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ABSTRACT

Comparison of the Three Major Administrative Approaches
to the Management of Concurrent Enrollment
Programs at Utah State University

From 1987 to 1991
by

Haile Hirpa, Doctor of Philosophy
Utah State University, 1993

Major Professor: Dr. Gary S. Straquadine
Department: Agricultural Technology Systems and Education

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship of the Utah
State University concurrent enrollment program to the achievement (GPA),
recruitment, and retention of program participants after joining Utah State
University.

Three administrative approaches to the management of concurrent
enrollment programs were identified for the purpose of this study: Level One,
Level Two, and Level Three. Level One involved high school teachers who
taught and graded the concurrent enrollment program courses. In Level Two,
high school teachers taught the courses, but University professors prepared exams

and graded the papers. In Level Three, teaching, exam preparation, and paper




grading were all executed by university faculty.

To determine the effects of the three different administrative approaches
on concurrent enrollment programs, four research questions were formulated:

(1) For the three different administrative approaches to the management of the
concurrent enrollment program practiced by Utah State University, are there
different GPAs for comparable selected major courses for program participants?
(2) For the three different administrative approaches, are there differences in the
proportion of high school students recruited to Utah State University? (3) For
the three different administrative approaches, are there different rates of
retention for participating students one year after joining Utah State University?
(4) For the three different administrative approaches, are there greater GPAs and
retention rates when compared with Utah State University’s regular freshmen
population?

A sample from the target population of concurrent enrollment program
participants from 1988 to 1991 was used. The data were collected from existing
Utah State University records.

The dependent variables were GPA, recruitment, and retention, while
administrative approaches were the three levels of the independent variable. The
means for the Level One approach were statistically and educationally significant
as compared to the remaining two levels. One year after joining Utah State

University, the recruited concurrent enrollment program participants tended to




xii
remain with Utah State University. Therefore, it was recommended that the
program be supported with the emphasis on encouraging more high school

teachers to teach concurrent enrollment courses in the future.

(101 pages)




CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION
Background and Rationale for the Study

A concurrent enrollment program is an educational program which allows
high school students, including seniors and in some cases juniors, to take college-
level courses prior to graduation and simultaneously receive credit toward high
school graduation and college (Greenberg, 1989).

Sponsors of concurrent enrollment programs include the National
Association of Secondary Principals, the American Association of Higher
Education, the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, the Ford
Foundation, and the Fund for the Improvement of Post-Secondary Education.
These organizations have supported research, conferences, and projects dealing
with high school/college curriculum redundancy and the changing demographics
of the college population in general, and concurrent enrollment programs in
particular (Greenberg, 1989). Today, university educators are emphasizing
development of such programs as an alternative solution to the problem of
declining enrollment in colleges and universities.

Voorheis (1979) reported that because a number a high school seniors
complete most of their high school requirements by the end of their junior year,

or after the first semester of their senior year, they often face an intellectual slack




time. Offering college-level courses to such high school students could challenge
them intellectually and could also expose them to a college environment and a
higher education curriculum. Moreover, concurrent enrollment program students
could save money on tuition later when they enter the university as full-time

students.
Benefits of Concurrent Enrollment Programs

According to Greenberg (1989), concurrent enrollment programs provide
numerous and substantial benefits to students, parents, high schools, post-
secondary institutions, and society as a whole. The most obvious benefits to the
students are the following: Students may earn college credits; receive reduced
tuition costs; experience an increased desire to learn; and be relieved of senior
year boredom commonly known as "senioritis." Parents can save on tuition costs
and have the chance to assess their children’s aptitudes for college-level work.
Also as a result of concurrent enrollment programs, high schools enjoy reduced
senioritis, a more open line of communication between high schools and colleges,
enhanced status of high school teachers, and a more positive image in the
community. Furthermore, participating colleges are able to recruit motivated
students, create grant opportunities, enhance high school/college faculty
interactions, and improve community relations. In short, the educational system

benefits as a whole.




Gilmour (1981) observed that high school students go through a gradual
process in selecting a college fairly early in their high school careers. Therefore,
exposing high school students to college or university programs through
concurrent enrollment programs could help recruitment at an early age.

In 1967, Utah State University leaders initiated a concurrent enrollment
program, with major centers in Ogden and Uintah. The program was initiated to
overcome the problems of intellectual slack time during the high school senior
year and declining enrollment in colleges. Since then, the concurrent enrollment
program has been perceived by Utah State University administrators as an
important recruitment tool. In 1987, Utah State University College of Agriculture
educators introduced three 100-level agricultural science courses as a concurrent
enrollment program. Two years later, Parkinson (1989) concluded that the
program had attracted students to Utah State University, and Denton (1989)
concluded that a substantial number of participating students had achieved grades
sufficient to earn them college credits.

Utah State University concurrent enrollment program administrators have
been practicing three distinctly different approaches to management of the
concurrent enrollment program (Table 1). Each approach can be classified as
having an increasing level of administrative control.

In Level One, high school teachers were responsible for teaching the
courses, preparing the tests, grading the tests, and assigning the final course

grades. This was the type of management used at the Utah State University -




Ogden Center.

In Level Two, high school teachers received training at Utah State

University prior to teaching and held adjunct status. The high school teachers in

the Level Two approach would teach the courses at the high school while Utah

State University faculty members prepared the tests, graded the tests, and

assigned the final course grades. This was the type of management used for the

three concurrent enrollment courses offered through the College of Agriculture.

The Level Three administrative approach had Utah State University

extension faculty members teaching the courses, preparing the tests, grading the

tests, and assigning the final course grades. This management strategy was used

for concurrent enrollment courses offered through the Utah State University -

Uintah Center.

Table 1

Increasin vels of Administrative ntrol

Level One (Least Control Level Two (Int. Control
at Ogden Center) at Coll. of Agri. Center)

Level Three (Most Control
at Uintah Basin Center)

High School Teachers High School
Teach CEP Course Teachers Teach
CEP Course

High School Teachers USU Faculty
Prepare/Deliver Exams  Prepare Tests
Grade Papers

USU Extension
Faculty Teach
CEP Course

Extension
Faculty Prepare Tests
Grade Papers




Concurrent Enrollment Courses

Concurrent enrollment courses are regular Utah State University courses,
mostly required general education classes or selected major courses, that are
under direct supervision of one of the seven participating Utah State University
colleges and 24 departments. Courses offered under the program and courses
commonly taught at Ogden and Uintah centers are listed in Table 2 and Table 3,
respectively. Grades obtained from these courses are used to determine the

GPAs of the participating concurrent enrollment program students.
Problem Statement

Utah State University’s concurrent enrollment program has been in
operation for the last 25 years. While the program has been perceived to have
important benefits, its impacts on the participants’ achievement (GPA),
recruitment, and retention under the three major administrative approaches have
not been systematically assessed. Therefore, a comparison of the three
administrative approaches was necessary to determine which of them has the
greatest impact on participating students’ achievement (GPA), recruitment, and

retention.




Table 2
ncurrent Enrollmen r ffer 7 to 1991
Center/Program College Courses
Level One Humanities ENGL 101, 113, 114, 120, 126
Arts & Soc. Sci. HIS 170, SW 105, THART 140,
MUSC 102
Business BIS 111, 121, 140, BA 135, ACCT 105
Science CS 150, PHYX 101, 111, 112, CHEM
101, 111, BIOL 101, 215
PHYSL 130, MATH 101, 105, 106, 215,
220, 221, 222
Education PSY 101
Engineering ITE 101,120, 1217122, 201
Family Life NFS 122, FHD 150
Level Two Agriculture PL SCI 100, AG ED 101, ADVS 111
Level Three Science MATH 101, 105, 106, 215, 220, 221, 222,

CS 170, CHEM 101, 111, BIOL 101, 125,
MICROB 111, 112, PHYYSL 130

Humanities ENGL 001, 101, 115, 195

Arts & Soc. Science THART 140, 201, HIS 170, COMM
105, ART 101

Business BIS 140, 141

Engineering ITE 120, 121,.322




Table 3

I ht at Both Level One and Level Thr

Business Engineering Humanities Science

BIS 140 ITE 120 ENGL 101 BIOL 101
ITE 121 HIS 170 BIOL 125

THART 140 CHEM 101

CHEM 111

MATH 101

MATH 105

MATH 106

MATH 215

MATH 220

MATH 221

MATH 222

PHYSL 130

Definition of Terms

Achievement is defined as the grade point average (GPA) a student
received in a concurrent enrollment course and/or a Utah State
University - Logan campus course. The GPA is used as an
indication of student performance, and therefore, achievement in
the specific course. The summative GPA is considered an
indication of the student’s performance, and therefore, achievement

in a group of courses (i.e., all concurrent enrollment courses, all




Utah State University - Logan courses, both concurrent enrollment
courses and Utah State University - Logan courses).

Concurrent enrollment program (CEP) is an educational program which
allows high school students, including seniors and in some cases
juniors, to take college-level courses prior to graduation and
simultaneously receive credit toward high school graduation and

college.

Concurrent enrollment program grade point average (CEPGPA) is defined

as the grade point average received by an individual student in a

specific concurrent enrollment course.

Overall grade point average (OVALLGPA) is the grade point average

received by CEP students obtained from all CEP courses taken on
and off campus, as well as other college courses.

Passing grade is a GPA of 2.00 and above on a scale of 0.00 to 4.00.

0.00 - 0.67 = F
0.68 - 1.33 = D
1.67-233 =C
267-333 =B
3.67-4.00 = A

Recruitment pertains to whether students came to the Utah State
University campus after participating in the concurrent enrollment

program to pursue their college education.
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Retention, for the purpose of this research, was defined as a student’s stay
for at least one year at Utah State University after participating in
the concurrent enrollment program.

Total concurrent enrollment program gr int average (TCEPGPA) is
the grand total concurrent enrollment program courses grade point
average received by participating students. This reflects only grades
received in the CEP courses. It does not include grades received as
a student enrolled at the Utah State University - Logan campus.

Utah State University campus grade point average (USUCPGPA) is the
grade point average received by CEP students for all courses after
joining Utah State University with the exception of TCEPGPA.

Year grade point average (YEARGPA) is the grade point average of CEP
students for the first year after joining Utah State University.
Participants who did not complete the first year were not included
in the group. This GPA is a calculation of the student’s grades after
one year of enrollment at Utah State University, excluding the

grades (TCEPGPA) received in a CEP course.

Research Questions

Throughout this research the effects of the Utah State University
concurrent enrollment program under the three administrative approaches from

1987 to 1991 were compared. The major emphasis was on participants’




10
achievement (GPA), recruitment possibilities, and retention after one year.
Specific research objectives led to the following questions:

1. For the three different administrative approaches to the management of
the concurrent enrollment program practiced by Utah State University, are there
different GPAs for comparable selected major courses for program participants?

Hypothesis:

When the three major administrative approaches are compared,
there is no significant difference between concurrent enrollment
program GPA (CEPGPA), Total CEP GPA (TCEPGPA), USU
Campus Course GPA (USUCPGPA), GPA after one year at USU
for selected USU general education courses and selected major
courses (YEARGPA), and Overall CEP participants’ GPA

(OVALLGPA).

A. For CEP Course GPA (CEPGPA)

HO: pl = p2 = u3
HA: pul # p2 ¢ u3

B. For CEP Total GPA (TCEPGPA)

HO: ul = p2 = u3
HA: pl ¢ p2 « u3

C. For USU Campus GPA (USUCPGPA)

HO: pul =pu2 =3
HA: pl ¢ u2 ¢ u3
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D. For End of First Year GPA (YEARGPA)

HO: ul = p2 = u3
HA: pl # p2 #u3

E. For Overall GPA (OVALLGPA)
HO: ul = p2 = u3
HA: ul # u2 4+ u3

2. For the three different administrative approaches, are there differences
in the proportion of high school students recruited to Utah State University?

Hypothesis:

There is no significant difference in recruitment, which can be
attributed to the three administrative approaches, in the proportion
of high school students who attend Utah State University as a result
of participating in a concurrent enrollment program.

HO: o%=0%="0%

HA: 0% +0% ¢ 0%

3. For the three different administrative approaches, are there different
rates of retention for participating students one year after joining Utah State
University?

Hypothesis:

There is no significant difference in the rate of retention of
concurrent enrollment program participants, which can be attributed

to the three administrative approaches, after enrollment at Utah
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State University.

o T T e
HO: o° = 0% = 0%

HA: 0% # 0% + 0%

4. For the three different administrative approaches, are there greater
GPA and retention rates when compared with Utah State University’s regular
freshmen population?
Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference in the three administrative
approaches when concurrent enrollment program students are
compared to the regular freshman population in terms of GPA and
retention rate at the end of their first year.
A. GPA

HO: u; CEP = u USU
HA: u, CEP + u USU

HO: u, CEP = u USU
HA: u, CEP + u USU

HO: pu, CEP = u USU
HA: u; CEP  u USU

B. Retention
HO: ¢?% CEP = o> USU
HA: o% CEP ¢ o* USU
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HO: 0% CEP = o> USU
HA: o% CEP + ¢’ USU

HO: % CEP = o? USU
HA: % CEP # o? USU

Parkinson (1989) recommended further study of the students who
participated in the concurrent enrollment program and who continued to attend
Utah State University. Denton (1989) also recommended that research on the
College of Agriculture program should continue in order to determine the
influence of the program on students’ achievements, but should be limited to
students with high school GPAs of 3.0 or better. In a preliminary study at the
Ogden and Uintah Center, it was found that the majority of the concurrent
enrollment program participants do not come to the Utah State University
campus as intended, but go to nearby colleges and universities (Johnson, Medlyn,
& Tueller, 1990).

The results of this study will help Utah State University administrators to
assess the impact of the program as a recruitment tool. If students’ achievements
and rate of retention are practically and educationally significant, the program
should be entitled to more grants and sponsorship to reach its fullest capacity. If
not, financing should be re-evaluated. This study will help determine the
influence of Utah State University’s concurrent enrollment programs on student

achievements, retention, and recruitment.
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Scope of the Study

This research was conducted as an ex post facto study under the pre-
experimental static-group comparison design. It is an ex post facto experiment
because the effects studied have already taken place.

Four school years, 1987-88, 1988-89, 1989-90, and 1990-91, under the three
levels (Levels One, Two, and Three) with their respective three distinct
administrative approaches, were included in the study.

The target population included 3,170 students from the Ogden center,
4,997 students from the Uintah center, and 515 students from the College of

Agriculture program.
Summary

For the last 25 years, the Utah State University concurrent enrollment
program has been perceived as an important recruitment tool. Parkinson (1989)
studied the Utah State University College of Agriculture concurrent enrollment
program and ascertained that it attracts students to Logan. However, the
influence of concurrent enrollment programs at Level One and Three is not
similarly known and has not been compared with Level Two. Therefore, the
comparison of the Ogden administrative approach, the Uintah administrative
approach, and the College of Agriculture administrative approach was deemed
crucial in regards to concurrent enrollment program participants’ achievements

(GPA), recruitment, and retention. The comparison should also determine the




relative efficacy of the three programs with respect to their administrative

approaches.
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CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter describes the history of advanced placement, its implications
for the establishment of concurrent enrollment programs, and its influences on
students’ achievement, retention, and recruitment. In addition, this chapter
explores major concepts such as concurrent enrollment programs across the U.S.,
attributions of academic success, declining enrollment in agricultural colleges, and

students’ recruitment to colleges.
Concurrent Enrollment: Its Origin in Advanced Placement

Concurrent enrollment originated in the concept of advanced placement.
The main purpose of the advanced placement program was to offer academically
advanced high school students an opportunity to take college-level courses. As a
result, in the last two decades, high school students have been given the
opportunity to earn college credit applicable toward an undergraduate degree
prior to enrolling at a college or university of their choice (Dillon, 1986). Since
the 1970s, the advanced placement program has received considerable attention in
educational literature (Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, 1973;
Menacker, 1975; National Association of Secondary School Principals, 1975;

Boyer, 1981; O’Keefe, 1981; Willingham & Morris, 1986).
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LeMay (1985) explained that advanced placement offers an opportunity for
students who are able, motivated, and confident to take college-level course work
while in high school. These high achievers continue to excel on the college
campus. Upon reviewing the program, which has been very effective for the last
25 years, Hanson (1980) commended the program for encouraging advanced
students. Chamberlain, Pugh, and Schellhammer (1978) further noted that
advanced placement benefitted students throughout their undergraduate years.
Advanced placement continues to influence students’ academic progress
throughout the undergraduate years (Arbolino, 1976; Hochman, 1970; Kastrinos &
Erk, 1974; Modu, Reed, & Coon, 1975; White, 1974).

Dillon (1986) found that most colleges and universities emphasized the
completion of advanced placement courses and that completion did in fact
positively affect student opportunities for higher education. Investigating why
students enroll in advanced placement programs, Hogan (1971) found that 57%
of the students participated because they were interested in a particular field that
was not adequately covered in regular high school courses; and 43% enrolled to
get a head start in college. Hogan also learned that 76% of advanced placement
participants believed the courses helped them in their college course work.

In 1988, approximately 200,000 students, about one-third of the nation’s
high school seniors, enrolled in the advanced placement program, which is
sponsored by the College Board (AP Yearbook, 1988). According to Greenberg

(1989), the program is designed by teams of high school and college educators,
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which allows high schools to offer college-level courses in a variety of disciplines.
Successful completion of the courses enables students to earn high school credits.
In addition, students may receive college credits. To do so, students must sit for a
standardized test, offered by the Educational Testing Service, and then they must
submit their exam results to the college of their choice. Exams are graded on a
scale of 1to 5: 5 means extremely well-qualified for college credit; 4 means well-
qualified; 3 means qualified; 2 means possibly qualified; and 1 means no
recommendation. However, even though students enrolled in the program are an
academically select group, colleges do not guarantee the acceptability of advanced
placement exam results.

The advanced placement program has its strengths and limitations. Itis a
well-known and refined program that is cost-efficient and operates without
disruption within the regular school schedule. Teachers in the program also have
the chance to interact extensively with college educators. However, the program
is limited by lack of assurance for college credits, the fact that exams are offered

only once a year in May, and the fact that only high achievers may enroll.
Concurrent Enrollment Programs Across the U.S.

According to Greenberg (1989) there are seven concurrent enrollment
programs in action which are recognized by the concurrent enrollment nationally
recognized figures. Three programs are in New York (Syracuse University’s

Project Advance Program, Kingsborough Community College’s College Now
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Program, and LaGuardia Community College’s Middle College High School
Program); two are in Florida (the Florida Dual Enrollment Model and Florida
International University’s Partners in Progress Program); one is in Minnesota
(Minnesota Post-Secondary Enrollment Options Programs), and one is in
Washington (Seattle University’s Matteo Ricci College Programs). These
programs have different capabilities, program designs, student populations,
strengths, limitations, and specific locations of their own. The major strength of
all the programs is that participating students may receive credit towards high
school graduation and college. However, transfer of credits from the sponsoring

institution to other colleges or universities is not guaranteed.
Project Advance Program of the Syracuse University

Syracuse University’s Project Advance was established in 1973 to overcome
the problem of "senioritis" in New York areas. At present, this program serves
New York, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, and New Jersey. Regular high school
teachers learn to teach these concurrent enrollment program courses at a summer
training course at Syracuse University. Furthermore, participation in the summer
workshops qualifies the high school teachers for adjunct instructors’ status.
Periodic in-service programs were given to the adjunct instructors every fall and
spring.

The courses are taught at the high school sites and have the same content

as the courses offered on the Syracuse University campus, but a three-credit
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university semester course is extended to a year-long course for the high school
seniors. Currently, the following courses are offered: biology, calculus, chemistry,
English, psychology, sociology, and computer engineering. Tests are designed by
Syracuse University faculty.

Students who successfully pass the tests received credit for high school and
college. Based on standardized testing, Syracuse University’s Project Advance
students were superior to their peers who planned to attend college. According to
Wilbur (1984), these students averaged nearly 100 points higher than the national
mean on the verbal portion of the SAT and 117 points higher on the math
portion.

As a result of a four-year follow-up of the Syracuse University Project
Advance Class of 1977, Mercurio, Schwartz, and Oesterle (1982) found that
Project Advance graduates who went on to college had a very low rate of attrition
and achieved higher grades. They recommended overwhelmingly that, given the
opportunity, high school students should enroll in Project Advance. In this study,
it was also noted that the courses were taught by carefully selected high school
faculty members whose credentials were reviewed by a faculty committee
assembled from the appropriate Syracuse University departments.

Although the benefits far outweigh any limitations, a few problems still
exist. Tuition is charged, although at a reduced rate, and the program is mainly
designed for high academic achievers. However, educators are currently led by

public policy of equal access to education for everyone.
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Voorheis (1979) examined concurrent enrollment projects at Syracuse
University, the University of Massachusetts at Ambherst, and the University of
Maine at Orono. Voorheis concluded that, despite its limitations, concurrent
enrollment is a workable and carefully thought-out program in which schools and

students can benefit.
College Now Program of the Kingsborough Community College

The Kingsborough Community College’s College Now Program was
established in 1984 at the Kingsborough Community College, City University of
New York. College Now concurrent enrollment students take college-level
courses taught by adjunct faulty at high school sites. Courses offered include
Introduction to Business Administration, Introduction to Social Science,
Humanities, Introduction to Science, and Introduction to Computer Science. The
College Now program is designed for eight New York City high schools. Students
are invited to visit the Kingsborough campus at least once each semester.

To be admitted, a student must earn a cumulative average of 65% and
80% in high school. College Now courses are tuition-free, but to enroll, students
must pass a battery of tests known as the Freshman Assessment Program. Those
who earn less than the minimum requirement are allowed to take a remedial
course and, if they pass, are given the opportunity to take the college-level courses

free of charge.
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The College Now program demonstrates that it is possible to operate
concurrent enrollment programs that are relatively successful with average
students. For example, the 319 students enrolled in the program in a recent year
earned slightly under a B- grade average. Almost 70% made a passing grade.
However, the College Now program has been supported by special funding from
the state legislature. If for some reason the state revokes this funding, the

program will be in jeopardy (Greenberg, 1989).
Middle College High School of LeGuardia Community College

LeGuardia Community College’s Middle College High School was opened
in 1974 on the campus of LeGuardia Community College in Queens, New York,
to serve high-risk students with average academic potential. Greenberg described
the program as an intensive and supportive tool for student success. Students may
receive both high school and college credit for the college-level courses they take.
Eligibility for admission to the program is determined by a counselor who will
also periodically monitor the progress of the student. To be eligible, students
must graduate from one of six feeder junior high schools to the Middle College
High School; moreover, they must be identified as potential high school dropouts
who have the desire to join the Middle College High School.

A typical Middle College High School student taking college courses has
high school grades in the 70% to 80% range with SAT verbal scores in the 300 to

350 range and SAT math scores in the 350 to 400 range. Each year, about 90
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Middle College students take college-level courses. Since the program started,
about 700 students, 30% of the Middle College students, have completed college
level courses, earning a mean grade point average of slightly under C+

(Wilbur, 1984).
Partners in Progress Program of Florida International University

Florida International University’s Partners in Progress Program, sponsored
by Florida International University, began in 1982. It serves minority students in
four Miami high schools and 14 high schools in Dade County. Partners in
Progress students were brought to campus for two consecutive summers. In the
first summer, they received basic skills training; in the second summer, they were
allowed to take up to six credit hours of regular college courses depending on
their aggregate SAT scores. Students with less than 950 on their SAT score were
limited to one college course. Students received scholarships for fees and books,
and materials were waived. Enrollment was open to any student from
participating high schools with a C average or better. The students’ performance
in their college courses was comparable to that of the university’s regular
freshman. Again, the major problem was limited financial support (Greenberg,

1989).
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The Florida Dual Enrollment Model

The Florida Dual Enrollment Model is a state-wide program in which high
school students concurrently enroll in college courses taught at the high school
sites. The chief strength of this program is its flexibility in serving each school
district according to its needs. In every case, the entry criteria are determined by

negotiations between the colleges and the school districts.
Post-Secondary Enrollment Option Program of Minnesota

Minnesota’s Post-Secondary Enrollment Option Program was enacted by
the Minnesota State Legislature as part of the 1985 Omnibus School Aid Act. As
a result, high school juniors and seniors could take regular college courses,
tuition-free, at the college site and receive high school and college credit.
However, in 1986, modified legislation forced students to pay tuition for college
credits, which eliminated the benefits of the concurrent enrollment program

(Greenberg, 1989).
Matteo Ricci College of Seattle University

Seattle University’s Matteo Ricci College, established in 1975, is a six-year
program that begins at the high school freshman level and concludes with a
bachelor’s degree awarded by Seattle University, Washington (Greenberg, 1989).
The program compresses the traditional eight school years into six years and

addresses the problems of curriculum redundancy by offering, as an alternative, a
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well-articulated and integrated liberal arts education. The curriculum is divided
into lower and upper divisions, or Matteo I and Matteo II, respectively. Matteo I
is conducted on the campus of the Seattle Preparatory School, while Matteo II is
conducted on the campus of Seattle University. Courses are in culture, literature,
religion, language-skill development, artistic-aesthetic development, unified
science, and psycho-physical for Matteo I; and philosophy, language, art, western
culture, social ecology, and cultural interface for Matteo II. According to Matteo
Ricci administrators, most Matteo Ricci students score well above national norms

on college aptitude tests such as the SAT and ACT.
Origin of Concurrent Enrollment Program Curriculum

High school/college curriculum redundancy and the changing demographics
of the college population could affect the appropriateness of many introductory
college-level courses (Greenberg, 1989). Curriculum redundancy, or duplication,
and an overlap of content during the last two years of high school and the first
two years of college have been recognized for several years. For students who are
deficient in the basic skills, duplication is essential, but for academically advanced
students, it is a waste of time. Blanchard (1971) concluded that nearly one third
of the subject matter during the first two years of college was merely a repetition
of what had already been taught in high school. Blanchard also estimated, based
on 1965 enrollment data and tuition costs, that $420 million had been spent that

year to teach courses in college that had been taught in high schools.
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The Regents of the University of the State of New York (1974) concluded

that many young people are physically, socially, and intellectually more advanced
today than their parents were at the same age. This conclusion led them to
reappraise many of the introductory college-level courses. Beginning with the G.I.
Bill after World War II, colleges have opened their doors to an array of students
representing the broad range of achievement found among the nation’s high
school graduates. In 1985 alone, more than one million high school graduates
entered some type of post-secondary institution with varying degrees of
capabilities (Boyer, 1987). Concurrent enrollment programs need to follow the
same trend and consent to admit low, as well as high achieving students. As
Parnell (1985) stated, bridges such as concurrent enrollment programs should be

built between high schools and colleges.
Attributions of Academic Success

Both advanced placement and concurrent enrollment programs emphasize
student performance and success. Several studies have indicated that students
have to master the prerequisite courses to succeed in their undergraduate work.
For example, according to Sorge, Dennis, Wark, and Lois (1984), students who
were successful in math were also successful in computer science. Furthermore,
Marsh, Flake, Anderson, and Norman (1985) concluded that mathematical skills
were needed as prerequisites for success in introductory biology courses.

Moreover, Harris (1983) reported that mathematical skill levels were used in




predicting success in general college chemistry courses.

Fontana and David (1985) examined the relative importance of 12

categories of factors related to students’ academic success. These factors were
study habits, course content, teachers, social factors, interest, motivation, ability,
domestic security, peers, luck, financial security, and health. They concluded that
study skills are relatively the most important of all.

Kallingal (1989) indicated that the critical factors in college-level course
achievements are ability and effort. Other researchers reported that the main
factor influencing college success is study skill (Brechner, 1979). In his follow-up
study, Watkins (1979) indicated that study skill is the major predicting factor for
university success. Moreover, Alexander, Aaron, and Vines (1984) and De Silva,
Deema, Freund, and Clara, (1987) also pointed out study skill as an essential
success strategy in making it through college.

Academic success in concurrent enrollment programs is also commonly
attributed to study skill (Trice, Ashton, Ogden, Stevens, & Booth, 1987). Wood
(1988) reported that it is possible to help low achieving students and make them
succeed in college work by teaching them good study skills. In his study called
"Who is the successful student?," Borchardt (1989) asserted that good study habits
are critical to academic success. Hence, one may infer that students’ achievement
(GPA) in concurrent enrollment programs reflects their study habits.

Fadale (1990) concluded that persistence breeds success, while a positive

college environment, realistic expectations, a sense of belonging, and academic
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success also contributed to the overall achievements of students. According to
Scherer and Wygant (1982), student success increases as a result of students’
understanding of goals and enhanced aspirations. At the University of California,
San Diego, peer counseling proved to be an important strategy in the academic
success program for economically disadvantaged minority groups (Buck & Pineda,
1985). Pairing courses such as reading and study skills with traditional academic
courses like biology revealed benefits for enhancing academic achievement
(Rauch & Fillenworth, 1985).

But the achievements of concurrent enrollment program participants
cannot be viewed only in terms of study skills. Therefore, counselors should be
advised to inform concurrent enrollment program participants to be aware of all

other factors needed for successful academic careers.
Declining Enrollment in Agriculture

One of the major reasons for initiating the Utah State University College
of Agriculture concurrent enrollment program was to overcome the problem of
declining enrollment in agriculture. Robbins (1985) studied 77 colleges of
agriculture and found a decline of 18% in the enrollment of undergraduates
between the years 1981 and 1984. Pals (1987) listed four major reasons for
declining enrollment in the field of agriculture:

1. Graduation requirements. Increased high school graduation

requirements left students with fewer electives, and thus reduced opportunity to
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study agriculture in high school.

2. The farm crisis. A general negative attitude toward farming and
agriculture was perceived.

3. College entrance requirements. Colleges seeking to improve the quality
of graduates have raised entrance requirements, which has led to declining
enrollment in agricultural colleges.

4. Declining funds. Federal and state vocational education funds have
gradually declined along with local budgets.

To increase agricultural college enrollment, Pals recommended several
solutions. He suggested that the quality of instruction could be improved by
assisting counselors and administrators in their understanding of the opportunities
in agriculture. He also recommended seeking approval for science, math, or
economics credit at the high school level for agricultural courses; combatting the
negative image born of the farm crisis through adult education; continuing
agriculture in the classroom programs at the elementary school level; and
increasing the number of qualified agriculture teachers. If hiring more qualified
agricultural teachers were not feasible, limiting enrollment to a manageable size
could help in maintaining quality. Increasing the quality and quantity of students
in elementary and secondary school could help to increase enrollment in post-
secondary institutions.

Coulter, Staton, and Geocker (1986) assessed that

more than 48,000 employment openings are projected annually in the
United States for new college graduates with expertise in agriculture,
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natural resources, veterinary medicine and closely allied fields. Yet, fewer
than 44,000 qualified college graduates are anticipated each year, resulting
in a residual shortfall of about ten percent. (p. 2)

The fact that there are employment opportunities for new college
graduates could make the concurrent enrollment program an important tool in

boosting the recruitment of students to college programs and overcoming the

problem of declining enrollment.
Student Recruitment into Colleges

The importance of student recruitment has grown because of the general
decline in enrollment (Frost, Snow, & Novak, 1987). The demographic changes in
student population, faculty, and patrons have affected the options available to
campuses (Scott, 1987). In his report, Scott stated that recruiting new full-time
freshmen requires strategy development and careful examination of applications
and admission offers. Furthermore, recruiting students requires special mailings
and advertisements. In 1985, the Los Angeles Community College District
(LACCD) overcame its major enrollment decline by incorporating a new
campaign. This district-wide campaign involved radio, television, and newspaper
announcements designed to provide information about financial assistance, tuition
waivers, and the academic calendar (Koltai, 1985). To this effect, the concurrent
enrollment program distributes information about college opportunities, which

could assist in recruiting efforts.
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Summary

Advanced placement, which has been successful since its implementation,
and concurrent enrollment programs, which evolved from advanced placement,
are practiced throughout the U.S. and are promising to help students to be
successful in academic careers. The declining number of students in agriculture as
well as in other fields has forced administrators to look into the alternative of
adapting the concurrent enrollment program as a critical recruiting tool. Even
though study skills are the major attribute of college success, concurrent
enrollment programs could also prove significant in augmenting students’
academic achievements. This study will address the role of Utah State
University’s concurrent enrollment program in student achievement, retention, and

recruitment.
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CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

This chapter describes procedures used to investigate the characteristics of
concurrent enrollment programs at Utah State University from 1987 to 1991. This
study focused on three dependent variables and one independent variable with
three levels. The dependent variables were (a) student achievement as measured
by GPA from the general education and selected major courses, (b) recruitment,
and (c) retention after one year at Utah State University. The independent
variable was the administrative approach to the management of concurrent
enrollment which was classified into three levels of administrative controls:

Levels One, Two, and Three.
Population and Sampling Procedures

Samples of concurrent enrollment program participants from control Levels
One, Two, and Three were drawn from the populations of participants who had
enrolled in the programs. Because this study specifically focused on high school
students who had been recruited by Utah State University and who had been
retained in the program, extension students and other category students were
excluded. The target population of Level One was 3,170 participants. From
Levels Two and Three, the target populations were 515 and 4,997 students,

respectively. Samples of 793 participants from Level One, 130 from Level Two,
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and 1,250 from Level Three were included in the study.

Sample size figures were obtained from Cohen’s (1977) sample size
formula, stated as follows:

n=N.05/400£+1

where N.OS is the necessary target population for the given a, u, and desired
power at @ = .0S. fis the nontabled effect size (ES) rounded to the nearest
integer and/or the effect size; a is the significance criterion; u is the number of
degrees of freedom; and n is the sample size. Four hundred (400) is a constant
from Cohen’s formula. For this study, the following assumptions were made:
a=.05, u=k-1, k=3, u=2, f=.1, and power =.95.

For the Level Two administrative control, the sample size was computed as
follows:

n=515/400(.1 x.1)+1
=129+1
=130

All members in each group were from defined populations already placed
on a list in a random order. In the case of the College of Agriculture program
(Level Two), a sample of 130 participants from a list of 515 students was selected.
To use systematic sampling, 515 was divided by 130, which was approximately
equal to 4. Then, a number smaller than 4 was selected, say 2. Two (2) was used
as the random start. Then, every fourth name from the list of the target

population was chosen, for example, 2, 6, 10, 14, and so forth. This systematic
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sampling is similar to simple random sampling because the population has already
been placed on a list in random order. Level Two was chosen as an example
because there were fewer participants in Level Two than in the other two control
levels. A similar procedure and formula were applied for Levels One and Three.
For Level One:
n=3170/400(.1x.1)+1
=793
For Level Three:
n=4997/400(.1x1)+1

=1250
Design

In most educational research, the researcher’s intent is to discover the
relationship between variables. Two variables are said to have a relationship if
the values of the dependent variables can be predicted from the knowledge of the
values of the independent variable (Borg & Gall, 1983).

One approach for exploring relationships between variables is to use ex
post facto research. Ex post facto research can be used to analyze relational data
involving comparison of groups that are different with regard to a critical value,
but are otherwise comparable. However, since subjects cannot be randomly
assigned to treatment groups, the relationships among variables cannot be

experimentally manipulated. According to Borg and Gall (1983), in ex post facto
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research the relationships can be studied after they have, presumably, exerted
their effect on another variable. The major advantage of the ex post facto
research technique is that it helps the investigator to examine relationships among
many variables in a single study. For further research, an experiment could be
conducted on variables with strong relationships. In this research, the ex post
facto approach allowed us to study the predictability of student achievement,
retention after one year, and potential for recruitment based on the concurrent
enrollment program administrative control levels.

Campbell and Stanley (1963) referred to the "ex post facto experiment" as
a technique grouped under the static-group comparison design. Ex post facto
research was first introduced by Chapin and Queen (1937) and was later
extensively treated by Greenwood (1945) and Chapin (1955). Greenwood and
Chapin concluded that the ex post facto approach is an important tool for

comparison studies.
Data Collection

The data for this research were acquired from Utah State University’s
existing records. Nominal information included course number, sex, and college
major. Interval measurements included individual course grade, total concurrent
enrollment course GPA, Utah State University campus GPA, GPA after one year,

and the overall GPA.
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Course GPA was derived from the concurrent enrollment courses
completed by the students in the different colleges. General education courses
that students completed in the concurrent enrollment program were also

identified.
Data Analysis

For the purpose of analysis, the data collected were placed on a computer
diskette using SPSS/PC (Neuroses, 1988). The first step in a static-group
comparison design is to compute descriptive statistics such as frequency, mean,
mode, and median. Next, statistics describing the dispersion of the range,
variance, standard deviation, and standard error of mean were computed. A test
of statistical significance was then calculated.

The choice of a significance test depends on whether the investigator is
interested in comparing groups with mean score, variance, median, rank scores, or
proportions. In this study, mean score, variance, confidence intervals, and
proportions were used. For all relevant circumstances, a priori probability of
alpha at 0.05 was used.

To investigate the differences between the three administrative approaches
used in the concurrent enrollment program, the proportions of students attending
Utah State University for each group were compared. To avoid Type I confound-
ing error, analysis of variance was used. Post hoc comparions (LSD, Duncan’s,

Tukey’s, and Scheffe’s) were used to determine which groups were significantly
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different, once significant F-tests were obtained in analysis of variance. Scheffe’s
test, which is the most conservative, was used for reporting.

To determine the differences resulting from administrative approaches, an
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted for the following:

Administrative approaches by CEP course GPA (CEPGPA)
Administrative approaches by total CEP GPA (TCEPGPA)
Administrative approaches by USU campus GPA (USUCPGPA)
Administrative approaches by Year GPA (YEARGPA)
Administrative approaches by Overall GPA (OVALLGPA)

To identify if there were different rates of recruitment success for the three
administrative approaches, a chi-square analysis was performed comparing the
recruitment rates with the three administrative approaches.

To study the rate of retention, a chi-square analysis was performed for
administrative approaches by retention.

The four major research questions were analyzed as follows:

Analysis method for hypothesis #1. ANOVA was used to assess the
difference between the GPA of selected courses by administrative approaches. T
tests were used when only two levels of variables were involved.

Analysis method for hypothesis #2. Proportions of participants enrolled at
Utah State University one year following movement to main campus were

compared using chi-square analysis.
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Analysis method for hypothesis #3. Proportions of enrollment were
compared using chi-square analysis to investigate the rate of enrollment due to
the different administrative approaches at Utah State University.

Analysis method for hypothesis #4. Mean GPA CEP courses by
administrative approaches were compared to USU GPA using ¢-tests as follows:

Level One CEP GPA compared to USU freshman GPA
Level Two CEP GPA compared to USU freshman GPA
Level Three CEP GPA compared to USU freshman GPA

Retention proportions relative to administrative approaches were compared

to Utah State University freshman general retention using z scores for:
Level One retention compared to USU freshman retention
Level Two retention compared to USU freshman retention

Level Three retention compared to USU freshman retention.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

The purpose of this research was to identify the differences among the
three levels of concurrent enrollment management and student achievement,
recruitment, and retention. To meet the objectives of the research, four research
questions were formulated:

1. For the three different administrative approaches to the management of
the concurrent enrollment program practiced by Utah State University, are there
different GPAs for comparable selected major courses for program participants?

2. For the three different administrative approaches, are there differences
in the proportion of high school students recruited to Utah State University?

3. For the three different administrative approaches, are there different
rates of retention for participating students one year after joining Utah State
University?

4. For the three different administrative approaches, are there greater
GPAs and retention rates when compared with Utah State University’s regular
freshmen population?

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the major findings of the research.
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Description of Selected Characteristics in the Sample

It was determined that Utah State University’s concurrent enrollment
program operates under three different levels of administrative control. Of the
total participants in this study, 36.5% were from the Ogden Center, which
functions at the first and lowest level of administrative control. Six percent of the
program participants were from the College of Agriculture concurrent enrollment
program, which functions at the second, intermediate level. The highest
percentage of participating students, 51.5%, came from the Uintah Center, which
also functions at the highest level of administrative control. The number and
percentage of students included under each level of administrative control are

indicated in Table 4.

Table 4

Number and Percentage of nts in Each Level of Administrative rol
vel of Administrativ ntrol Fr it Percen

Lowest (Ogden Center) 793 36.5

Intermediate (College of Agri.) 130 6.0

Highest (Uintah Center) 1,250 57.5

Total 2,173 100.0
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The study was based on a sample of 2,173 students who participated in the
concurrent enrollment program from 1988 to 1991. The number and percentage
of students taken from each year are displayed in Table 5. Concurrent enrollment
students were from the junior and senior classes. To reduce the selection error,
each participant was enlisted once. Table 6 shows that more females participated
in Levels One and Three than males. In Level Two, more males participated in

the program than females.

Table 5

Number and Percenta, f CEP Students Enrolled in Each School Year Incl

in the Study

Year Frequency ~ Percentage
1988 .98 353

1989 495 238

1990 666 30.6

1991 245 113

Total 2173 100.0




Table 6
Num nd Percen of CEP Participan nder

Gender Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total

42

Male 2% 60% 45.6% 981
Female 58% 40% 54.4% 1192
Total 793 130 1250 2173

The ages of program participants varied from 16 years to 20 years old.

Table 7 indicates that 51.7% of the participants were 17 years old.

Table 7
A f Concurrent Enrollment Pr. m Participants b vel
Level Level Level Total
A, n Twi Thr Frequen Percen
16 77 1 192 270 12.4
17 356 3 765 1124 51.7
18 304 44 263 611 28.1
19 41 32 4 77 3.5
20 15 50 26 91 4.1
Total 793 130 1250 2173 100.0
Mean=17.45

SD=0.81
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Among the concurrent enrollment participants, there were students
majoring in each of the eight colleges at Utah State University. While most of
the participants majored in engineering, the lowest number of students majored in
the natural sciences. Table 8 further indicates that 7.1% of the participants had
not yet declared a major. Concurrent enrollment program participants majored in
different colleges after completing the concurrent enrollment courses. Therefore,
they are not classified under any of the concurrent enrollment administrative

levels once they enroll at Utah State University.

Table 8

Number and Percenta f Majors for CEP Participan

llege Frequency Percentage
Agriculture 42 1,9
Business 144 6.6
Education 86 4.0
Engineering 157 72
Family Life 52 24
HASS 80 3.7
Natural Science 9 0.4
Science 135 6.2
General Registration 27 1.2
Undeclared 143 Tl
Not at USU 1298 59.7

Total 2173 100.0




Science; females tended to major in Education, Family Life, or Humanities.

Males and females majored in Business with nearly the same frequency (see

Table 9). The participants in Table 9 have already enrolled at Utah State

University.

Table 9

Males tended to major in Agriculture, Engineering, Natural Resources, or

Gender of CEP Participants by Major

Major Gender
Male Female

Agriculture 78% 22%
Business 49% 51%
Education 2% 98%
Engineering 87% 13%
Family Life 6% 94%
Humanities & Art 33% 67%
Natural Resources 100% 0%
Science 56% 44%
General Reg. 56% 44%
Undeclared 46% 54%
Total 45% 55%

Among the eight colleges at Utah State University, 48 different courses
were offered under concurrent enrollment. Fourteen percent of the participants

completed English 101; 10.3% completed History 170; and 9.7% completed Math

105 (see Table 10).
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Table 10

Number and Percentage of Students in Sample Enrolled in Concurrent
Enrollment Program Courses

Course Frequency Percentage
1988 1989 1990 1991
ACCTG 105 2 2 6 0.5
ADVS 111 19 12 17 6 2.5
AGED 101 74 0.5
ART 101 2 3 1 0.3
BA 135 7 19 59 9 4.3
BIO 101 2 2i 10 5 0.9
BIO 215 9 S 2 0.7
BIS 111 4 10 19 7 1.8
BIS 121 1 1 0.4
BIS 140 1 5] 2 0.6
BIS 141 1 1 0.1
CHEM 101 18 14 13 9 25
COMM 105 1 3 0.2
CS 150 5 1 0.3
Cs 170 6 0.3
ENGL 101 91 76 97 38 14.0
ENGL 113 7 22 16 21
ENGL 114 17 13 7 17
ENGL 115 11 15 17 5 2.2
ENGL 120 5 6 2 0.6
ENGL 126 11 16 12
FHD 150 2 1 5 0.4

(table continues)
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1988 1989 1990 1991
HIS 170 73 46 84 21 10.3
ITE 101 5 8 30 7 2.3
ITE 120 3 6 5 1 0.7
ITE 121 13 2 4 0.9
ITE 122 1 0.0
ITE 201 1 0.0
ITE 322 2 1 0.1
MATH 101 25 10 44 27 5.0
MATH 105 94 39 48 29 9.7
MATH 106 60 15 17 17 5.0
MATH 215 40 6 i 24
MATH 220 26 6 15 9 2.6
MATH 221 16 5 5 14
MATH 222 15 2 2 0.9
MICROB 111 2 4 4 3 1.8
MICROB 112 2 4 4 0.6
MUSIC 102 4 4 S5 0.7
NFS 122 2 3 10 12 12
PHYSL 130 5 10 4 2 LS
PHYX 101 10 14 2 1.2
PHYX 111 8 6 0.6
PHYX 112 1t 4 0.2
PLSCI 100 18 24 21 7 3.2
PSY 101 22 18 11 2 25
SW 105 13 8 4 1.2
THART 140 88 28 31 11 78
Total 767 495 666 245 2173

35.3% 22.8% 30.6% 11.3% 100.0%




From 1988 to 1991, the general freshman GPA increased from 2.612 to
2.725, with a mean of 2.65 and a standard deviation of 0.04. The Utah State
University Office of Institutional Research (1992) provided this information as

listed in Table 11.

Table 11

Freshman GPA, 198 1991*

Year GPA®
1988 2.612
1989 2.627
1990 2,671
1991 2:725
Mean = 2.65

SD = 0.04

? Data obtained from USU Office of Institutional Research,
1992 Summary Report

® GPA figures were based on the definition:
A=4.00, B=3.00, C=2.00, D=1, and F=0
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Utah State University’s annual freshman retention rates from 1988 to 1991

are documented in Table 12. This information was provided by the Utah State

University Office of Institutional Research (1992).
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Table 12

USU Freshman Retention Rate®

Year Retention Rate
1988 53.7%
1989 54.0%
1990 55.0%
1991 58.0%

# Data obtained from USU Office of Institutional Research,

1992 Summary Report
Limitations of the Findings

The results of this research are to be generalized to the samples, which
should be considered representative of the population. Therefore, the findings of
this study are limited to the population in question, the concurrent enrollment
program students at the three locations from 1988 to 1991. The demographic
information at the beginning of this chapter would indicate that the participants at
the three different locations were not equal or like-groups.

The design of this study is ex post facto, in which groups used exhibited
differences in the dependent variables. According to Kerlinger (1973), when
assignment into groups is not random, "there is always a loop hole for other

variables to crawl through" (p. 382). Kerlinger also pointed out that group
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membership on the basis of a variable always brings selection into the picture.
Self-selection into samples occurs when subjects are selected in a nonrandom
fashion into a sample.

However, according to Campbell and Stanley (1963), simple or stratified
randomization assures unbiased assignment of experimental subjects to groups. It
is a less than perfect way of assuring the initial equivalence of such groups. It is
nonetheless the only way of doing so, and the essential way. In this research, a
systematic sampling technique similar to the random sampling method was used.
We called it a simple random sampling because the populations have already

been placed on a list in random order.

Objective 1: Difference in GPA Related to

Different Administrative Approaches

Objective 1 called for an identification of the differences in GPA related to
the three administrative approaches. Differences were identified using ANOVA.
Once the statistical significance had been considered, the calculation of effect size
was used to determine if the statistical significance was of practical or educational
importance. To answer the research question in objective 1, ANOVA and effect
size analysis were conducted.

An analysis of variance in GPA was conducted for the Concurrent
Enrollment Program (CEPGPA) as related to each administrative control level.

The analysis showed that there was a difference between the lowest administrative
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control and the other two administrative controls at alpha 0.05 level (Table 13).
Effect size is used for studies that compare an experimental group and
control group. In this research, the experimental group was considered each of
the three administrative approaches while the control group was considered the
average GPA from Utah State University freshmen. An effect size of 1.00
indicates that the mean of the experimental group was at the 84th percentile of
the control group distribution. The control group means were provided by the
specialists in the Office of Institutional Research at Utah State University.
Effect sizes were calculated using the following formula for selected
variables with GPA data:
ES = X experimental - X control
SD control

ES

Effect Size

X experimental = expected mean of the experimental sample

X control = the mean of the control group

SD control = the standard deviation of the control group.

For determining the effect size for CEPGPA, the mean GPA of specific
Concurrent Enrollment Program courses was compared to the mean GPA of Utah
State University freshmen. The CEPGPA for each administrative approach was
used as the experimental group and the mean GPA for the Utah State University

freshmen was as the control group. The results from the effect size calculation

indicated that Level One administrative approach had a difference of 1.46
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Table 13

ne-way Analysis of Variance for CEPGPA inistrative ntrol Lev:
Source df SS MS F ratio Significance
Between groups 2 78.74 39.37 63.87 p < .05
Within groups 2170 1338.54 .62
Total 2172 141733

rou ount Mean td, Dev. Err 9 .I for mean
1 793 3.30 13 .26 3.25 to 3.35
2 130 2.90 75 .66 2.74 to 3.06
3 1250 2.90 .82 .02 2.87 to 2.93
Total 2173 3.10 81 .02 3.02 to 3.18

Groups

Groups 2.3 1 Effect Size

2 Level One 1.46

3 Level Two 0.49

1 L Level Three 0.57

standard deviations when compared to the Utah State University freshmen group.
Level Two and Level Three administrative approaches indicated a

difference of 0.49 and 0.57 standard deviations when compared to Utah State

University freshmen, respectively. This could mean that the Level One

administrative approach appears to have a practical and educational importance
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in relation to Levels Two and Three administrative approaches when compared to
Utah State University freshmen achievement. However, one must be aware of the
confounding effects of differences in test construction and graders, self-selection,
extraneous variables, and the dependence of this conclusion based on what could
be measured.

The ANOVA result for Total Concurrent Enrollment Program GPA
(TCEPGPA) as related to administrative control levels was similar to the result of
the CEPGPA. There was a difference between the lowest administrative level and
the other two administrative control levels (see Table 14). All post hoc tests
(LSD, Ducan’s, Tukey’s, and Scheffe’s) produced similar results.

For determining the effect size for TCEPGPA, the mean GPA of total
Concurrent Enrollment Program course was compared to the mean GPA of the
Utah State University freshmen. The TCEPGPA for each administrative
approach was used as the experimental group and the mean GPA for the Utah
State University freshmen was used as the control group. The results from the
effect size calculation indicated that Level One had a difference of 1.43 standard
deviations. Levels Two and Three had a difference of 0.46 and 0.53 standard
deviations, respectively. This indicated that the Level One administrative
approach appears to have practical and educational importance compared to

Levels Two and Three, but one has to be aware of the limitations of the ex post

facto research design.
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Table 14
One-way Analysis of Variance for TCEPGPA by Administrative Control Levels
Source df SS MS F ratio Significance
Between Groups 2 7525 37.62 89.44 p < .05
Within Group 2170 912.86 42
Total 2171 988.11
Group Count Mean Std. Dev. Std. Err, 95% C.I for Mean
il 793 330 .67 23 3.21 to 3.40
2 130 290 .74 .66 2.70 to 2.98
2 1250 290 .62 .02 2.86 to 2.94
Total 2173 3.00 .67 .01 2.96 to 3.09
Groups

Groups 2 3 1 ff iz

2 Level One 143

3 Level Two 0.46

1 Xk Level Three 0.53

The ANOVA results for Utah State University Campus GPA
(USUCPGPA) as related to levels of administrative control indicated that there
was no significant difference between any two groups at the 0.05 Alpha level (see

Table 15).
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Table 15

ne-way Analysis of Variance for PGPA by Administrativ ntrol Level
Source df SS MS  F ratio Significance
Between Groups 2 1.37 .68  1.66 not significant
Within groups 873  358.64 41
Total 875 360.01
Group Count Mean _Std. Dev. _ Std. Err, 95% C.I for Mean
1 354 3.07 74 .04 3.00 to 3.15
2 46 3.00 49 .07 2.86 to 3.15
3 476 3.00 .58 .03 2.95 to 3.05
Total 876 3.03 .64 .02 2.99 to 3.07

No two groups are significantly different at the 0.05 level.

Effect Size

Level One 0.95
Level Two 0.78
Level Three 0.77

For determining the effect size of USUCPGPA, the mean GPA in selected
courses (e.g., English 101) completed by CEP participants on the Utah State
University campus was compared to the mean GPA of Utah State University
freshmen. The USUCPGPA for each administrative approach was used as the
experimental group and the mean GPA of Utah State University freshmen was

used as the control group. The results from the effect size calculation for
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USUCPGPA and USUGPA indicated that the Level One administrative approach

had a difference of 0.95 standard deviations or 0.95 standard deviations greater
than the USU freshmen GPA, while Levels Two and Three administrative
approaches had a difference of 0.78 and 0.77 standard deviations when compared
to Utah State University freshmen GPA, respectively. This was a minimal
difference when the three administrative approaches are compared. Therefore,
limited inference can be made that the Level One administrative approach had a
greater practical and educational importance when compared to the Utah State
University freshmen GPA or achievement. Again, one must be aware of the
confounding effects of self-selection and other extraneous variables.

The ANOVA results for GPA at the end of one year at Utah State
University (YEARGPA) as related to administrative control levels showed that no
two groups were significantly different at the 0.05 Alpha Level (Table 16).

For determining the effect size for YEARGPA, the GPA at the end of one
year at Utah State University was used as the experimental mean; the GPA of the
regular Utah State University freshmen population was used as the mean for the
control. The results from the effect size indicated that the Level Two program
had a difference in GPA by more than one standard deviation or by more than
the 84th percentile. Level One had a difference of 0.92 standard deviation, while
Level Three exhibited a difference of 0.77 standard deviation at the end of the

first year after enrolling at Utah State University (see Table 16).
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Table 16

ne-way Analysis of Variance for YEARGPA by Administrativ ntri vel

Source df SS MS  F ratio Significance
Between Groups 2 1.14 57 97 not significant
Within Groups 858  499.97 58
Total 860  501.11

rou Count Mean _ Std. Dev Std. Err. 95 L for Mean
1 354 3.06 92 .05 2.97 to 3.16
2 40 3.11 49 .08 2.95 to 3.26
3 467 3.00 .65 .03 2.96 to 3.04
Total 862 3.03 .76 .03 2.98 to 3.08

No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level.

Effect Size

Level One 0.92
Level Two 1.01
Level Three 0.77

A one-way analysis of variance for all concurrent enrollment program
participants’ GPA (OVALLGPA) as related to administrative control levels
revealed a statistically significant difference between the lowest and the highest
control levels (Table 17).

For determining the effect size for OVALLGPA, the mean GPA of courses

taken on and off campus by CEP students was compared to the mean GPA of
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Table 17

ne-way Analysis of Variance for OVALLGPA by Administrativ ntrol Level.

Source df SS MS F ratio Significance
Between Groups 2 4.28 2.14 6.27 p < .05
Within Groups 874  298.44 .34
Total 876  302.72
Group Count Mean Std. Dev.  Std. Err. 95% C.I for Mean
1 356 3.38 .38 .04 3.11 to 3.48
2 46 3.03 44 .07 2.90 to 3.16
3 475 3.04 51 .02 2.99 to 3.08
Total 877 3.09 .59 .02 3.05 to 3.13
Groups
rou 2. .3 Eff ize
2 Level One 1.17
3 Level Two 0.84
1 * Level Three 0.85

Utah State University freshmen. The OVALLGPA for each administrative
approach was used as the experimental group and the mean GPA of Utah State
University freshmen was used as the control group. The results from the effect
size calculation indicated differences of 1.17 standard deviations for Level One,
0.84 standard deviation for Level Two, and 0.85 standard deviation for Level
Three when compared to the Utah State University freshmen GPA. This

indicated that the Level One administrative approach appears to have a slightly
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better practical and educational importance compared to Levels Two and Three.
However, one has again to take into consideration the limitations of these findings
mentioned earlier.

A one-way analysis of variance was also performed for concurrent
enrollment participants’ ages as related to levels of administrative control. The
analysis showed that there was a difference between Level One and Level Three,

between Level Two and Level Three, and between Level Two and Level One

(Table 18).

Table 18

One-way Analysis of Variance for Age by Administrative Control Levels

Source df S§ MS F ratio Significance

Between Groups 2 41438 207.19 340.05 p < .05

Within Groups 2170 1322.18 .61

Total 2172 1736.57

Grou; ount Mean td. Dev. Std, Err. 9 I for Mean

1 793 17.45 81 .03 17.39 to 17.50

2 130 18.98 .94 .08 18.81 to 19.14

3 1250 17.13 74 .02 17.08 to 17.17

Total 2173 17.35 .89 .02 17.32 to 17.39
Groups

Groups 3.0 2

3

1 x

2 x  x
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Table 19 shows the grades received by participants for individual
concurrent enrollment courses at the different levels of administrative control.
Utah State University freshmen grades (FMANGD) were obtained from the Utah
State University grade distribution list only for 1989 to 1991. The grade
distribution for 1988 was not available from the registrar. At Level One, 31.1%
of the students received an A grade. However, only 20.2% of the average
freshmen at Utah State University received an A. The average of the grade
distribution is listed as freshmen grades (FMANGD) in Tables 23 through 27 for

visual comparison. Note that at Level Two, any student who received less than a

C- did not qualify for the program.

Table 19
ncurrent Enrollmen A (gr Vv f Admini iv
Controls
CEP Total Freshmen
T vel 1 vel 2 vel Percen I
A 31.1% 4.6% 16.9% 22.0 20.2%
A- 20.6% 10.0% 10.6% 14.2 10.4%
B+ 0.1% 0.0 9.4%
B 11.1% 13.8% 13.0% 124 13.6%
B- 22.6% 26.9% 29.3% 26.7 8.3%
C+ 02% 0.1 6.8%
c 3.8% 9.2% 9.4% 74 10.9%
C- 8.4% 25.4% 15.0% 132 4.8%

(table continues)
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D+ 0.1% 0.1% 0.1 2.3%
D 0.9% 1.0% 0.9 5.3%
D- 1.3% 4.6% 3.1

E 8.0%
Column 793 130 1250 2173

Total 36.5% 6.0% 57.5% 100.0% 100.0%

Table 20 lists the total concurrent enrollment course grade distribution

with respective percentages.

Table 20

Total Concurrent Enrollment I T vels of Administrativ ntrol

Total CEP Total Freshmen
I vel 1 vel 2 v Per

A 16.5% 10.0% 3.7% 8.7 20.2%

A- 25.7% 7.7% 6.5% 13.6 10.4%

B+ 11.5% 7.7% 16.4% 14.1 9.4%

B 15.1% 21.5% 22.6% 19.8 13.6%

B- 14.6% 16.9% 19.6% 17.6 8.3%

C+ 4.7% 3.8% 14.2% 10.1 6.8%

C 4.3% 10.8% 6.2% 5.8 10.9%

C- 5.3% 20.0% 7.7% 7.5 4.8%

D+ 0.4% 2.2% 14 2.3%

D 1.1% 1.5% 0.4% 0.7 5.3%

D- 0.8% 0.6% 0.6%




61

E 8.0%
Column 793 130 1250 2173 100.0%
Total 36.5% 6.0% 57.5% 100.0%

The Utah State University campus course GPA for the concurrent

enrollment participants grade is listed in Table 21.

Table 21

ampus Course Grade Percent. for CEP Participants b vels of

Administrative Controls

USU Campus Total Freshmen
PA Gr vel 1 vel vel Percen
A 5.9% 4.5% 5.3% 55 20.2%
A- 16.8% 2.3% 9.1% 119 10.4%
B+ 22.1% 20.5% 15.0% 18.2 9.4%
B 14.5% 15.9% 19.7% 174 13.6%
B- 16.2% 34.1% 24.9% 218 8.3%
C+ 7.8% 11.4% 16.7% 12.8 6.8%
C 3.9% 6.8% 3.0% 315 10.9%
C- 7.0% 4.5% 4.2% 54 4.8%
D+ 3.1% 1.7% 22 2.3%
D 2.2% 0.9% 53
D- 0.6% 0.4% 0.5%
F 8.0%
Column 358 44 473 875 100.0%

Total 40.9% 5.0% 54.1% 100.0%
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The average grades for concurrent enrollment participants at the end of

the first year of enrollment at Utah State University are listed in Table 22.

Table 22

EP Grades Percenta; t the End of the Fir r After Enrollmen

b vel of Administrative Controls

Year End Total Freshmen
4 vel 1 vel 2 vel Percen
A 13.7% 9.1% 8.5% 10.6 20.2%
A- 18.4% 2.3% 8.2% 12.1 10.4%
B+ 123% 13.6% 11.6% 12:.0 9.4%
B 14.2% 20.5% 20.1% 17.7 13.6%
B- 13.4% 29.5% 26.8% 215 8.3%
C+ 10.9% 9.1% 9.5% 10.1 6.8%
@ 0.8% 2.3% 5.7% 3.5 10.9%
C- 6.1% 2.3% 2.7% 4.1 4.8%
D+ 4.7% 11.4% 4.9% 5.1 2.3%
D 1.7% 1.9% 17 5.3%
D- 2.8% 1.1
E 0.8% 0.3 8.0%
Column 358 44 473 875 100.0%
Total 40.9% 5.0% 54.1% 100.0%

Table 23 shows that the overall grade distribution of program participants
was similar to the results obtained for end-of-year grades and Utah State

University grades.




Table 23

Overall

EP Participants’ Grade Percen

Controls
Overall Total Freshmen
r vel 1 vel 2 vel Percen r
A 3.9% 4.5% 3.0% 34 20.2%
A- 3.5% 7.5% 13.7 10.4%
B+ 26.8% 15.9% 20.3% 22.7 9.4%
B 10.3% 31.8% 23.5% 18.5 13.6%
B- 13.4% 31.8% 22.0% 19.0 83%
C+ 8.9% 6.8% 12.1% 10.5 6.8%
& 5.9% 6.8% 7.0% 6.5 10.9%
C- 3.4% 2.3% 3.6% 34 4.8%
D+ 2.0% 1.1% 1.4 2.3%
D 2.0% 0.8 5.3%
E 8.0%
Column 358 44 473 875 100.0%
Total 40.9% 5.0% 54.1% 100.0%

Objective 2: Comparing Recruitment Rates as Related to

the Three Administrative Approaches

Table 24 indicates that once students had completed concurrent enrollment

courses, 40% of them enrolled at Utah State University, while 60% of the

participants did not.
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Table 24

Number and Percentage of CEP Participants Enrolled at USU
Recruitment Status Frequency Percent
Enrolled at USU-Logan 875 40.3
Did not Enroll at USU-Logan 1298 $9.7
Total 2173 100.0

Table 25 shows that 49% of the recruited participants were male while

51% were female.

Table 25

Percen f CEP Participants Enroll nder
Gender Enrollment %

Male 49

Female 51

A cross tabulation table was constructed and a chi-square analysis of
recruitment as related to levels of administrative control of concurrent enrollment
was calculated. This analysis indicated 58.9% of the program participants did not

enroll at Utah State University. The highest percentage (46.2%) of students who
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were recruited came from the Ogden Center. Table 26 shows that there was a
difference among the three administrative control levels when recruitment rates

were compared.

Table 26

hi-square Analysis of CEP R itment Rela Levels of Administrativ.
Controls at USU
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total
Enrolled 46.2% Enrolled 33.8% Enrolled 40.3% 40.3%
Not Not Not
Enrolled 53.8% Enrolled 66.2% Enrolled 59.3% 59.7%
Total 793 130 1250 2173

36.5% 6.0% 57.5% 100.0%

Chi-square = 14.55326 df = 2 p = .00069

Cramer’s V = .00124

Objective 3: Retention Rates as Related to the

Three Administrative Approaches

Table 27 shows that of the 875 students recruited, 869 (99.3%) were

retained at Utah State University after one year.




66

Table 27

Number and Percentage of CEP Students Retained at USU After One Year
Retention Status Frequency Percent
Retained at USU One Year After

Completing CEP Course 869 99.3

Not Retained at USU One Year After

Completing CEP Course 6 0.7

Total 875 100.0

In Table 28, the chi-square analysis of retention as related to levels of
administrative control of concurrent enrollment illustrates that once participants

were recruited to Utah State University, they tended to stay.

Table 28

Chi-square Analysis of CEP Retention Relat vels of Administrativ
Controls as Compared to USU Freshman Retention

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Row Total
99.7% 97.7% 99.2% 869
Chi-square = 14.55 df = 2 p = .0069

Cramer’s V = .0069
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Objective 4: Identifying Achievement Differences

Between CEPGPA and USUGPA

In order to determine the relationship between concurrent enrollment
program student achievements and Utah State University freshman achievements,
the GPAs of program participants at Levels One, Two, and Three were compared
to the regular Utah State University freshmen GPA using the ¢ test. The null
hypothesis and the alternative hypothesis are taken from research objective #4.
The following formula was used to calculate a ¢ value for comparing the two
different GPAs.

t=x-0
Sx
x = the observed value of the sample mean.
u = the hypothesized value of the population mean.
Sx = the estimated standard error of the sample mean.

Sx = (S/VN)

1]

In the case of Level One (the lowest control level) t was calculated as

follows:

3.0647-2.6460
10487

-
]

= 8.60

df = 353, @ = 0.05, and table t = 1.96.
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From the above figures the calculated t was greater than the tabulated
figure (8.60 > 1.96). Since this is a rare occurrence, happening less than 5% of
the time by sampling error (p <.05), we conclude that it is not likely that u; CEP
= pysy- We reject this null hypothesis in favor of 4, CEP # pyq, and say that
there is a significant difference in the GPA of the concurrent enrollment program
at Level One when compared to the Utah State University freshmen GPA from
1988 to 1991. In other words, there was a significant difference between the
Level One concurrent enrollment program GPA and the general Utah State
University freshmen GPA.

For Level Two the ¢-value was as follows:

t = 3.1068 - 2.6460
0.0769

= 5.9922

df = 39, @ = 0.05, and table t = 2.021.

The calculated t is greater than the tabulated t (5.9922 > 2.021). Since
this is a rare occurrence, happening less than 5% of the time by sampling error
(p<.05), we conclude that it is not likely that 4, CEP = uygy. We reject this null
hypothesis in favor of u, CEP # uyg, and say that there is a significant
difference in the GPA of the concurrent enrollment program at Level Two when
compared to the Utah State University freshmen GPA. There was a difference

between the Level Two GPA and the Utah State University freshmen GPA.
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For Level Three :

= 2.9982 - 2.6460
0.0299

-

= 11.7793

df = 466, a = 0.05, and table t = 1.96.

The calculated t was greater than the tabulated t (11.7793 > 1.96). Since
this is a rare occurrence, happening less than 5% of the time by sampling error
(p<.05), we conclude that it is not likely that u; CEP = pyg,. We reject this null
hypothesis in favor of u; CEP # uygy and say that there is a significant difference
in the GPA of the concurrent enrollment program at Level Three when compared
to the Utah State University freshmen GPA in this study. There was a difference
between the Level Three CEP GPA and the freshmen GPA.

To compare the retention of concurrent enrollment students relative to the
three different administrative approaches to the freshman retention rate, critical z
values were calculated using the following formula:

z=p-m /[ Vr(T-m/N

proportion observed in the sample.

where P

7 = estimated value of the population
proportion. This proportion was obtained from
the average of the four years’ retention

included in the study.

number of students in the sample.

Z
1
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For the Level One administrative approach, the statistical analysis was
performed as follows:
Estimated population proportion = 0.552.

Proportion observed in sample = 0.993.

HO: 7 = 0.552

HA: 7 # 0.552

a = 0.05

z =.993 -.552 | V.352(1 - .552)/354
= 16.6852.

The calculated value of 16.6852 is greater than the tabulated critical z
value of 1.96. Since this is a rare occurrence, happening less than 5% of the time
by sampling error (p<.05), we conclude that it is not likely that o, CEP = o%q.
We reject this null hypothesis in favor of 0%, CEP # o%s, and say that there is a
significant difference in retention of concurrent enrollment program retention
when compared to Utah State University freshmen retention rate. Based on the
above result, there is a difference between the retention of concurrent enrollment
students under the Level One administrative approach and the general freshmen
population from 1988 to 1991 at Utah State University. More concurrent

enrollment students were retained than were freshmen students.
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The null hypothesis and the alternative hypothesis were similar for Levels
One, Two, and Three when comparing the difference between these levels and the

Utah State University freshmen retention rates.

For the Level Two approach:

z = 441 | J552(1-552)/40

= 5.6087.

The calculated value of 5.6087 is greater than the tabulated critical z value
of 2.021. Since this is a rare occurrence, happening less than 5% of the time by
sampling error (p<.05), we conclude that it is not likely that 0%, CEP = oy,
We reject this null hypothesis in favor of 0%, CEP # o%sy and say that there is a
significant difference in the retention of the concurrent enrollment program at
Level Two compared to the Utah State University freshmen retention. This
indicates that there is a difference between retention of concurrent enrollment
students under the Level Two administrative approach and that of the general
freshmen population indicated in this study.

A similar calculation was conducted for the Level Three administrative

approach:

N
1]

441 | V352(1-352)]476

19.3479.

[
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For the Level Three administrative approach, the calculated value, 19.3479,
is greater than the critical z value of 1.96. Since this is a rare occurrence,
happening less than 5% of the time by sampling error (p <.05), we conclude that
it is not likely that o?; CEP = o%yq;. We reject this null hypothesis in favor of o2,
CEP # o’yq, the alternative hypothesis and say that there is a significant
difference in the retention of the concurrent enrollment program at Level Three
compared to the Utah State University freshmen retention rate. Thus, there is a
difference between the rentention rate of concurrent enrollment students under
the Level Three administrative approach and that of the general freshmen

population in this study.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Problem

The major purpose of this study was to identify the differences the
administrative strategies used to manage the concurrent enrollment program
related to participants’ achievement (GPA), recruitment, and retention. Three
administrative control levels were identified as independent variables with
selected dependent variables to answer the research questions. The three
administrative approaches were identified as Levels One, Two, and Three. There
were 793 participants at Level One; 130 at Level Two; and 1,250 at Level Three.
This study covers a sample of 2,173 concurrent enrollment students from 1988 to
1991. There were 767 program participants included in the study from 1988, 495
participants from 1989, 666 participants from 1990, and 245 participants from
1991. Among the total sample of 2,173 participants, 45% were males and 55%
were females. The ages of the participants varied from 16 to 20 years old.

Some program participants were majoring in each of the eight colleges of
Utah State University; only 7.1% had not declared their majors by the end of
their first year at Utah State University. Concurrent enrollment participants
enrolled for 48 different courses both on and off the Utah State University

campus. Forty percent of the participants chose to enroll at Utah State University
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after completing concurrent enrollment courses in high school; 99.3% of those
enrolled at Utah State University stayed with the university through the freshman

year.
Major Findings

The major finding of this investigation was that students’ grade point
averages were greatest at the lowest level of administrative control (Ogden
Center), where high school teachers taught the concurrent enrollment courses and
also evaluated the students. When compared to the other two control levels in
terms of GPA, the Ogden Center’s results were statistically significantly higher.
However, this initial "gain" evaporated over time.

Upon completing concurrent enrollment courses in high school, only 40%
of the participants actually enrolled at Utah State University; however, the results
of this study indicate that once program participants were recruited to Utah State
University, they tended to remain enrolled with a very low dropout rate (0.7%).
In fact, 99.3% of the recruited participants finished their freshman year at Utah
State University.

Finally, when the GPAs of concurrent enrollment students were compared
to those of regular Utah State University freshmen, the ¢-tests indicated a

statistically significant difference.
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Relationship Between CEPGPA and Administrative

Control Levels

A one-way analysis of variance for CEPGPA by administrative control
levels indicated that Level One was higher than Levels Two and Three. Effect
size results also indicated that for the CEPGPA variable, there was a difference of
1.46 standard deviations for Level One, 0.49 standard deviation for Level Two,
and 0.57 standard deviation for Level Three when compared to Utah State

University freshmen GPAs.

Relationship Between TCEPGPA and Administrative

Control Levels

The ANOVA results for TCEPGPA and CEPGPA were very similar.
There was a statistically significant difference between Level One and Level Two
and between Level One and Level Three. The effect size results indicated a
difference of 1.43, 0.46, and 0.53 standard deviations for Levels One, Two, and

Three, respectively, when compared to Utah State University freshmen GPAs.

Relationship Between USUCPGPA and Administrative

Control Levels

Once students arrive at Utah State University and stay on campus for a

year, there is no evidence of GPA differences between the administrative control
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levels. But when compared to the average Utah State freshmen GPA, the effect
size result indicated a 0.95, 0.78, and 0.77 standard deviation difference for Levels

One, Two, and Three, respectively.

Relationship Between YEARGPA and Administrative

Control Levels

When the GPAs of concurrent enrollment participants were investigated
one year after they enrolled at Utah State University, the effect size result
indicated that the intermediate administrative control level yielded a difference of
more than one standard deviation. However, there was no significant difference
at the 0.05 level between any two administrative control levels when ANOVA was

used for analysis.

Relationship Between OVALLGPA and Administrative

Control Levels

ANOVA analysis indicated that there was a statistically significant
difference between the Level One and Level Three administrative control levels.

Effect sizes of 1.17, 0.84, and 0.85 were obtained for Levels One, Two, and Three,

respectively.
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Relationship Between CEP Participants’ and USU

Freshmen’s GPA Grade Distribution

The letter grade distributions for concurrent enrollment participants and
for regular Utah State University freshmen did not drastically differ. For
example, looking at the overall GPA grade distribution for the program
participants and for regular Utah State University freshmen GPA, both groups

earned similar percentages of B grades and C grades.

Relationship Between CEP Recruitment and Levels of

Administrative Controls

A chi-square analysis indicated a statistically significant difference among
the three levels of administrative controls in terms of recruitment. Among the
total participants in the concurrent enrollment program, 40.3% chose to attend
Utah State University; approximately 46.2% were recruited from Level One,

38.8% from Level Two, and 40.9% from Level Three.

Relationship Between CEP Retention and

Levels of Administrative Controls

Concurrent enrollment participants tended to stay at Utah State University
for at least one year once they were recruited to the campus. Of the recruited
40.3% of participants, 99.7% from Level One, 97.7% from Level Two, and 99.2%

from Level Three were retained at Utah State for one year.
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Relationship Between CEP GPA and USU

Freshman GPA

A t-test was conducted to determine if there was a significant difference
between concurrent enrollment students’ GPAs and regular Utah State University
freshmen’s GPAs. The test output indicated that the concurrent enrollment
students’ GPAs were higher than those of the regular freshmen. The null

hypothesis was rejected in favor of the alternative hypothesis.

Relationship Between CEP Retention and USU

Freshman GPA

The critical z values were calculated to determine if there was a difference
between the concurrent enrollment student retention rate and the Utah State
University freshman retention rate. The result indicated a statistically significant

difference. Again, the null hypothesis was rejected in favor of the alternative

hypothesis.
Conclusions

1. Fifty-seven and one half percent of the students in the study were from
the Level Three administrative control level (Uintah Center). The concurrent
enrollment participants were mostly students with better grades than their

classmates. For example, in the case of the Level Two administrative control (the
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College of Agriculture program), program participants were required to have a
GPA of 3.0 or better. In terms of percentage of participants, Level One ranked
second (36.5%), while Level Two ranked third (6.0%).

2. The GPA calculated in a specific course was different when the three
levels were compared. For example, in terms of CEPGPA, the results from Level
One were statistically significantly higher than Levels Two and Three. In the
instance of total concurrent enrollment courses’ GPA, Level One was more
important than both Level Two and Level Three, statistically and educationally.
When Utah State University campus GPA and GPA after one year were
compared under the three administrative approaches, there was no statistical
difference between the two groups, but there was an educationally important
difference of one half standard deviation increment. In the case of overall GPA,
there was a statistically significant difference between Level One and Level Three.
According to the effect size results, the educational importance had a difference
of almost one standard deviation.

3. The three different administrative levels yielded different rates of
recruitment. Level One had the highest rate (46.2%), which was statistically
higher than the other two levels.

4. The difference among the administrative levels with regard to retention
was very small. However, when the retention rate of concurrent enrollment
participants was compared to that of Utah State University freshmen, the

difference was statistically significant. Program participants tended to stay once
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they were recruited (99.3%).
5. For all three administrative levels, the mean GPAs were statistically

significantly higher than those of the Utah State University freshmen GPAs.
Recommendations

Based on the results of this study, the concurrent enrollment program
appears to be a viable program. The overall GPA of the participating students
had at least one half a standard deviation difference higher compared to Utah
State University freshmen GPA. For Level One, there was a difference of 1.17
standard deviations over the Utah State University freshmen GPA, while 0.84 and
0.85 standard deviations for Level Two and Level Three, respectively.

According to the variables that were measured in this study, with the
administrative approach that used high school teachers (Level One), students
received the highest grades, when compared to the other administrative
approaches (Levels Two and Three). Based on CEPGPA, the concurrent
enrollment program students had a higher grade from the high school teachers.
This could be because of the personal relationship between high school teachers
and students. Yet, this could be explained as high school teachers being easier
graders.

The retention rate for concurrent enrollment participants at Utah State

University was very high (99.3%). This calls for the continuation of the program.
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The concurrent enrollment program should continue to operate because it
is related to participants’ GPA, recruitment, and retention at the university.
Although the higher levels of performance found by early measures (CEPGPA)
appear to diminish overtime, educationally, there was at least one half standard
deviation difference for any of the selected variables tested in this study.

Level One, where high school teachers are completely responsible for the
courses, appears to be effective. High school teachers could teach CEP courses,
with the provision of university professors to offer in-service training and
motivation. In this way, CEP courses could be more effective and less costly
because high school teachers are paid by school districts.

In the past, Utah State University educational leaders have perceived the
concurrent enrollment program as a recruitment tool, but didn’t realize the
specific strengths of the program. Therefore, either a complete copy of this
dissertation, or Chapter Five, will be offered to the educational leaders of Utah
State University.

The scope of this study was limited to the first year in college. A follow-up
study of concurrent enrollment students throughout their college education is
crucial to gaining more understanding about the impact of the program on student
achievement, recruitment, and retention. Specific recommendations for further
study:

For further understanding of the concurrent enrollment program,

information about the participants of this study should be pursued until the
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|
|
|
' participants graduate from Utah State University.
An economic model related to the cost effectiveness of the concurrent
enrollment program should be developed with a focus on full-time faculty

employees versus high school teachers.
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