students (Inman & Mayes). 
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Methodology 

This study uses a non-experimental correlational design. The study population 

involved 1,725 students enrolled in a combination of developmental classes involving 

reading, writing and or mathematics. Drawn from the population was a sample 

consisting of936 randomly selected developmental students enrolled at a South Florida 

community college. 

Data on engagement and SCCT will be collected through the combination of two 

surveys used in previous research; the Community College Student Engagement Survey 

developed by Kuh (2001) and the Broad Academic Milestones Scale (SE-Broad) 

constructed by Kahn and Nauta (2001). The purpose is to acquire data to examine 

relationships among academic outcomes and SCCT factors, engagement, and contextual 

factors. 

In 69 Student Life Skills courses, students completed the instruments online via 

the web while in class. This course is a requirement for all students enrolled in 

developmental courses. The college's registrar and department of Institutional 

Effectiveness and Research provided participants' academic outcome data. 

Limitations 

This study will examine the academic outcomes of community college 

developmental students over one academic year in order to measure student persistence in 

the context of Social Cognitive Career Theory and Engagement. The number of months 

enrolled in a college and grades seems to have the most influence on student persistence 

(Porter, 1990). However, without further tracking of these students beyond the year until 

graduation or other separation from the institution, this study only provides a marginal 
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view of students' persistence in college. Other factors that are not subject to this study but 

could influence academic outcomes are student work schedules, family dynamics and 

television watching. 

Chapter Summary 

Ingrained in the American education system is developmental education. 

However, research concerning student achievement has primarily focused on four-year 

residential institutions. Engagement style theories such as those by Astin (1984), Bean, 

(1985) and Kuh (2001) provide clear conclusions that students' involvement with the 

institution contributes to the production of higher levels of academic outcomes. How 

engagement works to produce higher persistence is disputed (Kahn & Nauta, 2001). This 

study investigates Social Cognitive Career Theory in order to provide an alternative 

theory of student persistence and achievement, as well as to uncover a predictive model 

for identifying students' potential academic outcomes. 
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

The literature clearly supports and provides a strong foundation for the study of 

non-academic factors that contribute to academic outcomes of developmental students in 

community college. This study provides an exploration of research on academic 

outcomes of developmental students as well as student characteristics and factors that 

affect outcomes. Second, this study offers a description and examination of factors 

involving the affect of social cognitive and engagement variables influencing academic 

outcomes. 

Developmental Education 

The nature of community colleges makes retention research an elusive topic. 

Students' purposes for attending community college are as eclectic as the ranges of 

academic ability. Though purposes for attending differ, students participating in 

developmental education share similar academic skills. Boylan and Saxon (2000) 

examined completion rates for students in developmental programs, as well as, post 

remediation grades and retention rates. Ninety percent of colleges surveyed indicate that 

the average completion time for students in developmental courses is one year or less 

(Boylan & Saxon). Ten percent of developmental students completed remediation in 

excess of a year. However, colleges with high numbers of minority students reported 

higher percentages of students needing in excess of one year to progress through 

remediation (Boylan & Saxon). Concerning post remediation GPA, Boylan and Saxon 
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cite studies by Kulik, Kulik, and Schwalb (1983) who found that the GPA of post 

developmental students was generally higher than students with similar backgrounds who 

did not participate in developmental courses. In their review of literature on post 

developmental students' grade point averages, Kulik, Kulik, and Schwalb further 

indicated that for 80 percent of all the studies reviewed, grade point averages of former 

developmental students exceeded those of students who were not required to remediate. 

Reported retention rates for developmental students are positive. Boylan and 

Saxon (2000) report that the retention rate for developmental students was comparable to 

the rate of students not required to participate in developmental courses. Twenty-four 

percent of former community college developmental students maintained enrollment or 

graduated four years after completing remediation courses. This is slightly higher than 

the retention rate (22%) for non-developmental students during the same period (Boylan 

& Saxon). 

Developmental Student Characteristics and Factors Affecting Academic Outcomes 

The following review of the literature sheds light on the characteristics and factors 

reported to affect academic outcomes. This includes first generation college students, past 

academic performance, socioeconomic status, and ethnicity. Academic factors affecting 

academic outcomes are discussed also. 

First generation college students. Over 50 percent of first-generation college 

students (FGCS) begin at community colleges (National Center for Education Statistics 

[NCES], 1999). Many first-generation college students enter college initially lacking 

significant knowledge and skill to negotiate the cultural, bureaucratic, and academic 

adjustments of campus life. The lack of academic and psychological preparation 
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contributes to difficulties faced by FGCS (Mitchell, 1997). Terenzini et al. (1995) 

characterizes FGCS as usually weaker in reading, math, and critical thinking with a 

tendency toward undeclared degree aspirations. Similarly, McConnell (2000) indicates 

that FGCS believe college is important; however, they are not sure that college is the road 

to success, and seek to earn a baccalaureate degree less often than their second-generation 

counterparts do. FGCS often lack college success or survival skills such as, time 

management, budgeting, and knowledge of campus resources (Richardson & Skinner, 

1992). To some extent, all students experience difficulty adjusting to college life. 

However, FGCS experience trials and conflicts to a greater degree than students assisted 

by parents or other famil y members with college experience (Hsiao, 1992; London, 1996; 

McCabe, 2000; Padron, 1992). 

College placement scores such as SAT and ACT are usually lower for first 

generation college students. Subsequently, many FGCS are required to enroll in 

developmental courses in reading, mathematics, or writing. Usually mathematics is a 

requirement, however many students are required to enroll in a combination of 

developmental courses. McConnell (2000) reports that poorly prepared first-generation 

students test into developmental classes. In addition, first generation students are more 

likely to report doubts about the adequacy of their academic preparation (McConnell). 

The research conducted with first-generation college, at-risk, and community college 

developmental students is in accordance with other studies that project a profile of low 

achievers, with inadequate confidence and a propensity toward failure (Inman & Mayes, 

1999; Roueche & Roueche, 1993). 
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Conversely, other research indicates that college preparatory students who 

progress through developmental programs do as well or better than students who were 

not required to participate in developmental programs. McCabe (2000) indicates that, 

"following successful remediation, under-prepared students do as well in college-level 

courses as do students who entered college academically prepared" (p. 52). The 

discrepancy involved in students ' poor academic histories and reported lower self

concept is in sharp contrast to the documented academic success of developmental 

students. This disparity is worthy of study to better understand contributing factors 

affecting academic outcomes of developmental students. 

Past academic experience. An excellent predictor of academic outcome and 

persistence in college is past academic experience such as the rigor of high school 

curriculum (Bean, 1980; Tinto, 1975; Windham, 1997). Previous academic ability in high 

school has a direct influence on collegiate academic outcomes. Astin (1993) indicates 

that of 33 different indicators of student achievement, high school GPA was the primary 

predictor of completion at the bachelor' s level. 

Socioeconomic status. Socioeconomic status has always been an issue in higher 

education. With respect to student achievement, Astin (1993) reports that socioeconomic 

status was the second leading predictor of degree completion for college students. 

Because many developmental community college students are traditionally from less 

affluent families or are working adults with families of their own, this may not be as 

reliable a predictor of academic outcome in this study. However, indirectly, students ' 

necessity to earn a living does seem to affect academic outcomes. The primary cause for 

early withdrawal from college is work scheduling (Zhai & Monzon, 2004). 
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Ethnicity. Minority students in higher education have made great gains, especially 

with increased access generated by the open door policy of community colleges. Over the 

20 years between 1977 and 1997, African American high school graduate enrollment in 

college increased 10 percent. Hispanic students enrolling in college over the same period 

increased 6 percent. However, collectively, they represent only 25 percent of bachelor's 

degrees awarded (McCabe, 2000). Additionally, African Americans and Hispanics 

represent only 17 percent of community college students earning associate degrees 

(McCabe). Although community colleges are typically more diverse in cultures and 

socioeconomics status, academic outcomes of minority students compared with majority 

students is not equitable. Factors such as socioeconomic status, inadequate college 

preparation as well as, the campus environment contribute to the lack of positive 

academic outcomes for minority students (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991 ). Developmental 

students who leave college indicate that the racial climate on campus was an important 

factor in their decision to leave college (Pascarella & Terenzini). 

Non-academic factors affecting academic outcomes. A review of the literature of 

non-academic factors that influence academic outcomes leads to studies involving 

Student Engagement Theory and Social Cognitive Career Theory. Non-academic factors 

are especially important to consider with respect to student persistence and academic 

outcomes. Many researchers acknowledge that non-academic factors such as 

engagement, involvement, or integration with the institution (Astin, 1975; Bean, 1980; 

Kuh, 2001; Tinto, 1975) influence persistence in college. Additionally, students' self

efficacy, goals and expectations are non-academic factors rep01ied to contribute to 

student persistence in college (Hackett et al. , 1992). A review of the literature on Student 
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Engagement Theory demonstrates the consistency of the findings with regard to 

academic outcomes. The literature on Social Cognitive Career Theory outlines the 

potential for its use pertaining to understanding academic outcomes. 

Student Engagement Theory 

The literature clearly demonstrates a positive relationship between student 

engagement and academic outcomes (Astin, 1984; Bean, 1985; Kuh, 2001; Tinto, 1975). 

Engagement includes activities both within and outside of the classroom. Kuh (2003a) 

defines student engagement as "the time and energy students devote to educationally 

sound activities inside and outside of the classroom, and the policies and practices that 

institutions use to induce students to take part in these activities" (p. 1 ). Within the 

classroom activities such as asking questions in class, working in groups, working on 

projects, and service learning initiatives constitute engagement. Outside the classroom 

engagement includes activities such as communication with professors, meeting with 

academic or career counselors, attending campus events, and actively supporting college 

athletic teams. Many more activities than can be listed here contribute to student 

engagement. 

Astin (1971 , 1984) introduced student involvement theory to provide an 

explanation for student persistence in college. Astin (1984) claims that the more students 

are involved in the academic and social life ofthe institution, the more likely students are 

to experience success and persistence in college. Astin (1984) indicates, "students learn 

by becoming more involved" (p.l33). The time and energy that students invest is a 

benefit that leads to success. Astin (1984) writes," true involvement requires the 

investment of energy in academics, relationships, and activities related to the campus and 
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the amount of energy invested will vary greatly depending on the student ' s interest and 

goals as well as the student's other commitments" (p. 301). Although Astin's theory of 

student involvement is a good model for connecting the motivation and behavior of 

students with persistence, it does not evaluate the attributes that students bring to college 

that may determine their level of motivation to become involved. 

Although promoted as a theory of the college drop out process, Tinto ' s (1975) 

model of college student attrition is widely used as a student persistence theory 

(Pascarella & Terenzini , 1991). Similar to Astin (1975, 1984), Tinto (1975) indicates that 

students' integration or "fit" with the institution is linked to their persistence in college. 

Tinto (1975) indicates that "other things being equal, the higher the degree of integration 

of the individual into the college systems, the greater will be his commitment to the 

specific institution and to the goal of college completion" (p. 96). As Pascarella and 

Terenzini (1991) indicate in their critiques ofTinto's theory, integration relates well with 

Astin ' s (1984) involvement theory, however Tinto ' s theory of Student Departure is 

structurally more explicit. Tinto (1975) acknowledges attributes that students bring with 

them to the college, as well as their goals and intentions. 

Bean's (1980, 1985) Student Attrition Model is another leading theory seeking to 

explain why student persist or drop out of college. As with Astin (1984) and Tinto 

( 1975), Bean stresses the importance of student "fit" with the college. Students' attitudes 

toward their academic and social experiences at the college shape their intentions to stay 

in school. Positive experiences with the college lead to favorable beliefs about the 

institution. This in turn leads to students' intentions to remain with the institution. 

31 



The literature clearly demonstrates a positive correlation between student 

engagement and academic success (Astin, 1984; Bean, 1985; Kuh, 2003a; Tinto, 1975). 

However, most engagement research involves four-year colleges and universities rather 

than community colleges. Astin ( 1993) is critical of community college attendance 

because of the lack of student involvement inherent in the commuter nature of 

community college. Overall, residential campus students have a higher level of 

engagement with the institution compared to commuter students (Kuh, 2001). 

Additionally, research seems to demonstrate a correlation between different engagement 

activities but falls short of identifying why engagement is a benefit to student 

achievement. The results of Astin (1993), Bean (1980, 1985) and Tinto (1975) indicate 

that students who are more involved with the institution perform better and persist. 

However, why involvement works is unanswered. 

As primarily commuter campuses, community colleges struggle to maximize 

student involvement, especially outside the classroom. Much of Astin, Bean, and Tinto's 

research on engagement revolves around residential situations on college campuses. 

Unless efforts to cultivate student engagement at community colleges emanate from the 

curriculum by faculty, most efforts only reach a small sample of the total student body. 

Tinto (1997) in his article concerning classrooms as communities provides evidence that 

an organized collaborative method for teaching assists students with the development of 

social networks linked to academics as well as socialization on campus. Furthermore, this 

linkage to networks created in courses contributes to increased student involvement and 

persistence. Tinto (1997) concludes that collaborative learning may be the only way to 

get students in community colleges significantly engaged with the college. Kuh, Gonyea, 
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and Palmer (2001) in their research on disengaged commuter students, indicate that 

commuter students are just as likely to become involved in classroom activities as 

residential students. In addition, Kahn and Nauta (2001) report that, "empirical support 

for the constructs central of Student Integration Theory and Student Attrition Model have 

been mixed" (p. 634). They cite the work of Cabrera eta!. (1992a); Cabrera, Castaneda, 

Nora, and Hengstler (l992b); and Mallette and Cabrera (1991) as researchers who 

indicate mixed support for engagement theories (Kahn & Nauta, 2001 ). 

Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) 

Concerning academic outcomes, Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) focuses 

on the level of academic proficiency and the degree of persistence despite encountering 

obstacles (Smith, 2002). For this reason, this study examines Social Cognitive Career 

Theory as a possible medium to explore academic outcomes of community college 

developmental students. Developmental community college students enroll without the 

academic background or proficiency for college work. The characteristics of 

developmental students, such as being first generation college students or from lower 

socioeconomic families or both, indicate that they must overcome obstacles that many 

college-ready students do not. .. 

As a result ofthe research on the social-cognitive predictors of first year college 

persistence, Kahn and Nauta (2001) believe that SCCT "can be another useful framework 

for the identification of at-risk students, the development of interventions, and continued 

research into methods of increasing retention" (p. 647). 

Foundation. The premise of Social Cognitive Career Theory developed from 

Bandura' s (1986) Social Cognitive Theory, which is a derivative from his previous work 
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in Social Learning Theory. At the heart of Social Cognitive Theory is the concept that 

people proactively engage in their development and can affect change by their actions 

(Pajares 2002). Basically, "what people think, believe, and feel affects how they behave" 

(Bandura, 1997, p. 25). With respect to SCCT, what students believe about themselves, 

their abilities, goals, and consequences of their efforts makes the difference in whether 

they persist through college. Lent et al. ( 1994) injected the word career in the title to 

specify both career and academic behavior (Smith 2002). However, the key to SCCT is 

self-efficacy. Bandura (1997) writes, "people's level of motivation, affective states, and 

actions are based more on what they believe than on what is objectively true" (p. 2). 

Therefore, people ' s behavior is better predicted by what they believe about their abilities 

rather than by what they are actually capable of achieving (Bandura). As Pajares (2002) 

states, "self-efficacy beliefs are themselves critical determinants of how well knowledge 

and skill are acquired" (p. 4). The following sections describe the SCCT factors. The 

sections offer what the literature reveals about their relationship with academic outcomes. 

Self-efficacy. A catalyst for academic achievement is self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is 

an individuals' belief in her or his ability to complete a task, learn a skill or master a 

competency. Research indicates that an individual ' s belief influences academic 

motivation and aspirations (Smith 2002). The more students believe that they can 

accomplish learning tasks the more likely they are to maintain elevated educational 

expectations and endeavor to learn (Bandura, 1997; Schunk, 1984). Bandura (1997) 

indicates, "people's level of motivation, affective states, and actions are based more on 

what they believe than on what is objectively true" (p. 2). Additionally, past academic 

performance determines students' level of self-efficacy. Bandura (1997) argues that the 
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experience of success or failure plays a significant role in the level of self-efficacy. 

Because of this, the expectation that many of the developmental students would have 

lower self-efficacy because of past performances in high school work seems legitimate. 

Self-efficacy affects students' beliefs, efforts, and resiliency. Self-efficacy effects how 

long students persist in college when confronted with obstacles, as well as, how they will 

respond when encountering adversity. Students with a higher sense of self-efficacy have 

"a greater intrinsic interest and deep engrossment in activities." They set for themselves 

challenging goals and maintain strong commitments to them. They heighten and sustain 

their efforts in the face of failure (Pajares, 2002). 

Other literature is contrary to the notion that self-efficacy in and of itself 

contributes significantly to enhance academic outcomes. Kahn and Nauta (200 1) found 

no relations between self-efficacy and persistence of first year college students. 

Additionally, Smith (2002) found that students' sense of over-confidence in their ability 

to complete an introductory information technology course was a detriment to their 

academic performance in the course. Successful students had a combination of factors 

involving past performance, goal setting and outcome expectation. Conversely, academic 

self-efficacy was the strongest predictor of academic performance for engineering 

students (Hackett et al. , 1992). 

Outcome expectations. Unlike self-efficacy, the literature does support the 

influence of outcome expectation pertaining to academic outcomes. Outcome 

expectations are an indication of a student's anticipation that a particular action will lead 

to a particular consequence. Kahn and Nauta (2001) reported that students' outcome 

expectation and performance goal measures were significant indicators of persistence. 
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They indicated that outcome expectations predicted persistence into the sophomore year 

beyond students' ability and past performance. Smith (2002) found that outcome 

expectations of introductory technology students failed to produce a positive influence on 

academic outcomes. 

The literature does not address outcome expectation of community college 

developmental students. However, because developmental students pursue higher 

education in spite of known academic deficiencies, the presumption that students who 

produce a positive academic outcome have a strong level of outcome expectations is 

favorable. This is consistent with Yrooms' (1964) Expectancy Theory of Motivation. 

Expectancy determines individuals ' belief that they can accomplish what they have set 

out to do despite obstacles. According to Vrooms, motivational force, which dictates 

peoples ' behavior, is a combination of three factors: (a) expectancy, (b) instrumentality, 

and (c) valence. Expectancy is the perceived probability that certain actions will produce 

positive performance. For instance the amount of time a student studies may depend on 

the outcome that expect to have on an exam. Instrumentality is the perceived probability 

that the positive performance will produce a desired outcome such as an award. Valence 

is the value of the expected outcome for the individual. These factors combine to 

determine what behaviors individuals choose in the presence of alternative behaviors or 

action (Yrooms). Therefore, a student's belief that a significant reward exists for meeting 

a challenge, such as earning college degree, combined with how he(she) values the 

degree, combined with the self-confidence that the degree is achievable produces a 

motivation force that could drive the student to obtain the degree. 
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Performance goals. Performance goals are students ' self-determination to persist 

and progress toward an identified goal. Students ' academic goals and intentions are 

significant influencers for retention (Daniels, 1990). Kahn and Nauta (200 1) found 

performance goals and outcome expectations significant determinants of freshmen 

advancement to the sophomore year. They state that 

It appears that students' decisions about whether to return to their college or 

university after the first year are partly influenced by their belief about the 

consequences of persisting in college as well as their determination to graduate 

from college. (p. 64 7) 

Students ' level of outcome expectations and performance goals greatly enhanced the 

odds of persisting. Both measures of outcome expectations and performance goals exceed 

those of self-efficacy. 

Contextual Factors 

The relationship between contextual factors and academic outcomes is abundant, 

but inconsistent in the literature. Contextual factors investigated in this study are gender, 

ethnicity, socioeconomics, age, high school grades, and first generation student status. 

The following sections provide descriptions of researchers ' perceptions of how 

contextual factors influence academic outcomes. 

Gender. Often debated is the topic of gender as it relates to academic outcomes. 

Mohammadi (1994) differs with claims by Aquino (1990) and Fischbach (1990) who 

indicate that gender has no significant relationship to academic outcomes. Mohammadi 

reports that when an examination of gender occurs in isolation from other variables a 

relationship does exist. A review of the National Center for Educational Statistics (2005) 
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report indicates that only slight differences in degree or certificate attainment between 

credential seeking men and women. The research of Ray, Garavalia, and Gredler (2003) 

regarding the gender differences in self-regulated learning, task values and achievement 

in developmental college students reveals that females out perform males on GPA and 

other achievement indicators. Ray et al. attribute this to differences in how males and 

females in the study made use of typical study strategies, task values and internal 

motivation. 

Ethnicity. Several studies on student persistence demonstrate a relationship 

between ethnicity and outcomes (Mohammadi, 1994; Zhao, 1999). However, other 

researchers such as Aquino (1990) and Fischbach (1990) report no significant 

relationship between attrition and student ethnicity. The debate on whether ethnicity 

matters may be best presented in the context of the environment in which many minority 

students pursue an education. The success of African American students' attending 

historically Black colleges and universities (HBCU) is a prime example of the 

environment's influence on racial factors and student outcomes. Although HBCUs 

represent only 4 percent of the higher education institutions in the United States, the 

percentage of minority graduates is greater than that of non-HBCU institutions (Florida 

Legislature Postsecondary Planning Commission, 1990). 

In a study of the goals, expectations and experiences of students entering 

community colleges, researchers found that the transition to college from high school 

differed in terms of goals, expectations, difficulties, adjustment, and comfort with the 

institution (Weissman, Bulakowski, & Jumisko, 1998). The open admission policy has 

made community colleges rather diverse institutions that cope with these differences 
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regularly. It is well documented in the literature that ethnicity is a significant factor in 

academic outcomes. However, the environment and racial homogeneity of the higher 

education institutions seem to influence academic outcomes. 

Socioeconomic factors. Findings relating students' socioeconomic status with 

academic outcomes are inconsistent (Summers, 2003). Students' family status, 

employment and lifestyle usually confound findings involving socioeconomic factors. 

Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) focus more attention on the socioeconomics of students' 

peers and how this affects academic outcomes rather than on individual students' actual 

socioeconomic status. Similarly, Astin (1993) addressed socioeconomic factors as part of 

his 1993 book titled, What Matters in College. Both sets of research list socioeconomic 

background as an environmental factor that relates more to students' perceptions of their 

peers instead of a significant influencer of academic outcome. 

Age. Age has been a factor on college campuses since the creation of the Gl Bill. 

Non-traditional, students defined as over the age of 25, often have different needs from 

the traditional aged students. The literature provides conflicting information about 

academic outcomes of non-traditional vs. traditional students. Concerning educational 

attainment, Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) acknowledge that their studies did not take 

into account non-traditional aged students. They suggest that the factors of influence on 

academic outcomes may differ from traditional aged students. Because of the 

heterogeneity of non-traditional cohorts, academic outcomes vary from study to study. 

The various educational backgrounds, motivations, and expectations of non-traditional 

students are similar to traditional aged students. However, Kinnick and Kempner (1988) 

report data that strongly suggest that the odds of earning a four-year degree favor students 
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who aspired to achieve a bachelor's degree in high school and begin postsecondary work 

soon after graduation from high school. Windham (1994) observed similar results 

reporting that persisters in community college were usually younger. Price (1993) in a 

study on the characteristics of dropout students at Allegany Community College reported 

similar findings. In contrast, Mohammadi (1994) found attrition rates after one year of 

study at Patrick Henry Community College higher for traditional aged students. Although 

Owen (2003) determined that there was a small but significant positive relationship 

between age and academic outcome for community college students, he indicates that 

most of the factors that contribute to academic outcomes are issues other than age. This is 

an indication that age alone may not be a contributing factor of academic outcome. 

High school grades. The best predictors of academic outcomes in college are the 

grades students earn while in high school (Summers, 2003). Generally, the better students 

perform in high school the better they do in college. Hagedorn et al. (2001) rep011 a direct 

relationship between high school grades and academic success in college. Snyder, 

Hackett, Steward and Smith (2003) examined the persistence of first year college 

students and determined that students ' performance in high school was the greatest 

predictor of persistence throughout the first year of college. Windham (1994) in her 

investigation of how high school and community college dual enrollment is impacted by 

the rigor of high school studies also concluded that high school grades were the best 

predictor of collegiate academic outcomes. 

First generation college students. FGCS are more prone to early withdrawal from 

college than other students are. In a longitudinal study Ishitani (2003) reports that the risk 

for first generation students leaving college early was 71 percent higher than students 
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whose parents attended college. Many factors may contribute to this, such as, inadequate 

preparation for college, financial problems, lack of familial support, and inadequate 

involvement with the college. Chaves (2003) highlights the disadvantages that FGCS 

have with becoming more involved with the institution and how that negatively affects 

their retention in community college. However, Inman and Mayes (1999) report that 

many FGCS are aware of their academic problems and work diligently to overcome 

them. Many FGCS are from less affluent families and have lower college placement 

scores. Although FGCS face challenges to a greater extent than students whose parent(s) 

attended college, the literature indicates that they are often more committed to college 

and succeed in college at a similar rate to that of second-generation students (Inman & 

Mayes). 

Chapter Summary 

The literature leads to the potential predictive use of SCCT concerning 

community college developmental students' persistence (Kahn & Nauta, 2001 ). The 

general characteristics of community college developmental students suggest that the 

students who progress through the developmental coursework have some non-academic 

factors that contribute to academic outcomes. Commonly known is that most 

developmental students in community college have inadequate academic backgrounds. 

Therefore, the expectation is that academic self-efficacy will not be as high as college

ready students in community college. 

The literature on engagement theory is an excellent predictive tool. Students who 

are more involved in college life have a better opportunity to persistent in college (Astin, 

1993; Bean, 1985; Kuh, 2001 ). However, typical community college students are not as 

41 



engaged with the institution. Based on engagement theory, it is reasonable to expect low 

retention for community college developmental students. 

The literature places a high premium on past academic performance with regard 

to students' collegiate academic outcomes. Yet, many developmental students persist 

despite barriers of low self-efficacy and poor past academic performance. Students who 

complete developmental academic programs in community college achieve slightly 

greater GPAs than community college students placed in college level courses only 

(Boylan, 1999). This contrast in the literature suggest that there are factors other than past 

academic performance that contribute to successful academic outcomes of developmental 

community college students. 

Research that identifies non-academic factors that promote successful academic 

outcomes may prove beneficial for producing programs to retain low achieving 

developmental students. The combination of engagement theory and SCCT may produce 

a useful predictive model to help students progress through developmental community 

college programs. A review of the literature could not identify any studies involving 

SCCT or student engagement of community college developmental students. 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

Successful academic outcomes for academically under-prepared students have 

become one of the leading challenges for teaching and learning in community colleges. 

The conceptual framework of this study highlights the complexity of determining the 

factors that enhance academic outcomes. Moreover, while the relationship between 

student engagement and academic outcomes is more commonly accepted (Astin, 1984; 

Bean, 1985 ; Kuh, 2001 , Kuh, 2003b; Tinto, 1975) the emergence of a relationship 

between Social Cognitive Career Theory and academic outcomes is unsubstantiated. 

Relationships for how contextual factors such as age, gender, ethnicity, 

socioeconomic status, and whether students are first the first in their family to attend 

college were also analyzed to determine the relevancy of SCCT as a theory for predicting 

academic outcomes. This chapter describes the research approach for determining 

answers to the research questions. 

Review of the Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to identify the relationship of Social Cognitive Career 

Theory (non-academic factors) , student engagement and academic outcomes of 

community college students enrolled in developmental courses over one academic year. 

The origins of this study are from Kahn and Nauta' s (2001) research on Social-Cognitive 

predictors of college students ' academic outcomes. Unlike previous research, this study 
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explores the effectiveness of SCCT as a predictor of academic outcomes of community 

college developmental students. 

Research Hypothesis 

Four assumptions drive the research questions for this study. The literature review 

supports the following assumptions: (a) engaged students are more likely to learn and 

achieve academically, (b) college students who achieve have a combination of non

academic factors that relate to their academic outcomes, (c) there are relationships 

between contextual factors and academic outcomes, and (d) college students who 

maintain positive academic outcomes posses higher levels of engagement and a 

combination of SCCT factors that contribute to their performance. This section addresses 

the research questions and hypothesis to engage these questions. 

The assumptions based on the literature generate the following research questions: 

1. What evidence is there that SCCT factors contribute to developmental 

students' academic outcomes? 

2. What evidence is there that engagement factors contribute to developmental 

students' academic outcomes? 

3. What evidence is there that contextual factors affect SCCT factors' influence 

on academic outcomes? 

4. What evidence is there that contextual factors affect engagement factors ' 

influence on academic outcomes? 

The corresponding research hypotheses are as follows: 

Ho 1: There is no significant relationship between academic outcomes and SCCT 

factors. 
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Ho2: There is no significant relationship between academic outcomes and 

engagement factors. 

Ho3: The relationship between academic outcomes and SCCT factors are not 

affected by contextual factors. 

Ho4: The relationships between academic outcomes and engagement factors are 

not affected by contextual factors. 

Research Design 

This study uses a descriptive and correlational research design. Initially, the 

results provide descriptive information about the study subjects such as, the composition 

ofthe student sample. In addition, results include descriptive analysis of students' 

academic outcomes, levels of engagement, and SCCT factors. The final phase of analysis 

involves correlation analysis of the independent variables with academic outcomes. Table 

2 provides a detailed list of variables definitions and corresponding measurements. 

Table 2 

Study Variables, Definitions, and Measurement 

Variables 

Dependent 

College GPA 

Persistence 

Summary of Definition and Measurement 

Definition: Students computed college grade 
point average 
Measurement: College Transcript 
Definition: Students' completion and 
reenrollment in college for subsequent semester 
Measurement: College Transcript 

(table continues) 

45 



Table 2 (continued) 

Variables 

SCCT Independent Variables 

Academic Self Concept 

Table 2 Continued 

Outcome Expectation 

Performance Goals 

Engagement 
Independent Variables 

Active and collaborative 
Learning 

Student Effort 

Academic Challenge 

Student-Faculty Interactions 

Summary ofDefinition and Measurement 

Definition: Students' belief in their ability to 
complete an academic task, learn a skill or master 
a competency 
Measurement: Self Efficacy for Broad Milestone 
Scale Questions 1-13 

Definition: Student's anticipation that a particular 
action will lead to a particular consequence 
Measurement: Items 14, 15,16 

Definition: Students' determination to persist and 
progress toward an identified goal 
Measurement: Item 1 7 

Definition: Students level of participation in class 
and with other students on projects in class and 
out of class 
Measurement: CCSSE Question 1-7 

Definition: Students' behaviors that contribute to 
their own learning 
Measurement: CCSSE Questions 8-13 

Definition: Students level of activity in 
challenging intellectual and creative work 
Measurement: CCSSE Question 14-23 

Definition: Students level of interactions with 
faculty in and outside of the class 
Measurement: CCSSE Question 24-29 

(table continues) 
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Table 2 (continued) 

Variables 

Support for Learners 

Contextual 
Independent Variables 
Ethnicity 

Gender 

Socioeconomic Status 

Age 
High School GPA 
First Generation College 
Student 

Study Sample 

Summary of Definition and Measurement 

Definition: Students' perception of the college's 
commitment to their success, cultivation of 
positive working and social relationships among 
groups on campus. 
Measurement: CCSSE Questions 30-36 

Definitions from Community College Leadership 
Progran1 The University of Texas at Austin 
www.ccsse.org 

Measurement: Self report coded 1-5 

Measurement: Self report coded 1-2 

Measurement: Self report coded 1-5 

Measurement: Self report coded 1-4 
Measurement: Self report coded 1-4 
Measurement: Self report coded 1-2 

Community colleges' policy of open admission provides a population that varies 

widely in age and ethnicity. The sample is composed of 936 developmental students 

enrolled in Student Life Skills courses at a South Florida community college. All students 

enrolled in any of the 69 Student Life Skills courses offered at the institution had the 

opportunity to participate in this study. Students enrolled in this course are primarily 

developmental students enrolled in a combination of two or more developmental courses. 

The combinations of developmental courses include mathematics, reading, and writing. 

Students' ages ranged from nineteen to forty years. The range of college credits earned 

or attempted by students were between zero and 24. 
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Instrumentation 

Community college survey of student engagement. The goal of the Community 

College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) is to measure the degree by which 

students engage or involve themselves in college practices that benefit them and promote 

students' success in college. Although the designed use ofCCSSE data is to assist 

community colleges in evaluating and improving teaching and learning, it also provides 

an indication of students ' level of engagement in particular activities, functions and 

services provided by the institution. The CCSSE is an adaptation of the National Survey 

of Student Engagement for use at four-year colleges and universities. The CCSSE 

duplicates many of the items of the National Survey of Student Engagement. Of the 79 

items used in the National Survey of Student Engagement instrument, 56 items, or 71 

percent appear in the CCSSE (Marti, 2004). 

The CCSSE measures five benchmarks of student engagement with the college. 

They are: (a) active and collaborative learning, (b) academic challenge, (c) student

faculty interaction, (d) support for learners, and (e) student effort. Marti (2004), in 

evaluating the reliability and validity of the CCSSE, describes the CCSSE as follows: 

An analyses of the psychometric properties of the Community College Student 

Report (name for the instrument used by the CCSSE) and the benchmarks of 

effective educational practice that are derived from the instrument indicate that 

the data are both reliable and valid. (p. 25) 

Additionally, Marti adds, "The ability of the benchmarks to predict other outcomes such 

as grade point average and show that engagement benchmarks are predictably related to 
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the outcomes to which they should be related indicates validation of the instrument." He 

emphasizes that there is 

Considerable potential for examining the relationship between the CCSSE 

benchmarks and other outcomes. While student engagement is certainly not the 

only factor contributing to student success, future work should examine how it 

relates to direct assessments of student learning outcomes in community colleges 

and to other important outcomes including retention, transfer, graduation, and 

career successes. (Marti , p. 25). 

Of 65,300 surveys administered to students attending over 120 community and technical 

colleges, 53 ,000 surveys were used for analysis of the validity and reliability. Table 3 

displays a summary of the results of the factor analysis determining reliability of CCSSE 

benchmark items (Marti) . The reliability is a positive reflection of the worthiness of this 

instrument to produce reliable results. 

Table 3 

CCSSE Benchmarks Reliability 

CCSSE Benchmarks 

Active and Collaborative Learning 

Student Effort 

Academic Challenge 

Student-Faculty Interaction 

Support for Learners 
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Self-efficacy for broad academic milestones scale (SE-Broad). Self-Efficacy for 

Broad Academic Milestones scale, also known as theSE-Broad, assesses students' 

academic self-efficacy. The version of the SE-Broad used in this study is an adaptation of 

theSE-Broad used in Kahn and Nauta's (2001) study of social-cognitive predictors of 

first-year college persistence. Because Kahn and Nauta's study involved university 

freshmen and sophomores, the current study substitutes appropriate terms on the SE

Broad for use at this particular community college. Changes in terms reflect the 

community college general education requirements and students' expectations when they 

leave. Kahn and Nauta report that they altered Lent, Brown, & Larkin's (1987) version of 

the Self-Efficacy for Broad Academic Milestones Scale to accommodate it to the 

academic requirements of their sample university. As in the Kahn and Nauta research, the 

current study's version ofthe SE-Broad enables assessment of students' self-efficacy as it 

related to predicting academic performance. In 12 items, theSE-Broad measures 

students' confidence in their ability to complete a variety of academic requirements and 

accomplishments essential for successful achievement at the institution. Differences 

between the Kahn and Nauta's version ofthe SE-Broad and theSE-Broad ofthe current 

study are course titles and the substitution of the words "community college" where 

"university" existed. 

Lent, Brown, and Gore (1997) used a version of theSE-Broad in a study with 205 

university students to determine if there existed a discernable difference between the 

constructs of academic self-concept and self-efficacy. These authors report a .88 

coefficient alpha for theSE-Broad. Similarly, Kahn and Nauta (200 1) reported a .92 

50 



alpha for second-semester data and a .94 alpha for pre-college data collected in their 

study. This represented a sample of 400 university freshmen students. 

Items to assess outcome expectations and performance goals. Adapted from the 

Kahn and Nauta (2001) study are three survey items to assess students' level of Outcome 

Expectations, a construct of SCCT. Similarly, inserted are the words community college 

instead of university. These items examine students' beliefs about whether their decision 

to enroll in community college will result in desired consequences. In the Kahn and 

Nauta study, the Alpha for the data was .84 for students in their second semester and .77 

for students prior to enrolling at the university. This represented a sample of 400 

university freshmen. 

One survey item represents the assessment of students' Performance Goals, 

another construct of SCCT. This item examines the degree that students indicate 

determination to complete a degree from the current school as opposed to some other 

institution. Validity and reliability information is unknown about this item. 

To assess SCCT factors , survey items from Kahn and Nauta's (2001) study of 

social-cognitive predictors of first-year college persistence was used. To assess students' 

level of academic self-efficacy, students completed a revised version ofthe 12-item Self

efficacy for Broad Academic Milestones Scale (SE-Broad). As in the Kahn and Nauta 

study, revision of theSE-Broad reflects the academic requirements of community college 

students. Kahn and Nauta, on advice from R. W. Lent, revised the instrument to reflect the 

specific undergraduate requirements at the research site (Kahn & Nauta). The 

administration of the three items used by Kahn and Nauta, which were adapted from 
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Bean (1985) assessed students' Outcome Expectations. Outcome Expectations survey 

were items: 

1. How useful do you think your education at this community college will be for 

getting future employment? 

2. How useful do you think your education at this community college will be for 

getting work you would really like? 

3. How useful do you think your education at this community college will be for 

getting a well-paying job? 

Responses to these items are based on a 4-point scale 1-(not at all useful) to 4-( extremely 

useful) (Kahn & Nauta). 

Performance Goals were assessed using one item from Kahn and Nauta (2001), 

which they adapted from Cabrera et al. (1992a) . The following is the performance goal 

item: 

It is important for me to get a college degree from this community college as 

opposed to some other college. 

Responses to this item are based on a 5-point scale 1-(very untrue) to 5-(very true) (Kahn 

& Nauta). 

Combined use of instruments. Both instruments used in this study originated from 

other studies; however this is the first study to administer both. The instruments used in 

this study are the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) and the 

Self-efficacy for Broad Academic Milestones Scale (SE-Broad) with additional items 

used to examine SCCT factors of Outcome Expectations and Performance Goals. Except 

for minor modifications made to the SE-Broad and Outcome Expectation and 
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Performance Goal items, the same survey items used by Khan and Nauta (2001) 

determine students ' level of SCCT factors. Changes to these i terns are necessary to 

accommodate the academic requirements for community colleges. Students completed 

the combined surveys via a website during a regularly scheduled class meeting located in 

the college' s computer laboratory. The use of a web-based survey and enterprise 

feedback management solutions software provided a database for survey responses. 

Cooperation with the college's Department of Institutional Effectiveness that maintains 

this system made it possible to implement this survey design and administration strategy. 

Concurrently, the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) 

measured students' level of engagement with the college with the SCCT items described. 

The 35-item CCSSE instrument measures student engagement in regards to good 

educational practices. Kuh, (2001) cites Chickering & Gamson's (1987) "Seven 

Principles of Good Educational Practices in Undergraduate Education" as the focus of 

analysis for the CCSSE. These factors are: (a) Student faculty contact, (b) Cooperation 

among students, (c) Active learning, (d) Prompt feedback, (e) Time on task, (f) High 

expectations, and (g) Respect for diverse talents and ways of learning (Kuh). 

The Community College Leadership Program at the University of Texas at 

Austin provided permission for inclusion of20 additional items to accompany the 

original CCSSE items. In this study, the 17 items measuring SCCT factors preceded the 

CCSSE items. All students completed the SCCT items. This included first time in college 

students and students with previous college experience. However, only students with 

previous college experience completed both the SCCT and CCSSE items. Regardless of 

students' status, they were unaware of the differences. Students who indicated that they 
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completed less than one course concluded the SCCT items and received thank you a 

message for their participation. Other students with previous college experience 

continued to complete the entire instrument. 

Data Collection 

In order to obtain an adequate sample size, all students enrolled in the selected course 

received an opportunity to participate in the study. With the permission of the community 

college administration and the professors teaching the Student Life Skills courses, 936 

enrolled in strategies for college success students participated. Although the completion 

of the surveys was voluntary, 67 percent of the students participated in the study. 

Included in the survey was a request for demographic information. Requested was the 

following demographic information: 

1. High school GPA 

2. Current college GP A 

3. First year of attendance in college 

4. Did your mother or father attend college? 

5. Income level 

6. Racial information 

7. Student ID number 

Students' responses were analyzed in regard to their academic outcomes over a 

32-week academic year. Academic outcomes consist of students' GPA and persistence. 

As in Kahn and Nauta (2001), persistence was coded on a binary scale of 1-(persisters) 

and 0-(non-persisters). The analysis involves triangulation among information obtained 
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from surveys, self reported high school GP A, and college records. Student demographic 

(contextual data) information is included in the analysis. 

All responses were generated from multiple-choice options. Students had the 

ability to complete the survey online by way of a website link. In order to provide a 

means to identify each student' s academic outcome, one item on the instrument requested 

participants to submit voluntarily their student identification number. The researcher used 

this information to track students' academic outcomes at the end of the study period. 

With the assistance ofthe college ' s Institutional Effectiveness and Research department, 

students ' responses were transmitted directly to a Perseus database to produce raw data 

for analysis . 

Data Analysis 

At the completion of data collection, data for the eight dependent variables from 

the constructs which constitutes the SCCT factors (Academic Self Concept, Outcome 

Expectation, and Performance Goals), CCSSE factors (Active and Collaborative 

Learning, Student Effort, Academic Challenge, Student-Faculty Interactions and Support 

for Learners) and six contextual variables(Current GPA, Minority status, Gender, SES, 

Age, High School GPA and First Generation College Student) were analyzed using 

multivariate regression in determining the academic outcome of GPA and student 

persistence. 
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Chapter Summary 

The purpose of this study is to identify the relationship of Social Cognitive Career 

Theory (non-academic factors) , student engagement, and academic outcomes of 

community college students enrolled in developmental courses over one academic year. 

The methodology involves the administration of the Community College Survey of 

Student Engagement (CCSSE) and Kahn and Nauta (2001) SCCT survey items. Nine

hundred-thirty-six community college developmental students enrolled in a common 

course, which is a requirement for developmental students at the institution, completed 

the surveys. Two-hundred-nineteen students represented the sample of students enrolled 

in this course who earned three or more credits (one course or more) at the institution. At 

the end ofthe study period, students ' level of persistence and GPA were observed. 

Descriptive and correlational data were collected in order to (a) provide general 

information about participants, and (b) to provide data capturing relationships among 

independent variables. 
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Results of Study 

Chapter 4 

Data Analysis 

The purpose of this study is to identify the relationship of Social Cognitive Career 

Theory (non-academic factors) , student engagement, and academic outcomes of 

community college students enrolled in developmental courses. The first section of this 

chapter is an overview of the descriptive characteristics of the study population. 

The second section provides hypothesis testing. The findings of the relational 

factors of SCCT, engagement and academic outcomes as well as the influence of 

contextual factors on SCCT and engagement in regard to academic outcomes are 

determined. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The four research questions studied are: 

l. What evidence is there that SCCT factors contribute to developmental 

students ' academic outcomes? 

2. What evidence is there that engagement factors contribute to developmental 

students ' academic outcomes? 

3. What evidence is there that contextual factors affect SCCT factors ' influence 

on academic outcomes? 

4. What evidence is there that contextual factors affect engagement factors' 

influence on academic outcomes? 

The questions generated four hypotheses. They are as follows: 

57 



Hol: There is no significant relationship between academic outcomes and SCCT 

factors. 

Ho2: There is no significant relationship between academic outcomes and 

Engagement factors. 

Ho3: The relationship between academic outcomes and SCCT factors are not 

affected by contextual factors. 

Ho4: The relationships between academic outcomes and Engagement factors are 

not affected by contextual factors. 

Described in this chapter is the data analysis, which includes the descriptive and 

non-experimental statistical outcomes. Chapter 5 provides a discussion of the findings 

and conclusions. 

Response Rate 

Nine-hundred-thirty-six students participated in the study. Because the target 

sample involved students with three or more earned college credits, 219 students 

comprise the sample for the group of developmental community college students. 

Although all students completed the SCCT items of the survey, students who earned three 

or more college credits (students with previous college experience) before enrolling in 

this course completed the engagement items. Of the 219 students, 155 students provided 

a valid student identification number used for tracking. This represents a 71 percent 

response rate. These students completed both the SCCT and engagement items as well a 

provided a valid student identification number for tracking purposes. 

58 



Descriptive Statistics 

The author used descriptive statistics to analyze the sample. Descriptive 

information requested involved (a) gender; (b) high school GP A; (c) current college 

GPA; (d) first year of attendance; (e) parent' s attendance in college; (f) yearly income 

level ; (g) ethnic status; (h) number of classes enrolled; and (i) number of college credits 

earned at the time of the study. The descriptive statistical reports the mean for persistence 

(re-enrollment) and the mean GPA at the end of the semester in which students re

enrolled. This study defines student persistence as re-enrollment for the subsequent 

semester. 

Gender The study involved 381 males and 553 female participants. The mean re

enrollment for males and females were similar. However, the GPAs of female students 

were slightly higher. Table 4 reflects this finding. 

Table 4 

Mean Persistence and Ending GP A for Males and Females 

Gender 

Male 

Female 

N 

381 

553 

SD 

0.46 

0.45 

Persistence GP A 

0.713 2.19 

0.748 2.54 

SD 

1.14 

1.12 

High school GPA. High school GPA is a self-reported variable. Of the 909 

students who completed this item, 20 percent reported a high school GPA between 2.0 

and 2.4; 39 percent between 2.5 and 2.9; 28 percent between 3.0 and 3.4; and 12 percent 

between 3.5 and 4.0. Table 5 highlights this issue. 
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Table 5 

Means for High School GP A and Persistence 

Mean Mean 
HSGPA N % Persistence SD GPA SD 

2.0-2.4 184 20 0.663 0.484 2.13 1.18 

2.5-2.9 357 39 0.756 0.441 2.28 1.11 

3.0-3.4 258 28 0.74 0.447 2.54 1.15 

3.5-4.0 110 12 0.736 0.451 2.81 1.00 

First-year attended college. New students composed the majority of students in 

the study. Students who indicated their status as First-Year Attended College received a 

code of zero while all other students received a code of one. Eighty-eight percent of the 

sample reported the fall semester of 2005 as their first year attending this institution. Of 

students not attending their first year of college, the mean persistence rate was . 721 for 

students enrolled in 2004 and .681 for students enrolled in 2003. 

First-generation College student (FGCS). Participants answered yes or no to the 

question, "Did your mother or father attend college?" This was a measure to ascertain 

whether the student was a first-generation college (FGCS) student. Just over 50 percent 

(50.4 %) of the students surveyed were FGCS students. Indicated in Table 6 are the mean 

persistence and GPA for FGCS and non-first generation (non-FGCS) college students. 
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Table 6 

First-generation College Students' Mean Persistence and GPA 

Status N Mean Persistence SD Mean GPA SD 

FGCS 461 0.728 0.457 2.32 1.12 

Non FGCS 469 0.74 0.452 2.48 1.17 

Socioeconomic status. Within a range from less than $1 0,000 to $50,000 or 

greater, students identified their yearly income. Forty-six percent of students who 

responded indicated their yearly income level as $10,000 or less. Overall, 69 percent 

reported incomes of $19,000 or less. Table 7 displays this. 

Table 7 

Yearly Income Mean and Persistence 

Mean 
Mean 

Income Level N 
Persistence 

so GPA so 

<$10,000 408 0.757 0.446 2.33 1.14 

$10,000-19,999 204 0.72 0.456 2.16 1.01 

$20,000-29,999 123 0.699 0.473 2.13 1.32 

$30,000-39,999 57 0.719 0.465 2.49 1.09 

$40,000-49,999 29 0.827 0.415 2.18 1.27 

$50,000 + 67 0.701 0.477 2.33 1.27 
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Ethnicity/minority rating. Students identified whether they were "white non

Hispanic," "black (non-Hispanic)," or African American, Hispanic, Latino, Spanish, 

Asian, Asian American or Pacific Islander, or other. Coding for ethnicity involved 

categorizing students as either minority or non-minority. All students who identified with 

the "white non-Hispanic" category were coded as non-minority. All other students were 

coded as minority. Thirty-seven percent of students surveyed identified as minorities. 

There was only slight variation in the mean for persistence and GP A. 

Table 8 

Mean Persistence and Mean GPA of Minority and Non-Minority Students 

Status 

Minority 

Non-minority 

N 

343 

593 

Persistence 

0.711 

0.748 

SD 

0.465 

0.447 

GPA 

2.43 

2.4 

SD 

1.2 

1.12 

Present number of classes enrolled. Students identified as full or part time 

students by indicating the number of courses they were taking at the time of the study. 

Forty-nine percent of students who completed this item attended college full time. Only 

six percent of the students took only the class involved in the study. 

Hypothesis Testing 

Results generated for hypothesis testing involved 155 student responses. These 

students met the criteria of having completed at least three or more college credits. These 

participants completed the entire survey which involved both SCCT and engagement 

factors. This section examines research questions and corresponding hypothesis. 
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Research question QJ. What evidence is there that SCCT factors contribute to 

developmental students' academic outcomes? 

The first research question corresponds to hypothesis Ho 1: There is no significant 

relationship between academic outcomes and SCCT factors . Pearson correlations were 

conducted to expose the relationship between SCCT factors: academic self-concept, 

outcome expectations, performance goals, and academic outcomes of persistence and 

GP A. Persistence is determined by re-enrolling for the following semester. GPA is 

determined at the end of the subsequent term that students re-enrolled. The data revealed 

no significant correlation between any of the SCCT factors and academic outcome. 

Table 9 

Correlation Between SCCT Factors and Academic Outcomes 

Academic Outcomes SCCT Factors 

N Academic Self- Outcome Performance 
Concept Expectations Goals 

Persistence 152 .0949 .0588 .0623 

GPA 930 .0054 .0511 .0467 

£ 

The author fails to reject the null hypothesis of a relationship between SCCT factors and 

Academic Outcome. 

Research question Q2. What evidence is there that engagement factors contribute 

to developmental students ' academic outcomes? 

Hypothesis Ho2 corresponds to this research question. Ho2 contends there is no 

significant relationship between academic outcomes and engagement factors. 
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Table 10 

Correlation Between Engagement Factors and Academic Outcomes 

Engagement Factors Academic Outcomes 

N Persistence GPA 

Active Collaborative Learning 155 .0461 -.0272 

Student Effort 153 .0693 -.0131 

Academic Challenge 154 .0192 -.0217 

Student/Faculty Interaction 153 .0664 -.0936 

Support for Learners 154 .0752 -.0350 

The analysis ofthe data indicates that there is no relationship between any engagement 

factors and academic outcome. Therefore, the author fails to reject the null hypothesis. 

Research question Q3. What evidence is there that contextual factors affect SCCT 

factors' influence on academic outcomes? This question corresponds the null hypothesis, 

Ho3, indicating that the relationship between academic outcomes and SCCT factors are 

not affected by contextual factors. To investigate this hypothesis, a series of multiple 

regression analyses were performed to discover relationships between SCCT and 

academic outcomes. This involved an examination of whether the relationships between 

SCCT and academic outcomes were moderated by contextual factors. Collected were two 

sets of data relating to both criteria variables: students ' GPA at the end of the study and 

students ' persistence. The data are reflected in Tables 11 and 12. 
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Table 11 

SCCT Factors and GPA 

Student Contextual Factors 
(Moderators) B SE Beta t Sig. 

FTIC * Academic Self Concept .050 .093 .036 .544 .587 
FGCS * Academic Self Concept .190 .138 .148 1.37 .170 
Gender * Academic Self Concept .419 .747 .151 .561 .575 
Minority * Academic Self Concept -.090 .146 -.075 -.613 .540 
Current GP A * Academic Self Concept .117 .040 .119 2.95 .003 
Yearly Income * Academic Self Concept .019 .019 .033 .986 .324 
Credits Earned * Academic Self Concept .094 .102 .031 .923 .356 
High School GP A * Academic Self Concept -.117 .049 -.081 -2.40 .016 
Classes enrolled * Academic Self Concept .076 .061 .040 1.24 .217 

FTIC *Performance Goals .000 .058 .000- .002 .998 
FGCS * Performance Goals -.010 .077 -.014 -.133 .894 
Gender * Performance Goals -.008 .054 -.016 -.146 .884 
Minority * Performance Goals -.040 .081 -.059 -.500 .617 
Current GP A * Performance Goals -.090 .082 -.042 -1.10 .271 
Yearly Income * Performance Goals -.017 .025 -.023 -.669 .504 
Credits Earned * Performance Goals -.068 .066 -.034 -1.04 .300 
High School GPA *Performance Goals -.047 .042 -.037 -1.12 .265 
Classes enrolled * Performance Goals -.003 .032 -.003 -.097 .922 

FTIC *Outcome Expectation .1 01 .131 .056 .780 .436 
FGCS * Outcome Expectation .052 .055 .103 .954 .340 
Gender * Outcome Expectation .306 .159 -.203 1.92 .055 
Minority * Outcome Expectation .135 .163 .092 .833 .405 
Current GP A * Outcome Expectation .003 .016 .008 .204 .838 
Yearly Income * Outcome Expectation .009 .051 -.006 -.184 .854 
Credits Earned * Outcome Expectation -.058 .141 -.014 -.413 .680 
High School GP A * Outcome Expectation -.009 .088 -.003 -.101 .920 
Classes enrolled * Outcome Expectation -.034 .072 -.016 -.481 .631 

Note. p=<.05 

Table 11 demonstrates the significance of the interaction in 24 regressions of 

using the three SCCT factors moderated by contextual factors. Students ' contextual factor 

failed to moderate the relationship between the any SCCT factor and GPA. No interaction 
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variables were statistically significant. Similarly, Table 12 demonstrates SCCT factors 

moderated by contextual factors in regard to student persistence. 

Table 12 

SCCT Factors and Persistence 

Student Contextual Factors 
(Moderators) B SE Beta t Sig. 

FTIC * Academic Self Concept -.031 .051 -.043 -.598 .550 
FGCS * Academic Self Concept .052 .055 .103 .954 .340 
Gender * Academic Self Concept .077 .063 -.129 1.21 .225 
Minority * Academic Self Concept .017 .057 .037 .297 .767 
Current GP A * Academic Self Concept -.008 .033 -.009 .238 .812 
Yearly Income * Academic Self Concept .019 .019 .033 .986 .324 
Credits Earned * Academic Self Concept .018 .040 .015 .436 .663 
High School GP A * Academic Self Concept .011 .029 .013 .039 .699 
Classes enrolled * Academic Self Concept .022 .024 .029 .908 .364 

FTIC *Performance Goals .005 .023 .015 .212 .832 
FGCS * Performance Goals .052 .030 .022 .205 .838 
Gender * Performance Goals .006 .054 -.016 -.146 .884 
Minority * Performance Goals .017 .057 .037 .297 .767 
Current GP A * Performance Goals .008 .054 -.016 -.146 .884 
Yearly Income * Performance Goals .019 .019 .033 .986 .324 
Credits Earned * Performance Goals .018 .040 .015 .436 .663 
High School GP A * Performance Goals .068 .067 -.034 -1.04 .310 
Classes enrolled * Performance Goals .020 .014 .033 .986 .304 

FTIC * Outcome Expectation .008 .036 .015 .232 .817 
FGCS * Outcome Expectation .052 .055 .1 03 .954 .340 
Gender * Outcome Expectation -.008 .054 -.016 -.146 .884 
Minority* Outcome Expectation .052 .064 .089 .813 .417 
Current GP A * Outcome Expectation .003 .016 .008 .204 .838 
Yearly Income * Outcome Expectation .006 .020 .010 .281 .779 
Credits Earned * Outcome Expectation .018 .040 .015 .436 .663 
High School GP A * Outcome Expectation .001 .035 .001 .015 .988 
Classes enrolled * Outcome Expectation -.004 .028 -.004 -.137 .891 

Note. p=<.05 

The relationship between Academic Self-Concept and persistence is not affected 

by contextual factors. Table 12 also demonstrates the significance of the interaction in 24 
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regressions using the three SCCT factors moderated by contextual factors. Students' 

contextual factors failed to moderate the relationship between any SCCT factors and 

persistence. Because none of the interaction variables were statistically significant for 

either GPA or persistence, the author fails to reject the null hypothesis . 

Research question Q4. What evidence is there that contextual factors affect 

engagement factors ' influence on academic outcomes? 

The null hypothesis, Ho4, indicates that the relationships between academic 

outcomes and engagement factors are not affected by contextual factors. Similarly, 

multiple regressions of engagement factors moderated by contextual factors were 

performed to establish the effect of contextual factors on engagement variables in regard 

to student persistence. This analysis is reflected in Tables 13 and 14. 

Table 13 

Engagement Factors and GPA 

Student Contextual Factors 
(Moderators) B SE Beta t Sig. 

FTIC * Active Collaborative Learn -.057 .080 -.058 -.708 .480 
FGCS * Active Collaborative Learn .735 .777 .233 .946 .346 
Gender * Active Collaborative Learn .419 .747 .151 .651 .575 
Minority * Active Collaborative Learn -.330 .766 -.122 -.430 .668 
Current GPA * Active Collaborative Learn -.038 .317 -.010 -.120 .904 
Yearly Income * Active Collaborative Learn -.238 .223 -.091 -1.06 .931 
Credits Earned * Active Collaborative Learn -.622 .609 -.165 -1.02 .309 
High School GPA *Active 

Collaborative Learn -.074 .377 -.016 -.196 .845 
Classes enrolled* Active 

Collaborative Learn .001 .351 .000 .002 .998 

FTIC * Student Effort -.520 .372 -.243 -1.39 .164 
FGCS * Student Effort 2.21 .833 .649 2.65 .009 
Gender * Student Effort -.034 .823 -.011 -.041 .967 

(table continues) 
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Table 13 (continued) 

Student Contextual Factors 
(Moderators) 

Minority * Student Effort 
Current GP A * Student Effort 
Yearly Income * Student Effort 
Credits Earned * Student Effort 
High School GP A * Student Effort 
Classes enrolled * Student Effort 

FTIC * Academic Challenge 
FGCS * Academic Challenge 
Gender * Academic Challenge 
Minority * Academic Challenge 
Current GP A * Academic Challenge 
Yearly Income * Academic Challenge 
Credits Earned * Academic Challenge 
High School GP A * Academic Challenge 
Classes enrolled * Academic Challenge 

FTIC * Student/Faculty Interact 
FGCS * Student/Faculty Interact 
Gender * Student/Faculty Interact 
Minority * Student/Faculty Interact 
Current GPA * Student/Faculty Interact 
Yearly Income * Student/Faculty Interact 
Credits Earned * Student/Faculty Interact 
High School GPA * Student/Faculty Interact 
Classes enrolled * Student/Faculty Interact 

FTIC * Support for Learners 
FGCS * Support for Learners 
Gender* Support for Learners 
Minority * Support for Learners 
Current GPA * Support for Learners 
Yearly Income * Support for Learners 
Credits Earned * Support for Learners 
High School GP A * Support for Learners 
Classes enrolled * Support for Learners 

Note. p =<. 05 
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B 

.295 

.003 

.094 
-.195 
-.120 
-.488 

-.326 
1.12 
.183 
.309 
.003 
.-.255 
.255 

-.226 
.158 

-.044 
-.094 
-.215 
.017 
.003 
.019 

-.006 
.037 
.158 

-.235 
.377 
.562 

-.726 
. 003 

-.230 
-.082 
.193 

-.021 

SE Beta t Sig. 

.687 .124 .430 .668 

.016 .008 .204 .838 

.051 -.038 -.452 .652 

.531 -.056 -.367 .714 

.412 -.024 -.291 .771 

.317 -.124 -1.54 .126 

.431 -.136 -.755 .616 

.922 .299 1.21 .229 

.903 .056 .202 .840 

.952 .098 .324 .746 

.016 .008 .204 .838 

.248 -.088 -1.03 .307 

.Ill .186 2.30 .023 

.415 -.044 -.544 .587 

.070 .184 2.27 .025 

.363 -.022 -.120 .905 

.674 -.035 -.140 .889 

.658 -.085 -.327 .744 

.057 .037 .297 .767 

.016 .008 .204 .838 

.019 .033 .986 .324 

.456 -.002 -.014 .989 

.333 .009 .112 .911 

.070 .183 2.28 .024 

.329 -.132 -.714 .476 

.655 .148 .576 .565 

.655 .226 .858 .392 

.727 -.323 .998 .320 

.016 .008 . .204 .838 

.213 -.090 -1.08 .280 

.429 -.030 -.192 .848 

.336 .046 .575 .566 

.270 -.006 -.077 .817 



The five CCSSE benchmarks representative of engagement factors are reflected in 

Table I 3. Each factor is moderated by each contextual factor. The results of this analysis 

indicate that engagement factors interactions with contextual factors do not influence the 

relationship between GPA and student engagement. Table 13 demonstrates the 

significance of the interaction in 45 regressions using the five engagement factors 

moderated by contextual factors. Students' contextual factors failed to moderate the 

relationship between any engagement factors and GP A. No interaction variables were 

statistically significant. Table 14 provides the results of CCSSE benchmarks moderated 

by contextual factors in order to determine the influence of engagement with contextual 

factors on student persistence. 

Table 14 

Engagement Factors and Persistence 

Student Contextual Factors 
(Moderators) B SE Beta t Sig. 

FTIC *Active Collaborative Learn -.075 .038 -.162 -1.99 .049 
FGCS * Active Collaborative Learn .239 .371 .159 .645 .520 
Gender* Active Collaborative Learn -.306 .355 -.232 -.863 .389 
Minority* Active Collaborative Learn -.319 .360 -.248 -.886 .377 
Current GPA * Active Collaborative Learning .021 .164 .011 .130 .986 
Yearly Income* Active Collaborative Learn .009 .107 .007 .082 .935 
Credits Earned * Active Collaborative Learn .134 .293 .075 .455 .650 
High School GPA * Active 

Collaborative Learn -.207 .188 -.092 -1.12 .271 
Classes enrolled* Active 

Collaborative Learn -.128 .166 -.062 -.770 .443 

FTIC * Student Effort -.097 .173 -.100 -.563 .574 
FGCS * Student Effort .032 .404 .020 .079 .937 
Gender * Student Effort -.201 .315 -.165 -.638 .525 
Minority * Student Effort -.113 .403 -.080 -.280 .780 
Current GP A * Student Effort .003 .016 .008 .204 .838 

(table continues) 
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Table 14 (continued) 

Student Contextual Factors 
(Moderators) 

Yearly Income* Student Effort 
Credits Earned * Student Effort 
High School GP A * Student Effort 
Classes enrolled * Student Effort 

FTIC *Academic Challenge 
FGCS * Academic Challenge 
Gender * Academic Challenge 
Minority * Academic Challenge 
Current GP A * Academic Challenge 
Yearly Income * Academic Challenge 
Credits Earned * Academic Challenge 
High School GPA * Academic Challenge 
Classes enrolled* Academic Challenge 

FTIC * Student/Faculty Interact 
FGCS * Student/Faculty Interact 
Gender* Student/Faculty Interact 
Minority * Student/Faculty Interact 
Current GPA * Student/Faculty Interact 
Yearly Income * Student/Faculty Interact 
Credits Earned * Student/Faculty Interact 
High School GPA * Student/Faculty Interact 
Classes enrolled * Student/Faculty Interact 

FTIC * Support for Learners 
FGCS * Support for Learners 
Gender* Support for Learners 
Minority* Support for Learners 
Current GP A * Support for Learners 
Yearly Income * Support for Learners 
Credits Earned * Support for Learners 
High School GP A * Support for Learners 
Classes enrolled * Support for Learners 

Note. p=<.05 

B 

.086 

.088 
-.081 
-.217 

-.215 
.469 

-.229 
.146 
.003 
.091 
.038 
.188 
.068 

.008 
-.035 
.186 
.017 
.003 
.019 

-.050 
-.168 
-.153 

-.198 
.045 

-.219 
.170 
.003 
.070 
.033 
.028 
.186 

SE Beta t Sig. 

.121 .060 .706 .481 

.256 .053 .344 .732 

.206 -.033 -.391 .696 

.151 -.116 -1.44 .153 

.206 -.162 -1.05 .2 10 

.442 .262 1.06 .291 

.434 -.148 -.529 .598 

.326 .129 .448 .655 

.016 .008 .204 .838 

.119 .065 .764 .446 

.053 .058 .716 .475 

.207 -.075 -.907 .366 

.033 .164 2.05 .042 

.036 .015 .232 .817 

.322 .-027 -.109 .913 

.127 .120 1.46 .147 

.057 .037 .297 .767 

.016 .008 .204 .838 

.019 .033 .986 .324 

.222 -.035 -.224 .823 

.166 -.084 -1.01 .313 

.147 -.084 -1 .04 .300 

.156 -.230 -1.27 .206 

.313 .037 .144 .885 

.314 -.184 -.697 .487 

.346 .158 .493 .623 

.016 .008 .204 .838 

.102 .057 .691 .491 

.207 .025 .160 .873 

.168 .014 .167 .868 

.127 .120 1.46 .147 

Table 14 demonstrates the significance of the interactions in 45 regressions using 

the five engagement factors moderated by contextual factors. Students' contextual factors 
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failed to moderate the relationship between any engagement factors and persistence. No 

interaction variables were statistically significant. As reflected in Tables 13 and 14 no 

significant relationship existed between engagement and contextual factors in regard to 

GP A or student persistence. Base on the statistical evidence, the author fails to rejects the 

null hypothesis. 

Chapter Summary 

The analysis of this chapter began with an examination of developmental students 

who met the criteria for full participation in this study. Each student attended a College 

Life Skills course at a South Florida· Community College. Of the 936 students who 

participated in the study, 909 successfully completed the instruments and provided 

adequate student identification for tracking purposes. Students who completed three or 

more college credits (one college course) prior to the study and provided adequate 

student identification numbers completed the SCCT and CCSSE portions for the 

instrument. Of the 219 students who met the requirements, 155 students provided 

adequate identification numbers and had obtained at least one course completed both the 

SCCT and CCSSE items. This resulted in a 71 percent response rate. The GPA and 

persistence were tracked and recorded of these students. Descriptive statistical data 

illustrates the profile of the sample. The profile demonstrates that 59 percent of the 

participants were female and over 50 percent of the students were first generation college 

students. The majority (69%) ofthe students ' yearly income level was $20,000 or less. 

Thirty-six percent of the students who participated identified themselves as minority, 

meaning they did not identify themselves as white non-Hispanic. Students enrolled for 
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four or more classes were classified as full time students. This represented 49 percent of 

the sample. 

The research questions addressed the relationship of SCCT and engagement 

theory with academic outcomes for the study sample. Summarized here are the 

hypothesis and decisions to reject or fail to reject the null hypothesis. 

Table 15 

Summary of Hypothesis Testing 

Null Hypothesis Description 

Hol There is no significant relationship between 
academic outcomes and SCCT Factors. 

Ho2 There is no significant relationship between 
academic outcomes and engagement 
factors . 

Ho3 The relationship between academic 
outcomes and SCCT factors are not 
affected by contextual factors. 

Ho4 The relationships between academic 
outcomes and engagement factors are not 
affected by contextual factors. 

Failed to Reject/ 
Reject 

Failed to reject 

Failed to reject 

Failed to reject 

Failed to reject 

The first research question examined the evidence that SCCT factors contribute to 

the academic outcomes of developmental students. No significant relationship was found. 

The second research question examined engagement factors ' influence on the 

academic outcomes of developmental students. Similar to the first research question, no 

significant relationship was found. 
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Research question three examined if contextual factors' moderated SCCT factor 

effects on academic outcomes. Regression analysis involving the interaction effects of 

contextual factors with SCCT factors contributed to no significant relationships with 

either academic outcome of students' GPA or persistence. 

Question four investigated whether the interaction of contextual factors with 

engagement factors influenced academic outcomes. As in question three, the analysis of 

interaction of contextual factors with engagement factors demonstrated no significant 

relationships among the interaction of contextual factors with engagement factors. 
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Chapter 5 

Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations 

Restatement of the Problem 

Approximately, 7 of 10 students entering the 1, 786 community colleges in the 

United States are not prepared for college level mathematics, reading, and/or writing. 

Students who are ill prepared for college level courses in these subjects have the 

opportunity to enroll in developmental courses to enhance their preparation for the rigor 

of college level courses. Forty-five percent of degrees seeking first-time community 

college students fail to earn a degree. Over a third of students drop out of college before 

their second semester (Summers, 2003). Students attending community colleges are 10 

to 18 percent more likely to drop out of college than students who attend four-year 

colleges (Summers). 

Nevertheless, the reported lack of success of these students contrasts reports that 

nearly half of community college remedial education students successfully complete their 

programs (McCabe, 2000). In addition, students who successfully remediate perform well 

in standard college work (McCabe). The Florida Department of Education indicates that 

developmental students who persist, graduate and transfer to four-year colleges perform 

as well or better than students who began college at a university (Windham, 2005). Fifty

one percent of the students attending Florida public universities transferred from 

community colleges. Students who earn an associate of arts degree perform as well or 

better than students who originally began college as university freshman. 
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Review of the Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to identify the relationship of Social Cognitive Career 

Theory, student engagement, and academic outcomes of community college students 

enrolled in developmental courses over one academic year. The secondary purpose of this 

study is to determine how SCCT compares with Engagement Theory as a predictive 

measure of students ' persistence and performance. Finally, the author examined the 

relationship between SCCT, student engagement, academic outcomes, and contextual 

factors. 

Review of the Procedures 

Community college students enrolled in a course entitled "Strategies for College 

Success," a student life skills class, participated in completing a survey that examined 

non-academic factors suspected of contributing to academic outcomes. Students 

completed the survey online during a regular classroom session. The author used 

SAS/STA T, a statistical package, to determine the relationships between non-academic 

factors and academic outcomes. Additionally, the statistical package SPSS was used to 

determine interaction effects and multiple regressions of non-academic factor and 

contextual factors on academic outcomes. The data analysis involved descriptive, and 

correlation methods. Academic outcomes are representative of GPA and persistence at 

the end of the study period. 

Summary of Findings and Discussion 

Chapter 4 provided an analysis of the results. The current chapter presents the 

findings of the analysis. Although no conclusive relationships existed among the factors 
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of SCCT, engagement and academic outcomes, reported here in are eight major findings 

ofthis study. The following summarizes the findings. 

Table 16 

Summmy of Findings 

Summary of Findings 

1 There is no evidence that SCCT factors contribute to developmental students ' 
academic outcomes. 

2 Engagement factors did not contribute to developmental students' academic 
outcomes. 

3 No evidence exist that contextual factors influenced the relationship of SCCT 
with student academic outcomes. 

4 No evidence exist that contextual factors influenced the relationship of 
engagement with student academic outcomes. 

5 The higher a student's high school grade point average the more likely the 
student was to have a higher GP A at the end of one academic year. 

6 Female students performed at a higher grade point average than did male 
students. 

7 First Generation College Students in the study performed better in GP A 
attainment than non-First Generation College Students. 

Finding I. There is no evidence that SCCT factors contribute to developmental 

students' academic outcomes. The following discussion of this finding involves the non-

academic factors of students ' academic self-efficacy, performance goals and outcome 

expectations. 
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In this study, academic self-concept failed to contribute to student persistence and 

GPA attainment. The Kahn and Nauta (200 1) study supports this finding . In their study of 

social cognitive predictors of first-year college students, they found no relationship 

between academic self-concept and persistence. Bandura ( 1997) argues that the 

experience of success or failure affects the level of self-concept; however, the current 

study demonstrated no notable difference concerning students ' academic outcomes. One 

study of engineering students indicates that academic self-concept was the strongest 

predictor of academic performance (Hackett et al., 1992). In both of these cases, higher 

performing four-year college students and not developmental community colleges 

students participated. 

Outcome expectations demonstrated no effect on persistence and GP A. The 

literature fails to support this finding. Kahn and Nauta (2001) report that students' 

outcome expectations are significant determinants of student persistence. The variable, 

outcome expectations in the Kahn and Nauta study, was the leading predictor of students' 

progression to the sophomore year. Because no literature on outcome expectations of 

developmental students existed at the time of the current study, the author made the 

assumption that the outcome expectation of developmental students would be a 

contributing factor toward their persistence and attainment of GPA. Vrooms ' (1964) 

Expectancy Theory of Motivation helped to establish this assumption. The current study 

does not support the idea that students' level of outcome expectation determines their 

academic performance. 

Similarly, performance goals had no effect on GPA or persistence of 

developmental community college students. Although Daniels ( 1990) indicates that 
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academic goals and intentions are influencers of persistence, this study fails to reflect 

this. Similarly, Kahn and Nauta (2001) indicate that performance goals and outcome 

expectations are the driving factors contributing to student persistence. The variable, 

performance goals, failed to establish a link between academic outcomes for 

developmental students. 

Overall, the literature concerning academic self-concept, outcome expectations, 

and performance goals indicates that academic self-concept is a less reliable predictor of 

students ' academic outcomes and that the better predictors are performance goals and 

outcome expectations (Hackett et al. , 1992; Kahn & Nauta, 2001 ). There is no support for 

the results of this study with the previously cited research. Although Kahn and Nauta 

speculate that SCCT factors can contribute to academic outcomes, SCCT factors of 

academic self-concept, performance goals and outcome expectations as they r~late to 

academic outcomes remain an emerging concept worthy of further examination for 

developmental students in community college. 

Finding 2. Engagement factors did not contribute to developmental students ' 

academic outcomes. Because of the preponderance of evidence to the contrary throughout 

the literature (Astin, 1975; Bean, 1985; Cabrera et.al. , 1992a; Kuh, 2001 ; Tinto, 1975) 

this is a surprising finding. Engagement, the integration of the student with the institution, 

is influenced by college policies, instructional style as well as students' involvement in 

activities in the class room and on campus. Astin (1984) considers student involvement to 

be "the amount of physical and psychological energy that the student devotes to the 

academic experience" (p. 297). Although approximately 70 percent of 155 students who 

completed the engagement items re-enrolled for the subsequent academic term, none of 
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the engagement factors statistically contributed to academic outcomes. The contrast 

between the percentage of students who persisted and the lack of statistical significance 

of engagement factors drastically belies the magnitude of research to the contrary. The 

literature clearly identifies the impact of student engagement on academic outcomes. 

Pascarella, in two separate studies, found that student-faculty interaction lead to 

considerable educational outcomes and cognitive development (Pascarela, 1980, 1985). 

Many college out-of-classroom experiences or extra curricular activities are distinguished 

as contributors to positive educational outcomes. Activities such as student clubs and 

organizations, intercollegiate athletics and service learning initiatives provide a 

meaningful influence on student development (Terenzini, Pascarella, & Blimling, 1996). 

Although the aforementioned research primarily considered the engagement of students 

in residential four-year colleges or universities, the results of this study can be attributed 

to the commuter nature of the community college experience. The setting of the 

community college contributes to the lack of engagement's impact in this study. Miller, 

Kuh, and Paine (2006) indicate that the expectations for engaging in various activities are 

typically lower for community college students then for students attending four-year 

colleges and universities. The majority of students in the current study maintained full or 

part-time jobs and are considered non-traditional students by four year college standards. 

Many community college students support families of their own rather than receive 

familial support. The characteristics of the developmental community college students in 

this study mirror those presented in the other studies of typical community college 

students (Inman & Mayes, 1999; McCabe, 2000; Miller et al., 2006). The heterogeneous 

cohort of typical community college students involves variations of ages, academic 
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interest, family support and lifestyles. Although no studies regarding community college 

developmental students address engagement directly, research concerning the 

development of learning communities in developmental education seems to include 

engagement opportunities for faculty , educational support staff and students more 

frequently in and out of the classroom (Gabel nick, MacGregor, Matthews, & Smith, 

1990; Matthews, 1993; Smith, 1993; Tinto 1997). Tinto recognizes the increasing 

popularity of learning communities in developmental education and acknowledges that 

"learning communities reflect the "widespread recognition of the importance of 

involvement to student education" (p. 2). The influence of engagement with 

developmental community college students is worthy of additional research. 

Finding 3. No evidence exist that contextual factors influenced the relationship of 

SCCT with student academic outcomes. 

Neither SCCT nor engagement factors independently proved to be a predictor of 

student academic outcomes. Overall , 70 percent of the students re-enrolled regardless of 

the SCCT or engagement factors. Additionally, neither SCCT nor engagement factors 

influenced college GP A. This is contrary to findings of Kahn and Nauta (200 1 ). They 

determined that the factors , performance goals and outcome expectations, contributed to 

persistence of first year college students. However, Lent et al. (1994) suggest that 

learning experiences are affected by contextual factors. In the current study contextual 

factors in combination with SCCT factors demonstrated no significance in influencing 

SCCT effect on academic performance. Lent et al. proposed that the influence of 

contextual factors may become apparent when students are faced with obstacles that may 

impede meeting career or academic goals. In the current study, it is credible that a first 
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generation college student (FGCS) when faced with barriers toward achieving a desired 

goal or academic outcome may relinquish or alter the goal based on the lack of behavior 

modeled by parents or the student' s own belief in their ability to achieve. However this 

notion is not supported by the results of the current study. One limitation in the 

comparison of this study with Lent et al.' s study is the general student demographics. 

Lent ' s et al. sample population consisted of more ethnically homogenous college

prepared students. The current study involves a more eclectic demography of 

developmental community college students who are characterized by their lack of college 

readiness as determined by college entry examinations such as Scholastic Aptitude Test 

(SAT) or the Florida Accuplacer examination (College Placement Test). 

Finding 4. No evidence exist that contextual factors influenced the relationship of 

engagement with student academic outcomes. 

Although proponents of engagement theories (Astin , 1975; Bean, 1985; Kuh, 

2001 ; Tin to, 1975) report research findings indicating that more involved or engaged 

students persist at higher rates, there is no model quantifying the combination of factors 

that predict academic outcomes such as demographic indicators. In the current study, 

contextual factors , of yearly income, current GPA and high school GPA in combination 

with engagement factors ' did not significantly influence the relationship between 

engagement factors and academic outcomes. However, some isolated contextual factors 

did demonstrate significant relationships with attainment of GP A. The remaining findings 

involve discussion of the contextual factors that showed a significant relationship to GPA 

attainment. In this study, no contextual factors influenced student persistence. 
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Finding 5. The higher a developmental student's high school grade point average 

the more likely the student was to have a GPA of 2.40 or higher at the end of one 

academic year. The relationship between high school GPA and the attainment of college 

GPA during the study period indicated that greater high school GPAs produced better 

GPAs for developmental students who persisted. High school GPA was statistically 

relevant to the attainment of college GP A. As the self-reported high school GP A 

increased, the study period GPA increased. In addition, high school GPA affects the 

success of developmental students in same manner as reported in the literature for non

developmental students. High school GP A is the best predictor of later achievement in 

college (Hood, 1992; Summer, 2003). Although Hagedorn et al. (2001) studied the 

retention issues concerning African Americans, they concluded that the high school 

performance was a significant component of future success in college. This finding is 

consistent with other studies involving non-developmental students as well as high school 

dual enrollment students enrolled in college courses (Windham, 1994, 1997). Geiser and 

Santelices (2007) studied the predictive use of high school GP A on freshmen year and 

four-year academic performance. Geiser and Santelices concluded that the best predictor 

of later college performance is high school GPA. A-dditionally, they report that the 

measure was consistent across minority groups. The findings of the current study suggest 

that high school GP A is a good predictor of college performance for college ready and 

community college students in need of college preparatory instruction upon admission to 

college. 

Finding 6. Female students performed at a higher grade point average than did 

male students. The literature supports the finding that female students perform better than 
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male students in reference to college GPA. However, persistence was unaffected by 

gender in this study. This finding is in contrast to Bettinger and Long's (2005) study of 

remediation in community colleges. They concluded that female students were more 

likely than males to complete their first semester of remedial courses. The literature 

reveals that females typically perform better in school than males. Reports of student 

performance in both high school and college reflect this finding. Astin (1971) indicates 

that hundreds of high school studies report that women earn better grades than men. 

McCornacle and McLeod (1988) indicate that regarding differences in the relationship 

between success in college and the predictors of scholastic aptitude and high school 

grades for men and women, women outperform men academically. This is not to imply 

that females are smarter than males, however, as Ray et al. (2003) indicate that the 

differences in gender of developmental students is attributed to differences in 

learning/study strategies and motivation. 

Finding 7. First generation college students (FGCS) in the study performed better 

in GPA attainment than non-FGCS. This is an unusual finding based on the literature 

(Inman & Mayes, 1999; Terenzini et al. 1996). Typically, FGCS do not perform as well 

as non-FGCS initially. The literature suggests that researchers have not tracked FGCS 

longitudinally to make a fair and accurate determination (Pascarella, 2003). Although the 

literature advances the belief that FCCSs experience difficulties that prevent them from 

adequate and equal progress in college (Terenzini et al. , 1996), Pascarella indicates that 

community college FGCSs demonstrate significant academic outcomes compared to non

FGCS and that they demonstrate ample resiliency in lieu of deficits they experience 

during their college attendance. Unlike Terenzini et al., Pascarella tracked FGCS for two 
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years rather one year. He attributes the extended longitudinal tracking to the differences 

between his study and that ofTerenzini et al. Additionally, students in this study were 

made aware of their academic insufficiency through the college placement process and, 

therefore, seemed to endeavor to overcome deficiencies. Also, as the FGCS in the Inman 

and Mayes (1999) study, students overcame obstacles and persisted at a greater rate than 

non-FGCS. 

Conclusions 

Four overriding assumptions drove the research of this study and the conclusions 

contradict the assumptions. The first assumption indicates that engaged students are more 

likely to learn and achieve. Although the well-researched and widely accepted theory of 

student engagement or involvement (Astin, 1984; Bean, 1985; Kuh, 2001) promotes the 

expectation that academic outcomes would show an affect, the results of this study failed 

to demonstrate any consistency with this generally accepted concept. Neither GPA nor 

persistence showed any significant relationship to the factors of Engagement Theory. 

The second research assumption also failed to hold true in this study. The second 

assumption expressed that college students who achieve academically have a 

combination of non-academic factors that relate to their academic outcomes (Kahn & 

Nauta, 2001). This assumption directly involved the application of Social Cognitive 

Career Theory (SCCT) factors of academic self-concept, outcome expectations and 

performance goals. None of these factors contributed to the academic outcome of 

developmental students in this study. Neither GPA nor persistence seemed affected by 

the SCCT factors. 
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The third assumption indicates that contextual factors influenced the relationship 

of SCCT and engagement theory with academic outcomes. This was not evident in this 

study. SCCT and engagement factors had no effect on academic outcomes. Neither did 

contextual factors influence SCCT and engagement' s impact on academic outcomes. The 

contextual factors of high school GPA, gender, number of classes enrolled and FGCS 

failed to demonstrate any significant relationship with developmental community college 

students ' GPA. The results ofthis study belie the literature that contradicts these results 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). This result does not validate SCCT and Engagement 

Theory literature, which reports that contextual factors do influence academic outcomes 

in conjunction with their respective theories (Astin, 1984; Bean, 1985; Kuh, 2001; Kahn 

& Nauta, 2001). 

The fourth assumption declares that college students who maintain positive 

academic outcomes sustain higher levels of engagement with the college and possess a 

combination of SCCT factors that contribute to academic outcomes. The results of this 

study deviate from this assumption. Students' academic outcomes showed no significant 

relationship with either engagement or SCCT factors. Although these assumptions 

receive support in the literature for college students in previous studies, it is not possible 

to substantiate this for developmental students. Unlike the Lent et al. (1987) and Kahn 

and Nauta (2001) study, no relationship between SCCT and academic outcome occurred. 

Similarly, this study contradicts the expectation that Engagement Theory would reveal a 

significant relationship with GPA and persistence (Astin, 1984; Bean, 1985; Kuh, 2001; 

Tinto 1993). The major relationship to academic outcomes for developmental students in 

this study was the contextual factors of high school GPA. 
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The results of this study suggest improving student-centered academic support for 

developmental students. This includes providing study skills education across the 

developmental studies curriculum. The failure of engagement and SCCT factors in the 

present study to determine a meaningful impact on academic outcomes suggests the need 

for more individualized attention for developmental students. Broad institutional 

approaches designed to meet the needs of all students without the recognition of the 

diversity of students ' backgrounds, ages, cultures, and goals may serve to disenfranchise 

students, thus counterbalancing the intended support. Individualized efforts such as 

proactive academic mentoring, tutoring, and academic progress designators if 

institutionalized may direct more attention to students ' uniqueness and determination to 

succeed in college. 

Limitations of the Study and Recommendations 

There were five major limitations of this study. 

Limitation I . The study period was not sufficient to obtain a clearer measure of 

student persistence in college. An enhanced longitudinal approach would increase the 

relevance of this data and assist in determining the long-term influence of SCCT and 

engagement on academic outcomes of developmental students. Tracking students 

throughout their entire enrollment at the community college may uncover significant 

relationships between the non-academic factors and academic outcomes. The author 

recommends that further research track the effects of the SCCT and engagement factors 

throughout students' tenure at the college. 

Limitation 2. The sample size is a limitation of this study. In order to assure that 

the instruments measured the intended factors , the data of students who previously earned 
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at least three college credits composed the sample. The SCCT items are better suited for 

students who are just entering college. In contrast, the design of the CCSSE is for 

students who have more college experience. For this reason, students with three or more 

college credits participated fully by completing both surveys. This limited the sample size 

for this study. 

Limitation 3. The demographic diversity of the sample is a limitation in this study. 

Four-year colleges and universities have more homogenous student populations than do 

community colleges. Moreover, there is no particular accurate definition representative of 

community college students (Hagedorn & Prather, 2006). Generally, community college 

students represent a wide variety of ethnicity, socioeconomic backgrounds, and ages. It is 

common to have baby-boomers, Generation X and millennia! students sitting side by side 

in the same class. This diversity creates challenges for researchers attempting to identify 

factors that contribute to academic outcomes of community college students. 

Generational and motivational differences among students within the sample may have 

confounded data. 

Limitation 4. The enrollment of developmental students in various combinations 

of developmental courses was a limitation in this study. Future research with 

developmental students should focus on specific developmental disciplines separately 

and compare the results for similarities. As well , the evaluation of non-academic factors 

should involve separate treatment of students ' ethnicity. Needed is additional research 

concerning why contextual factors have or do not have a significant effect on academic 

outcome for developmental students. This knowledge would lead to ongoing efforts of 
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theorists and practitioners who seek to uncover methods for identifying early academic 

interventions to maximize students ' potential for learning. 

Limitation 5. The Student Life Skills course is a limitation worthy of 

acknowledgement in this study. The persistence rate for the study population was 

unexpectedly high in lieu of the literature. However, the structure, design and purpose of 

the Student Life Skills course promote student persistence. The Florida Department of 

Education reports that developmental students who successfully complete Student Life 

Skills courses experience greater persistence in college (Windham, 2006). In fact, the 

report indicates that students who require all three developmental discipline courses

mathematics, reading and writing, experience the greatest academic and persistence 

results. Windham reports that of community college students needing all three 

developmental courses who achieved academic success which translates to earning an 

academic degree, transferring to the state university system or remaining enrolled, 53 

percent completed a Student Life Skills course with a grade of "C" or greater. Of the 

community college students in this same cohort who did not take or successfully 

complete a Student Life Skills course, only 33 percent experienced academic success. 

Seventy percent of the students in the current study persisted throughout the 32-week 

study period. Based on the literature, study participants ' enrollment in the Student Life 

Skills contributed to the positive persistence rates. Future studies of this kind should 

involve developmental students not enrolled in a Student Life Skills course. Although 

engagement factors did not contribute significantly to student persistence and GPA in this 

study, the fact that the entirety of the student sample participated in a Student Life Skills 

course which is designed to engage students with college resources such as advising, 
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financial aid, library services and Ieamer support labs, contributed to this outcome. 

Recent articles concerning community college students recommend the Student Life 

Skills courses for developmental community college students (Derby & Smith, 2004; 

Grunder & Hellmich, 1996; Long 2004; Windham). 

Implications for Higher Education Policy Makers 

This research is important to higher education policy makers as they design 

educational programs to serve the needs of under-prepared students in community 

colleges. Although this is needed for the benefit of students, the educational 

accountability demands of the public, state and federal government, including regional 

accreditation agencies, makes research involving under-prepared students a prerequisite 

for demonstrating institutional credibility. 

Students' prior performance in high school is well documented as a predictor of 

later academic success in four-year colleges and universities. To make admissions 

decisions, four year colleges and universities usually use a combination of applicants ' 

high school GPA and college admissions testing to determine how successful a student 

may become at their institution. Although community colleges are open-admission higher 

education institutions, the results of this study suggest that the community college policy 

makers should consider applicants ' prior high school GPA as well as college placement 

testing to determine the likelihood of students ' success at their institution. This 

information could be used in order to provide proactive individualized assessment and 

academic support during and after a student transition from high school to the community 

college. Rather than as an admissions acceptance tool , programs anchored in research 

using high school GPA and prior rigor of high school curriculum may provide success 
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opportunities for students who would have pre-maturely withdrawn from community 

colleges. Swail (2006), president of the Educational Policy Institute, recommends that 

colleges improve student retention by measuring and producing a balance among 

cognitive, social and institutional factors. Establishing this balance starts with analysis of 

the factors that contributed to students selecting to attend community colleges and finding 

ways to promote students' strengths and overcome weaknesses. Promotion of enhanced 

student retention and graduation rates for community college students would be the 

purpose ofthis approach. From a policy view point, enhanced retention and graduation 

rates for community college students will increase governmental accountability, public 

support and trust, and general acceptability of the community college purpose and 

miSSIOn. 

Implications for Research 

Developmental students in community college are the most at-risk for failure ; 

however, they are the greatest opportunity for community colleges to exhibit excellence 

in teaching and learning. Research concerning the factors contributing to academic 

outcomes is critical for community college academic and student affairs leaders to 

maximize students' probability of success. Of all baccalaureate degrees in the United 

States, approximately half are awarded to students who attended a community college 

(McPhee, 2006). However, most community college students tend to be from minority 

groups and tend to enroll in developmental studies programs. The graduation rate for 

these students is unsatisfactory. Research can best serve to uncover the best methods for 

improving teaching and learning as well as educational support services for 

developmental students attending community college. Additional research concerning 
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developmental students is needed. Particularly, studies that reflect the same populations 

and reporting of data will assist researchers in determining factors that best lead 

developmental students to successful academic outcomes. Comparisons of variances 

between studies is restricted because the current study is unique in its reporting of 

students' statistical mean GPA and rate of persistence over a 32-week academic period. 

The literature is dominated by the use of graduation as a determination of persistence as 

well ; the statistical means for GPA is not used in a manner similar to that of the current 

study. Also, questions concerning students' personal character and resiliency require 

answers in order to develop methods and policies to consistently and effectively lead 

students toward positive and productive educational outcomes. It is suggested here that 

future research involve analysis of covariance to increase the opportunity of identifying 

which combination of non-academic factors are most predictive of developmental 

students academic outcomes. 

.. 
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CCSSE items 1 through 36 

Benchmark: Active and Collaborative Learning: 

During the current school year, how often have you: 

1. Asked questions in class or contributed to class discussions 

2. Made a class presentation 

3. Worked with other students on projects during class 

4. Worked with classmates outside of class to prepare class assignments 

5. Tutored or taught other students (paid or voluntary) 

6. Participated in a community-based project as a part of a regular course 

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

(students, family members, co-workers, etc.) 

Benchmark: Student Effort 

During the current school year, how often have you: 

8. Prepared two or more drafts of a paper or assignment before turning it in 

9. Worked on a paper or project that required integrating ideas or information from 

vanous sources 

1 0, Come to class without completing readings or assignments 

11. Used peer or other tutoring services 

12. Used skill labs 

13 . Used a computer lab 

Benchmark: Academic Challenge 

During the current school year, how often have you: 
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14. Worked harder than you thought you could to meet an instructor's standards or 

expectations 

How much does your course work at this college emphasize: 

15. Analyzing the basic elements of an idea, experience, or theory 

16. Synthesizing and organizing ideas, information, or experiences in new ways 

17. Makingjudgments about the value or soundness of information, arguments or 

methods 

18. Applying theories or concepts to practical problems or in new situations 

19. Using information you have read or heard to perform a new skill 

During the current school year: 

20. How many assigned textbooks, manuals, books or book-length packs of course 

reading did you read 

21 . How many papers or reports of any length did you write 

22. To what extent have your examinations challenged you to do your best work 

How much does this college emphasize: 

23 . Encouraging you to spend significant amounts of time studying 

Benchmark: Student-Faculty Interactions 

During the current school year, how often have you: 

24. Used e-mail to communicate with an instructor 

25. Discussed grades or assignments with an instructor 

26. Talked about career plans with an instructor or advisor 

27. Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with instructors outside of class 

28. Received prompt feedback (written or oral) from instructors outside of class 
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29. Worked with instructor on activities other than coursework 

Benchmark: Support for Learners 

How much does this college emphasize: 

30. Providing the support you need to help you succeed at this college 

31. Encouraging contact among students from different economic, social and racial or 

ethnic backgrounds 

32. Helping you cope with your nonacademic responsibilities (work, family, etc.) 

33. Providing the support you need to thrive socially 

34. Providing the financial support you need to afford your education 

During the current school year, how often have you: 

35 . Used academic advising/planning services 

36. Used career counseling services 

Windham (2004) 
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SCCT instrument items 

Self Efficacy for Academic Milestone Scale (SE-Broad) . 

Assuming you were motivated to do your best, please indicate how much 

confidence you have that you could do each of the following at (COLLEGE 

NAME): 

!.Complete (COLLEGE NAME)'s Strategies of College Success Course with a 

grade of C or better. 

2. Complete the Written Communication General Education requirements 

(Eng 1101 , ENC1102) with grades ofC or better. 

3. Complete the Arts and Humanities General Education requirements 

(e.g. , courses in literature, history, the arts, philosophy, etc.) with grades of C 

or better. 

4. Complete the Mathematics General Education requirements 

(e.g. , MAC1105, and one other college level math course, 130, or 145) with 

a grade of C or better. 

5. Complete the Natural Sciences General Education requirements 

(e.g., Health Concepts, 1 Biological and 1 Physical Science Course) with a 

grade of C or better. 

6. Complete the Social and Behavioral Sciences General Education requirements 

(e.g., courses in political science, sociology, anthropology, psychology, etc.) with 

grades of C or better. 
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7. Earn a cumulative grade point average of C (2.00) or better after two years of 

study. 

8. Earn a cumulative grade point average of C or better after three years of study. 

(If not yet graduated) 

9. Complete the requirements for your academic major with a grade point average 

of B or better. 

I 0. Excel at (COLLEGE NAME) over the next semester. 

11. Excel at (COLLEGE NAME) over the next two semesters. 

12. Excel at (COLLEGE NAME) over the next three semesters. 

13. Graduate from (COLLEGE NAME) 

Items for Outcome Expectations and Performance Goals. 

Outcome Expectations: 

14. How useful do you think your education at this community college were for 

getting future employment? 

15. How useful do you think you education at this community college were for 

getting work you would really like? 

16. How useful do you think your education at this community college were for 

getting a well-paying job? 

Performance Goals: 

17. It is important for me to get a college degree from this community college as 

opposed to some other college. 

Kahn and Nauta (200 1) 
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