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DEFINITION OF TERMS 

Community college Ann institution of higher education that provides education to 
students mainly from the area surrounding the community college.  
Community colleges provide educational opportunities from 
Associates and certificate degree programs.  Community colleges 
also typically offer vocational programs and provide transfer 
opportunities. 

Course completion ratio The value obtained by dividing the number of classes that a student 
successfully passes (A, B, C or P for pass/no pass scales) by the 
number of classes the student attempted.  Course completion ratio is 
a measure of success rate. 

Cultural capital The theory proposed by Pierre Bourdieu (Bourdieu & Passeron, 
1977, p. 30) that states that parents provide their children with 
attitudes and knowledge.  With respect to education, parents with 
more experience with the educational system have more of these 
attitudes and knowledge to their children. 

Diversity The range of students who are attending community colleges.  
Diversity in educational institutions includes students with different 
ages, ethnic origins, language, sexual orientation, and those with 
disabilities. 

Grade point average The value obtained by dividing the total number of grade points by 
the number of credits attempted. 

Los Angeles Community The system of nine community college campuses situated throughout 
College District (LACCD) Los Angeles County, California.  

Occupational status score A measure of socioeconomic status that incorporates occupation, 
education, and income into a numerical value ranging from 0 to 100 
as detailed by Nam, Powers, and Terrie (Terrie & Nam, 1994). 

Retention A measure of students remaining enrolled in an educational 
institution.  Generally, the period of enrollment is measured from fall 
through spring semesters or fall through the following fall. 

Socioeconomic status For purposes of this study, a measurement by a proxy of the highest 
occupational status score between mother and father.  In general it is 
a measure of social/economic class.  In the literature, socioeconomic 
status is used as a common term for social class. 
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The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a significant relationship between 

parent socioeconomic status and (1) community college student college grade point average and 

(2) course completion ratio.  The data for this study were obtained through the Transfer and 

Retention of Urban Community College Students (TRUCCS) project in the Los Angeles 

Community College District (Hagedorn, Maxwell, & Moon, 2001).   

This study examined the variables of parent occupational status score, which served as a 

proxy for socioeconomic status, demographics, high school grade point average, and 

psychosocial variables, and their relationship to college grade point average and course 

completion ratio.  The statistical analyses of factor analysis and forward block entry regression 

were conducted to determine significance. 

Analysis of the statistical tests suggested that there is no significant relationship between 

parent socioeconomic status and community college student grade point average and course 

completion ratio.  Implications of the research to community college administration were also 

presented.   
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Until the passage of the Morrill Act of 1862 establishing land-grant colleges, access to 

higher education was not widely available.  In addition to changes in student access to college, 

the limited funding for higher education and changing student interests has created challenges for 

the higher education system (Key, 1996).  During the post-war period, higher education changed 

from a system of the privileged to a system that served the masses.  Every social class is now 

represented in higher education systems, so that a large portion of students come from lower 

class families, and those with the greatest familiarity with higher education have performed the 

best (Hansen & Mastekaasa, 2006).  Individuals from all socioeconomic groups, including those 

with poor English speaking ability, now have the opportunity to pursue higher education.  This 

has created challenges for community colleges and universities to help students advance through 

college in a successful manner (Ellis & Stebbins, 1996).   

A large group of individuals attending institutions of higher education are students that 

have had no other family member attend college before them, referred to as first-generation 

college students.  First-generation college students have additional challenges with their 

backgrounds of inadequate knowledge of the college experience and attitudes towards college.  

Further, institutions of higher education have had to deal not only with a diverse student 

population, but they have also been made accountable for student success of first-generation 

college students (McConnell, 2000).  Additionally, the community college system has allowed 

for a wide variety of individuals to pursue higher education despite their impaired college 

readiness.  Many students have concentrated too much on memorization rather than learning and 

understanding concepts (Diaz-Lefebvre, 2004).  Research has been done in many different ways 

regarding students and their backgrounds and their success in the higher education system.  
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Student success has been a particularly important area of research with numerous factors 

contributing to particular levels of success.  Factors studied have included family socioeconomic 

status, educational background of the family, and student high school grade point average. 

Statement of the Problem 

The major shifts in types of students in higher education, especially in the community 

college system, have made it critical for colleges to be aware of the background of students in 

order to be better prepared to serve their needs and help the students to be successful in their 

educational and career endeavors (Pennington, Williams & Karvonen, 2006; Person, Rosenbaum 

& Deil-Amen, 2006; Miller, Pope & Steinmann, 2005).  Many students who have entered the 

community college system today are first generation college students or come from a type of 

background or financial status which may have made college particularly difficult for them to 

maneuver, including the admissions and financial aid process, lack of family support, and poor 

college preparation (Educational Resources Institute & Institute for Higher Education Policy, 

1997).  Retention of students is particularly challenging and is the focus of this research project.   

The Transfer and Retention of Urban Community College Students (TRUCCS) project 

(Lee, Sax, Kim, & Hagedorn, 2004) collected and analyzed data on student characteristics, as 

well as outcome measures in the Los Angeles Community College District.  The TRUCCS 

project revealed many aspects of student retention and success.  One factor, however, that has 

not been studied thoroughly within the TRUCCS project is the influence of parental occupational 

status score, a proxy for socioeconomic status.  The present study used the Nan-Powers-Terrie 

occupational status score to determine the effect of parental socioeconomic status on different 

student success outcome measures including college grade point average and course completion 

ratio.   



 

12 

Nam-Powers-Terrie Occupational Status Score 

The Nam-Powers-Terrie occupational status score measures the socio-economic status of 

occupations found in census data.  The score represents the percentage of individuals that are in 

occupations having lower average education and income (Terrie & Nam, 1994).  The scores are 

calculated by taking the sum of (1) the number of individuals in occupations at lower median 

educational levels, (2) the number of individuals in occupations at lower median income levels, 

and (3) the number of individuals in the particular occupation of interest, then dividing this sum 

by the total number of individuals in these groups, and multiplying by 100 (Terrie & Nam, 

1994).  The scores range from 0-100 on a ranked scale, which has been widely used in social 

science research involving social stratification. 

Los Angeles County and the Los Angeles Community College District 

Los Angeles County is an urban area of California with a land area of 2,000 square miles.  

The 2005 population estimate of the county was 9,935,475, up 4.4% from April 2000 census data 

(U.S. Census Bureau, 2007).  Females comprised 50.6% of this population.  The ethnic make up 

of the county in 2005 was White, 74.1%, Black 9.7%, American Indian and Alaska Native 1.1%, 

Asian/Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 13.4%, and Hispanic 29.5%.  Of this group, 36.2% were 

foreign born, 54.1% spoke a language other than English at their home, and 69.9% were high 

school graduates. (Los Angeles Community College District, 2007). 

The Los Angeles Community College District (LACCD) is made up of nine colleges 

spread throughout Los Angeles County.  In 2005, over half of the students were older than 25 

years old and over 25% were 35 or older.  Females made up 60.5% of enrollment and males 

39.5%.  The ethnic make up of the LACCD was 16.6% African American, 15.0% Asian, 46.8% 

Hispanic, and 18.9% White.  Of these students, 40% were non-native English speaking, 40% 

were below the poverty line, and 25% came from homes where parents obtained education only 
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through the elementary level.  Occupational and educational goals of the students included 

35.5% seeking vocational training, 30.8% intending to transfer to a four-year college, 10.2% 

wanting general education, 6.9% in transitional situations (including those who wanted to 

improve basic skills or complete a high school diploma, and 16.6% with unknown or undecided 

goals (Los Angeles Community College District, 2007) 

Purpose of the Study 

Information about the knowledge base of students and their career outcomes can be very 

useful to community colleges making current and future plans.  To help satisfy this need, the 

present study sought to determine if there is a relationship between parental socioeconomic 

status and academic outcomes of students in higher education.  Specifically, occupational status 

of parents, which served as a proxy for socioeconomic status in this project, was targeted due to 

the lack of literature addressing this area.  The outcome measures of particular interest were 

college grade point average and course completion ratio.  Since not everyone attending 

community college plans to graduate, the course completion ratio was a better measure of 

student success.   

This research study sought to answer the following questions: 

1. Is there a significant relationship between socioeconomic status and student 
college grade point average? 

2. Is there a significant relationship between socioeconomic status and student 
course completion ratio? 

The hypotheses used to test these research questions are: 

1. There is no significant relationship between the socioeconomic status and student 
college grade point average. 

2. There is no significant relationship between socioeconomic status and student 
course completion ratio. 
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Background of the Problem 

Community colleges provide an open door to practically anyone wishing to pursue higher 

education (Hendrick, Hightower, & Gregory, 2006).  This policy has allowed individuals into 

higher education who may benefit from different types of treatments due to their backgrounds.  

Shortly after the large increase in numbers of community colleges in the 1960s, community 

colleges had to adjust to many different groups in the higher education system and had to 

become familiar with the backgrounds of these students in order to adapt to their special needs 

and characteristics (Gleazer, 2000). 

Parental influences, including the influence of parent educational levels on the child’s 

education, have been well documented in the literature (Davis-Kean, 2005).  The influence of 

parent educational levels has been particularly well documented, while influence of parent 

occupational status has not been as prevalent in the literature.  Children of immigrant parents 

have had a particularly difficult transition to higher education due to the background of their 

parents who did not have experience in the higher education system (Kim & Schneider, 2005).  

Despite educational levels, parents have had varying degrees of interaction with their children 

when discussing college (Kim & Schneider, 2005). 

One of the functions of the community college is to provide a transfer gateway to a four-

year institution, but not every student who has entered the community college has a desire to 

transfer (Dougherty & Kienzl, 2006).  Nevertheless, successful transfer and the attainment of a 

bachelor’s degree are considered by many as a successful college outcome.  While graduation 

within a specified time, usually a total of six years to obtain a bachelor’s degree in a four-year 

institution, has been a benchmark oftentimes used as a measure of student success, graduation 

rate does not capture the students who may leave the higher education system temporarily and 

then return later to complete their degree (Zwick & Sklar, 2005). 
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Significance of the Problem 

Community colleges have faced growing pressures with the ever-increasing number of 

students entering the system (Walker, 2001).  With these demands came the difficulties in 

making sure that the diverse student population achieved success (Ellis & Stebbins, 1996).  One 

of the main challenges facing community colleges has been that of students entering the system 

poorly trained and prepared for college (Grimes & David, 1999).  Community colleges have 

continued to look for ways to improve outcomes.  By better understanding the background of the 

students in the system community colleges could have attempted to make improvements based 

on the information they obtained (Grimes & David, 1999). 

Theoretical Framework 

The present study uses Bourdieu’s theory of cultural capital as the basis for determining 

parental influences on educational outcomes (Bourdieu, 1984, p. 12).  Bourdieu theorized that 

different social groups differ in terms of educational practices and cultural capital.  This study 

uses this theory to determine whether the level of student grade point average, course completion 

ratio, and successful transfer to a four year institution differs among families of different 

socioeconomic levels.  This study used the theoretical framework of Lee and Bowen (2006), who 

applied Bourdieu’s theory of cultural capital to test for effects of parent involvement on child 

school achievement.  In keeping with Bourdieu’s theory of cultural capital, Lee and Bowen 

(2006) stated that, “although cultural capital is possessed by an individual or a family, it is more 

a function of the concordance of the educational aspects of the family’s habitus with the values 

and practices of the educational system with which the family interacts.”  Thus, families could 

have obtained more cultural capital given their experiences with the educational system.  In 

addition, the findings of Lee and Bowen (2006) were consistent with Bourdieu’s theory that 

proposed that some families have inherited cultural capital that may give them an advantage.  
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However, families with a smaller amount of cultural capital may be at a disadvantage, as they did 

not have the same access to resources (Lareau, 2001, p. 78).  Lee and Bowen (2006) 

hypothesized that families having different amounts of cultural capital, in this case educational 

knowledge, would have wide variations in parental educational involvement and student success.  

This was also reflected by DiMaggio and Mohr (1985), who stated that cultural capital has had a 

positive influence on educational achievement. 

Limitations 

1. This study was limited to a sample of students who were enrolled in the Los 
Angeles Community College District during the Spring 2001 semester. 

2. This study was limited to individuals who agreed to complete the questionnaire 
and provided permission for investigators to obtain their transcript information. 

3. The validity of the study was limited to the reliability of the research instrument 
used. 

Summary 

Parental influences have been the subject of numerous research studies examining various 

facets of that interaction with student success in college.  Influences such as parent education and 

income, particularly socioeconomic status, have been the focus of various studies indicating 

significant relationships of these influences with outcomes of their children in higher education.  

This research study examined the impact of parent occupational status as a different measure of 

socioeconomic status on student outcomes in the Los Angeles Community College District.  

Specifically, this study examined the impact that parent socioeconomic status, as determined by 

occupational status score, had on student grade point average and course completion ratio.  It is 

hypothesized that parental socioeconomic status (independent variable) does not have a 

significant relationship with student college grade point average (dependent variable).  It is also 



 

17 

hypothesized that parental socioeconomic status (independent variable) does not have a 

significant relationship with student course completion ratio (dependent variable). 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The American community college has allowed individuals from all backgrounds to have an 

opportunity to obtain higher education, including those linguistically and academically 

challenged.  This created challenges for community colleges to be effective for these students 

(Ellis & Stebbins, 1996; Closson, 1996).    The flexible programming and emphasis on needs of 

the community have allowed community colleges to meet these new challenges and special 

student needs.  This has included helping students to become self-directed both at college and in 

their personal lives (Closson, 1996).  With the major changes occurring throughout the 

community college system, some have proposed that the mission of community colleges has 

greatly changed from that of providing a transfer mechanism to four-year institutions to also 

providing technical, vocational and community education.  These changes could continue into 

the future to help make sure that the national work force will be competitive globally. 

Changes also occurred in community colleges wanting to move in the direction of offering 

baccalaureate degrees as a baccalaureate degree which have increasingly become necessary for 

entry level positions (Walker, 2001).  However, others have maintained that community colleges 

have been meeting their original function to be flexible and responsive to community needs 

(Wattenbarger & Witt, 1995).  Wattenbarger and Witt (1995) held that vocational education was 

a part of the original plan of community colleges, which provided an opportunity for students to 

earn an associate’s degree and possibly go on to work as technicians or in businesses.   

Despite the theoretical perspective of the origin of community colleges, there is no doubt 

that the student body being served has changed in regards to student backgrounds, characteristics 

and needs (Pennington, et al., 2006; Person, Rosenbaum & Deil-Amen, 2006; Miller, et al., 

2005).  Issues faced by community colleges differ among institutions, for example rural 
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community college versus larger, urban community colleges (Pennington, et al., 2006).  With the 

increase in the number of community colleges and the growth of the student population, students 

have also faced difficulties, such as obtaining the correct information to move effectively 

through the community college system (Person, Rosenbaum & Deil-Amen, 2006).  The changes 

of the community college student population have included increases in the number of students 

from single-parent homes, as well as those requiring more counseling services.  In addition, 

today’s students have a better understanding of technology and have greater expectations of the 

effect of higher education on their careers (Miller, et al., 2005).  Walker (2001) stipulated that in 

order to meet these changes, community colleges must understand the conditions surrounding 

them.   

While research studies have investigated some of these factors, additional research is still 

needed to better understand current issues of the American community colleges, especially 

regarding children from ethnic minorities and the effectiveness of classroom teaching in high 

school and college (Zhou, 2003; Foster, Lewis & Onafowora, 2003).  The size of ethnic 

minorities has grown especially rapidly in large urban communities (Zhou, 2003).  Poor minority 

youth in urban areas have experienced numerous challenges, such as isolation from the 

mainstream of the community, being surrounded by ghettos while seeing and wanting 

materialistic items, poor living conditions and overcrowded schools (Zhou, 2003).  

Administrators and faculty must become cognizant of the cultural background of students and 

incorporate that knowledge into teaching (Foster, et al., 2003). 

While previously most community college students, especially those from families with 

high socioeconomic status (Dougherty & Kienzl, 2006) have intended to transfer to a four-year 

institution, some recent research has suggested that many students enter a community college to 
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obtain only a two-year or vocational degree (Anderson, Alfonso, & Sun, 2006).  Anderson and 

colleagues (2006) discussed the trend that increasing numbers of two- and four-year institutions 

have been making system-to-system agreements, allowing easy access of students in the two-

year institution to enter the associated four-year institution.  The agreements have become 

especially important because of reduced appropriations for higher education in the presence of 

higher tuition costs and a high demand for higher education (Anderson, et al., 2006).  Coley 

(2000) pointed out that the understanding of these agreements became difficult for students who 

attended several community colleges and who therefore met some problems when transferring. 

In their discussion, Anderson and colleagues (2006) noted four theoretical models of the 

functions of the community college (Anderson, et al., 2006):  functionalism, neo-Marxism, 

institutionalism, and statism.  Functionalists look at the community college as a place for 

women, minorities and the working class to obtain higher education and as a means to provide 

vocational-technical skills and provide an entryway for transfer to a four-year institution.  Neo-

Marxists look at community colleges as institutions that keep women, minorities and the working 

class in vocational-technical programs.  Institutionalists look at community colleges as a way to 

keep the universities from losing academic status by shifting the demand for higher education 

towards two-year institutions.  Statists have seen community colleges with multiple goals and 

different influences.  Statists have viewed local and state governments as wanting to increase 

employment and job training opportunities for their constituents, since most of their funding for 

schools has come from the local area (Anderson, et al., 2006).  Anderson and colleagues (2006) 

further state that statewide agreements between universities and community colleges have been 

on the rise to contend with rapidly increasing tuition rates and the high demand for affordable 

higher education.   
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Despite the challenges, there have been certain successes.  For example, a recent study 

found that the success rates of students who transferred from a two-year institution to a four-year 

institution depended on the number of community college credits, the type of institution, and the 

students’ academic level (Koker & Hendel, 2003).  Interestingly, Koker and Hendel (2003) 

found no significant relationship between age, gender, and completion rates, although they did 

find that there was a significant relationship between ethnic background and graduation, and that 

white students had higher graduation rates than non-white students.  Characteristics studied 

included demographics, transfer behavior, and completion of the bachelor’s degree at an urban 

university.  Of particular note was the researchers’ recommendation that research look at the 

academic backgrounds of the students who transferred from a community college to a four-year 

institution to see which students were most likely to leave before obtaining a bachelor’s degree 

(Koker & Hendel, 2003).   

Social Class 

Social class was the subject of a research study performed by Hogan (2005) who provided 

an update reinvestigation of an earlier study by Wright and Perrone (1977) regarding social 

layers.  Hogan’s (2005) research focused on professionals in higher-end jobs to see who had the 

greatest financial return on education.  He found that, although individuals with MBA, MD and 

JD degrees had a high return on their education, it was only when these individuals became 

business owners that they became particularly successful (Hogan, 2005).  Previously, Wright and 

Perrone (1977) indicated that there were substantial differences in class when they looked at 

income and education.  They found this to be true even when they controlled for occupational 

status, length of time on the job, and demographics (Wright & Perrone, 1977).  Wright and 

Perrone (1977) found that the benefits of education were higher for managers than those in the 

working class, and that class differences between managers and the working class were less 
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apparent among white women and blacks than among white men.  They also postulated that 

members of particular races or genders in the same class had comparable returns on their 

educational investments, and that in particular class categories, the gap in income was smaller 

between races than between genders (Wright & Perrone, 1977).  Yet other research indicated no 

significant relationship in the areas of occupational standing, income, or cognitive ability 

(Hauser & Huang, 1997).  Hauser and Huang were following up on research conducted by 

Herrnstein and Murray (1994) and reported in their book The Bell Curve: Intelligence and Class 

Structure in American Life.  

According to Berliner (2006), social class has been a long-standing issue and one that 

influences individuals for a lifetime.  In particular, Berliner’s (2006) analysis found that (1) those 

in the United States living in poverty remained in poverty for a longer period of time than 

individuals in other affluent countries, (2) those who were minorities and lived in urban areas 

had poor academic performance in a number of areas on international standards, (3) the 

academic performance of those in the lowest socioeconomic levels was more influenced by 

family and living environment than by genetics, (4) children in poverty exhibited major medical 

difficulties that created problems for academic and life success, and (5) a small reduction in the 

level of poverty in a family had a constructive influence on academics.  Individuals who lived in 

these areas had major disadvantages that caused problems not only academically but also with 

daily non-academic activities (Berliner, 2006).   

Social class has led to advantages for some and disadvantages for others (Massey, 1996; 

Bickel & Howley, 2003).  Massey (1996) found that one of the changes was the concentration of 

wealth and poverty in separate areas, thus causing a segregation of classes in different 

geographic areas.  With the increased concentration of poverty in particular areas, especially in 
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urban regions, the problems of poverty became more visible to members of society, and the 

wealthy became more distanced from the problems of poverty (Massey, 1996).  However, Bickel 

and Howley (2003) found that poverty rates in the United States were still highest in rural areas.  

Bickel and Howley (2003) also found that students in rural areas were improving in math 

achievement.  Nesbit (2006) found that embedded in social class were factors that varied 

depending upon one’s own concept of class, including beliefs, occupations, money, lifestyle and 

power (Nesbit, 2006).  Nesbit (2006) focused on the effect of social class on adult education and 

found that adult education provided the opportunity for those in lower classes to move upward in 

society, even in the presence of social inequities. 

Parental educational background has played a particularly strong influence on children, 

with children of parents who attended college being more likely to go to college also (Nakhaie & 

Curtis, 1998).  Nakhaie and Curtis (1998) found that the educational level of mothers had the 

strongest influence on the educational of their daughters rather than their sons, and that the 

educational level of fathers had the strongest influence on the educational level of their sons 

rather than their daughters.  However, the same relationship between mothers and daughters and 

fathers and sons did not exist when researchers looked at the class level of the parents, which the 

researchers construed to be a function of the cultural capital held by the parents (Nakhaie & 

Curtis, 1998).  Children whose parents went to college had an advantage over children whose 

parents did not go to college, including the capability to educate their children about college 

planning and course requirements (Cabrera & La Nasa, 2001).  Cabrera and La Nasa (2001) 

found that family, school and individual characteristics had as much or greater importance on 

student success than socioeconomic status.  They also asserted that helping individuals become 

college qualified was a high determinant of student success in college, that parental involvement 
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enhanced the likelihood that the child would become college qualified, and that if parents in 

lower socioeconomic levels saw the benefits of a college degree their involvement in the child’s 

education would be increased (Cabrera & La Nasa, 2001).    

It has also been demonstrated that children have chosen similar paths of education and 

occupations as the education and occupation of their parents (Dryler, 1998).  Interestingly, 

Dryler’s (1998) study indicated that the influence on occupational choice and education was 

greater between fathers and sons than between mothers and daughters.  Additionally, Dryler 

(1998) found that parents with high levels of education and those in service-level occupations 

have had a particularly important influence when it came to their children assuming an 

educational path that was uncharacteristic of their gender.  However, this was not found for 

working class families and those who had less education.  Other research suggested that the 

mother’s educational level was particularly important.  Leinberger-Jabari, Parker and Oberg 

(2005) found that the mother’s education had a significant influence on the growth of her child’s 

capabilities, and that the children of better educated mothers tended to stay home and in school 

longer.  They also reported that the health of the mother affected the health and nutrition of the 

child, and the nutritional level of the child had a great impact on the child’s educational and 

occupational success (Leinberger-Jabari, et al., 2005).  In other research regarding parental 

influences on child health issues, it was found that, as socioeconomic status improved in poor 

families, health risks decreased for the children in families where the mothers had a better 

education (Hatt & Waters, 2006).  They proposed that mothers that were better educated to 

implement more sanitary habits around the home, and that families with a higher socioeconomic 

status may have a healthier living atmosphere.  Hatt and Waters (2006) also found that mothers 
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that had a better education but lived in a lower socioeconomic status were still able to implement 

more sanitary habits around the home despite living in poorer economic conditions. 

Students who were the first in their families to attend college (first-generation) have had 

different issues leading to their success, including preparation, self-confidence, and family 

involvement (McConnell, 2000).  However, McConnell (2000) also pointed out that the first-

generation students in community colleges differed from their counterparts at four-year 

institutions, in that the community college students had a lower persistence level and thus started 

out at a higher risk of dropping out of college.  Consistent with other researchers, McConnell 

(2000) brought up the issue that studies on first-generation college students often included data 

on students at both two-year and four-year institutions, but due to differences between these 

groups, research results could not be generalized over both groups.  The mainly traditional age 

and associated characteristics of students at four-institutions differed greatly from the student 

population at two-year institutions.  Some of the differences in characteristics between the two 

student populations included demographics, conceptions of importance of college, personal 

aspirations, family support, self-assurance levels and academic level (McConnell, 2000).  

McConnell (2000) also found that many of the first-generation college students who dropped out 

of college were doing well academically when they dropped out, and suggested that the 

combined demands of going to school, working, and being involved with their families caused 

these students to leave college.  This finding presented an alternate look at student preparedness 

in terms of personal demands rather than academic background. 

An additional impact of parents on their children was shown in research on children with 

separated parents (Smith, 1995).  Smith’s research showed that, after correction for parental 

education and occupation, there were no significant effects on academic achievement test scores.  
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However, in the same study it was found that grades were significantly affected in this situation.  

Smith (1995) suggested that this difference indicated the importance of the parameters used in 

measuring academic success.  Biblarz and Raftery (1999) postulated as well that children in 

families with single mothers, single fathers and stepfamilies had poorer educational outcomes.  

Those with the background of a single father or stepfamilies tended to have poorer educational 

outcomes than families with both parents or a single mother (Biblarz & Raftery, 1999).  Biblarz 

and Raftery (1999) explained the better outcomes of children with single-mother families as due 

to the mother’s time investment in the children.  They also found that the amount of time parents 

invested in their children had a direct effect upon the outcomes of the children (Biblarz & 

Raftery, 1999). 

In research conducted by Gibson and Jefferson (2006) it was found that adolescent self-

concept is influenced by family and close friends, including teachers and peers.  Parental 

involvement was the subject of interest for a study that involved students in a college-preparatory 

program (Gibson & Jefferson, 2006).  The researchers’ finding of a significant relationship 

between parental involvement and adolescent self-concept should be helpful information to 

schools in assisting with student development (Gibson & Jefferson, 2006).  Gibson and Jefferson 

(2006) also found that the perception parents had of their involvement with their children and the 

corresponding perception the children had of their parents’ involvement differed in a significant 

manner, and they suggested that programs addressing parental involvement should be developed 

to reduce those perceived differences.  This was important because the manner in which 

adolescents have seen themselves has greatly affected their decisions (Gibson & Jefferson, 

2006). 
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Occupational prestige has been well documented in the literature (Goyder, 2005; Melchoir 

et al., 2005).  Some studies indicated that levels of occupational prestige have shifted over time 

commensurate with changes in societal needs and viewpoints (Goyder, 2005).  There are several 

reasons for this observation, including changing occupation dynamics, specifically job task and 

occupational changes due to new technologies (Goyder, 2005).  It has been hypothesized that 

prestige attributed to different occupations shifted during the third quarter of the 20th century.  

According to Goyder’s (2005) data, the prestige of some professions such as lawyers had a 

decline, while service occupations such as firefighters and policeman had high increases.  

Curiously, Goyder (2005) found that occupations that required less formal education, such as 

auto and textile mill workers, had an increase in occupational prestige, but not as high as the 

previous group.  Because of the changes that had occurred in occupational prestige, Goyder 

(2005) recommended looking at the spread of occupational scores over time to determine 

occupational prestige.  Additionally, a study by Melchoir and colleagues (2005) looked at the 

inequality of health risks and occupational class level and found that those individuals working 

in manual or lower occupational classes had a higher rate of absences due to illness.  The 

researchers focused on class differences between occupations and found that the lower 

occupational classes had the worst working conditions, with a concomitant negative effect on 

work performance (Melchoir et al., 2005). 

Demographic risk factors have been found to have particular impact on course completion 

for students in certain groups (Abell, 2003; Coley 2000).  Abell (2003) reported in her study that 

the students who were at particular risk of dropping were those who worked full-time, enrolled 

part-time, and had issues with maintaining their financial independence.  Successful students 

were also found to study more and reviewed course materials prior to exams more frequently 
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than students who withdrew.  Further, these individuals did not integrate into the college 

environment or become involved in study groups or meeting with faculty and peers outside of 

class (Abell, 2003).  Abell (2003) found that students who integrated into the college mode of 

living were the most likely to finish college at either two- or four-year institutions.  The time 

needed to finish college was particularly important due to the investment that students could 

make towards their education and have a direct effect on their success (Abell, 2003). 

Coley (2000) also found that students who did not perform well in high school and had low 

levels of motivation would be well counseled to attend community college first and then to 

transfer to a four-year institution, because they would learn the same material at a lower cost.  He 

also cautioned that students who went to community college as a “second chance” if they did not 

do well in high school may think they can be successful in higher education without good 

performance in high school (Coley, 2000).  In yet another study, Conklin (1997) found that 

students dropped courses most frequently because of work conflicts or personal problems, 

neither of which the college could control, but through which intervention in the form of 

counseling and advisement may have provided assistance to students.  Conklin (1997) also found 

that looking at the level at which students drop particular courses was important in assessing 

problems that the college may need to address with an individual course.  In the 1997 study by 

Conklin, the reasons given by students for dropping high attrition classes were reported at a 

higher frequency that that for all classes, and the reasons included the course difficulty, 

dissatisfaction with the instructor, a heavy course load, and a general dislike for the course 

material. 

One student group that has been integral to the community college is the adult population 

(Donaldson & Graham, 1999).  Donaldson and Graham (1999) found that this group learned 
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differently than traditionally aged students, and that, since older students had more life 

experiences, they approached college differently than younger students.  The older students also 

had a better idea of their goals in higher education and made careful decisions based on those 

goals, and they also integrated into college life according to their views and understandings.  Due 

mainly to time constraints with work schedules, adult students have had to make difficult choices 

about how to spend their time.  Because of their personal experiences, they were able to put 

meaning to the information they learned in classes right away, and in that way they were able to 

have similar college success outcomes as traditional age students (Donaldson & Graham, 1999).  

Donaldson and Graham (1999) also suggested that adults had a better idea of what they wanted 

out of college which aided in their success rate.   

Studies have continued to be performed on older adults in the community college system 

(Laanan, 2003).  Laanan (2003) identified several unique characteristics of the older community 

college student:  the importance they place on their families and financial situations, the various 

backgrounds older community college students may have including previous college education, 

and their motivation for higher education.  The older students may also be enrolled to train for a 

different job or simply for lifelong learning, including taking both credit and noncredit classes, 

whereas the younger students were trying to gain upward mobility in society in terms of income 

and occupational status (Laanan, 2003).  Further, with the diverse backgrounds of community 

college students, the choice of courses has been different and includes both credit and non-credit 

courses (Laanan, 2003).  According to Laanan (2003), over one-fourth of students in community 

colleges have wanted to obtain a college degree at the bachelor’s level or higher.    Further, 

Laanan (2003) found that high school preparation was a significant variable when she looked at 

why students are in college.   
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Older adults have been included in the classification of nontraditional in research, although 

“nontraditional” may not be a useful label and may cause some limitations (Kim, 2002).  Kim 

(2002) suggested that nontraditional has been a term used that encompasses a very diverse group, 

not just older students, and the term is applicable to the majority of community college students 

and thus needs to be broken down into groups that are meaningful to study.  Further, Kim (2002) 

advised that in some studies there may be factors that caused an interaction that were shared by 

traditional and non-traditional students that were unrelated to which group they belonged.  

Rather, the focus should be on different groups of students in the community college such as 

first-generation college students, adult students, and reentry students (Kim, 2002). 

Another group served by community colleges has included students from lower 

socioeconomic backgrounds (Romano & Millard, 2006).  Romano and Millard (2006) reported 

that one measure of the service provided to lower income students was the number of students 

receiving Pell grants.  The researchers selected Pell grants since there was no national database 

containing that information (Romano & Millard, 2006).  However, they also pointed out that 

there several reasons why Pell grant rates may not give an accurate indication to the lower 

income community:  ineligibility of part-time students (a major fraction of lower-income 

constituents), the difficulty of the application process, and overall incorrect measures, among 

other reasons (Romano & Millard, 2006).  Regardless of these limitations, Romano & Millard 

(2006) used Pell grant data and found that community colleges pulled in a high rate of students 

with low family income.  They also found that students in community colleges tended to be 

ethnic minorities, first-generation college students, and progeny of single parent families, 

particularly families that did not speak English.  Older students tended to have different 
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characteristics, which included higher incomes than students who had just finished high school 

(Romano & Millard, 2006). 

The diverse student population has created a challenge for today’s community colleges 

(Lau, 2003).  Consistent with other research, Lau (2003) found that, in order to retain students, 

several obstacles must be confronted on the parts of both the students and the college.  The 

college should help students obtain adequate funding, provide appropriate academic support, and 

maintain diversity.  Faculty members need to be inventive with instruction and encourage each 

other to work individually with students to improve the learning environment.  For their part, the 

students need to have the motivation to play an active role in their education (Lau, 2003).  Lau 

(2003) pointed out that students who developed a sense of belonging in the college environment 

have been more successful and had a greater chance of staying in college.  This has been 

especially important during the freshman year, as students who did not perform well at the start 

had a high likelihood of leaving college (Lau, 2003).   

Research has indicated that one way community colleges can serve their student population 

and help students avoid future job-hunting obstacles is by teaching social skills, which have 

become increasingly important to employers (Deil-Amen, 2006).  Deil-Amen (2006) went 

further to state that neglect of social skill education worsens the problems many individuals face 

in the workplace.  This has especial importance because many community college students come 

from homes that do not promote social skills and have few positive role models.  By learning 

social skills, disadvantaged students can improve their chances of moving upward in society by 

qualifying for more prestigious jobs than they may otherwise hold (Deil-Amen, 2006).  Deil-

Amen (2006) also suggested that community colleges need to work with employers to provide 



 

32 

students with job opportunities once they finish college, because many of these students are not 

connected with individuals working in professional settings. 

Student Preparedness 

The traditionally open-admission policy of community colleges has provided easier student 

access, but it has also created problems such as the necessity of providing appropriate student 

remediation (Perin, 2006).  Hadden (2000) pointed out that open access allowed a number of 

students to fail, and thus indicated great need for remedial help.  Some colleges have made 

developmental classes mandatory for students who perform poorly on placement tests, while 

others have allowed students the choice of whether or not to take the developmental class 

(Hadden, 2000).  Hadden (2000) also stated that students who attended the suggested 

developmental classes had a better chance of success than those who did not take the 

developmental classes.  A complication, however, was that community colleges generally 

allowed open access and opportunities in college, allowing students to attend the college who 

may not be helped by developmental classes and ultimately fail (Hadden, 2000).   

With so many individuals withdrawing from community colleges, Cohen and Brawer 

(1996, p. 62) found that many community colleges have made retention a priority.  Other studies 

have found that an orientation course had positive impact regarding student enrollment, 

persistence, retention, and degree completion, especially if it increased student involvement 

(Derby & Smith, 2004).  This was particularly important for students who pursued associate 

degrees.  Further, Derby & Smith (2004) found that most programs in place to improve retention 

were developed primarily for students who were unprepared for college.  They asserted that 

retention programs should be for all students, but they also said that the usual measure of grade 

point average may not be an accurate predictor of programmatic success.   
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Some community colleges have moved beyond remedial classes and have begun to offer 

on-line learning assistance to students in order to help them complete course assignments and 

learn basic skills (Perin, 2004).  However, Perin (2004) also found that at times this assistance 

provided too much help rather than simply guiding students to finish class assignments.  Perin 

(2004) also found that, as institutions incorporated more remedial resources, some of the 

available remedial sources were found to be underutilized, and perhaps there was possibly some 

duplication of services offered in some institutions.  He also said that the reported successes 

should be scrutinized to see if these services were really making a difference or if the services 

were primarily used by the better students, thus skewing the rate of effectiveness (Perin, 2004).  

In another study, Perin (2006), consistent with other research, found that students who planned to 

enter higher education institutions often did not have the reading and math skills needed for 

success, but they still attended community college, thus putting pressure on the institution to 

provide effective remediation.  Further, as a result of taking remedial courses, students required 

more time to complete their degrees or programs of study (Perin, 2006).  The problem has been 

made more complex by the variation of remediation standards among different state systems, and 

the tendency of some colleges to disregard the established standards (Perin, 2006).   

Research on student academic preparation has shown that students who took a demanding 

mathematics course load in high school had better success rates in college mathematics courses 

above the level of than Algebra 2 (Berry, 2003).  Berry (2003) also found that only 25% of high 

school students completed this level of math preparedness, even when the courses were available 

in the high school.  Schools may have offered demanding courses, but students needed to be 

encouraged to take them (Berry, 2003).  Further, Berry (2003) emphasized that high schools and 

colleges must work together to move students effectively from high school to college, and that 
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high school faculty and personnel need to work early with students and parents about college and 

how to prepare for it.  Another study looked at developmental math courses and student retention 

in those courses (Umoh & Eddy, 1994).  Umoh and Eddy (1994) did not find significant results 

with traditional factors such as grade point average, gender, parental education, or student 

academic and social integration, but rather they found that retention differences occurred with 

instructors and students’ motivation to succeed.  One commonality found among students with 

the highest success rates in this research was regular class attendance (Umoh & Eddy, 1994).  

Umoh & Eddy (1994) suggested that more research be done to determine the significance of 

student intent to succeed.   

In a different study it was found that underprepared students without remedial work had a 

lower course completion rate, greater attrition rate, more test anxiety and less sense of control 

than students who were prepared for college (Grimes, 1997).  Grimes (1997) found that those 

students who had high persistence levels with their educations had greater academic success, 

while those with low persistence levels did poorly, despite their level of college preparedness.  

Grimes (1997) also suggested that educational institutions need to help students develop a sense 

of personal responsibility for their success in college.  Further, by determining whether or not 

students felt they were in control of events, institutions could better focus on the most effective 

programs to improve student achievement in preparatory courses and lead to overall student 

success.  In an earlier study, several student characteristics were found to predict college 

withdrawal (Grimes & Antworth, 1996).  Grimes and Antworth (1996) found that women had a 

greater tendency to withdraw due to health or family issues, while men dropped because of the 

lack of challenging coursework, and minority students dropped due to various academic and 

social issues.  Grimes and Antworth (1996) also found that better prepared students had higher 
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course completion rates and grade point averages, but that grade point averages were generally 

lower for men, compared to women, as well as for students with financial problems. 

Degree aspirations have differed among some community college students depending on 

whether they attended a public or private two-year institution (Laanan, 2003).  Students at 

private two-year institutions were more likely to have the highest academic aspirations, although 

the majority of students of both public and private two-year institutions had aspirations of 

earning a bachelor’s degree or above (Laanan, 2003).  Simmons (1995) examined student 

persistence among a group of dislocated workers who were retrained in the community college 

system.  She concluded that those with greatest persistence were those with low skills and less 

previous education.  She also found that the greatest predictor for students to persevere with 

community college was the progress the students made in completing courses successfully, while 

students who did not complete or failed courses were the most likely to drop out of college.  An 

interesting finding of Simmons (1995) was that attending college full time had a much stronger 

positive relationship with persistence than part-time enrollment. 

Regarding preparedness, students with General Educational Development certificates 

(GED) often have more difficulty than those with traditional high school diplomas.   Soltz (1996) 

found that those with GED certificates had high drop out rates and that community colleges 

should try to develop ways to help these individuals achieve success.  The same research study 

also found that students who did continue to pursue higher education, and who had received a 

GED rather than a traditional high school diploma, had graduation rates similar to those of the 

overall college student group, thus indicating that the “open door” policy of community colleges 

was beneficial to GED holders (Soltz, 1996). 
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Student integration as a predictor of success has been another theme in the literature.  For 

example, Mlynarczyk and Babbitt (2002) studied a program of English as a Second Language 

(ESL) and found that students who integrated into the learning community, particularly in the 

classroom, and also in social environments outside the classroom, had a better chance of success 

in college than those that did not integrate (Mlynarczyk & Babbit, 2002).  The researchers found 

that students’ confidence in learning was increased by hearing their peers describe and solve a 

particular problem.  This finding indicated that involvement in a learning community early in 

their college experience helped students to succeed while in college (Mlynarczyk & Babbitt, 

2002).   

A study by Hyers and Zimmerman (2002) identified subgroups and looked at how each of 

the subgroups could be helped to achieve higher graduation rates.  The researchers concluded 

that the subgroups with higher graduation rates had higher ACT scores, high school rank, 

orientation grades and first-quarter grade point averages.  However, the researchers also found 

that segmentation analysis revealed differences within these groups were occurring that showed 

differences within groups that were not found otherwise.  Segmentation analysis showed 

relationships between subgroups that were in the mid range of variables rather than at the high or 

low ends. 

Pierre Bourdieu coined the term cultural capital (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977, p. 30) and 

applied it to the observation that students who did the best in school were those who were the 

most familiar with individuals of the leading culture and were therefore most aware of how to 

navigate the educational system.  This was consistent with other research that demonstrated that 

students who did the best in higher education were those that who “knew the system” (Cabrera & 

La Nasa, 2001; Dryler, 1998).  Cabrera and La Nasa (2001) found that parents with college 
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educations were more involved in overseeing the college preparation of their children than 

parents without degrees.  They also observed that, if parents in lower socioeconomic levels could 

see the relationship between obtaining a college degree and the related economic and social 

outcomes, their involvement in their children’s school endeavors would increase (Cabrera & La 

Nasa, 2001).  Further, Dryler’s (1998) research suggested that children followed career paths 

similar to their parents’ because they thought they would obtain more parental help by this route. 

Student Transfer 

One of the missions of the community college has been to provide an opportunity for 

students to have access to a four-year institution (Bragg, 2001; Townsend, 2001).  Bragg (2001) 

further stated that community colleges needed to ensure that the entire curriculum provided 

transfer opportunities for students, while still offering programs that fulfilled the other missions 

that have evolved for community colleges.  This could be enhanced by developing a meaningful 

set of outcomes and effectively communicating them in the community (Bragg, 2001).  While 

transfer had been a main mission of community college, critics of the transfer mission pointed to 

research showing that students who started at four-year institutions had a higher rate of obtaining 

the four-year degree than students who transferred from community college to a four-year 

institution (Townsend, 2001).   

Community colleges have provided an opportunity for students who would not otherwise 

be able to obtain a bachelor’s degree, especially considering that the cost of community college 

is less than that of four-year institutions (Townsend, 2001).  Studies have found that students 

from high social backgrounds had higher transfer rates than students at other levels, and that 

older students had less tendency to transfer than their younger counterparts (Dougherty & 

Kienzl, 2006).  Interestingly, the same study indicated that black students had higher educational 

goals than white students from the same social and economic backgrounds (Dougherty & Kienzl, 
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2006).  Another factor that influenced transfer rate was faculty involvement at the community 

college level (Tatum, Hayward, & Monzon, 2006).  While the researchers did not look at what 

effect this involvement would have on student transfer, they found that faculty involvement was 

very important and that incentives should be provided to increase this involvement and to entice 

more faculty to encourage students to persist with their educations beyond community college 

(Tatum, Hayward, & Monzon, 2006). 

A study by Hagedorn, Moon, Cypers, Maxwell and Lester (2006) looked at successful 

transfer of students.  Hagedorn and colleagues (2006) found the success rate was poor, noting in 

particular the weak success rate of students in remedial programs.  They also pointed out that 

since many of the students who entered community college were not well prepared, they required 

more time to reach and complete transfer level courses, thus requiring much more persistence 

(Hagedorn, et al., 2006).  Hagedorn and colleagues (2006) further stated that many community 

college students had less cultural capital than students in four-year institutions, and that their 

understanding of what it would take to get to the four-year institution may not have been correct, 

including the wrong impression that at the end of two years they would be finished with 

community college and would have successfully transferred to a four-year institution. 

Successful transfer to a four-year institution was also the focus of a study by McMillan and 

Parke (1994).  In this study conducted in the Illinois community college system, the researchers 

found that program of study and student intent impacted the successful transfer of students from 

the two-year institution to the four-year institution (McMillan & Parke, 1994).  McMillan & 

Parke (1994) also pointed out that in order for two-year institutions to help students transfer 

successfully to four-year institutions, the two-year institutions needed to look at a variety of 

parameters determining transfer rates, including job placement and retention rates, and retention 
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rates of courses, programs, institutions, and transfer.  Research by Dougherty and Kienzl (2006) 

reconfirmed previous research that social background affected successful transfer from a two-

year to a four-year institution.  The researchers found, consistent with other literature, that 

students on the high end of socioeconomic status had considerably higher transfer rates.  They 

determined that part of this could be attributed to better preparation for college and higher 

educational goals (Dougherty & Kienzl, 2006).  Better high school preparation was a key area 

that the researchers suggested should be examined to provide better opportunities for students 

who would otherwise be at a disadvantage (Dougherty & Kienzl, 2006). 

Completing community college has been shown to have a positive impact on earning 

power (Gillum & Davies, 2003).  In addition, Gillum and Davies (2003) found that, even though 

wage records indicated a definite validation that completing college increased earning power, 

legislators in the area they studied did not have hard facts and relied on unverified ideas about 

earnings of community college students.  Thus, community colleges need to better project the 

benefits of their institutions in order to obtain necessary governmental funding (Gillum & 

Davies, 2003).  This is of further interest, since research has shown that students were relatively 

uninformed about occupational wages, even in their own field of study, until their fourth year in 

college (Betts, 1996).  Betts (1996) also found that, consistent with other research, it was 

important for parents and students to be aware of future earnings and the availability of financial 

aid, as well as the cost of education in order to make informed decisions. 

Student Retention 

The problems with retention and graduation rates due to the widely varying issues and 

backgrounds of the community college students have been exacerbated by federal policies 

mandating certain outcomes order to keep their Title IV programs, especially with fraud and 

abuse found in audits of the programs (Riggs & Goodwin, 1997).  This could hurt students from 
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low-income families if the Title IV programs were to become more restrictive (Riggs & 

Goodwin, 1997).  A study conducted by Hoyt (1999) provided even deeper analysis of student 

retention.  After studying several years worth of college retention data Hoyt (1999) found that, as 

in other studies, academic success, ethnicity, work, and outside interests had a significant impact 

on retention.  However, Hoyt (1999) also found significant positive impact of conditions not 

studied at other institutions, including living at home and early exposure to college. 

With dual missions of the community college to provide vocational training as well as to 

prepare students to transfer to a four year institution, Ko (2005) found that the retention rates of 

vocational students were lower than those of other students in both two-year and four-year 

institutions.  According to Ko (2005), community colleges have not looked at vocational students 

in particular when studying retention, and he proposed that perhaps community colleges should 

look at vocational students to see what can be done to improve their generally lower retention 

rates.  Further, by staying focused on special groups of students, community colleges could 

better develop effective programs to retain students in college (Ko, 2005). 

Tinto (1975) presented a thorough analysis of the college student dropout process.  He 

pointed out that students who dropped out of college for different reasons were oftentimes 

grouped together inappropriately by researchers.  Among dropout reasons, temporary and 

permanent withdrawal and transfer to a different institution have sometimes been grouped 

together in research (Tinto, 1975).  Further, students may drop out voluntarily or be dismissed 

for academic performance, and these differences should also be taken into account in the 

research (Tinto, 1975).  The failure to group drop-out behavior correctly has led colleges and 

state planners to miscalculate drop out rates when projecting student enrollments (Tinto, 1975).   
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In later research Tinto and Goodsell-Love (1993) found that students had a higher 

persistence level when they participated in peer support groups, which seemed to encourage 

them to attend classes and participate.  They found that students in these learning communities 

were able to fulfill both the social and academic needs of students new to college.  In another 

study, Tinto and Russo (1994) found that students involved in a support network outside of the 

college setting were able to increase their involvement and achievement needs and had a higher 

rate of continuing their education, but that it was difficult to achieve this involvement.  Tinto 

(1997) also pointed out that, since the classroom was the center of education, then group 

involvement must occur in the classroom as well.  Further, he found that this involvement 

extended beyond the classroom to social and study groups (Tinto, 1997).  Tinto (1998) further 

emphasized that student involvement is most important while in the first year of college, and 

stated that colleges need to encourage faculty to work together across disciplines to promote 

shared experiences and to encourage faculty-student interaction. 

Student Success 

Research studies have compared occupational outcomes of individuals who began their 

higher education at two-year colleges versus those who started at four-year institutions, with the 

general assumption that students who started in a two-year institution were less likely to 

complete a bachelor’s degree (Dougherty, 1992; Whitaker & Pascarella, 1994).  Dougherty 

(1992) found that students who started work towards a bachelor’s degree at a community college 

had lower persistence levels than those who started directly at a four-year institution, and he 

suggested that community colleges should work to improve transfer education.  Whitaker and 

Pascarella (1994) went further to conclude that students who completed their bachelor’s degree 

entirely at a four-year institution had higher earnings outside of college than students who started 

out at two-year institutions.  The researchers suggested that this may be due to individuals who 
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began at two-year institutions went into occupations of lower status than individuals who began 

college at four-year institutions (Whitaker & Pascarella, 1994).  Lin and Vogt (1996) also 

compared occupational outcomes of students in community college versus students who attended 

only four-year institutions and concluded that students earning their bachelor’s degree solely at a 

four-year school obtained higher earnings and job status than those that first attended a 

community college.  They suggested that the wide range of quality of two-year institutions may 

be a factor in their research findings. 

Additional predictors of student success have been found to be college entrance exam 

scores and rank in high school (Smith & Schumacher, 2005).  High school class rank and grades 

in high school calculus (if taken) was particularly significant among males, although high school 

calculus grade was a strong predictor for both males and females.  Interestingly, the researchers 

also found that verbal SAT scores were a strong predictor of success for males and math SAT 

scores were a strong predictor of success for females (Smith & Schumacher, 2005).  Other 

studies have looked at even more factors that predict student success, such as gender, ethnicity, 

parental education, parent marital status, attitude, and involvement in different learning 

communities (Zheng, Saunders, Shelley, & Whalen, 2002).  Zheng and colleagues (2002) 

suggested that the groups identified as having special needs should receive more attention at the 

individual level and should be persuaded to participate in group meetings in order to be more 

successful in college.  

Course grades are of particular interest in the literature.  Placement test scores as predictors 

of success in grades and retention in English and math courses was the subject of study by 

Armstrong (2000), who found that student activities and other personal traits and demographics 

were better predictors than placement test scores.  Armstrong also determined that variances of 
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test scores were affected in part by how the different instructors scored the placement tests.  

Armstrong’s (2000) research indicated personal characteristics of students such as high school 

preparation, the conception of the importance of a college education, past experiences, high 

school grade point average, and involvement in school activities were more useful than 

placement scores in predicting success in the community college system he studied. 

Course completion has been a major factor to consider when researchers looked at 

academic success.  They noted a high drop out rate among distance learners (Visser, Plomp, 

Amirault & Kuiper, 2002; Nash, 2005).  Visser and colleagues (2002) found that motivation to 

persist in distance education courses could be increased by enabling students in distance 

education classes to meet with others in their cohort and by having instructors send motivational 

messages, even when those messages were sent to the group rather than to individual students 

(Visser, et al., 2002).  In his study of drop-out factors, Nash (2005) found that students would 

use, if provided, free tutoring and orientation sessions.  Topics for these sessions could include 

setting goals, managing time, studying effectively, and test taking skills, instead of specific 

courses.  Further, the researchers found that most of the students in their study enrolled in 

distance learning courses due to time restrictions and learning preferences, as well as the 

perception that distance education courses would be less demanding than traditional on-campus 

courses (Nash, 2005).   

A study by DeTure (2004) found that learning styles and student confidence levels did not 

predict the level of student success in on-line courses.  Further, DeTure (2004) found that 

students in distance-education classes who were more independent had a higher degree of 

confidence in their abilities; however, she also found that students with high independence and 

self confidence did not have higher grades than other students in the same courses.  Another 
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study by Higgins (2005) looked at drop-out rates of students in a community college nursing 

program.  She looked at prerequisite courses, preadmission tests, demographics, exit exam scores 

and nursing skills laboratory scores.  Demographic indicators, including age, ethnicity, and 

gender were not found to be predictors of student success in this particular program, possibly due 

to a tutoring program that was in place (Higgins, 2005).  Rather, Higgins (2005) found that 

prerequisite testing and coursework had a significant relationship with program completion.  

Faculty mentoring also provided a higher success rate in this program (Higgins, 2005). 

The literature indicates that socioeconomic status is one predictor of academic success, 

although the strength of the relationship varied between students (Pearce, 2006; Sirin, 2005).   

Pearce’s research (2006) looked at the Chinese-American minority group, which generally 

performed well.  The factors of parental expectation and parental involvement were found to be a 

significant factor in the success of Chinese-American students (Pearce, 2006).  Because the 

structure of Chinese-American families may have an important influence on performance of 

students in this group, the results of Pearce’s study cannot be applied easily to other minority 

groups (Pearce, 2006).  However, Pearce (2006) did suggest that working to change the home 

environment of certain groups may help student success.  Sirin (2005) found that changes in 

society, economics and research methodologies have over time made research on socioeconomic 

status and student success more complicated, and that newer research has to incorporate those 

changes.  But Sirin (2005) still found a significant effect on student success due not only to 

resources at home but also to social capital.  While students with low family socioeconomic 

status had a higher risk of going to schools with limited funds, there were programs in place to 

help assist these students with varying results (Sirin, 2005).  
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The present study is based on the research of Lee and Bowen (2006), who applied 

Bourdieu’s theory of cultural capital.  Lee and Bowen studied how parents’ involvement with 

their children affected success in school.  They included ethnicity, socioeconomic level, and 

parent educational level in the study and used factor analysis to analyze five types of 

involvement that parents had with their children both at home and at school.  Lee and Bowen 

(2006) used demographics as proxies for social status in testing Bourdieu’s theory of cultural 

capital.  The researchers found that poverty and ethnic origin were more significant than parental 

involvement factors in predicting the academic achievement of children.  However, an 

achievement gap was found that could be partially explained by parental involvement and the 

interaction of parental involvement and different demographic backgrounds (Lee & Bowen, 

2006).  

Summary 

Dramatic changes in the role of the community college and backgrounds of the students it 

serves have occurred including increased diversity of the student body and the need to provide 

remedial education.  This has led to numerous challenges to the community colleges that must be 

addressed in order to help students achieve educational success.  According to Bourdieu’s theory 

of cultural capital, families may or may not possess certain pieces of information, depending on 

their class status, and this capital may be an important component of individual success 

(Bourdieu, 1977, p. 488; Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977, p. 32). 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY  

The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a significant relationship between 

socioeconomic status and community college student college grade point average and course 

completion ratio, using parent occupational status score as a proxy for socioeconomic status.  

The data for this study were obtained through the Transfer and Retention of Urban Community 

College Students (TRUCCS) project in the Los Angeles Community College District (Hagedorn 

et al., 2001). 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

1. What is the relationship between socioeconomic status and student college grade 
point average? 

2. What is the relationship between socioeconomic status and student course completion 
ratio? 

Research Design 

As a theoretical framework for this analysis, the study used the research of Lee and Bowen 

(2006), who applied Bourdieu’s theory of cultural capital for their study of parent involvement 

and student achievement.  Lee and Bowen’s research served as a model to determine whether the 

level of student grade point average and course completion ratio (the dependent variables) 

differed between families at different socioeconomic status levels.  The independent variables 

were demographics (gender, age, and ethnicity), high school grade point average, psychosocial 

factors (determination, academic integration and aspiration to transfer to a four-year institution), 

and socioeconomic status with parent occupational status score as a proxy for socioeconomic 

status.  The occupational status scores were based and coded on that the scheme developed and 

described by Terrie and Nam (1994) using the occupations students provided on the research 

instrument.   
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Research Population 

Students from the nine campuses in the Los Angeles Community College District enrolled 

during the Spring 2001 semester were the subjects of this study.  A total of 4968 students 

answered the survey instrument consisting of 47 questions.  The sample was 37.9% male, 58.9% 

female with 3.2% not indicating gender.  Also, 2.9% of the students were 18 years old or 

younger, 53.4% were 19-24 years old, 30.1% were 25-39 years old, 9.9% were 40-54 years old, 

and 1.7% were 55 years old or older.  Further, 83.8% of the sample belonged to ethnic 

minorities, with Hispanics at 51.8%, African-American/Blacks at 15.6% and Asian/Pacific 

Islanders at 14.0% making up the largest minority groups.  Caucasian/White individuals made up 

14.6% of the sample population.  Non-native English speakers comprised 53.5% of the sample 

and 43.8% were the primary wage earners in their families.  Working students included 32.2% 

working full time and 36.5% working part time.  In addition, 31.3% of the sample had their 

children living with them.  Family education levels included 17.5% of students with fathers and 

20.4% with mothers who had a sixth grade education or less. 

Data Collection 

The data for this study were originally collected through the Transfer and Retention of 

Urban Community College Students (TRUCCS) project, as reported in Hagedorn’s unpublished 

report from the University of Southern California titled, “TRUCCS sampling plan: Representing 

the Los Angeles Community College District.”  Hagedorn’s sampling plan went further to 

describe how information regarding demographics and transfer aspirations were obtained from 

answers to survey questions.  Data regarding the courses students took, course completion ratios, 

and grade point averages were calculated from student transcript records, obtained for those 

students signing the appropriate records release.  The TRUCCS researchers originally examined 

information in the Right-to-Know database to determine student transfer information and course-
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taking patterns from the Los Angeles Community College District, and to help determine the 

strategy for administering the questionnaire.  Since no meaningful course-taking patterns could 

be determined from that investigation, the researchers examined college catalogs and class 

schedules for the nine Los Angeles Community College District campuses.  The researchers 

found three levels of English courses from which they determined the sample population:  non-

district credit courses, first-year transfer courses, and second year transfer courses.  In this 

manner the researchers were able to sample individuals across a broad spectrum of interests, 

while not including those individuals attending community college for casual or entertainment 

purposes. 

Hagedorn’s questionnaire was distributed to students in English courses throughout the 

Los Angeles Community College District in Spring 2001 in proportion to enrollments at each of 

the nine campuses.  In addition, the researchers looked at the three levels of English courses and 

included that proportion in their sampling plan.  English-as–a-second language courses were also 

included, but only those taught at advanced levels, to ensure that students could understand the 

questionnaire.  Some other English courses, such as those for cooperative education, were 

eliminated from the sample population as they did not fit the purposes of the study. 

Data Analysis 

In the present study, factor analysis was used to reduce data from multiple items to a 

smaller number of more reliable scales, to provide a more valid measure of latent constructs.  

Factor analysis looks for significant patterns between different variables.  That is, factor analysis 

can group together multiple related variables, thereby reducing the variables into smaller groups 

called factors.  Even though some variables may not be directly observed, factor analysis can 

detect similar characteristics of a group of variables and establish a new factor (Darlington, n.d.).  

The new independent variables defined through factor analysis can then be used in the blocks of 
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variables when forward block entry regression was used in the analysis. A confirmatory 

reliability analysis was performed on the scales using Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.70 or greater as the 

minimum.  Scales measuring student determination, academic integration, and aspiration to 

transfer had the appropriate reliability Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients and were therefore retained 

in the model.  

Forward block entry regression was used in the analysis of the independent variables.  The 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences was used to calculate course completion ratios, as 

well as to select the higher occupational status score of either the father or mother of each 

student to serve as a proxy for student socioeconomic status.  For forward block entry regression 

college grade point average was used as the dependent variable, and the independent variables 

were ethnic origin, gender, age, high school grade point average, aspiration to transfer to a four-

year institution, determination, academic integration, English language proficiency, job-related 

responsibilities, and socioeconomic status.  The forward block entry regression was then 

repeated using course completion ratio as the dependent variable with the same independent 

variables of ethnic origin, gender, age, high school grade point average, aspiration to transfer to a 

four-year institution, determination, academic integration, English language proficiency, job-

related responsibilities, and socioeconomic status (see Table 3-1).  Multiple levels of blocking 

were used to control for covariance.  The first level included the independent variables of 

demographics.  The second level used high school grade point average as a block.  The third 

level had psychosocial variables as the block.  The fourth level used socioeconomic status as the 

block. 

By using forward block entry regression, changes in R2 can be detected after each factor is 

added to determine its significance.  The amount of R2 change between the different models can 
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then be studied to see what factors have the greatest influence and associated significance level.  

By entering the variables in blocks, comparisons can be made between models.  Thus the 

significance of combinations of different variables can be seen to provide a breakdown of the 

outcomes of the statistical tests (Stockburger, n.d.). 

Instrumentation 

The research instrument used in this study was a 47-item questionnaire given to 5000 

registered students during the Spring 2001 semester in the Los Angeles Community College 

District.  This instrument was developed and written by the TRUCCS research team and 

underwent a pilot study prior to being administered to the students (see Appendix A for the 

TRUCCS survey instrument).  The questionnaire included items regarding demographics, 

socioeconomic status, college expectations, and barriers the students saw to achieving success.  

The questionnaire was designed for a diverse student population, with many individuals not 

having English as their first language (Hagedorn, Chi, Cepeda & McLain, 2007)  In Summer 

2001 the transcript data was collected for those students who signed the appropriate consent 

form.  The questionnaire was posted on the internet so that students from the original sample 

could update their information and provide feedback on their experiences from the past year 

(Hagedorn, et al., 2001). 

To measure ethnicity, the questionnaire was designed to have students enter as many 

ethnic groups as best described them.  There were 22 questions that allowed students to enter 

their ethnicity.  Of those, the values for African-American/Black and Caucasian/White 

ethnicities were assigned the dichotomous values of either “1” if not marked and “2” if marked.  

In order to measure the ethnicity variable, the remaining ethnicities used in this study were 

recoded into commonly-accepted ethnically-related groups.  Table 3-2 is a summary of the 
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groups of recoded ethnicities.  The Caucasian/White ethnic group was used as the comparison 

group in this dissertation. 

Validity and Reliability 

Internal validity is been defined as the degree to which the independent variables being 

manipulated actually have an effect on the dependent variable (Shavelson, 1996, p. 20), while 

reliability is defined as the extent to which a measure is consistent or dependable and free from 

random error (Shavelson, 1996, p. 473).   The questionnaire was pre-tested for reliability and 

then used by the TRUCCS team, whose original task was to study retention and transfer behavior 

of students in the Los Angeles Community College District.  Since that study looked at 

explaining retention and transfer behavior, neither random sampling nor random assignment was 

performed, but rather the sample was obtained in a “quasi-experimental” manner.  Further, the 

TRUCCS team concentrated on the internal validity of the research design.  The sampling 

method ensured variation of the original independent variables and enabled the researchers to be 

confident of having internal validity when comparing sub-groups.  Further, since TRUCCS was 

focusing on transfer and retention factors, the sampling method ensured that younger students 

were over-sampled and older students were under-sampled (Hagedorn, et al., 2006).  This 

dissertation examined correlations, and both standardized and unstandardized regression weights 

were analyzed to specifically address the research questions. 

Summary 

Parental influences have been the subject of numerous studies for many years.  The 

variable of parent occupational status as a measure of socioeconomic status has not been as 

extensively researched and was the variable of interest in this research study.  The influence of 

parental socioeconomic status was measured for college grade point average and course 

completion ratio.  
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Table 3-1.  List of Variables 
Independent Variables   Dependent Variables 
Gender      College Grade Point Average 
Age      Course Completion Ratio 
Ethnicity 
  African American/Black 
  Caucasian/White 
  Hispanic 
  Asian/Pacific Islander 
  American Indian/Native Alaskan 
High School GPA 
Psychosocial Factors 
  Determination 
  Academic Integration 
  Aspire to Transfer 
Socioeconomic Status 
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Table 3-2.  Recoded ethnic groups 
American Indian/Alaskan Native Recoded Ethnic Group 
 Alaskan Native 
 American Indian 
 
Asian Recoded Ethnic Group 
 Chinese 
 Filipino 
 Japanese 
 Korean 
 Thai 
 Laotian 
 Cambodian 
 Vietnamese 
 South Asian (Indian Subcontinent) 
 Pacific Islander/Samoan, Hawaiian, or Guamanian 
 Other Pacific Islander 
 
Hispanic Recoded Ethnic Group 
 Mexican 
 Mexican-American/Chicano 
 South American 
 Central American 
 Other Latino/Hispanic 
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CHAPTER 4 
ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATION OF THE DATA 

The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a significant relationship between 

parent socioeconomic status and community college student grade point average and course 

completion ratio, using parent occupational status score as a proxy.  The data for this study were 

obtained through the Transfer and Retention of Urban Community College Students (TRUCCS) 

project in the Los Angeles Community College District (Hagedorn, et al., 2001).  The research 

questions were: 

1. What is the relationship between socioeconomic status and student college grade 
point average? 

2. What is the relationship between socioeconomic status and student course completion 
ratio? 

Population Profile 

Table 4-1 provides a summary of demographic variables describing the gender distribution 

of students participating in the TRUCCS project.  Females comprised 58.9% of the sample.  

Table 4-2 provides data on the age distribution, determined by the age of the student on 

December 31 of the year the survey was completed.  The largest category was the 21-24 year old 

age group, comprised of 1297 individuals (26.1%). 

Table 4-3 provides a summary of demographic variables that describe the ethnic origin of 

students participating in the TRUCCS project.  The largest ethnic category represented was the 

Hispanic group comprised of 2571 individuals (51.8%).  Overall, 4159 individuals (83.8%) who 

took the survey identified themselves as a member of one or more minority group. 

Table 4-4 provides a summary of the high school grade point average variable.  The mean 

was approximately halfway between a B- and B grade point average (mean = 5.47, s.d. 1.85, 

with a value of 5 being equal to a B- GPA and a value of 6 equal to a B). 
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Validity and Reliability 

Table 4-5 provides the reliability of the new psychosocial factors of determination, 

academic integration, and aspiration to transfer.  The Alpha values of 0.7807 for determination, 

0.8005 for academic integration, and 0.7244 for aspiration to transfer are high coefficients of 

reliability and demonstrate that the items combined together are related and that the new latent 

construct of determination has high internal consistency. 

For both the model with grade point average as the dependent variable and the model with 

course completion ratio as the dependent variable, one-tailed Pearson Product Moment 

Correlation Coefficients were examined to identify zero-order correlations that were statistically 

significant.  Table 4-6 shows the zero order correlations (Pearson r) for all variables used in the 

model with grade point average as the dependent variable.  As the table shows, most of the 

relationships between variables were significant.  As expected, the highest relationship was 

between high school grade point average and college grade point average (r = 0.280).  The next 

highest relationship was between student age and college grade point average (r = 0.182).  The 

variable of determination was also significant (r = 0.178).  Noteworthy is that the ethnic 

background of being Hispanic had a significant negative relationship with college grade point 

average (r = -0.135).  Other relationships meaningful to this study included a positive 

relationship between the ability to speak English (r = 0.267), and a large negative relationship 

between the Hispanic ethnic origin and socioeconomic status (r = -0.341).  As expected there 

were large positive relationships between aspiration to transfer and determination (r = 0.223) and 

between academic integration and determination (r =0.221). 

Table 4-7 shows the zero-order correlations for all variables used in the model with course 

completion ratio as the dependent variable.  As the table shows, most correlations were 

significant.  The highest correlation was, again as expected, between high school grade point 
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average and success rate (r = 0.260).  Determination also had a significant relationship with 

success rate (r = 0.159) and ability to speak English (r = 0.113).  The African American/Black 

ethnic origin variable had a positive relationship with academic integration (r = 0.123) and a 

negative relationship with the ability to speak English (r = -0.116).  On the other hand, the 

Asian/Pacific Islander ethnic origin variable had a positive relationship with the ability to speak 

English (r = 0.267).  There was also a large, significant positive relationship between 

socioeconomic status and the African American/Black (r = 0.129) and the Asian/Pacific Islander 

(r = 0.119) ethnic origins, and a large, significant negative relationship between socioeconomic 

status and the Hispanic ethnic origin (r = -0.340).  Again, a positive relationship was found 

between aspiration to transfer and determination (r = 0.224), and between academic integration 

and determination (r = 0.222). 

Table 4-8 presents a summary of the distribution of parent occupational status scores.  As 

previously noted, the parent occupational status score served as a proxy for socioeconomic status 

in this study.  The scores ranged from a low of 0.70 to a high of 99.80 (mean = 53.08, s.d. = 

26.52, N = 4122).  The group with occupational scores with the highest frequency had scores 

ranging from 60.1-70.0 (N = 863, 20.94% of sample population).  Overall, 44.88% of 

occupational status scores were 50.0 or below and 55.12% of scores were 50.1 or higher. 

Table 4-9 presents a summary of the distribution of student course completion ratios.  The 

course completion ratio was the ratio of the number of courses for which a student received a 

passing grade divided by the number of courses for which the student registered.  On average, 

students completed 68.7% (s.d. = 0.24%, N = 4654) of the courses in which they enrolled. 

Regression Analyses 

Multiple regression is a statistical process to examine the relationship between one 

dependent variable and two or more independent variables (Shavelson, 1996, p. 528).  The 
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purpose of this analysis was to ascertain the influence of each of the independent variables on the 

dependent variables.  A forward block entry regression analysis was performed first with grade 

point average as the dependent variable and demographics, high school grade point average, 

psychosocial factors and socioeconomic status as the independent variables, and then with course 

completion ratio as the dependent variable and demographics, high school grade point average, 

psychosocial factors and socioeconomic status as the independent variables. 

Grade Point Average 

Table 4-10 presents the results of the forward block entry regression analysis for the 

dependent variable of grade point average and the demographic, high school grade point average, 

psychosocial, and socioeconomic status independent variables.  Once the first block 

(demographic) was entered, only 8.0% of the variance was explained.  Adding the second block 

(high school grade point average) increased the R square and explained 13.9% of the variance, 

and explained the most variance of all the blocks.  The addition of the third block (psychosocial) 

explained a total of 15.9% of the variance.  The addition of the fourth block of socioeconomic 

status was not statistically significant (F = 56.74, df  =2, p = 0.390) which means that the model 

does not change with a change in socioeconomic status. 

Table 4-11 presents the unstandardized regression coefficient (b), the standardized 

regression coefficient (B), and R2 for the dependent variable grade point average and the 

demographic, high school, grade point average, psychosocial, and socioeconomic status 

independent variables.  The R2 value of 0.159 was statistically significant, with F(12,3601) = 

56.74, and p = 0.00.  All independent variables except being Asian/Pacific Islander ethnic origin, 

academic integration and SES were found to contribute significantly to the prediction of grade 

point average.   
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The unstandardized b of -0.394 for the African-American/Black ethnic group is the largest, 

but negative, relationship and indicates that being African-American/Black is a negative 

predictor of college grade point average.  It may be interpreted that all things equal, being 

African-American/Black predicts grade point average to be 0.394 lower than the white control 

group.  Being Hispanic has an unstandardized b of -0.282 indicating that being Hispanic is also a 

negative predictor of college grade point average.  Accordingly, being Hispanic predicts grade 

point average to be 0.282 lower than the white control group.  However, determination (b = 

0.149) and average grade in high school (b = 0.100) are positive predictors of college grade point 

average.  For every increase of 1.0 unit in determination, college grade point average increases 

by 0.149 grade points.  For every increase of 1.0 unit in average grade in high school, college 

grade point average increases by 0.100 grade points.  Thus, ethnicity is the largest predictor of 

college grade point average in this study, with African-American/Black and Hispanic students 

being negatively impacted as compared to their white counterparts.  When comparing the 

standardized regression coefficients (B), average grade in high school (B = 0.225) is the 

strongest and most important predictor of college grade point average when comparing variables 

in the same metric.  This is followed in strength by the negative predictors of being African 

American/Black (B = -0.170) or Hispanic (B = -0.172) which are approximately 75 percent the 

strength of average grade in high school.  Determination (B = 0.129) closely follows in 

prediction strength and is a positive predictor of college grade point average with a strength just 

over half that of average grade in high school.  Socioeconomic status, with a significance level of 

0.390, was found to not have a significant relationship with college grade point average. 

Course Completion Ratio 

Table 4-12 presents the results of the forward block entry regression analysis for the 

dependent variable of course completion ratio and the demographic, high school grade point 



 

59 

average, psychosocial and socioeconomic status independent variables.  Once the first block 

(demographic) was entered, only 3.7% of the variance was explained.  Adding the second block 

(high school grade point average) increased the R square and explained 9.1% of the variance, 

and explained the most variance of all the blocks.  The addition of the third block (psychosocial) 

explained 11.4% of the variance.  The addition of the fourth block of socioeconomic status was 

not significant (F = 38.899, df  = 12, 3260, p = 0.249) which means that the model does not 

change with a change in socioeconomic status with all controls in place. 

Table 4-13 presents the unstandardized regression coefficient (b), the standardized 

regression coefficient (B), and R2 for the dependent variable student course completion ratio and 

the demographic, high school grade point average, psychosocial, and socioeconomic independent 

variables.  R2 = 0.114 was statistically significant, F(12,3620) = 38.899, p = 0.00.  All 

independent variables except Asian/Pacific Islander ethnic origin, aspiration to transfer, 

academic integration and SES were found to contribute significantly to the prediction of course 

completion ratio.   

The unstandardized b of -0.089 for the African-American/Black ethnic group is the largest, 

but negative, relationship and indicates that being African-American/Black is a negative 

predictor of course completion ratio.  It may be interpreted that all things being equal, the course 

completion ratio decreases by 0.089 for African Americans in the sample.  Being Hispanic has 

an unstandardized b of -0.058 indicating that being Hispanic is also a negative predictor of 

course completion ratio.  Accordingly, the course completion ratio decreases by 0.058 for 

Hispanics in the sample.  However, determination (b = 0.042), average grade in high school (b = 

0.028), and understanding the English language (b = 0.023) are positive predictors of course 

completion ratio.  For every increase of 1.0 unit in determination, course completion ratio 
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increases by 0.042 points.  For every increase of 1.0 unit in average grade in high school, course 

completion ratio increases by 0.028 points.  For every increase of 1.0 unit in understanding the 

English language, course completion ratio increases by 0.023 points.  Thus, ethnicity is the 

largest predictor of course completion ratio in this study, with African-American/Black and 

Hispanic students being negatively impacted as compared to their white counterparts.  When 

comparing the standardized regression coefficients (B), average grade in high school (B = 0.211) 

is again the strongest and most important predictor of course completion ratio.  This is followed 

in strength by the negative predictor of being African American/Black (B = -0.130) which is 62 

percent the strength of average grade in high school.  The positive predictor of determination (B 

= 0.124) and the negative predictor of being Hispanic (B = -0.120) follow in strength and have 

approximately 58 percent the strength of average grade in high school.  Socioeconomic status, 

with a significance level of 0.390, was found to not have a significant relationship with success 

rate.  These observations showed that socioeconomic status had no direct effect on student grade 

point average or course completion ratio. 

Summary 

A total of 4968 questionnaires were completed by students in the Los Angeles Community 

College District during the Spring 2001 semester.  The questionnaire was administered by the 

research team comprising the Transfer and Retention of Urban Community College Students.  

The analyses showed no significant relationship between socioeconomic status and student grade 

point average or course completion ratio. 
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Table 4-1.  Students in the LACCD. Distribution by gender. 
Gender     N   % 
 
Male     1884     37.9 
Female     2927     58.9 
No Response      157       3.2 
 
Total     4968   100.0 
 
 
 
Table 4-2.  Students in the LACCD. Distribution by age. 
Age     N   % 
 
16 or less        31        0.6 
17         27        0.5 
18         87        1.8 
19       678      13.6 
20       683       13.7 
21-24     1297      26.1 
25-29       707      14.2 
30-39       788      15.9 
40-54       491        9.9 
55 or more        82        1.7 
No response        97        2.0 
 
Total     4968    100.0 
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Table 4-3.  Students in the LACCD. Distribution by ethnic origin. 
Ethnic Origin    N   % 
 
Asian/Pacific Islander     695     14.0 
African-American/Black    776     15.6 
Hispanic    2571     51.8 
Alaskan Native/American Indian   117       2.4 
Caucasian/White     727     14.6 
All other/no response       82       1.6 
 
Total     4968   100.0 
 
 
 
Table 4-4.  Students in the LACCD. Distribution by high school. 
High School GPA   N   % 
 
1 D or lower        66       1.3 
2 C-       137       2.8 
3 C       575     11.6 
4 C+       779     15.7 
5 B-       836     16.8 
6 B       890     17.9  
7 B+       839     16.9 
8 A-       425       8.6 
9 A       250       5.0 
Missing or no response      97       3.4 
 
Total     4968   100.0 
 
Mean = 5.47, S.D. = 1.85 
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Table 4-5.  Factor analysis: determination, academic integration, aspire to transfer. 
Item Description Determination   (Items in question 37 of TRUCCS) 
 
 For the following items, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree 

with the following statements. 
1 I am very determined to reach my goals 
2 It is important for me to finish the courses in my program of studies 
3 I feel most satisfied when I work hard to achieve something 
4 I expect to do well and earn good grades in college 
5 I keep trying even when I am frustrated by a task 
 
 
   Scale  Scale  Corrected 
   Mean  Variance Item-  Alpha 
   if Item  if Item  Total  if Item 
   Deleted Deleted Correlation Deleted 
 
 
1   24.7628 9.0976  0.5886  0.7287 
2   24.7344 9.4655  0.5840  0.7318 
3   24.8227 9.2732  0.5568  0.7394 
4   24.8455 9.6165  0.5597  0.7395 
5   25.1818 8.8409  0.5064  0.7619 
 
N of cases = 4642, N of items = 5, Alpha = 0.7807
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Table 4-5 (continued) 
Item Description Academic Integration  (Items in questions 13 and 14 in TRUCCS) 
 
 For this course only, approximately how many times in the past 7 days, did you: 
1 Work in small groups during class time 
2 Telephone or email another student to ask a question about your studies 
3 Ask the instructor questions 
4 Speak up during class discussion 
 

Approximately how many times in the past 7 days, did you: 
5 Talk with an instructor before or after class 
6 Talk with an instructor during office hours 
7 Help another student understand homework 
8 Study in small groups outside of class 
9 Speak with an academic counselor 
 
 
   Scale  Corrected 
   Mean  Variance Item-  Alpha 
   if Item  if Item  Total  if Item 
 
 
1   16.4145 45.8573 0.4303  0.7887 
2   16.7679 47.9065 0.4123  0.7906 
3   15.7327 40.8903 0.6190  0.7621 
4   15.6562 41.6669 0.4758  0.7874 
5   15.8749 42.8940 0.5642  0.7708 
6   16.8454 47.3423 0.4918  0.7831 
7   15.8707 42.6000 0.5371  0.7747 
8   16.6559 45.6315 0.4941  0.7809 
9   16.8467 47.8157 0.4467  0.7874 
 
N of cases = 4572, N of items = 9, Alpha = 0.8005 
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Table 4-5 (continued) 
Item Description Aspire to Transfer (Items in question 10 in TRUCCS) 
 
 As things stand today, do you think you will …? 
1 Get a bachelor’s degree 
2 Transfer to a 4-year college/university 
 
 
   Scale  Scale  Corrected 
   Mean  Variance Item-  Alpha 
   if Item  if Item  Total  if Item 
Item   Deleted Deleted Correlation Deleted 
 
 
1   4.1357  1.3690  0.5692  - 
2   4.1321  1.1930  0.5692  - 
 
N of cases = 4619, N of items = 2, Alpha = 0.7244 
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Table 4-6.  Zero order correlations for the model grade point average. 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1 GPA  1.000               
2 Afr/Ameri -0.070*  1.000              
3 Asian/Pac  0.087* -0.151*  1.000             
4 Hispanic -0.135* -0.411* -0.379*  1.000            
5 Gender  0.099*  0.068* -0.033*  0.006    1.000           
6 Age  0.182*  0.137* -0.014   -0.114*  0.079*  1.000          
7 HS Grade  0.280* -0.041*  0.109   -0.080*  0.155*  0.021    1.000         
8 Aspire  0.041*  0.040*  0.015* -0.007   -0.027* -0.160*  0.084*  1.000        
9 Determ  0.178*  0.087* -0.079*  0.015    0.105*  0.155*  0.151*  0.223*  1.000       
10 Integrat  0.046*  0.123* -0.033* -0.068*  0.000    0.110*  0.106*  0.079*  0.221* 1.000      
11 Eng Lang  0.092* -0.115*  0.267* -0.075*  0.015    0.092*  0.118* -0.079* -0.087* 0.051*  1.000     
12 Job Resp -0.030* -0.049* -0.011*  0.065* -0.050*  0.072* -0.014    0.026   -0.037* 0.013    0.106*  1.000    
13 SES  0.060*  0.129*  0.121* -0.341   -0.026    0.011    0.056*  0.032* -0.005   0.005   -0.031* -0.015   1.000  

* p<0.05 
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Table 4-7.  Zero order correlations for the model success rate 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1 Success Ratio  1.000               
2 Afr/Ameri -0.073*  1.000              
3 Asian/Pac  0.075* -0.151*  1.000             
4 Hispanic -0.083* -0.409* -0.379*  1.000            
5 Gender  0.079*  0.069* -0.032*  0.006    1.000           
6 Age  0.093*  0.136* -0.013   -0.112*  0.079*  1.000          
7 HS Grade  0.260* -0.041*  0.106* -0.080*  0.154*  0.021    1.000         
8 Aspire  0.049*  0.040*  0.013   -0.004   -0.027   -0.158*  0.084*  1.000        
9 Determ  0.159*  0.088* -0.075*  0.016    0.109*  0.153*  0.150*   0.224*  1.000       
10 Integrat  0.047*  0.123* -0.034* -0.067*  0.000    0.109*  0.107*  0.082*  0.222* 1.000      
11 Eng Lang  0.113* -0.116*  0.267* -0.075*  0.013    0.093*  0.117* -0.079* -0.088* 0.050*  1.000     
12 Job Resp -0.047* -0.049*  0.014    0.065* -0.053*  0.070* -0.015   0.027   -0.042* 0.014    0.105*  1.000   
13 SES  0.012    0.129*  0.119* -0.340* -0.028*  0.011    0.056*  0.032* -0.008   0.005   -0.029* -0.013  1.000  

* p<0.05 
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Table 4-8.  Distribution of parent occupational status score (socioeconomic status) 
Occupational Status Score  N   % 
 
00.0-10.0    297      7.21 
10.1-20.0    240      5.82 
20.1-30.0    458    11.11 
30.1-40.0    446    10.82 
40.1-50.0    409      9.92 
50.1-60.0    186      4.51 
60.1-70.0    863     20.94 
70.1-80.0    377      9.15 
80.1-90.0    527    12.79 
90.1-100.0    319      7.74 
 
Total     100   100.00 
 
 
Table 4-9.  Distribution of student course completion ratio 
Characteristic    Low  High  M  SD 
 
Course Completion Ratio  0.0  1.0  0.6869  0.24 
 
N of cases = 4654 
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Table 4-10.  Model summary – grade point average 
      R Square 
Model  R R Square Change F Change dfl Sig. F Change 
1  0.283 0.080  0.080    62.663 5  0.000 
2  0.373 0.139  0.060  249.431 1  0.000 
3  0.399 0.159  0.019     16.641 5  0.000 
4  0.399 0.159  0.000      0.738 1  0.390 
ANOVA – Grade Point Average 
Model   Sum of Squares df  Mean Square F  Sig. 
1 Regression   192.247        5  36.449  62.663  0.000 
 Residual 2213.827  3608    0.614 
 Total  2406.074  3613 
 
2 Regression   335.436        6  55.906  97.387  0.000 
 Residual 2070.638  3607    0.574 
 Total  2406.074  3613 
 
3 Regression   382.187      11  34.744  61.836  0.000 
 Residual 2023.887  3602    0.562 
 Total  2406.074  3613 
 
4 Regression   382.602      12  31.884  56.740  0.000 
 Residual 2023.472  3601    0.562 
 Total  2406.074  3613 
 
 
 

 
Table 4-11.  Regression analysis summary for grade point average  
Variable    b  SEB  B   Sig. 
African-American/Black  -0.394  0.042 -0.170   0.000  Block 1 
Asian/Pacific Islander   -0.071  0.043 -0.030   0.101 
Hispanic    -0.282  0.033 -0.172   0.000 
Gender     -0.080  0.026  0.048   0.002 
Age      0.081  0.008  0.162   0.000 
Average Grade in High School  0.100  0.007  0.225   0.000  Block 2 
Aspiration to Transfer    0.026  0.013  0.032   0.050  Block 3 
Determination     0.149  0.019  0.129   0.000 
Academic Integration   -0.026  0.016 -0.021   0.197 
Understanding English Language  0.043  0.016  0.045   0.006 
Job-Related Responsibilities  -0.023  0.010 -0.034   0.027 
SES      0.043  0.001  0.014   0.390  Block 4 
R2 = 0.159 
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Table 4-12.  Model summary – course completion ratio 
      R Square 
Model  R R Square Change F Change dfl Sig. F Change 
1  0.192 0.037  0.037    27.663 5  0.000 
2  0.302 0.091  0.054  216.350 1  0.000 
3  0.337 0.114  0.023     18.733 5  0.000 
4  0.338 0.114  0.000      1.327 1  0.249 
ANOVA – Course Completion Ratio 
Model   Sum of Squares df  Mean Square F  Sig. 
1 Regression     7.710        5  1.542  27.663  0.000 
 Residual 202.176  3627  0.056 
 Total  209.886  3632 
 
2 Regression   19.094        6  3.182  60.479  0.000 
 Residual 190.792  3626  0.053  
 Total  209.886  3632 
 
3 Regression   23.905        1  2.173  42.310  0.000 
 Residual 185.981  3621  0.051 
 Total  209.886  3632 
 
4 Regression   23.973      12  1.998  38.899  0.000 
 Residual 185.913  3620  0.051 
 Total  209.886  3632   
 
 
 
Table 4-13.  Regression analysis summary for course completion ratio 
Variable    b  SEB B Sig. 
African-American/Black  -0.089  0.013 -0.130 0.000  Block 1 
Asian/Pacific Islander   -0.160  0.013 -0.022 0.229 
Hispanic    -0.058  0.010 -0.120 0.000 
Gender      0.016  0.008  0.032 0.044 
Age      0.011  0.002  0.073 0.000 
Average Grade in High School  0.028  0.002  0.211 0.000  Block 2 
Aspiration to Transfer    0.007  0.004  0.030 0.066  Block 3 
Determination     0.042  0.006  0.124 0.000 
Academic Integration   -0.003  0.005 -0.009 0.564 
Understanding English Language  0.023  0.005  0.082 0.000 
Job-Related Responsibilities  -0.010  0.003 -0.051 0.001   
SES      0.043  0.001  0.014 0.249  Block 4 
R2 = 0.114 (N = 3633, p = 0.000). 
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a significant relationship between 

parent socioeconomic status and community college student college grade point average and 

course completion ratio.  The data for this study was obtained from results of a 47-question 

survey administered through the Transfer and Retention of Urban Community College Students 

(TRUCCS) project in the Los Angeles Community College District (Hagedorn, et al., 2001).  

The present research sought to answer two questions not addressed by Hagedorn’s statistical 

analysis. 

1. What is the relationship between socioeconomic status and student college grade 
point average? 

2. What is the relationship between socioeconomic status and student course completion 
ratio? 

To achieve this goal, four independent variables were used:  demographics (gender, age, 

and ethnicity), average grade in high school, the psychosocial concerns (determination, academic 

integration and desire to transfer to a four-year institution), and parent occupational status score 

(higher of the two parents), which served as a proxy for socioeconomic status.  The statistical 

analyses were conducted using SPSS 10.0.  Factor analysis was used to detect latent variables 

that may be present (the psychosocial variables).  Forward block entry regression was conducted 

to determine whether there was a significant relationship between the dependent and independent 

variables being studied. 

Previous research has shown that a large urban community college system has unique 

characteristics that have to be addressed when looking at levels and predictors of student success.  

Since community colleges are directly answerable to their local community, changes in the local 

political climate may alter directions that the community colleges may move towards.  Changes 
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in the community college focus need to consider student backgrounds, even though the 

considerations may conflict with the local political climate.  If Bourdieu’s cultural capital theory 

(Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977, p. 30) is correct, it is essential that today’s students be successful in 

college to gain cultural capital for their children.   

The results of this research study showed that socioeconomic status does not provide a 

significant influence on student success.  Rather, other factors have greater weight on the student 

outcomes measured.  While previous studies (Berliner, 2006; Dougherty & Kienzl, 2006) among 

different populations have shown socioeconomic status to be significant, the unique 

characteristics of the population in this research study show no significant relationship, and thus 

need to be examined to determine what causes the differences.  Otherwise, policies may be 

implemented with an inadequate administrative understanding of expectations of the outcomes, 

or with an inadequate staff. 

Conclusions and Implications 

This study examined several factors that may or may not influence student college grade 

point average and course completion ratio.  Analysis of demographic information showed a high 

ethnic minority percentage (83.8%).  Aside from ethnicity, the subjects in this study have a high 

level of homogeneity, in that most are first generation college students, live in a large urban 

environment, attend a large urban community college, and have lower socioeconomic status 

backgrounds.  However, the population differs greatly from those of studies of four-year 

institutions, not only in ethnic combination, but also in age, socioeconomic background, and 

family responsibilities.  Thus, policies based on studies of four-year institutions do not directly 

apply to community colleges.  Large urban community college districts such as those in Los 

Angeles, Houston, Chicago, and Maricopa County, Arizona should be compared with each other, 

because issues in large urban community college systems have more similarities among 
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themselves, such as student background and financial resource management, than with four-year 

institutions.   

This study finds socioeconomic status not to be significant in determining student success, 

in contrast to previous research (Berliner, 2006; Dougherty & Kienzl, 2006) showing a 

significant influence of socioeconomic status.  Aspects that may help explain these results are the 

characteristics of the population being studied.  The presence of a large minority representation 

in the Los Angeles Community College District population is very different than found in most 

other studies.  

Analysis of the data revealed that understanding the English language has a positive 

relationship with both college grade point average and course completion ratio.  Thus, the better 

the student is able to understand the English language, the higher the college grade point average 

and course completion ratio.  However, this was not true for African-Americans and Hispanics, 

who often live in ghetto areas and are not exposed to standard English in the formative years.  

The ability to understand the English language is not necessarily a function of socioeconomic 

status but rather opportunities to interact in an English-speaking environment and the support to 

speak English.  Programs for English as a second language may not be as effective as they need 

to be, or perhaps individuals’ access to English as a second language program may be 

problematic.  Individuals who work may not have the time to attend these programs at the times 

offered.   

Job-related responsibilities have a significant negative relationship with both college grade 

point average and course completion ratio.  Individuals in the study sample have a lot of things 

going on in their lives that may be overriding the effect of college preparation and remediation.  
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Working while in college, whether part-time or full-time, is difficult for even the best of 

students.  The impediments are even higher for those who already start out with disadvantages.   

Impact on College Grade Point Average 

Controlling for the independent variables used in the analysis, no significant relationship 

between parent occupational status, a proxy for socioeconomic status, and student college grade 

point average was found in the analysis.  In the analysis of the independent variables of 

demographics (gender, age, and ethnicity), high school grade point average, psychosocial factors 

(determination, academic integration and aspiration to transfer to a four-year institution), and 

parent occupational status score as a proxy for socioeconomic status, the greatest positive 

variable was determination (Beta = 0.149, standardized beta = 0.129), followed by average grade 

in high school (Beta = 0.100, standardized beta = 0.225), age (Beta = 0.081, standardized beta = 

0.162), and understanding the English language (Beta = 0.043, standardized beta = 0.045).  

Student aspiration to transfer also had an impact (Beta = 0.026, standardized beta = 0.032).  The 

relationship between high school grade point average and college grade point average (with high 

school grade point average having the strongest standardized beta of 0.225) is logical and 

conforms with findings in other research studies (Zwick & Sklar, 2005).  This shows that one of 

the best predictors of college grade point average is high school grade point average, which is an 

obvious result and supported in the literature.   

Although this study and other research have found that a high level of high school grade 

point average is an indicator of college preparation, the competency of the high schools must 

also be considered.  If the school is of poor quality but the student grade point average is high, 

then the student may still be poorly prepared for college.  College administrators must be aware 

of the quality of the high schools attended when evaluating students for placement in their 

institutions.  While traditional four-year institutions weigh the total background of students 
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before accepting them, including personal interviews, essays, and extracurricular activities, the 

community college mission of open enrollment allows a channel into the higher education 

system for students who may not have come from a high quality high school.  This issue may be 

further exasperated when primary and secondary schools decide to allow students to progress to 

the next grade level rather than holding them back for poor performance.   

This study also showed that older students tend to perform better than younger students, 

possibly because older students have learned to better manage life activities, including 

adjustments to attending college along with working or raising children.  The influence of 

student determination was also reasonable when college grade point average was considered, as 

students who are determined to succeed will work harder to meet their educational goals.  

Determination can be the effect of family culture and nurturing, as well as educational 

background of the family.   

The high negative relationship between college grade point average and the ethnicities of 

African-American/Black (Beta = -0.394, standardized beta = -0.170) and Hispanics (Beta = -

0.082, standardized beta = -0.172) at first glance indicates that ethnicity is an important 

consideration.  However, the large percentage of Blacks and Hispanics in the sample may be 

masking other issues such as socioeconomic status.  Further, many of the students may not have 

had access to resources that would better prepare them for college.   

As described in Chapter 2, much research has been performed in the area of helping 

minority students increase their achievement, with some successes.  However, students in certain 

ethnic groups still continue to be negatively impacted.  This finding demonstrates that even with 

programs in place to help minorities succeed in college, problems still exist.  One of the major 

tasks of community colleges is providing remedial courses (Hadden, 2000; Perin, 2006).  But 
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with the poor college success rates of ethnic minorities, community colleges need to reevaluate 

their remediation programs.  Most of the programs focus on fundamental skills such as reading 

and math.  However, in this author’s opinion, teaching students matter-of-fact self disciplines, 

such as class and daily studying, should be reinforced consistently in all remediation programs.  

This would also go far in increasing the cultural capital that these students will pass on.  As 

mentioned above, adequate preparation for college also depends on the high school.  College 

course work is very demanding, and students that are already poorly prepared will have an even 

more difficult time adjusting to college life.  This is consistent with Bourdieu’s theory of cultural 

capital.  Even with a portion of the study population having high socioeconomic status, the 

cultural capital of the family may still be low depending upon how long the family has been 

living in the area and where parental education was obtained. 

Impact on Course Completion Ratio (Success Rate) 

Controlling for the independent variables used in the analysis, no significant relationship 

between parent socioeconomic status and student course completion ratio was found in the 

analysis.  Rather, other factors were found to be significant in predicting the course completion 

ratio.  In the analysis of the independent variables of demographics (gender, age, and ethnicity), 

high school grade point average, psychosocial factors (determination, academic integration and 

aspiration to transfer to a four-year institution), and parent occupational status score as a proxy 

for socioeconomic status, the greatest positive variable was again determination (Beta = 0.042, 

standardized beta = 0.124), followed by average grade in high school (Beta = 0.028, standardized 

beta = 0.211), and understanding the English language (Beta = 0.023, standardized beta = 0.082).   

As demonstrated with college grade point average, high school grade point average is a 

significant predictor of course completion ratio, demonstrated by having the strongest 

standardized beta of 0.211.  This is consistent with numerous other research studies.  The 
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students with high high school grade point averages were either better prepared or overall better 

students, as is reflected in the higher predicted course completion ratio in this study.  

Interestingly, aspiration to transfer did not have as much influence on course completion ratio as 

it did on college grade point average.  Further, students planning on transferring to a four-year 

institution may have better pre-college preparation and determination leading to better college 

success.  The significant positive factor of ability to speak English indicates that students with 

better English-speaking ability will perform better and thus be more successful in completing 

courses.  As discussed above, the data indicate that the Los Angeles Community College District 

needs to address English-speaking ability and work to improve student use of the English 

language.  

Age also had a significant relationship (Beta = 0.011, standardized beta = 0.073) with 

course completion ratio.  As discussed above, this may be a function of the maturity of these 

students and their ability to focus and make appropriate college-related decisions.  Older students 

may also be better able to understand and interpret course parameters, keep up better with 

assignment due dates, and otherwise be more aware of requirements.  They may also be more 

adjusted to their lifestyles and the issues they face, and thus may be better equipped to handle the 

college experience.  This would be especially true for students with children.  

Discussion 

The results found in this study, while showing no significant relationship of socioeconomic 

status to the dependent variables, are enlightening.  Students are born into a particular 

socioeconomic status, and there is little one can do to change it while they are growing up.  If 

socioeconomic status were found to be significant in this study then that would mean that not 

much could be done to improve student success.  Beyond socioeconomic status, students have 
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other characteristics that may be able to be changed and may be factors not looked at in other 

research studies.   

The good news is that there are personal and learned factors than can better facilitate 

college outcomes.  In this author’s opinion, it is these additional factors that community colleges 

need to look at when examining how to improve student success.  It is important for community 

colleges to be completely aware of the cultural background and traits of students and to try to 

account for these in the educational experience.  Policy makers and researchers need to look at 

the characteristics of students in the community college, looking further than obscure reasons 

that seem like easy answers to complex situations.   

Confounding the data is the change through the years in overall national student population 

versus the unique characteristics of the group in this sample in the Los Angeles Community 

College District.  Today, with the programs available and financial aid offerings, more students 

are going to college regardless of socioeconomic status.  Students from affluent families that 

may have the resources to attend four year institutions also opt on occasion to attend community 

colleges at times when a required or desired class may not be available.  These students may also 

temporarily attend the community college to better prepare for a class they may take in the future 

at the four year institution.  Those students that float in and out of the community college system 

make data from studies performed at four-year institutions even less applicable.   

Of particular note in this study was the high percentage of minority students.  This is 

especially important since the ethnic make up and backgrounds of individuals in this sample 

differ from samples made in traditional four-year institutions.  As previously shown, even though 

there are some issues with the findings, ethnicity does play a role in student success.  The 

analysis of the data indicates this for Hispanic and Black students but not for Asian students.  
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This may be accounted for by the differences between Asian family units and other ethnic 

minorities (Zhou & Kim, 2006).  The Asian family structure promotes learning and individual 

achievement.  The family members are driven to succeed and exhibit high levels of self-

discipline.  Further, the culture of poverty theory postulated by Oscar Lewis (1966, p. xlv), could 

explain how individuals who are prone to poverty develop a set of values that keeps them from 

being successful.  Lewis’ (1966) theory showed that individuals who lived in poverty until the 

age of six or seven were not able to get out of the mindset of poverty and were not mentally 

prepared to take the benefits and opportunities that they would come across during their lives.  

The disadvantages of one generation tended to transfer to the next generation.  This is consistent 

with Bourdieu’s theory of cultural capital whereby these individuals born into poverty did not 

have the cultural capital they needed in order to improve their lives. 

The negative relationship found between the ethnicities of Black and Hispanic students and 

college grade point average and success rate demonstrates the need for finding new ways to 

address the problems that these groups face in being successful in college.  Educators should 

possibly look at what is being taught prior to entering college in order to prepare these students 

for the college experience.  Access to quality programs is once again an issue.  With the growing 

numbers of individuals passing through the community college system, remedial programs are 

being required to expand, perhaps beyond reasonable limits and the expectations of available 

staff and financial resources.  The population in this study had a very high ethnic minority make 

up, and the associated negative success rate is something the Los Angeles Community College 

District needs to address further. 

Limitations of the Study 

As stated in Chapter 1, following were limitations of this study: 
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1. This study was limited to a sample of students who were enrolled in the Los 
Angeles Community College District during the Spring 2001 semester. 

2. This study was limited to individuals who agreed to complete the questionnaire 
and provided permission for investigators to obtain their transcript information. 

3. The validity of the study was limited to the reliability of the research instrument 
used. 

These limitations may prohibit the generalization of results to other community college 

districts, but could be useful when studying community college systems in similar urban 

environments.  The suggestions for further research take these limitations into consideration in 

order to find ways to generalize research data between different institutions and students.  

Suggestions for Further Research 

This study was limited to multiple campuses of one large, urban community college 

system.  The backgrounds of the individuals were diverse, although with an exceptionally high 

Hispanic ethnic representation.  Limited research exists that is comparable to this sample’s large 

urban setting.  A survey similar to that in this study could be developed and administered in other 

urban community colleges to test for similarities.  Of particular interest would be looking at the 

ethnicity and any other characteristics of the students in the different community colleges in 

order to determine whether or not one could compare or generalize the results to other areas.  

Also, it would be interesting to study the role of socioeconomic status in other urban settings to 

determine if the results of this study demonstrate a trend. 

Lewis’ study of poverty showed that those in poor communities did not plan for the future 

or had tendencies towards delayed gratification, but instead they had “a strong present-time 

orientation” (Harris, 1997, p. 310).  This could be studied further to find out if certain students 

possess these characteristics.  And if they do have these characteristics, what can be done to 

provide them with the tools, interest or ability to succeed in college?   Are some of these tools 
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already available but not being used effectively?  The culture of poverty extends through the 

generations and ways to break that cycle need to be continually investigated.  Knowledge of 

what motivates the students to work hard or what keeps them from achieving would be valuable 

for community college administrators. 

Additionally, language should be studied further to determine if improvements of students’ 

English proficiency could impact their success.  Specifically, a study could be done to develop 

better programs to assist students with English as a second language to develop skills that will 

help them improve their success rate.  Programs of English as a second language are popular but 

with the difficulties that non-native English speakers have in college, more work can be done to 

have programs that really help the individuals rather than fulfilling a legal mandate to simply 

provide assistance with learning the English language.  As shown in this study, the grade point 

averages and course completion ratios of Blacks are also negatively impacted by language, 

indicating a need for a greater emphasis on English skills in general.  Also, English language 

ability of both faculty and students should be studied.  With non-native English speakers going 

into the teaching profession institutions need to make sure that the future teachers are 

linguistically prepared. 

As previously discussed, despite high high school grade point averages, high school 

preparation could be an issue in the research.  The fitness of high schools from which the 

students graduate should be studied in order to find any weaknesses.  Even though studies of 

high schools have been performed in the past, it would be worthwhile to analyze the relationship 

between high schools and the particular community colleges their graduates attend.  The reasons 

behind the growth of remediation should be further researched to determine fixes that can be 

applied prior to reaching the college level.  Research needs to look at community colleges which 
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have remedial programs in place but which still show poor student outcomes.  This could be a 

wake-up call for community colleges, and researchers need to look at what the community 

colleges are doing and how programs can be improved. 
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APPENDIX A  
THE TRANSFER AND RETENTION OF URBAN COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT 

(TRUCCS) QUESTIONNAIRE 
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APPENDIX B 
SPSS PRINTOUT -- FULL MODEL -– GRADE POINT AVERAGE 

Table B-1.  Grade point average notes 
Output Created 14-APR-2007 12:43:34
Comments   
Input Data C:\Documents and Settings\ron\Desktop\FINAL 

DATASET.sav 
  Filter <none> 
  Weight <none> 
  Split File <none> 
  N of Rows in 

Working Data 
File 

4968

Missing 
Value 
Handling 

Definition of 
Missing User-defined missing values are treated as missing. 

  Cases Used Statistics are based on cases with no missing values for any 
variable used. 

Syntax REGRESSION 
  /DESCRIPTIVES MEAN STDDEV CORR SIG N 
  /MISSING LISTWISE 
  /STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R ANOVA CHANGE 
  /CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10) 
  /NOORIGIN 
  /DEPENDENT gpa 
  /METHOD=ENTER q30_11 ASPACIS HISPANIC q28 
q29  /METHOD=ENTER q24 
 /METHOD=ENTER ASPIRE DETERMIN INTEGRAT 
q16_7 q16_4  /METHOD=ENTER ses 
 

Resources Memory 
Required 11540 bytes 

  Additional 
Memory 
Required for 
Residual Plots 

0 bytes 

  Elapsed Time 
0:00:00.23

 
 

 

 



 

91 

Table B-2.  Grade point average descriptive statistics 
 

  Mean Std. Deviation N 
GPA 2.4983 .8161 3614 
Q30_11  African-
American/Black 1.15 .35 3614 

ASPACIS .1372 .3442 3614 
HISPANIC .5437 .4982 3614 
Q28  Your gender 1.59 .49 3614 
Q29  Age on December 31 
of this year 6.17 1.64 3614 

Q24  Average grade in high 
school 5.43 1.84 3614 

ASPIRE 4.1828 .9828 3614 
DETERMIN 6.2330 .7069 3614 
INTEGRAT 2.0300 .8150 3614 
Q16_7  Understanding the 
English language 1.39 .84 3614 

Q16_4  Job-related 
responsibilities 2.21 1.23 3614 

SES 52.9300 26.3518 3614 
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Table B-3.  Grade point average correlations 
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GPA 1.000 -0.070 0.087 -0.135 0.099 0.182 0.280 0.041 0.178 0.046 0.092 -0.030 0.060 
Q30_11  African-
American/Black -0.070 1.000 -0.151 -0.411 0.068 0.137 -0.041 0.040 0.087 0.123 -0.115 -0.049 0.129 
ASPACIS 0.087 -0.151 1.000 -0.379 -0.033 -0.014 0.109 0.015 -0.079 -0.033 0.267 -0.011 0.121 
HISPANIC -0.135 -0.411 -0.379 1.000 0.006 -0.114 -0.080 -0.007 0.015 -0.068 -0.075 0.065 -0.341 
Q28  Your gender 0.099 0.068 -0.033 0.006 1.000 0.079 0.155 -0.027 0.105 0.000 0.015 -0.050 -0.026 
Q29  Age on December 
31 of this year 0.182 0.137 -0.014 -0.114 0.079 1.000 0.021 -0.160 0.155 0.110 0.092 0.072 0.011 
Q24  Average grade in 
high school 0.280 -0.041 0.109 -0.080 0.155 0.021 1.000 0.084 0.151 0.106 0.118 -0.014 0.056 
ASPIRE 0.041 0.040 0.015 -0.007 -0.027 -0.160 0.084 1.000 0.223 0.079 -0.079 0.026 0.032 
DETERMIN 0.178 0.087 -0.079 0.015 0.105 0.155 0.151 0.223 1.000 0.221 -0.087 -0.037 -0.005 

Pearson 
Correlation 

INTEGRAT 0.046 0.123 -0.033 -0.068 0.000 0.110 0.106 0.079 0.221 1.000 0.051 0.013 0.005 
Q16_7  Understanding 
the English language 0 .092 -0.115 0 .267 -0.075 0 .015 0.092 0.118 -0.079 -0.087 0.051 1.000 0.106 -0.031 
Q16_4  Job-related 
responsibilities -0.030 -0.049 -0.011 0.065 -0.050 0.072 -0.014 0.026 -0.037 0.013 0.106 1.000 -0.015 

 

SES 0.060 0 .129 0 .121 -0.341 -0.026 0.011 0.056 0.032 -0.005 0.005 -0.031 -0.015 1 .000 
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Table B-3.  Continued 
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GPA . 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.007 0.000 0.003 0.000 0.034 0.000 
Q30_11  African-
American/Black 0.000 . 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.006 0.009 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.000 
ASPACIS 0.000 0.000 . 0.000 0.024 0.207 0.000 0.177 0.000 0.023 0.000 0.254 0.000 
HISPANIC 0.000 0.000 0.000 . 0.367 0.000 0.000 0.334 0.177 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Q28  Your gender 0.000 0.000 0.024 0.367 . 0.000 0.000 0.049 0.000 0.488 0.190 0.001 0.059 
Q29  Age on December 31 
of this year 0.000 0.000 0.207 0.000 0.000 . 0.107 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.251 
Q24  Average grade in high 
school 0.000 0.006 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.107 . 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.203 0.000 
ASPIRE 0.007 0.009 0.177 0.334 0.049 0.000 0.000 . 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.056 0.026 
DETERMIN 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.177 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 . 0.000 0.000 0.013 0.387 
INTEGRAT 0.003 0.000 0.023 0.000 0.488 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 . 0.001 0.217 0.377 

Sig. (1-
tailed) 

Q16_7  Understanding the 
English language 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.190 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 . 0.000 0.033 
Q16_4  Job-related 
responsibilities 0.034 0.002 0.254 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.203 0.056 0.013 0.217 0.000 . 0.186  
SES 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.059 0.251 0.000 0.026 0.387 0.377 0.033 0.186 . 
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Table B-3.  Continued 
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GPA 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 
Q30_11  African-
American/Black 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 
ASPACIS 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 
HISPANIC 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 
Q28  Your gender 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 
Q29  Age on December 31 
of this year 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 
Q24  Average grade in high 
school 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 
ASPIRE 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 
DETERMIN 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 
INTEGRAT 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 
Q16_7  Understanding the 
English language 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 
Q16_4  Job-related 
responsibilities 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 

N 

SES 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 3614 
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Table B-4.  Grade point average variables entered/removed(b) 
Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 
Method 

1 Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your 
gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC(a) 

. Enter 

2 Q24  Average grade in high school(a) . Enter 

3 Q16_4  Job-related responsibilities, INTEGRAT, ASPIRE, Q16_7  
Understanding the English language, DETERMIN(a) 

. Enter 

4 SES(a) . Enter 
a  All requested variables entered.  b  Dependent Variable: GPA 
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Table B-5.  Grade point average model summary 

Change Statistics 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

R Square 
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change 

1 .283(a) .080 .079 .7833 .080 62.663 5 3608 .000
2 .373(b) .139 .138 .7577 .060 249.431 1 3607 .000
3 .399(c) .159 .156 .7496 .019 16.641 5 3602 .000
4 .399(d) .159 .156 .7496 .000 .738 1 3601 .390

a  Predictors: (Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC.  b  Predictors: (Constant), Q29  
Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC, Q24  Average grade in high school.  c  Predictors: (Constant), 
Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC, Q24  Average grade in high school, Q16_4  Job-related 
responsibilities, INTEGRAT, ASPIRE, Q16_7  Understanding the English language, DETERMIN.  d  Predictors: (Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, 
Q28  Your gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC, Q24  Average grade in high school, Q16_4  Job-related responsibilities, INTEGRAT, ASPIRE, Q16_7  
Understanding the English language, DETERMIN, SES 
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Table B-6.  Grade point average ANOVA(e) 

Model   
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression 192.247 5 38.449 62.663 .000(a) 
Residual 2213.827 3608 .614    

1 

Total 2406.074 3613     
Regression 335.436 6 55.906 97.387 .000(b) 
Residual 2070.638 3607 .574    

2 

Total 2406.074 3613     
Regression 382.187 11 34.744 61.836 .000(c) 
Residual 2023.887 3602 .562    

3 

Total 2406.074 3613     
Regression 382.602 12 31.884 56.740 .000(d) 
Residual 2023.472 3601 .562    

4 

Total 2406.074 3613     
a  Predictors: (Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your gender, Q30_11  African-
American/Black, HISPANIC.  b  Predictors: (Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  
Your gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC, Q24  Average grade in high school.  c  Predictors: 
(Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your gender, Q30_11  African-
American/Black, HISPANIC, Q24  Average grade in high school, Q16_4  Job-related responsibilities, INTEGRAT, 
ASPIRE, Q16_7  Understanding the English language, DETERMIN.  d  Predictors: (Constant), Q29  Age on 
December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC, Q24  
Average grade in high school, Q16_4  Job-related responsibilities, INTEGRAT, ASPIRE, Q16_7  Understanding the 
English language, DETERMIN, SES.  e  Dependent Variable: GPA 
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Table B-7.  Grade point average coefficients(a) 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 

Model   

B Std. Error Beta 

t Sig. 

(Constant) 2.350 0.088   26.817 0.000
Q30_11  African-
American/Black 

-0.420 0.044 -0.182 -9.607 0.000

ASPACIS -0.019 0.044 -0.008 -0.441 0.659
HISPANIC -0.316 0.033 -0.193 -9.564 0.000
Q28  Your gender 0.163 0.027 0.098 6.089 0.000

1 

Q29  Age on December 31 of 
this year 

0.088 0.008 0.177 10.932 0.000

(Constant) 1.799 0.092   19.627 0.000
Q30_11  African-
American/Black 

-0.375 0.042 -0.162 -8.841 0.000

ASPACIS -0.061 0.043 -0.026 -1.422 0.155
HISPANIC -0.280 0.032 -0.171 -8.765 0.000
Q28  Your gender 0.095 0.026 0.057 3.642 0.000
Q29  Age on December 31 of 
this year 

0.087 0.008 0.175 11.149 0.000

2 

Q24  Average grade in high 
school 

0.110 0.007 0.249 15.793 0.000

(Constant) 0.945 0.139   6.781 0.000
Q30_11  African-
American/Black 

-0.395 0.042 -0.170 -9.308 0.000

ASPACIS -0.071 0.043 -0.030 -1.647 0.100
HISPANIC -0.290 0.032 -0.177 -9.152 0.000
Q28  Your gender 0.079 0.026 0.048 3.037 0.002
Q29  Age on December 31 of 
this year 

0.081 0.008 0.162 10.015 0.000

Q24  Average grade in high 
school 

0.100 0.007 0.225 14.101 0.000

ASPIRE 0.027 0.013 0.032 1.979 0.048
DETERMIN 0.149 0.019 0.129 7.756 0.000

3 

INTEGRAT -0.021 0.016 -0.021 -1.305 0.192
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Table B-7.  Continued 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 

Model   

B Std. 
Error 

Beta 

t Sig. 

 

Q16_7  Understanding the 
English language 

0.042 0.016 0.044 2.688 0.007 

Q16_4  Job-related 
responsibilities 

-0.023 0.010 -0.034 -2.201 0.028

(Constant) 0.916 0.143   6.386 0.000
Q30_11  African-
American/Black 

-0.394 0.042 -0.170 -9.294 0.000

ASPACIS -0.071 0.043 -0.030 -1.642 0.101
HISPANIC -0.282 0.033 -0.172 -8.522 0.000
Q28  Your gender 0.080 0.026 0.048 3.059 0.002

Q29  Age on December 31 of 
this year 

0.081 0.008 0.162 10.027 0.000

Q24  Average grade in high 
school 

0.100 0.007 0.225 14.053 0.000

ASPIRE 0.026 0.013 0.032 1.960 0.050
DETERMIN 0.149 0.019 0.129 7.759 0.000
INTEGRAT -0.021 0.016 -0.021 -1.289 0.197
Q16_7  Understanding the 
English language 

0.043 0.016 0.045 2.734 0.006

Q16_4  Job-related 
responsibilities 

-0.023 0.010 -0.034 -2.213 0.027

4 

SES 0.000 0.001 0.014 0.859 0.390
a  Dependent Variable: GPA 
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Table B-8.  Grade point average excluded variables(d) 
Collinearity 

Statistics 
Model   Beta In t Sig. 

Partial 
Correlation Tolerance 

Q24  Average grade in high school .249(a) 15.793 0.000 0.254 0.957
ASPIRE .080(a) 4.942 0.000 0.082 0.970
DETERMIN .165(a) 10.289 0.000 0.169 0.958
INTEGRAT .036(a) 2.251 0.024 0.037 0.975
Q16_7  Understanding the English 
language .046(a) 2.726 0.006 0.045 0.911

Q16_4  Job-related responsibilities -
.035(a) -2.190 0.029 -0.036 0.985

1 

SES .022(a) 1.278 0.201 0.021 0.882
ASPIRE .057(b) 3.614 0.000 0.060 0.961
DETERMIN .130(b) 8.240 0.000 0.136 0.936
INTEGRAT .008(b) 0.508 0.611 0.008 0.962
Q16_7  Understanding the English 
language .024(b) 1.465 0.143 0.024 0.904

Q16_4  Job-related responsibilities -
.034(b) -2.201 0.028 -0.037 0.985

2 

SES .012(b) 0.759 0.448 0.013 0.881
3 SES .014(c) 0.859 0.390 0.014 0.877

a  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your gender, 
Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC.  b  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 
of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC, Q24  Average grade in 
high school.  c  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your 
gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC, Q24  Average grade in high school, Q16_4  Job-related 
responsibilities, INTEGRAT, ASPIRE, Q16_7  Understanding the English language, DETERMIN.  d  Dependent 
Variable: GPA 
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APPENDIX C 
SPSS PRINTOUT – FULL MODEL – SUCCESS RATE 

Table C-1.  Success rate notes 
Output Created 14-APR-2007 12:47:57
Comments   
Input Data C:\Documents and Settings\ron\Desktop\FINAL 

DATASET.sav 
  Filter <none> 
  Weight <none> 
  Split File <none> 
  N of Rows in 

Working Data 
File 

4968

Missing 
Value 
Handling 

Definition of 
Missing User-defined missing values are treated as missing. 

  Cases Used Statistics are based on cases with no missing values 
for any variable used. 

Syntax REGRESSION 
  /DESCRIPTIVES MEAN STDDEV CORR SIG 
N 
  /MISSING LISTWISE 
  /STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R ANOVA 
CHANGE 
  /CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10) 
  /NOORIGIN 
  /DEPENDENT sucr 
  /METHOD=ENTER q30_11 ASPACIS 
HISPANIC q28 q29  /METHOD=ENTER q24 
 /METHOD=ENTER ASPIRE DETERMIN 
INTEGRAT q16_7 q16_4  /METHOD=ENTER ses

Resources Memory 
Required 11540 bytes 

  Additional 
Memory 
Required for 
Residual Plots 

0 bytes 

  Elapsed Time 
0:00:00.35
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Table C-2.  Success rate descriptive statistics 
 Mean Std. 

Deviation 
N 

SUCR .6888 .2404 3633 

Q30_11  African-American/Black 1.14 .35 3633 

ASPACIS .1374 .3443 3633 

HISPANIC .5431 .4982 3633 
Q28  Your gender 1.59 .49 3633 

Q29  Age on December 31 of this year 6.17 1.64 3633 

Q24  Average grade in high school 5.43 1.84 3633 

ASPIRE 4.1803 .9851 3633 

DETERMIN 6.2308 .7111 3633 

INTEGRAT 2.0290 .8141 3633 

Q16_7  Understanding the English language 1.39 .84 3633 

Q16_4  Job-related responsibilities 2.21 1.23 3633 

SES 52.9404 26.3467 3633 
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Table C-3.  Success rate correlations 
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SUCR  1.000 -0.073  0.075 -0.083  0.079  0.093  0.260  0.049  0.159  0.047  0.113 -0.047  0.012 
Q30_11  African-
American/Black -0.073  1.000 -0.151 -0.409  0.069  0.136 -0.041  0.040  0.088  0.123 -0.116 -0.049  0.129 
ASPACIS  0.075 -0.151  1.000 -0.379 -0.032 -0.013  0.106  0.013 -0.075 -0.034  0.267 -0.014  0.119 
HISPANIC -0.083 -0.409 -0.379  1.000  0.006 -0.112 -0.080 -0.004  0.016 -0.067 -0.075  0.065 -0.340 
Q28  Your gender  0.079  0.069 -0.032  0.006  1.000  0.079  0.154 -0.027  0.109  0.000  0.013 -0.053 -0.028 
Q29  Age on December 31 of 
this year  0.093  0.136 -0.013 -0.112  0.079  1.000  0.021 -0.158  0.153  0.109  0.093  0.070  0.011 
Q24  Average grade in high 
school  0.260 -0.041  0.106 -0.080  0.154  0.021  1.000  0.084  0.150  0.107  0.117 -0.015  0.056 
ASPIRE  0.049  0.040  0.013 -0.004 -0.027 -0.158  0.084  1.000  0.224  0.082 -0.079  0.027  0.032 
DETERMIN  0.159  0.088 -0.075  0.016  0.109  0.153  0.150  0.224  1.000  0.222 -0.088 -0.042 -0.008 
INTEGRAT  0.047  0.123 -0.034 -0.067  0.000  0.109  0.107  0.082  0.222  1.000  0.050  0.014  0.005 
Q16_7  Understanding the 
English language  0.113 -0.116  0.267 -0.075  0.013  0.093  0.117 -0.079 -0.088  0.050  1.000  0.105 -0.029 
Q16_4  Job-related 
responsibilities -0.047 -0.049 -0.014  0.065 -0.053  0.070 -0.015  0.027 -0.042  0.014  0.105  1.000 -0.013 

Pearson 
Correlation 

SES  0.012  0.129  0.119 -0.340 -0.028  0.011  0.056  0.032 -0.008  0.005 -0.029 -0.013  1.000 
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Table C-3.  Continued 
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SUCR . 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.002 0.233 
Q30_11  African-
American/Black 0.000 . 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.007 0.008 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.000 
ASPACIS 0.000 0.000 . 0.000 0.026 0.218 0.000 0.216 0.000 0.022 0.000 0.204 0.000 
HISPANIC 0.000 0.000 0.000 . 0.357 0.000 0.000 0.404 0.163 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Q28  Your gender 0.000 0.000 0.026 0.357 . 0.000 0.000 0.051 0.000 0.499 0.222 0.001 0.043 
Q29  Age on December 31 of 
this year 0.000 0.000 0.218 0.000 0.000 . 0.102 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.251 
Q24  Average grade in high 
school 0.000 0.007 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.102 . 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.191 0.000 
ASPIRE 0.001 0.008 0.216 0.404 0.051 0.000 0.000 . 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.055 0.027 
DETERMIN 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.163 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 . 0.000 0.000 0.005 0.305 
INTEGRAT 0.002 0.000 0.022 0.000 0.499 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 . 0.001 0.200 0.383 
Q16_7  Understanding the 
English language 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.222 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 . 0.000 0.039 
Q16_4  Job-related 
responsibilities 0.002 0.002 0.204 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.191 0.055 0.005 0.200 0.000 . 0.210 

Sig. (1-tailed) 

SES 0.233 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.043 0.251 0.000 0.027 0.305 0.383 0.039 0.210 . 
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Table C-3.  Continued 
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SUCR 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 
Q30_11  African-
American/Black 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 
ASPACIS 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 
HISPANIC 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 
Q28  Your gender 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 
Q29  Age on December 31 of 
this year 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 
Q24  Average grade in high 
school 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 
ASPIRE 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 
DETERMIN 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 
INTEGRAT 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 
Q16_7  Understanding the 
English language 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 
Q16_4  Job-related 
responsibilities 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 

N 

SES 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 3633 
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Table C-4.  Success rate variables entered/removed(b) 
Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 
Method 

1 Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, 
Q28  Your gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, 
HISPANIC(a) 

. Enter 

2 Q24  Average grade in high school(a) . Enter 

3 Q16_4  Job-related responsibilities, INTEGRAT, 
ASPIRE, Q16_7  Understanding the English language, 
DETERMIN(a) 

. Enter 

4 SES(a) . Enter 
a  All requested variables entered.  b  Dependent Variable: SUCR 
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Table C-5.  Success rate model summary 

Change Statistics 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

R Square 
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change 

1 .192(a) .037 .035 .2361 .037 27.663 5 3627 .000
2 .302(b) .091 .089 .2294 .054 216.350 1 3626 .000
3 .337(c) .114 .111 .2266 .023 18.733 5 3621 .000
4 .338(d) .114 .111 .2266 .000 1.327 1 3620 .249

a  Predictors: (Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC.  b  Predictors: 
(Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC, Q24  Average grade in high 
school.  c  Predictors: (Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC, Q24  
Average grade in high school, Q16_4  Job-related responsibilities, INTEGRAT, ASPIRE, Q16_7  Understanding the English language, DETERMIN.  d  
Predictors: (Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC, Q24  Average 
grade in high school, Q16_4  Job-related responsibilities, INTEGRAT, ASPIRE, Q16_7  Understanding the English language, DETERMIN, SES 
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Table C-6.  Success rate ANOVA(e) 

Model   
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Regression 7.710 5 1.542 27.663 .000(a)
Residual 202.176 3,627 0.056     

1 

Total 209.886 3,632       
Regression 19.094 6 3.182 60.479 .000(b)
Residual 190.792 3,626 0.053     

2 

Total 209.886 3,632       
Regression 23.905 11 2.173 42.310 .000(c)
Residual 185.981 3,621 0.051     

3 

Total 209.886 3,632       
Regression 23.973 12 1.998 38.899 .000(d)
Residual 185.913 3,620 0.051     

4 

Total 209.886 3,632       
a  Predictors: (Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your gender, Q30_11  African-
American/Black, HISPANIC.  b  Predictors: (Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  
Your gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC, Q24  Average grade in high school.  c  Predictors: 
(Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your gender, Q30_11  African-
American/Black, HISPANIC, Q24  Average grade in high school, Q16_4  Job-related responsibilities, INTEGRAT, 
ASPIRE, Q16_7  Understanding the English language, DETERMIN.  d  Predictors: (Constant), Q29  Age on 
December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC, Q24  
Average grade in high school, Q16_4  Job-related responsibilities, INTEGRAT, ASPIRE, Q16_7  Understanding the 
English language, DETERMIN, SES.  e  Dependent Variable: SUCR 
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Table C-7.  Success rate coefficients(a) 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 

Model   B 
Std. 

Error Beta t Sig. 
(Constant) 0.686 0.026   26.073 0.000
Q30_11  African-American/ 
Black -0.097 0.013 -0.142 -7.396 0.000

ASPACIS 0.006 0.013 0.008 0.432 0.666
HISPANIC -0.062 0.010 -0.129 -6.282 0.000
Q28  Your gender 0.040 0.008 0.082 5.016 0.000

1 

Q29  Age on December 31 of    
this year 0.013 0.002 0.091 5.534 0.000

(Constant) 0.531 0.028   19.197 0.000
Q30_11  African-American/ 
Black -0.084 0.013 -0.124 -6.589 0.000

ASPACIS -0.005 0.013 -0.008 -0.408 0.683
HISPANIC -0.052 0.010 -0.108 -5.408 0.000
Q28  Your gender 0.021 0.008 0.044 2.713 0.007
Q29  Age on December 31 of    
this year 0.013 0.002 0.089 5.546 0.000

2 

Q24  Average grade in high 
school 0.031 0.002 0.238 14.709 0.000

(Constant) 0.283 0.042   6.766 0.000
Q30_11  African-American/ 
Black -0.089 0.013 -0.130 -6.949 0.000

ASPACIS -0.016 0.013 -0.022 -1.194 0.233
HISPANIC -0.055 0.010 -0.113 -5.720 0.000
Q28  Your gender 0.016 0.008 0.033 2.049 0.041
Q29  Age on December 31 of    
this year 0.011 0.002 0.073 4.412 0.000

Q24  Average grade in high 
school 0.027 0.002 0.210 12.867 0.000

ASPIRE 0.007 0.004 0.030 1.812 0.070
DETERMIN 0.042 0.006 0.125 7.311 0.000
INTEGRAT -0.003 0.005 -0.009 -0.556 0.578
Q16_7  Understanding the 
English language 0.024 0.005 0.083 4.978 0.000

3 

Q16_4  Job-related 
responsibilities -0.010 0.003 -0.051 -3.203 0.001
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Table C-7.  Continued 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 

Model   B 
Std. 

Error Beta t Sig. 
(Constant) 0.295 0.043   6.846 0.000
Q30_11  African-American/ 
Black -0.089 0.013 -0.130 -6.965 0.000

ASPACIS -0.016 0.013 -0.022 -1.203 0.229
HISPANIC -0.058 0.010 -0.120 -5.811 0.000
Q28  Your gender 0.016 0.008 0.032 2.015 0.044
Q29  Age on December 31 of    
this year 0.011 0.002 0.073 4.396 0.000

Q24  Average grade in high 
school 0.028 0.002 0.211 12.905 0.000

ASPIRE 0.007 0.004 0.030 1.839 0.066
DETERMIN 0.042 0.006 0.124 7.302 0.000
INTEGRAT -0.003 0.005 -0.009 -0.577 0.564
Q16_7  Understanding the 
English language 0.023 0.005 0.082 4.903 0.000

Q16_4  Job-related 
responsibilities -0.010 0.003 -0.051 -3.186 0.001

4 

SES 0.000 0.000 -0.019 -1.152 0.249
a  Dependent Variable: SUCR 
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Table C-8.  Success rate excluded variables(d) 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

Model   Beta In t Sig. 
Partial 

Correlation Tolerance 
Q24  Average grade in high 
school .238(a) 14.709 0.000 0.237 0.958

ASPIRE .073(a) 4.444 0.000 0.074 0.970
DETERMIN .158(a) 9.593 0.000 0.157 0.958
INTEGRAT .048(a) 2.883 0.004 0.048 0.975
Q16_7  Understanding the 
English language .083(a) 4.878 0.000 0.081 0.911

Q16_4  Job-related 
responsibilities 

-
.048(a) -2.951 0.003 -0.049 0.985

1 

SES -
.015(a) -0.853 0.394 -0.014 0.883

ASPIRE .051(b) 3.184 0.001 0.053 0.961
DETERMIN .125(b) 7.688 0.000 0.127 0.936
INTEGRAT .021(b) 1.276 0.202 0.021 0.962
Q16_7  Understanding the 
English language .062(b) 3.748 0.000 0.062 0.904

Q16_4  Job-related 
responsibilities 

-
.047(b) -2.977 0.003 -0.049 0.985

2 

SES -
.024(b) -1.415 0.157 -0.023 0.881

3 SES -
.019(c) -1.152 0.249 -0.019 0.877

a  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your gender, 
Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC.  b  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 
of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC, Q24  Average grade in 
high school.  c  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Q29  Age on December 31 of this year, ASPACIS, Q28  Your 
gender, Q30_11  African-American/Black, HISPANIC, Q24  Average grade in high school, Q16_4  Job-related 
responsibilities, INTEGRAT, ASPIRE, Q16_7  Understanding the English language, DETERMIN.  d  Dependent 
Variable: SUCR 
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