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ABSTRACT 

THE IMPACT OF PARTICIPATION IN A VIRGINIA COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE ORIENTATION PROGRAM COURSE ON STUDENT 

ENGAGEMENT, SATISFACTION, ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT, AND 
RETENTION 

Wendy L. Tighe 
Old Dominion University, 2008 
Director: Dr. Dennis Gregory 

Participation in an orientation program course and several student 

engagement and satisfaction factors have been identified as positively related to 

desirable student outcomes. This study explored student engagement, satisfaction, 

academic achievement, and retention for students based on their enrollment in an 

orientation course at Tidewater Community College (TCC) in Virginia. This 

study used a cross-sectional, static group comparison secondary data analysis 

approach to explore four research questions. The Community College Survey of 

Student Engagement (CCSSE) data used for this study came from the TCC spring 

2005 Community College Student Report (CCSR) this study determined whether 

or not participation in an orientation course at TCC significantly impacted student 

engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention, and supported or 

challenged previous empirical evidence on the subject, especially the four-year 

university and college research abundantly available. The data was factor 

analyzed and explored using both descriptive and inferential statistics. 

Findings yielded significant results in terms of student engagement, 

satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention at the community college level. 

Orientation participants interacted more with faculty and used academic support 
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services (peer or other tutoring, skill labs, financial aid advising) than students who 

did not participate in orientation. Students who participated in orientation were 

significantly more likely to use. Also, students who participated in orientation 

reported that the institution encouraged them to spend significant amounts of time 

studying, offered the support services needed for success at this college, encouraged 

contact with students from different economic, social, and racial or ethnic 

backgrounds to expand appreciation of their peers, the primary objectives of the 

course. On the measure for student satisfaction, students appear to get along better 

with their peers and faculty than they do with the administrative personnel and 

offices, regardless of participation in orientation. 

This study contributed to the gap in the research literature on community 

college students, particularly concerning participation in orientation. Several 

recommendations are provided for future research and practice. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Orientation is one of the most common intervention strategies used by 

institutions to promote retention and success of new college freshman (Brawer, 

1996). Brawer (1996) found that intervening through orientation programming 

impacted student retention and success rates, regardless of race, sex, age, academic 

major, entrance examination scores, and employment status. This is especially 

important because Cohen and Brawer (2003) underscored the lack of control most 

community colleges have regarding student retention and persistence, stating that 

the varied reasons many students withdraw from college are often "beyond the 

college's control.... retention might be enhanced if actions were taken [early] to 

integrate the students with the college" (p.62). Cohen and Brawer (2003) 

elaborated on this element of control and noted that 

the ideal orientation program is a sustained and coordinated effort, fully 

supported by the entire campus community, based on sound concepts of 

student development and knowledge of how much college environments 

influence student[s], inclusive of many different resources and 

interventions, timed and ordered in an organized fashion, evaluated for its 

effectiveness and influence, and coordinated by a central department or 

chair (p.206). 

Despite the need for student support to combat attrition, community college 

student retention studies have been extremely neglected (Derby & Smith, 2004). 

This is particularly true regarding the research available on orientation programs 
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and student outcomes at community colleges. Derby and Smith (2004) addressed 

this issue, highlighting the perception that community colleges are often 

considered a "revolving door." This revolving door phenomenon has frequently 

challenged the study of community college student retention and success because 

of the diverse students attending the community college. With early intervention 

programming, such as orientation courses, institutions have tried to alert beginning 

students "to the availability of advising and, more importantly, to the campus 

services that can help them in making the transition from their life in the 

community to their life as a [community college] student" (Derby & Smith, 2004, 

p.63). Therefore, research regarding student participation in a community college 

orientation course is worthy of exploration. 

Fortunately, community colleges have maintained an open door to all who 

wish to pursue postsecondary education, including those unable to attend more 

selective 4-year institutions due to financial, academic, and personal constraints 

(Cohen & Brawer, 2003). Increasingly, the primary role of the community college 

is to "maintain access" for students to develop the skills and knowledge (Banerji, 

2004) required for self-sufficiency and financial independence (Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 2005). Thus, these institutions have a "philosophical obligation" to 

maximize student success through effective success programming, such as 

orientation (Upcraft & Farnsworth, 1984). 

Student success institutional programming increases student engagement 

and satisfaction through supporting academic and social integration. Several 

researchers, most notably Astin (1993), Pascarella and Terinzini (1991), and Tinto 
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(1993), confirm that the more satisfied and engaged (involved) students were with 

the social and academic aspects of the institution, the more likely they were to 

achieve academically and remained enrolled. Of all the student success 

programming currently available to students, orientation and freshman seminars 

were found most effective in assisting college students (Fidler & Hunter, 1989). 

Institutional policies, procedures, programs, and other services also play a 

critical role in relieving adjustment stress while establishing a firm foundation for 

higher learning. These institutional efforts (i.e. advising/counseling, tutoring, and 

student organizations) facilitate opportunities for students to connect to the 

institution and establish relationships with fellow peers, instructors, and staff 

members (Robinson et al., 1996). Nearly all of these efforts can be seen on 

college campuses today because of their positive impact on student engagement, 

satisfaction, achievement, and retention. Ultimately, the goal with such 

programming has been to promote student success, and research studies conducted 

to validate such programming efforts emphasize the need for institutions to "front-

load" these services (Colarulli & McDaniel, 1990). 

Little research explores the value of student orientation at two-year 

colleges (Cook, Cully, & Huftalin, 2003). In fact, research exploring orientation 

course participation in relation to student engagement (CCSSE, 2004) and factors 

that predict student retention (Green, 1998) is practically nonexistent. According 

to Kuh, Bridges, and Hayek (2006), a key factor in whether or not a college 

student experiences student success was "student engagement," i.e., the extent 

students take part in educationally effective practices (p.31). Research has, 



4 

however, established a positive relationship between orientation course 

participation and increased student engagement and satisfaction (Tobolowsky, 

2005). Without further exploring the complex relationships between student 

characteristics, orientation participation, and outcomes (student engagement, 

satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention), orientation will become a 

"potpourri of isolated and futile activities" (Upcraft & Farnsworth, 1984). 

Following is a brief overview of the literature on orientation programs to prepare 

students for college and the impact of such efforts on student engagement, 

satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention in college. A more detailed 

review of this literature follows in chapter two. 

Background on Orientation Programs 

Orientation programs have existed within higher education since the early 

1880s (Mamrick, 2005) to help new college students "make the transition from 

their previous environment to the collegiate environment to enhance their success 

in college" (Upcraft & Farnsworth, 1984, p.27). During the last century, the means 

of assisting incoming postsecondary students, however, changed considerably. 

Orientation transitional support evolved from remedial "rights of passage" and 

"massive get-togethers" (Cohen & Jody, 1978; Strumpf, Sharer, & Wawrzynski, 

2003) toward extended orientations, interchangeably referred to as "freshman 

seminars" (Barefoot & Gardner, 1993) or "student success courses" (Hunter, 

Skipper, & Linder, 2003). The primary goals of such courses and seminars were to 

(1) help students adjust; (2) promote academic success, retention, and graduation; 

(3) reduce trial-and-error behavior; (4) cultivate use of helping services; and (5) 
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reduce costly administrative time (Barefoot & Gardner, 1993; Cohen & Jody, 

1978). 

Orientation courses have been referred to as "the most frequently 

researched and empirically well-documented course in the history of American 

higher education" (Cueso, 1997, p. 3). Researchers disagree, however, as to the 

effectiveness of these courses. Some research suggests that new college students 

who do not participate in an orientation perform as well as their peers who do 

participate (Bolender, 1994; Friedlander, 1995; Keenan & Gabovich, 1995; Wilkie 

& Kuckuck, 1989), while other studies yielded mixed results (Buchanan, 1993; 

Fonte, 1997; Habing, 1999; Wolf-Wendel, Tuttle, & Keller-Wolff, 1999; 

Tobolowsky, 2005). The majority of studies, however, indicated that orientation 

programs promoted student persistence, retention, and graduation, improved 

academic performance, and increased use of support services (Busby, Gammel, & 

Jeffcoat, 2002; Folger, Carter, & Chase, 2004; Glass, & Garrett, 1995; Glynn, 

Sauer, & Miller, 2003; Ryan & Glenn, 2004; Stupka, 1986; Tobolowsky et al , 

2005; Willford, Chapman, & Kahrig, 2001). 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem that currently exists is three-fold. First, although previous 

empirical research has explored the relationship between college student success 

and specific elements of student engagement and student satisfaction, very few 

studies have been conducted with community college students. The substantial 

differences in the institutional values, goals, missions, populations served, and 

environmental characteristics by the two-year sector and four-year sector suggest 
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that further exploration in a community college population is necessary (Marti, 

2006). 

Although much of the previous studies reported positive student outcomes 

associated with orientation, nearly all had fairly significant design and 

methodology limitations (Green, 1998). Many studies used pre-experimental and 

cross sectional designs with a small number of quasi- and true-experimental 

designs. Very few studies utilized a multivariate or logistical analysis to examine 

the differential influence of factors associated with student outcomes. As such, 

inappropriate or no comparison groups, lack of internal and external validity 

controls, undersized or non-random sampling techniques, lack of significance 

testing, and vague or undefined constructs all limited the generalizability of the 

findings. Such limitations resulted in decreased confidence in the conclusions 

drawn from the research and created a need for further study. 

Finally, since orientation courses have become the primary means of 

assisting student transition into higher education, further investigation of the 

impact of these courses on community college students is needed. This is uniquely 

true concerning the examination of student engagement, satisfaction, academic 

achievement, and retention, as each of these variables have been significantly 

linked to participation in an orientation course. Exploring the impact of orientation 

courses on community college students could identify relationships between 

student demographic characteristics, engagement levels, satisfaction levels, and 

academic achievement to predict retention. 

Purpose of the Study 
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This study has two main purposes: (1) to determine the impact of student 

participation in an orientation course taught at Tidewater Community College (TCC) 

on student engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention and (2) to 

compare the engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention rates of 

those students who participated in the TCC orientation course with those who have 

not participated in the TCC orientation course. A secondary purpose is to determine if 

significant differences exist between the participants and non-participants in the 

course. Based on previous research, the researcher seeks to establish baseline data for 

Virginia community college students who participate in orientation courses. While 

this research study focused on four distinct research questions, the underlying 

question being addressed was "Do students who participate in community college 

orientation courses experience similar student outcomes to those that four-year 

college and university orientation course students' experience?" In other words, will 

the findings at a community college support the majority of the empirical research 

studies on four-year college and university orientation courses? All variables and 

constructs were measured by the Community College Survey of Student Engagement 

(CCSSE) instrument, the Community College Student Report (CCSR). 

Significance of the Study 

The American College Testing Program (2005) suggested that our country 

has "a college readiness crisis," resulting in increasing interest in student 

engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention. The increasing 

number of underprepared students makes it critical that community colleges find 

ways to assist students. Most institutions now offer some form of orientation for 
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students (Skipper, 2002), and, in the community college, orientation is typically a 

course offered through online instruction, in a traditional classroom, or as a 

combination of the two (Tighe, 2006). 

College enrollment has been increasing at both two-year and four-year 

colleges and universities; unfortunately, at least half of the entering students will 

not receive the promised benefits of a college education and will drop out by the 

end of the first year (Gardner & Jewler, 2002). This stark reality is particularly true 

for open-admissions institutions, as preparedness for the rigorous demands of 

higher education remain difficult for many students (Carnegie Foundation, 1989; 

Grimes, 1997; Pitts, White, & Harrison, 1999; Sax, 1996). The VCCS expects to 

have to accommodate almost 40,000 additional in the near future (Virginia's 

Systemwide Strategic Plan for Higher Education, 2002). To do so effectively 

involves ensuring reduced time to degree through seamless access and assistance 

for previously underserved populations. The Dateline 2009 goals apply to this 

study, as the objectives entail increasing VCCS enrollment through retention 

initiatives (Dubois, 2005). 

Instructors often view undergraduate students as seriously under prepared 

in terms of basic college survival skills (Sanderson, Phua, & Herda, 2000). In 

addition to faculty concerns about student preparation for and commitment to 

obtaining a college education, conflicts about prudent spending of scarce resources 

and debate over access issues still challenge the community college philosophy of 

maintaining the "open door" to all who wish to pursue postsecondary education 

(Cohen & Brawer, 2003). Exploring the efficacy of orientation classes will help 
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determine if the orientation now offered and required of all Virginia community 

college certificate and degree-seeking students is a good practice in undergraduate 

education (Chickering & Gamson, 1987). Without documenting the efficacy of 

this student success programming, orientation could become marginally valued 

and targeted for budget cuts (Crawford, 1993). 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following terms are defined: 

Attendance- Full-time or part time. 

Academic Achievement - The reported cumulative grade point average. 

Academic Preparation - Preparation for class activities (studying, reading, 

writing, rehearsing, doing homework, or other activities related to the students' 

program). 

Cumulative Grade Point Average - (CGPA) self-reported by the student. 

CGPA was recoded to make the CGPA'S a continuous scale maintaining 

following values: A (4.0 - 3.75), A- to B+ (3.74 - 3.25), B (3.24 - 2.75), B- to C+ 

(2.74 - 2.25), C (2.24 - 1.73), C- or lower (1.74 - .01), do not have a GPA at this 

school or pass/fail classes only (0). 

Engagement - The extent to which students take part in educationally 

effective practices (Kuh et al, 2006, p.31). Included student-faculty interaction, 

use of support services, institutional support, extracurricular involvement, and 

academic preparation. 

Extracurricular Involvement - Participation in college-sponsored activities 

(campus publications, student government, intercollegiate/intramural sports, etc.). 
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First-Generation College Student - A student who reports that neither 

mother nor father completed at least an associate's degree. 

Freshman - A student who has earned 30 or fewer total college credits. 

Full-Time Student - A student enrolled for 12 or more credits. 

Institutional Support - The efforts the institution makes to support 

students. These included encouraging students to study and succeed in college, 

coping assistance for non-academic responsibilities (work, family, etc.), and 

encouraging contact among students from different economic, social, and racial or 

ethnic backgrounds, providing support to thrive socially, and adequate financial 

aid, and promoting the use of computers in academic work. 

Orientation - Participation in Student Development College Success Skills 

(SDV 100), a one credit hour course offered at TCC to provide students with the 

information, skills, and tools to transition successfully to the college environment. 

The class meets for a total of 16 contact hours. Although during the summer of 

2005 the Virginia System officially changed the course title to College Success 

Skills and the course prefix from "STD" to "SDV," the TCC course description 

remained unchanged. The SDV 100 course description contains the following: 

Assists students in transition to colleges. Provides overviews of college 

policies, procedures, and curricular offerings. Encourages contacts with 

other students and staff. Assists students toward college success through 

information regarding effective study habits, career and academic planning, 

and other college resources available to students. May include English and 
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math placement testing. Strongly recommended for beginning students. 

Required for graduation (VCCS, 2007). 

Parental Education - The highest level of education obtained by the 

students' mother and father (not a high school graduate, high school diploma or 

GED, some college, but did not complete a degree, associates degree, bachelor's 

degree, master's degree/1st professional, doctorate degree, or unknown). 

Part-Time Student - A student enrolled for 11 or less credits. 

Retention - Students' intent to take classes at the institution again with in 

the next 12 months. 

Satisfaction - Student satisfaction was examined for peer, faculty, and 

administrative personnel and offices relationships, as well as with the overall 

educational experience. The relationship indicator used a seven-item response 

scale (Ranging from 1 to 7, with scale anchors as follows: (1) Extremely Poor, (2) 

Very Poor, (3) Poor, (4) Neutral, (5) Good, (6) Very Good, and (7) Extremely 

Good. The overall satisfaction of institution indicator evaluated the entire 

educational experience at this college on a four response scale (Excellent, Good, 

Fair, or Poor). 

Sophomore - A student who has earned 31 or more total college credits. 

Student-Faculty Interaction - Student-faculty interaction was classified by 

interaction activities between faculty and students. These included in and out of 

class questions, correspondence, discussions, feedback, and activities concerning 

coursework, grades, career plans, class readings/discussions, and performance. 

Student Success - A CGPA above 2.0 (C). 
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Support Services - Academic advising/planning, career counseling, job 

placement assistance, peer or other tutoring, skill labs (writing, math, etc.), child 

care, financial aid advising, computer lab, student organizations, transfer credit 

assistance, and services to students with disabilities. 

Student Demographics 

Traditional Students: 24 years old and younger. 

Non-Traditional Students: 25 years old and older. 

Sex: Male or female. 

Ethnicity: American Indian or other Native American; Asian, Asian 

American or Pacific Islander; Native Hawaiian; Black or African American, Non-

Hispanic; White, Non-Hispanic; Hispanic, Latino, Spanish; and other. 

Research Questions 

The following questions guided this study: 

1. Do students at TCC who participated in an orientation course have 

significantly higher levels of engagement (student-faculty interaction, 

use of support services, institutional support, extracurricular 

involvement, and academic preparation) than students at TCC who 

have not participated in an orientation course? 

2. Do students at TCC who participated in an orientation course have 

significantly higher levels of satisfaction with relationships (peer, 

faculty, and administrative personnel and offices) and with the 

institution (overall educational experience) than students at TCC who 

have not participated in an orientation course? 
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3. Do students at TCC who participated in an orientation course have 

significantly higher levels of academic achievement (CGPA) than 

students at TCC who have not participated in an orientation course? 

4. Do students at TCC who participated in an orientation course have 

significantly higher rates of retention (intent to take classes at the 

institution again within the next 12 months) than students at TCC who 

have not participated in an orientation course? 

Theoretical Framework 

Several models and theories form the theoretical framework for orientation 

courses. Those most frequently cited in the orientation literature include Sanford's 

(1969) theory of challenge and support, Tinto's (1993) theory of student departure, 

Bean's Student Attrition Model (1982), and Astin's (1984,1985, 1993) theory of 

student involvement. The literature review in chapter two discusses each of these 

in-depth. 

Participants, Methodology, and Design 

In the Commonwealth of Virginia, TCC represents the second largest of 23 

institutions on 40 campuses that make up the Virginia Community College System 

(VCCS). TCC annually enrolls more than 35,000 students and was ranked the 37th 

largest and among the top 50 fastest growing large community colleges in the 

nation (TCC, 2007). The four-campus college serves the South Hampton Roads 

region. 

To determine how TCC students who participated in an orientation course 

differ from TCC students who did not participate in an orientation course, the 
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researcher used results from the Community College Student Report (CCSR) for 

this study. The CCSR was administered at TCC during the spring semester of 

2005. Using a cross-sectional, static group comparison, ex post facto research 

design, the researcher employed a secondary data analysis methodology. 

Specifically, this study examined the relationship between TCC student 

participation in an orientation course and academic achievement, retention, and 

specific types of student engagement (student-faculty interaction, use of support 

services, institutional support, extracurricular involvement, and academic 

preparation) and satisfaction with the overall educational experience and 

relationships (peer, faculty, and administrative personnel and offices). The 

researcher established student engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, 

and retention rates for TCC students who did, and did not, participate in the 

orientation course. 

Given the rapid expansion of available data records from various agencies 

and professional organizations and research sources and recent technological 

advances, the accessibility and ease of use of the secondary analysis methodology 

offers great promise for higher education research (Sales, Lichtenwalter, & Fevola, 

2006). Broadly defined, secondary data analysis involves re-analyzing existing 

data sets collected by another for new purposes. This approach has been delineated 

as a legitimate research methodology due to its unobtrusive, time sensitive, 

resource restricted, and inexpensive benefits (Kiecolt & Nathan, 1985). By 

utilizing such techniques, this study sought to fill the community college gap in the 
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research literature on the relationships between participating in orientation and 

successful student learning outcomes. 

The CCSR data obtained from TCC's Office of Institutional Effectiveness 

included all survey responses for the spring semester of 2005 enrolled TCC 

students who participated in the CCSR. Multiple tests for reliability and 

significance were calculated, analyzed, and presented using the Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences, Version 12.0. Test for significance included descriptive 

(mean, standard deviation, and percentiles) and inferential (t-tests and chi-squares) 

statistics. The researcher coordinated all data collection and analysis. 

Delimitations of the Study 

The delimitations define the boundaries of the research, as determined by 

the chosen research questions and the selected variables of interest to the 

researcher. The purpose of this research expanded the understanding between the 

relationships of a student's orientation course participation and involvement in 

other educationally effective practices that prior research connected to desired 

student educational outcomes. This study established student engagement, 

satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention data for TCC's students who 

did, and did not, participate in TCC's orientation course. The student engagement 

variables included in this study were based on the availability of empirical 

research to support or challenge the findings in this study. 

Equally important were the researcher's assumptions for this study. The 

researcher assumed that all the measures taken for this study were reliable and 

valid for the constructs under investigation, based on the validation research 



conducted by McClenney and Marti (2006). It was further assumed that the CCSR 

was properly administered, collected, coded, and analyzed, and that students who 

participated in this survey responded truthfully and to the best of their ability. As 

supported by the review of the research literature, the researcher further assumed 

that there would be significant differences between those students who did not 

participate and those who did participate in the orientation course. The researcher 

also recognized that in an effort to establish internal and external validity of the 

study, the design and research methodology of the proposed research placed 

parameters on the application and interpretation of the results of the study. As 

described in the paragraphs to follow, the results of the research study somewhat 

limit generalizability and utility of findings. 

Limitations of the Study 

Some general limitations warrant caution when interpreting the findings of 

this study. The primary limitations of this study relate to the sample and to the 

student engagement items used in the study. The study focuses on a very specific 

group of students — students enrolled during the spring semester of 2005 at 

Tidewater Community College (TCC) in Hampton Roads, Virginia. Thus, it must 

be emphasized that the results of this research study cannot, and should not, be 

used to generalize about TCC, or about the larger population of VCCS students. 

The results can, however, be used to assist community college administrators in 

setting policy and procedures regarding curriculum and orientating community 

college students, specifically those students who only enroll in courses on-campus, 
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as the sub-population randomly selected for this study by CCSSE consisted of on-

campus students only. 

The CCSR was a snapshot in time, and therefore, the description of student 

characteristics and engagement and satisfaction levels were based on the number 

and proportions of student subpopulations at the time of the survey. The sample 

for this study only included students who enrolled in an on-campus TCC courses 

during the spring semester of 2005. No off-campus (military base and dual credit), 

lab sections associated with a lecture, distance learning/online, individual 

instruction, self-paced, independent study, and English as a Second Language, and 

developmental courses were included in the random sample of courses from which 

students were selected to participate in this study. Since students who take such 

courses were not included, and these student populations may have different 

characteristics and unique experiences, findings cannot be generalized to all 

community college students or those whom enroll in these types of courses. 

The study's findings were also limited to a self-selected student group 

because participation in orientation was not a requirement of all TCC students. 

Students were, however, encouraged by advisors to take the orientation course 

during their first semester of college. Only students who were pursuing an 

associates degree or certificate were required to take the course as a graduation 

requirement, thereby limiting the number of students who may have participated. 

Some students may, however, have taken the course as an elective, even though it 

was not a requirement in their career studies certificate program. These students 

may have taken the course because they felt they really needed the course, or 
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others may have taken the course because it carried one credit hour needed to meet 

the financial aid requirements for full-time status. Others may have simply taken 

the course because they met with an advisor who identified the student as a good 

candidate for the course and encouraged course participation. Other students may 

have enrolled simply because the course schedule was a good fit during the 

particular semester the student enrolled in the course. Even so, since TCC did not 

offer another type of orientation program to students during the spring semester of 

2005 other than the course and the CCSR did not have another survey option for 

orientation participation, the CCSR controlled for this limitation. 

Although the official orientation course description and specific course 

objectives have remained identical over the years at all VCCS institutions, the 

name of the course varied (Orientation, Student Development Orientation, College 

Success Skills, Orientation to College Success Skills) throughout the system until 

the fall of 2005 (Tighe, 2006). At TCC the course was titled "Orientation" until the 

2003-2004 catalog year, in which the course title was changed to College Success 

Skills (the course description remained unchanged). This could present potential 

limitations to the study if the student was not clear when responding to the survey 

question. However, the majority of students surveyed during the spring semester of 

2005 were most likely to have enrolled in the course while the name of the course 

contained the word orientation and the course objectives and descriptions 

remained identical. 

Some students may have perceived an advisor meeting as an orientation, 

while another student may felt as though completing the registration process was 
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an orientation program. Some students may not be aware that there was an actual 

class that was classified as an orientation program or course. Generally, most 

students know whether or not they have completed an orientation course and the 

researcher combined students who indicated that they planned to or had not 

completed the course into one group, thereby, controlling for this limitation. 

Essentially, the items used from the CCSR data (i.e. the orientation 

participation scale) were not previously developed for an exploratory analysis with 

other student engagement items (i.e. enrollment, attendance, academic 

achievement, and retention). Had the orientation participation question been 

developed with such a purpose in mind, the CCSR would have included additional 

questions about the course may that could alter the results of the study. Even so, 

meaningful aspects of the community college student experience were captured in 

light of the relationship it has to participation in an orientation course. 

Therefore, due to these various limitations of the study, care should be 

taken in generalizing the results to other environments. Without additional 

investigation, any extension of findings to other settings should be made with 

cautious consideration to differences in institutions, student characteristics, and 

orientation programs. This study accomplished its goal — expanding understanding 

of the relationships between students' orientation course participation and student 

engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention. This study has 

established data for a VCCC that can be tested in subsequent studies and applied to 

institutional decision making. 



Relation to Community College Leadership 

Despite the known positive impact orientation programming has had in the 

four-year sector, little agreement existed on the specific objectives and timing for 

orientation (Miller et al, 2002; Nadler & Miller, 1999). These issues point to 

administrative and organizational differences in opinion and practices. As Rice and 

Devore (1992) found, such problems may inhibit the full value of orientation, 

particularly for two-year colleges, because colleges typically do not have policies 

regarding timing, delivery method, class size, or content. Thus, this study will 

provide insight, not only for orientation, but also institutional policy and practice. 

Conclusions 

The purpose of student orientation courses has remained consistent during 

the last century: (1) to assist college students with the transition into the collegiate 

environment and (2) to provide increased opportunities for academic and social 

integration. This effort to promote student engagement and support student success 

has been well documented throughout the literature, particularly for the four-year 

sector. The increased concern about educational attainment and student outcomes, 

coupled with the changing landscape of the student populations served during the 

last decade makes investigating college student orientation imperative. This is 

particularly true at the community college level, as research on this segment of 

higher education is scarce. 

Although several researchers documented the positive impact of orientation 

courses, many previous studies conducted weak designs with methodological 

limitations (Green, 1998). This research study attempted to address some of those 
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limitations by establishing differences between the students who have and have not 

participated in an orientation course. This study employed a secondary data 

analysis method to assess the impact of participation in a community college 

orientation course on student engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and 

retention at TCC. This research attempted to bridge the gap between what we 

know about student engagement and satisfaction and its link to desirable 

educational outcomes in the 4-year sector as compared with the 2-year sector. 

These links should expand how these variables predict community college student 

success. 

Determining the student outcomes regarding the participation in 

community college orientation courses today provided insight, not only for 

orientation, but also institutional policy and practice, this was especially true since 

more and more institutions are requiring participation as a graduation requirement, 

specifically Virginia community colleges (Tighe, 2006). This study contributed to 

the growing body of research on community college students, orientation, and 

student engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention. This 

research not only helped with providing a student perspective on their personal 

experience, but findings from this study also facilitated with determining the 

overall impact of orientation participation on engagement, satisfaction, academic 

achievement, and retention. 
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CHAPTER II 

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 

Almost one half of all the students (11.6 million) in the US are educated by 

1,202 community colleges, almost 2,000 institutions if all the branch campuses are 

included (American Association of Community Colleges [AACC], 2007). Many of 

these students received some form of financial aid (47%), were enrolled part-time 

(60%), were 29 years old, classified as first-generation college students (39%), and 

worked full-time (50%) (AACC, 2007). Several of these characteristics were 

identified as "at-risk" factors to student retention and academic success (Hicks, 

2005). In fact, Tinto (1993) recognized that students who possessed some of these 

characteristics faced a high risk of poor academic performance and withdrawal 

from college. Thus, developing ways to increase student success and promote 

retention takes a top priority in education and society today. As Tinto (1993) 

suggested, intrusive interventions for at-risk students can create powerful 

academic and retention outcomes for students. 

Although the majority of research indicated a positive impact of 

participating in orientation, analysis failed to link specific institutional practices 

(i.e. orientation courses) with specific student outcomes (engagement, satisfaction, 

and academic achievement), particularly at the community college level. To 

provide the context and illustrate the need for this study, this chapter summarizes 

the research available on orientation, the theoretical models and foundation of such 

programming, the research variables typically studied, and the college student 

outcomes associated with participation in orientation. This review also examined 
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student engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention and their 

relationship to college student orientation. A summary of research outcomes were 

provided to frame the research in this study. 

Attrition and Retention in Higher Education 

Not surprisingly, administrators at higher education institutions want to 

retain the students who enter the institution's doors. Increased accountability, 

decreased financial support, and higher public expectations have triggered great 

concern about postsecondary student attrition and retention (Grimes & David, 

1999). 

This phenomenon of attrition has existed for many years. The literature is 

replete with studies identifying the first year of college as the most critical time for 

students (Cohen & Brawer, 2003; Derby & Smith, 2004; Gardner & Jewler, 2002; 

Glass & Garrett, 1995). Cohen and Brawer (2003), in fact, noted that the first-

semester for new community college students was vital to academic progress and 

continued enrollment. 

To determine what happens to the nearly 60% of beginning students in 

higher education who leave their primary institution without completing a program 

or degree, the National Center for Postsecondary Statistics (2003b) tracked student 

cohorts who began their studies in 1989-1990 longitudinally for 5 years. The 

results from this survey indicated that approximately 50% of the students who 

withdrew transferred to another institution. Derby and Smith (2004) classified the 

remaining 50% of students who withdrew as drop-outs (permanent) or stop-outs 

(take short term hiatus with intention to re-enroll at a later time). These alarming 



statistics have motivated postsecondary institutions to exercise the control towards 

efforts to retain these students; many of these students "drop out of college without 

giving themselves an adequate chance to adjust" (Robinson, Burns, & Gaw, 1996, 

p. 55). 

Recently, attention has shifted from focusing on student withdrawal rates 

and attrition to student retention and success. This change in focus implies that 

institutions do have an element of control in keeping the students that they serve. 

Ultimately, being able to accurately predict which students are likely to experience 

academic, personal, and social difficulties, or leave college before they graduate 

would allow educational administrators to design and implement interventions to 

help students earn satisfactory grades and persist until graduation (Hicks, 2005). 

Having a reliable and appropriate tool for assessing institutional quality as it 

pertains to the student learning experience (CCSSE, 2006a) has enabled campus 

communities to use the survey feedback to identify and implement needed changes 

in policy and practice. 

Evolution of Orientation 

Orientation courses and seminars date back to the early 1880s (Mamrick, 

2005), when several institutions, such as Vassar College and Cornell University, 

began to provide for the transitional needs of new students (Stahl & King, 2000). 

In 1882, these courses were instituted at Lee College in Kentucky (Barefoot & 

Fidler, 1996), followed by Boston University and Iowa State University a few 

years later (Gardner, 1986). These institutions recognized the need to provide 

special guidance, direction, and support to college freshman and developed 
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courses to meet such needs. Because of the all-inclusive approach of these course 

objectives and the presumed usefulness to new students, other postsecondary 

institutions followed these early leaders. By 1928, orientation courses had 

mushroomed to well over 100 offerings throughout the United States (Fitts & 

Swift, 1928; Schnell & Doetkott, 2003). 

During the 1970s, increased student attrition and "the influx of diverse 

groups of students whose needs were not being met by existing, piecemeal 

orientation initiatives" (Barefoot & Gardner, 1993, p.142) demanded attention. 

The student development component of remedial orientation courses needed 

expansion (see Appendix A) to include campus information (policies, governance, 

resources, services), skills (study, note-taking, textbook-reading and test-taking 

techniques, time management), and attitude (active learning, goal setting, and 

career choice). The expanded freshman orientation course offered during this era 

occasionally included topics on sexuality, financial matters, drugs and alcohol, 

relationships, wellness, and learning styles (Gardner & Jewler, 2002; Robinson et 

al., 1996; Skipper, 2002; Schnell & Doetkott, 2003). 

According to Upcraft and Farnsworth (1984), considerable focus on 

orientation programs in higher education has involved assisting new students with 

the transition "from their previous environment to the collegiate environment to 

enhance their success in college" (p.27). Throughout the history of college student 

transitional assistance programming, orientation has been offered at different times 

and in different program formats. Some of these formats included early activities 

prior to classes starting, registration and prematriculation (pre-fall or summer), 
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seminars (study courses), workshops, and year-long or ongoing combined designs 

(Robinson et al., 1996). More recently, college student orientation programming 

has expanded to include the online instructional delivery format (Tighe, 2006; 

Tobolowsky, 2005). 

Ryan and Glenn (2004) noted that the types of transition orientation 

programs have also varied, with focus on learning strategies (active approaches) 

and academic socialization (norms, values, and rituals of academia). Learning 

strategy orientation programs have included instruction on college survival and 

study skills to strengthen student awareness, aptitude, and ability, while academic 

socialization orientation models have included efforts to promote full integration 

into the campus culture and community. This campus culture and community 

integration typically took the form of learning more about the institution, building 

peer support and group community, accessing and using campus support services, 

and exploring personal development in the areas of financial responsibility, sexual 

awareness, values clarification, and diversity appreciation. 

Before orientation of college students became "transitional programming," 

faculty helped students adjust to college by providing socialization opportunities 

through "rights of passage" and "massive get-togethers" (Cohen & Jody, 1978; 

Strumpf et al., 2003). More recently, orientation programming began to include 

extended orientation courses, also referred to as "freshman seminars" (Barefoot & 

Gardner, 1993) or "student success courses" (Hunter et al., 2003). The courses did 

not intend to replace the former pre-matriculation or "first week" orientation 

programs, but rather were developed to maximize those early non-credit 



experiences by attending to students needs (as they surfaced) throughout the first 

semester. 

Today, many institutions offer hybrids or variations on these freshman 

seminars (Mamrick, 2005). The most prevalent first-year orientation seminars on 

college campuses vary significantly from one institution to another (Barefoot, 

1992), but have been typically classified as one of the following types: 

1. Extended Orientation Seminar. Sometimes called a freshman 

orientation, college survival, college transition, or student success 

course. Content likely will include introduction to campus resources, 

time management, academic and career planning, learning strategies, 

and an introduction to student development issues. 

2. Academic seminars with generally uniform academic content across 

sections. May be an interdisciplinary or theme-orientated course, 

sometimes part of general education requirement. Primary focus is on 

academic theme/discipline but will often include academic skills 

components such as critical thinking and expository writing. 

3. Academic seminars on various topics. Similar to previously mentioned 

academic seminar except that specific topics vary from each section. 

4. Pre-professional or discipline-linked seminar. Designed to prepare 

students for the demands of the major/discipline and the profession. 

Generally taught within professional schools or specific disciplines. 



5. Basic study skill seminars. Offered for academically under prepared 

students. The focus is on basic academic skills such as grammar, note 

taking, and reading texts (Mamrick, 2005, p. 16). 

Thus, orientation evolved into a variety of institutional efforts to assist incoming 

students with the transition to their new environment. 

While the above mentioned names for these courses and seminars basically 

remained the same since they were first studied by Barefoot (1992), the following 

classifiers are used interchangeably throughout this study: "first-year experience 

course," "freshman orientation," "first-year orientation," "extended-orientation 

seminar," "extended orientation course," "college success skills," "freshman 

seminar," "orientation course," "freshman orientation seminar," "freshman year 

seminar," "freshman orientation seminar course," "freshman seminar course" and 

"freshman-year experience course." All of these expressions describe the 

institutional effort to help integrate students to the institution and college life, 

typically through a course or seminar. Virginia community colleges utilize 

Extended Orientation Seminars most frequently to promote student engagement, 

satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention (Tighe, 2006). 

The Curriculum 

With the expanded orientation curricula, researchers began to study the 

goals of student orientation and the outcomes related to student participation. 

Howard and Jones (2000) found that such courses improved new college students' 

critical thinking skills, writing ability, knowledge, and experiences. These course 

goals were established so that students would improve their scholastic success and 



develop realistic personal, academic, and vocational life planning goals: "Rather 

than being a course for the 'under-prepared,' there was a pervasive positive impact 

of the course, regardless of prior preparation" (p.512). 

Robinson and others (1996) also examined freshman seminar orientation 

course goals from a student learning perspective. These researchers highlighted the 

information needed, opportunities provided, and support made available to assist 

entering students. Throughout this review, the researchers presented the variety of 

orientation programs available to assist students with the transition to higher 

education and emphasized the institutional need to use comprehensive assessment 

to tailor orientation programs to student needs. Such assessment of student needs 

helped Howard and Jones (2000) find that orientation courses can teach students 

how to be successful in college by providing accurate information and ample 

support, while promoting an increased sense of security. These researchers found 

that the orientation course participants gained in areas such as self-confidence, 

preparedness, knowledge and awareness of campus resources, and improved study 

skill effectiveness. 

Other researchers have also explored the major goals of orientation 

programming. Busby et al., (2002) noted that orientation programs broadly educate 

new students about campus opportunities and college life. This instruction exposed 

students to student services and organizations, campus procedures and 

administrative regulations, and a variety of college faculty and staff, as well as 

educational opportunities to promote full integration into the campus culture. More 

recently, Mamrick (2005) reported that such orientation programming offered in 



the form of orientation courses included three primary goals: (a) develop essential 

academic skills, (b) provide orientation to campus, and (c) ease transition to 

campus (p. 17). As described, these goals are accomplished through course topics 

such as study skills, time management, campus resources, academic planning, 

career exploration, critical thinking, college policies, relationship issues, diversity 

issues, writing skills, and other specific disciplinary topics, which have remained 

fairly consistent since 1988. 

To organize the student orientation goals and present these various course 

topics, many orientation courses utilize textbooks. Tighe (2006) found community 

college orientation course faculty used inventories (learning, study strategies, 

and/or career) with the primary text cited, Becoming a Master Student (Ellis, 

2002). Orientation faculty reported that information on effective study habits, 

career and academic planning, and other available college resources were 

paramount to assisting students toward college success, and the topics most often 

cited in the online course were campus resources, taking notes, time management, 

reading, memory, and taking tests. Other topics noted were goal setting, transfer, 

listening, relationships, thinking, relationships, and decision making. Personal 

development was referred to regarding finances, sexuality, drugs, and alcohol, yet 

many of these were not mentioned consistently as topics taught in courses 

throughout the literature (Tighe, 2006). 

All of the college survival and transitional topics included in orientation 

courses and noted above were found to encourage student confidence and enhance 

intellectual competence (Cohen & Jody, 1978). While foundationally focused on 
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the development of academic skills and survival (Skipper, 2002, p. 16), these 

transitional orientation courses provided the strategy-based socialization required 

for students to remain enrolled and succeed in college. Ryan and Glen (2004) 

further noted that this convergence of learning strategy and socialization models 

has "cross-fertilized" into what are now identified as extended orientation 

seminars (Mamrick, 2005). 

Thus, the orientation course curriculum became focused on academic and 

social adjustment and integration, with emphasis on familiarization with 

institutional facilities, programs, and services (Upcraft & Farnsworth, 1984). The 

course throughout the 1900s became very similar to what can be seen today in 

orientation course descriptions and objectives, in fact they have remained 

unchanged in Virginia (Tighe, 2006). This focus on the combined academic and 

social adjustment curriculum expanded the course and shifted attention to student 

engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention (student success). 

In summary, the evolution of college orientation programs has advanced 

over the years as more discoveries were made and shared through focused 

research. Curriculum broadened to include strategies, policies, and practices to 

equip students with the tools they needed to experience academic and personal 

success, as well as integrate effectively into their new environment. While the 

formats, timings, and classifiers varied widely across the research literature, the 

fundamental purpose of college student orientation has remained unchanged — to 

assist new college students with the transition to the collegiate environment 

through academic, social, and personal integration (Robinson et al., 1996). 
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Impact of Orientation Courses and Seminars on Students 

With this shift in focus to student success, an explosion of research 

appeared. What began as an educational experiment to enhance the freshman year 

experience for college students in 1972 at the University of South Carolina, the 

University 101 course, became a wholesale movement in assisting students with 

the transition to higher education (Strumpf & Hunt, 1993). Since Gardner's work 

with the University 101 course, the numbers of orientation course offerings and 

student enrollments have steadily increased every year (Mamrick, 2005). In fact, 

the orientation course became the most frequently studied course in American 

higher education (Cueso, 1997). 

The freshman orientation seminar was found most effective in assisting 

new college students (Fidler & Hunter, 1989) because it approached student 

learning from three theoretical dimensions: transition processes, academic 

integration, and personal and social integration (Robinson et al., 1996). The 

transition process provided students with information to relieve college adjustment 

stress and establish a firm foundation for higher learning. The academic 

integration dimension introduced students to the campus academic community, 

programs, services, policies, and procedures. These integrative processes 

heightened the college experience by drawing on advising, placement testing, 

registration, and informational components (student conduct, time and study 

commitments needed for academic success). The personal and social integration 

dimension entailed building campus community through social networking and 

community-building activities such as encouraging and showcasing co-curricular 
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involvement, facilitating group and faculty-staff interaction, mentoring, and 

learning communities (Robinson et al., 1996). 

These theoretical dimensions yield mixed findings regarding the outcomes 

of student orientation. Most of the research literature revealed that participation in 

orientation positively impacts student persistence, satisfaction, retention, and 

graduation, improved performance, and increased use of support services (see 

Appendix B & C). A limited number of studies found that student participation in 

orientation had no significant impact on students (Bolender, 1994; Friedlander, 

1995; Hazard, 2005; Keenan & Gabovich, 1995; Wilkie & Kuckuck, 1989), while 

other studies yielded mixed results (Buchanan, 1993; Fonte, 1997; Habing, 1999; 

Tobolowsky et al., 2005; Wolf-Wendel, Turtle, & Keller-Wolff, 1999). 

With the three theoretical dimensions of transitional processes and 

academic, personal, and social integration (Robinson et al., 1996) and the majority 

of research indicating the positive impact of orientation, most institutions began 

offering the orientation course for college credit. In 1911, the first credit 

orientation course was offered at Reed College in Portland, Oregon (Gardner, 

1986). Gardner described this course as follows: 

the men and women were taught separately for two hours a week during 

the entire freshman year.... [and the curriculum contained] the 

development of higher education, the purpose of college, the college 

curriculum, individual plan of study, the thought factors of study, and a 

variety of other topics relating to college life including health, college 



spirit, student government, intercollegiate activities, fraternities and 

sororities and college religion (p. 268). 

According to Mamrick (2005), 69.2% of colleges and universities now require the 

course for all new students, with most two-year institutions (79.8%) using 

extended orientation. 

Although orientation studies were numerous and outcomes varied, this 

review of the literature focused on the most prevalent features found across the 

research findings. Overall, the majority of studies confirmed that the orientation 

course (1) improves student academic performance, (2) increases student retention, 

and (3) promotes student persistence to graduation (Cuseo, 1991). Missing from 

this research, however, is empirical research demonstrating the value of new 

student orientation at two-year colleges (Cook et al., 2003). 

Cook and Sterns (1993) noted that while "philosophically, orientation 

programs at two-year and four-year institutions differ very little" (p. 112), 

orientation at two-year institutions has been to a large extent a quite different 

process than what has been seen at four-year institutions. In fact, Rice and Devore 

(1992) found that two- and four-year institutions differed significantly regarding 

(1) how these courses are delivered to students, (2) who teaches them, (3) the 

course content, (4) the class size, (5) whether it was a requirement for all new 

students or for graduation, (6) the incentives for taking the course (grade and 

credit), and (7) the overall purpose of the course. The speculation that the 

orientation programs differ very little was based on the assumption that the student 

populations at two-year institutions tend to be different from those attending four-
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year colleges and universities, and therefore, the students at two-year colleges 

require different transitional assistance (Cook & Sterns, 1993). Interestingly, no 

empirical research was found to support this claim, and this study does not propose 

to establish such a difference. Rather, this study determines the impact of 

participation in an orientation course on student engagement, satisfaction, 

academic achievement, and retention for community college students to determine 

if the findings for community college students are consistent with those for 

students at four-year institutions. Without further exploring the complex 

relationships between student characteristics, orientation participation, and 

outcomes (student engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and 

retention), orientation will become a "potpourri of isolated and futile activities" 

(Upcraft & Farnsworth, 1984). 

Theoretical Foundation 

Most research on college orientation focuses on student transition 

processes, academic integration, and personal and social integration (Robinson et 

al., 1996). While there are several theoretical models to study undergraduate 

students, three fundamental ideas comprise the framework for college orientation 

freshman seminars. This framework was noted as "a felt sense of community, 

increased quantity and quality of student involvement in the life of the institution, 

and social and academic integration" (Barefoot & Gardner, 1993, p. 143). The 

majority of freshman courses offered to students were intended to concentrate on 

one or more of these concepts. 



36 

According to Barefoot and Gardner (1993), "many freshman orientation 

seminars were initiated before the emergence of substantive student development 

research and therefore, without an intentional theoretical framework" (p. 143). 

Many outcomes research studies now validated the freshman orientation efforts 

across the nation and many of those previously cited used theoretical models to 

structure the work. In fact, the work of scholars and theorists such as Sanford's 

Challenge and Support (1969), Astin's Theory of Involvement (1977, 1984, 1993), 

Tinto's Student Integration Model (SIM) (1975), and Bean's Student Attrition 

Model (1982) were the most frequently cited throughout the research literature as 

providing valuable frameworks for freshman orientation (Glynn et al., 2003), 

including the orientation courses, both extended and otherwise. 

Challenge and Support 

Nevitt Sanford (1969) was one of the pioneer student development 

theorists in higher education who noted the importance of assisting the "whole 

student," not merely addressing students' intellectual needs. He was primarily 

recognized for his concept of challenge and support and argued the importance of 

institutional "community." Sanford set-the-stage for Astin (involvement), Tinto 

(integration), and Kuh (engagement); all of these concepts require student and 

institutional and/or faculty participation. Previously, the faculty challenged the 

students, and the student affairs personnel provided the required support. Sanford 

suggested that in order for students to develop while in college, the institutional 

environment should proactively and proportionally balance the amount of 

challenge and support presented to students. 
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If a challenge facing a student was high (as with the transition to the new 

environment), then the amount of available support (i.e. orientation) should also be 

high. Sanford realized the significant roles for and between academic faculty and 

student affairs professionals. His holistic approach to student development called 

for creating a unified institutional culture, whereby faculty and student affairs both 

challenged and supported students. In the orientation course, students are both 

challenged and supported by the curriculum and activities (see Appendix B). 

Involvement 

The connection between student involvement, student success, and 

retention was primarily documented by Alexander Astin. In 1970 Astin proposed 

one of the initial college impact models, which hypothesized that educational 

outcomes result from interactions between inputs, processes, and outputs. Astin's 

(1977) longitudinal study found that virtually every student persistence factor 

(outputs) significantly and positively related to the concept of student involvement 

(processes). Basically, "every positive factor is one that is likely to increase 

student involvement in the undergraduate experience, while every negative factor 

is one that is likely to reduce involvement" (p. 145). 

Astin's Theory of Involvement (1984) drew attention to the extent and 

quality of a student's integration and investment in the college experience. In 

defining the concept of involvement, Astin noted quite simply, 

student involvement refers to the amount of physical and psychological 

energy that the student devotes to the academic experience. Thus, a highly 

involved student is one who, for example, devotes considerable energy to 
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studying, spends much time on campus, participates actively in student 

organizations, and interacts frequently with faculty members and other 

students (p. 297). 

More recently, Astin (1993) elaborated on his theory and the impact college can 

has on students. According to Astin (1993), the two critical aspects of student 

involvement were "(1) the extent to which the student interacts with student peers 

and (2) the extent to which students interact with faculty" (p. 425). Freshman 

orientation seminars provided group identification and a chance for intense 

involvement with the increased academic experience, opportunities for interacting 

with fellow peers and the faculty, while simultaneously facilitating a new student's 

adjustment to college. 

Social and Academic Integration 

The importance of student social and academic integration into 

postsecondary education was the fundamental implication of Vincent Tinto's 

(1993) research on student retention. Building on Tinto's Student Integration 

Model (1975), a student's decision to remain enrolled was found contingent on 

how integrated he or she was to the institution, both academically and socially. 

Tinto (1987) suggested that student success typically "hinges on the construction 

of educational communities in college, program, and classroom level which 

integrate students into the ongoing social and intellectual life of the institution" (p. 

188). Tinto (1988) argued that the importance of student academic and social 

integration into college life was essential, stating that "institutions must be 

sensitive to the separation and transitional difficulties new students face" (p. 451). 
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According to Tinto (1988), students typically advance through challenging 

stages during their first year of college: (1) Separation (contacts with former group 

members decrease); (2) Transition (time when new student begins to interact with 

new group members and to discover the information and skills required to 

effectively function in the new situation); and (3) Incorporation (sometimes 

evident from specific ceremonies or rituals confirming connection to the new 

group). However, "having given up the norms and beliefs of past associations and 

not yet having adopted those appropriate to membership in a new community, the 

individual is left in a state of at least temporary anomie," feeling 'normless' and 

out-of-sorts (pp. 442-443). It is during these phases when significant interaction, 

primarily between students and peers and students and faculty, were expected to 

promote academic and social integration. 

In 1993 Tinto revised his theory of student departure and integration, noting 

that institutions do have some control over increasing student retention, especially 

regarding the importance of the classroom experience. Essentially, Tinto maintained 

that student retention and success rests with institutional commitment to quality 

instruction, the policies surrounding student programs, and the building of a strong 

sense of inclusive educational and social campus community. The more satisfied the 

student is with these institutional efforts, the more likely the student is to remain 

enrolled. 

The work of Bean (1982) which emphasized the importance of college 

outreach programs designed to inform students about the available campus support 

programs and services also supported Tinto's theory of integration. Bean's (1981) 
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(student cessation of enrollment in an institution) contained 23 independent 

variables. In 1982, Bean reduced these to 10 variables: (1) intent to leave, (2) 

practical value of the degree, (3) certainty of choice, (4) institutional loyalty, (5) 

grade point averages, (6) course content, (7) educational goals, (8) major and job 

certainty, (9) opportunity, and (10) family approval. Bean hypothesized that the 

students' organizational, personal, and environmental variables influenced their 

attitudinal variables (loyalty, certainty, and practical value). Bean suggested that 

these 10 variables accounted for 50.3% of the variance in student dropout, with 

student intent to leave the strongest influence. While Bean accounted for student 

level of confidence (high and low) and sex, he found that grades, transfer 

opportunity, practical value, and loyalty were the most significantly related to a 

student's decision to leave the institution. Thus, student orientation courses were 

expected to provide the needed outreach and support to assist new students with 

academic and social integration, while at the same time addressing the students' 

personal needs. Both of these expectations imply that the institution possesses a 

level of control in whether or not students drop out. 

The above theories focused on, and were developed from, researching 

"traditional" college students, typically enrolled in residential colleges and 

universities. Community college students were not really addressed in these 

theories, and some research suggests that traditional theories developed in the 

university context are not well suited for retention studies in community colleges 

because 
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1. Demographic and socio-economic factors relating to community college 

students are somewhat different from those relating to students attending 

four-year colleges, and 

2. external factors, particularly those related to community forces in the 

immediate geographical environment of the college's service region area 

[impact retention] (Mohammad, 1996, p. 1). 

Nevertheless, very few theories or models have been found specific to the 

community college setting or student population (Derby & Smith, 2004). This may 

not be because the theories are not applicable to community college students, but 

more because of the lack of empirical research utilizing these theories to study 

community college students (McClenney & Marti, 2006). 

Wild and Ebbers (2002) have called for new research initiatives directly 

targeting community colleges. They further noted that because community college 

students are not university students, the methods employed to measure their 

retention rates are not equal. To address this, these researchers suggested that 

community colleges must first understand the institutional (or course) mission and 

the students they serve by identifying "criteria for tracking student retention, 

including definitions and establishing appropriate baseline data" (p.513). Since 

very limited research exists for community college students and no baseline data 

exists for Virginia community college students, particularly related to orientation 

initiatives (Tighe, 2006), this study hopes to fill the gap in the research literature 

and establish the community college student data Wild and Ebbers addressed. 
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In summary, the established and accepted theoretical models as previously 

presented, regardless of their alleged deficiency in the community college setting 

(Derby & Smith, 2004; Mohammadi, 1996), were used for this study. The 

empirical evidence in research using community college samples has been 

inadequate (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005), and it is the researcher's intention to begin 

to establish the appropriate community college student baseline data needed (Wild 

& Ebbers, 2002). Most studies validating the orientation course have used the 

theoretical concepts of challenge and support (Sanford, 1969), involvement (Astin, 

1993), integration (Tinto, 1975), and retention (Bean, 1982) to compose the work. 

Each of these concepts provided a framework for student engagement and 

freshman orientation efforts (Glynn et al., 2003), and each collectively 

encompasses the purpose of orientation courses, while simultaneously attempting 

to explain student behavior, experiences, and outcomes. This study's findings may 

prove useful in establishing the groundwork for developing a community college 

retention model in the future. Discovering the empirically-based orientation course 

participation, engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention 

confirms for community colleges what we already knew about these variables in 

the 4-year sector and adds the community college literature. 

Using Secondary Data 

Given the rapid expansion of available data records, the secondary analysis 

methodology has offered great promise for higher education research (Sales et al., 

2006). Essentially, "secondary analysis" or "secondary data analysis" involves re-
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analyzing existing data sets previously collected by another for a new purpose. 

Several researchers have employed the use of secondary data analysis to research 

the impact of participation in an orientation course (see Appendix B). 

Secondary analysis has included extracting student demographic and 

academic information from existing computerized student records (Busby et al., 

2002; Lipski & Ender, 1990; Maisto & Tammi, 1991; Mohammadi, 1994; Stupka, 

1986), surveys (Daddona & Cooper, 2002; Glynn et al., 2003; Korn, 2005), or the 

combination of the two (Folger et al., 2004; McGrath & Braunstein, 1997; Miller 

et al., 2002). Due to several benefits, secondary analysis has increased and been 

encouraged, noted as a valid methodology (Kiecolt & Nathan, 1985). This method 

may also identify problems needing further exploration (Brosnan et al., 2002). As 

Sales and others (2006) affirmed, 

Secondary analysis has been recognized as a method for examining 

research questions for more than a century.. .Research data have always 

held the potential for later revisits. The more ambitious the study and the 

better the quality of the database-the greater the potential for further 

exploration (p. 543). 

Orientation Courses and Student Outcomes 

According to Pascarella (1986), variable selection for research studies 

should be based on theory. As previously presented in the theoretical framework, 

the subsequent research review focuses on the variables relevant to the current 

study. Those variables most commonly cited in the research literature related to 
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student outcomes with orientation courses were student engagement, satisfaction, 

academic achievement, and retention, which follow based on the findings. 

Appendices B and C provide charts describing the multiple research studies 

and simplify the breakdown of each examined variable covered in the following 

sub-sections. The first chart (see Appendix B) summarizes the various research 

literature findings, indicating the impact of the course on academic achievement, 

retention, and persistence. Several of these studies demonstrate significant 

differences between students who participate in an orientation course and students 

who do not participate with regards to GPA, credit hours attempted/earned, and 

retention found. The second chart (see Appendix C) summarizes the various 

literature findings, indicating the impact of the orientation course on various 

student engagement factors (student-faculty interaction, use of support services, 

institutional support, extracurricular involvement, academic preparation, and 

satisfaction with the campus and institutional relationships (peer, faculty, and 

staff). As illustrated, several researchers found significant differences between 

students who participate in an orientation course and students who did not 

participate with regards to student-faculty interaction, use of support services, 

institutional support, extracurricular involvement, academic preparation, and 

satisfaction with the campus and institutional relationships (peer, faculty, and 

staff). Each of the sub-sections that follow provides an in-depth review of the 

research findings associated with student engagement, satisfaction, academic 

achievement, and retention. 
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Student Engagement and Satisfaction 

In an effort to improve undergraduate teaching and learning, a group of 

postsecondary education scholars developed seven principles for good practice 

from their knowledge of the past 50 years of research. The Seven Principles for 

Good Practice in Undergraduate Education (Chickering & Gamson, 1987) were 

formulated from these researchers' conclusions and included the following values: 

1. encourage contacts between students and faculty, 

2. develop reciprocity and cooperation among students, 

3. encourage active learning, 

4. give prompt feedback, 

5. emphasize time on task, 

6. communicate high expectations, and 

7. respect diverse talents and ways of learning. 

Overall, these principles directly influence student learning and the quality of the 

collegiate experience. Quite simply, the more students engaged in these kinds of 

principled learning activities, that is, the higher their time investment and level of 

effort, "the more they learn and the more likely they are to persist and graduate 

from college" (Kuh, et al., 2006, p. 31). As reviewed in Kuh, Bridges, and Hayek's 

(2006) research, these positive relationships between student engagement and 

desired student outcomes of college were well documented. 

College orientation is one of the current community college institutional 

efforts to support the Seven Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate 

Education (Chickering & Gamson, 1987). In support of "good practice," research 
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confirmed participation in an orientation course positively impacted student-

faculty interaction (Mastio & Tammi, 1991), the use of support services 

(Anderson, 2005), institutional support (Blowers, 2005), extracurricular 

involvement (Sidle & McReynolds, 1999), and academic preparation (Brawer, 

1996). Researchers have also confirmed the positive impact of participation in an 

orientation course in increasing student engagement and satisfaction levels 

(Tobolowsky, 2005). Overall, those who participated in an orientation course 

reported that the course improved/greatly improved, the student's adjustment to 

college life, interactions with faculty, confidence that they would succeed in 

college, and opportunity to meet other students (Meuler, 2005). Jackson (2005) 

found that the most valuable aspects of the orientation course included (a) having 

opportunities for interaction with other students; (b) having regular contact with 

advisors and faculty members; (c) learning to meet the demands of college; and (d) 

gaining an understanding of available campus resources. 

Other researchers examined students' satisfaction with the campus and 

institutional relationships (peer, faculty, and staff) as the result of participating in 

an orientation course. Stieha (2005) concluded that the impact of the extended 

orientation "resonates beyond the first college year" and that a positive correlation 

existed between student satisfaction and enrollment in the extended orientation 

course. Hopmeyer-Gorman and Newhall (2005) and Edge (2005) found that 

students reported a greater sense of connection to community through peer 

friendships and socializing with peers from class and that the first-year seminar 

impacted student social engagement (specifically with peers) and academic 
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achievement positively. Blowers (2005) found that commuting first-year 

participants reported that they were more likely to experience more positive 

relationships with faculty, participate more in weekly co-curricular activities, and 

feel that the university was supporting them socially more than students who did 

not participate in the seminar. First-year seminar residential students reported that 

they were more likely to come to class prepared, felt the University provided them 

with academic and social support, and were more likely to have discussed career 

plans with faculty (Blowers, 2005). These findings appear directly related to 

Tinto's (1993) research on academic and social integration and illustrated that the 

goals of the orientation course were being met. 

Nevertheless, "student engagement is not likely to occur by accident. 

Engagement, therefore, must be intentional. It must happen by design" (CCSSE, 

2004, p.2). The responsibility dwells with the institution to provide such design 

and help college students overcome the multitude of circumstances that challenge 

success and persistence. Orientation has been one means to actively engage 

students, increase student satisfaction, and promote academic achievement and 

retention. To investigate such institutional design and determine student 

participation in educationally good practices, the National Survey of Student 

Engagement (NSSE, 2007a), was developed in 1999. The NSSE, directed by 

George Kuh and headquartered at Indiana University in the Center for 

Postsecondary Research and Planning, seeks to determine how four-year college 

and university undergraduates spend time and what they gain from attending 

college. The instrument used to investigate these student behaviors and outcomes, 
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the College Student Report (CSR), measures student engagement. Nationwide, 

since its inception, over 1100 colleges and universities have participated in the 

NSSE on an annual basis, because the CSR represents empirically confirmed 

"good practices" in undergraduate education (NSSE, 2007b). The survey items on 

the CSR instrument reflect identified behaviors associated with desired outcomes. 

A related project, working in partnership with NSSE, the Community 

College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE), was established in 2001 as a 

project of the Community College Leadership Program at The University of Texas 

at Austin (CCSSE, 2006a). This project expanded out of the need to assess 

community college education quality and to determine the specific behaviors of 

community college students and their respective institutions that contribute to 

desirable learning outcomes. With permission from Indiana University, the CCSSE 

instrument, the Community College Student Report (CCSR), was adapted from the 

NSSE College Student Report (CSR) instrument, to measure community college 

student engagement (CCSSE, 2006c). 

The CCSSE, captures the experiences and activities of community college 

students, has aided in filling the gap in the research literature between what we 

know about the study of student engagement and its relationship to desirable 

educational outcomes between four-year college students and those that attend 

two-year institutions. Information obtained from the CCSR was expected to be 

used as a means for improving instruction and scholarship by evaluating the 

degree to which students are engaging in good educational practices at community 

and technical colleges. This tool has been used to provide institutional assessment 
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the community with more suitable ways to inspect undergraduate education quality 

(CCSSE, 2006a). 

Intentionally, the NSSE and the CCSSE instruments were created with a 

high degree of overlap (67%). The psychometric properties of the instruments 

have been explored extensively, demonstrating that the instrument was reliable and 

valid (Marti, 2006). In fact, McClenney and Marti (2006) stated that many of the 

CCSSE variables demonstrated solid relationships when validated against three 

separate data sources. 

Although student characteristics and pre-college experiences can impact 

whether or not students enroll in higher education and how they persist, perform 

academically, and attain their educational goals; some authors have noted that 

classroom experiences and faculty and peer interactions were superior predictors 

of the most wanted educational outcomes more than pre-college characteristics 

(Kuh et al., 2006). Thus, student engagement rests on two distinct factors: (1) the 

degree of time and energy students invest in their studies and other educational 

activities and (2) the institutional investment and promotion of student 

participation in learning opportunities and utilization of campus student support 

services (Kuh et al., 2006; Tobolowsky, 2005). 

As presented above, several student engagement factors have been 

identified as positively related to desirable student outcomes (Astin, 1993; CCSSE, 

2006c; Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Kuh et al., 2006; Meuler, 2005; Pascarella & 

Terinzini, 1991; Robinson et al., 1996; Tobolowsky, 2005; Tinto, 1993). The 
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satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention. The student engagement 

constructs investigated in this study included the following: student-faculty 

interaction, use of support services, institutional support, extracurricular 

involvement, and academic preparation (see Appendix D). Student satisfaction 

levels focused on the overall satisfaction with the educational experience and 

relationships with peers, faculty, and administrative personnel and offices. 

According to CCSSE (2006b), 

The research findings are unequivocal. Student learning and student 

retention are correlated strongly with student engagement. The more 

actively engaged students are — with college faculty and staff, with other 

students, with the subject matter being learned — the more likely they are 

to persist in their college studies and to achieve at higher levels. 

Several research studies have emphasized this connection (Chickering & Gamson, 

1987; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991), and some have found significant 

relationships between participation in an orientation course and students' academic 

achievement and retention (see Appendix B) and engagement levels and 

satisfaction (see Appendix C). From years of research to determine how college 

affects students, Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) affirmed that students who are 

actively involved both academically and socially gain more from their college 

experience than those who are not as involved. According to Kuh, Bridges, and 

Hayek (2006), a key factor in whether or not a college student experiences student 
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success is "student engagement," which simply means the degree to which 

students take part in educationally effective practices (p.31). 

College orientation courses have become one of the community colleges' 

efforts to increase student engagement, satisfaction, and success. To illustrate this 

good practice in undergraduate education (Chickering & Gamson, 1987), several 

researchers have confirmed participation in an orientation course positively 

impacts student-faculty interaction, use of support services, institutional support, 

extracurricular involvement, and academic preparation. These researchers 

confirmed the positive impact of orientation course participation in increasing 

student engagement and satisfaction levels. In fact, Tinto (1993) stated 

it is apparent that the more students are involved in the social and 

intellectual life of a college, the more frequently they make contact with 

faculty and other students about learning issues, especially outside the 

class, the more students are likely to learn [and succeed] (p. 69). 

Dolinsky (2005) found that 100% of students surveyed indicated that the 

first-year seminar course, required of all first-year students at a private four-year 

college in Massachusetts, helped them to acclimate to college academic life. 

Similar results were found at a private, four-year independent institution. Using the 

First-Year Initiative Assessment, Meuler (2005) found that students reported the 

course helped them with their adjustment to college life (72%), their interactions 

with faculty (65%), their confidence that they will succeed (75%), and getting to 

know other students (85%). 
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Similarly, Ward (2005) found that first-year seminar participants from 

2000 to 2002 reported an increase in their academic survival skills, participation in 

at least three campus activities, and use of at least two essential support services as 

the result of the seminar. Indiana University-Purdue University in Indianapolis 

reported similar findings. Through focus groups with students who completed the 

three-credit extended orientation course, Jackson (2005) found that students 

reported that the following were the most valuable aspects of the seminar: (a) 

having opportunities for interaction with other students; (b) having regular contact 

with advisors and faculty members; (c) learning to meet the demands of college 

(i.e., study and time-management skills and expectations of higher education); and 

(d) gaining an understanding of available campus resources. At Gallaudet 

University in Washington, DC, the world's only liberal arts university for deaf and 

hard of hearing students, Anderson (2005) found that 73% of the students who 

took the first-year course indicated that the course helped them improve as a 

student and 72% would recommend the course to next year's students. Seventy-

nine percent of the students surveyed indicated that the course made it easier for 

them to use campus resources and become involved in campus organizations. 

The only two studies found that focused on student engagement and 

satisfaction at public, two-year colleges were those conducted by Reynolds (2005) 

and Korn (2005). Reynolds' study (2005) found that the extended orientation and 

study skills course (required for students who need a developmental writing 

course) dealt primarily with academic outcomes instead of social outcomes. The 

items students reported to be least impacted by the course included increased 
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participation in campus organizations (2.81) and increased attendance at campus 

cultural events (2.81) on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 7 (significantly). Students who 

participated in the course indicated they would recommend the college to a friend 

(5.96) and wanted to return to the college for the next term (5.86). Similarly, 

Korn's study (2005) revealed that 98% of the community college students 

attending the College Success Seminar reported that they practiced college study 

skills learned in the course, 94% began to understand college expectations, and 

97% began to explore career goals. More than 62% used the tutoring center or 

other academic support center at least once, 89% of the students gained confidence 

in asking for help, and 78% became acquainted with students whose backgrounds 

were different from their own. 

Clearly, the majority of the research on student engagement and 

satisfaction related to orientation course participation was conducted with 

university and four-year college students, not community college students. 

Although the research mentioned student engagement and satisfaction, as well as 

positive educational experiences, have been connected to participation in college 

orientation, very little is still known about the interaction of the combination of 

such variables and their impact on student retention. 

Academic Achievement 

Developmental education programs, such as efforts to assist students with 

transitioning to the college environment, should base their effectiveness on 

measures of academic progress (Boylan, 1983). Throughout the college student 

orientation research literature, student grade point average (GPA) and cumulative 
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grade point average (CGPA) has been the most frequently noted variable measure 

of student academic achievement. Tinto (1975) identified the student GPA as a 

definite measure of academic integration, and Maxwell (1979) suggested that 

students' GPAs should be measured over several time periods. Thus, several 

researchers have since used GPAs and CGPA to compare students who participate 

in college orientation with those students who do not. 

While the majority of orientation research studies have revealed a positive 

impact of student participation in an orientation on student GPA, a few studies 

have found that participation in an orientation seminar course has not significantly 

impacted academic achievement, as measured by GPA. Bolender (1994), for 

example, found that participation in a freshman orientation seminar did not 

significantly impact student academic achievement positively. In a study 

conducted at a church-related coeducational college in a small rural country in 

central Ohio, Bolender investigated CGPA of students who did and did not take a 

freshman seminar course, finding no significant differences in CGPA between 

students who enrolled in and successfully completed the course during the fall 

semester of their freshman year when compared to the same entering student 

cohort group who did not take the course. 

It has been hypothesized that voluntary enrollment in such courses may 

account for discrepancies found with academic achievement between participants 

and nonparticipants. Similar to Bolender's study (1994), Fidler (1991) found that 

in 14 years of a 16-year study, seminar participants had lower predicted GPAs than 
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nonparticipants, but higher retention rates. Fidler concluded that voluntary 

selection of the course may have influenced the findings. 

To counteract this volunteer effect, Strumpf and Hunt (1993) conducted an 

experimental study by assigning students to take or not take a freshman orientation 

course. Of the 240 students who indicted an interest in enrolling in the course, 77 

students were randomly chosen to enroll in the course (the experimental group) 

and 80 students in the control group. The experimental group earned significantly 

higher semester CGPAs (at or above a 2.0 on a 4 point scale) during all four 

semesters examined. Of particular interest to these researchers was Black students' 

academic performance at predominately White institutions. Upon closer 

examination of this particular group of students, the researchers found that Black 

students who were permitted to enroll in the orientation course had significantly 

higher GPAs for two years, even when compared to the Black students who 

indicated that they were interested in enrolling in the course, but were not allowed 

to enroll in the course (control group). From this, Strumpf and Hunt (1993) 

concluded that student participation in the orientation course "has a significant and 

long term impact on the retention in good academic standing of students" (p. 12). 

Stupka (1986) found differences between three methods of orienting new 

college students. Students who participated in the College Success extended 

orientation course throughout the duration of the semester outperformed students 

who only attended a four-hour new student orientation and students who only 

attended a one-hour information session, hi fact, upon closer examination, 

orientation course participants achieved a 2.56 GPA (based on a 4 point scale) 
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students who only attended a "last minute" informational session. The greatest 

significant GPA difference (.94) was between the one-hour session and the 

semester-long course. Stupka concluded that based on student GPA measures, the 

orientation course had the strongest impact on student GPA when compared to a 

four- and one-hour session to orientate college students. 

These results have also been demonstrated with special student 

populations, such as the case with Folger, Carter, and Chase's (2004) research. In 

this study the researchers investigated a six-week peer support group to orient new 

students to campus resources, promote connections with peers/staff/faculty, and 

encourage campus involvement in student activities, clubs, and organizations. The 

sample consisted of identified first-semester, first-generation college freshman 

enrolled full-time at a Midwestern residential university. The researchers found 

that at the end of the peer support group program, student participants in the 

program achieved significantly higher first and second semester GPAs, as well as 

higher CGPAs than their nonparticipating peers. 

Using Tinto's (1975) model of student retention and a matched student 

sample (based on predicted GPA prior to entering the University of South 

Carolina), Maisto and Tammi (1991) found that students who took a freshman 

seminar course earned significantly higher GPAs (2.60 on a 4 point scale) than did 

non-participants (2.45). Not only did the seminar course students outperform their 

predicted GPA (2.43), when the seminar course grade was removed from the GPA, 

the difference between participants and nonparticipants still remained significant. 
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These findings demonstrate the importance of matching samples and the 

significant academic achievement differences between those students who 

participate in orientation and those who do not. 

Sidle and McReynolds (1999) supported Maisto and Tammi's (1991) 

research and found that students who completed a freshman-year experience 

course tended to earn higher CGPAs and were more likely to be in good academic 

standing (GPA above 2.0 on a 4 point scale) than students who did not take the 

course. Although the researchers indicated that this affect could not be interpreted 

as causal, the outcomes associated with the compared student groups indicated a 

positive relationship between academic achievement (completing more of first 

year, earning higher CGPAs, completing similar percentages of general education 

requirements, and having higher ratios of earned semester hours to attempted 

hours) and course participation. Similar results were also found at four North 

Carolina community colleges. In Glass and Garrett's (1995) study of a new student 

orientation course, students who successfully completed the orientation course 

earned significantly higher GPAs (.34 on a 4 point scale) one-year after they first 

enrolled than did the students who did not take the course, even when controlling 

for the influence of entrance placement scores. 

Busby and others (2002) also found significant first semester GPA 

variation between freshman students who attended orientation and those who did 

not. In a study at Stephen F. Austin State University, the researchers discovered 

that on a 4.0 point scale, the average first semester GPA for those who attended 

orientation was 2.11, while the average GPA of the college freshman who did not 
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attend orientation was 1.73. Thus, as found in the above mentioned studies, student 

participation in an orientation can significantly impact academic achievement, as 

measured by semester GPA and CGPA. 

Such seminar courses have also been shown to improve a student's GPA. 

Using a matched sample of second-semester, freshmen on academic probation 

(having a GPA below 1.50 on a 4.0 point scale), Lipsky and Ender (1990) found 

that participation in a one-credit Strategies for Achieving Academic Success course 

had a significant positive impact on student academic performance. While the 

course participant group achieved higher CGPAs than the students who elected not 

to take the course, the variation in academic achievement between the two groups 

was most significant at the end of the semester that the course was offered, slightly 

diminishing during the subsequent two years. Similarly, Keenan and Gabovitch 

(1995) found that over a four-year period, students who enrolled in the freshman 

seminar actually improved their GPA the following semester after enrollment in 

the course, and the control group of non-seminar students actually decreased their 

GPA the following semester. The students who took the seminar averaged 2.27 

beginning GPA (compared to the control group of 2.53 GPA). Yet, the GPA for 

the subsequent semester changed to 2.68 (.41 increase) for the seminar participants 

and 2.48 (.05 decrease) for the non-participants. 

Wilkie and Kuckuck (1989) concluded that "Participation in the required 

orientation course, then, seems to have had a positive impact on the grades that 

students achieved throughout their first three years" (p. 10) after conducting an 

experimental study at Indiana University of Pennsylvania's branch campuses 
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during the fall semester of 1984. At-risk students (as identified as between 17-19 

years old, full-time, new freshman, accepted into a 4-year degree program, and 

high risk with a first-year predicted GPA of less than 1.50) were randomly selected 

to register for a pilot orientation course, entitled The Student's Role in the 

University: Freshman Seminar. The course carried three semester credit hours and 

was intended to assist students with developing the skills and attitudes needed to 

successfully meet the new challenge of college. During the three-year 

experimental research study, Wilkie and Kuckuck found that the CGPA's of high-

risk students who successfully completed the orientation course in the first 

semester of their freshman year were significantly higher than those who did not 

take the course. This significant difference in mean CGPA was consistent over the 

three-year period following the course completion. 

More recently, several researchers have supported these positive 

relationships between participation in an orientation course and increased GPA. In 

fact, the statistical procedures to illuminate the findings have also become more 

sophisticated. For example, Spector (2005) found that students who participated in 

the three-credit University 100 course earned higher GPAs and good academic 

standing through several semesters when compared to their peers who did not 

participate. These findings were also backed by Sparks (2005), who found that 

students who completed the course earned significantly higher GPAs (2.61) than 

students who did not participate in the course (2.31). 

According to Guell (2005), the "first-year seminar participation alone has 

no statistically significant impact on the likelihood of retention, but it does have a 



statistically significant impact on first-semester grades" (p. 56). Guell conducted a 

logistic regression to estimate the impact of pre-entry and programmatic variables 

on retention, while at the same time a linear regression to estimate the impact of 

these variables on first-semester GPA. Since the orientation course was "markedly 

higher than other 100-level courses that are not first-year seminars," Guell noted 

an important caveat to the findings of statistical significance of increased GPAs 

(the numerical impact of the course on grades was .144 GPA points). 

To investigate the impact of the orientation course on regular and 

conditionally admitted students' GPA, multivariate analysis of covariance 

procedures were employed by Jackson (2005). Although Jackson found no 

statistically significant differences in GPA between students who took the 

orientation course and those who did not for regular admitted students, a 

statistically significant difference was found between students who participated in 

the orientation course and those who did not for conditionally admitted students. 

The results were significant for the conditionally accepted students even when 

Jackson removed the orientation grade and controlled for differences in 

demographics, enrollment, and academic preparation and support program 

participation. 

Staley (2005) and VerDuin (2005) also found student participation in the 

extended orientation course positively impacted improved academic performance. 

When compared with first-year students whose credentials were similar or slightly 

higher prior to starting college, students who participated in the first-year seminar 
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demonstrated an advantage in first-semester GPAs. Casady (2005) identified the 

following findings: 

1. Students who carried at least 15 credit hours a term achieved higher GPAs 

than full-time students who carried 12 credit hours and part-time students. 

2. Those students who reported studying at least two hours outside of class 

for every one hour in class earned the highest GPAs. 

3. Working a job less than 20 hours a week did not have an effect on GPA, 

but employment hours over 20 hours a week had a negative impact on 

GPA. 

4. Students who attended class regularly with no more than one absence per 

term in a course achieved the highest GPAs. 

5. Students who slept seven to eight hours a night earned the highest GPAs. 

6. Student who reported eating three nutritious meals a day earned the best 

grades. 

7. Students with the highest GPAs reported the most positive experiences 

with academic achievement. 

8. Use of three campus resources had a significant impact on students' GPAs: 

computer lab, campus library, and writing center. 

9. Students who regularity attended or participated in a religious center - on 

or off campus - had the highest GPAs. 

10. Student who participated in out-of-class activities or events achieved better 

grades. They were more committed to returning to college the next year 

and to graduating within five years. 



In summary, much of the research literature cited student GPA as the 

standard measure to gauge academic achievement. Considering the increased 

number of students entering higher education today identified as under prepared 

for meeting the demands of postsecondary education (Howard & Jones, 2000), 

current research is needed to examine student academic achievement in relation to 

institutional efforts to assist college students. In fact, while numerous studies have 

explored student academic achievement, (using the GPA as the variable of 

achievement) since 2002, very few recent studies have examined institutional 

efforts such as college student orientation. Likewise, while the majority of the 

literature revealed an overall positive impact of participation in an orientation 

course on student academic achievement, the majority of the research was 

conducted at the university and four-year college level, demonstrating a need for 

additional research on community college student academic achievement. 

Retention 

Several retention demographic variables have been discussed in the 

literature with regards to college orientation. The variables typically included in 

retention studies vary widely depending on the researcher's objective. Andreu 

(2002) listed and defined more than 20 variables chosen when studying retention. 

Andreu's review encouraged community colleges to use these identified variables 

when conducting retention research studies. Therefore, the variables selected for 

the current study were derived from Andreu's list of community college retention 

variables. 
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Of the variables chosen when studying student retention, Brawer (1996) 

noted that employment status, family commitment, and financial concerns directly 

related to student retention. Student high school GPA and program of study, 

institutional size, parental educational background, and college admission test 

scores were also explored in the retention literature (McGrath & Braunstein, 

1997). The majority of student retention research, however, has been conducted at 

four-year colleges and universities, where student data can be easily obtained 

(Bailey & Alfonso, 2005). Due to the open-door policy, decreased admissions 

processes, and the lack of such data on all entering students at community 

colleges, data on many of these variables are not readily available to researchers. 

The variables reviewed in the following sub-sections were those found most 

significantly related to student retention and success in the research literature. The 

majority of these are, therefore, included in this study. 

Student demographic variables and characteristics. Several researchers 

explored student demographic characteristics as possible predictors of retention 

(Reason, 2003). Astin (1997) indicated that four variables (high school grades, 

admissions test scores [ACT or SAT], sex of the student, and race of the student) 

"accounted] for the bulk of variance in retention" (p.649). Using longitudinal data 

from Patrick Henry Community College in Martinsville, Virginia, Mohammadi 

(1996) explored demographic factors related to retention of first-time students 

enrolled during the fall semester of 1988 through the fall semester of 1992. 

Although Mohammadi found that age, race, sex, and enrollment status of students 

were not significant predictors of retention, the number of credit hours taken and 
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successfully completed per semester were found as significant predictors of 

retention. This was the only research study found that explored student 

demographic factors of first-semester community college students related to 

retention. 

McGrath and Braunstein (1997) supported Mohammadi's (1996) findings 

and determined that several variables were not significant predictors of retention 

from freshman to sophomore year: 

age, gender, race and ethnicity, marital status, parent educational 

backgrounds, students' family native language, commuting distance, and 

participation in the residential life program, high school program of study, 

size of students' high school graduating classes, the highest degree the 

students plan to pursue, how students perceive the general reputation of the 

college's standards, the amount of time students plan to study each week, 

participation in the college's work study program, and the students' coping 

skills, receptivity to support services, and impressions of the college 

(p.399). 

However, McGrath and Braunstein did note that a students' perception of other 

students and earned first semester GPA were the most significant predictors of 

retention. 

When reviewing student characteristics related to retention, Brawer (1996) 

concluded that full-time attendance (12 or more semester credit hours) was found 

to be the most prevalent characteristic of students who remain enrolled. 

Concerning student age, Brawer indicated the research findings yielded mixed 
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results, with some studies maintaining that older students are more likely to 

discontinue their studies and younger students tend to persist at higher rates than 

older students. The National Center for Postsecondary Statistics (2003b) identifies 

age as significantly impacting student retention. This report indicated that most 

students who began college for the first time in 1989-90 were age 18 or younger 

with five-year persistence and degree attainment rates higher than any other 

student age group. Of all the first-time college students who attained a bachelor's 

degree within 5 years, 90% were 18 or younger when they began pursuing a 

degree. This report also showed that students who began college after the age of 18 

were hampered with additional persistence risk factors which increased with their 

age. Although neither age at entry nor the number of risk factors was related to 

persistence and attainment rates for those who began at less-than-two-year 

institutions, older nontraditional students who began at either two-year or four-

year institutions were less likely than their younger counterparts to attain a degree 

or remain enrolled anywhere in postsecondary education after 5 years. 

Participation in orientation. Researchers have conducted many college 

student retention studies, ultimately seeking to identify the most effective 

institutional practices to combat attrition. As noted previously, orientation courses 

are one of the most widely used and best educational practices (Brawer, 1996). 

However, retention rates for those who successfully completed an orientation those 

when compared those who did not do not always differ significantly. For instance, 

Bolender's study (1994), found that students who enrolled in and successfully 

completed the freshman seminar course did not achieve higher retention rates than 



students who did not take the course. Other researchers have found similar results 

when studying at-risk students. This was the case in Wilkie and Kuckuck's (1989) 

longitudinal experimental study. To determine the effect of a semester-long 

orientation course on student retention, the researchers identified at-risk students 

attending classes at one of the university branch campuses. Controlling for the 

volunteer effect, students were assigned to take the course or not (control group). 

Although retention percentages were different between the students who took the 

course and those who did not, the retention rates over a three year period did not 

reach statistical significance. During the second year of the study, the retention 

difference between students who took the course and those who did not was only 

3%; whereas, during the fourth year, the difference between these groups was 

noted as 13%. Wilkie and Kuckuck explained this as practical significance in that 

the study focused on high-risk students, none of whom was predicted to 

complete their first year with a CGPA above 1.50. Yet, 65 students 

(including 45% of the students who successfully completed the course, and 

32% of the students from the control group) have been retained into their 

senior year (p. 12). 

Nevertheless, the majority of research has confirmed the positive impact of such 

programming on student retention and identified specific variables used to predict 

retention. 

Glass and Garrett's research (1995) found that participation in an 

orientation course helped college students regardless of age, gender, race, major, 

scores on entrance tests, or employment status. The researchers discovered that the 



students' sex and race were significantly related to GPA, but the variations 

disappeared when considering entrance reading, writing, and math scores. Glass 

and Garrett also found, based on a 4-point scale, that woman earned higher GPAs 

(2.53) than men (2.33), and White students (2.49) outperformed Black students 

(2.13). Entrance scores did not differ significantly by gender or race, except that 

practical significant results were found between White students earning more 

semester credit hours during the year studied than did Black students. Astin's 

(1997) research supported Glass and Garrett's findings, revealing that Asian 

American and/or White students were most likely to be retained in college, while 

other racial groups were less likely to be retained. 

Stupka (1986) and Lipsky and Ender (1990) reported similar student 

retention results. Stupka's (1986) research study selected student age, gender, 

recommended reading placement, and recommended writing placement as control 

variables most likely to have an effect on the dependent variables of his study 

(number of semester units of credit earned, GPA, and dropout rate). Stupka found 

that students who participated in the college success extended orientation course 

throughout the semester outperformed both students who attended a four-hour new 

student orientation and those who attended a one-hour information session. In fact, 

students who participated in the semester-long orientation course had a lower 

dropout rate (91% retained) than students who attended the four-hour new student 

orientation (82% retained) and those who attended the one-hour information 

session (79% retained). Lipsky and Ender's study (1990) found similar results with 

probationary students invited to participate in a one-credit study skills course. In 



Lipsky and Ender's study, the one-year retention rate of students who completed 

the course differed significantly (14%) from those who did not complete the 

course. Although not statistically significant, during the subsequent year, a 9% 

difference in retention between students who took the course and those who did 

not was also found. 

Hoeber (1981) reported that an Orientation/Self-management course 

developed to assist conditionally accepted students at the four-year Mercy College, 

Detroit, was successful at raising the retention rate students who had below a "C" 

average in high school. Prior to offering the course, the attrition rate among the 

conditionally admitted full-time students was 95%. After the course, attrition 

dropped by half. According to Hoeber (1981), overall the student groups remained 

the same during the study, and the only difference to account for these results was 

participation in the course. 

A longitudinal study (Keenan & Gabovitch, 1995) to assess the affect of a 

one-credit, 8-week freshman seminar, found that student retention to the second 

semester of the freshman year improved for those who enrolled in the seminar 

during the fist-semester when compared to students who did not. Similarly, Sidle 

and McReynolds (1999) found that 63% of the students who elected to participate 

in the freshman-year experience course reenrolled for the fall term of the second 

year, while only 56% of the students who elected not to participate in the course 

persisted into the second year. 

Strumpf and Hunt's (1993) study of first-time, full-time freshmen at a 

large, predominately White, urban institution revealed statistically significant 
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results regarding student retention. These researchers found that students who 

expressed an interest (via survey) in taking an orientation course and were 

permitted to enroll in the orientation course had significantly higher retention rates 

than the control group of students who did not take the course. These results 

remained statistically significant both during the semester of the course and for the 

three subsequent semesters of the study. Although the sample sizes were quite 

small and not equivalent (Black experimental = 28, Black control = 16 when 

compared to entire sample N = 72 experimental, 75 control), significant retention 

findings were also found between the groups for the minority students, during two 

of the three semesters, as it was expected that these students may experience 

different outcomes due to racial status at a predominately White institution. The 

researchers stated that the course can "contribute significantly to retention rates 

beyond that attributed to motivation alone" (p. 12). 

These findings were also supported by Fidler's study (1991) conducted at 

the University of South Carolina to determine the relationship of freshman 

orientation seminars to sophomore student return rates. Through analysis of data 

collected annually from 1973 to 1988, Fidler compared retention rates of 

orientation seminar participants with nonparticipants. Over the 16-year period, 

Fidler found that students who participated in the freshman orientation seminar 

were more likely to return for their sophomore year than were nonparticipants. 

These results were found statistically significant for 11 of the 16 years. For the 

remaining 5 years of the study, course participants were still retained at higher 

levels than the nonparticipants although not at significantly higher rates. 



While the minority in the overall findings, Rugg (2005) reported mixed and 

inconsistent findings when exploring the relationship between first-time, first-year 

student enrollment the first-year seminar and long term student retention, one-year, 

two-year, and three-year retention rates. To explore this further, Rugg increased 

the statistical test power by combining the fall cohorts into larger samples 

representing consecutive years (2000-2002). When these larger more stable 

samples were tested, significant differences favoring the students who participated 

in the orientation course were found for one-year and two-year distributions. 

Statistically significant retention results were also found for the three-year period 

under review. 

The majority of the recent research has supported previous findings and 

indicated positive relationships between participation in orientation courses and 

student retention. For instance, Derby and Smith (2004) studied 7,466 students 

attending a Midwestern community college from the fall semester of 1999 through 

the spring semester of 2002. In this instance, students who did not take the 

orientation course were more likely to drop-out or not re-enroll after a break in 

their matriculation. Overall, students who completed the orientation course were 

more likely to maintain enrollment, return to campus after a break in enrollment, 

and persist toward degree completion as compared to students who did not 

complete the orientation course. Additional studies have reported similar findings 

(Blowers, 2005; Casady, 2005; Korn, 2005; Rugg, 2005; Sparks, 2005; Staley, 

2005; Wood, 2005), and Jackson (2005) found that participation in an orientation 

course added an average of six percentage points to retention rates, even after 
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controlling for relevant student demographics, enrollment, academic preparation, 

and academic support program participation. 

Dolinsky (2005) also reported that since the College began the first-year 

seminar course, the overall retention rate of students returning to the College has 

increased from 69% in 2001 to 80% in 2003. Furthermore, Korn (2005) found that 

the 2003 cohort returned at a statistically significant higher rate (86%) than those 

students who did not take the course. Although the sample sizes were not equal, 

Sparks (2005) also found that students participating in the seminar course were 

retained at higher percentages during the first term of enrollment (94.3% compared 

to 87.6%o) and returned for the following semester at higher percentages (88.5%> 

compared to 66.7%). Casady (2005) reported statistically significant differences in 

retention between students who participated in the course were retained in higher 

percentages (81.3%) than those who did not (17.6%). 

Finally, Pattengale (2005) reported that implementation of the orientation 

course led indirectly to a $1.8 million dollar and directly to a $58,000 annual 

budget savings since its inception by influencing student retention. Such retention 

rates grew from 1998 (68%) to 2002 (81%), and four-year graduation rates 

increased from 36% to 54% during the same time period. Pattengale (2005) 

attributed the sustained increases to the introduction of the course, which should be 

of interest to administrators. 

To investigate the impact of the orientation course on one-year student 

retention rates, Jackson (2005) employed logistical regression procedures. When 

controlling for relevant student demographics, enrollment, academic preparation, 
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and academic support program participation, Jackson (2005) found that students 

who participated in the first-year seminar were retained at significantly higher 

rates compared to non-participating students. This adjusted retention significance, 

based on the controlled differences in student demographics, enrollment, academic 

preparation, and academic support program participation, was a 9% difference (p 

<01). 

In summary, many studies have connected retention with student 

demographic variables, overall finding that postsecondary institutions do attempt 

to improve student retention rates though various interventions, most commonly 

student orientation courses. Brawer's (1996) national review of retention and 

attrition rates in the 1990s reported that orientation programming was one of the 

most common proactive intervention strategies used in American colleges and 

universities to help college students successfully transition to the campus 

community and remain enrolled. Little research, however, has been explored the 

value of new student orientation at community colleges (Cook et al., 2003). 

With more than half of new college students attending community colleges 

(American Association of Community Colleges, 2007) and leaving immediately 

after the first semester (Tinto, 1993), institutions have a strong interest in retaining 

students. This is especially true since student retention rates have often been tied to 

financial resources (Glynn et al, 2003) or indirect measures of institutional 

effectiveness (Derby & Smith, 2004). The National Center for Public Policy and 

Higher Education (2004) documented this student departure phenomenon and 

indicated that the overall retention rates for freshman returning for sophomore year 
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at four-year colleges (fall 2001) was 74%, while freshman retention rates during 

the same year at two-year colleges was 55%. This report also revealed that 

Virginia has large percentages of first-year students in community colleges (59%). 

Persistence/Graduation 

In addition to college student retention, student persistence and graduation 

rates have also been researched, especially since the need for a more educated 

society exists (McCabe, 2000; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Trow, 2001). Within 

this body of research, several variables related significantly to student persistence 

toward graduation. Of the literature reviewed, the following student variables 

identified as significantly related to persistence are summarized below: age, first-

semester and orientation course grades, and enrollment patterns. 

According to the National Center for Postsecondary Statistics (2003b), age 

significantly impacts student persistence. The report indicated that students 18 

years old and younger who began college for the first time in 1989-90 had the 

highest five-year persistence and degree attainment rates compared to students 

who began postsecondary education later in life. Of all the first-time college 

students who attained a bachelor's degree within 5 years, 90% were 18 years old or 

younger at the of enrollment. This report also noted that students who enrolled 

after the age of 18 were hampered with additional persistence risk factors, which 

increased with age. Although neither age at entry nor the number of risk factors 

was related to persistence and attainment rates for those who began at less-than-2-

year institutions, older nontraditional students who began at either 2-year or 4-year 

institutions were less likely than their younger counterparts to attain any degree or 



to still be enrolled after 5 years. Furthermore, the National Center for Education 

Statistics IPEDS Graduation Rate Survey (2003 a) indicated that the United States 

and Virginia State three year graduation rates for Associate degree students were 

30.6% and 20.1% respectively. 

Researchers have also examined student persistence and graduation rates. 

When considering the variables previously discussed, grades earned in a student's 

first semester were noted to significantly impact voluntary persistence (McGrath & 

Braunstein, 1997). Students who had higher high school grades, higher SAT 

scores, and higher first semester grades were more likely to return the following 

semester, especially if they were not experiencing financial difficulty and were 

participating in the college's financial aid program. These findings were also 

supported by Hyers and Joslin (1998) who found that grades earned in a required 

freshman year seminar were superior predictors of academic achievement and 

persistence than high school rank and SAT scores. 

Busby and others (2002) and Derby and Smith (2004) examined student 

enrollment patterns to determine the relationship between orientation participation 

and persistence. When allowing 5 years to complete a degree, freshman students 

who attended orientation graduated at significantly higher rates than those who did 

not (Busby et al., 2002). Derby and Smith (2004) found that degree attainment 

within the two-year traditional time frame was related to enrollment in an 

orientation course. This was also found true for students who did not complete 

their degree within the two-year time frame, as those who took the orientation 

course persisted at significantly higher rates than did students who did not take the 
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course. Significant relationships were also noted for students who took a one, two, 

or three semester break in enrollment (called "stopping out"), as those students 

who took the orientation course were more likely to re-enroll than did students 

who did not take the course and also took a one, two, or three semester enrollment 

break. Obviously, students who did not take the orientation course had 

significantly lower persistence and graduation rates and were more likely to drop­

out when compared to those who took the class. Thus, orientation seminar 

participants are more likely to persist to graduation and typically have increased 

retention to the second year and to graduation when compared to those who do not 

participate in the course. Stieha (2005) also found a positive correlation between 

orientation participation and higher graduation rates, even for students identified as 

most "at-risk" (required to take nine, or even 12, credit hours of developmental 

coursework and the least academically prepared for the rigors of college work). 

Summary and Conclusions 

The literature review in this chapter addressed the evolution and outcomes 

of orientation courses and the student development and retention theoretical 

models typically used to guide them. Outcomes for university and four-year 

college orientation seminars have been well documented, indicating that student 

participation in an orientation course promotes academic achievement, 

engagement, satisfaction, and retention. All of these combined improve student 

satisfaction, success, retention, and persistence. 

The efficacy of the required community college orientation course remains 

unknown, especially regarding student outcomes with engagement, satisfaction, 
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academic achievement, and retention and how these complex variables interact. 

Empirical research pertaining to orientation courses in the community college 

sector remains a gap in the literature, especially research employing multivariate 

and logistical analysis (Green, 1998). Very little is known about the predictive 

validity of community college student retention related to student participation in 

an orientation course, academic achievement, engagement, and satisfaction. This is 

especially true when considering the increased community college enrollment (The 

National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, 2004). All of the findings 

are significant to postsecondary administrators and community college student 

outcomes need further exploration. 

Community college administrators have a philosophical, political, and 

societal obligation to investigate whether or not their commitment to access, 

opportunity, and success is achieved through orientation initiatives. Determining 

the impact of participation in an orientation course is needed to establish baseline 

data for community college students, as well as offer insight for institutional policy 

and practice (Kramer, 2003; Tobolowsky, 2005; Upcraft, 2003). The findings of 

this study will not only contribute to the growing body of community college 

students and orientation research, but also assist community college administrative 

leaders with best practices to assisting new students and improving student 

success. As Barefoot & Gardner (1993) noted, such outcomes, intentionally 

impacted by orientation should be evaluated, reported, and shared. 

Many of the studies found for review involved more educationally 

experienced students, dissimilar in many ways to the community college student 
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population (Mooney, 1989; Pitts et al., 1999; Sanderson et al., 2000). According to 

these researchers and others (Grimes, 1997; Grimes & David, 1999), many 

community college students attending the first-semester of college lack the basic 

college survival skills, preparation, and commitment to successfully complete, or 

even compare, to four-year sector students. This "lack of research on community 

colleges is a particularly serious problem when it comes to the study of retention" 

(Bailey & Alfonso, 2005, p. 12); thus, to determine the impact of orientation 

course participation and establish student retention predictor indicators for 

Virginia community college students, the following variables were investigated: 

student demographics, engagement, satisfaction with relationships and with the 

institution, academic achievement, and retention. 

Accordingly, balancing open-door policies with adequate student 

preparation for college success has required academic and personal development 

through specific support programs, such as orientation (Grimes & David, 1999). 

For open-door and less selective institutions with a large percentage of working 

freshman and first-generation college students, similar to TCC, this opportunity for 

development and support has been and will continue to be critical to student 

success (Ryan & Glenn, 2004). If the primary goal of orientation courses is truly 

to help students adjust, promote academic success and graduation, reduce trial-

and-error behavior, cultivate use of and involvement in extracurricular activities 

and help services, promote faculty-student interaction, and reduce costly 

administrative time, then how students' experiences relate to success must be 
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explored (Tighe, 2006). More specifically, it is critical to determine what variables 

are most directly related to participation in an orientation course. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH METHODS 

The majority of research literature on college student orientation programs 

has confirmed the effectiveness of the orientation course in the following three 

areas: (1) promoting student persistence to graduation; (2) increasing student 

retention; and (3) improving student academic performance (Cuseo, 1991). 

Supporting these findings, the literature investigating students' participation in 

orientation at postsecondary institutions also revealed that the orientation course 

significantly impacts student satisfaction and engagement (Tobolowsky, 2005). 

Research to illustrate the value of new student orientation at two-year colleges and 

the study of predictor variables related to community college student retention 

associated with student demographic characteristics, student engagement, 

satisfaction, and academic achievement has been found lacking (Cook et al., 2003; 

Green, 1998). 

Thus, the purpose of this study is to determine the impact of participation 

in a community college orientation course on student engagement, satisfaction, 

academic achievement, and retention. This study compared the engagement, 

satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention rates of those students at 

Tidewater Community College (TCC) who participated in the orientation course 

with those who had not. Table 1 includes all the variables used in this study. 
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Table 1 

Single Items Measures 

Variable name Description and scale Mean SD 

Academic preparation 1.87 1.06 

4.56 1.13 

No time spent preparing for 

class during a week (0) to 

more than 30 hours spent in 

a week preparing for class (5) 

Age 24 yrs and under (1) over 25 yrs (2) 1.42 .493 

Attendance Less than full-time (1) or Full-time (2) 1.58 .493 

CGPA Pass/fail classes only (1) or A 3.03 .98 

average (8) 

Ethnicity American Indian or other 

Native American (1) 

Asian, Asian American or Pacific 

Islander (2) Native Hawaiian (3) 

Black or African American, 

Non-Hispanic (4), White, 

Non-Hispanic (5), Hispanic, Latino, 

Spanish (6), or Other (7) 

Extracurricular involvement No participation in college-sponsored .06 

activities (0) to more than 30 hours 

in a week (5) 

Orientation participation Participated (1) or did not (0) .48 .50 

.50 
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Parental education First generation (1) or not first 1.67 .713 

generation college student (2) 

Relationship satisfaction Extremely poor (1) to extremely good (7) 

Peers 5.36 1.34 

Faculty 5.51 1.27 

Administrative personnel 4.69 1.56 

Satisfaction with experience Poor (1) to excellent (4) 3.13 .65 

Retention Not returning or uncertain (0) or .72 .44 

Within next 12 months (1) 

Sex Male (1) or female (2) 1.62 .49 

This chapter describes the research design of the study and the methods 

used to examine student participation in the orientation course related to student 

engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention rates. The 

instrumentation, data collection procedures, research design, sample and 

population, orientation course and institutional context, research questions, data 

analysis, and the studies limitations and delimitations are all presented. 

Community College Student Survey of Engagement 

The data for this study came from the results of the Community College 

Student Survey of Engagement (CCSSE) survey instrument, The Community 

College Student Report (CCSR), administered at Tidewater Community College. 

The CCSSR was administered at TCC during the spring semester of 2005. The 

CCSSR, a 38 question paper-and-pencil annual survey of community college 

students, measures students' participation in educational experiences that previous 



research has connected to desired outcomes (Chickering & Gamson, 1987; 

Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 1993). As presented in chapter two, several of 

these outcomes directly connect to orientation course participation. 

Noted as a "versatile, research-based tool appropriate for multiple uses" 

(CCSSE, 2006a) and confirmed as a valid and reliable instrument (McClenney & 

Marti, 2006), the CCSSR CSR not only has served as a community college 

performance and national norms benchmarking instrument, it has also become a 

diagnostic tool and monitoring devise to document and improve student' 

educational experiences and institutional effectiveness (CCSSE, 2006a). The 

CCSR questions were primarily asked in a structured Likert-type response scale 

format (see Appendix E for the complete survey), focused on student participation 

in empirically confirmed effective educational practices linked to desirable 

outcomes, such as those investigated in this study. 

The CCSSE requested respondents to specify the frequency with which 

they engaged in a number of activities (i.e. interacting with faculty in and out of 

class). Respondents indicated whether they participated in or planned to take 

advantage of a variety of learning opportunities, including college orientation. 

Respondents reported the number of hours spent each week on activities that 

included preparation for class and participation in extracurricular activities, as well 

as the frequency with which they used the academic and support services provided 

by the college. Respondents also reported their perceptions regarding the quality of 

their relationships on campus and overall satisfaction with their educational 

experience at TCC, whether or not they intended to return the college, and if they 
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participated in the orientation course. Respondents were also asked their current 

overall college grade point average (GPA) at TCC. 

Surprisingly, only one of the CCSSE questions addressed participation in 

orientation directly. This CCSSR question focused on whether or not students had, 

planned to, or did not plan to participate in an orientation program or course (see 

question 8h). This question determined participation in orientation and was used to 

explore the relationship of orientation on student engagement, satisfaction, 

academic achievement, and retention. 

According to Aasen (personal communication, June 4, 2007), TCC's 

Associate Director of Institutional Effectiveness, administration of the survey 

required for TCC provide the CCSSE office a list of all courses offered on all 

campuses during the spring semester of 2005. The course list provided to the 

CCSSE office contained the course discipline, catalog number, section code, 

instructor identifier, course name, the start/end date, start time, and the actual 

student enrollment in the course. From this list, the CCSSE office randomly 

selected the courses that would participate in the survey, ensuring that each degree 

and certificate program and discipline was represented, as well as stratifying the 

sample by the class time (morning, afternoon, and evening). Only college credit 

courses were selected to participate. All off-campus (military base and dual credit), 

distance learning/online, lab sections associated with a lecture, individual 

instruction, self-paced, independent study, and English as a Second Language, and 

developmental courses were excluded. Four-week sessions or classes not meeting 

during the survey administration period were also excluded from the sample. 
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The CCSSE office required TCC to have a CCSSE Liaison, who was 

provided with strict guidelines (Survey Administrator Procedure Guide) on the 

administration procedures for the survey. Since TCC is a multiple campus 

institution, TCC had a Survey Administrator for each campus. The CCSSE office 

provided TCC with the pre-packaged surveys by the list of randomly selected 

courses that would participate in the survey. All The survey packets were shipped 

to TCC for distribution. 

Brief instructional training sessions were provided to a small group of TCC 

employees on how to administer the CCSR. The TCC employees served as Survey 

Administrators, who visited the selected courses during class time. The Survey 

Administrators brought the CCSSE survey packets to the selected classes, read the 

instructions aloud to the students in the classroom, collected the surveys after the 

students completed them during the class (approximately 25 minutes), completed a 

course information sheet to indicate how many students were in the classroom 

during the time the survey was administered, sealed the surveys in pre-labeled 

envelopes, and hand delivered the completed surveys to TCC's Institutional 

Effectiveness Office. TCC then mailed the completed surveys in pre-labeled 

envelopes to the CCSSE team, headquartered at The University of Texas at Austin. 

The CCSSE team conducted all the data analysis, which resulted in providing TCC 

with a CDrom of all the student completed data with crosstabs to interpret coding 

and an institutional report. 

The CCSSR 2005 raw data set with crosstabs was requested and obtained 

from the TCC's Office of Institutional Effectiveness. The data included all student 
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completed survey responses for the spring semester of 2005 enrolled TCC students 

who participated in the survey. For a complete depiction of what the data files 

contained, please see Appendix E. The student surveys could not be linked to 

actual student transcripts, as surveys were anonymous and confidentiality of all 

student responses was upheld. Findings are reported in a group format. 

Research Design 

This study uses a cross-sectional, static group comparison secondary data 

analysis research design to explore the research questions. This study explores 

student engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention for students 

based on their enrollment in an orientation course at Tidewater Community 

College (TCC) in Virginia. Re-analyzing, pre-collected survey data was selected 

as the means of data analysis for this study because of the ability to access 

available data from a large community college student sample, and to obtain 

information that was not readily available from any other source. Time and 

resource savings from using existing data permitted the researcher to explore 

issues that needed to be known now, especially given the rapid expansion of 

enrollment, available records, and the accessibility and ease of use of such data. 

The secondary data analysis methodology was an excellent choice for this 

study. As Kiecolt and Nathan (1985) stated: 

Survey research easily lends itself to the exploration of a wide range of 

topics requiring different types of data (demographic, attitudinal, 

behavioral, and so on) The potential for accomplishing original research 

with precollected data is nonetheless tremendous (p. 9). 
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The data available from the CCSR enabled the researcher to test the research 

questions on a large community college sample and determine whether or not 

participation in the orientation course at TCC had an impact on these variables. 

Sample and Population 

The subjects for this study included all students who were enrolled at TCC 

during the spring semester of 2005 (N = 23,423) and participated in the CCSSE 

survey during that semester. The CSSR data used for this study were obtained from 

the Office of Institutional Effectiveness at TCC. A total of 1381 students participated 

in the CCSSE during the spring semester of 2005. Only students who responded that 

this was the first time taking the survey were included in the data analysis (20 did not 

respond and 23 took the survey again). For the survey again question (question 3), 43 

(3.1%) surveys were removed from the sample. Since the study focused on orientation 

participation, only students who responded to question 8h (Participation in a College 

Orientation Program or Course) on the CCSSE were included in the data analysis. A 

total of 1,316 students responded to the orientation participation question. They 

responded in one of the following ways I have not done, nor plan to do (468 students), 

I plan to do (212 students), or I have done (636 students). To simplify data analysis, 

students who responded I plan to do or I have not done, nor plan to do were combined 

(680 students). From the CCSSE computerized subject data files, information was 

filtered based on the student's response to the question regarding participation in a 

college orientation program or course. The subjects were sorted based on the 

independent variable responses, which have two operational methodologies: (1)1 

have done and (2) I have not done. Twenty-two surveys (1.6%) were incomplete on 
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this question and were removed from the sample. Of the total 1381 student 

participants, 1316 total students became the sample after the above described surveys 

were removed (4.7%). According to Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996), the common "rule of 

thumb" in quantitative research was to use the largest sample attainable (p. 229). 

Thus, the sample size for this study more than meets the defined criteria called for, 

which was further supported by Meyers et al. (2006), who recommended a 200 

subjects minimum (p.468). 

Orientation Course 

For this study, orientation was defined as students' self-report on the 

CCSSR of participating in an orientation course. At TCC, the orientation course 

offered to students is the Student Development College Success Skills (SDV100) 

course. This standardized course carries one semester credit hour, offered 

throughout the Virginia Community College System (VCCS) to provide students 

with the information, skills, and tools to successfully transition to the college 

environment. The course has various formats and lengths (on-campus, hybrid, and 

online), but the majority resemble the extended orientation seminar (Tighe, 2006). 

The SDV100 course is a graduation requirement for all TCC associate degree and 

certificate programs. 

Since the inception of the STD100 course (estimated more than 20 years 

ago), the course description and objectives have remained the same. During the 

summer of 2005, the VCCS officially changed the course title to College Success 

Skills and the course prefix from "STD" to "SDV," which stands for "Student 
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Development." The course description remained identical and contained the 

following: 

Assists students in transition to colleges. Provides overviews of college 

policies, procedures, and curricular offerings. Encourages contacts with 

other students and staff. Assists students toward college success through 

information regarding effective study habits, career and academic planning, 

and other college resources available to students. May include English and 

math placement testing. Strongly recommended for beginning students. 

Required for graduation. Lecture 1 hour per week (TCC, 2007b, p. 198). 

Furthermore, the objectives of the SDV 100 course at TCC contained the 

following overall content areas: (1) To acquaint students with the college's 

environment, services, resources, policies/procedures, and expectations and (2) to 

provide students with socialization opportunities and information concerning study 

skills, diversity, technology, time and stress management, and test-taking (Tighe, 

2006, p.43). 

TCC provides several instructional formats for the SDV100 courses. The 

on-campus orientation course meets for a total of 16 contact hours. While the total 

number of contact hours required for the course remains consistent, the length of 

the course and actual class face-to-face course meetings differ based on the 

SDV 100 course section that the student selects. Course sections of the SDV 100 

course at TCC range from meeting once a week for 1 hour to twice a week for 45 

minutes (both 16 weeks) or for two and a half hours for 6 weeks. The online 

SDV100 course sections have no time restrictions or face-to-face on-campus 



89 

meetings. Students who enroll in an online section complete all assignments and 

submit all homework, quizzes, and exams through an Internet connection (Tighe, 

2006). Furthermore, the SDV100 course has also been offered in a hybrid format, 

whereby the instruction combines the use of Internet and face-to-face on-campus 

meetings to cover the course material by alternating weeks they meet on campus 

throughout the semester (16 weeks). 

Institutional Context 

The current study was conducted at Tidewater Community College (TCC) 

in the Commonwealth of Virginia. TCC represents the second largest of 23 

institutions on 40 campuses that make up the Virginia Community College System 

(VCCS). TCC annually enrolls more than 35,000 students (almost one-half of the 

region's residents who attended a college or university). The institution was 

ranked the 37th largest community college in the nation and among the top 50 

fastest growing large community colleges (TCC, 2007a). The college serves the 

South Hampton Roads region with campuses in Chesapeake, Norfolk, Portsmouth, 

and Virginia Beach. The college offers a variety of degrees (associate of arts, 

associate of science, associate of arts and science, and associate of applied science) 

and occupational and technical certificates. 

Research Questions and Data Analysis 

The researcher conducted all statistical analyses, which was computed with 

the use of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences software (Version 12.0 

for Windows). Differences were analyzed statistically whenever possible using 

factor analysis, means, standard deviations, t-tests, and chi-squares depending on 



the type of measurement, and the number of dependent variables in question or the 

type of question being asked determined the statistical test needed. 

The following sub-sections details the researcher's questions explored in 

this study, including how the researcher investigated the question, what parts of 

the study that were used to answer each question, and the anticipated findings. 

Before each analysis was conducted, the researcher screened the data, checked for 

outliers, and ensured all respondents answered the question. Imputation was used 

to address the missing responses. 

Research Question 1 

Do students at TCC who participated in an orientation course have 

significantly higher levels of engagement (student-faculty interaction, use 

of support services, institutional support, extracurricular involvement, and 

academic preparation) than students at TCC who have not participated in 

an orientation course? 

The student-faculty interaction construct indicator was composed of seven 

survey items, the student support services construct indicator was composed of 

eleven survey items, and the institutional support for learners construct indicator 

was composed of seven survey items (see Appendix D). The extracurricular 

involvement and the academic preparation indicator dealt with the amount of time 

students' reported they were engaged in a particular activity (see Appendix D). 

Since extracurricular involvement and the academic preparation indicators were 

both time allotment responses, they were based on an additive scales. 
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To determine if student engagement differed significantly between students 

who participated in an orientation course and those who did not, the researcher 

factor analyzed each of the engagement indicator constructs (student-faculty 

interaction, use of support services, and institutional support) to ensure each of the 

survey measures was related and within acceptable limits of reliability. The use of 

support services yielded three factors and reduced the constructs from 11 to 10 

(transfer center) for analysis. Extracurricular involvement and academic 

preparation required no factor analysis, as the survey items were single measures 

and based on additive scales. 

To determine if students who participated in the orientation course differed 

significantly from students who did not participate in the orientation course on 

each of the student engagement indicator constructs and variables, means and 

standard deviations were calculated and examined. A two-tailed Independent-

Samples t Tests was used for each (student-faculty interaction, use of support 

services, institutional support, extracurricular involvement, and academic 

preparation) to determine if significant differences existed between students who 

did and did not participate in the orientation course. Two-tailed findings indicate 

whether or not there existed a significant difference, and in what direction. That is, 

if the finding was found significant (p < .05), then the means of the dependent 

variable were examined to see if the two groups differed, and if students who 

participated in orientation had significantly higher levels of engagement. The 

larger the t value, the greater the probability that a statistically significant 

difference existed between the two groups of students (Popham & Sirotnik, 1992). 
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Research Question 2 

Do students at TCC who participated in an orientation course have 

significantly higher levels of satisfaction with relationships (peer, faculty, 

and administrative personnel and offices) and with the institution (overall 

educational experience) than students at TCC who have not participated in 

an orientation course? 

To determine if there were significant differences between the levels of 

satisfaction with relationships and with the institution, students who participated in 

an orientation course and those who had not were compared. Students ranked their 

satisfaction with the quality of peer, faculty and administrative personnel and 

offices relationships and with the institution (see Appendix D). Rankings were 

obtained as a single items measure for each; thus, satisfaction with relationships 

and with the institution were treated as separate items and explored individually. 

Means and standard deviations were calculated and explored for the 

satisfaction with relationships by peers, faculty and administrative personnel and 

offices relationships. A two-tailed Independent-Samples t Test was used to 

determine if there were significant differences in students' reported levels of 

satisfaction with peers, faculty, and administrative personnel and offices. Means 

and standard deviations were calculated and explored with the overall satisfaction 

with the institution and entire learning experience and two-tailed Independent-

Samples t Test was used to determine if there were significant differences in 

students' reported levels of satisfaction with the institution and entire learning 

experience. 
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Research Question 3 

Do students at TCC who participated in an orientation course have 

significantly higher levels of academic achievement (CGPA) than students 

at TCC who have not participated in an orientation course? 

To determine if there were significant differences between levels of 

academic achievement (cumulative college grade point average ~ CGPA) between 

students who participated in an orientation course and those had not participated in 

an orientation course these groups were compared. Although Chee's et. al (2007) 

study was considered, this study recoded CCSSE's survey response scale 

categories to make the CGPA'S a continuous scale maintaining the following 

values: A (4.0 - 3.75), A- to B+ (3.74 - 3.25), B (3.24 - 2.75), B- to C+ (2.74 -

2.25), C (2.24 - 1.73), C- or lower (1.74 - .01), do not have a GPA at this school or 

pass/fail classes only (0). After recoding the data, mean values and standard 

deviations were calculated and explored. A two-tailed Independent-Samples t Test 

was used to determine if students who participated in orientation had significantly 

higher CGPAs than students who did not participate in an orientation course. 

Research Question 4 

Do students at TCC who participated in an orientation course have 

significantly higher rates of retention (intent to take classes at the 

institution again within the next 12 months) than students at TCC who have 

not participated in an orientation course? 

The retention survey item asked students when they would return to take 

classes at TCC again. The four-item response scale included the following: I will 
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accomplish my goal(s) this term and will not be returning; I have no current plan 

to return; within the next 12 months; and uncertain. Retention was defined in this 

study as students' intent to return to the institution within the next 12 months. 

Students who reported that they intended to return to the institution "within the 

next 12 months" were considered retained. Students who responded "I will 

accomplish my goal(s) this term and will not be returning," "I have no current plan 

to return," or "uncertain" were coded as non-retained. 

To determine if there were significant differences between students who 

participated in an orientation course and those who had not and whether they were 

retained, student responses were dummy coded as non-retained (0) and retained 

(1). Since this retention variable was a single item measure, it was reported as a 

frequency (percentage). A chi-squared test was conducted for student retention to 

determine if the difference between students who participated in an orientation 

course and those who did not was significant. 

Validity 

Although the findings for this study may be useful to other institutions 

interested in implementing a similar orientation course or researching an existing 

one, the results of this study are limited. Fundamental to the interpretation and the 

ability to generalize the findings of this study are reliability and validity. 

Generally, there are two types of validity with specific interest to this study -

internal validity and external validity with instrumentation and selection bias most 

significant to this study. 
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Threats to internal validity actually limit the degree to which a researcher 

can conclude that the different subject or group outcomes (dependent variables) 

are due to the different treatments (independent variables). If alternative 

explanations for the different findings can be ruled out, the study is said to have 

good internal validity. As reviewed by Campbell and Stanley (1963), history, 

maturation, testing, instrumentation, selection bias, mortality, and selection-

maturation interaction are all threats to internal validity. For this study, 

instrumentation and selection bias are those most of concern to the researcher. 

Instrumentation is a threat to internal validity, as this threat deals primarily 

with the objectivity, reliability, and validity of the research measurements used on 

the CCSSR and the means of collecting the data. As previously discussed, the 

psychometric properties of the CCSSR has been explored extensively, 

demonstrating that the instrument was reliable and valid (Marti, 2006) and many 

of the CCSSR variables (content and construct validity) demonstrated solid 

relationships when validated against three separate data sources (McClenney & 

Marti, 2006). However, even though the CCSSR may be a valid instrument, 

respondents may not answer all the questions or they may respond dishonestly. 

Both of these instances threaten internal validity. Likewise, the administration of 

the survey can threaten internal validity, as each course presented with the survey 

must have standardized instructions for completing the survey. If there is variation 

in how the instructions are provided to the students responding to the survey, this 

may impact the internal validity. Thus, it is assumed that the TCC proctors were 
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provided with adequate training to maintain consistency in the administration of 

the survey to TCC students to control for this treat to internal validity. 

Another concern is external validity that involves the extent to which the 

results of a study can be generalized or applied to other settings or people beyond 

the research setting and sample. Campbell and Stanley (1963) identified distinct 

factors that can adversely affect a study's external validity. As with internal 

validity, external validity can be verified through replication, as this study will 

attempt to determine if the findings for the four-year sector orientation participants 

are similar to that of community college students' experience. 

External validity can be threatened when the sample for the study is not 

truly representative of the population. This has occurred frequently in educational 

research because convenience samples are used. The outcomes experienced by 

four-year students may not be directly generalizable to the two-year sector 

population and community college student outcomes found for an Eastern college 

may not directly apply to a community college on the West coast. The 

representativeness or external threats to validity described by Campbell and 

Stanley (1966) will be reviewed. 

For this study, subjects were randomly selected from a population, as 

CCSSE randomly selects the courses to participate in the survey. Although the 

researcher lacks control over this external validity control, the researcher can 

ensure that the sample is representative of the population by screening student 

demographic data form TCC and comparing the sample to the population. 

Likewise, the researcher also recognizes that while the institution is significantly 



large (over 35,000 students), the culture, climate, services, and personnel, faulty, 

and students present during the semester that the survey was administered may be 

very different from other significantly large community colleges. TCC is a large 

multi-campus public community college that serves regions within the Hampton 

Roads Virginia area. Located on the East Coast, the college serves over lA the 

regions students attending higher education. 

Not all extraneous variables that threaten external validity can be 

controlled, but several are decreased through CCSSE controls (i.e., random course 

selections, multiple survey questions on identical topics, strict survey 

administration guidelines). External validity can be improved by appropriate 

sampling methods and having an adequate sample size, which reduces the 

probability of sampling error. For this study, random assignment of students to the 

orientation course was not possible; however, random sampling was used to 

determine on-campus sample participants from the population. The inability for 

the researcher to control for who took the course should be minimized by 

CCSSE's protocol of randomly selecting courses on all four TCC campuses to 

participate in this study. Based on recommendations by Myers et al. (2006), the 

total sample size should be approximately 10 subjects per variable in the study, 

especially if conducting a factor analysis (p. 467). For this study, over 1,300 

responded to the question regarding participation in an orientation course, which 

according to Myers et al. (2006) represents an excellent sample size. Yet, care still 

must be taken with generalizing the results to other institutional environments. 
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As far as construct validity is concerned, the operational definitions of each 

of the constructs used in this study were based on the theoretical intent of the 

various engagement, satisfaction, achievement, and retention constructs 

(McClenney & Marti, 2006). Thus, each construct is based on valid measures, 

which intentionally measure the variable of interest. These valid measures were 

verified through a factor analysis of the survey items to ensure that the survey 

constructs measure the same factors. To obtain this information the researcher 

examined the correlation matrix for each of the constructs (engagement, 

satisfaction, achievement, and retention) explored. 

Limitations 

Although the official course description and specific course objectives have 

remained identical over the years at all VCCS institutions, the name of the course 

varied throughout the system until the fall semester of 2005 (Tighe, 2006). At TCC 

the course was titled "Orientation" until the 2004 catalog, in which the course title 

was changed to College Success Skills (the course description remained 

unchanged). This may indirectly impact the internal validity of the study and 

unintentionally, confuse respondents, as there is another question on the CCSSR 

that asks students if they have participated in a study skills course (question 8f). 

This is unlikely to occur, according to Aasen (personal communication, January 

18, 2007), as "the orientation course was specific in nature for the objectives, as 

listed in the course description and students who participated in the CCSSR were 

likely to have taken the course prior to the course name change." 
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Selection biases results from differential selection of respondents for the 

comparison groups. If the subject groups are nonequivalent at the beginning of the 

study, then any differences found between the outcomes (measures of the 

dependent variables) of the comparison groups (i.e., the control and experimental) 

groups are more likely to be attributed to the variables not controlled, rather than 

the treatment (independent variable). The sample for this study only includes 

community college students who completed the CCSSR during the spring semester 

of 2005. The study only examines community college students, not university or 4-

year first-semester freshman college students. Since students self-select whether or 

not they participate and the researcher lacks control over the assignment of 

students to the orientation participation (independent variable) and the 

instructional format of the orientation course, internal validity can be improved by 

means of including the demographic variables in the analysis. This has been used 

by identifying students with similar control variables such as age, sex, and others 

(Stupka, 1986) to establish a more equivalent comparison and remove background 

differences that may account for any outcome differences found. 

The CCSSR was a snapshot in time, and therefore, the description of 

student characteristics, as well as, engagement and satisfaction levels was based on 

the number and proportions of student subpopulations at the time of the survey. 

For example, the study sample only included students enrolled in an on-campus 

course at TCC during the spring semester of 2005. No online courses were 

included in the random sample of courses from which students were selected to 

participate in CCSSE. Since students who only take online courses were 



eliminated, and this population may have different characteristics and unique 

experiences, findings cannot be generalized to online course community college 

students. Similarly, this extends to the other sub-groups considered off-campus. 

Conclusions 

With such a large body of research attesting to the effectiveness of the 

orientation course to improve engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, 

and retention of college students, it is reasonable to predict that the CCSSR will 

capture the experiences and activities of the previously reviewed good practices. 

Through analysis of the variables previously established as positively associated 

with participation in orientation, this study employed the secondary data analysis 

method to assess the impact of participation in a community college orientation 

course on student engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention 

at TCC. This research attempts to bridge the gap in the research literature between 

what we know about student engagement and satisfaction and the relationship to 

desirable educational outcomes in the four-year sector as compared with the two-

year students. Findings from this study can be used to inform institutional decision 

making regarding participation in orientation. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

This chapter presents the results of this study exploring student engagement, 

satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention for students based on their 

enrollment in an orientation course at Tidewater Community College (TCC) in 

Virginia. As discussed in the previous chapter, this study uses a cross-sectional, static 

group comparison secondary data analysis approach to explore the research questions. 

The Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) data used for this 

study came from the TCC spring 2005 Community College Student Report (CCSR). 

This study has two main purposes: (1) to determine the impact of student 

participation in an orientation course taught at Tidewater Community College (TCC) 

on student engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention and (2) to 

compare the engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention rates of 

those students who participated in the TCC orientation course with those who have 

not participated in the TCC orientation course and determine if significant differences 

exist between the participants and non-participants in the course. Findings for each of 

these research questions are organized by responses to participation in the college 

orientation program or course (Question 8h) and each research question under study. 

This chapter summarizes the descriptive characteristics of the TCC sample, compared 

to the TCC population during the semester the survey was administered. 

Description of the Sample 

Of the 1316 student random sample included in the study, 777 were female 

(59%), and 478 were male (36.6%). Sixty-one students (4.6%) failed to indicate their 
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sex. More than one-half of the sample was 25 years old or older (59%), similar to 

TCC's average age of students, reported as 28.6. The majority of students (24.3%) 

self-reported CPGA as 3.75 average or better, while closely related 303 (23%) 

students reported ranges of .01 to 1.74 and 19.2% (253) students reported 2.75 CGPA. 

Table 2 

Demographic Comparison of Orientation Participants and Nonparticipants with TCC 

Overall Spring 2005 Population 

Demographic item Orientation Orientation TCC spring 2005 

participants non-participants population 

(n=636) (n=680) headcount 

(N=23,423) 

Sex 

Male 187 29.4% 291 42.8% 9333 40% 

Female 410 64.5% 367 54% 14090 60% 

No-response N=61,4.6% 39 6.1% 22 3.2% 

Age 

Traditional (24 years 
old & younger) 

Non-traditional (25 old 
years & older) 

No-response N=65, 4.9% 

Ethnicity 

Am. Indian/Other 10 1.6% 7 1% 132 .01% 
Native Am. 

360 56.6% 371 

232 36.4% 288 

44 7% 21 

54.6% 24372 10.4% 

42.4% 3088 13.2% 

3% 17898 76.4% 
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Asian, Asian 49 7.7% 59 
Am./Pacific Islander 

Native Hawaiian 1 . 1 % 3 

Black, African Am., Non- 157 24.7% 145 
Hispanic 

White, Non-Hispanic 319 50.2% 387 

Hispanic, Latino, Span. 32 5% 21 

Other 24 3.8% 27 

8.7% 1231 .05% 

.4% 0 0% 

21.3% 7287 31% 

57% 13404 57.2% 

3% 1004 .04% 

4% 365 

No-response N=75,5.7% 44 6.9% 31 4.6% 1 

.02% 

.004% 

Attendance 

Full-time 

Less than futime 

No-response 

392 62% 

244 38% 

374 

305 

55% 7349 31% 

44.9% 16074 69% 

0 0% . 1 % 

Parental education 

1st generation student 305 

Not 1st generation student 231 

Unknown 100 

48% 

36% 

16% 

318 

273 

89 

47% 

40% 

13% 

Table 2 presents the overall student demographics for the respondents based 

on participation in the orientation course, as well as the demographics for all the 

students enrolled at TCC during the same semester that the survey was administered 

on campus (23,423 total students enrolled spring semester of 2005). However, the 

total number of students enrolled during that semester includes students who were not 

included in the random sample selected by CCSSE (i.e. dual enrollment (682 

students). Items with dashes were not measured in Table 2. Originally, a chi-squared 
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analysis was planned to determine if there were significant differences between the 

TCC population and the sample population; however, since the CCSR sample was 

also included in the overall TCC population, only the frequency percentages were 

presented to ensure a representative sample. 

When reviewing Table 2 to determine if the sample was representative of the 

population, several variables were very close in percentages during the enrollment for 

spring 2005 semester. There were more females overall than males. Across the board 

the ethnicity variable seemed fairly consistent with the sample with a few minor 

differences (such as Asian, Asian Am./Pacific Islander with almost 8% in the sample 

and less than 1% in the population), otherwise the sample was fairly representative on 

ethnicity. 

As for differences noted, more traditional (24 years & younger) students 

participated in the survey (over 50%) than did non-traditional students; however, over 

75% of TCC's respondents failed to provide birth date information in order for the 

researcher to accurately assess this variable. This significant difference could be 

attributed to the high percentage of students enrolled in dual enrollment courses that 

were not included in the sample. Major differences were observed in students' 

attendance. The majority of whom (55% and 62%) of the students in the sample 

reported that they were full-time, while the TCC population only enrolled 31% full-

time during the spring of 2005. Again, this maybe due to the sample, as several sub­

groups of students were not included in the sample. Parental education was not 

obtainable from TCC's database to compare to the sample. 
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Nevertheless, as mentioned earlier, several student sub-groups included in 

TCC's overall student enrollment for the spring 2005 semester were not included in 

CCSSE's random sample selection criteria (i.e. distance education courses, dual 

enrollment, etc.). Thus, the random sample only applies to courses taught on all 

campuses, during varying times of the day, for various programs of study. This 

sample was not a truly representative sample of TCC's student body and limits 

generalizability of the results. Regardless, the results presented in this chapter provide 

information on the impact of orientation courses on the success and engagement of 

students at TCC. 

Analysis of Research Question One 

Do students at TCC who participated in an orientation course have 

significantly higher levels of engagement (student-faculty interaction, use of 

support services, institutional support, extracurricular involvement, and 

academic preparation) than students at TCC who have not participated in an 

orientation course? 

To determine if student engagement differed significantly between students 

who participated in an orientation course and those who did not, the researcher factor 

analyzed each of the engagement indicator constructs (student-faculty interaction, use 

of support services, and institutional support) to ensure each of the survey measures 

was related and within acceptable limits of reliability. To evaluate the internal 

consistency of the CCSSR questions regarding student engagement, Cronbach's 

alphas were computed for the engagement scales that measured the student-faculty 

interaction, use of support services, and institutional support constructs under study. 



106 

All the values for the engagement coefficient alphas were within acceptable limits of 

reliability and are reported under each engagement section within this chapter. Each 

of the engagement scales that measured the student-faculty interaction, use of support 

services, and institutional support was reduced into a single measure for analysis. The 

student variables of extracurricular involvement and academic preparation required no 

factor analysis, as the survey items were single measures and based on additive scales. 

Findings are presented in each engagement section for each research question. 

Student-Faculty Interaction 

The student-faculty interaction engagement indicators were comprised of 

seven survey items. Each indicator was ranked on a four-item response scale. The 

response scale maintained the following point values: Never (1), Sometimes (2), 

Often (3), and Very Often (4). 

The factor analysis for student-faculty interaction yielded only one initial 

eigenvalue over one point (2.52). This eigenvalue indicated that the total variance 

between the discriminating constructs, which accounted for 36% of the variance 

between the other constructs used to measure student-faculty interaction. Thus, the 

student-faculty interaction engagement variable was evaluated on a single scale using 

the Principle Component Analysis. Cronbach's alphas were computed to evaluate the 

internal consistency of the CCSSR questions regarding student-faculty engagement, 

which had acceptable reliability limits (see Table 3). 
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Table 3 

Properties of the Student Engagement Scale Measuring Student-Faculty Interaction 

Measures M Alpha 

Reliability 

Student-faculty interaction ' -69 

Asked questions in class or contributed to class discussions 

Used email to communicate with an instructor 

Discussed grades or assignments with an instructor 

Talked about career plans with an instructor or advisor 

Discussed ideas from readings or classes with instructors 

outside of class 

Received prompt feedback (written or oral) from instructors 

on your performance 

Worked with instructors on activities other than coursework 

Based on the consistency of the items as indicated by the acceptable 

Cronbach's Alpha, a student-faculty engagement scale was created. Table 4 presents 

the comparison results between participation in orientation and the engagement scale. 
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Table 4 

Comparison of Student-Faculty Engagement Overall Mean 

Measure 

Student-faculty 

interaction 

Orientation 

participation 

No-participation 

Participation 

N 

680 

636 

Mean 

2.0626 

2.2103 

SD 

.46718 

.49458 

SD Error 

Mean 

.841 

.833 

The overall means for student-faculty engagement differences between 

students who participated in orientation and those who did not show slight 

differences. Students who participated in orientation (636) overall interacted more 

with faculty (M= 2.21, SD = .50) than students who did not (680) participate in 

orientation {M= 2.06, SD — .47). To determine if the mean difference was significant 

between students who participated in orientation and those who did not, a two-tailed 

Independent-Samples t test was conducted. Table 5 illustrates the difference between 

the mean values calculated for student-faculty interaction engagement. On the 

measure for student-faculty interaction the two-tailed Independent-Samples t test was 

significant ^(1316) = -5.571, p = .000). On the average, orientation participants (M= 

2.21, SD = .50) interacted more with faculty than students who did not participate in 

orientation (M= 2.06, SD = .47). 
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Table 5 

T-Tests on Student Engagement Indicator: Student-Faculty Interaction 

Measure 

Student-faculty interaction 

t 

-5.571 

df 

1314 

P 

.000* 

*p<.05 

Use of Student Support Services 

The student support services construct indicator was comprised of eleven 

survey items that used a four-item frequency response scale. The response scale 

maintained the following point values: Don't Know/N.A. (0), Rarely/Never (1), 

Sometimes (2), and Often (3). The student services items included on the CCSSR 

included the following: academic advising/planning, career counseling, job placement 

assistance, peer or other tutoring, skill labs (writing, math, etc.), child care, financial 

aid advising, computer lab, student organizations, transfer credit assistance, and 

services to students with disabilities. 

A reliability analysis was first conducted to ensure the constructs under 

investigation were related using Principle Axis Factoring. The rotated analysis 

indicated there were three significant components for use of support services. The 11 

constructs were reduced to 3 scales and Cronbach's Alpha's were computed and 

indicating acceptable reliability limits (Table 6). 
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Table 6 

Properties of the Student Engagement Use of Support Services Scales 

Use Measures - 3 Scales Mean Alpha Reliability 

Scale 1: Use of student services .56 .73 

Services to students with disabilities 

Child care 

Job placement assistance 

Student organizations 

Scale 2: Use of academic services 1.31 .65 

Peer or other tutoring 

Skill labs (writing, math, etc.) 

Financial aid advising 

Computer lab 

Scale 3: Use of career and academic advising 1.33 .88 

Academic advising/planning 

Career counseling 

As illustrated in Table 6, the means were calculated based on the scales from 

the factor analysis. Scale 1 had 4 items (services to students with disabilities, child 

care, job placement assistance, and student organizations). Scale 2 also had 4 items 

(peer or other tutoring, skill labs (writing, math, etc.), financial aid advising, and 
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computer lab. Scale 3 only had two items academic advising/planning and career 

counseling, as one was deleted (transfer center) during the factor analysis. 

Table 7 illustrates the overall mean for Scale 1 - use of support services 

engagement. The overall mean revealed only slight differences between students who 

participated in orientation and those who did not. The means measured use of 

disability services, child care, job placement assistance, and student organizations. 

Table 7 

Comparison of Use of Student Support Services Engagement Scale 1 Overall Mean 

_ 

Orientation 
N Mean SD Error 

participation 

Mean 

Scale 1 -Use of student No-participation 680 .4944 .53590 .02055 

services Participation 636 .5013 .52485 .02081 

Table 7 illustrates the overall mean for measuring the use of student services. 

The comparative means revealed no significant differences between students who 

participated in orientation and those who did not. Students who participated in 

orientation (636) overall used the support services at basically the same rate (M= .50, 

SD = .53) as students who did not (680) participate in orientation (M= .49, SD = .54). 

Table 8 illustrates the overall mean for Scale 2 - use of academic services for 

use of support services engagement. The overall mean revealed differences between 

students who participated in orientation and those who did not. The mean differences 
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measuring use of peer or other tutoring, skill labs, financial aid advising, and 

computer lab appear significant (.25 point mean score difference). 

Table 8 

Comparison of Use of Student Support Services Engagement Scale 2 Overall Mean 

_ 

Orientation 
N Mean SD Error 

participation 
Mean 

Scale 2 - use of No-participation 680 1.1979 .66976 .02568 

academic services Participation 636 1.4475 .65946 .02615 

Table 8 illustrates the overall mean for Scale 2 - use of academic services. 

The comparison revealed differences between students who participated in orientation 

and those who did not. Students who participated in orientation (636) overall had 

significantly higher engagement with Scale 2 services (M= 1.45, SD = .66) than 

students who did not (680) participate in orientation (M= 1.20, SD = .67). Table 9 

illustrates the overall mean for Scale 3 - use of career and academic advising. The 

overall mean revealed differences between orientation participants and non-

participants. The mean differences measuring use of academic advising/planning and 

career counseling appear significant (.21 point mean score difference). 
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Table 9 

Comparison of Use of Student Support Services Engagement Scale 3 Overall Mean 

Orientation SD Error 
TV Mean SD 

participation Mean 

Scale 3 - use of 1.0466 .76746 .02943 
No-participation 680 

career and academic 
Participation 636 1.2578 .80272 .03183 

advising 

Table 9 illustrates the overall mean measuring the use of academic 

advising/planning and career counseling for Scale 3. This Scale revealed differences 

between students who participated in orientation and those who did not. Orientation 

participants (636) overall were more engaged in academic advising/planning and 

career counseling (M= 1.26, SD = .80) than the 680 orientation non-participants (M = 

1.05, SD = .77). 

To determine if the means of Scale 1, Scale 2, and Scale 3 were significant, a 

two-tailed Independent-Samples t test was conducted. Each Scale highlights the 

support services in which the students were engaged and were included in each 

particular Scale. The results for each engagement Scale are presented in Table 10. 



114 

Table 10 

T-Tests on Student Engagement Indicator Constructs for Use of Support Services 

Use Measures - 3 Scales t df P 

Scale 1: Use of student services -.235 1314 .815 

Services to students with disabilities 

Child care 

Job placement assistance 

Student organizations 

Scale 2: Use of academic services -6.807 1314 .000* 

Peer or other tutoring 

Skill labs (writing, math, etc.) 

Financial aid advising 

Computer lab 

Scale 3: Use of career and academic advising -4.873 1297.790 .000* 

Academic advising/planning 

Career counseling 

_ _ _ _ _ 

On the Scale 3 measures for use of student support services engagement, the 

two-tailed Independent-Samples t test was significant for two of the three scales. 

Scale 1, which included services to students with disabilities, child care, job 

placement assistance, and student organizations was found not significant when 

students who participated in orientation were compared to students who did not 

t{\ 316) = -.24,/? = .82. 
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Scale 2, which included peer or other tutoring, skill labs (writing, math, etc.), 

financial aid advising, and computer lab engagement was significant /(1316) = -6.81, 

p = .000. Students in Scale 2 who participated in orientation (M= 1.15, SD = .66) 

reported using the institutional support services significantly more than those students 

who did not participate in orientation (M= 1.20, SD = .67). Overall, students who 

participated in orientation reported using peer or other tutoring, skill labs, financial 

aid advising, and computer lab "rarely or never," more than students who did not 

participate in orientation. 

Means also significantly differed between orientation participants and non-

participants on the measure for use of student support services engagement for Scale 

3, £(1316) = 4.87, p = .000. Students in Scale 3 who participated in orientation 

engaged more in academic advising/planning and career counseling (M= 1.25, SD = 

.80) and (M= 1.05, SD = .77) for those students who did not participate in orientation. 

Overall, indicating that students who participated in orientation were on average more 

likely to use student support services then students who did not participate in 

orientation. This is especially true, as orientation participants were more engaged and 

used the following support services more than non-participants: peer or other tutoring; 

skill labs (writing, math, etc.); financial aid advising; computer lab; academic 

advising/planning; and career counseling. 

Institutional Support 

The institutional support for learners construct indicator was composed of 

seven survey items that used a four item response scale. The response scale 

maintained the following point values: Very little (1), Some (2), Quite a bit (3), and 
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Very much (4). The college opinion items included on the CCSSR included the 

following: encouraging you to spend significant amounts of time studying, providing 

the support you need to help you succeed at this college, encouraging contact among 

students from different economic, social, and racial or ethnic backgrounds, helping 

you cope with your non-academic responsibilities (work, family, etc.), providing the 

support you need to thrive socially, providing the financial support you need to afford 

your education, and using computers in academic work. 

To evaluate the internal consistency of the institutional support constructs 

under study questions regarding student engagement, Cronbach's alphas were 

computed. Values for the engagement coefficient alphas had within acceptable limits 

of reliability. Table 11 illustrates those values. 

Table 11 

Properties of the Student Engagement Scale for Institutional Support for Learners 

Alpha 
Mean 

Overall Institutional Support Reliability 

Encourage you to spend significant amounts of time studying 2.44 .84 

Providing support you need to help you succeed at this college 

Encouraging contact among students from different economic, 

social, and racial or ethnic backgrounds 

Helping you cope with your non-academic responsibilities 

Providing the support you need to thrive socially 

Providing the financial support need to afford your education 
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Using computers in academic work 

This question on the CCSSR illustrated the students' perception of the 

intuitional efforts to support, encourage, and help them as learners. The students' 

rankings of engagement with institutional support may make the difference in whether 

or not a student associates with a specific activity or feels connected to an institution 

to invest time, energy, and ultimately commit to persist at the same institution. Table 

12 illustrates the institutional support comparison ranking of overall means between 

orientation participants and non-participants. 

Table 12 

Comparison of Institutional Support Engagement Overall Mean 

Measure 

Institutional Support 

Orientation 

participation 

No-participation 

Participation 

N 

680 

636 

Mean 

2.4054 

2.6142 

SD 

.63285 

.63211 

SD Error 

Mean 

.02427 

.02427 

This comparison revealed differences between students who participated in 

orientation and those who did not. Students who participated in orientation overall 

engaged more with institutional support (M= 2.61, SD = .63) than students who did 

not participate in orientation (M= 2.41, SD = .63). To determine if orientation 

participants and nonparticipants differed significantly for institutional support for 

learners, the researcher used a two-tailed Independent-Samples t Test (see Table 13). 

Mean values were compared. 
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Table 13 

T-Tests on Student Engagement: Institutional Support 

Construct Measures 

Institutional support 

t 

-5.984 

df 

1314 

P 

.000* 

*p <.05 

The two-tailed Independent-Samples t Test results for student engagement in 

institutional support for learners, the test was significant ?(1316) = -5.98,/? = .000). 

Although the Alpha level was high, there were significant differences found between 

the students' level of engagement and perceptions of institutional support. 

Extracurricular Involvement 

The extracurricular involvement indicator dealt with the amount of time 

students' reported participating in college-sponsored activities (organizations, campus 

publications, student government, intercollegiate or intramural sports, etc.). This 

survey item used a six-item response scale based on the amount of time students 

spend engaged in the extracurricular activity (None, 1-5 hours, 6-10 hours, 11-20 

hours, 21-30 hours, More than 30 hours). The response scale was created into an 

additive scale with the following point values: none (0), 1-5 hours (1), 6-10 hours (2), 

11-20 hours (3), 21-30 hours (4), more than 30 hours (5). To determine if there were 

differences between orientation participants and non-participants with engagement in 

extracurricular activities, overall mean values were calculated (see Table 14). 
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Table 14 

Comparison of Extracurricular Activities Engagement Overall Mean 

Measure 

Extracurricular 

activities 

Orientation 

participation 

No-participation 

Participation 

N 

680 

636 

Mean 

.15 

.17 

SD 

.495 

.501 

SD Error 

Mean 

.019 

.020 

The overall mean measuring engagement in extracurricular activities based on 

orientation participation. This comparison of means revealed the slight differences 

between students who participated in orientation and those who did not. Students who 

participated in orientation (636) overall had engaged in extracurricular activities 

slightly more (M= .17, SD = .50) than students who did not (680) participate in 

orientation (M= .15, SD = .05). 

A two-tailed Independent-Samples t test was performed on the additive scale 

means to determine significant differences between students who participated in 

orientation and those who did not. Although the literature is mixed concerning 

community college students' engagement in extracurricular activities (Anderson, 

2005; Blowers, 2005; Cook, et al., 2003; Kuh et al., 2006; Siddle & McReynolds, 

1999; Tobolowsky, 2005; Ward, 2005), the question was included to determine if the 

Virginia orientation made an impact in this area, similar to the four- year institutions. 
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Table 15 

T-Tests on Student Engagement in Extracurricular Activities 

Extracurricular Involvement 

Amount of time 

t 

-.686 

df 

1314 

P 

.493 

/K.05 

On the measure for student engagement in extracurricular activities, the test 

was not significant, /(1316) = -.69, p = .49. 

Academic Preparation 

The academic preparation indicator dealt with the total number of hours 

respondents estimated they spent preparing for class (studying, reading, writing, 

rehearsing, doing homework, or other activities related to your program). This survey 

item used a six-item response scale with the respective additive scale following point 

values: None (0), 1-5 hours (1), 6-10 hours (2), 11-20 hours (3), 21-30 hours (4), 

More than 30 hours (5). Table 16 presents the results. 

Table 16 

Comparison of Academic Preparation Engagement Overall Mean 

Orientation SD Error 
Measure N Mean SD 

participation Mean 

No-participation 680 L82 1.051 M0 
Academic Preparation 

Participation 636 1.92 1.058 .042 
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A difference did exist between students who participated in orientation and 

those who did not. Students orientation participants overall on average spent more 

time preparing for class (M= 1.92, SD = 1.06) than students who did not participate in 

orientation (M= 1.82, SD = 1.05). Students spent over 3 hours preparing for class, 

with orientation participants spending more time preparing for class. 

A two-tailed Independent-Samples t test was performed on the additive scale 

mean to determine if this difference was significant between students who 

participated in orientation and those who did not for the academic preparation 

engagement. The test indicated whether or not a significant difference existed 

between orientation participants and non-participants in the total number of hours 

students spent preparing for class (studying, reading, writing, rehearsing, doing 

homework, or other activities related to their program). Table 17 presents the results. 

Table 17 

T-Tests on Student Engagement in Academic Preparation Activities 

Academic Preparation 

Amount of time 

t 

-1.616 

df 

1314 

P 

.106 

/K.05 

On the measure for student engagement in academic preparation activities, the 

test was not significant, £(1316) = -1.62,/? = .106. 



Analysis of Research Question Two 

Do students at TCC who participated in an orientation course have 

significantly higher levels of satisfaction with relationships (peer, faculty, 

and administrative personnel and offices) and with the institution (overall 

educational experience) than students at TCC who have not participated in 

an orientation course? 

Levels of student satisfaction were compared to determine if significant 

differences between students who participated in an orientation course and those who 

had not. The levels of satisfaction compared were the levels of satisfaction with 

relationships (peer, faculty, and administrative personnel and offices) and with the 

institution (overall educational experience). Students ranked their satisfaction with the 

quality of peer, faculty and administrative personnel and offices. These relationship 

satisfaction scales used the following seven-item response scale: (1) Extremely Poor; 

(2) Very Poor; (3) Poor; (4) Neutral; (5) Good; (6) Very Good; and (7) Extremely 

Good), with point values respectively. Satisfaction with relationships was obtained as 

a single item measure for each, peers, faculty members and administrative personnel 

and offices, and were treated as separate items and explored individually. This was 

true for satisfaction with the institution also. 

Means were calculated for each of the variables under investigation and 

included in Table 18. A two-tailed Independent-Samples t Tests was used to 

determine if there were significant differences in students' reported levels of 

satisfaction with peers, faculty, and administrative personnel and offices between 

those who participated in orientation and those who did not (see Table 19). 
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Table 18 

Comparison of Student Satisfaction with Peers, Faculty, and Administrative 

Personnel Offices Overall Mean 

Satisfaction Measure 

Peers 

Faculty 

Administrative 

Personnel/Offices 

Orientation 

participation 

No-participation 

Participation 

No-participation 

Participation 

No-participation 

Participation 

N 

680 

636 

680 

636 

680 

636 

Mean 

5.30 

5.43 

5.51 

5.50 

4.65 

4.72 

SD 

1.322 

1.358 

1.27.0 

1.274 

1.550 

1.563 

SD Error 

Mean 

.051 

.054 

.049 

.051 

.059 

.062 

A difference did exist between students who participated in orientation and 

those who did not. Both students who participated in orientation (636) and those who 

did not ranked the level of satisfaction with peers and faculty as "good." Students who 

participated in orientation had on average experienced more satisfaction with 

administrative personnel and offices (M= 4.72, SD = 1.56) than students who did not 

participate in orientation (M= 1.65, SD = 1.55). Perhaps, the orientation course 

educated the students about where to go for help on campus and which personnel and 

administrative offices handled particular issues. This could account for higher levels 

of satisfaction with relationships with peers, faculty members, and administrative 

personnel and offices. 



124 

To determine if significant differences between student satisfaction with peers, 

faculty, and administrative personal and offices existed, a two-tailed Independent-

Samples t test was conducted. A separate analysis was conducted for satisfaction with 

the overall educational experience. 

Table 19 

T-Tests on Student Satisfaction with Peers, Faculty, and Administrative Personnel 

and Offices 

Student Satisfaction 

Peers 

Faculty 

Administrative Personnel and Offices 

t 

1.668 

-.255 

.794 

df 

1314 

1314 

1314 

P 

.096 

.798 

.427 

p<.05 

For the measures for student satisfaction with peers, faculty and administrative 

personnel and offices relationships, the tests was not significant. For student 

satisfaction with peers the test revealed /(1316) = 1.67,/? = .10. For student 

satisfaction with faculty the test revealed £(1316) = -.255, p = .80, and the test for 

student satisfaction with administrative personnel and offices revealed £(1316) = .79, 

p = .43. 

Although there was not a significant difference between students who 

participated in orientation and those who did not, both groups perceived their 

relationships with peers and faculty as good (score of 5). Yet, on the students' 
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perception of their relationship with administrative personnel and offices, both 

orientation participants and non participants ranked the relationships as neutral (score 

of 4). On average, students appear to get along better with their peers and faculty than 

they do with the administrative personnel and offices. 

The overall satisfaction with the institution indicator was a single survey item 

that measured the satisfaction with the entire educational experience at this college on 

a four response scale. The satisfaction with the overall college experience response 

scale maintained the following point values: Poor (1), Fair (2), Good (3), and 

Excellent (4). Overall mean values were calculated (see Table 20) to determine if 

differences between orientation participants and non-participants existed. 

Table 20 

Comparison of Overall Satisfaction with the Institution Overall Mean 

Orientation SD Error 
Satisfaction Measure N Mean SD 

participation Mean 

3~13 Ml !025 
Entire educational No-participation 680 

experience at TCC Participation 636 3.13 .649 .026 

The overall mean measuring the overall satisfaction with the institution 

revealed no differences between students who participated in orientation and those 

who did not. Both students who participated in orientation (636) and those who did 

not (680) participate in orientation overall felt the entire educational experience was 
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"good" (M= 3.13), with slight differences in the SD, .65 and .64 respectively. Based 

on the point values this appears to be great news to TCC. Although good news, this is 

perplexing that there were no differences noted based on previous research. 

Although the mean values were identical for the orientation participants and 

the non-participants, as illustrated in Table 20, a two-tailed Independent-Samples t 

Tests was conducted. This test was used to further confirm no significant differences 

in respondents' reported levels of overall satisfaction with the educational experience 

existed between orientation participants and those who did. 

Table 21 

T-Tests on Students' Overall Satisfaction with Institution and Educational Experience 

Student Satisfaction * df p 

Entire educational experience .175 1314 .861 

_ _ 

For the measure for student satisfaction with the institution and entire 

educational experience at TCC, the tests was not significant ?(1316) = .115, p = .86. 

The test indicated no significant difference between orientation participants and non-

participants with satisfaction with the entire educational experience and institution. 

Both groups perceived the experience as a positive one. Both orientation participants 

and non-participants indicated satisfaction (scores of 3 - "good") with the institution 

and entire educational experience. 
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Analysis of Research Question Three 

Do students at TCCwho participated in an orientation course have 

significantly higher levels of academic achievement (CGPA) than students 

at TCC who have not participated in an orientation course? 

To determine if there were differences in levels of academic achievement 

(cumulative grade point average ~ CGPA) between orientation participants and non-

participants, CGPA's were compared. This survey item was based on the following 

response scale categories: A, A- to B+, B, B- to C+, C, C- or lower, do not have a 

GPA at this school, or pass/fail classes only. As in the Chee et. al (2007) study, each 

letter grade average on this scale was recoded to make the CGPA'S a continuous scale 

maintaining the following values: A (4.0 - 3.75), A- to B+ (3.74 - 3.25), B (3.24 -

2.75), B- to C+ (2.74 - 2.25), C (2.24 - 1.73), C- or lower (1.74 - .01), do not have a 

GPA at this school or pass/fail classes only (0). 

After recoding the data, groups of students were eliminated from this sample 

to determine the overall true mean score for participants and non-participants in 

orientation. Groups that could confound analysis were removed: non-responders, no 

GPA at this school, and students in pass/fail classes only. This was also done because 

actual student records could not be linked to surveys, as the student surveys were 

anonymous — these issues are limitations to the study. 

For this study, fifty-one (3.9%) incomplete total surveys questions were 

eliminated due to non-response. There were 19 (.02%) surveys questions eliminated 

due to students reporting that they were in pass/fail classes only and 47 (.04%) were 

due to students reporting that they had no GPA at this School, leaving 1199 for total 
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sample for the CGPA question (3.96% total removed). Table 22 illustrates the overall 

mean for academic achievement (CGPA). The overall mean revealed differences 

between orientation participants and non-participants. The mean differences 

measuring CGPA appear significant (.19 point). 

Table 22 

Comparison of Academic Achievement (CGPA) Overall Mean 

Measure academic Orientation 

achievement participation 
N Mean SD 

SD Error 

Mean 

CGPA 

. . . „ n 6.21 1.309 .053 
No-participation 619 

Participation 580 6.08 1.264 .052 

This overall mean comparison revealed differences between students who 

participated in orientation and those who did not. With the students removed who 

either did not respond to this question, have a CGPA at this school, or were in 

pass/fail classes only that do not issue letter grades to impact CGPA, the total 

numbers of students who participated in orientation dropped almost 56 total students. 

The total number of non-participants dropped 61 total students. Orientation 

participants (580) had a lower overall mean average (M= 6.08, SD = 1.26) than the 

619 orientation non-participants (M= 6.27, SD = 1.31). Overall, both groups of 

students indicated CGPA within the range of B (3.29 - 2.71). Orientation non-

participants on average reported higher CGPA than orientation participants. 
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To determine if the overall CGPA means between orientation participants and 

non-participants were significant, a two-tailed Independent-Samples t test was 

conducted (see Table 23). Students at TCC who participated in an orientation course 

do not have significantly higher levels of academic achievement (CGPA) than 

students at TCC who have not participated in an orientation course. 

Table 23 

T-Tests on Student Overall CGPA 

Measure 

Student CGPA 

t 

2.556 

df 

1197 

P 

.011* 

P*<.05 

As illustrated on Table 23 on the measure for CGPA, the test was significant, 

^(1199) = 2.56, p = .01. Interestingly, students who participated in orientation on the 

average reported having lower CGPA (M= 6.08, SD = 1.26), than students who did 

not participate in orientation (M= 6.27, SD = 1.31). This indicates a number of 

conclusions that could be drawn from this finding, as it is not consistent with the 

majority of literature reviewed. This will be discussed further in chapter 5. 

Analysis of Research Question Four 

Do students at TCC who participated in an orientation course have 

significantly higher rates of retention (intent to take classes at the institution 

again within the next 12 months) than students at TCC who have not 

participated in an orientation course? 
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The retention-related survey item asked students when they would return to 

take classes at TCC again. The four-item response scale included the following: I will 

accomplish my goal(s) this term and will not be returning; I have no current plan to 

return; within the next 12 months; and uncertain. Retention was defined in this study 

as students' intent to return to the institution within the next 12 months. Students who 

reported that they intended to return to the institution "within the next 12 months" 

were coded retained (1) and students who responded "I will accomplish my goal this 

term and will not be returning," I have no current plan to return or "uncertain" were 

coded as non-retained (0). 

To determine if significant differences between students who participated in 

an orientation course and those who had not and whether they were retained, student 

responses were dummy coded as non-retained (0) and retained (1). To determine if the 

difference was significantly higher for students who participated in an orientation 

course and those who had not, a contingency table analysis with a chi-squared (x2) test 

of independence was conducted, as illustrated in Table 24. On the measure for 

retention of students, the Pearson Chi-Squared test was selected because students 

were in a specific category and the variable was not continuous a measure. 

Table 24 

Student Retention Pearson Chi-Square Test 

Measure 

Pearson Chi-Square 

Value 

9.309 

Df 

2 

Asymp Sig (2- sided) 

.010* 

Likelihood Ratio 9.399 2 .009 
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Linear-by Linear Association 

N of Valid Cases 

3.241 

1316 

1 .072 

*p<.05 

When students were coded as non-returners and compared to those who 

enrolled in the orientation course, "planned to return within the next 12 months," as 

retained, the test was significant. Out of the 466 students who did not participate in 

orientation, 51% indicated that they planned to return within the next 12 months. Out 

of the 452 students who did participate in orientation, 49% indicated that they also 

planned to return to the institution within the next 12 months. Therefore, it appears 

that orientation participation does not significantly increases the chance of students 

returning (being retained) at the community college. 

Equally, 65 both orientation participants and non-participants accomplished 

their goal and planned not to return (130 students). Of the 19 who participated in 

orientation and the 35 who did not (54 total), both planned not to return. This is not a 

surprising finding given that students do not enroll after they complete their 

educational goal. 

Summary 

Overall, students who participated in the orientation course had significantly 

higher levels of engagement and satisfaction with relationships. Orientation 

participants had higher levels of engagement with faculty, use of support services 

(especially, tutoring, skill labs, financial and academic advising, computer lab, and 

career counseling), and institutional support. 



Levels of satisfaction with peers, faculty and administrative personnel and 

offices were not significantly higher for those students who participated in orientation. 

The same was true for most levels of satisfaction with the institution and the entire 

educational experience. Students who participated in orientation had almost identical 

levels of satisfaction in both cases, regardless of participation in orientation. 

Interestingly, students who participated in orientation had significantly lower 

levels of academic achievement (CGPA) than students who did not participate in 

orientation. In fact, the findings indicated the students who did not participate in 

orientation achieved higher levels of academic success with greater CGPA's. 

When reviewing retention, the results of this study were significant when 

comparing participants and non-participants of orientation. In fact, not only were the 

results significant, they were also very close. Out of the non-participants, 51% 

indicated that they planned to return within the next 12 months. Out of the 

participants, 49% indicated that they also planned to return to the institution within 

the next 12 months. Additionally, TCC provided what students needed to accomplish 

students' goal for 130 students, all of which met their goal and had not plans to return 

to the College. Of these students, 65 students participated in orientation. 

The next section, Chapter Five, provides an interpretation of these findings, 

conclusions, limitations, and recommendations for future practice and research. An 

overview of the study is also provided. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

SUMMARY 

This study had two main purposes: (1) to determine the impact of student 

participation in an orientation course taught at Tidewater Community College (TCC) 

had on student engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention and (2) 

to compare the engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention rates 

of those students who participated in the TCC orientation course with those who have 

not participated in the TCC orientation course, to determine if there existed significant 

differences between the participants and non-participants in the course, and (3) to 

generate baseline data for the VCCS on student participation in orientation. 

Since little research has been done to illustrate the value of student orientation 

at community colleges (Cook et al., 2003), this research will create baseline data on 

this topic. As Barefoot and Gardner (1993) stated, student outcomes, intentionally 

impacted by freshman orientation should be evaluated, reported, and shared. With the 

majority of empirical studies concerning student academic achievement and retention 

directed at four-year institutions at the undergraduate and graduate levels, there was a 

need to contribute to the higher education literature and study community college 

students. As Bailey and Alfonso (2005) emphasized: 

Research about and at community colleges must play a central role in any 

strategy to increase student success.... The large majority of the research on 

program effectiveness in higher education is limited to studies of 4-year 
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colleges.... The lack of research on community colleges is a particularly 

serious problem (p. 12). 

Clearly, minimal research on community college students only comprises a 

small fraction of the total higher education literature (Townsend et al., 2004). 

Considering the increased demand for, and enrollment in, community college courses, 

this minimal research and interest is particularly disconcerting (American Association 

of Community Colleges, 2007), and this study was a beginning approach to bridge the 

gap identified in the literature review. 

In general, the overall findings yielded significant results in terms of student 

engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention at the community 

college level. That is, there was a clear relationship between some of the variables 

tested and orientation participation. First, on the average, orientation participants 

interacted more with faculty than students who did not participate in orientation. This 

study found that students who participated in orientation were significantly more 

likely to use peer or other tutoring, skill labs (writing, math, etc.), financial aid 

advising, computer lab, academic advising/planning, and career counseling. 

However, use of services to students with disabilities, child care (which TCC does not 

have), job placement assistance, and student organizations was not found significant 

for students who participated in orientation. As for the participation in the support 

services and some of the engagement measures, it should be considered that most 

students attending community colleges work. In fact for this sample, for those who 

participated in orientation most of the students in this sample were more likely to 

work full-time (58.2%), be female (68.7), and non-traditional (60.8%), mainly seeking 
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an Associate degree as their primary goal. As working and family responsibilities are 

only some of the many non-academic commitments students have outside of school, 

they conflict with the time they have available to engage in many of the items 

measured, unlike many of the tasks four-year students face; thus explaining the 

differences noted between four-year findings and that of this study. 

Secondly, this study found significant results for the measure of institutional 

support - student engagement. Students who participated in orientation reported that 

the institution encouraged them to spend significant amounts of time studying, offered 

the support services needed for success at this college, encouraged contact with 

students from different economic, social, and racial or ethnic backgrounds to expand 

appreciation of their peers. These are some of the primary objectives in the orientation 

course (Tighe, 2006). Based on point values, this equates to spending less than one 

hour a week engaged in an extracurricular activity for both groups of orientation 

participants and non-participants. Although these were found not significant, both 

groups reported spending over 3 hours a week preparing for and studying for class 

(studying, reading, writing, rehearsing, doing homework, or other activities related to 

their program). 

On the measure for student satisfaction, students appear to get along better 

with their peers and faculty than they do with the administrative personnel and 

offices, regardless of participation in orientation. Although the test results for student 

satisfaction with the institution and entire educational experience was not significant, 

both orientation participants and non-participants indicated satisfaction as "good" 

with the entire educational experience. 
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As for the test, the CGPA test results, the findings were significant. Students 

who participated in orientation on the average reported having lower CGPA than 

students who did not participate in orientation. This finding supports Bolender (1994); 

yet, does not support those of previous researchers (Boylan, 1983; Folger et al., 2004; 

Jackson, 2005; Strumpf & Hunt, 1993). Academic achievement data should be 

considered based on admission standards of the institution as well as the policy that 

does not limit when the student must take the course. A possible explanation for this 

finding, in conflict with other findings at four-year institutions, is that higher 

achieving students may feel they do not need the course, thus do not enroll. And 

lastly, retention of students was found significant for those who participated in 

orientation. 

Recommendations 

There are two types of recommendations emanating from this research. First, 

there are recommendations for further research. Second, there are recommendations 

for practice based on the findings and conclusions of the study. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

Although this research study was on one community college sample, the 

researcher believes it offers an important contribution to the gap in the community 

college research literature, and to the recent concerns of community college student 

engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention. Although not all the 

findings of this study were significant, the overall data seem to support the value of 

participation in an orientation course as a contributing factor of student success. 

While many areas for future research have been identified in the literature, support for 



participation in an orientation course or program was also found by this study. After 

reviewing and analyzing the data, the researcher suggests that the following future 

research be considered: 

1. Replication of this study with other community colleges. 

2. Replication of this study using added measures such as student 

demographics, socio-economic status, first generation versus non-first 

generation students, etc. 

3. Replication of this study comparing on-campus versus on-line 

students. 

4. Replication of this study controlling for selection bias. 

5. Developing a longitudinal study comparing course participation and 

non-participation using CCSSE data collected over several time 

periods. 

6. Replication of this study examining non-response bias. 

7. Replication of this study using regression analysis to determine factors 

most impacting retention of TCC students. 

The CCSR was a snapshot in time, and therefore, the descriptions of student 

characteristics, as well as, the results were based on the number and proportions of 

student subpopulations at the time of the survey. For example, the study sample only 

included students enrolled in an on-campus course at TCC during the spring semester 

of 2005. TCC is an on-going participant in the Community College Survey Student 

Engagement (CCSSE). Perhaps different time periods would result in unique student 

characteristics. It is recommended that future research consider expanding study 
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findings on the variables included in this study. As with internal validity, external 

validity can be verified through replication, findings for the 4-year sector orientation 

participants could be found more similar to that of community college students' 

experience if all community college students were included in the random sample 

selection for participation in the study (Campbell & Stanley, 1963). 

As a result, the course objectives, student participation, and needs assessment 

of the orientation programs is highly recommended, not only for TCC, but also for the 

Virginia Community College System (VCCS) as a whole. Mullendore, Miller, and 

Busby (2003) recommend evaluating and assessing current orientation programs 

would also be recommended for further study, especially using specific standards 

such as the Council for the Advancement of Standards of Higher Education (CAS) 

and using Cuseo's (1991) report for guiding administrative decisions regarding 

delivery and course content. 

Cook et al. (2003) also summarizes the orientation offerings and best practices 

of 100 community colleges across the nation. Not only do they highlight the 

challenges professionals face with regards to designing and implementing orientation 

programs because of the tremendous student diversity, they also call for more 

research. This researcher echoes those recommendations. 

It is further suggested, since more and more orientation courses are offered in 

various instructional delivery formats, that online orientation be considered for further 

study. This research did not include any online courses. Since offering online courses 

through distance education has become a viable alternative to face-to:face instruction 

by increasing student access, student outcomes remain unknown (Tighe, 2006). 
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Overall, as evidenced by the literature review on student outcomes associated with 

college orientation, many studies have documented the impact of student participation 

in such programming and several student demographic variables have been noted 

directly related to academic achievement, retention, and persistence for traditional on-

campus orientation. As noted above, a gap in the research literature remains 

concerning new student orientation offered at community colleges (Cook et al., 2003). 

Such research on community colleges is called for, particularly when considering the 

increased community college enrollment. The wide-spread use of technological 

methods to assist with new student orientation (Tighe, 2006; Tobolowsky, 2005; 

Upcraft, 2003) also seems to create a need for further research in this area. 

All of the documented findings are important to postsecondary administrators, 

and community college student outcomes need further exploration, especially the 

academic achievement, retention, and persistence of students who complete 

orientations online (McKay, 2003). Since the introduction of online orientation is 

fairly new to higher education, the empirical research concerning student engagement, 

satisfaction, academic achievement, retention, and persistence remain unknown for 

online orientation. Thus, as the demand for institutions to offer more courses through 

distance technology delivery formats increases, and the increased use of distance 

technology to assist with new student orientation increases (Kramer, 2003; 

Tobolowsky, 2005; Upcraft, 2003), further investigation of student outcomes for 

online orientation is needed to determine the equivalence of distance orientation 

courses to their on-campus counterparts (Allen & Seaman, 2004). 



Practice 

Although the call for more community college research has been made clear 

by numerous researchers (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1998; 

Wild & Ebers, 2002), the challenges community colleges face when studying 

retention of their students concerns two elements: how retention is defined and the 

pattern of student attendance. Thus, community colleges must evaluate how they 

define a "retained" student and investigate further the enrollment patterns of their 

students. Wild and Ebbers (2002), suggest that community colleges re-evaluate how 

they are currently assessing student retention. Reliance on four-year college and 

university standards of retention may not prove useful to community college 

administrators and may further delay our understanding community college student 

retention. 

Additionally, the diversity of the community college student body must be 

considered (Phillippe & Sullivan, 2005) when making any assessment of services 

provided and the impact of those services, including orientation courses. Since almost 

half of all the students in the US are educated by community colleges, and many of 

the students attending these institutions are identified as "at-risk" to retention and 

academic success (Hicks, 2005; Howard & Jones, 2000), more research is needed to 

determine a culture of evidence to assist these students. As the percentage of students 

entering higher education continues to increase, so does the need to provide multiple 

retention intervention approaches (Strumpf et al., 2003). This is particularly true in 

light of the fact that college students enter higher education today, especially at 
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community colleges, from myriad circumstances with a variety of needs (Cook et al , 

2003; Kuh et al., 2006). 

The results of this study should be shared with TCC's institutional leaders and 

faculty who teach the orientation courses to inform decision making and continued 

improvement. Hearn (2006) called for bold research and policy considerations, 

especially considering the sizable body of commuting and part-time students. He 

further added that "particular features of, and barriers to, student success in different 

socioeconomic, ethnic, racial, cultural, and age populations merit attention" (p. 15), 

chiefly due to inadequate research literature that poorly reflects the current diverse 

student population. 

Additionally, TCC is undergoing an assessment and possible reorganization of 

the orientation processes currently offered to students. This study provides TCC with 

baseline data on the orientation course for the TCC Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP), 

which may be used as part of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 

(SACS) Re-affirmation. This research was needed to extrapolate as much information 

as possible from orientation students' experiences. By expanding on previous research 

findings through this study and exploring students' perceptions about their experience 

and the assistance they need to successfully matriculate, this research addressed the 

identified gap in the community college research literature, particularly as it relates to 

student engagement, satisfaction, retention, academic achievement, and how it 

explicitly relates to participation in orientation. Continued assessment efforts and 

examination of orientation and student outcomes are recommended. It is suggested 



that consideration be given to future exploration using a regression analysis to see 

what variables most impact retention. 

Discussion and Additional Implications 

Community Colleges have been increasingly pressed for increased 

accountability (Skipper, 2002), progressively concerned with limited funding 

(Vaughan, 2004), and challenged by space, access, and the open door philosophy -

undermining the very heart of Community College mission (Holmes, 2004). Some 

consider the Community College a "revolving door" (Derby & Smith, 2004). Others 

still entrust the responsibility to afford all the opportunity to obtain education and 

improve economic circumstances, both personally and nationally to the Community 

Colleges (Banerji, 2004; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). 

Accountability is the first step towards discovering deficiencies and 

determining where institutions are doing well. Student retention has been one of the 

measures used for a long time to measure student success. While some hold that this 

may not be appropriate for the Community College setting due to problems with 

inconsistent definitions, the transient student population at Community College's, the 

inconsistent measures, the lack of Community College research presents many 

challenges (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005; McClenney, 2004). Since student retention was 

one of the variables examined in this study through a secondary data analysis (which 

found almost no studies conducted), this study begins to address such deficiencies in 

the empirical research and addresses some of these challenging issues to student 

success. 
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More recently, student engagement seems to be "at the heart of the matter," as 

it impacts several variables that over time have been studied in isolation. CCSSE and 

NSSE give rise to prime examples of the significance of studying engagement, and 

study of the community college has become an increased focus in the literature 

(CCSSE, 2004). Increased student engagement leads to educationally effective 

practices (Kuh et al., 2006). The CCSSE proves to be a distinguished tool with which 

to gather information and inform decision making in order to improve student 

learning (Marti, 2004). College experience involves much more than making friends, 

attending class, academic achievement, getting to know faculty, and learning new 

subject matter. According to Sanford (1969) it involves the whole students' 

development. Thus, research exploring student attrition and retention should be 

focused on multiple variables to predict student success (Brawer, 1996; Glass & 

Garrett, 1995; Lipsky & Ender, 1990; Strumpf & Hunt, 1993; Tobolowsky, 2005). 

Orientation is still one of the most helpful and well studied practices in 

American higher education (Cueso, 1997), this study, however, has occurred 

primarily at the 4-year institutions (Marti, 2006; Townsend et al., 2004). Within the 

research reviewed, some research found new college students who do not participate 

in an orientation do as well as their peers who do participate (Bolender, 1994; 

Friedlander, 1995; Keenan & Gabovich, 1995; Wilkie & Kuckuck, 1989), while other 

studies yielded mixed results (Buchanan, 1993; Fonte, 1997; Habing, 1999; Wolf-

Wendel et al., 1999; Tobolowsky, Cox, & Wagner, 2005). Even so, the majority of 

studies found that orientation promotes student persistence, retention, and graduation, 

improved academic performance, and increased use of support services (Busby et al., 
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2002; Folger et al., 2004; Glass, & Garrett, 1995; Glynn et al., 2003; Ryan & Glenn, 

2004; Stupka, 1986; Tobolowsky et al., 2005; Willford et al , 2001). 

Perhaps the most controversial implication of the findings from this research 

concern generalizability of the results. Despite the fact that some of the findings were 

significant for this sample, conducting more research may be necessary to make 

informed institutional decisions or utilizing the results for educational policy 

improvements and practice. The researcher suggested replications of this study would 

not only be useful to community college administrators making decisions, but it 

would also reinforce and cross validate the findings. This would not only increase the 

generalizability of the results found, but also contribute more to the community 

college literature on student orientation and it's impact on student engagement, 

satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention. 

While only a first step in assessing community college student engagement, 

satisfaction, academic achievement and retention, using CCSSE data at one 

institution, the findings from this study have contributed to the literature on 

community college students and orientation participation, both empirically and 

practically. The findings from this study offer specific awareness about TCC on-

campus students in the areas of student engagement, satisfaction, academic 

achievement, and retention based on orientation course participation. The findings can 

assist TCC with identifying specific areas that require additional consideration and 

development in policy and practice. 

Through assessing student orientation courses and the impact they may have 

on student engagement, satisfaction, academic achievement, and retention, as done in 
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this study, further research in this area "will be a catalyst for the creation and 

recreation of viable seminars for success of successive cohorts of first-year students" 

(Barefoot, 2005). As Mullendore et al, (2003) said, 

to provide meaningful orientation experiences, staff [and administration] must 

have at their disposal a comprehensive set of evaluation and assessment data 

that demonstrates the impact of the program on participants and the institution 

(184). 

This research was a first attempt to do just that with one institution with one sample, 

during one time period. What is suggested is that researchers continues over time and 

not terminate at this point. 

Furthermore, the number of orientation courses have not only increased over 

time in offerings, they remain some of the most innovative and flexible courses in the 

college curriculum, i.e., integration of technology and other important structures such 

as learning communities and service learning activities (Gardner & Hansen, 2003; 

Tobolowsky, 2005; Kramer, 2003). These shifts in offerings and flexibility in the 

curriculum need to be explored to determine their overall impact, if any. 

As Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) noted, on-going research on student 

engagement is critical to student learning and development in college. This study 

provides TCC with insight about how on-campus students in this sample utilize 

support services, perceive their educational experience, engage in extra-curricular 

activities, interact with faculty, and whether or not the institution provides the support 

the students need. All of this information is helpful in considering allocation of 

resources, especially when resources are scarce (Cuseo, 1991; Smith & Brackin, 
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2003). According to Ketkar & Bennett (1989) and Cuseo (1991) "orientation seminars 

are cost effective.. ..generating revenues in student retention" (p.3). This is especially 

critical today at the community colleges where resources are scarce and much focus is 

on retention strategies. Additionally, Cuseo (1991) provides a conceptual guide to 

assist administrators with the delivery of the course content and administration of the 

orientation course. According to Tighe (2006) the VCCS includes most of these 

suggestions regarding delivery and content. The one exception is the requirement of 

the course for entering freshman which will also allow for the gathering important 

entry data on freshman students for institutional research and effectiveness. While 

these practices may not be practical at all institutions, the researcher recommends 

them to assist the institution with implementing best practices, and building a culture 

of evidence to continue funding this vital student need, ultimately maximizing the 

benefit of the orientation experience. 

Lastly, but certainly not least, the study contributed to filling the gap in the 

research literature on community college students, particularly concerning 

participation and orientation. While this is only one study at one institution, with one 

on-campus sample, the results from the CCSR tool yielded valuable information that 

should be shared. Participation in orientation has not been assessed at the VCCS 

(Tighe, 2006), and it is the researcher's belief that this course is one of the foundation 

courses for students that serve to promote student engagement satisfaction, academic 

achievement, and retention - each improving student success and learning, but also as 

a whole purposeful contributing citizens to society. Each variable examined in the 

study develops individuals who can maintain sociability and responsibility in society. 
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In summary, as we consider our increased community college student levels of 

academic and social preparation and the changing ethnic diversity of our college 

campuses, we also much consider the services we provide to support students, 

particularly the orientation course. Gardner and Hansen (2003) and Tighe (2006) 

provide several recommendations for practice as community colleges move forward 

into the new millennium. Priorities may shift and policies may need reconsideration: 

yet, global and individual student success depends on the community college 

leadership of today to make necessary changes needed to assist our in-coming 

community college students. We not only have an ethical responsibility, but a moral 

obligation to do so (Gardner & Hansen, 2003) for the success of our future. 
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Appendix A 

CATEGORIES AND ACTIVIES OF A TYPICAL ORIENTATION PROGRAM 

Category Activity 

Academic 
Information 

General Information 

Logistic Concerns 

Social/Interpersonal 
Development 

Testing/Assessments 

Transitional 
Programming 

Academic Structure, Guidelines, and Regulations 
Class Scheduling 
Meeting Faculty and Deans 
Study Skills Information 
Exposure to Live or Simulated Class 

Campus Tours 
Institutional Policies and Regulations 
Description of Available Services 
Campus History and Traditions 

Financial Aid 
Business Matters 
Parking/Car Registration 
Getting an ID and Library Card 
Purchasing Books 

Information on Campus Clubs, Activities, and Events 
Social Activities 
Get Acquainted Exercises 
Group/Team Building Exercises 

Placement Test 
Attitudinal Test 
Career Test 
Personality Test 
Demographic Survey 

Special Workshops on Subjects such as: 
Career Development, Cultural Diversity, Substance 
Awareness, Personal Safety, Roommates, 
Acquaintance Rape, and Commuting 
Workshops on Affective Issues such as: Leaving 
Home, Changing Relationships, Fears, and Anxieties 

Adapted from (Austin, 1988, p. 44). Building an orientation program from the 
ground. Campus Activities Programming, 21, 41-45. 
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Appendix B 

ORIENTATION RESEARCH SUMMARY: COMPARING COURSE 
PARTICIPANTS AND NON-PARTICIPANTS 

Researcher(s) 

Tinto 
Hoeber 
Bean 

Stupka 

Wilkie & 
Kuckuck 
Lipsky & 
Ender 
Fidler 
Cuseo 

Maisto & 
Tammi 
Tinto 
Strumpf & 
Hunt 
Bolender 
Glass & 
Garrett 

Keenan & 
Gabovitch 
Mohammadi 

Brawer 
As tin 
McGrath & 
Braunstein 
Hyers & 
Joslin 
Sidle & 
McReynolds 
Busby et al. 

NCPS 
Reason 
Folger et al. 
Derby & 
Smith 
Sparks 
Spector 
Korn 
Guell 
Jackson 
Pattengale 

Rugg 
VerDuin 
Edge 
Wood 

Casady 
Staley 

Date 

1975 
1981 
1982 

1986 

1989 

1990 

1991 
1991 

1991 

1992 
1993 

1994 
1995 

1995 

1996 

1996 
1997 
1997 

1998 

1999 

2002 

2003 
2003 
2004 
2004 

2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 

2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 

2005 
2005 

Finding(s) 

Increased GPA 
Increased retention 
Increased GPA, credit hours 
attempted/earned, & retention 
Increased GPA, credit hours 
attempted/earned, & retention 
Increased GPA & CGPA 
Dif. noted, but not sig. 
Increased GPA, credit hours 
attempted/earned, & retention 
Lower predicted GPA & Increased retention 
Increased GPA, credit hours 
attempted/earned, & retention 
Increased GPA 

Increased GPA & retention 
Increased GPA & retention 

No sig. dif in CGPA & retention 
Increased GPA, credit hours 
attempted/earned, & retention 
Age, sex, race, placement scores not sig. 
Increased GPA & retention 
Mixed resultsw/credit hrs attempted/earned 
Increased credit hours earned sig. 
Enrollment status, age, race, & sex not sig. 
Full-time attendance sig. 
Placement scores, age, race, & sex sig. 
Age, sex, & race not sig. - 1st sem. GPA sig. 

Orientation course grade 

Increased GPA & CGPA, credit hours 
earned, & retention 
Increased GPA, retention, & persistence to 
graduation 
Age sig. 
Increased GPA & retention: ethnicity/sex 
Increased GPA & CGPA 
Increased retention & persistence to 
graduation 
Increased GPA & retention 
Increased GPA 
Increased retention 
Increased GPA 
Increased GPA & retention 
Increased retention & persistence to 
graduation 
Mixed and inconsistent findings 
Increase GPA, retention & persistence tograd 
Increased GPA 
Increased GPA & credit hours 
attempted/earned sig. 
Increased GPA & retention 
Increased GPA, credit hours 
attempted/earned sig. 
Increased retention & persistence 

Impact 
Achiev. Retention Persistence 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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Appendix C 

ORIENTATION RESEARCH SUMMARY 

STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 

Researcher(s) 

Mastio & 
Tammi 
Keenan & 
Gabovitch 
Robinson & 
Bums 
Brawer 
Sidle & 
McReynolds 
Crawford 
Howard & 
Jones 
Busby et al. 
Folger et al. 
Blowers 
Jackson 
Meuler 
Anderson 
Korn 
Stieha 
Ward 
Hopmeyer-
Gorman & 
Newhall 
Hazard 
Reynolds 

Date 

1991 

1995 

1996 

1996 
1999 

1999 
2000 

2002 
2004 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 

2005 
2005 

Significant Impact 
Student-
Faculty 

Interaction 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

Use of 
Support 
Services 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

Institutional 
Support 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

Xneg. 

X-curricular 
Involvement 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

Xneg. 
finding 

Academic 
Preparation 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

STUDENT SATISFACTION WITH 
CAMPUS AND INSTITUTION RELATIONSHIPS 

Researcher(s) 
Bean 
Tinto 
Meuler 
Korrn 
Anderson 
Jackson 
Hopmeyer-Gorman 
& Newhall 
Edge 
Reynolds 
Blowers 

Date 
1982 
1992 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 

2005 

2005 
2005 
2005 

Institutional Relationships 
Campus 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

Peer 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Faculty 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

Staff 
X 
X 

X 

X 



Appendix D 

COMMUNITY COLLEGE SURVEY OF STUDENT ENGAGEMENT: 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT REPORT 2005 

The Community College Student Report 
Instructions: It is essential that you us* a No. 2 pencil to compute this survey. Mark your answsrs 
shown In th* following « a m p l * : • Correct Mark />» « cs incorrect Marks 

1 . Old you btgjn college at this collsgs or slsswhsrs? 

2 . Thinking about this currant academic term, how 
wouM you charactarlzs your enrollment at this collsga? 

3. Have you takan this survay In anothar dass this term? 

.. Started here 

c Full-time 

C Yes 

Started elsewhere 

Less than full-time 

NO 

a 
b. 
c 
d. 

tin 
from 

^ > 

In your experiences at this college during the current school year, 
about how often have you dona each of the following? 

Asked questions in class or contributed to class discussions 

Made s elite presentation AS 
Prepared two or more drafts ot a paper or assignment before turtji 
Worked on a paper or project that required integrating ideas or in 
various sources 

e. Come to class without completing readings or assignments 
f. Worked with other students on projects during class 

g. Worked with classmates outside of dass to prepare class assignments 
h. Tutored or taught other students (paid or voluntary) 
I. Participated In a community-based project as a part of a regular course 
J. Used the Internet or instant messaging to WkJ>n an assignment 
k. Used e-mail to communicate with an Instructor i 
I. Discussed grades or assignments with an instrorjSf). 

m. Talked about career plans wllh an Instructor or advfeof\ ,. 
n. Discussed Ideas from your readings or classes with fns«$cWs outside of class 
o. Received prompt feedback (written or oral) from Instructors on your performance 
p. Worked harder than you thought you could to meet an instructor's standards or 

expectations 
q. Worked with instructors on activities other than coursework 
r. Discussed Ideas from your readings or classes with others outside of class 

(students, family memtfirueo-workers, etc.) 
s. Had serious conversations!^students of a different race or ethnicity other than 

your own ^J" 
t Had serious conversations with sn^efitt who differ from you In terms of their 

religious beliefs, political opinions, orpersonal values 
u. Skipped class 

Very 
often Often 

n 
o 
c 

c 

Some­
times 

o 
c 

o 

c 

3 

o 

Never 

o 

o 

o 
o 

5. During ths current school year, how much has your coursework al 
this college emphasized t h * following mental activities? 

a. Memorizing facts, Ideas, or methods from your courses and readings so you 
can repeat them in pretty much the same form 

b. Analyzing the basic element* of an Idea, experience, or theory 
c. Synthesizing and organizing Ideas, Information, or experiences In new ways 
d. Making Judgments about the value or soundness of Information, arguments, 

or methods 
e. Applying theories or concepts to practical problems or in new situations 
f. Using Information you have read or heard to perform a new skill 

Very ; Quite j , ( V M 

much ! a bit i 9 o m • 
very 
little 

PI fASF DO HOT MARK IN IHISARf A 

i r i o f ) c; o a o o o o o a c : O O O ; J O SERIAL # 



During the current school year, about how much 
reading and writing have you done at this college? 

a. Number of assigned textbooks, manuals, books, or book-length 
packs of course readings 

b. Number of books read on your own (not assigned) for personal 
enjoyment or academic enrichment 

c. Number of written papers or reports of any length 

None 1to4 5 to 10 11 to 20 
More 

than 20 

7. Mark the response that best represents the extent to which your examinations during the current 
school year have challenged you to do your best work at this college 

Extremely challenging CD •# as I ) I) Extremely easy 

% ; 
8 . Which of the following have you done, are you doing, or do yol 

plan to do while attending this college? 

a Internship, field experience, co-op experience, or clinical assignment 
b. English as a second language course 
c. Developmental/remedial reading course 
d. Developmental/remedial writing course 
e. Developmental/remedial math course 
f. Study skills course 
g. Honors course 
h. College orientation program or course 

have 
done 

*J 
% , i. Organized learning communities (linked courses/study groups led by 

faculty or counselors) <z 

iplan 
to do 

I have not 
done nor 
plan to do 

How much does this collepAemphasize each of the following? 

a Encouraging you to spend slgrafteant amounts of time studying 
b. Providing the support you needTWfllp you succeed at this college 
c. Encouraging contact among students ftjSm different economic, social, and racial 

or ethnic backgrounds ' 
d. Helping you cope with your non-academic 

responsibilities (work, family, etc.) 
e. Providing the support you need to thrive socially 
f. Providing the financial support you need to afford your education 
g. Using computers In academic work 

Very 
much 

O 

'-1 

Quite 
a bit 

c 
r j 

-: 

Some 

O 

o 

O 

-' 

Very 
little 

o 



10 . About how many hours do you spend In a typical 
7-day week doing each of the following? 

a. Preparing for class (studying, reading, writing, rehearsing, 
doing homework, or other activities related to your program) 

b. Working for pay 
c Participating in college-sponsored activities (organizations, 

campus publications, student government, Intercollegiate or 
Intramural sports, ate.) 

d. Providing care for dependents Irving with you (parents, 
children, spouse, etc.) 

e. Commuting to and from classes 

None 1 - 5 6-10 
i | | More 
11-20 21-30: than 30 

1 1 . Mark the number that b a d represents the quality of your relationship* with people at this college. 
Your relationship with: 

a. Other Students 

Friendly, 
supportive, sense of belonging 

b. Instructors 

Available, helpful, sympathetic 

c. AdmlnHtrative Personnel & Offices 

Helpful, considerate, flexible 
X 

<s>. 

fc. 

' % 
Unfriendly, unsupportfve, 

nse of alienation 

*$r 

Unavailable, unhelpful, unsympathetic 

Unhelpful, inconsiderate, rigid 

12 . How much has YOUR EXPERIENCE AT THIS COLLEGE contributed to Very •, wtt 

your knowledge, skills, and personal development in the following areas? much a bit 

a. Acquiring a broad genaSfaducation C 
b. Acquiring job or work-relHfiMowledge and skills c 
c. Writing clearly and effectively < Q > : c 
d. Speaking clearly and effectively > < ^ C 
e. Thinking critically and analytically •_ ; L 
f. Solving numerical problems C 

g. Using computing and information technology : i_-, 
h. Working effectively with others c 
i. Learning effectively on your own 
J. Understanding yourself C 
k. Understanding people of other racial and ethnic backgrounds 
I. Developing a personal code of values and ethics :: 

m Contributing to the welfare of your community Q 
n. Developing clearer career goals o 
o. Gaining information about career opportunities r 

Some 

o 
,—1 

very 
little 



.'I • A.-l ! l l ' ; ' l i i l MAIiKiN i 

SERIAL # 

1 3 . This section has three parts. Pleas* answsr all thrse sections. Indicating (1) HOW OFTEN you use the 
following services, (2) HOW SATISFIED you a n with the services, and (3) HOW IMPORTANT the services 
are to you AT THIS COLLEGE. 

„ „ . , | Don't 
Some- Rarely/ know/ 

Often i times 

a. Academic advising/planning 
b. Career counseling 
c. Job placement assistance 
d. Peer or other tutoring 
e. SKUI labs (writing, math, etc.) 
(. Child care 

g. Financial aid advising 
h. Computer lab 
I. Student organizations 
J. Transfer credit assistance 
k. Services to students with 

disabilities 

o 

Never N.A. Very 

n 
Some­
what 

o 

o 

« n w r 

Not 
at all 

o 

Q 

«| 1 

N.A. 

°, 
O 

m 
Very 

C l 

° 

<? u 

Some­
what 

Not 
at all 

o 
• — . . ' 

o 
o 

o 

o 
Q 

14 . How likely is it that the following issues wou&cause you to withdraw 
from class or from this college? (Please respdffyj&each item) 

a. Working full-time 
b. Caring for dependents 
c. Academically unprepared 
d. Lack of finances 
e. Transfer to a 4-year college or university 

*<r> 

Very 
likely Likely 

o 

c 
o 

Some­
what 
likely 

O 

o 

Not 
likely 

o 

<fc h 
tit* 15 . How supportive are your friends-o^fyc^ur attending this college? 

16 . How supportive Is your immediate family of your attending this college? 

Extremely O Somewhat 
Quit© a bit o Not very 

Extremely 
Quite a bit 

•' Somewhat 
• Not very 

17 . indicate which of the following are your reasons/goals for 
attending this college. (Pleas* respond to eacft Item) 

a. Complete a certificate program 
b. Obtain an associate degree 
c. Transfer to a 4-year college or university 
d. Obtain or update job-related skills 
e. Self-lmprovementfpersonal enjoyment 
f. Change careers 

Primary 
goat 

Secondary I Not 
goal a goal 
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SERIAL # 
HOI MAHK.N t!fl«j APFA 

OCX") H O I IOC ")'.;o(0! 

18. Indicate which of the following ar« sources you use to pay 
your tuition at this collage? (Phase respond to each Hem) 

a. My own Income/savings 
b. Parent or spouse/slgnlfleant other's Income/savings 
c. Employer contributions 
d. Grants and scholarships 
e. Student loans (bank, etc.) 
f. Public assistance 

Major ! Minor 
source ! source 

Not a 
source 

19. Since high school, which of the following types of schools have you attended other than the 
one you are now attending? (Phase mark all that apply) 

C Proprietary (private) school or training program 
O Public vocational-technical school 
C Another community or technical college 
C 4-year college or university 
C None 

<S> 
' « * 

4 
20. When do you plan to take classes at this collage again? 

<".; I will accomplish my goal(s) during this term and will not be returning 
C I have no current plan to return X V , 
•:; Within the next 12 months 
c Uncertain Hfc 

\ 
2 1 . At this college, in what range is your overall college gratia average? 

C A 
- ; A- to B+ 
C B 
C B- to C+ 
cc 
G C-or lower 
C Do not have a GPA at this 
C Pass/fail classes only 

ST. 
;choo"«C|'j 

* • # 

22. When do you most frequently take classes at this college? (Mark one only) 

c Day classes (morning or afternoon) 
•'.: Evening classes 
C Weekend classes 

23. How many TOTAL credit hours have you earned at this college, not counting the courses you 
are currently taking this term? 

i'"; None 
.;;. 1-14 credits 
G 15-29 credits 
": 30-44 credits 
,: 45-60 credits 
': Over 60 credits 



24. At what other types of Institutions are you taking classes this term? (Please mark all that apply) 

: None 
"• High school 

•:..• Vocational/technical school 
~ Another community or technical college 
.;.. 4-year collegeAjniversity 
:: Other 

25. How many classes are you presentiytdklng at OTHER institutions? 

O None 
•:: 1 class 
O 2 classes 
c; 3 classes 
O 4 classes or more 

26. Would you recommend this college to a friend or family member? 

C Yes C No „ © 

27. How would you evaluate your entire educational experience atthls oeftpa? 

i.:; Excellent V * 
o Good 
a Fair 
o Poor 

28. Do you have children who live with you? 

o Yes o No 

29. Mark your age group. 

C Under 18 
n 18 to 19 
O 20 to 21 
O 22 to 24 
O 25 to 29 
O 30 to 39 
O 40 to 49 
O 50 to 64 
U 65+ 

30. Your sex: 
:. Male .: Female 

3 1 . Are you married? 
r. Yes r: No 

32. Is English your native (first) language? 
3 Yes r: Mo 

% 
% 

% 
< * 



3 3 . Are you an International student or foreign national? 

No 

3 4 . What Is your racial Ident i f ica t ion?; ' /^ * only one) 

..: American Indian or other Native American 
:; Asian, Asian American or Pacific Islander 
'_. Native Hawaiian 
c- Black or African American, Non-Hispanic 
• J White, Non-Hispanic 
C> Hispanic, Latino, Spanish 
•;. Other 

3 5 . What Is trie highest academic credential y o u have earned? 
O None 
O High school diploma or GED 
o Vocational/technical certificate 
O Associate degree 
O Bachelor's degree 

Master's/doctoral/professional degiee ^ S Q i 

<£ 
' % 

3 6 . What Is the highest level of education obtained by your: 

a Not a high school graduate 
b. High school diploma or GEO 
c Some college, did not complete degratf> 
d. Associate degree ifff 
e. Bachelor's degree * ^ > x 
f. Master's degree/1 st professional ^ 
g. Doctorate degree 
h. Unknown 

£> 

Father Mother 

,") 

3 7 . Using the list provided, please nil in the bubbles that correspond to the code indicating your 
program or major. Ustag the first column, indicate the first number in the program code, using 
the second column?*rj^cate the second number In the program code. 

CD'D 

(2<X> 

© 
© 
CD 
CD 
CD 



38. Please provide your student Identification number by 
filling In the corresponding bubbles. For example, In 
the first column, indicate the first number or letter In 
your student ID number, and so forth. (OPTIONAL) 

(Pteasa bagbi ham) 
C 

"B OS © CS C*> CO © C© CB • » ® 

(© TO <B CD -3) <© 3D JD CS5 C© f© 

<£t m © as © co © :© © co ca 
<K CB <B) OB CE> C5> 3D 02 CB CB CB 

CB : B < B CO CD © © CD CB CD CD 

C.G> CE CD CB CD CD CD CO CD CD CD 

<£>C§)<S>©<S><33>©<3>ca>CiD«3 

crocaxiscHXffica j 

CD CD CD CD CD CI' ' • c o 
GD CD GD CD GD GE . <•• • T; .•: • .; :-•:.:: 

CK> C® CB CB CD <S'- •'-'.- <•• >; -•' '?.,. 

CD CD CD CD CD CD;-- : ' ' : . • ; • : ' : 

CHXJDCHJCIDCIDCE: ' C ' p c t : co ••* 

C!D CH) ® CB) <H3 <£> M-'.''. -V ^V.U; 

® © C © c a > C © C £ " • : . , • : . •,: •• v 

® C ! D C E > © ® C E ".••••'•/ C r 

caxmacnxnxa-
<B3 ® ® ® ® <E • 

CSCSCSCOCSXE 
CD CD CD CD CD CX ! • 

CD) CED CO) CED <S> C2 : C : -

<2>©CBCD®<s : >; .-•••..• 
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Appendix E 

CCSSE CONSTRUCT DEFINITIONS 

Engagement 
Item 

Cluster Definitions for the CCSSE Engagement Data 

Academic 
Preparation 

The academic preparation indicator is composed of one survey 
item. A six-item response scale {None, 1-5 hours, 6-10 hours,! 1-
20 hours, 21-30 hours, More than 30 hours) is used for the 
following time allotment item: 
• Preparing for class (studying, reading, writing, rehearsing, 
doing homework, or other activities related to your program) 

Extracurricular 
Involvement 

The extracurricular involvement indicator is composed of one 
survey item. A six-item response scale (None, 1-5 hours, 6-10 
hours,11-20 hours, 21-30 hours, More than 30 hours) is used for 
the following time allotment item: 
• Participating in college-sponsored activities (organizations, 
campus publications, student government, intercollegiate or 
intramural sports, etc.) 

Institutional 
Support for 
Learners 

The institutional support for learners indicator is composed of 
seven survey items. A four item response scale (Very little, 
Some, Quite a bit, Very much) is used for the following college 
opinion items: 
• Encouraging you to spend significant amounts of time studying 
• Providing the support you need to help you succeed at this 
college 
• Encouraging contact among students from different economic, 
social, and racial or ethnic backgrounds 
• Helping you cope with your non-academic responsibilities 
(work, family, etc.) 
• Providing the support you need to thrive socially 
• Providing the financial support you need to afford your 
education 
• Using computers in academic work 

Overall 
Satisfaction of 
Institution 

The overall satisfaction of institution indicator evaluates the 
entire educational experience at this college on a four response 
scale (Excellent, Good, Fair, or Poor). 

Satisfaction of 
Relationships 

The satisfaction of relationships indicator is composed of three 
survey items on a 7-item response scale (Ranging from 1 to 7, 
with scale anchors described: (1) Extremely Poor, (2) Very 
Poor, (3) Poor, (4) Neutral, (5) Good, (6) Very Good, and (7) 
Extremely Good) is used for ranking the quality of relationships 
item. 
•Peer 
• Faculty 
• Administrative Personnel and Offices 



Engagement Cluster Definitions for the CCSSE Engagement Data 
Item 

Student- The student-faculty indicator is composed of seven survey items 
Faculty on a 4-item response scale (Never, Sometimes, Often, Very 
Interaction Often) is used for the following student-faculty interaction 

activities: 
• Asked questions in class or contributed to class discussions 
• Used email to communicate with an instructor 
• Discussed grades or assignments with an instructor 
• Talked about career plans with an instructor or advisor 
• Discussed ideas from readings/classes with instructors outside 
of class 
• Received prompt feedback (written or oral) from instructors on 
your performance 
• Worked with instructors on activities other than coursework 

Use of Student The student support services indicator is composed of eleven 
Support survey items. A four-item response scale (Don't Know/N.A., 
Services Rarely/Never, Sometimes, Often) is used for the following 

student services items: 
• Frequency: Academic advising/planning 
• Frequency: Career counseling 
• Frequency: Job placement assistance 
• Frequency: Peer or other tutoring 
• Frequency: Skill labs (writing, math, etc.) 
• Frequency: Child care 
• Frequency: Financial aid advising 
• Frequency: Computer lab 
• Frequency: Student organizations 
• Frequency: Transfer credit assistance 
• Frequency: Services to students with disabilities 



Appendix F 

TCC DATA SHARING AGREEMENT 

TIDEWATER COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
From here, goanywhert.™ 

Data Shar ing Agreement Form 

This agreement pertains to the student information datasets that Tidewater Community 
College (TCC) is providing to Old Dominion University (ODU) for educational research 
purposes. Specifically, this data is to be limited in its use to sole support of research 
work conducted by Ms. Wendy TTghe of the ODU Community College Leadership 
program in her research effort being conducted under the working title of The Impact of 
Participation in a Virginia Community College Orientation Program Course on Student 
Retention, Academic Achievement, and Academic and Social Engagement". Data 
provided by TCC will be limited to data collected from the 2005 Community College 
Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE). This data will not include individual student 
identifying information. 

I certify that I, as a representative of Old Dominion University, will comply with the 
Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act as it applies to sharing student specific 
information. Specifically, I certify that: (1) all student data and information provided will 
be used for academic research purposes only, (2) Old Dominion University will not 
share this data with any other entity, except as required by law, regulation, or subpoena 
and (3) individually identifiable data will be destroyed upon completion of said research. 

Old Dominion University Representative 

Name (print): U K M U " V i ^ M ^ ~ -, \ t ^ « 

Signature O ° " ~ Date 

Curtis K. Aasen, Associate Director of Institutional Effectiveness Date 

TCCOIE 
0MW20O7 
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Conducted personal development and academic success seminars 



Lead, supervised, and directed professional and technical staff 
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