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Abstract
ACADEMIC TRAJECTORIES OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENTS
A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF GED RECIPIENTS AND
TRADITIONAL HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES
by
KAREN BLUE, Ph.D.

The University of Texas at Arlington, 2014

Supervising Professor: Maria Trache

The purpose of this study is to examine the effe€isecondary education
credential on the academic trajectories of comnywotlege students enrolled in courses
and programs at a large urban community colledgkearDallas/Fort Worth area. The
study is based on the assumption that academitatapguired at college level, and
evident in student outcomes, is built on pre-ca@lagademic preparedness and affected
by one’s college trajectory, being qualified bydgnt's demographic characteristics.
The results indicate that GED recipients requirestewemedial coursework than high
school graduates, especially in mathematics. ditiad, the GED recipients were less
likely to complete a program of study and earnémirger number of college credits than
high school graduates. This study provides sorsears about how GED recipients
succeed in community colleges, but also demonsttateneed to conduct more research
as to learn what are their needs and what arepiwpriate and adequate support

services to help these students complete degregegms.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Students who do not complete high school requirésnaice extreme challenges
both in the work force and in experiencing a lesgality of life (Patterson, Song, &
Zhang, 2009; Tyler & Lofstrom, 2009). These indivals, without improvement of their
educational status, will be more likely to be unéged over long periods of time, will
earn less when they are employed, and will be dependent on Medicaid/Medicare
than their peers who complete high school (Ca@mn®dorfer, & Weeks, 1996; National
Center for Education Statistics, 2011; Tyler & Ltodsn, 2009). For example, in the
United States, high school completers earned $0h@dre per year in 2009 as compared
to individuals who did not complete high school ¢@all, 2009). In addition, over the
span of one’s lifetime, a person who does not cetegtigh school will cost the U.S.
economy a minimum of $240,000 in social suppontises such as welfare and
Medicaid/Medicare, in lost tax contributions, andhe cost of state and federal services
to curb his or her criminal activity (National Cenfor Education Statistics, 2011; Tyler
& Lofstrom, 2009). Therefore, high school commethas become an uncontested
necessity for both the individual and the U.S. styci

For a variety of reasons, including lack of a strasademic background, health
issues, or having to work rather than go to schemhe students do not complete the
high school requirements on time or do not follbm traditional route in order to earn a
K-12 credential (high school/secondary diplomakerstaff, 2009/2010; Entwisle,

Alexander, & Olson, 2004). The U.S. educationaysbffers them a second chance at



high school completion through the General Educali®evelopment (GED) program
(Weston, Koller, & Dunham, 2002; Zajacova, 201Zhe GED is one way individuals
can alter their academic, social, and economicsiat various ages by earning the
equivalent of a K-12 credential (high school dipgrand then pursue post-secondary
education, if they want to, later in life (Hansman;10; Heckman & Rubinstein, 2001;
Maralani, 2011). Although the GED credential doesresult in as much of an
economic reward as a traditional high school crede(Roderick, 1993), Reder (2007)
states that “the GED has increasingly been seeonigias an alternative marker of a
high school education, once an end in itself, lmuw as a gateway to post-secondary
education as well” (p. 3).

Competition in the job market warrants higher ergplent chances to the better
educated and more skilled candidates; thereforeg than a K-12 education (high
school/secondary education) is beneficial (Hansr@@hQ; Reder, 2007). Logically,
people view post-secondary education as one weaige their standard of living and
provide for their families (Crellin, Kelly, & Prireg 2012; Rosenbaum, 2001; Tokpah &
Padak, 2003). An increasing number of the U.Sufadpn believes that post-secondary
education is essential to their economic successl€g, 2007; Schneider, 2013). Grubb
and Lazerson (2007) indicate that “economic rettorsollege graduation relative to
high school graduation” is substantial (p. 181cérding to Carneval, Jayasundera and
Cheah (2012), workers with at least some post-skrgreducation earn approximately
20% more annually than workers with no more thargha school diploma. As they note,

“in jobs at every skill level and in many differemtcupations, the better-educated



applicant has the edge” (Carneval et al., 20135p. From 2007 to 2012, the portion of
the U.S. population who lost their jobs due togbenomic recession were primarily
those who did not obtain a formal education pogh lsichool; alternatively, the bulk of
the employment growth since 1989 “has been drivemedy by workers with education
beyond high school” (Carneva et al., 2012, p. Ggnerally, the people with higher
levels of educational attainment have access t@ mmployment opportunities and
higher wages (Baum, Ma, & Payea, 2010; Grubb & ts@ae 2007; Tyler, Murnane, &
Willett, 2000). Therefore, it is important for g®who complete the U.S. K-12
education, regardless of the type of acquired ergalg GED or high school diploma), to
pursue and complete post-secondary education atnsities, community colleges, or
technical and vocational institutions, in orderrtorease their employment opportunities
(Fonte, 2011). However, even if access to postrsdany education is open to all
students who obtained a high school credentia,ihportant to understand what
institutions are in fact affordable to students wiotd different secondary education
credentials and whether these institutions acconaeodifferent categories of students
and lead them to successful degree completion.

Since its inception, the U.S. community college besn viewed as a viable
educational option for students with varied acadgonéparation and coming from
diverse backgrounds who cannot afford to enrollniversity studies or who have a more
vocational orientation (Bailey, Calcagno, Jenklreanbach, & Kienzl, 2006;
Rosenbaum, 2001). Mina, Fulmer, and Smith (2000 that “community colleges also

offer entry-level training programs for low-liteealow-income, and low-skilled citizens”



(p- 16). Students who attend the community colkageall ages and have career interests
ranging from technical fields such as welding, catepaided design and drafting, and
criminal justice, to university transfer progranugls as pre-medical studies, psychology,
and foreign languages. In addition, attendingraroanity college is convenient because
students tend to live close to the campus and ag@ecthat community college
education offers a more affordable route to obtajra degree through flexible programs
and courses that accommodate working students @retral., 2013; Goodall, 2009;
Patterson, Zhang, Song, & Guison-Dowdy, 2010).

According to Bozick and DelLuca (2005), “the growthwo year colleges has
expanded the range of educational possibilitiedabla to young adults” (p. 530). The
community college has become the primary educdtjonaaider to update skills, get
additional training, or obtain advanced educatmmany U.S. youth who want to
quickly improve their employment opportunities (Géiter, Ladd, Muschkin, & Vidor,
2013; Gonzalez, 2010). Community colleges offest@onized training such as certificate
programs in specific computer software, Microsaftt&2013 for example, and medical
assisting/coding; these and other employer drivegrams are very popular ways to
learn needed skills quickly to increase job mopiliMina et al., 2010). As noted by
Grubb and Lazerson (2007), employment for those @dra a two year associate degree
is more promising than for those who do not puueducation past high school.
Acquiring job skills and completing certificate adegree programs provide students

with an advantage in the job market (Baum, Ma, &d2a2010).



Between 2000 and 2010, two-year institutions ohrgeducation (i.e.,
community colleges) in the U. S. experienced are@se in enrollment by 1.8 million
students (Aud et al., 2012). In Texas, almost@®2 gtudents were enrolled in public
two-year post-secondary institutions for the 20092academic year (Texas
Educational Agency & Texas Higher Education Coaatlimg Board, 2014). The
community college is the focal point for this stumlyattending 2-year institutions is
particularly the path to post-secondary educattwrGED recipients (Patterson et al.,
2010; Zafft, 2006), although it is also the chaicade by many traditional high school
graduates (Aud et al., 2012). Community collegagehan open door admission policy
for all students meaning that a student can emrallasses even if he or she is a
traditional high school graduate, a GED recipienthas no secondary education
credential (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005; Cohen & Braw2008; Rosenbaum, 2001). It is not
surprising that Patterson et al. (2009) found 81&6 of the GED recipients in their study
chose 2-year colleges as the starting point far thgher education journey.

However, not all traditional high school graduadesl especially GED recipients
who begin programs at the community college ortla¢oinstitutions of higher education,
complete the requirements to earn a credentialdBat al., 2006; Garvey, 2011; Zafft,
2008). Less than 50% of the students who enraligubst-secondary classes for the first
time in 2007 completed a degree or even a certdfiafier six years (Mangan, 2014).
These trends continue today, and community colbegepletion rates, in general,
average at 36% (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005). In teroh$SED recipients, reports indicate

that students who pursue post-secondary credeatlargely unsuccessful. One data



source (Patterson et al., 2010) indicates thagémeral post-secondary graduation rate
for a 2003 cohort of GED recipients was only 11.8¥%cording to Heckman and
LaFontaine (2010), “the GED opens education anditrg opportunities, but GED
recipients do not reap the potential benefits eséhoptions because they are unable to
finish the skill enhancement programs that thest’sfp. 245). Post-secondary program
completion is a concern for all students and foDGEcipients in particular.
Problem Statement

Most jobs in the U.S. labor market require thatdsdates for hire obtain some
post-secondary education which cannot be accessiedutvcompleting at least a
secondary education (Tyler & Lofstrom, 2009). ®imot all high school students in the
United States can earn a traditional high schqabdia for a variety of reasons, the GED
program offers a second chance to complete secpedacation (Bickerstaff,
2009/2010; Maralani, 2011; Murnane, Willett, & Bati 1997). However, of the
500,000 individuals who earn the GED credentialuatiy, many indicate that they want
to attend college (Tyler, 2004). Therefore, a GHiidoma is not only a goal in itself, but
allows the individual to access post-secondary atilut and thus increases his/her career
opportunities (Maralani, 2011). Of the GED recmgwho do continue higher
education, many enroll in community colleges beeafghe proximity to their homes
and jobs, the lower tuition cost, the availablemurpservices, and possibly because they
lack academic preparedness needed for universegdence (Patterson et al., 2009).

Unfortunately, research has consistently shown@t&D recipients continue to

experience barriers to complete their educatiomduheir post-secondary journey (Nix



& Michalak, 2012) and the number of GED recipients obtain a college certificate or
degree is minimal (Buchinsky & Leslie, 2010). Sormegearch suggests that in general,
GED recipients are not college ready (Garvey, 20Bl)hough many studies show
college readiness is also an issue for traditibighl school graduates, by comparison,
college readiness continues to be more problerfatihe GED recipients even though a
GED is supposed to be equivalent to a high schiptbma (Clark & Jaeger, 2006). For
those GED recipients who pursue certificates ampledes at the community college, there
is limited research that investigates what facadfsct program completion and to what
extent GED recipients’ college trajectories ardedédnt from those of traditional high
school graduates (students who earned a high sdidoma). This study will fill a gap
in the current knowledge base about the effectsghf school credential types on
students’ higher education attainment, and thush&lp higher education policy makers
and college administrators better support the Gé&diprents attending community
colleges. The study will focus only on communityleges and their role in facilitating
access to education for an academically diversgestiypopulation.
Researcher’s Stand

As someone who has worked as a K-12 teacher anddhght adult remedial
reading and math at a community college, | am &caigare of issues pertaining to
college readiness and academic attainment of stsi@etering post-secondary
institutions. Through my job, | interacted for owaght years with community college
students and | noticed specific academic issugsafi@eared to be unique to students

entering the college without a traditional high@ahdiploma. Without any concrete



data, just based on my observations, it appeasdcttilege readiness was an area of
weakness for all students and that students whanbdompleted high school seemed to
require more remedial courses. | wanted to knowenabout college readiness and the
academic success of current high school studetesirg college.

When | started my doctoral work, my initial concevas related to K-12 students
who had not completed high school. At the timexaBeEducation Agency data indicated
that the number of students dropping out of loagth lschools was substantial and |
became concerned for the academic and economiefafuhese students. Changes in
exit level testing for students in high school§ exas also caused me pause. Student
now had to pass specific content exams, even ththeghpassed all courses each year, if
they were to graduate from high school. Parentg Wweing interviewed on the news as
they voiced their outrage and sadness because bagskd academic reports throughout
the school years, they assumed their children wgrdduate. They had no idea of the
consequences of exit level testing. When | contateg the statistical evidence of high
school dropout rates and the new testing requiré&nand knowing that many of these
students would not graduate, | decided to invesgigag school dropout issue in greater
depth.

What | learned is that many students who do notpteta high school opt for the
GED credential program which offers them a secdrahce to complete secondary
education and keep options open for their futiata indicates that this group is very
large which reinforced my interest to conduct resean the GED recipients hoping that

such research will inform institutions and creaiéatives to potentially impact these



students academically. As an academic advisoadndnistrator at a community
college, and accordance to FERPA, | really had ag @f knowing if a student earned a
GED credential, completed high school, or neitbased on the student information that
| had access to. Interestingly, students ofteanelered this information and it allowed
me to learn more about their experiences. Most®fGED recipients that | spoke to said
that they took classes to study for the GED craderthey did not study on their own.
The students who did talk to me about the GED didseem embarrassed or any less
articulate than other students that | worked withllcontinued to question whether or
not GED recipients accumulated over time an acaddmadvantage in preparedness for
post-secondary education.

My job was to assist students in choosing appropgaursework related to
technical careers which included accounting, coerpaided design and drafting,
computer information technology, criminal justibeisiness/management, teaching, and
welding. These programs of study are generallytnamisferable although some are. The
GED students did not seem to choose a particuber ¢f program of study (transferable
or career/technical) more than the high schoolypses did. In addition, GED recipients
and high school graduates alike showed apprehengsigeneral, toward reading,
writing, and math testing; typically, both grougsjuired remedial coursework. It was
rare for me to advise students who were deemedgmheady based on entrance tests.
Therefore, my overall experience working with conmityicollege students was that

there were no noticeable differences between GEPients and those who obtained



traditional high school diploma which would suggaiéthad similar chances of success at
the community college level.

Without students self-identifying as GED recipienitaould clearly not have
been able to tell the two groups apart based omtayactions with them, their program
of study choices, or their college readiness. @loee, | became interested in accessing
more data and conducting systematic research taatiaed how the academic
trajectories (e.g., need for remedial courses, narogf study type) differ for the GED
population compared to high school graduates arathvein the community college
system was openly addressing the academic suppedtsrof GED recipients.

Purpose of the Study

With such a large number of GED students attenthegcommunity college and
struggling to graduate, it is imperative that reska@xamines in more detail the academic
trajectories of this student population in ordeutwlerstand their college experiences.
There is ample data on student program completiboua year institutions, but the
community college in general and GED recipientparticular, have been understudied
(Bailey et al., 2005). Questions remain as to Waebr not earning a GED in lieu of
earning a high school diploma impacts student’slewac trajectory and academic
success at the community college. The purposei®ttudy is to contribute to the
literature on program completion at community agdie by focusing specifically on the
type of secondary education credentials and acadermparedness of students. The
results of this study will open a dialogue to irage “the interaction between research

and practice” where there is “a continuous convemsavithin and among the colleges,

10



and with outside researchers and policy-makerpraditioners try to improve their
performance in a constantly changing environmeiéiley & Alfonso, 2005, p. 4).
Research Questions
As detailed in Chapter 3 of this paper, this stadgiresses the following three
research questions:

1. Are there differences in pre-college academic pegpeess (e.g., need to enroll in
remedial courses in college) between all GED reaitsi and traditional high
school graduates enrolled at the community college® these differences also
controlled by demographic factors (e.g., gendee/ethnicity, and age)?

2. What program of study types are GED recipientskagh school graduates
pursuing? Are there differences in student out(ne., college level GPA,
total number of college credits earned, and programpletion) between GED
recipients and traditional high school graduateslésd in degree programs? Are
these differences also controlled by demographutofa (e.g., gender,
race/ethnicity, age)?

3. What is the combined effect of demographic facferg., gender, race/ethnicity,
age), pre-college academic preparedness (e.gnd&goeducation credential,
need to enroll in remedial courses in college), @vltege trajectories (e.qg.,
program of study type) on student outcomes (ialege level GPA, total number

of college credits earned, and program completion)?

11



Significance of Study

This study is important for both K-12 and higheueation systems because
“students are continuously and increasingly usigg@ED route to satisfy the
requirements of secondary education” (Tokpah & Ra#@03. p. 8) prior to pursuing
higher education; and there is limited researchdbauments GED recipients’ college
readiness and academic success in higher edudasittions. It is well known that
college readiness and program completion, in gérem@both major issues for the
institutions of higher education (Camara, 2013khkip2013), especially for community
colleges, as state funding has become contingestiunients’ grades and graduation rates
(Dougherty, Jones, Lahr, Natow, Pheatt, & Reddy¥420 What is less known is how
GED recipients fit into the equation. We know thadst students entering post-
secondary education require remedial courses gsatkeenot college ready (Venezia &
Jaeger, 2013), but we do not know if the issueasenor less pronounced for GED
recipients. We also know that students who are @grand/or students who attend
college full time are more likely to graduate (Mang2014). Data indicates that GED
recipients tend to attend college part time anceHamilies to support but there is no
current, real data clarifying the program completiate specifically for GED recipients.

This study also recognizes that GED recipients e large group of people
who come from diverse backgrounds with uniqueddarse trajectories and have hopes
of making life better for themselves and their fiaesi (Zafft, 2008). Moreover, an
increasing number of GED recipients have post-sgggneducational aspirations. When

surveyed, 50% of GED recipients identified collegenpletion as their reason for

12



obtaining the GED (Garvey, 2011; Zafft, 2008). hsligh GED recipients indicate a
strong desire to complete college programs, vesydetually persist (Tyler & Lofstrom,
2010). Based on data collected years ago, the euail§ED students obtaining
community college certificates or degrees is miniooenpared to the number of GED
students enrolled in courses (Buchinsky & Lesl#E @ However, updated data needs to
be collected and analyzed, and more backgroundnnation on GED recipients needs to
be made available for research. Most enrolmentcantpletion data lumps all students
together regardless of secondary education credemid no attempt is made to examine
separately the populations of GED recipients aaditional high school graduates. This
study attempts to fill in gaps in the literatureimshis case, the GED recipients and the
traditional high school graduates are viewed asdgmarate groups, being compared and
contrasted to find similarities and differences] &mcorrectly evaluate their rates of
college success.

Also of note, GED recipients have been the focugséarch in the past but not
specifically in terms of their academic trajectera the community college—which is
still their main pathway into higher education (Rolsaum, 2001). The bulk of the
information on GED recipients focuses on reportimg history of the GED program,
determining if the GED provides financial benebtsnot, and on understanding the
personal experiences of GED instructors. Actu#d dpecific to GED recipients is
limited and accumulated many years ago. The mgjofijournal articles on the
academics of GED recipients spans from the 199@sa®ent with most published in the

late 1990s and early 2000s. The few recent astideus on the new GED exam and
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curriculum, and offer very little information onetpathways GED recipients take after
they earn the credential. Therefore, this studyrdmutes to the literature on GED
recipients by focusing on their transition fromingchool to community college, by
providing information on their academic trajectsrauring college, and by taking a
comparative perspective in contrasting these trajess to those of traditional high
school graduates.

Lastly, this study looks at very specific factavseplain the academic
trajectories of GED students and high school greetuat a community college. This is
an uncharted territory, as previous research dichpproach data collection and analysis
in this manner. In this study, age, gender, ahdieity were considered as potential
factors affecting pre-college preparedness of Gé&diprents as well as high school
graduates attending the same community colledeeadame time. Demographics and
college readiness have been considered beforesbgnehers but not in relation to
secondary education credential (i.e., GED or aticahl high school diploma). In
addition, this study examines the academic trajgetoterms of program of study
pursued at a community college where previous rebdaas only focused on program
completion. Knowing the type of program of stulliyminates the pathways of the GED
recipients and high school graduates. For instaheceugh this research, there will be a
clearer understanding of whether or not GED stugltantd to chose transferable
programs of study, and how GED recipients’ educai@hoices compare to high school

graduates.
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With more than 15 million GED recipients in the edtional pipeline, it is
imperative to understand their academic trajecspaed to inquire whether post-
secondary institutions are prepared to serve thgesit population appropriately
(National Center for the Study of Adult Learningddriteracy, 2003). For instance, this
study takes into account the college level GPAtaedotal number of college credits
earned for the GED students compared to high sajraduates. Low GPA and low
completion rates are red flags for policy makers esllege administrators to evaluate
their support services for students. Student stg@ovices are known to increase the
academic success of specific groups of studentsaiiNed Commission on Higher
Education Attainment, 2013) so GED recipients stidad no different. Programs have
been developed to understand and serve first ylage students, first-generation
college students, international students, and stsdeith low incomes (Gilroy, 2014);
similar support services may be needed to assibt Eipients as they progress through
academics and solid data is paramount to detertheneeed and scope of the services
(National Commission on Higher Education AttainmeXl3).

Overview of Dissertation Chapters

The following chapter provides a literature revimeused on empirical studies
that inform on secondary education credentialiofjege readiness, post-secondary
program completion, and theoretical work relateddademic capital and life course.
Chapter 3 details the method of this study inclgdhre conceptual model, data collection
procedures, the student population and sampleangdseesign, variables and constructs,

and statistical analysis. Chapter 4 presentsitioinfs of this study organized by each of
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the three research questions. Lastly, Chaptecl&des discussion of specific findings of
the research, limitations and strengths of theystsignificance of the study, implications

for practice and policy, and recommendation fotHer studies.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
The focus of this literature review is to presamd aritically discuss relevant
research regarding two student populations in {hetinways to higher education:
students who complete high school and earn dipldoiEsving a traditional route
(attending classes, completing coursework and eg@mriedits, and successfully passing
state required exit exams) and those who earn GEdeatials. Specifically, the
literature review will illustrate the attempt ofgmious studies to illuminate the academic
success, or lack thereof, of high school graduanesGED recipients who pursue post-
secondary education, particularly in programs oélgtoffered by community colleges.

e First, the review focuses on issues related torsany education credentialing
including potential explanations of why some studelo not complete the
traditional high school pathway and a brief histofghe GED.

e Second, | will discuss research on college readindspanic Serving
Institutions, assessment, and issues pertainiagademic preparedness for
both high school graduates and GED recipients.irfsdance, research
illustrates how GED recipients fare compared tditianal high school
graduates with regard to remedial education.

e Third, issues related to program completion fohkmipulations are detailed,
with focus on community college graduation.

e Finally, I will present the theoretical frameworiiding the study.
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Secondary Education Credentialing
Traditional High School Pathway

Over the past 100 years, much of the U. S. pofmuidtas benefited from a public
school secondary education (Tyler & Lofstrom, 2008ycording toRosenbaum (2001)
“High school is the main societal institution tltauld help students enter society. It is
the lastinstitution that serves nearly all youths” (pp.)6-&ach state legislature indicates
the age requirement for students to attend secgrsd¢aool ranging from age 16 to 18
(Aud et al., 2012; Tyler & Lofstrom, 2009). Ovdraitates have the authority over
15,000 U.S. school districts who graduated in 200&al number of 2.9 million students
(Venezia & Jaeger, 2013). High school graduataias are improving over time: from
2000 to 2010, the U.S. high school graduation irateeased by 6% (Murname &
Hoffman, 2013).

In Texas, where this study takes place, a traditibigh school graduate follows
the requirements detailed in Texas House Bill fschapter B (2013): complete
“Foundation High School” curriculum (874.12) andspdhe End of Course State of
Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAARNghish |, English I, Algebra I,
Biology, and U. S. History. In 2013, public sch®ol Texas reported over 280,000
graduates (Texas Education Agency, 2014) whichesponded to an increase in
graduation rate. Still a large number of studeresnat graduating high school in Texas.

Unfortunately, many students are not completimg lsichool requirements and
this alters their life courseTyler and Lofstrom (2009) use the phrases “higlosth

dropout epidemic” and “dropout factory” to descrthe situation in U. S. secondary
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schools (p. 78). In 1993, Roderick reported thahasy as 25% of students in the U. S.
secondary education system will leave high schotilomt completing graduation
requirements. In Texas, over 21,000 students (pds&pped out of high school in 2013
(Texas Education Agency, 2013). According to Tyed Lofstrom (2009), the number
of students graduating high school from early 1960009 has neither decreased nor
increased; as such, the fact that an estimatedndhen students do not graduate from
high school each year is an important issue thed$1é be addressed.

Data used to ascertain why students stop atterdgigschool is primarily
obtained through interviews and surveys of highostldropouts (Tyler & Lofstrom,
2009). A study conducted by Meeker, Edmonson asiteF (2008) surveyed 158 high
school dropouts and found the following top terscge for dropping out of school to be
(ordered from highest to lowest frequency):

pregnancy/parenting a child, bad attitude/poor @midysfunctional

school/conflict with teachers, dysfunctional homigl, not fit in, working too

many hours, moved too often to earn credits, fratjdescipline referrals, peer

pressure to leave, substance abuse. (p. 41)
Some researchers argue that current high schat#stsiare academically disengaged
and as a result, many drop out of school (Grubba&drton, 2007). Rosenbaum (2001)
lists “student disinterest, misbehavior, and al¢als® as among the greatest high school
problems” (p. 10).
GED Pathway

For those who do not follow the traditional K-12ite (high school diploma),

many obtain the GED credential. When introducetida2, the GED credential was

intended as an alternative to attending high scfayahilitary personnel returning from
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service (Cain, 2003; Meeker et al., 2008). In 1966 U. S. federal government passed
The Adult Education Act which allocated funds tealeatate specifically for GED
preparation programs (Murnane, Willett, & Tyler0B). Now, the GED is widely
recognized as a route toward secondary educateatentialing obtained by a large
population of students of all ages and from allksaif life (Murnane et al., 2000; Zafft,
2008). Students who participate in GED progranes@sted over science, social studies,
literature, math, and writing (Cain, 2003; Heckmidamphries, LaFontaine, &
Rodriguez, 2012). Overall, “the GED has been atdgoenefit to many people who are
unable to obtain a high school diploma” (Meekealet2008, p. 51).
College Readiness and Transitioning to College

Post-secondary education is a goal of many younglpeHowever, research
identifies lack of academic preparedness as a noajozern in pursuing education after
high school. “The vast majority of high schoold#uats aspire to some kind of post-
secondary education, yet far too many of them arakege without the basic content
knowledge, skills, or habits of mind they needuoceed” (Venezia & Jaeger, 2013, p.1).
There is indication, supported by research, okardpancy between secondary education
experiences and the expectations of higher educptimgrams (Conley, 2007; Stern,
2013b; Venezia & Jaeger, 2013). One problem isth®high school completion
standards correspond to d"grade level while students should perform at gellvel
academics when they enter post-secondary edud@&mniey 2007; Perna & Armijo,
2014). Venezia and Jaeger (2013) state that ‘g®lieadiness is commonly understood

as the level of preparation a student needs tdlexmmd succeed in a college program
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(certificate, associate’s degree, or baccalaur@ateput remediation” (p. 2) which is not
the case for a vast majority of U.S. high schoalgates.

Currently, the high interest in examining collegadiness issues is a result of
observing the large number of post-secondary stadereding remediation coupled with
their low completion rates (Camara, 2013; Gilra@12; Perna & Armigo, 2014). As
noted by Gilroy (2014):

At the institutional level, 66 percent of studentaled in a community college

and 24 percent of students at a four-year institutieeded remediation. Most

students required remediation in mathematics (5depe), followed by writing

(31 percent) and then reading (18 percent). (p. 28)

In general, students who are entering college mge@mediation are unlikely to
complete a program (Byrd & MacDonald, 2005; Ken&é&i/einerman, 2011; Reder,
2007; Tokpah & Padak, 2003) so college readinessdsly associated with college
persistence and program completion. As stateddmey (2008):

The likelihood that students will make a successhuisition to the college

environment is often a function of their readintes degree to which previous

educational and personal experiences have equtppedfor the expectations

and demands they will encounter in college. (p. 3)

Studies examining why students are not collegeyraftér high school have
identified both academic (e.g., low level of acadengor experienced in high school
classes) and nonacademic (e.g., social influemoes family and peers) factors that
affect their college preparedness (Venezia & Ja@§dr3). Referring to students entering

post-secondary education, Conley (2010) argues fib surprise that many struggle

academically when they seek to advance their educbeyond high school” (p. 6).
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Measuring College Readiness

Measuring and improving college readiness has bea@top priority in the
United States as federal policymakers grapple thithapparent under-preparedness of
students (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005; Byrd & MacDona)05; Conley, 2010; Roksa,
2010). This main concern is particularly noticead the state level. For instance, as
states determined how to meet the challenge ofpirgpstudents for post-secondary
education, College and Career Readiness Standaddt@ Texas Success Initiative were
developed (Conley, 2007; Texas Higher Educationr@oating Board & Texas
Education Agency, 2009). In fact, Texas law reggithat the state developed P-16
council maintain the College Readiness and Suc@gategic Action Plan (Texas
Education Agency & Texas Higher Education CoordimgaBoard, 2010). The emphasis
of the plan is on increasing student knowledgeskilts deemed essential for success in
higher education and in the workforce while deareathe number of students who are
required to enroll in remedial courses (Conley,®200exas Education Agency & Texas
Higher Education Coordinating Board, 2010). “Whait stake here is the ability of high
school graduates to advance and handle post-sagondek, graduate from college, and
then succeed in their career” (Stern, 2013b, p. 20)

Even though the limits of standardized testingssessing students’ knowledge
and skills are generally accepted, college entraraeens continue to be the main way
higher education practitioners and researchersuneasllege readiness (Venezia &
Jaeger, 2013). In Texas, higher education ingiitatmust assess every undergraduate

student, with a few exceptions, as they are acddpteenroliment. Prior to August
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2013, approved college enrollment assessmentstoskdermine college readiness have
included use of standardized assessments suck aAgthschool Texas Assessment of
Knowledge and Skills (TAKS), the Accuplacer, and 8cholastic Aptitude Test (SAT)
(Venezia & Jaeger, 2013). In fact, the SAT haswhes=d by colleges as an entrance
exam since 1941 (Mondale & Patton, 2001). Gengrsildents who attend the
community college earn on average lower SAT sctivas the “norm for all college
students” (Cohen & Brawer, 2008, p. 51) which desti@ates their lower level of college
readiness.

As of August 2013, students are evaluated for gelieadiness via a new Texas
Success Initiative (TSI) assessment after they ¢etmp Texas legislative mandated pre-
assessment activity. The pre-assessment actnalydes sample test questions and an
explanation of the importance of the TSI assessniém® TSI assessment includes a
diagnostic printout (once the students completatsessment) that aids students and
college staff in identifying specific areas of redragion required (Texas Education
Agency & Texas Higher Education Coordinating Bo&@10). There is hope that
remedial coursework can then be streamlined toemddhe specific needs of each
student (Texas Education Agency & Texas Higher Btian Coordinating Board, 2010).

Though imperfect, the measures of college readingsd by post-secondary
institutions provide useful information about tlademic preparedness of students
entering the system. All higher education instgaos in the U. S. have put in place

remediation programs to help students learn th@imgawriting, and math skills needed
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to succeed in college level courses. Communityegel in particular are involved in
providing remediation programs.
Hispanic Serving Institutions

Students in particular subpopulations appear te é&a®n more academic
preparedness challenges (Golden, 2003). The nuofipeist-secondary institutions
enrolling minority students (Minority-Serving Ingttions, MSI) is increasing. In
particular, the increase in the Hispanic studgmasticipation became 146% since the
1980s (Flores & Park, 2013; Sciarra & Ambrosinol20 Cooper (2012) states that
“there is not doubt that community colleges sgjpresent the most accessible gateway to
higher education for minority, low-income, Hisparand first-generation post-secondary
education students” (p. 32). In fact, as seenenctimmunity college examined in this
study, since 2013, Hispanic students have beelathest minority population at U. S.
post-secondary institutions (Flores & Park, 2018ytitutions whose undergraduate
enrollment is at least 25% Hispanic, with no ldent50% of those students labeled as
low income, are considered Hispanic Serving Instihs (HSI) and receive federal
funding to support college readiness and academaicess for Hispanic students (Higher
Education Act, 1998). In fact, the community cgierom which data is collected for
this research is an HSI.

Hispanic students, in general, represent a growapylation on college
campuses; many of them are academically unpreparesllege (Musoba, Collazo, &
Placide, 2013; Page, 2013). Gilroy (2014) presédata from 2012 from community

colleges in Colorado in which over 75% of the Hiepastudents enrolled required
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remedial education. Stern (2013b) reports thatapmately 50% of the Hispanic
students tested for college readiness require riath@al In her report published in 2014,
Gilroy provides data that “45.1 percent of undedgite Hispanics took remedial English
and mathematics courses” which she characterizadr@snedial crisis” (p. 28).

College Readiness and GED Recipients

In regard to GED recipients, Reder (2007) sté&though the role of the GED
as an alternative to high school credential isaoeably well accepted, it is less clear how
the GED should serve as a marker to college resdlirfp. 3). Garvey (2011) points out
that 75% of GED test takers pass the test butféfaer pass with the knowledge and
skills they need in college” (p. 1). While moredanore high school students are
enrolling in advanced science and math courseggmdthool, GED recipients have
limited exposure to higher level mathematics, adednwriting, and general cognitive
skills, which potentially contributes to their laokacademic success in post-secondary
education (Aud et al., 2012; Golden, 2003).

Consequently, research indicates that GED recipiar more likely than the
traditional high school graduates to require remlecbllege coursework, as their poor
level of college readiness is indicated by colleggance exams (Tokpah & Padak,
2003). One study by Tokpah and Padak (2003) dartes to the dialogue concerning
GED recipients by examining how they fare on calegading, writing, and math
placement tests. Tokpah and Padak’s analysis stimawvthe GED and traditional
students’ average scores were not significantligdéht on the reading placement test.

Alternatively, the traditional high school gradusateored higher on average than the
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GED recipients on the writing and algebra placenests. As a result, GED recipients
required more remedial classes than the traditibiggd school graduates. Remedial
coursework has the potential to increase the acadstis of underprepared students
although using one assessment to mandate courseaqukstionable to some (Byrd &
MacDonald, 2005).
Support for improving college readiness

Some common ways used to improve college readfnessudents consist of
providing accurate information to students aboarficial aid, offering academic support
services such as tutoring and test preparatiorsatmiating remedial courses, and
teaching students time management, organizatiahparseverance skills (Gilroy, 2014;
Venezia & Jaeger, 2013). Federal programs sutipasrd Bound/TRIO and GEAR
UP allow middle school and high school studentsit@ain scholarships, access college
readiness classes, and participate in tutoringd@i014; Venezia & Jaeger, 2013). In
addition, Middle College High Schools (MCHSs) aratlf College High Schools
(ECHSSs) offer minority students or students witly lamily incomes the opportunity of
dual enroliment in high school and college clags®enezia & Jaeger, 2013). For
example, ECHSs began in 2012 in the U.S., and staa¢ho graduated “earned a high
school diploma and either an associates degreallege credits” (Kaniuka & Vickers,
2010. p. 166). MCHSs and ECHSs allow studentsdml at college level while still in
secondary education (high school), which in tusséns the likelihood that they will be
required to participate in college-readiness andgforedial courses. Unfortunately,

budget cuts are jeopardizing the future of allh&fse interventions (Gilroy, 2014).
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Post-Secondary Program Completion
College Retention and Graduation

The U. S. federal government, via the Departmeitdcafcation, has shown an
increased focus on understanding the low post-skggmprogram completion as
measured by college graduation rates (Bailey e2@06; Lipka, 2013; Mangan, 2014;
Roksa, 2010). According to Zhang (2009), at calbyel,

graduation rates remain to be one of the most popaéasures of institutional

performance and continue to draw an increasing abtafattention from policy

makers in light of the rising issues of instituaccountability. (p. 716)

Luca, Verdyck, and Coppens (2013) directly relatepletion rates to institutional
accountability. Talbert (2012) calls the declingr@duation rates in post-secondary
institutions “vexing” (p. 22) and suggests thatitosional leaders “increase enrollment,
enhance retention, and support students with gtadyigp. 27).

Nationally, groups including Complete College AncariEducation Commission
of the States, Jobs for the Future, and the ChAtl&ana Center at the University of
Texas at Austin, collaborated to produce the Caoecples for Transforming Remedial
Education. This document attempts to change higtiecation remedial education
policies and practices by providing suggestionsaftitons meant to decrease the need for
remediation (Gilroy, 2014). In addition, non-praditoups such as Complete College
America (founded in 2009), the Gates Foundationdéad Achieving the Dream in 2007)
and Completion by Design (investment over five ggaaind the Lumina Foundation for
Education (USA Group Foundation, founded in 200@)allecting data on college

completion and college funding (Morris, 2012; Stey@013). More and more students
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with low income backgrounds and/or who are the firgheir families to attend college
are entering post-secondary educatatmout graduating, so policy makers and higher
education practitioners are grappling to understeowd to improve retention and
graduation rates (Mangan, 2014, Sturgis, 2013)neéecognize that there is a lack of
data on academic pathways and drop out risks adwsrcohorts of students that would
help understand when the problems start to maniféststa states (2014):

It is important for institutions to track studeiatsd understand when they are at

risk of abandoning their studies; but colleges haveyet developed the ability to

distinguish normal variation in students’ educati@athways and signs of

potential dropout. (p. 119)

Among the student characteristics that affect gellprogram completion,
research has identified gender, age, and whethestdhe student is employed during
studies. Data shows that in general, women artesta who attend college directly after
completing high school (younger than age 24) hagledn completion rates (up to 20
percentage points higher) than students who attelhelge part-time or who delay their
post-secondary education (Lipka, 2013; Mangan, 20Mbtris, 2012; Stern, 2013a).
This is important to know because the sample fisrsearch study was comprised of
more women than men of various ages which couldriatly impact their program
completion. Although the job status of the papiits in this study is not known, many
students who attend community colleges work att lpag time. As a result, they delay
college program completion. Mangan (2014) repdvas dne in five part-time students
will earn a certificate or degree in the span rfysars.

Krumrei-Mancusco, Newton, Kim, and Wilcox (2013xtee that, “student

success is at the heart of the educational ensefpand “retaining students until
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graduation is often a direct fulfillment of the wiien of institutions of higher learning”
(p. 247). In 2011, the National Commission on kigBducation Attainment met in
Washington, DC and created a document focusedaomm@endations for increasing
retention and graduation. This report emphasiaedarge college enrollment rates
versus the low graduation rates (National Commissio Higher Education Attainment,
2013). Recommendations began with focusing onsacaed financial aid (Montalvo,
2013) as the majority of students attending colkegepart-time students or working
adults who need flexible course schedules and deperinancial aid (National
Commission on Higher Education Attainment, 2013levitine et al., 2011).

State funding for higher education dropped so dtealéy in 2012 that a
consequent unprecedented decline in student sup@mites and tuition aid followed
(National Commission on Higher Education Attainme@13). The National
Commission on Higher Education Attainment repotitines general areas where change
is required including “changing campus culture ¢t student success, improving cost-
effectiveness and quality, and making better us#atd to boost success” (National
Commission on Higher Education Attainment, 2013,1dp 20). In addition, there is a
need for career counselors, increased supporttefarestudents, and opportunities for
faculty to learn updated effective teaching stree@National Commission on Higher
Education Attainment, 2013). Next, class schedsihesild be flexible and allow for
individualized instruction; course work should leéervant to each student and transfer to
other schools with ease (National Commission orheligcducation Attainment, 2013).

Lastly, effective and efficient data collection amahlysis allows for a better
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understanding of what changes are positively impggirogram completion and degree
attainment (Morris, 2012; Nandeshwar, Menzies, &shNie, 2011; National Commission
on Higher Education Attainment, 2013). Completdl€ge America adds the need to
encourage students to participate in dual enroltroearses while in high school and to
lobby policy makers to link funding to student cdetjpn of remedial courses and
graduation (Mangan, 2014).
Community Colleges

While the National Commission on Higher Educatidtefament addressed high
education graduation rates in general, much attemsion community colleges
completion rates (Kolenovic, Linderman, & Karp, 30Nitecki, 2011) as community
colleges have “a crucial role in providing accessdllege” (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005,
p.1). A study conducted by Bailey et al. (2006dmined data from the Integrated Post-
secondary Education Data System (IPEDS) to modahuanity college graduation
rates. The data indicated that graduation rates aféected by institutional
characteristics such as student composition (@egcentages of students by
race/ethnicity, gender, part-time or full-time eimeent), college resources, size, and
location (Bailey et al., 2006). Crosta (2014) sdteat students attending community
colleges are less likely to earn a certificate @yrée because their status fluctuates from
being full time to part time students and they ta&mesters off from attending classes.

Research by Bremer et al. (2013) examined collegeomes for a cohort of
students at a community college, and found effetege, race/ethnicity and program of

study type on program completion. Results showatidlder students, White/non-
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Hispanic students, and students pursuing techprogirams were more likely to graduate
(Bremer et al., 2013). Also, the data took intocamt whether or not students in the
cohort required remedial courses since so manystadypically need remediation
(Cooper, 2014); students required to enroll in réiaemath classes were less likely to
graduate when compared to students who did not reeeddial math (Bremer et al.,
2013). However, the studies by Bailey et al. (90@& Bremer et al. (2013) reported
graduation rates of students at the community gellgithout differentiating students by
their secondary education credential (traditionghtschool diploma or GED) which |
argue constitutes a gap in the research literature.

In summary, the empirical research literature destrates:

e College and career readiness is a “national cr{¢igy, 2011, p. 96). Most
college students require remediation with GED riecifs and Hispanics
students requiring more remediation than tradifitaigh school graduations
and/or students of other ethnicities (Garvey, 2@ilrpy, 2014).

e Post-secondary program completion is a significancern (Kim & Irwin,
2013), and is described as a “pervasive” and “pengj issue” (Williams,
2011-2012, p. 39). There is limited research @ygm@m completion of GED
recipients at the community college as comparedattitional high school
graduates.

My dissertation aims at filling the gap in litereglby focusing particularly on the

differences in community college participation aainpletion between GED recipients

and traditional high school graduates. Currergaesh discusses student success at
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institutions of higher education, in general, botndt sufficiently address the issue of
GED recipients at the community college.
Theoretical Framework

The guiding theoretical framework for this studyislt around the concept of
academic capital and the idea that individuals egpee opportunities and obstacles over
life course that affect their ability to capitaliaa their investments in education. The
study focuses on the time period in which individuare enrolled in higher education
after completion of high school requirements, wkethrough traditional high school
coursework and graduation or the GED. Althoughasdeliterature shows that the
pathways to higher education matter (Wolniak & Eargh 2010), this study inquires
whether GED recipients are capable of buildinghengecond chance that they had to
obtain a secondary education diploma, and are tapaincreasing their educational
attainment through completion of higher educaticedential. A useful concept attached
to the transition from secondary to post-seconéducation is academic capital.

Academic capital describes the amount of educatimhacademic experiences
possessed by individuals that together with otben$ of capital (e.g. social, cultural)
determine their position in society. Accordinggourdieu (1984):

Academic capital is in fact the guaranteed prodfithe combined effects of

cultural transmission by the family and culturalnsmission by the school (the

efficiency of which depends on the amount of qaltgapital directly inherited

from the family). (p. 23)
The reference to academic capital is quite raiouardieu’s work; he mostly refers to the

notion of cultural capital (1986) which also incagdeducational qualifications that

people use to accumulate further forms of capéaj.( economic) over life course.
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Although not addressed in this study, | acknowleithge other forms of capital (e.qg.,
social capital) could have been helpful in underditag the creation and accumulation of
academic capital. For instance, Alfred (2010) eterBourdieu’s social capital as
“emphasizing the resources that people use to ed¢lcair own personal advantage” (p.
216) which clearly supports the idea that colleggdmess could be related to social
capital. Social capital is not included in thedtetical framework of this study as the
available data focuses specifically on academidaapFully understanding the social
capital acquired by each individual, based on gellstudents’ accessible data, is beyond
the scope of this study.

Economists use the notion of human capital (Scht81) and the idea that
investment in education leads to economic retuwes life course (Jackson &
Kurlaender, 2013). In accordance with Rosenbawifl® human capital encompasses
not only qualifications, but skills and abilitieR.articularly for adults, skills and abilities
are essential to succeed in the labor market dsag@h continuing post-secondary
education. Adults are faced with “opportunitiesl imitations” (Shanahan, 2000, p.
668) and make use of human capital to progressigirdfe pathways.

For this study, | define academic capital not adyacademic preparedness (i.e.,
knowledge, skills, abilities) that students needttot their college journey, but also in
relation to program completion as an indicator wilan capital acquisition that will
likely increase labor market opportunities. Indab&dough their research, Cao et al.
(1996) identified the preparation for the GED crgdding as adding to a person’s

human capital because they found that individuatls GED preparation had better
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paying job options than individuals who did not qdete high school graduation
requirements. Bowen, Chingos and McPherson (20@®end that “The key linkage is
between the formation of human capital and progiigti(p.1). When comparing people
who completed high school via a traditional routd ¢he GED recipients, high school
completers had the best salaries which was atétbtat the human capital acquired by
completing high school (Cao et al., 1996). Althbagademic and human capital notions
are connected, for the purpose of this study, limdinly employ the term of ‘academic
capital’.

An additional theoretical perspective is basednanlife course theory that
employs the notion of pathways. Elder (1994) dbssrthe life course as “a multilevel
phenomenon, ranging from structured pathways thr@agial institutions and
organizations to the social trajectories of indiats and their developmental pathways”
(p- 5). Benner (2011) believes that the life ceutseory “provides a developmental lens
through which to study educational phenomena” (8) &nd should be used when
transitions and trajectories are the focus of ne$eaPublished educational studies from
the 1980s to 2010s using the life course perspebive examined outcomes and
variables including school dropout, GPA, achieventest results, attendance, and
academic resilience (Benner, 2011). Accordingros@@ (2014), “student pathways are
the time-ordered series of courses that studemplete as they advance toward their
education goals, typically program completion vatbredential or transfer to a
bachelor’s degree program” (p. 118). For this gttide structured pathways consist first

in the specific way individuals completed secondadycation and further engaged and
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navigated through college to acquire academic akapithere is a need to employ the life
course theory to “link individuals to the largemptations, improving understanding of
not only micro-level student experiences but alsemo-level educational inequalities
that are targets by educational policy” (Benned,2@. 300).

Therefore, the guiding theoretical framework faststudy is shaped around
Bourdieu’s notion of academic capital acquired tigto various formal education
pathways over life course. The research desigheo$tudy and the interpretation of
findings are supported by the notions of academjital and life course to better explain

the academic trajectories of GED recipients anditicanal high school graduates.
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Chapter 3
Method

This is a quantitative study employing communitilexge administrative and
academic data to examine how the type of secorethrgation credential affects
students’ college pathways. The purpose of thigdysis to explore the academic
trajectories of GED recipients enrolled in couraean urban community college in the
Dallas/Fort Worth area, and to compare their pathard college graduation to those of
traditional high school graduates enrolled in thee community college at the same
time (i.e., the 2005-2006 academic year). Theysaxdmines the relative contribution of
demographic factors, pre-college academic prepassjmand specific college trajectories
on building one’s academic capital at the collegel.

This chapter starts by reviewing the research guestand the conceptual model
that will guide this study. In addition, this cth@pincludes information on the research
site, data collection procedures, student populatod research sample. The main part
of the chapter focuses on the research designso$tiindy including the presentation of
variables and the statistical analysis used toesddihe study research questions.

Research Questions
This study addresses the following three reseanelstepns:
1. Are there differences in pre-college academic @regness (e.g., need to enroll
in remedial courses in college) between all GEDprents and traditional high
school graduates enrolled at the community college®these differences also

controlled by demographic factors (e.g., gendee/ethnicity, and age)?
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2. What program of study types are GED recipientskaghd school graduates
pursuing? Are there differences in student out(me., college level GPA,
total number of college credits earned, and programpletion) between GED
recipients and traditional high school graduatesléd in degree programs? Are
these differences also controlled by demograplutofa (e.g. gender,
race/ethnicity, and age)?

3. What is the combined effect of demographic facerg. gender, race/ethnicity,
and age), pre-college academic preparednessgecpndary education
credential, need to enroll in remedial coursesitege), and college trajectories
(e.q., program of study type) on student outcomes ¢ollege level GPA, total
number of college credits earned, and program cetiopl)?

Conceptual Model

According to Brathwaite (2002), “Conceptual framekgor models are used to
guide research studies, nursing practice, and #dneaprograms” (abstract). The
conceptual model of the study is built on the agstion that academic capital acquired at
college level, and evident in student outcomebagsed on pre-college academic
preparedness and influenced by one’s college tajdeing qualified by students’
demographic characteristics. The design variablbeostudy (i.e., main independent
variable to control student college outcomes)psudicular pre-college factor: type of
secondary education credential.

Table 3.1 shows the conceptual model of the studgin concepts and variables.

First, | argue that college trajectory is built motly on the secondary education degree
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acquired, but also on pre-college academic prepas=dbecause lack of skills in reading,
writing, and math will require that students eninlremedial courses prior to choosing a
specific program of study at college level. A stdneeding remediation will be
required to complete reading, writing, and/or madhrses before enrolling in courses
toward a certificate or degree, unless the studgmirsuing a unique program of study
that does not require the student to be colleggyréaxempt). In addition, there is the
added complexity of pre-college academic preparesiaad college trajectories since
gender, race/ethnicity, and/or age may potentéaltigr the academic pathways of the
students who are required to enroll in remediation.

Table 3.1 Conceptual Model

Demographic Pre-college academic | College trajectory Student
factors preparedness outcomes
e Gender e Secondary education| e Program of e College
e Race/ethnicity credential study type level GPA
o Age e Required remedial e Total
math number of
e Required remedial college
reading credits
e Required remedial earned
writing e Program
completion

Next, college academic trajectories are importameaching the final graduation
goals. For the purpose of the study, | use therara@f study type pursued to describe
what students do at the college level. Prograstudy type describes whether the
student is pursuing a transfer degree or is takgses in a career/technical program

which generally do not transfer. Examples of ttanprograms of study are the
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Associate in Arts degree and the Associate in Seledegree. An example of a
career/technical program of study is the Weldingadksate in Applied Science degree.

Finally, student outcomes are discussed in terngsagram completion, college
level GPA, and total number of college credits edrwhich concludes a student’s
academic trajectory. Program completion (earniogréficate and/or degree) can be
viewed as evidence of acquisition of academic ehpitd will likely affect the student’s
life course over time. Nonetheless, completingsework is still vitally important in the
acquisition of academic capital even if the studkrgs not earn a certificate or degree; as
a result, student outcome data such as collegé®®A and total number of college
credits earned are included in the conceptual modata on college level GPA and total
number of college credits earned is used to comgrangps of students (GED recipients
and high school graduates) and to understand me®gnade during the time that the
sample of students in this study attended the camtynoollege. A high college level
GPA (with the maximum value being 4.0) and a latg&al number of college credits
earned can indicate a higher level of academida&agpecumulated over time, that can be
ultimately translated into a terminal degree deast indicate the extent of individual’s
participation in higher learning.

While of critical importance is analyzing thesetéas and outcomes in relation to
secondary education credential, additional analggperformed to differentiate academic
trajectories and student outcomes by demograpbiora For the purpose of this study,

gender, race/ethnicity, and age are assumed todrmawepact on students’ pre-college
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preparedness, choice of academic programs (progfratndy type), as well as college
outcomes.

Data
Research Site

The college students selected for this study werelled in classes at one
specific campus in a large urban community colegsem in the Dallas/Fort Worth area
of Texas for the academic year 2005-2006. The caniityncollege system will be called
CCS and is composed of seven campuses; the caefposnced in this study will be
called Southwest Campus (SWC). According to thepas web page, SWC began
serving students in 1970, as the second campu€6ft€ open. SWC is accredited by
the Southern Association of Colleges and Schootar@igsion on Colleges (SACS) and
therefore, is able to offer students federal finalrmid and transferable course work. In
accordance with Creswell’'s (2009) recommendationsdmple selection, this urban
campus is “purposefully” (p. 178) chosen as theletti records are plentiful and robust,
and the student body is large enough to collec fitata sample of GED recipients and
high school graduates for comparison.

The available academic and administrative data ustds study covers eight
years between 2005-2006 and 2012-2013. Full cdmapldata for SWC for specific
program types has not yet been published for 2@13 2vhich is the final academic year
of data collection for the purpose of this stutdowever, it is important to note that
between the academic years 2005-2006 and 2011-30¢€, awarded 1,190

career/technical certificates (nontransferabley, &&eer/technical associate degrees
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(nontransferable), 66 nursing degrees, and 2,48@rgkstudies associate degrees
(transferable).

According to data posted on SWC'’s webpage, in 22086, 75% of the
certificates/degrees awarded were to female staddnt2012-2013, 59% were awarded
to female students. Mirroring the ethnicity of gtadent body (primarily Hispanic as the
campus is an HSI), the students who were awardificaes/degrees were
predominately Hispanic followed by Black studetisth in 2005-2006 and 2012-2013.
Data Collection Procedures

The SWC student records database is first seatopéte SWC Institutional
Research (IR) staff to identify students in thisnoounity college who indicated on their
applications for admissions that they earned GEdentials prior to enrollment and who
were enrolled in courses at SWC for the 2005-2@@@lamic year. The same procedure
is utilized to identify high school graduates atlieig SWC the same academic year.
Secondary education credential information is add since students are asked to
provide their high school diploma or evidence &BD credential in order to apply for
federal financial aid. Since student informatisrcollected from 2005-2006 until 2012-
2013, selecting the cohort enrolled in 2005-200®kment allows ample time to pass
(i.e., at least 8 years) in order for studentsoimglete their program of study.

The analysis employs student level data. Alhefvtariables except demographic
factors (i.e., age, gender, and race/ethnicitypéteenable through the student’s Advising
Report. This is a document created by CCS stugeotds database software available

to the researcher and includes basic informatioaamh individual student enrolled in
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courses in CCS. Age, gender, and race/ethnieity dre obtainable from community
college IR staff since they have access to Admissdata and this information was
collected as the student applies for admissiohéabllege. CCS assigned student
identification numbers that will allow the merginfthe two databases to create unique
student records.
Student Population and Sample

The student population enrolled at SWC for the3220006 academic year
includes a total of 537 GED recipients and 7,23ditronal high school graduates. All of
the GED recipients identified are considered fos gtudy; an equal number of traditional
high school graduates are randomly selected, k@a@om number chart, from the 7,237
identified by IR staff. Frequency tables of vasalemographic variables (e.g., age,
gender, and race/ethnicity) ensure that the higbaaraduate sample matches
approximately that of the GED recipients. All pagants are assigned a numeric ID in
the original database so that their confidentidnmation can be eliminated from the
final research file to avoid personal identificatioThe research sample employed in the
study for Research Question 1 consists of N=1,00@s1ts; 536 of the sample are GED
recipients and 537 are traditional high school getels. These students are enrolled in a
variety of program of study types, some not leadingredentials. For Research
Questions 2 and 3, students who did not pursugederanting program of study were

removed from the sample, and the analysis is basedsub-sample of N=980.
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Research Design

Creswell (2009) states that the quantitative resemethod has been the
dominate form of research for the social sciencéafst 100 years. This is an empirical
guantitative study based on various statisticalyasmaprocedures (see e.g., Gall, Gall, &
Borg, 2007). The study uses a comparative desmfctinsists of contrasting and
comparing student outcomes for groups that difiderms of secondary education
credential (i.e., GED recipients and traditiong/rhschool graduates). | also employ a
correlational design to model student outcomesdrious demographic, pre-college
academic preparedness, and college trajectoryrfacto
Variables

Table 3.2 shows the constructs and variables insind study, with the focus on
the type of variable (i.e., categorical or continsipand the categories of categorical
variables. Each variable is further describediga $ection. Therefore, Table 3.2 expands
the conceptual model presented in Table 3.1 byigiray details on how each study
variable is defined and what format will be usedha analysis.

Table 3.2 Constructs and Variables

Construct Variable Label Variable type/Categories
Demographic| Gender GDR | 2-category variable: 1=Male; 2=Female
factors Race/ethnicity| ETH | 5-category variable: 1=Anglo; 2=African

American; 3=Hispanic; 4=Asian/Pacific
Islander; 5=0ther

Age AGE | Continuous variable OR

5-category variable: 1=24 years old-29
years old; 2=30 years old-34 years old;
3=35 years old-39 years old; 4=40 years
old-49 years old;

5=50 years old and older
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Table 3.2 - continued

Pre-college | Secondary SEC 2-category variable: 1=GED; 2=High
academic education School
preparedness credential
Required RRR 3-category variable: 0=No; 1=Yes;
remedial 3=Exempt
reading
Required RRW | 3-category variable: 0=No; 1=Yes;
remedial 3=Exempt
writing
Required RRM | 3-category variable: 0=No; 1=Yes;
remedial math 3=Exempt
College Program of PST 2-category variable: 1=transferable;
trajectory study typée’ 2=other
Student College level | CLGP | Continuous variable (0-4)
outcomes GPA A
Total number | TCE Continuous variable
of college
credits earned
Program PC 4-category variable:
completion O=none; 1=certificate only; 2=degree onl

3=more than one credentialOR
2-category variable
1=None; 2=At least one degree/certificat

/:

W

a Program of study is described broader in Researebtipn 1 when the analysis is based on the full
research sample that includes students who arematdegree program path. Research questions 2 and
focus on a sub-sample of students enrolled in progreading to credentials.

First, | introduce the demographic factors (e.gndgr, race/ethnicity, and age)

used as control variables in the study. Secoondnsider indicators of pre-college

academic preparedness such as secondary eduaatemtal (GED or high school

diploma) and college readiness (required remedading, writing, and math courses)

based on entrance tests (Accuplacer, SAT, TAKS sestres. Third, | consider program

completion (i.e., whether or not the student eacetlificates and/or degrees). Program

completion is “the most common measure of succgs¥8) in post-secondary

education, according to Nitecki (2014), and thereie a key element of this study.
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Finally, | make the assumption that pathways tovealtege program completion are
also relevant to efficiently building academic ¢apoperationalized through 3 variables:
program of study type, college level GPA, and tatahber of college credits earned are
relevant and useful.

Demographic factors considered as potentially &ffgand/or predicting pre-
college academic preparedness, trajectories, dletjemutcomes are gender,
race/ethnicity, and age. Gender is a categoraahlble with 2 categories, male or
female. Race/ethnicity is a categorical variabin W categories (hames are used as
recorded in the administrative data): Anglo, Africamerican, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific
Islander, and Other (American Indian, Non Residdmh, and Unknown). Age is
recorded based on subtracting the birth year fré&B2and is also aggregated for some
analysis into five groups: starting at age 24 amking into groups every 5 years until
50. The last group contains age 50 years oldderolAge is used as a continuous
variable in the regression models and as a catajmariable for the comparative
analysis.

In terms of pre-college academic preparednesensglacy education credential is
a 2-category variable (GED credential and high etmaduate). Required remediation
is coded for three components: reading, writingl arath. Whether or not a student was
required to take a remedial class, per categot/p@icoded as “no” = 0, “yes” = 1, and
“exempt” = 3. The third category describes a féwagions where a student is exempt

and therefore will not have scores; possible seesanclude if the student is enrolled in
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a certificate program that does not require thesees or if the student is returning to
school after serving in the military.

Program of study type is determined by examinirgyrttajority of credits that the
student earns, and based on information listedherstudent’'s Advising Report. This
determination was done by the researcher and tefheg knowledge and understanding
of courses and programs at SWC. These creditsegeieral studies credits
(transferable credits), or other types of creditgder/nursing credits/nontransferable
credits). Program of study type is hugely impariarunderstanding the students’
academic trajectories. First, some programs asigded to earn credits that can be
transferred to a university and include generalpttourses. Students engaged in this
path indicate an initial interest in pursuing higeducation after the two-year associate
degree at SWC. Second, career/technical programsrsing programs allow students to
earn terminal certificates and degrees that daransfer to university degree programs
and are coded as “Other” for this study. Thiscates that the student is potentially
hoping to complete a quick program to improve jkitisand/or does not aspire to
continue his/her education after the associateeggedior Research Question 1, program
of study typeas used as a 4-category variable in order to peowidull portrayal of the
choices made by the student population: in addibamansferable or other programs,
students are listed as students who only enratledmedial courses or ESL/ESOL
courses. Remedial courses and ESL/ESOL coursemapart of a program of study but
are listed for Research Question 1 to provide arg@éeture of the courses that the

randomly selected sample (representative for tngestt population) enrolled in. For
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Research Questions 2 and 3, | use program of sypeyas a 2-category variable:
transferable or other, and | actually base theyarsabn a smaller sample after removing
students enrolled in remedial courses and ESL/E&Sdkses who do not aspire toward
completing a program of study.

Regarding student outcome variables, college I&RA is a continuous variable
and is recorded exactly as indicated on the AdgiSieport as a numerical variable with
two decimal places. Some examples are 4.00 aidd Z.0tal number of college credits
earned is totaled based on college credits listeith® student’s Advising Report. This is
significant information because not all studentf @amplete a program of study but
their academic trajectory and post-secondary educpérticipation can still be
evaluated using total number of credits earnedcaiidge level GPA. Program
completion is the third outcome listed on the stu@deAdvising Report. For this study,
initially, program completion is recorded basedarategories (none, certificate only,
degree only, or more than one credential) to p®wbre detail. However, since
detailed analysis by demographic factors cannaioipelucted with small sample sizes, |
decided to aggregate some categories and defigegmocompletion as a 2-category
variable: no program completion (none) or at lemst degree/certificate.

Statistical Analysis

Various statistical techniques are employed instinely in order to make meaning
of the data acquired (Gravetter & Wallnau, 199h)this case, IBM’s SPSS is the tool
used to describe the data and identify statisyiGadnificant associations among

variables (George & Mallery, 2014). Statisticahlysis includes descriptive statistics,
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analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests, crosstabulaiand chi-square tests, and regression
models. | will first provide some basic information each statistical procedure.

Descriptive statistics are one way to “get acquaihtvith the data (Johnson,
1992, p. 39). As described by Creswell (2009)¢cdpsve statistics include ranges,
standard deviations, and means. For this studgrghtive statistics include percent
frequency for gender, race/ethnicity, age, requisgdedial reading, writing, and math,
program of study type, and program completion, et @& measures of central tendency
for continuous variables such as college level GRA total number of college credits
earned.

Chi-square distribution is a statistical test usedetermine if two variables are
independent of each other (Bluman, 2008). “Thescjuiare test is a nonparametric
statistical test to determine whether researchidatege form of frequency counts are
distributed differently in different samples” (GaBall, & Borg, 2007, p. 325). The chi-
square test is an appropriate method of statisticalysis for this study as counts and
percentages for program completion and prograntuofysype are compared between
GED recipients and high school graduates. | algochssquare statistics to test the null
hypothesis that required enrollment in remediatiireg writing, or math is independent
on secondary education credential. Crosstabuko@ employed, for instance, to show
the distributions of remedial course enrollmensbgondary education credential, for all
students or separately by gender, race/ethnicity,age groups. This is appropriate as
“the purpose of crosstabulations is to show in @biormat the relationship between two

or more categorical variables” (George & Maller@12, p. 124).
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In addition, comparing means is one way to “descalvelationship between one
or more independent variables and a dependentlatigsravetter & Wallnau, 1995,
p.69). Means and standard deviations are usegk&sure central tendency and
variability (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007, p. 134). Fthis research, means are computed for
college level GPA and total number of college dsedarned, and will be compared by
various factors using ANOVA tests. For instangeAAIOVA test allows for the
examination of significant difference in the meahsontinuous variables across groups
(George & Mallery, 2014), and the technique is appate for comparing the means of
the total number of college credits earned andrteans of college level GPA between
the two secondary education credentialing groljlddOVAs can be then conducted to
compare means of the two continuous variables bgrekary education credentials when
the sample is disaggregated into groups basede&rgagder, and race/ethnicity.

Lastly, several regression models are conductedder to examine the relative
contribution of demographic factors (gender, rabmfeity, age), required remedial
reading, writing, and math enrollment, secondanycation credential, and program of
study type on student outcomes. Linear regressionsised for dependent variables that
are continuous such as college level GPA and madber of college credits earned as
they allow “for the control of one variable (thalapendent variable) by means of
controlling another variable” (dependent varial§lhnson, 1992, p. 652). A binary
logistic regression is used to predict program detign, which | will describe for this

analysis as a 2-category dependent variable (raiheast one degree/certificate).
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Table 3.3 summarizes the statistical procedured foseesach analysis
corresponding to the three research questionsfifBteesearch question is based on the
full sample (N=1073) and consists of exploring légwee| of pre-college academic
preparedness and need for remediation for thengssample. All variables involved are
categorical which justifies the use of crosstaboiest and chi-square tests. The second
research question is based on a smaller samptaddrgs pursuing a degree program
(N=980), and focuses on student outcomes throwgimgarative perspective. It explores
differences in means for college level GPA andl tatanber of college credits earned
when contrasting groups differentiated by seconeédncation credentials for all sample
or separately for gender, race/ethnicity and ageg. The third question also focuses on
student outcomes but takes a correlational apprdscfocusing on developing three
regression models: two linear regression modelpredicting GPA and total number of
credits earned, and one binary logistic regressiodel for program completion.

Table 3.3 Research Questions, Variables, and &tati®rocedures

Research Variables Statistical Procedures
Question
1 Pre-college academic preparedness:
Remedial reading, writing and math Crosstabulations and Chi+
Secondary education credential square test9€0.05)
Gender
Race/ethnicity
Age
2 Student outcomes (comparisons):
College level GPA Descriptive statistics and
Total number college credits earned ANOVA (p<0.05)
Program of study type (2-category variable)
Program completion (2-category variable) | Crosstabulations and Chi-
Secondary education credential square test9€0.05)
Gender
Race/ethnicity
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Table 3.3 - continued

Age

3

Student outcomes (models):

College level GPA

Total number college credits earned
Program completion (2-category variable)
Secondary education credential

Gender
Race/ethnicity
Age (continuous)

Remedial reading, writing, and math
Program of study type (2-category

variable)

Linear regression model
Linear regression model
Binary logistic model
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Chapter 4
Findings
Chapter 4 presents the findings of the study amdganized into the following sections:
e Descriptive statistics of the sample (rationaledoibsample selection)
e Pre-college preparedness (Research Question 1)
e Comparative analysis of college trajectories (RedeQuestion 2)
e Models of student outcomes (Research Question 3)
Descriptive Statistics of the Sample
Table 4.1 includes descriptive statistics of thedamly selected representative
research sample including mean values for the moatis variables (e.g., age) and
percentages for categorical variables (e.g., agepst;, gender, race/ethnicity, secondary
education credentials, required remediation fodireg writing, and math, and program
of study type). Age is used as a categorical bé&ifor conducting descriptive and
comparative analysis (Research Questions 1 andd2asa continuous variable for the
regression models (Research Question 3).

Table 4.1 Descriptive Statistics of the Researah@a (N=1073)

Variable Category Percent
(%)/means
Demographic factors
Age (categorical) 24-29 years old 30.2
30-34 years old 24.4
35-39 years old 15.3
40-49 years old 18.2
50 years old and older 11.9
Age (continuous) Continuous 36.3
Gender Male 35.6
Female 64.4
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Table 4.1 - continued

Race/ethnicity Anglo 20.2
African American 28.4
Hispanic 45.3
Asian/Pacific Islander 3.4
Other 2.7
Secondary education credential
Secondary education | High school diploma 50.0
credential GED 50.0
Required remediation
Required remedial No 56.9
reading Yes 38.9
Exempt 4.2
No 65.1
Required remedial Yes 29.5
writing Exempt 5.4
No 14.4
Yes 78.8
Required remedial math gxempt 6.9
College trajectory and selected outcomes
Program of study type | General studies/transferable degree 52.4
(4-category variable) Career/technical non transferable 35.0
certificate/degree
Nursing 3.9
Majority remedial courses 6.8
Majority ESL/ESOL 1.9
Program completion None 72.9
(4-category variable) Certificate only 3.4
Degree only 16.8
More than one credential 7.0

In terms of demographics, sample data (Table Adirates that the majority of
the students in the sample (54.6%) were betweedvddears old. The sample was
comprised of 64.4% female and the largest portidh@sample was Hispanic (45.3%).
The large difference in the number of females aatemin the sample was surprising

although ethnicity was expected to be primarilygdisic as SWC is an HSI. The sample

was selected as to have comparable numbers okhlgiol graduates and GED
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recipients. The subsamples of high school gradwatd<5ED recipients are similar in
terms of gender, ethnicity and age.

Considering required remediation, data on wheth@&obindividuals in the
sample were required to enroll in remedial coustesved that most students did not
need to enroll in remedial reading (56.9%) or reweadriting (65.1%). Conversely,
78.8% of the sample was required to enroll in realedath as compared to only 38.9%
in remedial reading and 29.5% in remedial writingter in this chapter, required
remediation will be discussed in terms of secon@alycation credential and
demographics; a clearer picture of college readinéshe sample will develop as a study
finding.

College trajectories are described in terms of gnogof study and program
completion. Most students (52.4%) are enrolledenegal studies, transferable programs
while about 38.9% in career programs and nursinvgr@0% of students did not
complete any credential yet. This sample (N=1,0viB)oe used to address Research
Question 1 about pre-college preparedness.

After exploring data using detailed categoriespiargram of study type and
program completion for the full sample, | first ¢ied to eliminate the 93 students (or
8.7% of the sample) who were not enrolled in degregram and could not be evaluated
in terms of program completion. This leads to agamf N=980 that will be used to
answer Research Questions 2 and 3. In additicer, etploring program completion in
relation to other variables, | decided to aggregatgram completion categories and use

a 2-category variable (none/at least one credgniibk descriptive statistics of the new
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sample (N=980) is only slightly altered in termsdeimographics and pre-college
preparedness so | will not present the detailsleTél2 describes only the college
trajectory and student outcome variables for tideiced sample (N=980) that will be
used to address Research Questions 2 and 3.

Table 4.2 Descriptive Statistics of the ReducedeBeh Sample (N=980)

Variable \ Category | Percent (%)/meahs
College Trajectory
Program of study type | General studies/transferable 57.3
(2-category variable) | degree 4
Other 2
7
Student Outcomes
College level GPA Continuous (range 0-4) 2.51
Total number of collegé Continuous 47.16
credits
Program completion None 70.3
(4-category variable) | Certificate only 3.7
Degree only 18.4
More than one credential 7.7
Program completion | None 70.3
(2-category variable) | Other 29.7

Table 4.2 shows that 57.3% of the students am@ledrin transferable programs
of study while 42.7% are enrolled in program ofdsttypes leading to more applied
degrees (i.e., career/technical/nursing). The ntelage level GPA for the sample was
2.51 and the total number of college credits eamasi47.16. A degree at SWC,
whether transferable or not, requires at leasb&) specific college credits earned so
this data indicates that many students in thisystlid not earn enough college credits to

graduate with a degree. The least amount of celbegdits required for a certificate is 16
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so some of these students may have earned cadsficRrogram of study type and
program completion will be discussed in detaildatethis chapter in relation to Research
Questions 2 and 3. The college level GPA requineghrn a certificate or degree at SWC
range from 2.0 to 2.5 so the average college &% of the sample (2.51) is adequate.

Program completion (earning a certificate or degvesss remarkably low for this
sample with 70.3% completing no program of studiyth@ 29.7% who completed a
program, 18.4% obtained a degree only, 7.7% mane ¢time credential (a certificate and
a degree, for example), and 3.7% earned a cetéfmaly. These dismal completion
rates will be discussed in more detail later inchapter as secondary education
credential and demographics are included in the@mation.

The remainder of the chapter consists of preseffitidgngs of this study
following the analysis used to address each. Attid of each section, there is a
summary of the major findings.

Pre-college Preparedness

Research Question 1. Are there differences irncptiege academic preparedness

(e.g., need to enroll in remedial courses in c@jdzetween all GED recipients

and traditional high school graduates enrolledhatdtommunity college? Are

these differences also controlled by demographutofa (e.g., gender,

race/ethnicity, age)?

To answer this research question, | ran a sefiemestabulations for each of the
three remedial course enrollment measures (readirtyyg, math), first by secondary

credential for all sample, and then separatelyfmh demographic groups differentiated
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by gender, race/ethnicity and age. Each analysscompanied by a chi-square test of
association between enrollment in a specific realemntiurse and secondary credential. A
p value less than 0.05 shows evidence of a statlistisignificant relationship between
the two categorical variables (Gall, Gall, & Bo2§)07). For instance, if a chi-square test
shows x?(2, n=1073) = 8.615) = 0.013, then | conclude that there is a staajic
significant relationship between secondary edunatredential and remedial reading
enrollment.
Remedial Reading and Secondary Education Credential

This first section focuses on the association betwenroliment in remedial
reading and secondary education credential fomth@e sample and then separately for
demographic groups. Table 4.3 displays the resfilise analysis that are also briefly
discussed in the text.

Table 4.3 Remedial Reading Enrollment by SeconBaycation Credential (Column %)

Required remedial Secondary education Chi-square test
course credential (p value)
GED High school
recipients graduates
n (%) n (%)
All No 296 (55.2) 315 (58.7)
Yes 208 (38.8) 209 (38.9) 0.013*
Exempt 32 (6.0) 13 (2.4)
Gender
Male No 113 (61.1) 117 (59.4)
Yes 59 (31.9) 74 (37.6) 0.138
Exempt 13 (7.0) 6 (3.0)
Female No 183 (52.1 198 (58.2)
Yes 149 (42.5) 135 (39.7) 0.036*
Exempt 19 (5.4) 7(2.1)
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Table 4.3 - continued

Ethnicity
Anglo No 97 (74.6) 73 (83.9)
Yes 23 (17.1) 9 (10.3) 0.251
Exempt 10 (7.7) 5(5.7)
African No 63 (46.7) 92 (54.1)
American Yes 66 (48.9) 76 (44.7) 0.124
Exempt 6 (4.4) 2(1.2)

_ . No 119 (49.8) 130 (52.6)
Hispanics | yes 105 (43.9) 112 (45.3) | 0.061
Exempt 15 (6.3) 5 (2.0)

_ No 10 (55.6) 9 (50.0)

Asian Yes 7 (38.9) 8 (44.4) 0.942
Exempt 1 (5.6) 1 (516)
No 7 (50.0) 11 (73.3)

Other Yes 7 (50.0) 4 (26.7) 0.196
Exempt 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Age

24-29 No 41 (53.9) 136 (54.8)
Yes 32 (42.1) 111 (44.8) | 0.049*
Exempt 3(3.9) 1 (0.40)

30-34 No 76 (55.9) 75 (59.1)
Yes 53 (39.0) 51 (40.2) 0.120
Exempt 7(5.1) 1(0.8)

35-39 No 65 (58.0) 33(63.5)
Yes 45 (40.2) 17 (32.7) 0.517
Exempt 2(1.8) 2 (3.8)

40-49 No 69 (53.5) 46 (69.7)
Yes 54 (41.9) 17 (25.8) 0.080
Exempt 6 (4.7) 3 (4.5)

50+ No 45 (54.2) 25 (56.8)
Yes 24 (28.9) 13 (29.5) 0.891
Exempt 14 (16.9) 6 (13.6)

*p< 0.05 *p<0.001; N=1073

Data show that just under 40 % of the studenthigndtudy were required to
enroll in remedial reading (417 students) and ®&6 were not required to take
remedial reading. Based on secondary educatiaetials, the number of GED

recipients required to enroll in remedial readif@§ students) was nearly identical to the
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number of high school graduates (209) requiredtolkein remedial reading. The chi-
square test showed that there is a significantcéssan between need to enroll in
remedial reading and secondary education creder(ia n=1073) = 8.61% = 0.013
which likely comes from the disproportion of ‘naié‘exempt’ responses. Apparently
more GED students were exempt of taking remedadirg courses. There is no way to
know, based on the data collected, why GED werengxérom required reading
remediation but the common reasons are becausgutient is returning from the
military or pursing a program of study type thaedmot require college readiness in
reading (e.g., a technical certificate).

Gender groups

When considering the relationship between requieading remediation and

secondary credential by gender groups, 60.2% afnire and 55.1% of females were not
required to enroll in remedial reading. As detdile Table 4.3, based on secondary
education credential, 61.1% of the males who eaan@&D and 59.4% of males who
earned a high school diploma did not need to emokmedial reading. Although the
GED recipients’ percentage was higher than the safiilool graduates’ percentage,
among men, there is no statistically significarsiogsation between need to enroll in
remedial reading and secondary education crederf{a) n=382) = 3.967 = 0.138
Among females, 52.1% of GED recipients and 58.2%iglh school graduates did not
need to enroll in remedial reading. For femaleshis case, there is a statistically
significant association between required readimgechation and secondary education

credentialy3(2, n=691) = 6.646) = 0.036
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Ethnic groups

Without separating the sample by secondary educatedential, within each
ethnic category, it appears that most studentetisaeding remedial reading (170 Anglo
students, 155 African American students, 249 Higpstudents, 19 Asian students, and
11 students in the Other category). Once secorathrgation credential is accounted for,
among Anglos, 74.6% of GED recipients compared3t@® of high school graduates
did not require remedial reading. Interestingky,7% of the African American GED
recipients compared to 54.1% African American hsghool graduates did not require
remedial reading. African American is the only vatlenic group that showed higher
proportions of GED recipients requiring reading eeliation than not needing it. Among
African Americans, there is no statistically sigraint association between need for
remedial reading and secondary school credertiedpanic data showed that 49.8% of
GED recipients and 52.6% of high school graduaigsot need remedial reading. Of
the Asian students, 55.6% of GED recipients and 60%6gh school graduates did not
require remedial reading. In the Other categdry,rtumber of GED students who
required remedial reading was equal to the numbstudents who did not and the high
school graduates showed more students as not igeth@imemediation. None of the
ethnic categories showed a statistically signifiassociation between required remedial

reading and secondary education credential (TaBle 4
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Age groups

When students in different age groups are divitdaol GED recipients and high
school graduates, data show that more studentsne¢required to enroll in remedial
reading than those who needed the courses (T&)le Among the 24-29 age group, data
did show a statistically significant associatiotveEen needing remedial reading and
secondary education credentj@(2, n=324), = 6.02Qy = 0.049, in that more students
did not need reading remediation. Converselypther age group categories did not
show any statically significant associations betweeed of remedial reading and
secondary education credential.
Remedial Writing and Secondary Education Credential

This section focuses on the association betweasilerant in remedial writing
and secondary education credential for the whalg$aand then separately for
demographic groups. Table 4.4 displays the resfigmalysis that are further discussed.

Table 4.4 Remedial Writing Enroliment by Secondadyication Credential (Column %)

Required remedial Secondary education Chi-square test
course credential (p value)
GED High school
recipients graduates
n (%) n (%)
All No 317 (69.1) 381 (70.9)
Yes 183 (34.1) 134 (25.0) 0.000**
Exempt 36 (6.7) 22 (4.1)
Gender
Male No 110 (59.5) 141 (71.6)
Yes 61 (33.0) 45 (22.8) 0.044*
Exempt 14 (7.6) 11 (5.6)
Female No 207 (59.0) 240 (70.6)
Yes 122 (34.8) 89 (26.2) 0.004*
Exempt 22 (6.3) 11 (3.2)
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Table 4.4 - continued

Ethnicity
Anglo No 95 (73.1) 74 (85.1)
Yes 25 (19.2) 5 (5.7) 0.019*
Exempt 10 (7.7) 8 (9.2)

African No 71 (52.6) 107 (62.9)
American Yes 57 (42.2) 56 (32.9) 0.190
Exempt 7 (5.2) 7(4.1)

Hispanics No 128 (53.6) 172 (69.6)
Yes 94 (39.3) 69 (27.6) 0.000**

. Exempt 17 (7.1) 6 (2.4)

Asian No 11 (61.1) 15 (83.3)
Yes 5 (27.8) 2 (11.1) 0.327
Exempt 2(11.1) 1 (5.6)

Other No 12 (85.7) 13 (86.7)
Yes 2 (14.3) 2 (13.3) 0.941
Exempt 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00)

Age

24-29 No 53 (69.7) 201 (81.1)
Yes 19 (25.0) 45 (18.1) 0.014*
Exempt 4 (5.3) 2 (0.8)

30-34 No 90 (66.2) 86 (67.7)
Yes 39 (28.7) 40 (31.5) 0.116
Exempt 7(5.1) 1(0.8)

35-39 No 65 (58.0) 34 (65.4)
Yes 45 (40.2) 15 (28.8) 0.182
Exempt 2(1.8) 3 (5.8)

40-49 No 72 (55.8) 41 (62.1)
Yes 48 (37.2) 20 (30.3) 0.632
Exempt 9 (7.0) 5 (7.6)

50+ No 37 (44.6) 19 (43.2)
Yes 32 (38.6) 14 (31.8) 0.512
Exempt 14 (16.9) 11 (25.0)

*p<0.05 *p<0.001, N=1073
Data show that more GED recipients (183 studengsgwequired to enroll in
remedial writing as compared to high school graeluét34 students). Similar to

remedial reading, the data showed that for allesttglin this study, there is a significant
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association between need to enroll in remediaing;§?(2, n=1073) = 16.823 = 0.000
and secondary education credential.
Gender groups

Of the sample, 65.7% of the males and 64.7% ofatmales did not require
remedial writing. After taking secondary educatasadential into account, more male
GED recipients (110 students, 59.5%) and male safiool graduates (141 students,
71.6%) did not require remediation as comparetias¢ who required remediation. The
same was true for female students with 59% of th® @cipients and 70.6% of the high
school graduates not needing remedial writing (@db#). For males, there was a
statistically significant association between neednroll in remedial writing and
secondary education credentj&(2, n=382) = 6.233) = 0.044. In addition, there was a
statistically significant association between reediwriting remediation and secondary
education credential for femalg$(2, n=691) = 11.09 = 0.004.

Ethnic groups

According to Table 4.4, the general trend for &tlygnoups and required remedial
writing is that for each of the ethnic groups, msiedents in each group did not need
remedial writing compared to the number of studentee group who needed remedial
writing. This was also true for each ethnic groupew considering secondary education
credential and required remedial writing; the Istgaumbers were seen in the ‘No’
category for each ethnic group for both GED recifseand high school graduates (see
Table 4.4).For both the Anglo and the Hispanic ethnic categmithere was a

statistically significant association between neednroll in remedial writing and
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secondary education credential with Ang#®?, n=217) = 7.957 = 0.019 and Hispanic
x4(2, n=486) = 15.421p = 0.000. For African American, Asian, and Othéngre was no
statistically significant association.
Age groups

In each age category and based on whether thenssugtere GED recipients or
high school graduates, less students required riaimedting than students who did not
(Table 4.4). For most age groups, there is nocgeson between required remediation in
writing and secondary education credential, exsefite 24-29 age group where data
show a significant associatioy®(2, n=324), = 8.573 = 0.014.
Remedial Math and Secondary Education Credential

This section focuses on the association betweeasiler@nt in remedial math and
secondary education credential for the whole sampiethen separately for demographic
groups. Table 4.5 displays the results of the amalyat are further discussed.

Table 4.5 Remedial Math Enrollment by Secondarydatian Credential (Column %)

Required remedial Secondary education Chi-square test
course credential (p value)
GED High school
recipients graduates
n (%) n (%)
All No 37(6.9) 117 (21.8)
Yes 453 (84.5) 392 (73.0) 0.000**
Exempt 46 (8.6) 28 (5.2)
Gender
Male No 18 (9.7) 44 (22.3)
Yes 147 (79.5) 143 (72.6) 0.001*
Exempt 20 (10.8) 10 (5.1)
Female No 19 (5.4) 73 (21.5)
Yes 306 (87.2) 249 (73.2) 0.000**
Exempt 26 (7.4) 18 (5.3)
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Table 4.5 - continued

Ethnicity
Anglo No 13 (10.0) 33 (37.9)
Yes 105 (80.8) 49 (56.3) 0.000**
Exempt 12 (9.2) 5(5.7)
African No 8 (5.9) 32 (18.8)
American Yes 118 (87.4) 127 (74.7) | 0.004*
_ _ Exempt 9 (6.7) 11 (6.5)
Hispanics No 10 (4.2) 38 (15.4)
Yes 206 (86.2) 200 (81.0) | 0.000**
. Exempt 23 (9.6) 9 (3.6)
Asian No 5 (27.8) 9 (50.0)
Yes 12 (66.7) 8 (44.4) 0.379
Exempt 1 (5.6) 1 (5.6)
Other No 1(7.1) 5 (33.3)
Yes 12 (85.7) 8 (53.3) 0.152
Exempt 1(7.1) 2 (13.3)
Age
24-29 No 5 (6.6) 47 (19.0)
Yes 66 (86.8) 195 (78.6) | 0.011*
Exempt 5 (6.6) 6 (2.4)
30-34 No 10 (7.4) 36 (28.3)
Yes 118 (86.8) 90 (70.9) 0.000**
Exempt 8 (5.9) 1(0.8)
35-39 No 6 (5.4) 11 (21.2) 0.002*
Yes 103 (92) 37 (71.2)
Exempt 3(2.7) 4 (7.7)
40-49 No 9 (7.0) 15 (22.7) 0.005*
Yes 109 (84.5) 44 (66.7)
Exempt 11 (8.5) 7 (10.6)
S0+ No 784 8 (18.2)
Yes 57 (68.7) 26 (59.1) 0.257
Exempt 19 (22.9) 10 (22.7)

*p< 0.05 **p<0.001, N=1073
A large number of students were required to emmalemedial math (845)
although more of the GED recipients (453 studesag)pared to high school graduates

(392 students) needed remediation. The data shthaéthere is a significant
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association between need to enroll in remedial math, n=1073) = 50.33% = 0.000,
and secondary education credential.
Gender groups

Overall, 75.9% males and 80.3% females were redjaar@nroll in remedial
math. Table 4.5 shows 79.5% male GED recipiends8dn2% female GED recipients
needed remedial math. Similarly, 143 male higlostgraduates and 249 female high
school graduates were required to enroll in remed#ah. Data show that there is a
statistically significant association between ntednroll in remedial math courses and
secondary education credential for both magi&2, n=382) = 13.92% = 0.001, and
femalesy?(2, n=691) = 38.83%) = 0.000.

Ethnic groups

Each ethnic group had more students who requiraédel math than students
who did not (Table 4.5). In each ethnic categoity whe exception of the Asian
students, the number of GED recipients and the rmumbhigh school graduates
requiring remedial math was higher than those spetlimg remediation. Almost 67% of
Asian GED recipients needed remedial math as coedpar44.4% of Asian high school
graduates (Table 4.5). Three out of five of tHenit categories show statistically
significant associations between need to enrakmedial math and secondary education
credential. Among Anglo students, data resulteg(@ n=217) = 24.378 = 0.000.
Similarly, for African Americansy?(2, n=305) = 11.06(p = 0.004. Among Hispanic

students, data indicatg&{2, n=486), 22.421 = 0.000.
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Age groups
The majority of GED students and high school sttglaneach age categories
needed remedial math with the highest percent em@ED students in the age 35-39
category (92.0 %). The only age group that didshatw an associatidretween required
math remediation and secondary education credemtisithe age 50+ group. For ages
24-29,4%(2, n=324) = 9.00p = 0.011. For ages 30-3#(2, n=263) = 23.62% = 0.000.
For ages 35-392(2, n=164) = 12.442%) = 0.002. Lastly, for ages 40-48(2, n=195) =

10.774,p = 0.005.

In summary:

e Data show statistically significant associationssgen required remedial
reading and secondary education credential, betwereadial writing and
secondary education credential, and between rehmadih and secondary
education credential for all students.

e WWhen examining the data by gender groups, for fesyahere was a significant
association between need for remedial reading ecohslary education
credential (Table 4.3). For both genders, therge avsignificant association
between need for remedial writing (Table 4.4) aaddhfor remedial math
(Table 4.5), and secondary education credential.

¢ When examining data by ethnic groups, | did nad fimy association between
developmental reading and secondary education mti@lamong any group

(Table 4.3). However, a relationship was foundrénedial writing and
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secondary education credential, among Anglo angatis groups (Table 4.4).
For Anglos, African Americans, and Hispanics ddtaveed statistically
significant associations between need for remedath and secondary
education credential (Table 4.5).

e \WWhen examining data by age groups, | did not firshynassociations between
need for remedial reading (Table 4.3) or remediding (Table 4.4) and
secondary education credential, except for thegagep 24-29. However, for
all age groups except the ages 50+ group, therestatistically significant
association between need for developmental matbhl€¢ 7a5) and secondary
education credential.

Comparative Analysis of College Trajectories

Research Question 2: What program of study type&&D recipients and high

school graduates pursuing? Are there differentesudent outcomes (i.e.,

college level GPA, total number of college credisned, and program

completion) between GED recipients and traditidngh school graduates
enrolled in degree programs? Are these differeatssscontrolled by
demographic factors (e.g., gender, race/ethniagg)?

In this section, | will compare various indicatafscollege trajectories for the

GED recipients and high school graduates, for thelevsample or separately by gender,
ethnicity, and age groups. In terms of statistpracedures employed in this section,
crosstabulations for program completion were ruségondary education credential and

then, as for Research Question 1, separately byegeethnicity, and age. Then,
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ANOVA tests were used to compare and find staa#ifisignificant differences among
meansf continuous variables across groups. For ingtaie mean college level GPA
and mean total number of college credits earneth®de(GED recipients were compared to
the corresponding means for the high school gradué&tr all students and then
separately within each gender, race/ethnic, andjemgs . For Research Question 2,
program of study type became a 2-category varigiénsferable’ or ‘other’ programs).
However, program completion is described in degsila 4-categiry variable. As a
reminder, students who only took remedial coursdsS1/ESOL courses are removed
from the sample. Therefore, sample size used sethaalysis is N=980 (Table 4.2
shows some descriptive statistics for the reduaetpte).

As noticeable in Table 4.2, just over half of thenple was pursuing the general
studies/transferable program of study (57.3%). uRegre not surprising as community
college are recognized as being an inexpensivemfir obtaining general studies
credits before a student transfers to a univetsifyursue a major. Also, it is reasonable
for 42.8% of the sample to be taking classes towarder/technical, nontransferable
programs or nursing as the community college is town for providing skills training.
Program completion numbers were very low; almo3td2the participants (354 students,
70.3%) did not complete a program of study. The teggest group was students who
completed a degree only (18.4%).

Program Completion and Secondary Education Credénti
This section compares and contrasts study resulpgagram completion for the

whole sample and within demographic groups (Tal8¢ 4t is more likely for the GED
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recipients to show no program completion outconids2%o) than for high school
graduates (66.6%). Also, completing a degree anhigher among high school
graduates (21.3%) as compared to GED recipient8%d)5 While earning certificates is
comparable for both groups, receiving more thanasadential is more popular among
high school graduates (8.3%) than among GED retipi®.9%). Regardless of these

differences, there is no statistically significassociation between program completion

and secondary education credengi&l3, n=980) = 7.453) = 0.059 for the sample.

However, some effects of secondary education ctedem program completion are

noticeable among some demographic groups furtheyzed.

Table 4.6 Program Completion by Secondary Educai@uential (Column %)

Program completion Secondary education Chi-
credential square
GED High school test
recipients graduates (p value)
n (%) n (%)
All None 354 (74.2) | 335 (66.6)
Certificate only 17 (3.6) 19 (3.8)
Degree only 73 (15.3) 107 (21.3) 0.059
More than one credential33 (6.9) 42 (8.3)
Gender
Male None 125 (76.7) | 140 (74.9)
Certificate only 9 (5.5) 8 (4.3)
Degree only 19 (11.7) 26 (13.9) 0.862
More than one credentiallO (6.1) 13 (7.0)
None 229 (72.9) | 195 (61.7)
Female Certificate only 8 (2.5) 11 (3.5)
Degree only 54 (17.2) 81 (25.6) 0.026*
More than one credential23 (7.3) 29 (9.2)
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Table 4.6 - continued

Ethnicity
Anglo None 86 (71.7) 57 (66.5)
Certificate only 8 (6.7) 2 (2.3)
Degree only 15 (12.5) 23 (26.4) 0.039*
More than one credentialll (9.2) 5 (5.7)
None 98 (79.0) 109 (68.6)
African Certificate only 3(2.4) 9 (5.7)
American Degree only 15 (12.1) 24 (15.1) 0.200
More than one credential8 (6.5) 17 (10.7)
None 149 (73.0) | 152 (67.3)
Certificate only 6 (2.9) 8 (3.5)
Hispanics Degree only 36 (17.6) 50 (22.1) 0.618
More than one credentiall3 (6.4) 16 (7.1)
None 12 (70.6) 9 (56.3)
Certificate only 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
Degree only 4 (23.5) 3 (18.8) 310
Asian More than one credentiall (5.9) 4 (25.0)
None 9 (75.0) 8 (53.3)
Certificate only 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
Other Degree only 3 (25.0) 7 (46.7) 0.247
More than one credentialO (0.0) 0 (0.0)
Age
24-29 None 48 (78.7) 172 (75.4)
Certificate only 2 (3.3) 7(3.1) 0.802
Degree only 8 (13.1) 41 (18.0)
More than one credential3 (4.9) 8 (3.5)
None 91 (75.2) 81 (66.4)
30-34 Certificate only 4 (3.3) 6 (4.9)
Degree only 20 (16.5) 27 (22.1) 0.511
More than one credential6 (5.0) 8 (6.6)
None 78 (73.6) 29 (56.9)
Certificate only 2(1.9) 1(2.0)
35-39 Degree only 16 (15.1) 15 (29.4) 0.160
More than one credentiall0 (9.4) 6 (11.8)
None 85 (73.9) 33 (54.1)
Certificate only 5 (4.3) 5(8.2)
Degree only 19 (16.5) 12 (19.7) 0.016*
40-49 More than one credential6 (5.2) 11 (18.0)

71




Table 4.6 - continued

50+ None 52 (70.3) 20 (48.8)
Certificate only 4 (5.4) 0 (0.0) 0.020*
Degree only 10 (13.5) 12 (29.3)
More than one credential8 (10.8) 9 (22.0)

*p< 0.05 **p<0.001, N=980
Gender groups
Among male GED recipients, 76.7% did not comp#&program of study; of the
males who completed the high school diploma, 74dé®mot complete a program of
study. Similarly, 72.9% of female GED recipientgl&®1.7% of female high school
graduates did not complete a program of study.rdtvas no statistically significant
association between completion of program of sty secondary education credential
for males3(3, n=350) = 0.746) = 0.862, although there was an association foafes)
+2(3, N=630) = 9.286) = 0.026.
Ethnic groups
There were no statistically significant associaitetween program completion
and secondary education credential among any ddttirec groups except the Anglo
studentsy?(3, n=217) = 8.367 = 0.039. However, it is interesting to notice gadterns
of program completion for each secondary educatiedential within ethnic groups. For
GED recipients, 71.7% of the Anglo students, 79d%he African American students,
73.01 of the Hispanic students, 70.6% of the Astaidents, 75.0% of the Other students
did not complete a program of study. Similarlytted high school graduates, 66.5% of
the Anglos, 68.6% of the African Americans, 67.32the Hispanics, 56.3% of the

Asians, and 53.3% of the Other students did notpteta a program of study.
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Age groups
Among two out of the five age categories (the bMdest categories) results show
a significant association between program compiediod secondary education
credential. Among the age group 40-49, the chasgtest indicateg(3, n=195) =
10.375,p = 0.016; and among the age group 50+, the chiregeat showg?(3, n=127)
=9.800,p = 0.020 which are both statistically significant.
College Level GPA and Secondary Education Credentia

An ANOVA test was used to compare the mean collegel GPA of GED
recipients to the mean college level GPA of highost graduates for all students and
within each demographic group (see Table 4.7) tafistically significant difference in
mean college level GPA exemplifies a differencagademic capital with the assumption
that the higher the college level GPA, the gretiteracademic capital acquired by the
student.

The mean college level GPA of the sample variecddimg on secondary
education credential. The mean college level GRA igher for the high school
graduates (2.585) compared to the GED recipied242.There was a significant
difference in mean college level GPA between GEtiprents and high school

graduates, F(1,978) = 5.8465= 0.016.

73



Table 4.7 Mean College Level GPA by Secondary Edgoic&redential

Secondary education credential

ANOVA

GED recipient | High school gradua

(] (p value)

Mean (standard deviation)

All 2.424 (1.106) | 2.585 (0.964) 0.016*
Gender
Male 2.264 (1.135) 2.527 (0.983) 0.021*
Female 2.507 (1.083) 2.617 (0.952) 0.175
Ethnicity
Anglo 2.663 (1.128) 3.066 (0.930) 0.007*
African American | 2.172 (1.087) 2.319 (0.950) 0.225
Hispanics 2.447 (1.058) 2.549 (0.906) 0.286
Asian 2.565 (1.237) 2.737 (1.238) 0.693
Other 2.028 (1.231) 2.947 (0.737) 0.024*
Age
24-29 1.649 (1.291) 2.471 (0.980) 0.000**
30-34 2.394 (1.040) 2.539 (0.926) 0.251
35-39 2.548 (1.002) 2.542 (1.121) 0.971
40-49 2.666 (0.944) 2.953 (0.680) 0.037*
50+ 2.555 (1.164) 2.846 (0.669) 0.179

*p< 0.05 **p<0.001; N=980

Gender groups
For males, there was a significant difference ketwmean college level GPA,
F(1,348) = 5.412p = 0.021, with the high school graduates earnihggaer mean GPA

(2.527) compared to the GED recipients (2.264): fémales, the high school graduates

did earn a higher mean college level GPA (2.61diptine GED recipients (2.507)

although the difference between the means wastatstgcally significant.

Ethnic groups

In each of the ethnic groups, the mean collegel IBPA was higher for the high

school graduates than for the GED recipients. &thoic groups showed significant

difference between the means: Anglo (3.066 fohlsichool graduates versus 2.663 for
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GED recipients) and Other (2.947 for high schoaldgiates versus 2.028 for GED
recipients). The ANOVA tests indicate statistigaignificant differences among means
for Anglo, F(1,205) = 7.469p = 0.007, and OtheF,(1,25) = 5.792p = 0.024. Overall,
the highest GPA of 3.066 is obtained by Anglo hsghool graduates and the lowest of
2.028 by GED recipients in the Other ethnic group.
Age groups

Two out of the five age categories showed a s$iEdiby significant difference
between the mean college level GPA between GEDimts and high school graduates.
ANOVA tests indicate: for the 24-29 age gro#gl,287) = 29.303p = 0.000, and for
the 40-49 age groupy(1,174) = 4.413p = 0.037. College level GPA is extremely low
(1.65) for GED recipients in the age group 24-2RleDstudents who completed a
traditional high school program have the highefiege level GPA (e.g., 2.95 for age
group 40-49 and 2.85 for age group 50 or above).
Total Number of College Credits Earned and Secon@aucation Credential

This section compares and contrasts study resultstal number of college
credits earned for the whole sample and within dgaqghic groups (Table 4.8). Overall,
the GED recipients’ mean number of college credi846) was lower than that the mean
number of college credits obtained by the high sthoaduates (50.67). The ANOVA
test shows that there was a significant differandbe average number of college credits
accumulated by GED recipients and those who eartegh school diplomd;(1,978) =

11.266,p = 0.001. Similarly to college level GPA, total nuentof college credits earned
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is an important indicator of academic capital. Gheater the number of college credits
earned, the greater the academic capital acquired.

Table 4.8 Mean Total Number of College Credits Edrby Secondary Education

Credential
Secondary education credential ANOVA
GED recipient| High school graduate (p value)
Mean (standard deviation)

All 43.46 (32.701)| 50.67 (34.493) 0.001*

Gender
Male 39.30 (33.209)| 46.24 (33.758) 0.054
Female 45.62 (32.277)| 53.30 (34.706) 0.004*

Ethnicity
Anglo 44.20 (33.391)| 48.14 (35.132) 0.414
African American 41.86 (31.666)| 47.33 (34.378) 0.170
Hispanics 44.80 (32.378)| 53.32 (33.010 0.007*
Asian 41.53 (42.484)| 58.63 (52.805) 0.312
Other 32.50 (28.691)| 52.47 (29.765) 0.091

Age

24-29 30.48 (35.087)| 43.84 (31.217) 0.004*
30-34 42.75 (32.348)| 51.15 (32.600) 0.045*
35-39 43.70 (29.978)| 59.04 (39.013) 0.007*
40-49 49.16 (31.911)| 61.80 (34.998) 0.017*
50+ 46.12 (34.029)| 60.29 (42.508) 0.053

*p<0.05 *p<0.001; N=980

Gender groups
There was no statistically significant differermween the mean number of
college credits earned by male GED recipients (B%Bd male high school graduates
(46.24). For females, the high school graduateseelathe greater mean number of
college credits (53.30) compared to their GED recipcounterparts (45.62). The
ANOVA test shows that this difference was stataticsignificant,F(1,628) = 8.275p =

0.004.
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Ethnic groups
Only for one ethnic group a statistically sigraifint difference between the mean
total number of college credits earned was obtaikkzpanicsF(1,205) = 7.273p =
0.007. Among Hispanics, and in each of the othamie groups, the mean total number
of college credits earned by high school graduateshigher than the total number of
college credits earned by GED recipients. Data stiatvAsian high school graduates
obtained the highest mean total number of collegdits earned (58.63) while the lowest
value is shown by the GED recipients in the Otltlenie group (28.69).
Age groups
There was a statistically significant differennghe mean total number of college
credits earned by GED recipients and by high schoaduates for all age categories
except the 50+ category. In all age categoriesptban total number of college credits
earned by high school graduates was higher thatotAlenumber of college credits
earned by GED recipients. Not surprisingly, thereame increase in the values of this
indicator with age because older students had psrtiamulated more credits over life
course. For instance, those in age group 40-49gmwduated high school with the
traditional diploma accumulated on average 61.8dits while GED recipients age 24-

29 have on average only 30.48 total number of gellzedits.

In summary:

e There is a noticeable trend in the program of styggs pursued with the

majority of the students enrolled in general/traraible programs (Table 4.1).
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However, regardless of secondary education cremlentost students did not
earn any credential at all. There is no statiyicagnificant association
between program completion and secondary educateutential (Table 4.6).

e Data show statistically significant associationsdgen completing a program
of study and secondary education credential folafes) Anglo students, and
age groups 40-49 and 50+ (Table 4.6).

e Data show that the means of college level GPA \wagker for the high school
graduates compared to GED recipients. ANOVA tdstsved statistically
significant differences in the means of collegeelé8PA when comparing GED
recipients and high school graduates for all stteJeand for males, Anglo
students, the Other ethnic category, ages 24-4Pages 40-49 (Table 4.7).

e Data show that the means of total number of coltzgdits earned were
systemically higher for the high school graduatasgared to GED recipients.
ANOVA tests showed statistically significant diféerces in the means of total
number of college credits earned by secondary otedédor all students, and
for females, Hispanics, and all age categoriespbages 50+ (Table 4.8).

Correlational Analysis of Student Outcomes

Research Question 3: What is the combined effedeémographic factors (e.qg.,

gender, race/ethnicity, age), pre-college acadgneiparedness (e.g., secondary

education credential, need to enroll in remedialrses in college), and college
trajectories (e.g., program of study type) on sti@deitcomes (i.e., college level

GPA, total number of college credits earned, amd@m completion)?
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Linear regressions are adequate statistical proesduhen examining how the
college level GPA and the total number of collegadits earned are predicted by each
independent variable included in the model whewothér independent variables were
held constant. All models are including the indegent variables shown in the
conceptual model presented in Table 4.1. For édigmaical predictors, dummy variables
were derived for all categories except the refezarategory that does not appear in the
tables (i.e., male, Anglo, high school graduatelengial, required remediation in reading,
writing or math, transferable program of study Jypgege was treated as a continuous
variable. Results of linear regression models agsgnted in terms of unstandardized
coefficients (B) and their standard errors, anduite the t-tests that show whether the
particular predictors have significant contributiarexplaining the model.

Modeling College Level GPA

This section presents a discussion of resultseofitiear regression model
predicting the college level GPA (Table 4.Bhe predictors employed in the linear
regression model explain 15.1% of the total vasiain the dependent variable (GPA).
Based on the ANOVA test for the model, a p-valu@.600 indicates that the college
level GPA regression model is a good fit for theadal' he constant in the model
indicates an average value of 1.88 that would laeaciteristic for a reference group. The
positive and negative values of the unstandardipedficients show how much the GPA

increased or decreased with respect to the constéme model.
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Table 4.9 College Level GPA Linear Regression Model

Unstandardized coefficients Significance
Variables B Standard tests
error (p value)
(Constant) 1.883 0.175 0.000**
Age 0.024 0.004 0.000**
Female 0.141 0.065 0.030*
African American -0.566 0.091 0.000**
Hispanics -0.223 0.086 0.010*
Asian -0.115 0.183 0.529
Other -0.345 0.199 0.083
GED recipient -0.231 0.066 0.001*
Required remedial reading no 0.180 0.076 0.018*
Required remedial reading exempt0.718 0.324 0.027*
Require remedial writing no -0.047 0.081 0.562
Required remedial writing exempt-0.340 0.280 0.225
Required remedial math no 0.390 0.093 0.000**
Required remedial math exempt | 0.031 0.200 0.876
Career/nursing/nontransferable | -0.126 0.065 0.054
R%g=.151 **

*p< 0.05 **p<0.001; N=980

T-tests for some predictors are statistically gigant. Age is positively

correlated with college level GPA, and each addélo/ear brings an increase of .024

GPA. Women have higher GPA than men. As comparddtto students, all other

ethnic groups have lower GPA although only Afridgenericans and Hispanics have

statistically significant lower GPA. Secondary edalien credential is a significant

predictor showing that when all predictors areudeld, the GED recipients have an

average GPA that is .231 lower than the high schmaduates. GPA is not very different

—+

for those who do not have to take remedial cousesompared to those who have to

take remedial courses in reading, GPA is signitigamgher for those who do not have
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to take remediation, but lower for those who arenept. While taking (or not) remedial
writing does not contribute much to the model,rgdaeffect is noticeable for remedial
math: those who do not have to take math remedidiawve a .390 points increase in
GPA compared to those who have to take it. Finatlydents who are in nontransferable
programs have a lower GPA than those in transfenatdgrams, although differences are
not significant.

Modeling Total Number of College Credits Earned

Table 4.10 includes the results of the linear regjom predicting the total number
of college credits earned. The linear regressiodehfor total number of college credits
earned reported an adjustetid® 0.099 indicated 9.9% of the total variatiortdteal
number of credits earned was explained by the iedagnt variables. Thevalue for the
ANOVA was 0.00 so this is significant such that thedel predicts the dependent
variables well.

Fewer variables showed significant contributiopiadicting the total number of
college credits when all other independent vargllere included. The variables that
showed a positive correlation with total numbecaolfege credits earned included gender
and age. This means that the model predicts thateman the study earn more college
credits than men do, and each year increase ineagés in an increase of 0.826 credits.
The model shows that Hispanics and Asian studemtsed more college credits as
compared to Anglos, while African Americans andistuts in the Other ethnic category
earned less college credits. The model also prethat GED recipients earn 11.479 less

college credits than high school graduates; aniiieetotal number of college credits
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earned is lower for most students who were notliEaran remedial courses or who were
exempt. Students pursuing career/technical progamnstudy are expected to earn 0.508
less credits than students pursing programs of/diymes that are transferable.

Table 4.10 Total Number of College Credits Earnackar Regression Model

Unstandardized coefficients Significance|t-
Variables B Standard errof tests
(p value)
(Constant) 20.115 5.859 0.001**
Age 0.826 0.122 0.000**
Female 4.713 2.190 0.032**
African American -2.354 3.071 0.444
Hispanics 4.883 2.876 0.090
Asian 8.422 6.126 0.170
Other -1.145 6.684 0.864
GED recipient -11.479 2.230 0.000**
Required remedial reading no 2.252 2.548 0.377
Required remedial reading exempt14.272 10.884 0.190
Required remedial writing no -0.493 2.728 0.857
Required remedial writing exempt1.233 9.401 0.896
Required remedial math no -4.317 3.110 0.165
Required remedial math exempt | -26.400 6.717 0.000**
Career/nursing/nontransferable | -0.508 2.186 0.816
Rzadj:.099 *k

*p< 0.05 **p<0.001; N=980
Modeling Program Completion

A binary logistic regression was further employegbtedict the likelihood of
program completion (none=reference category) bysétef variables proposed in the
conceptual model. The Nagelkerke Rz is 0.095 s&@bthe total variation in the
outcome (program completion) is explained by theofendependent variables that

predict well the model. Table 4.11 contains thdsohtios for the model that show how
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much more likely it is for an event to occur (i@mplete program) when the student is
in the corresponding category as compared to beittte reference category.

Table 4.11 Logistic Regression Model for Progranm@tetion (None=ref)

Variables Reference categories and levels Oddssrati
(ExpB)
Age Ordinal variable 1.038**
Gender Male=ref -
Female 1.505*
Ethnicity Anglo=ref -
African American 714
Hispanic 1.052
Asians 1.620
Others 1.491
Secondary credential High school=ref -
GED 528**
Remedial reading Yes=ref -
No 1.106
Exempt 123
Remedial writing Yes=ref -
No .876
Exempt .832
Remedial math Yes=ref -
No 981
Exempt .259*
Program type Transferable=ref -
Other 1.263
Constant .118**
Nagelkerke R | .095

*p< 0.05 *p<0.001; N=980

Some results in Table 4.11 are notable. Age igrifstant predictor, each year of
age increasing the likelihood of program completigrabout 4%. Women are about 50%
more likely than men to complete the pursued proagi&hile ethnic group is not a
significant predictor in the model, we note thatiédn Americans are less likely to

complete while Asians and Others are more likelgamplete the program compared to
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Anglos. One of the strongest predictor is seconddncation credential with GED
recipients being about half less likely to completenpared to high school graduates.
There is not much effect of remediation on progcammpletion, except that those who
have been exempted to take math remedial coursebaut 4 times less likely to
complete the pursued program. Although not sigaificbeing in a nontransferable
program leaves the student more likely to complede being in a general transferable
program.

In summary, some notable results are:

e Secondary education credential was a significagdiptor of all student
outcomes as predicted by all models performedighstudy. GED recipients’
mean college level GPA was lower than the high stgmaduates’ mean
college level GPA. The mean total number of collegalits earned was lower
for GED recipients than high school graduates. Gé&dipients were less likely
than high school graduates to complete a prograjrede

e Age and gender were positively correlated with GBBA and total number of
college credits earned, showing that older studamiisfemale are more likely to
acquire academic capital. Consequently, these gratgpmore likely to
complete a degree program.

e Compared to students pursuing transferable progrdimse pursuing other
program of study types (career/technical) had lo@#®As and earned less

college credits, but were slightly more likely te program completers.
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Chapter 5
Discussion

This chapter focuses on three main findings of ésloratory study that will be
discussed in relation to literature and throughléims of academic capital and life course
theory. The implications of the results are preddn terms of K-12, higher education,
and adult basic education policy and practice. firidings, in particular, revolve around
required math remediation, the academic pathwagseshby the sample, and the
program completion rates. Next, this chapter dessithe limitations, strengths, and
overarching significance of this study. Recommeiodator further research are
provided as the chapter concludes.

College Readiness: Math Required Remediation

The results of this study indicate that the nedfath remediation is substantial
at this community college. In fact, required reméthath was statistically associated
with secondary education credential and visiblyedéntiated by gender, most ethnicities,
and most age groups. The percent of GED recipreqgisired to enroll in remedial math
was primarily 10-20 percentage points higher tlna of the high school graduates.
These results are supported by prior researchahdgthat students are entering
community colleges with low level skills in mathgies & Slate, 2014; Bound,
Lovenheim, & Turner, 2010), with this study providiadditional data that GED
recipients are less prepared academically thandugbol graduates.

Required math remediation is costly to the studentisne and tuition, but is the

current standard remedy for unprepared studemtdarfe percentage of student are
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required to take one or more remedial coursesadathe percentage do not persist past
the first year” (Porter & Polikoff, 2012, p. 396n the case of SWC, the remedial math
pathway, before the 2014-2015 academic year, wapised of Developmental Math
(DMAT) courses numbered 0066, 0090, 0097, 0098,0&0¢®. DMAT 0066 teaches
Adult Basic Education math which is approximatélyd grade level math. Each
subsequent DMAT course moves the student closeclasdr to College Algebra with
DMAT 0097, 0098, and 0099 teaching high schoolllevath (Pre-Algebra). A student
testing at the lowest level (DMAT 0066) would taketo five semesters of remedial
math to obtain college level readiness for matbdefal financial aid did pay for these
courses but students lost years of college thdtidmave been dedicated to credit courses.
Per recent Texas House Bill 5, effective the 200452academic year, students in
Texas post-secondary institutions must be offerearigty of remedial math options
based on the students’ scores on the new TSI assessand the college is limited to a
developmental math sequence of only two coursé& nEw courses at SWC are DMAT
0305 and DMAT 310 and are equivalent to high schaath. If a student scores lower
than DMAT 0305, he or she is directed to coursézed through the continuing
education department and these noncredit couregsoapaid for via federal financial
aid like DMAT 0305 and 0310 courses are. In additthe college must offer Non-
Course Based Options that are either eight-weeknsesor tutoring sessions that allow
students to focus on specific math skills that taesylacking and to progress quickly.
These seminar/tutor courses are not paid for \dartd financial aid so students must pay

out of pocket. The idelaehind this initiativebeing that students will spend less time in
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developmental classes and be able earlier to anrotillege level classes, which will
ultimately have a positive effect on their life ¢e@, and without a significant increase in
financial cost to the students.

As noted by Porter and Polikoff (2012), “Being gs&id to remedial coursework
is an indication that the institution views thedstnt as ‘unready’ to enroll in regular
credit-bearing courses that count toward a dedee398). In turn, college completion
is affected. It is impossible for these studeatsarn any degree at a community college,
per Texas law, without being college level in matiany degrees require the student to
complete at least College Algebra. There is atgressk that a substantial number of
students, including GED recipients, may give uphmir education because they become
frustrated with required remedial coursework areirtltost dream of completing a
degree. The impact of required remedial educaiioa student’s academic trajectory is
multi-faceted: it is true that students need torid¢he missing academic knowledge and
skills in order to be academically successful amdjpess, but the risk of losing students
because of discouragement is also very real.

Implications for Policy and Practice

There is a clear “disjunction between high schoal eollege” (Porter & Polikoff,
2012, p. 395). Students are often surprised whey are admitted to a college and are
then told that they are not prepared and need nainamlirsework (Tierney & Garcia,
2011). Students believe that their schooling #@edcburse experiences have prepared
them for college and provided them with the iniaahdemic capital needed for college

success. Texas high school curriculum and asses$eaelers and Adult Basic
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Education GED program administrators and teacheist mitiate conversations with
community college academic decision makers to #igt® and college readiness
curriculum standards. There is a clear lack of momication between K-12 and higher
education; Stern (2013) reports that “states hangaved standards, but not enough
higher education instructors are familiar with thigm 20).

In regard to the GED, Cain (2003) adds that thé gbAdult Basic Education
needs to be adjusted apbgress beyond preparing students to pass the€xBMDs to
improving their college readiness. The good nenkat the Office of Vocational and
Adult Education, a derivative of the U. S. Depanmtnef Education, created College and
Career Readiness Standards (CCRS) for Adult Educatnd the new 2014 GED and the
exams are said to be aligned to these standardd @RBD Test, 2013). Martin Kehe
leads the development and implementation of the 2@l GED and he took several
years to collaborate with experts all over the LxoSnsure that the new test would
“provide detailed information about the test-takaeadiness for college and career
training programs” (2014 GED test, 2013, p. 1).e Alew standards and subsequent
assessments now include computer skills and okilés that employers are looking for
(2014 GED test, 2013).

Another area of improvement is in terms of measgucollege readiness and the
need for assessment standards to be examined egldped further nationally for
consistency and validity (Porter & Polikoff, 2012 Camara (2013) reports that:

two multi-state consortia have been formed to dgvekssessment systems

aligned to the Common Core State Standards (CQ@8%)h will be used to

determine whether students are college and cazady (CCR), and several states
are independently designing similar assessmenfiss]p.
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The Common Core State Standards (K-12) curriculambdeen adopted by New York,

for example, but not by Texas (Bauerlein, 2013)er€ has also been the “suggestion of
using the National Commission of National Assesdméiducational Progress (NAEP)
12"-Grade Assessment as a measure of college redt{Rester & Polikoff, 2012, p.

395) but not many state educators are familiar nése standards. Some states outside
of Texas are still using the SAT, ACT, and/or Aclawer scores to determine college
readiness; clearly, this is an indication thalditonsistency exists across states. Texas is
moving in a positive direction by implementing thew TSI Assessment with diagnostic
results but there is no data as to the benefgsutlents as the process is so new, and this
assessment is only used in Texas.

In reference to GED recipients and remedial mathoss consideration of
increased funding of higher education support sesvand programs needs to occur.
GED recipients enter post-secondary education witque academic needs. Traditional
college support programs such as tutoring or mattkshops are often geared toward
students who recently graduated from high schowl,they do not address the needs of
adult learners. Adult learners are more autonontizaus younger students and require a
different approach to math remediation as theyraee anxious and feel less secure in
their mathematic abilities (Jameson & Fusco, 209chry (2010) highlights the wide
age span of GED recipients and notes the needltorational services to address the
older GED recipients (adult learners) as well asybunger population.

In addition, GED recipients are often unaware eéfor reduced cost remediation

resources or are unfamiliar with how to connedhtese available support services;
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targeting GED recipients specifically and notifyithgm of math support services could
help the students locate support and thaia vital math knowledge and skills (Kist,
2003). There are currently no remedial math supg®wices in place at SWC geared
specifically toward GED recipients or adult leasiemhere are also no academic support
outreach efforts taking place at SWC targetingGlED recipient population.
Academic Trajectories: Secondary Education Credeand Program of Study Type
When | started my research, | expected the restittse study to indicate that
more of the students at SWC to pursue other progisaroh as career/technical and
nursing, but learning that a little over half oéthample was pursuing transfer degrees
makes sense ultimately. The fact that more stgdmet pursuing transfer degrees is in
agreement with historical federal legislation amel ¢urrent push in K-12 education for
all students to attend college, preferably universi Farmer-Hinton (2010) states:
Through various legislative acts (e.g. the Gl Bile Economic Opportunity Act),
social activism and policies (e.g. Civil Rights, WWen'’s rights, Affirmative
Action), and increased postsecondary options ¢@gn admissions in community
colleges, test optional admissions in universifigs) higher education
community is slowly countering long-held beliefsoabwho can gain access to
higher education. (p. 571)
In Texas, the Texas Higher Education Coordinatingre College for All Texans web
site (www.collegeforalltexans.com) has links taafiicial aid, choosing a college,
applying to college, and college admissions proeeluThis website offers materials for
school counselors, parents, and students and isfahe many products of the Texas P-
16 councils. The Texas P-16 councils are hopingdrease the number and diversity of

students attending post-secondary education insTand have developed a Generation

Texas website (http://gentex.org) and marketingpagn. One quote on the webpage
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states “The question really wasn’'t whether | wamgdo go to college, but what college
| was going to.” College for all is a message Hdaudly and frequently at Texas public
schools beginning in elementary school and is agttinthe number of students enrolling
in community college across the state. Thereftwe study findings regarding program of
study types appears to be consistent with the-stale message toward pursuing higher
education and aiming to the highest attainmentiseve

Additionally, student who are not ready to move yivam home or who are
financially limited choose transfer programs at ¢tbenmunity college as a stepping stone
toward their next degree. At SWC, the CORE cuhaeuis comprised of 60 college
level credits (including a college level math c&)rahich is guaranteed to cover the first
two years of academics for students who transfeutiic universities in Texas. The only
contingency is that the community college transtadent must have a GPA of at least a
2.0 and must complete the entire CORE. The SWC E@Rnade up of three tiers and
students are encouraged, although not requireshrtiplete the first tier before they
move onto the next tier. The first tier includesicses in English, history, speech or a
foreign language, college level math, and physdaication. The second tier is made up
of courses in English, sociology or psychology eiedl government, U. S. History, fine
arts, philosophy, and science. The last tier regutourses in Texas government and
electives.

The indication from the data that 42.8% of the sanmere pursuing other
programs of study such as career/technical educatid nursing was also reasonable.

President Barack Obama has repeatedly emphasieedléhof the community college in
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boosting the economy by training people and corsetiyiputting them back to work
(Linsdey-Taliefero & Tucker, 2013; Mullin, 2012The understood mission of the
community college is to provide students with j&bls and economic stability (Cohen &
Brawer, 2008). Rosenbaum (2011) emphasizes thallngiudents benefit from general
studies/transfer programs of study and would dteb&b “look for more realistic options
that could have good payoffs with higher probaletit (p. 117) such as “short-term
certificates and associate’s degrees” (p. 116).

At SWC, the career and technical programs withhigaest enrollment are the
Certified Public Accountant (CPA) certificate ame 8Welding certificates programs of
study. Courses needed for both of these prograenatanroliment capacity months
before the classes begin each semester. SWC gffetsate level accounting courses
approved by the Texas State Board of Public Acanoyt (TSBPA) at the very low
tuition rate found at a community college. Studgnirsuing the CPA certificate at SWC
can apply the courses toward the TSBPA requiremertgs program is unique since it
provides graduate level courses at an urban contyncoliege; usually students have to
be accepted into graduate school and pay higlotuitites to enroll in the same
accounting classes that SWC offers. The SWC CBgram allows students from
diverse socioeconomic and ethnic backgrounds o foa high paying and respectable
jobs in the field of accounting.

Another example is the Welding program of stud$WtC that offers three
different certificates that can be earned afterstident completes nine welding classes.

Similar to the above mentioned CPA students, tixedding students go on to earn high
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wages and ensure job security, both locally andsacthe nation. The credits needed to
complete the welding program are generally notsfienable but students understand the
significance of earning the welding certificateaémnms of employability and possibly
increased pay. Both the CPA program and the wegldamtificate are examples of the
benefits that career/technical programs of studSMIC offer.
Implications for Policy and Practice

College and career readiness, and College fowih @ focus on transferable
programs of study and the eventual earning of eyear degree) are goals that have
been heavily pushed in Texas K-12 education, amdthe state is seeing mixed results.
Individuals, regardless of secondary educationaedl, are more aware of the
possibilities of pursuing post-secondary educaditimough there is some disappointment
when students attending college discover that &neyunprepared for and unsuccessful in
general studies/transfer courses. Jerrim (2018)uvas that the concept of college for all
is “excessive and misaligned” (p. 197). Peopleleddo believe that “college is the only
respectable goal and that it is easy and attairbdl” (Rosenbaum, 1998, p. 56).
Although the efforts are centered on good interstiand closing the gaps in college
enrollment, heavy emphasis on the transfer prograstudy type does not address the
academic and career goébs all students.

The key to serving all students is providing resesr like the Generation Texas
website (http://gentex.org) mentioned previouslyhils chapter. It is important to show
students that career/technical program of studygeod option. Moreover, it is essential

to provide details on both program of study typgays that would allow GED recipients
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and high school graduates to identify which path¥itsytheir unique talents, skills, and
career goals, and thus positively affect their aoaid trajectories and outcomes. The
program of study type data collected for this stisdgncouraging in that it shows that
students at SWC are pursuing both transfer and ptiogram of study types. At SWC,
students learn about program of study types offereeh they attend new-student
orientations. In addition, SWC requires all studesho are considering transfer
programs of study to enroll in Learning Framewi&BUC 1300), a course where
students are taught about learning styles, howke hotes and study in college, and
about degree plans, including program of studydypehe combination of the orientation
sessions and the EDUC 1300 course is a move inghiedirection in terms of
encouraging students at SWC to choose the progfatuay type that is the best
possible fit for them.

Student Outcomes: Low GPA, Low Total Number ofditse Low Completion

The results of this study showed that there watessically significant

differences in the mean college level GPA and tkamtotal number of college credits
earned between the GED recipients and the highosghaduates. For both outcome
indicators, the means were lower for the GED recifs. In addition, the GED recipients
were nearly half less likely to complete a prog@mstudy as their high school graduate
counterparts. With graduation rates at the comtywallege already being so low
(Bragg & Durham, 2012), an indication that GED stid experience even more

problems in academic performance and program cdioples a substantial finding.
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SWC recently began a Success Coach program wiiétierfe college staff is
volunteering to assist in retention and acadentcess efforts. The program is
organized such that each Success Coach is asagraaticular subject, math for
example, and faculty in that discipline contact $uecess Coach when a student is
repeatedly absent, missing assignments, or fai#isty. The Success Coach contacts the
student and offers suggestions on areas of imprexeas well as provides details on
tutoring and support services. Although the progheas not been in place very long,
initial reviews of campus retention and academarsss data indicate that the program is
positively influencing students to continue enraimin classes and to find ways to
improve academically. The Success Coach prograsmeain place in 2005-2006 (the
initial academic year of enroliment for studentadedllected for this study) but is
currently gaining momentum and is a positive waritriprove college level GPA, total
number of college credits earned, and program cetiopl for all students. Students can
see that there are people on campus who are cautcabout them and this may motivate
students to attend class and try harder.

SWC also offers students a wide variety of studeganizations to become
involved in, ranging from Student Veterans of Amario Career Connections.
Participating in student government and other chllmsvs students to feel like part of the
campus community and conceptualizes learning. & bgganizations expose students to
networking and to service learning, which can hmikitively affect the student’s life
course. ltis possible that without the diverspegiences and opportunities to join

campus organizations, the academic success rastsdants at SWC could be lower.
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Implications for Policy and Practice

Searching recent literature and research for reartpolicies and practices
designed to increase the academic outcomes of @&pients revealthere is no
evidence that current national or state effortsdo@iag evaluated. It is alarming and
disheartening to realize that this specific popafahas severely unmet academic needs.
Sturgis (2014) states that “the university andeg®l systems aren’t really equipped to
help college students succeed, given that the magfrtoday’s enrollees are
‘nontraditional’ students” (p. 26). There mustdreincreased focus on understanding the
various cohorts of students, such as GED recipiéni® are to see improvements. Data
collection and analysis of “when, where, and whylege students” is essential (Morris,
2012, p. 167).

Providing diverse campus organizations and supgpntitiatives similar to
Success Coaches are one way more community colbegés reach out to GED
recipients to build a sense of belonging and teradtademic support. GED recipients
need help navigating the sophisticated dynami¢eeohigher education system. One-on-
one and/or small group interactions with other stug and staff could reduce some of
the intimidation and anxiety GED recipients strggith during their journeys.

Limitations of the Study

A major limitation of this study involves the uskdata that may not be entirely
accurate in defining program completion. Programgletion data results have to be
interpreted with the understanding that not altleius who attend a community college

are pursuing a certificate and/or degree. In soases, students are upgrading skills,
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pursuing general interests, or taking classedltm fgaps in their university curriculum.
Most data supports the idea that community colktgdents have ambitions to complete
a program but there are always exceptions (Bail@y. £2006). Nitecki (2014) adds:

Because community college students often accumatatits without completing

a specific degree, transfer before completing gnam, lose credits on transfer,

attend on a part-time basis due to family and vatrkgations, or leave school

and return years later to finish, low graduaticesavithin traditional time frames

are not necessarily accurate measures of studecgssi (p. 99)

Lack of completion of a program does not necessamlicate that a student is under-
prepared or that the community college is not supmpthe academic success of these
students (Bailey et al., 2006).

Another limitation of this study is that the datzailable does not allow for
examining the effect of social capital on studetrjectories and outcomes. Starting
with academic capital, as the data allows, is ehgwalue but a more holistic view of
community college students’ social interactionsrdife course would be useful to
understand their experiences. Social capital giatineugh interactions with family and
friends who have attended college and/or via cellegdiness activities in high school
could further differentiate high school graduasademic trajectories from those of
GED recipients. We can assume that the level abkoapital that students possess
varies tremendously from student to student, basagpbringing and opportunities, but
we do not know if social capital widens the collegenpletion gap developing because
of secondary education credential.

Also of note is the possibility of increased Typarors (i.e., identifying an effect

that does not exist) due to multiple statisticatsge.g., chi-square tests and ANOVAS)
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performed simultaneously in this study without amyitiple testing adjustment.
However, since this is an exploratory study, trifowas mainly on identifying patterns
rather than drawing inferential conclusions.

Strengths and Significance of the Dissertation

This study goes beyond previous research on aacekssuccess in higher
education since it focuses specifically on GEDpmeits at the community college
through the lens of academic capital. Prior redean community colleges focuses on
retention and program completion in terms of derapfics but lacks the consideration
of secondary education credential. According taramn (2013), “Both with regard to
measurement and policy, the primary focus in th&.lthas been on academic skills, as
measured by tests of reading, writing, and mathtiglsiand by educational attainment,
including degree completion” (p. 1). One goalloststudy is to specifically include
secondary education credential in the discussion.

The research presented in this study included pitege academic skills
measurements (required reading, writing, and metkediation) as well as degree
completion (program completion) but adds additidaators such as college level GPA,
program of study type, and total number of collegalits earned information in defining
students’ academic trajectories. These supplemeotasiderations allow for a more
detailed understanding of the academic trajectaidise GED recipients particularly
when their trajectories and outcomes are comparéabse of the high school graduates.
Rather than merely including the starting poinefpcademic preparedness) and the end-

point (program completion) of students’ academagetrtories, this study is framed
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around the idea that it is important to measureesgalong academic and life course

pathways. For instance, considering what prograstuay type a student chooses and
how successful the student is based total numbeoltEge credits earned and college

level GPA.

The findings of this study are significant becalitsle to no research has been
published on the academic trajectories of GED renip at the community college and
yet these individuals are interested in post-seapndducation and are, based on this
data, limited in their success. In addition to rmpng one’s job options, the value of the
GED credential is contingent on its ability to paep recipients for higher education; this
study specifically addresses program completidghe@tommunity college and indicates
the discrepancies between the results for GED iextip and high school graduates.

Recommendation®r Further Study

This study begins the conversation about developahamath and college
readiness at the community college, especiallyaiBb recipients. Due to changes in
Texas law and the resulting changes in the collegdiness assessment and courses,
much research needs to be conducted. There sntlyrno data pertaining to how the
new college readiness assessment is impactingrdtadsoliment in developmental math
options in Texas and specifically at SWC; thenedglata on the new TSI assessment in
terms of its accuracy in measuring college readimesnath and in correctly placing
students in developmental or Non-Course Based Ogti®ata also needs to be collected
to ascertain if the new sequencing is a fasteertaward college readiness in math.

Also, since financial aid does not pay for manyh& remedial math options, data needs
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to be collected to see if students on federal tredraid are leaving the college altogether
since they can not afford the new classes.

Qualitative research and data also needed to hetterstand the academic
choices (program of study type) GED recipients maReantitative data provides insight
into the academic capital and pathways for thisupedpn but there is a missing piece:
the personal experiences of individual studentsali@tive studies in which GED
recipients who are attending community college sesiiare interviewed would be
insightful; questions could focus on what the GEDipients view as obstacles in their
journeys and what support services are neededei@ome these obstacles. This would
allow for a more holistic view of their academigexiences and any extra support
services needed.

Conclusion

The program completion of all students is important realizing that GED
recipients are hugely unsuccessful at the commuoitgge requires focusextention.
The research conducted and reported in this da&g®rtis a starting point for further
research and academic support of GED recipierigyimer education. As Cain suggests:

Policy makers should fund research that identifrags to prevent dropout,

improve the skill building component of GED progmsarand increase the number

of GED holders who successfully pursue postsecgreiducation and training.

Such research should evaluate model educationgregand identify policies or

interventions that remove barriers that make itleafor GED holders to enroll

and succeed in postsecondary education. (Cain,, 2083
The most effective way to influence policies andapices in this area is to collect

accurate data and use the data to inform decisaking. In addition, more research in

this area is fundamental to change. Communityeges, and universities alike, are under
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increased scrutiny to prove institutional effectiges (Allen, 2002) and are using
institutional data to shift funding to projects tivacrease program completion.
Suggestions made by Cain in 2003 are still val@thyo alter the function of the
GED from high school equivalency to a precursarditege readiness, increase funding
for GED recipients transitioning to post-secondaalycation, and increase college
teachers’ and administrators’ understanding oftagtltication standards. Only then will
GED recipients have a true opportunity to advaheg education and consequently

advance in life.
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Key Terms
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The following key terms are defined by the researas they are used in this study.

Academic capital: based on Bourdieu’s theory ohhno capital. Academic capital is
comprised of a person’s academic preparednesskfi@wledge, skills, abilities) to start
the college journey, and his/her program completi®@an indicator of human capital
acquisition that will likely increase labor marlagportunities. The amount of education
and academic experiences possessed by indivichatlsogether with other forms of

capital (e.g. social, cultural) determine theiripos in society.

First generation college student: a college studeming from a family where his/her
parents have not earned a four-year college degdreis. student is the first in his/her

family to go to college.

Life course theory: the structured pathways cdimgjof the specific way individuals
completed secondary education (GED recipient dn bahool diploma) and further
engage/navigated through college to acquire acadeapital. Specifically, the pathway
(academic trajectory) beginning with whether or astudent needs required remediation
progressing through the GPA and college creditsatstudent earns to whether or not a

student completes a program of study or not.
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P-16: The time span from Pre-kindergarten throemiming a four-year degree at a

college or university.

Part-time student: a student who is enrolled s han 12 college credits hours per

semester; usually 6 credits or less.

Post-secondary education: any education pursuedaf individual has earned a

secondary education credential.

Program completion: meeting all the requiremeatsi(sework and GPA) to earn a

certificate or a degree at a college or university.

Program of study type: the type of degree platudent at SWC is pursuing. Students at
SWC are taught by marketing materials and acadathitsors to refer to the list of
classes that are required for them to earn a icatif or a degree as their program of
study. Program of study type allows the prografrstudy to be categorized as either

transferable or other (career/technical/nursing).

Remedial courses: courses designed by the callegeiversity to address students’

gaps in skills in reading, writing, and math.
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Retention: remaining in a course or program of study until péetion.

Secondary education: the education a person etéigm kindergarten through 12
grade or through an equivalency program such a&émeral Education Development

(GED). Also referred to as a K-12 education.
Secondary education credential: the credentiaeshverifying that the individual has

completed a K-12 education. In Texas, this caadmemplished as a GED recipient or

by earning a traditional high school diploma.
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As noted by Gall, Gall, and Borg (2007), “any ra@sbagroject involving the
participation of human beings must be reviewedry iastitutional review board (IRB)
(p. 55). Initially, IRB approval was obtained frahre community college where the
student data was obtained. In order to meet IRBdstrds for the community college, |
provided the SWC IRB with the projected duratiorthad research, description of
participants, location of the project, resourcesdeel from the community college,
procedures for data collection, and disseminatrahuse of the information collected.

Next, IRB approval was given by the University @X&s at Arlington IRB for the
protection of human subjects. The UTA IRB was pfed a copy of the community
college IRB approval and IRB Form #1A was submitedt allowed for exemption of
full review by the IRB. This form was approprid&tecause the resource data obtained
through this research did not require any direatact with human subjects and utilized
data readily available at the community collegée Thformation required for the IRB
exempt form was very similar to what was requirgdie community college IRB with

the addition of the naming of the individuals sagvon the dissertation committee.
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Vx“
EXEMPT PROTOCOL SUMMARY FORM %

ACADEMIC TRAJECTORIES OF GED RECIPIENTS AT THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
Title of Research Project

Karen Blue 214-860-8541 kblue@dcced.edu

Principal Investigator (PI) / Project Director Phone / E-Mail Address 2013 %L
Septermlocy ek

9 months A mber15.-2042

Projected Duration of Research gt of months) Projected Starting Date ;

Dee. 20l

Exempt under code: 4 W)/\Q/
Circle One. Turn for definitions. " /
Revised 113

Please attach the following:
o Brief description of the participants
o Location(s) of the project and identification of any MVC resources needed to conduct the
survey (e.g. web applications, data entry, coding, etc.}
Procedures to be used for data collection (including population and sampling methodology)
Dissemination and use of information collected
Whether data will be confidential or anonymous and who will have access to data
Informed Consent Form
Questionnaires to be used

Dr. Trache, Supervising Faculty, UTA
Other organizations and/or agencies, if any, involved in the study

O 0 C OO

Responsibilities of the Principal Investigator:
¥ Any additions or changes in procedures in the protocol will be submitted to the IRB for written
approval prior to these changes being implemented.
v" Any problems connected with the use of human subjects once the project has begun must be
communicated to the IRB Chair
v" The Principal Investigator is responsible for retaining informed consent documents for a period
of three years after the project.

Cove s e . 9142

Principal Investigator Signature / Date

Signature of MVC IRB Chair: Date:
J% v Fi e} g vl B

IRB Chair: Check Cne Box I Approved [:] Approved W/ Conditions D ’ Refer to Full Commiltee for Review D

—

atlvee of 3o
r TR CAMr 74f ?ev[sfa/\ :
— IATE | _ﬁgol?—/:
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Academic Trajectories of GED Recipients at the Camity College

Karen Blue

Exempt Protocol Attachment

Participants:

Institutional data will be used to identify 537 @¢#mts who attended SWC in 2005-2006
with GED credentialing and 537 students who ent&&tC with high school diplomas
from 2005-2006. Elizabeth created this list (per dhiginal IRB request, before she left
for San Francisco).

Location/ Resources:

The only information needed from SWC InstitutionsBarch (IR) will be the
identification of the 1074 total students. Thidlwequire a query of SWC students from
2005-2006 in which a list of GED recipients andgsadf high school graduates is created.
This list does not need to be exhaustive sincadingple size is a total of 1074 students.
Procedures for Data Collection:

All data will be existing data and will be obtained Datatel. This will not require any
surveys or any interaction with students. Once Swé@tifies the 1074 students
(completed already by Elizabeth per the origind® lpproved request), the researcher
will use Datatel to examine each student’s demdgcapformation, entrance exam
scores (Accuplacer, SAT, etc.) and GPA. In addjttbe research will look at each
student’s semester to semester campus selecticodioses, semester to semester

persistence, program(s) of study, and completiaceaifications and degrees.
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Dissemination and Use of Information Collected

The results of the study will be submitted to Dradhe and the dissertation committee at
the University of Texas at Arlington as a requiratfer completion of the degree. The
results may also be presented at a relevant edacatinference or be submitted for
publication. SWC and the specific students will be identifiable.

Data

The data will be confidential and only accessedheyresearcher. The researcher will
assign each student an alpha numeric code sodtamtdnnot be traced back to a
particular student in the study. The college Wdlreferred to as a community college in
the southern United States and will never be ifiedtin publication or in presentations.
Informed Consent Form/Questionnaires

No form is necessary as students will not be coathdnterviewed, or identifiable in the

data. No questionnaires will be used.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT ARLINGTON
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUAN
SUBJECTS

IRB FORM #1A:
PROPOSAL FOR RESEARCH INVOLVING HUMAN SUBJECTS
APPLICATION FOR EXEMPT RESEARCH

Faculty, staff, students, or employees who propmssgage in any research, demonstration,
development, or other activity involving the uséwian subjects must have review of that
activity by the Institutional Review Board for tAeotection of Human Subjects (IRB), prior to
initiation of that project. Applications for exetign must be reviewed and documented as
exempt by the IRB. The IRB is responsible fargafrding the rights and welfare of subjects
who participate in the activity. If you requirerfioer assistance in completing this form or need
additional information, please contact Research iktration at 817-272-3723 or
regulatoryservices@uta.edu.

This version of Form #1A is intended to be usembimjunction with a submission to the IRB via
the electronic protocol submission system:
https://www.uta.edu/ra/real/loginscreen.php?view=50

SECTION A: GENERAL INFORMATION

1. Please list any NON-UTA Protocol Personnel thalidowt be entered via the electronic
submission face page.

Participant Status
Name: Affiliation: (Co-Investigator,
Collaborator, etc.):

2. Expected Start Datdlarch 1, 2014(You are not authorized to begin any research
involving human subjects until the IRB has revieaed approved the research
protocol.)

3. Expected Completion DateDecember 31, 2014
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SECTION B: FUNDING (If this research is not supported by funding, pkeakip to section
C)

4. Source: [ | FEDERAL (Specify Agency: )
[ ] INDUSTRY SPONSORED (Specify Agency: )
[ ] Departmental [ ] State (Specify Agency: )  [] Other:
Funded Grant/Contract Number:

[ ] Check here if grant is pending (Date of Grarir8ission: )

SECTION C: EXEMPTION STATUS OF THE RESEARCH PROTOCO

Human subject research qualifying as exempt muséspond with one or more of thg
exempt categories mandated by the human subjesdnasfederal regulations, Title 45
CFR Part 46.101. This section is intended to deiee if your research project can
appropriately be designated as exempt.

Special Note Regarding Prisoners as Subjects
Human subject research involving prisoners as subjectstisligible for exemption. Instead, please
complete IRB Form #1 (Application for Non-Exempt Reseact)IRB Form #2C (Application for
Prisoner).A Prisoneris defined as any individual involuntarily confined oradeéd in a penal

institution. The term is intended to encompass indivilsahtenced to such an institution under g
criminal or civil statute, individuals detained in othecilities by virtue of statutes or commitment
procedures which provide alternatives to criminal prosecutioimcarceration in a penal institution,
and individuals detained pending arraignment, trial sentencing.

Instructions

Please check the box of one or more of the categdlow that apply to your research,
then in Section D, provide specific details desoghbyour research project in relation to
the exemption category. If none of the exemptidvegories listed below apply to your
research, please submit IRB Form #1 insteachfor-exemphuman subject research.

[] A. Research conducted in established or commonly set&plucational settings,
involving normal

educational practices, such as (i) research anaegnd special education instructional
strategies, or  (ii) research on the effectivernégs the comparison among instructional
techniques, curricula, or

classroom management methods.

[] B. Research involving the use of educational testgr(tive, diagnostic, aptitude,
achievement), survey
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[] E

procedures, interview procedures or observatigoubfic behavior, unless

(i) information obtained is recorded in such a manm&r human subjects can be
identified, directly or

through identifiers linked to the subjects; diidany disclosure of the human subjects’

responses outside the research could reasonably fhla subjects at risk of criminal or

civil liability or be damaging to the subjects'dimcial standing, employability, or

reputation(Research must meet both conditions i and ii tdibgualified from this

exemption.)

Special Note Regarding Children as Subjects

If your research project includes children, age$Q-then exemption B only appliés
in addition to the conditions above, your researololves ONLY educational tesis
public behavior when the investigator(s) do nottiggpate in the activities being
observed. The exemption for surveys or intervolwes not applyo children as
subjects.

. Research involving the use of educational testgnitiwe, diagnostic, aptitude,

achievement), survey procedures, interview proasjwr observation of public
behavior that is not exempt under paragraph Bisfd#ction, if: (i) the human subjects
are elected or appointed public officials or caatid for public officegr (ii) federal
statute(s) require(s) without exception that theficentiality of the personally
identifiable information will be maintained througlt the research and thereafter.

[l D Research involving the collection or study of erigtdata, documents,
records, pathological specimens, or diagnosticispsts,if these sources are publicly
available or if the information is recorded by tineestigator in such a manner that
subjects cannot be identified, directly or throudéntifiers linked to the subjects.

Research and demonstration projects which are avediby or subject to the approval
of department or agency heads, and which are das$ignstudy, evaluate, or otherwise
examine:

() Public benefit or service programs; (ii) procedures fotaiing benefits or services
under those programs; (iii) possible changes alternatives to those programs or
procedures; or (iv) possible changes in methodisvels of payment for benefits or
services under those programs.

. Taste and food quality evaluation and consumermanee studies, (i) if wholesome

foods without additives are consumed or (ii) ibad is consumed that contains a food
ingredient at or below the level and for a use tbtobe safe, or agricultural chemical
or environmental contaminant at or below the Idgahd to be safe, by the Food and
Drug Administration or approved by the EnvironméRtatection Agency or the Food
Safety and Inspection Service of the U.S. DepartroEAgriculture.

SECTION D: RESEARCH PROCEDURES AND SUBJECT SELEGNI

5.

Does your research involve mentally incapacitatdijexts?
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10.

11.

[] No
If yes, please also complete and submit IRB For #2

Does your research involve pregnant women, huntasds, neonates of uncertain
viability, or nonviable neonates?

[] No
If yes, please also complete and submit IRB ForB #2

Does your research involve children, ages 0-17?

[] No
If yes, please also complete and submit IRB Forbh #2

Please describe your research procedures in lagnems. Specifically, describe how
your research meets one or more of the exempti@geaes chosen abov@ata will be
obtained through an already established databgsediag specific students at
one community college in Dallas, Texas. IRB appfdsom the community
college has been obtained. Data will includedetadSPA, program completion,
age, gender, and other demographic and acadenaidistatl on each student's
summary document. A group of students who earneid @ED and a group of
students who earned high school diplomas will bamgared.

How many subjects will be enrolled in this resegrabject? 1074 student records

Please describe how and where subjects will beiited: Student data will be
obtained based on whether or not the student caetplegh school with a
diploma or earned a GED. Data also obtained baseudents being enrolled at
the college of the study 2005-5006.

Please describe your process/procedures for obgiimiormed consent, if applicable.
N/A
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