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ABSTRACT 

 

The purpose of this study was to advance understanding of perceived intellectual 

and social attainment gains of first-generation, first-year college students participating in 

First Generation Access Programs at the University of South Florida (USF), a large, 

public research university in Florida. Understanding the self-reported intellectual and 

personal/social gains of these students in higher education can lead to higher retention 

rates, creative strategies that promote academic success, affective cognitive and personal 

development activities and services that meet the needs of this rapidly growing at-risk 

student population with their persistence and transition to college. 

Researchers have sought to examine variables that may help to increase the 

persistence rates of students by understanding the impact of students enrolled in First 

Generation Access Programs on first-generation students’ academic success, as measured 

by grade point average. Several studies have indicated that first-generation, first-year 

college students have pre-collegiate characteristics that impede their intellectual and 

personal/social growth. In addition, research studies show that First Generation Access 

Programs are successful in assisting at-risk student populations successful in their 

transition to and persistence in college. However, there is scarcity of literature that 

examines the estimates of intellectual and personal/social gains of first-generation, first-

year students enrolled in First Generation Access Programs. As such, this study explored 

the extent to which self-reported intellectual and personal/social gains predict the 
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academic success, as measured by grade point average, for first-generation, first-year 

college students enrolled in First Generation Access Programs. 

Theoretical frameworks from higher education were used to provide an 

understanding of perceived intellectual and personal/social attainment and academic 

success of first-generation, first-year, students enrolled in First Generation Access 

Programs for the context of this study. According to Kuh (1995), college impact models 

from Astin and Tinto and Pusser were studied, as they have been used to assist higher 

education professionals in understanding “outcomes produced by interactions between 

students and their institutions’ environments…” (p. 126 – 127). In the context of both 

college impact models, Astin’s Inputs-Environment-Outcomes Model (1991) and Tinto 

and Pusser’s Model of Institutional Action for Student Success (2006), results of this 

study indicated that First Generation Access Programs increase the intellectual and 

personal/social attainment of first-generation, first-year students.  

Several statistical analyses were conducted to examine relationships between 

variables (self-reported intellectual and personal/social gains, gender, and academic 

success) including multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), simple regression tests, 

and Pearson Product Moment Correlation. Results of this study were based on the 

responses of 184 participants. Results indicated that the participants self-reported 

significant intellectual and personal/social gains. However, findings indicated that there is 

no statistically significant relationship between self-reported gains and academic success 

as measured by grade point average, but there is a statistically significant relationship 

based on gender.  
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One implication for higher education administrators and student affairs 

professionals is the need to investigate alternative measures for academic success of first-

generation, first-year students enrolled in First Generation Access Programs.  Grade point 

average does not seem to accurately measure academic success on perceived intellectual 

and personal/social gains of this at-risk population. Second, institutions should seek to 

understand the factors and specific strategies of First Generation Access Programs that 

increase the cognitive and social growth and development of first-generation, first-year 

college students so that it may be successfully implemented for first-generation, first-year 

college students who do not participate in FGAP.  
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

 

Higher Education is often viewed as the gateway to the American dream, the 

eminent social equalizer (Leonhardt, 2005; Van Galen, 2000). According to Thelin 

(2004), institutions of American higher education sought to educate students in various 

subject areas to develop them into competent leaders in the nation. However, for a long 

time, the students who received an education from these institutions were not diverse by 

way of social class, gender, culture, or curriculum. Educators of the colonial period 

believed the quality of an undergraduate education must produce responsible leaders who 

were comprised of a majority of White males from wealthy families (London, 2000; 

Thelin, 2004). As a result of American Independence in 1776, American higher education 

began to move away from the philosophies of the English. The New Nation Period 

(referred to historical period when the United States of America, as an independent 

nation, developed a financial program that stimulated the Nations’ economy and the 

formed the first two political parties that empowered minority populations) began and 

funds became available to provide financial aid for students. Subsequently, colleges and 

seminaries for females were formed and the onset of those institutions influenced the 

founding of coeducation and Black colleges.  

Due to multiple shifts in the economy, higher education became more accessible 

to more diverse populations, causing a huge influx of college attendees from 1880 to 
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1914. Therefore, there was a need to adjust to the diversity and growing numbers of the 

college student population. The diversity of students and number of students continued to 

expand from 1915 to 1990. Due to unemployment during the Great Depression from 

1929 – 1941, the Serviceman’s Readjustment Act - G. I. Bill in 1944,  the Truman 

Commission Report of 1947,  the Brown v. Board of Education United States Supreme 

Court decision in 1954, the Civil Rights Act of 1964, The Higher Education Act of 1965,  

Basic Educational Opportunity Grants in 1972, and the American with Disabilities Act of 

1990, higher education became accessible and more affordable to veterans,  women, 

ethnic minorities, the handicapped, and mid to low-income students (Millard, 

1991;Robert & Thompson, 1994; Thelin, 2004;Vaughan, 1992). The preceding list of 

endeavors was presumed to be incentives that would make higher education more 

accessible for all students who desired to attend. 

In the beginning of the 21st century, a more open access system evolved which 

opened the doors to institutions of higher learning for first-generation college students 

(FGS) (Trow, 2001; US Department of Education, 2008a). London (1996) referred to 

FGS as “educational pioneers” (p.11) and are further classified as students whose parents 

have no formal education beyond high school (Berkner & Choy, 2008; Choy, 2001; 

Engle, Bermeo, & O’Brien, 2006; HEA, 1965, Warburton, Bugarin, & Nunez, 2001). 

Educational goals are due not only to the accomplishments of parents, but also of 

teachers and educational mentors who convey the significance of attending college 

(Venezia, Kirst, & Antonio, 2003). Thus, first-generation students represent between 

25% and 50% of all college students (Berkner & Choy, 2008; Pascarella, Pierson, 

Wolniak, & Terenzini, 2004). Several studies indicated that first-generation students 
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represent up to 47% of the students enrolled in community colleges and four-year 

institutions (Chen & Carroll, 2005; Choy, 2001; Engle et al, 2006; Horwedel, 2008). 

With this in mind, FGS are a significant proportion of students enrolled in institutions of 

higher learning.  

Many first-generation students face myriad challenges associated with access to 

higher education, and they have deficits compared to non-first-generation college 

students (DeAngelo, 2010; Engle et al., 2006; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Swail, Cabrera, 

& Lee, 2005). Pascarella et al. (2004) wrote: 

First-generation students are more likely to leave a four-year institution at the end 

 of the first year, less likely to remain enrolled in a four-year institution or be on a 

 persistence track to a bachelor’s degree after three years and are less likely to 

 stay enrolled or attain a bachelor’s degree after five years (p. 250). 

 Although many first-generation students are well-prepared for colleges and 

universities, they are still over represented in populations of students who are not 

prepared for higher education. Compared to traditional college students, many FGS are 

academically ill-prepared and economically disadvantaged, face cultural barriers, and 

have a scarcity of social networks (Kuh, Cruce, Kinzie, & Gonyea, 2008; Longwell-Grice 

& Longwell-Grice, 2008). FGS are more likely to be from an ethnic minority group or 

low-income family and find adjustment to college more difficult than students from 

middle to high-income backgrounds (Marx, 2006). Despite the challenges faced by this 

population of students, they enroll in college and universities with the understanding that 

post-secondary education might be a catalyst for a better future (London, 2000).  With 

this in mind, higher education is considered to be relatively unchartered territory for first-
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generation students who aspire to attain a college degree. Therefore, it is important to 

assist FGS at the beginning of their entry to college to achieve the greatest gains in 

persistence rates.  

 The challenges that first-generation students endure hinder their ability to 

compete with their peers intellectually, financially, and socially. Therefore, FGS enter the 

world of academia with significant challenges that are different than the challenges faced 

by their peers. These deficits impede the intellectual and personal/social growth of FGS. 

President Lyndon Johnson’s “War on Poverty,” served as a catalyst to creating 

legislation such as the Educational Opportunity Act of 1964 and the Higher Education 

Act of 1965, which established programs to help first-generation, low-income students, 

and veterans prepare for education at colleges and universities. To further assist first-

generation and low-income students, the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of 

1965 instituted Summer Bridge Programs to assist first-generation students to persist in 

their educational endeavors at institutions of higher learning (Callan, as cited in Heller, 

2001, Green, 2006). The objectives of the Summer Bridge Programs, referred to as First 

Generation Access Programs (FGAPs) in the proposed study, are to assist incoming first-

generation students who do not meet the university’s current criteria for admission and to 

aid transition from high school to college in the summer before they start their college 

career.  

Research on student persistence revealed that First Generation Access Programs 

have demonstrated proficiency in dealing with academic readiness and social adjustment 

issues faced by FGS (Gandara, 2001; Kezar, 2001; Santa Rita & Bacote, 1996). With this 

in mind, the FGAPs may assist FGS in their intellectual and personal/social development. 
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For the purpose of this study, participants enrolled in the Student Support Services 

Program and the Freshman Summer Institute at the University of South Florida will be 

used. Both programs are considered as FGAPs and serve the same population of students. 

The differences between the programs are that Student Support Services is funded by a 

federal grant every five years and the Freshman Summer Institute is funded by the 

University yearly. Unlike the Freshman Summer Institute, Student Support Services 

serves their incoming cohort of first-generation low-income college students for their 

freshman and sophomore year. The Freshman Summer Institute’s participants are in the 

program for their freshman year. 

Statement of the Problem 

A common goal of colleges and universities is to provide a safe, welcoming and 

supportive environment for all students and to prepare them for their future careers. Many 

colleges and universities express commitment to the development of the whole student. 

Within this context, researchers have done several studies to examine variables that may 

help to increase the persistence rates of students by understanding the impact of students 

enrolled in FGAPs on FGS’s academic success. However, there is scarcity of literature 

that examines the estimate of gains of FGS enrolled in FGAPs during their first-year in 

college.  

There is much that is unknown about the effectiveness of FGAP’s. One important 

area of effectiveness is related to the relationship of first-generation students’ self-

reported intellectual and personal/social estimate of gains to the academic success of 

students enrolled in First Generation Access Programs. In addition to the lack of research, 

degree attainment statistics concerning first-generation students are not good: When 
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compared to non-first-generation students, first-generation students are earning degrees at 

a much lower rate in the academy (Sengupta & Jepsen, 2006); within six years, African 

American and Hispanic students complete 4-year degrees at a 17%  lower rate than all 

students enrolled in college (Carey, 2004); and only 26% of low-income students, 

compared to 56% of middle and upper income students, will earn their college degrees 

within six years (Original Author, as cited in Engstrom & Tinto, 2008).  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to determine if there is a relationship between self-

reported estimate of intellectual and personal/social gains and first-generation first-year 

college student academic success enrolled in a FGAP at a large metropolitan institution in 

the South, as measured by the College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ) (Pace 

& Kuh, 1998), at the end of their first-year of college.  

 The CSEQ, developed by C. Robert Pace at the University of California in 1979 

and hosted by Indiana University Center for Postsecondary Research, was used to 

measure the self-reported intellectual and personal/social estimate of gains of FGS in a 

FGAP. “The CSEQ is based upon a simple but powerful premise related to student 

learning: The more effort students expend in using the resources and opportunities an 

institution provides for their learning and development, the more they benefit” (Gonyea, 

Kish, Kuh, Muthiah, & Thomas, 2003, p. 4). The efforts students expend, “quality of 

effort,” describes the amount of time and energy students invest in meaningful activities 

that are related to their educational goals (Kuh, Gonyea & Williams, 2005). In general, 

“student quality of effort in scholarly/intellectual activities and informal interpersonal 

activities are positively related to reported gains in intellectual skills and personal/social 
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development” (Ory & Braskamp, 1988, p. 116). The quality of effort is not the focus of 

this study. However, it is worthy to note because of the direct effect it has on students’ 

estimate of gains, which is the focus of this study. 

Theoretical Framework 

Theoretical frameworks from higher education guide this study. Astin’s Inputs-

Environment-Outcomes Model (1991) and Tinto and Pusser’s Model of Institutional 

Action for Student Success (2006), referred to as college impact models, was used to 

guide this study. Both theoretical models are valuable in the discussion of the self-

reported intellectual and personal/social gains of FGS enrolled in the FGAP. Kuh (1995) 

stated that researchers (Astin, 1977; Astin, 1993; Light, 1992; Pace, 1990; and Whitely, 

Bertin, Ferrant &Yokota, 1985) have used the college impact model to validate 

“outcomes produced by interactions between students and their institution’s 

environments, broadly defined. Thus, learning and personal development are a function 

of reciprocal influences among such institutional characteristics as size and control, such 

student characteristics as sex and ethnicity, and enacted perceptual and behavioral 

environments produced through contacts with peers, faculty, staff, and others including 

the types of activities in which students engage” (p. 126 -127).   

Astin (1991) asserted that student outcomes indicate “aspects of the student’s 

development that the institution does influence or attempts to influence through its 

educational programs and practices” (p.38). Tinto and Pusser (2006) contended that 

student success is directly correlated with the student’s background characteristics and 

the institution’s commitment. Taken together, the models recognize the significance of 

student characteristics and demographics as inputs and emphasize purposeful and 
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supportive interaction between the student and the university, which leads to greater 

intellectual and personal/social gains. With this in mind, Tinto and Pusser

Institutional Action for Student Success is useful to corroborate Astin’s Inputs

Environment-Outcomes (I

E-O Model is the conceptual backdrop for this

Astin’s I-E-O (1991) mod

development based on several variables pertaining to their educational experiences

(Wolf-Wendel, Ward, & Kinzie, 2009). Hutley (2008) asserted that Astin’s I

proposes that students are passively cul

the environment. The concept of the I

terms of the background characteristics of students (inputs) in the comprehensive context 

of the university setting (en

Figure 1. Inputs-Environment

 

For the purpose of th

background characteristics of FGS prior to enrollment such as academic preparation, 

socioeconomic status, ethnicity, and gender

8 

supportive interaction between the student and the university, which leads to greater 

intellectual and personal/social gains. With this in mind, Tinto and Pusser

Institutional Action for Student Success is useful to corroborate Astin’s Inputs

Outcomes (I-E-O) Model for the purpose of the proposed study. Astin’s I

eptual backdrop for this study.  

O (1991) model has been used by scholars to analyze 

development based on several variables pertaining to their educational experiences

Wendel, Ward, & Kinzie, 2009). Hutley (2008) asserted that Astin’s I

proposes that students are passively cultivated by professors, university programs, and 

the environment. The concept of the I-E-O Model is that learning outputs are assessed in 

terms of the background characteristics of students (inputs) in the comprehensive context 

of the university setting (environment) (See Figure 1).  

Environment-Outcomes (I-E-O) Model (Astin, 1991, p. 18).

For the purpose of the proposed study, input characteristics consist

background characteristics of FGS prior to enrollment such as academic preparation, 

socioeconomic status, ethnicity, and gender.  Input characteristics represent

supportive interaction between the student and the university, which leads to greater 

intellectual and personal/social gains. With this in mind, Tinto and Pusser’s Model of 

Institutional Action for Student Success is useful to corroborate Astin’s Inputs-

O) Model for the purpose of the proposed study. Astin’s I-

analyze student 

development based on several variables pertaining to their educational experiences 

Wendel, Ward, & Kinzie, 2009). Hutley (2008) asserted that Astin’s I-E-O Model 

tivated by professors, university programs, and 

O Model is that learning outputs are assessed in 

terms of the background characteristics of students (inputs) in the comprehensive context 

O) Model (Astin, 1991, p. 18). 

input characteristics consist of the 

background characteristics of FGS prior to enrollment such as academic preparation, 

represent the 
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independent variable, FGS, in the study and may affect both variables, FGAP, 

(environment) and estimate of gains (outputs) output. Environmental characteristics 

include how and to what extent the student engages in FGAP while enrolled. FGAP 

(environment) is considered a mediating variable upon the input and the influence it may 

have on the outputs. Output variables, estimate of gains and academic success, are the 

last dependent variables impacted both by FGS (inputs) and FGAP (environment). 

For the purpose of this study, Tinto and Pusser’s (2006) Model of Institutional 

Action for Student Success was used to assist in the discussion of the relationship among 

FGAP, FGS, and the estimates of intellectual and personal/social gains.  The Model of 

Institutional Action for Student Success primarily recognizes the significant 

characteristics of students (abilities, skills preparation, attributes, attitudes, values, 

knowledge, and external commitments)  as inputs while focusing on the relationship 

between the student and institutional commitment (referred to as the expectational 

climate) which may determine student success. FGAP provides resources to assist FGS in 

their academic and intellectual development. For the purpose of this study, the FGAP 

impacts the estimate of intellectual and personal/social gains of FGS students through the 

support, feedback, and involvement areas of the Model Institutional Action for Student 

Success (shown in Figure 2). 

 
Research Questions 

 This research study addressed the following research questions: 

1. What is the relationship between self-reported intellectual estimate of gains 

and academic success of first-generation students enrolled in First Generation 

Access programs? 
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Generation Access programs?
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and self-reported personal/social estimate of gains 

enrolled in First Generation Access Programs?

4. Is there a relat

personal/social estimate of gains and academic su

 
 
 

 
 
 
Figure 2. The Model of Institutional Action for Student Success (Tinto & Pusser, 
p. 9) 
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relationship between self-reported personal/social estimate of 

gains and academic success of first-generation students enrolled in

Generation Access programs? 

relationship between self-reported intellectual estimate of gains 

reported personal/social estimate of gains of first-generation students

First Generation Access Programs? 

relationship between both self-reported intellectual and 

personal/social estimate of gains and academic success based on gender

Figure 2. The Model of Institutional Action for Student Success (Tinto & Pusser, 

personal/social estimate of 

generation students enrolled in First 

estimate of gains 

generation students 

reported intellectual and 

ccess based on gender? 

Figure 2. The Model of Institutional Action for Student Success (Tinto & Pusser,  2006, 



www.manaraa.com

11 

 

Significance of the Study 

The population of first generation students is increasing on college and university 

campuses. However, studies indicate that there is not a noticeable increase in graduation 

rates for these same students. FGS need help to overcome barriers that hinder their 

intellectual and personal/social development. FGAPs were created to meet the needs of 

FGS.  

The experiences of FGS warrant research and the special attention of university 

administrators. However, there is a lack of research that captures the self-reported 

estimate of gains of FGS participating in FGAPs. Kuh (1995) stated that student success, 

using college impact models, is based “less on the internal psychological processes 

associated with dimensions of change and more on the external environmental and 

sociological conditions and origins of change” (p. 126). Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, Whitt, & 

Associates (2005) stated that the National Survey of Student Engagement indicated that 

student success in college depends on a supportive campus environment that has 

1. an institutional emphasis on providing students the support they need for 

academic and social success,  

2. positive working and social relationships among different groups, 

3. help for students in coping with their nonacademic responsibilities, and 

4. high quality student relationships with other students, faculty, and the 

institution’s administrative personnel (p 241).   

This study investigated the self-reported intellectual and personal/social estimate of gains 

of FGS participating in a FGAP. Findings from this study will add to the body of 

literature and assist university administrators in aiding the success of FGS.  
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Delimitations 

This research study used secondary data from the College Student Experiences 

Questionnaire (CSEQ). Although secondary data is known to have a lack of control over 

the data collection, McMillan and Schumacher (2010) asserted that researchers use 

secondary data analysis because of the larger sample size and data quality. The CSEQ 

uses self-reported data to measure how students perceive their experiences and 

personal/social growth during their first-year in college. The self-reported data were 

gathered from survey participants at a large, public metropolitan university in the South. 

The researcher served as a survey administrator. Participants may have responded to the 

survey questions in the manner they believe the survey administrator desired, which may 

threaten the validity. With this in the mind, the survey administrator explained to the 

participants that their identity and data collected were kept confidential and secured by 

the Director of Student Affairs Planning, Evaluation & Assessment at the university. The 

generalizability is limited for this study as well. This study used only one large, 

metropolitan predominantly White institution in the South. The outcomes from this study 

will be able to be generalized only to first-generation students participating in similar 

FGAPs. Despite the fact that this study has limited generalizability, Nora, Barlow, and 

Crisp (2005) contended that single institution studies are helpful to understanding 

matriculation issues faced by students at institutions of higher learning.  

Limitations 

 Limitations of the study include: 

1. The instrument used in this study measures self-reported data from students who 

participated in the survey during the data collections periods. 
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2. The data included only first-generation, first-year students enrolled in First 

Generation Access programs that completed the CSEQ during specific academic 

periods. 

3. Excluded from the data were students who did not complete the Estimate of Gains 

section of the survey and were not between the ages of 18-20.  

4. The study did include students’ high school grade point average or pretest scores 

from their estimate of gains.  

Role of the Researcher 

The researcher of this research study is a first-generation low-income student who 

did not participate in a FGAP as an undergraduate student. The researcher is currently 

employed by the FGAP that was used in this study and served as a survey administrator. 

As a first-generation college student compared to traditional college undergraduate 

students, the researcher shared similar pre-collegiate characteristics of first-generation 

students described in the literature: lacked social capital, academically ill-prepared, bleak 

perceptions of faculty and economically disadvantaged. Because of a lack of knowledge, 

social networks and guidance to navigate college resources, the researcher “battled” to 

get information that was necessary to being a successful student. With this in mind, the 

researcher expected the participants in this study, who are enrolled in FGAPs, to have 

noticeable perceived intellectual and personal/social estimate of gains as well as expected 

the estimate of gains to have a high positive correlation to academic success. Therefore, 

there was a possibility of researcher bias for this study. As an FGS who attended a large 

predominantly White institution in the South, the researcher was keenly interested in how 
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FGS perceived their intellectual and personal/social gains and the relationship to 

academic success while participating in a FGAP.  

Definition of Terms 

College Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ) - The CSEQ was first developed by 

Robert Pace in the 1970’s. In 1979, the CSEQ was developed into a multi-institutional 

tool that uses self-reported data from the following three dimensions: Quality of Effort, 

College Environment, and Estimate of Gains. The preceding dimensions are used to 

measure a student’s experience in college. The CSEQ is administered through the Center 

of Postsecondary Research at Indiana University.  

Academic Success - For the purpose of this study, academic success is measured by the 

cumulative grade point average earned by the student at the end of the fall 2010 term.  

Each participant’s cumulative grade point average will be obtained by the Director of 

Student Affairs Planning, Evaluation & Assessment at the University of South Florida. 

The information will not be identifiable per participant. 

Estimate of Gains – Estimate of Gains is the self-reported knowledge that the student 

feels he/she has gained.  For the purpose of the proposed study, the amount self-reported 

estimate of intellectual and personal/social gains will be measured by the College Student 

Experiences Questionnaire.  

First-Generation College Students (FGS) - FGS are students whose mother and father 

have not earned a college degree. 

First-Generation Access Program (FGAP) – FGAP consists of the Freshman Summer 

Institute (FSI), a summer bridge program, and TRIO- Student Support Services (TRIO-

SSS) program. FSI and TRIO-SSS provide comprehensive academic and personal 
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support to assist first-generation low-income college students during their first-year in 

college. 

Overview of Methodology 

This study uses secondary data gathered by the university during the second 

implementation of the College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ), and utilized a 

correlational design. The secondary data used consisted of a purposeful sample of 792 

students. The data were collected during the Fall 2010, Spring 2010, and Summer 2010 

semesters. The purposeful sample comprised of students from the following groups at the 

university: athletes, student organizations, residence halls, and undergraduate course class 

sessions. Based on the eligibility criteria, freshmen, sophomores, juniors, seniors, and 

graduate students completed the survey.  

For the purpose of this study, 275 students were eligible to complete the survey. 

Therefore, the target population consisted of 275 students. Of the 275 students in the 

population, 184 participants met the criteria for this study. For the purpose of this study, 

only first-year FGS participating in the FGAP who completed the “Estimate of Gains” 

section of the survey were used.  

The assessment process for the university consisted of a student responding to an 

electronic and verbal invitation to participate in the CSEQ Assessment. The survey took 

30 minutes to complete and was eight pages long. The questionnaire was available for 

students to complete during the summer and fall 2010 semesters. For the participants 

used in this study, the questionnaire was available for students to complete during the fall 

2010 semester.  
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An analysis of the CSEQ scores was done to determine to what degree FGS status 

of these enrolled in the FGAP impacted their estimate of intellectual and personal/social 

gains. Descriptive statistics was calculated to describe the population of FGS 

participating in the programs. SPSS software was used for computer based calculations.   

Organization of Dissertation 

Chapter One contains an introduction to this study, a statement of the problem, 

theoretical framework, purpose of this study, research questions, significance of the 

study, limitations, definition of terms, overview of the methodology, and the organization 

of the dissertation. Chapter Two provides a comprehensive review of the literature and 

unifies the literature to establish groundwork for new research. Chapter Three describes 

the general methodological approach, research design, population and sample, 

instruments and data collection procedures, and analytical procedures to be used.  

  



www.manaraa.com

17 

 

 

 

CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

Higher Education is the gateway to the American dream, the eminent social 

equalizer (Leonhardt, 2005; Van Galen, 2000). White males from wealthy families were 

the majority of the college population during the 20th century (London, 2000). However, 

over the years, college has become accessible to more diverse populations. In 1944, 

veterans began taking advantage of the G. I. Bill (Robert & Thompson, 1994). 

Additionally, the community college system, a more affordable alternative to higher 

education, was instituted by the Truman Commission Report of 1947. Ethnic minorities 

gained access to predominantly White institutions of higher education via the Brown v. 

Board of Education United States Supreme Court decision in 1954. The Higher 

Education Act of 1965 increased monetary resources to assist students in attaining a 

college education. Financial aid programs, along with the programs listed above played a 

major role in growing the number of diverse groups of individuals who are allowed to 

access higher education (Millard, 1991, Vaughan, 1992). As a result, there is a higher 

proportion of students from minority working-class families attending colleges and 

universities today. 

The following literature review is essential to integrate the four key components 

that exemplify the context for this study. The first component of the review explores the 

pre-collegiate characteristics and college experiences of first-generation college students 

(FGS) and the challenges they may face as a result of those pre-collegiate traits and 
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college experiences. The second component reviews the nature and purpose of first 

generation access programs (FGAPs) and their relationship to the status of FGS and their 

college experiences. The third component of this chapter reviews theoretical models 

developed on student success and persistence. The final section of this chapter provides 

an overview of the survey instrument used to measure the self-reported responses of FGS 

with regard to their quality of effort in attaining their educational goals.  

First-Generation Students 

The G.I. Bill, the Truman Commission Report of 1947, Brown v. Board of 

Education in 1954, and the Higher Education Act of 1965 contributed to the 

transformation of the population of students at institutions of higher learning. In the 

beginning of the 21st century, the landscape of higher education transformed to a more 

open access universal system which provided opportunities for students, in particular, 

FGS (Trow, 2001; US Department of Education, 2008). The Higher Education Act 1965 

defined FGS as “(A) an individual both of whose parents did not complete a 

baccalaureate degree; or (B) in the case of any individual who regularly resided with and 

received support from only one parent, an individual whose only such parent did not 

complete a baccalaureate degree” (Higher Education Act of 1965, Sec.402B [6] g1 [a]). 

To better understand this population, researchers in higher education began to study this 

group and subsequently reported the need to assist these students to prevail over issues of 

social class, cultural barriers, and academic inferiority (Chaney, Muraskin, & Cahalan, 

1998; Levine & Nidiffer, 1996).  

There are several negative factors that impede the academic success, intellectual 

and personal social development of many first-generation first-year college students at 
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institutions of higher learning; however, there are positive aspects they bring with them 

that aid in their success as well.  Jahangir (2010) indicated that first-generation students 

bring notable “cultural wealth” to colleges and universities, which is “generated from the 

lived experience that marginalized students draw on” (p. 542). The “cultural wealth” is 

defined as the persistence and resilience of this population of students. These students’ 

parents have not attended college and have no understanding on how to pilot their 

children to earning a college degree. Therefore, many first-generation students must 

establish and manage their own paths to higher education with little direction from 

knowledgeable parents. With this in mind, first-generation students have to engage in 

countless struggles to get basic information that traditional college students can get from 

their parents. 

According to Engle, Bermeo, and O’Brien (2006), 47% of first-generation 

students are enrolled in 2 – and 4 – year institutions. According to the U.S. Department of 

Education 2003 – 2004 National Postsecondary Student Aid Study, 24 percent of the 

undergraduate population consisted of FGS. This population was 64 percent female, 54 

percent minority, 30 percent single parents, and 74 percent are financially independent 

from their parents. Despite the increase in access to college, first-generation freshman 

full-time college students entering institutions of higher education had dropped to 15.9 

percent in 2005 compared to 38.5 percent in 1971 (Pascarella, Pierson, Wolniak, & 

Terenzini, 2004; Saenz, Hurtado, Barrera, Wolf, & Yeung, 2007). Most studies revealed 

that FGS are more likely to depart college during their first-year (Choy, 2001). The Pell 

Institute (2008) reported that FGS are four times more likely to leave higher education in 

their first-year compared to their counterparts. Ishitani (2003; 2006) reported that FGS 
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are prone to drop out in their second year, suggesting that retaining FGS is significant 

past the first year of college. Choy (2001), The Pell Institute (2008), and Ishitani (2003) 

reports supported the significance of assisting FGS during their first and second year of 

college which is important in helping higher professionals assist FGS to persist. One of 

the most important factors in predicting college persistence is parents’ educational level 

(Ishitani, 2003; Saenz et al., 2007; Spady, 1970; Tinto, 1975). Low completion rates of 

Latino and African American FGS have been associated with the fact that their parents 

never went to college (McCarron & Inkelas, 2006). As a result of their parents not 

attending college, the students’ social capital as it pertains to educational resources is 

severely limited (Hooks, 2000).  

Previous studies have shown that many FGS have lower pre-collegiate critical 

thinking skills, lower ACT and SAT scores, lower grade point averages, and limited 

information about the college experience (Ishitani, 2006; Orbe, 2004; Pascarella, Pierson, 

Wolniak, & Terenzini, 2004; Saenz, Hurtado, Barrerra, Wolf, &Yeung, 2007). As a 

result, FGS mostly attend 2-year colleges and less selective institutions (Terenzini, 

Springer, Yaeger, Pascarella, & Nora, 1996). Choy (2001) indicated that the level of 

parent education is directly correlated to student academic preparation. Nunez & 

Cuccaro-Alamin (1998) found that students whose parents had a bachelor’s degree 

demonstrated greater degree attainment by 76 percent compared to FGS’s parents without 

a college degree. With this in mind, compared to traditional college students, many FGS 

come to college with a myriad of negative factors that impede their academic success. 

These negative factors include but are not limited to lack of academic preparation and 

intellectual development, lack of financial support, and scarcity of social networks.  
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Academic ill-preparedness is a leading negative factor of FGS. Their self-

confidence about their abilities can be detrimental.  Accurate self-assessment is 

characteristic of successful students in higher education. FGS tend to be most inaccurate 

in their self-assessments. These students show signs of over-optimism or over-

negativism. Over-optimism can lead to underestimating the demands of the academic task 

(Hacker, Bol, Horgan, & Rakow, 2000). Over-negativism can result in lack of motivation 

(Pajares & Schunk, 2001). Both result in inaccurate estimates of preparedness for exams 

and predicting final course grades once in college (Garavalia, Ray, Murdock, & Gredler, 

2004). 

Fasset & Warren (2004) indicated that many FGS believe they do not need help to 

navigate the college bureaucracy and fear being stigmatized by their peers. However, 

Reid & Moore (2008) found that students who were lacking study skills had the most 

difficulty in transition to college. FGS need help in accessing universities’ academic 

resources. Hence, institutions may need to assess the needs of these students while 

simultaneously providing the necessary academic resources. Thus, it is important that 

FGS are successful in academically integrating into the institutions of higher learning. 

Academic integration, students’ grades, and students’ intellectual development (Tinto, 

1975) are paramount to their persistence and success at institutions of higher learning.  

Another factor that impedes the success of FGS is social class, most commonly 

termed socioeconomic status. Warburton, Bugarin, & Nunez (2001) noted that FGS are 

more concerned with financial matters and lack foundational information of the 

bureaucracy of higher education operations. Compared to 9 percent of their peers, 29 

percent of FGS are from low-income families (Warburton et al., 2001). FGS from low-
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income families tend to earn certificates in vocational and technical programs compared 

to their peers who earn degrees from universities (Adelman, 2005; Hochlander, Sikora, 

Horn, & Carroll, 2003; Kuh et al., 2007; Striplin, 1999). 

The socioeconomic status of FGS results in lack of social capital. Putnam (2000) 

described social capital as the understanding of social pathways or social networks that 

help to access resources. Maldonado, Rhoads, & Buenavista (2005) emphasized the 

importance of both cultural and social capital in relation to college student retention. 

Maldonado et al. (2005) defines cultural capital as the “linguistic and cultural 

understandings and skills that individuals bring to schools on the basis of their social 

class location,” (p. 609) and social capital as “skills and capabilities enabling individuals 

to act in different ways” (p. 610). To navigate resources in higher education, students 

need both cultural and social capital to aid in their success. Insufficient social capital 

contributes to this group’s lack of self-esteem and social satisfaction at the university. It 

relates to the context of the campus ecology and the student. It is the congruence of the 

environment and the students’ cultural values. As noted above, there is a scarcity of 

social networks for FGS. With this in mind, FGS have less social networking knowledge 

and skills, which equates to fewer role models. FGS tend to limit their college aspirations 

if they do not feel connected to the campus coupled with a lack of family support for their 

decision to attend college (Thayer, 2000). Tinto (2003) contended that “the more students 

are academically and socially involved, the more likely are they to persist and 

graduate”(pp. 4-5).  Ishitani, Davis, Lyzogub, & Snider (2001) asserted that “levels of 

academic and social integration ultimately enhance a student’s overall college 

experience” (p. 1).  



www.manaraa.com

23 

 

There is a scarcity of studies of FGS. From the few studies available, Somers, 

Woodhouse, & Cofer (2004) and Terenzini et al. (1996) are most relevant to accentuating 

the characteristics and experiences of FGS for the purpose of this study.  The findings 

from these studies identified the attributes and encounters that FGS endure in their first-

year of college.    

Terenzini et al. (1996) investigated the differences in pre-college characteristics, 

experiences during the first year of college, and consequences of these differences for 

cognitive development between first-generation and traditional college students. The 

participants in the study completed a pre-college survey in fall of 1992 and a follow-up 

survey in Spring of 1993. The data were collected by the National Study of Student 

Learning (NSSL). The data were gathered from a three-year longitudinal study of 3,840 

students nationwide enrolled in 18 four-year and 5 two-year colleges in fall of 1992 

through random selection from a pool of new students. The survey included questions 

about demographic and background information, college aspirations and expectations, 

and adjustments toward learning. Students also completed Form 88a of the Collegiate 

Assessment of Academic Proficiency (CAAP), as part of the 1992 survey. CAAP (88a) 

assessed students in reading, mathematics, and critical thinking. The follow-up survey 

included Form 88b of the CAAP, the College Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ), 

which assessed students’ experiences of their first year in college, and another 

questionnaire that covered questions that were not included in the CSEQ. The number of 

participants in the initial survey in 1992, which consisted of 3,840 students, dropped to 

2,685 participants in the follow-up survey in 1993. The follow-up survey consisted of 

825 FGS and 1,860 traditional college students.  
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The five independent variables that were analyzed in the study were 37 pre-

college characteristics (e.g. race/ethnicity, educational goals, family income, and CAAP 

tests scores), in-class experiences, out-of-class experiences, academic experiences, and 

institutional characteristics. To measure any differences between first-generation and 

traditional students’ first-year of college, Terenzini et al. (1996) used an ordinary least-

squares (OLS) regression on the pre-college survey. OLS regressions were used on the 

CSEQ and the additional questionnaire that assessed the participants’ college 

experiences. To examine the effects of the variables on the cognitive development 

between first-generation and traditional college students, the researchers acquired the 

CAAP scores from the follow-up survey and did OLS regressions on the initial CAAP 

scores and the pre-college characteristics.  

The major findings of this study revealed that FGS were “more likely to come 

from low-income families, to be Hispanic, to have weaker cognitive skills, to have lower 

degree aspirations, and to have been less involved with peers and teachers in high school” 

(Terenzini et al., 1996, p. 16). Compared to traditional college students, FGS’s 

perceptions of faculty members were bleak, experienced more racial or gender 

discrimination, worked more off-campus jobs, took fewer courses in fine arts and 

humanities, and completed fewer credit hours in their first year. In math and critical 

thinking skills, first-generation and traditional students gain an equal amount of 

knowledge. However, there was a significant difference in reading gains made by 

traditional college students (greater gains) versus FGS. Terenzini et al. (1996) suggested 

that the number of hours worked, the number of hours spent studying and college 

experiences have different effects and are more important for FGS than traditional 
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college students. Terenzini et al. (1996) study examined the effect of summer bridge 

programs on the experiences and academic gains between FGS and traditional college 

students. The proposed study differs in that it specifically investigates two summer bridge 

programs and the impact they have on estimate of gains for FGS in the areas of academic 

and social integration.  

Somers et al. (2004) investigated how tuition and fees and financial aid awards, 

achievement, background characteristics, educational goals, and colleges experiences 

effect persistence for first-generation and non-first-generation students at four-year 

institutions of higher learning. Somers et al. defined first-generation students as “those 

whose parents had an educational level of high school diploma or less” (p. 423). 

Sociology and economics theoretical frameworks were employed. The sample size 

consisted of 24, 262 students, specifically, 15,972 were non-first-generation students and 

8,290 were FGS. To organize their study, Somers et al. used the model developed by St. 

John (1994) and analyzed the data provided by the National Postsecondary Student Aid 

Study of  1995-1996 (NPSAS:96).  Six variables (i.e. college experiences, academic 

success, price of attendance, debt load, background characteristics, and educational goals) 

were evaluated using logistic regression to examine within-year persistence.  

The findings of the study found that several variables significantly affected 

persistence:  “Low-income” FGS are unlikely to persist, FGS freshmen who struggled 

academically doing their first-year are unlikely to persist, the debt load of FGS were 

extremely lower than the debt load of non-first-generation students, and goals of attaining 

an advanced degree were higher for FGS who had high aspirations in attaining a 

bachelor’s degree. The authors suggested seven methods to help increase persistence for 
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FGS: (1) create early college awareness programs for first-generation students and their 

parents, (2) provide early academic programs, (3)  make financial aid awards with loan 

amounts and higher grant funding, (4) provide academic and social support  at the 

beginning of FGS’s college career, (5)  establish an environment that is conducive for 

faculty interaction, (6) provide counseling to address personal concerns, and (7)  cultivate 

programs that encourage attendance and persistence of FGS. Overall, this study added to 

the literature regarding the need for comprehensive academic and personal support 

programs for persistence of first-generation students. Therefore, Somers et al. helped fill 

a gap in the literature by showing the need for academic and personal support programs 

in order for FGS to successfully acclimate to the college environment.  

The review of the literature suggests that FGS come to college with a myriad of 

issues that may hinder their success in comparison to traditional college students. FGS 

may need assistance to help them navigate the unfamiliar cultural environment and the 

bureaucracy of institutions of higher education. A review of First Generation Access 

Programs is a significant next step in the discussion of FGS in higher education.  

First-Generation Access Programs 

First-Generation Access Programs (FGAPs) help students to overcome the 

challenges of academic ill-preparedness and social adjustments issues that occur in their 

transition from high school to college. FGAPs, also known as TRIO - SSS and Summer 

Bridge Programs, are useful in persistence and retention efforts of first-generation low-

income students at institutions of higher learning. Both programs were created to help 

students overcome the academic, social, socioeconomic, and cultural barriers to higher 

education.  
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Motivated by President Lyndon Johnson’s “War on Poverty,” several programs 

designed to assist disadvantaged students to attain a college degree were created. The 

Higher Education Act (HEA) legislation gave rise to access programs administered by the 

U.S. Department of Education and had a genuine impact on higher education policy 

(Callan, as cited in Heller, 2001; Higher-ed, 2008). The objective of the Higher 

Education Act was “to strengthen the educational resources of our colleges and 

universities and to provide financial assistance for students in postsecondary and higher 

education” (Higher-ed, 2008, p. 1). 

In 1968, the federal government created TRIO programs, encompassing the 

following three programs: Upward Bound, Talent Search, and Student Support Services 

(Council for Opportunity in Education, 2008; US. Department of Education, 2007). TRIO 

programs help “to ensure equal opportunity for all Americans regardless of race, ethnic 

background, or economic circumstance” (Balz & Esten, 1998, p. 334). Congress 

mandated that one-third of the population served by TRIO programs should be first-

generation, low-income, or mentally and/or physically disabled. The remaining two-

thirds of the population should be both first-generation and low income (Zhang, Chan, 

Hale, & Kirshstein, 2005).  The Upward Bound program helps eligible individuals and 

veterans prepare for education at colleges and universities; Talent Search programs 

informs sixth to twelfth graders about educational opportunities; and Student Support 

Services (SSS), the TRIO program to be used in the proposed study, serves first-

generation and low-income students. TRIO- Student Supports Services participant 

population grew respectively over 11 fiscal year periods: from 179,377 in 1997 – 1998 to 

199,499 in 2007 – 2008 (U.S. Department of Education, 2008b). This growth shows the 
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consistent focus and commitment to serving first-generation and low-income students. 

However, there is a lack of literature concerning the factors that supplement the academic 

success of FGS enrolled in FGAPs.  

TRIO – Student Support Services (TRIO-SSS). The purpose of TRIO-SSS is to 

improve graduation rates of first-generation, low-income, and disabled students at 

postsecondary institutions (Zhang & Chan, 2007; Zhang et al., 2005). The program also 

seeks to provide guidance and sustenance for these students when applying to 

professional programs. The code of Federal Regulations (Student Support Services 

Program, 2009) defines the goals of the program to: 

1. Increase the retention and graduation rates of eligible students. 2. Increase the 

transfer rate of eligible students from two-year to four-year institutions. 3. Foster an 

institutional climate supportive of the success of low-income and first-generation college 

students and individuals with disabilities through services such as those described in 

646.4. (#1) 

TRIO-SSS, funded by the federal government, supports students by providing 

instructional services in the following areas: reading, writing, study skills, and math. The 

program also offers peer counseling, mentoring that involves faculty, personal counseling 

and guidance in selecting appropriate college courses that fit the students’ individual 

degree goals and academic ability to successfully complete the courses (Council for 

Opportunity in Education, 2006).  

Summer Bridge Programs. Similar to TRIO-SSS Program, Summer Bridge 

programs (SBPs) evolved from the need to assist new populations entering higher 

education to make successful transition to college. SBPs have existed since the 1960s and 
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grew to institutions of higher education over the past 40 years. The focus of SBPs vary 

from campus to campus, and many emphasize the significance of retention of target 

populations such as low-income, minority, international, or first-generations students. 

Colyar (2011) stated that “summer bridge programs are intended to address important 

preparation and achievement gaps that are evident in the research” (p. 123). Thus, the 

common focus is to retain these populations to provide the same opportunity as 

traditional college students (Kezar, 2001).  

Kezar (2001) also noted that many institutions have observed their ability for 

improving academic preparation. Increased pressure and calls for accountability measures 

from recent reauthorizations of the Higher Education Act of 1965 and funding based on 

reported retention rates are mentioned as a major influence for increased retention 

programs (Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, Whitt, & Associates, 2005). As a result, there has been 

increased funding for programs directed toward recruiting first-generation and low-

income students to not only enroll, but also to complete degrees (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2009). 

There is limited research that exists investigating SBPs. York and Tross (1994) 

showed that students served by SBPs benefit from activities geared toward increasing 

self-confidence, mentoring, and community development (Phillips, 2008). Another study 

indicated that students involved in SBPs fair better than similar students who did not 

participate in the program (Santa Rita & Bacote, 1996). However, York and Tross (1994) 

revealed that studies on SBPs lack data of students’ persistence rates and grade point 

averages. Of the limited research that exists concerning SBPs, it was reported that 

participants fair better academically and persisted at a higher rate than students who were 
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not enrolled in an SBP (Santa Rita & Bacote, 1996; Walpole, Simmerman, Mack, Mills, 

Scales, & Albano, 2008). In contrast to literature that reported SBP participants 

performing better academically, there are a few scholars that do not believe they play a 

significant role in assisting participants in their programs. According to Myers and 

Schirm (1999), SBPs help students more socially than academically. Hall (2011) and 

Oseguera, Locks, and Vega (2009) reported that participants enrolled in summer bridge 

programs may be stigmatized as students who do not have the competencies necessary to 

be successful in college.  

Hall (2011) found two factors that may be the cause of limited research regarding 

literature about retention and SBPs. The first issue sited was the limitation of 

generalizability of data about SBPs. As stated earlier in this section, these programs vary 

from campus to campus which results in a considerable amount of difference to factors 

that may not be applicable or accurate to describe other SBPs. Taylor (2011) found that 

focus of SBPs range from only emphasizing academics regarding developmental courses, 

to preparation for college placement tests, to recreational activities. The second issue of 

concern is the lack of a homogenous system of unanimity of retention measures that 

would help in more accurate reporting of the outcomes of students enrolled in SBPs. 

Some research has measured retention by completion of students’ first two semesters 

while others determine retention rates from the students’ first semester to each semester 

until the end of the students’ tenure at the institution.  

Despite the scarcity of literature and research described above, the information 

provided about SBPs proposes they are a comprehensive and effective way to help 

participants in their programs transition to institutions of higher learning. SBPs provide 
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resources that help students develop their intellectual and personal/social skills. To add to 

the literature and provide more data concerning the relationship between FGAPs and their 

participants’ academic success, the proposed study will examine the relationship between 

FGS perceptions of their intellectual and personal gains enrolled in FGAPs and their 

academic success.   

TRIO-SSS Program and Freshman Summer Institute Program at a large 

metropolitan university in the South. The FGAP in this study provides access to a 

university education for promising students from first-generation and/or limited income 

families who do not meet the competitive fall admission criteria, but who demonstrate the 

potential to succeed at the university. These individuals are identified through a review of 

the admission application, academic records, and the Free Application for Federal 

Student Aid. Therefore, the following areas are reviewed: performance in college prep 

courses, standardized test scores, family education, and family income. Research states 

that the freshman year is the most crucial period for student retention and may determine 

the likelihood of a student staying or leaving the university (Kezar, 2001; Pascarella et 

al., 2004; Terenzini et al., 1996). With this in mind, the FGAP mentioned focuses on 

preparing students for the challenges of their first-year in college. These challenges 

include, but are not limited to: (a) overcoming academic ill-preparedness, (b) taking tests, 

(c) managing the volume of work compared to high school, (d) learning to learn  

effectively, (e) adjusting to the university environment, (f) managing time well, (g) being 

away from home, and (h) balancing school, work, friends, and activities. 

To help students prevail over the aforementioned challenges, the FGAP mandates 

that students fulfill the following requirements: summer residency, tutorial support, one-
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on-one advising, and counseling (three appointments each semester - Summer, Fall, and 

Spring) and personal and academic development workshops. If students do not meet the 

requirements, registration holds are placed on their student accounts and removed once 

the requirements are met. The FGAP focuses on affective and cognitive needs of 

students. Advisors monitor students’ performance throughout the year, which includes 

meeting to discuss midterm grade reports and ensuring that students are making healthy 

adjustments to the university environment. The FGAP also works closely with other 

programs and services on campus to better serve their student population.  Overall, the 

FGAP seeks to provide resources to help the students navigate the bureaucracy of the 

university system (i.e. residence services, financial aid, course scheduling, and academic 

advising). 

All students who are accepted into the programs are required to fully participate 

in a six-week summer school semester which includes taking nine credit hours and living 

on campus. The summer is the first opportunity for the students to articulate the social, 

personal, and academic concerns that they may experience as they are getting acclimated 

to the university. More specifically, the six-week summer school semester is used to 

determine whether students have the motivation to use their potential to succeed. During 

the summer semester, along with the Federal Pell grant, most students receive an 

additional grant or scholarship from the programs based on students’ financial need. Peer 

counselors are also utilized in the program. Studies show that “peer-group associations 

appear to be most directly related to individual social integration” (Tinto, 1975, p. 110). 

Peer-group associations help to mediate the campus climate and serve as emotional 

support for students counseling (Jacobi, 1991). Students benefit by getting a “head start” 
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over students enrolling in Fall semester; making social networks with faculty, staff, and 

students before the fall begins and adjusting to the intellectual skills needed to succeed at 

the university. 

Despite the lack of research, the literature indicates that FGAPs are valuable in 

helping meet the needs of first-generation low-income students. The programs are 

effective in providing academic, social, and personal support for FGS. With this in mind, 

FGAPs aid in the retention efforts of FGS. The next section of the literature review is 

important in connecting the theoretical notions of the issues faced by FGS and the impact 

of being enrolled in a FGAP may have on the self-reported perceptions of the quality of 

effort of FGS at institutions of higher education.   

Theoretical Framework 

Within a 35 year period, gaps in access to higher education decreased between 

first-generation college students and traditional college students. The number of FGS 

attending college increased by 60 percent from 1970 to 2005 (The Pell Institute, 2008). 

Gaps in graduation rates between students from high to low socioeconomic status have 

slightly decreased. The rate of  FGS attaining a baccalaureate degree has only increased 

by 6 percent from 1970 to 2005; compared to a 33 percent increase of “non-traditional” 

students from 1970-2005 (The Pell Institute, 2008). The literature states that all students 

bring particular background characteristics, pre-collegiate academic preparation, and 

varying levels of socioeconomic status which impact their ability to acclimate to the 

college environment (Astin, 1970; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1983, Somers et al., 2004; 

Spady; 1970, 1971; Terenzini et al., 1996; Tinto, 1975; Tinto & Pusser, 2006). This 

section of the literature review focuses on the theoretical frameworks of Astin’s (1991) 
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Input-Environment-Outcome (I-E-O) Model, Tinto’s (1975; 1993) reports concerning 

students’ integration to institutions of higher education, and Tinto and Pusser’s (2006) 

Model of Institutional Action for Student Success. Both models and reports attempt to 

explain the influence of participating in FGAPs on the self-reported “estimate of gains” 

for first-generation college students in their first-year of college. With this in mind, each 

theoretical model is useful in the discussion of FGS. For the purpose of this study, 

Astin’s I-E-O Model is used as the theoretical framework. 

Astin’s Inputs-Environment-Outcomes (I-E-O) Model. Researchers have 

employed Astin’s (1991) I-E-O Model to determine student development based on 

multiple variables of their educational experiences. His model has been used by many 

researchers as a theoretical framework for analyzing student development (Wolf-Wendel, 

et al., 2009). Astin (1991) stated that most of his research caters to students in educational 

settings but is valid in many environments. For the purpose of this study, the following 

variables were considered: FGS characteristics (input); FGAPs (environment); and 

estimate of gains, CSEQ instrument (output). Astin (1991) stated that student outcomes 

refer to “aspects of the student’s development that the institution does influence or 

attempts to influence through its educational programs and practices” (p. 38).  

The following are reflected in the model (see Figure 1): (a) environment – it has a 

relationship with inputs, (b) outputs are affected by the environment, and (c) inputs affect 

outputs. In this study, the environment, FGAP, would be affecting the output, estimate of 

gains--the self-reported knowledge gained by the student. According to Astin (1991), 

student input characteristics that have “potential interaction effects with environmental 

variables are the student’s gender, ethnicity, age, ability, and socioeconomic level” (p. 
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67). With this in mind, Astin believes that one of the rationales for assessing input 

variables is to determine if a student’s background and the environment interface 

eventually affecting the output. Flowers (2004) reported that minority students, mainly of 

African American decent, are positively influenced in their educational outcomes when 

engaged by faculty and student organization/groups but tend not to be as involved with 

their environment.  

According to Tinto (1975), the greater the student’s level of academic integration, 

the greater the level of subsequent commitment to the goal of college graduation. Also, 

the greater the  student’s level of social integration, the greater the level of subsequent 

commitment to the college or university. 

Tinto (1993) reported, 

In the collegiate setting, research has tended to support the conclusion that the 

establishment of supportive personal relationships – with faculty, peers and other 

significant persons – enables students to better cope with the demands of the 

college environment. . .this in turn, has a positive impact upon student academic 

success. (p. 122)  

Tinto (1993) also reported, “student learning best occurs in settings that involve 

students in the daily life and provides social and intellectual support for their individual 

efforts” (p. 147). Social and intellectual support can come from contact with students in 

multiple settings but Tinto suggested, 

Institutions must consciously make an effort to reach out and establish personal 

 bonds among students and between students, faculty, and staff members of the 

 institution. Particularly important is the continuing emphasis upon frequent and 
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 rewarding contact between faculty, staff, and students in a variety of settings both 

 inside and outside the formal confines of the classroom and laboratories of 

 institutional life. (p. 147) 

Tinto and Pusser (2006) further explored a model for student success by creating 

the Model of Institutional Action for Student Success. For the purpose of the proposed 

study, the model discussed next, though not the theoretical framework, is most fitting to 

capture the significance of FGAPs for FGS. 

Model of Institutional Action for Student Success. The Model of Institutional 

Action for Student Success was developed by Tinto and Pusser (2006) in an effort to 

provide guidelines for institutions of higher education to aid in increasing student 

persistence and student success. The model refers to “persistence” and “success” as the 

ability and behavior of the institution’s environment to promote persistence and success 

for students, thus enhancing persistence and degree completion of students. Their model 

considers two major components that are embedded and merited in retention and 

persistence theories.  

The first component of the model takes into account the conditions for student 

success: commitment, expectations, support, feedback, and involvement. With this in 

mind, the model also recognizes the students’ attributes abilities, demographics, and 

external commitments. The second component of the model takes into consideration the 

institutional actions for student success: institutional commitment and leadership, 

expectational climate/campus climate, support, financial aid, advising, academic support, 

social support, feedback, involvement (academic integration), pedagogies of engagement, 

and learning communities. More specifically, the action within the institution is not 
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described in any program detail are the areas of support, involvement and feedback. The 

preceding action areas are implanted within an expectational climate and effect quality of 

effort, learning, and success (retention/persistence) (see Figure 2). FGAPs operate in 

many areas of the model. The literature reviewed indicates that FGAPs, an element of 

FGS’s first-year experience in these programs, work specifically in the support, 

involvement (academic integration), and feedback action areas. 

The advising of FGS provided by FGAPs are an essential component of Tinto and 

Pusser’s (2006) notion of support. Tinto and Pusser (2006) put emphasis on the ability of 

advisors providing timely and precise advice for students. Coupled with student 

development activities (i.e. career, personal, and professional development), the type of 

advising described in the model is offered to students in FGAPs. Research indicated that 

proper advising is one of the major forms of support and guidance for students in their 

assessment of academic specialties. The action area “support” not only includes advising 

as support but social support as well. Social support provides an environment for positive 

growth in self-esteem (Poisson & Russel, 1990), encouragement, and situational appraisal 

which can prevent or reduce stress (Allen et al,. 1999; Poisson & Russel, 1990). With this 

in mind, bringing together advising and social support together as the single action area 

“support” joins the academic and social functions of FGAPs.  

Under the action area “involvement,” Tinto and Pusser (2006) merged the 

theoretical frameworks of involvement and integration. Students’ behaviors and attitudes 

toward campus activities are described by the term involvement, commonly known as 

engagement. Studies show that students’ attitudes regarding campus activities affect their 
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level of participation. Also, when students partake in campus activities, there is a better 

chance of shaping their attitudes about that specific activity.  

The third action area discussed for the purpose of this study is feedback. This 

action is crucial as it is a condition for student success in the model. Studies show that 

students are more likely to be successful in an environment where they are provided 

consistent feedback about their academic performance and an environment that monitors 

and understands their learning styles and academic ability. The literature purported that 

FGAPs are successful in providing environments for students to thrive because of its’ 

focus on the needs of the at risk population it serves. In essence, Tinto & Pusser’s (2006) 

Model of Institutional Action for Student Success is in sync with and supports the 

objectives of FGAPs for FGS to persist and be successful at institutions of higher 

learning.  

Astin (1991) and Tinto and Pusser’s (2006) research on student development and 

student success has added to the body of literature geared toward bettering the 

development and success strategies to assist FGS to persist at institutions of higher 

learning. With this in mind, theories suggest that FGAPs are an essential component in 

meeting the needs of FGS and the accountability of the colleges and universities. In the 

final section of the literature review, the survey instrument used to measure the self-

reported intellectual and personal/social gains of the students’ responses will be 

discussed.  

College Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ) 

The College Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ) was developed in 1979 by 

C. Robert Pace at the University of California, Los Angeles. The CSEQ, used to measure 
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self-reported responses to questions reflecting the quality and quantity of student 

involvement, has been administered to assess the quality of the undergraduate experience 

at many institutions of higher education. The CSEQ consists of 151 items measuring the 

amount of time and energy students devote to their experiences in three categories: 

personal, educational, and extracurricular activities; perceptions of various aspects of the 

university environment; and what they have gained from the attending the university.  

Pace’s “quality of effort” model suggest that the amount of time and energy students 

invest in meaningful activities impacts their educational goals. Kuh, Gonyea, and 

Williams (2005) asserted “quality of effort is the single best predictor of what students 

gain from college; this measure can be used to estimate the effectiveness of an institution 

or its component organizations in promoting student learning” (p. 40).  

For the purpose of this study, the last section of the CSEQ, Estimate of Gains, was 

used to measure the self-reported intellectual and personal/social gains of the students’ 

responses.  Gonyea, Kish, Kuh, Muthiah, & Thomas (2003) stated,  

Asking students to reflect on what they have gained from their college experience 

is consistent with a value-added approach to outcomes assessment. That is, 

attending college is expected to make a difference in students’ knowledge, values, 

attitudes, and competencies. Because students know what they were like when 

they started college, the gains they have made are value-added judgments of 

learning. (Pace, 1984, as cited in Gonyea et al., 2003, p. 6-7)   

The 25 items in this section of the survey ask students to reflect on their university 

experiences and how they believe the amount of progress they have made on their 

educational goals. The selected 11 items of the 25 items for this study are listed in Figure 
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3. The participants were asked to indicate their response by filling in ovals by each 

statement shown as very much, quite a bit, some, or very little. 

ESTIMATE OF GAINS ITEMS 

Intellectual Gains Items 

Writing Clearly and effectively 

Presenting ideas and information effectively when speaking to others 

Using computers and other information technologies 

Developing good health habits and physical fitness 

Thinking analytically and logically 

 Putting ideas together, seeing relationships, similarities, and differences between ideas        

Learning on your own, pursuing ideas, and finding information you need 

Personal/Social Gains Items 

Developing your own values and ethical standards 

Understanding yourself, your abilities, interests, and personality 

Developing the ability to get along with different kinds of people 

Developing the ability to function as a member of a team 

Learning to adapt to change (new technologies, different jobs, or personal circumstances 

Figure 3. Estimate of Gains Items (Gonyea et al., 2003, p. 6) Revised 

Summary 

In this chapter, literature regarding first-generation college students, First-

Generation Access Programs, and involvement and student success theory was presented. 

The literature indicated that first-generation college students come to college with a 

multitude of issues that make their transition into institutions of higher education 
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extremely difficult. As a result, many first-generation students enroll but do not attain a 

college degree. There has been limited research conducted regarding the instrumentation 

of programs and strategies employed to assist this population of students with their 

transition to college. More research is required to educate higher educational 

professionals to effectively help these at-risk students to be successful. 

Next, significant and relevant research on First-Generation Access Programs was 

investigated to better understand how the nature and existence of these programs relate to 

first-generation college students. Although there is not much research of First Generation 

Access Programs, the literature indicates that First Generation Access Programs are 

valuable in helping meet the needs of first-generation college students. The programs are 

effective in providing academic and social support needed to help this population to 

persist and to increase the odds of them earning a college degree.  

The third section of the literature review on involvement and student success 

theory was explored as a next step in relating the theoretical notions of the issues faced 

by first-generation college students and the impact First-Generation Access Programs 

may have on the self-reported perceptions of the quality of effort of first-generation 

college students at institutions of higher education. Astin (1991) and Tinto and Pusser 

(2006) suggested that First Generation Access Programs play significant roles in meeting 

the needs of first-generation college students and that college and universities are 

accountable for this population’s success as well. The final component of this chapter 

briefly discussed the survey instrument used to measure the self-reported intellectual and 

personal/social gains of the students’ responses. Gonyea et al. (2003) stated, “Asking 
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students to reflect on what they have gained from their college experience is consistent 

with a value-added approach to outcomes assessment” (p. 7). 

Chapter Three presents a description of the methods utilized for measuring self-

reported estimate of gains of first-generation college students participating in First 

Generation Access Programs at a large metropolitan institution in the South.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODS 

 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between the self-

reported intellectual and personal/social estimate of gains among first-generation, first-

year college students (FGS) participating in the First Generation Access Program 

(FGAPs) at a large metropolitan institution in the south and their academic success. The 

College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ), the instrument that was used for this 

study, will be described. The CSEQ was used to measure the self-reported estimate of 

intellectual and personal/social gains of FGS participating in a FGAP.  

This chapter provides a description of the research design, population sample, 

variables, the reliability and validity of the instrument used to measure the variables, data 

collection procedure, and data analysis. 

Research Design 

This quantitative study used secondary data. McMillan and Schumacher (2010) 

stated that secondary data is useful to researchers because of the increased sample size 

and the quality of data. With this in mind, secondary data was beneficial to achieve a 

large sample size and data quality. A correlational research design was used in this study 

to examine the extent to which the variables are related. Correlational design was the 

appropriate design to use to determine the degree of association among two or more 

variables (Creswell, 2005). A multivariate analysis was conducted since more than one 
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variable was included in this study. A multivariate analysis was also employed to reveal 

the variance of the relationships of variables. When predicting a single independent 

variable,  a multivariate  analysis is usually utilized because more than one dependent 

variable is examined (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005). 

Population and Sample 

The University of South Florida is a large metropolitan predominantly White 

institution in the south consisting of approximately 30,000 undergraduate students. The 

target population is FGS first-year college students participating in a FGAP. The number 

of participants in this study was 184 which was sufficient to achieve population validity.  

The purposeful sample size from the target population was determined by assessing the 

number of first-year FGS (275) participating in a FGAP enrolled at the stated institution. 

Frankel and Wallen (2006) asserted that researchers should try to get a large enough 

sample for generalizability or “study the entire population of interest” (p. 92). Since the 

FGAP used in the study was mostly populated by traditional aged students and this study 

focused on freshman students, all participants in the study was 18-20 years of age.  

Variables 

The independent variables in this study included FGS characteristics (input), 

gender (input), and FGAP (environment). The dependent variables in this study included 

academic success (outcome), the self-reported intellectual and personal/social estimate of 

gains (outcome), as measured by their responses to the selected 11 questions in the 

Estimate of Gains section of the CSEQ.   

The independent variables, FGS characteristics, gender, and FGAP are considered 

assigned and are nominal level measurements. FGAP is a mediating variable. The 
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dependent variables, self-reported intellectual and personal/social estimate of gains, are 

continuous variable and are ordinal levels of measurements. Academic success data was 

provided by the Director of the Student Affairs Assessment. The remaining dependent 

variables, self-reported intellectual and personal/social estimate of gains, were measured 

by a total score of the Likert-type scores per applicable question on the CSEQ section, 

Estimate of Gains.   

Instruments & Measures 

College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ). The College Student 

Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ) was developed in 1979 by Robert Pace at the 

University of California, Los Angeles and is housed at The Center for Postsecondary 

Research at Indiana University. The CSEQ has been revised three times in 1983, 1990, 

and in 1998. The CSEQ was used to measure the self-reported responses of the quality of 

effort and quantity of students’ extra-curricular and classroom involvement, perceptions 

and gains for the assessment of programs and the degree to which institutions of higher 

learning are successful in meeting the needs of students (Center for Postsecondary 

Research, 2007).  In addition, the fourth edition of the instrument has been used to collect 

self-reported data from over 10,000 students enrolled in more than 200 colleges and 

universities (Gonyea et al., 2003).  

The CSEQ uses self-reported data based upon the participants’ responses to the 

items on the questionnaire. There are five conditions that self-reported data should 

include to achieve validity:  

1. the respondents understand the information requested; 

2. the questions are phrased clearly and unambiguously; 
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3. the questions are about recent activities; 

4. the respondents believe the questions are thought-provoking and serious-

minded; and 

5. responding to the questions does not make the respondent feel a violation of 

their privacy, shameful, unsafe or cause the respondent to answer the 

questions in the manner they believe the researcher desire (Hu & Kuh, 2002, 

2003).   

According to Hu and Kuh (2002, 2003),  

The CSEQ items satisfy all of these conditions. The questions are clearly worded, 

well defined, have high face validity, and ask students to reflect on what they are 

putting into and getting out of their college experience. The questions refer to 

what students have done during the current school year. . .The format of most 

response options is a simple rating scale that helps students to accurately recall 

and record the requested information. (p. 323) 

The CSEQ also has “excellent psychometric properties” (NCES, 1994, p. 31).   

Kuh and Vesper (1997) reported that the CSEQ “has a high to moderate potential for 

assessing student behavior and aspects of the college environment associated with desired 

outcomes” (p. 46).  

 Pace and Kuh (2002) affirmed that the CSEQ has been observed to have high 

reliability in assessing the types of activities that contribute to gains in general academic 

and learning skills. The internal validity of the CSEQ sections (Personal Development, 

Science and Technology, General Education, Intellectual Skills, and Vocational 
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Preparative Scientific and Quantitative Experiences) ranges from .77 to .87 (Pace & Kuh, 

2002).  An alpha between .73 and .92 is noted for individual scale reliabilities.  

For the purpose of this study, questions that related to the intellectual and 

personal/social factors from the Estimate of Gains section of the CSEQ was used. The 

Estimate of Gains section uses a 4-point Likert type scale (very much, quite a bit, some, 

and very little). This section of the instrument asks the participant to reflect “about your 

college or university experience up to now, to what extent do you feel you have gained or 

made progress.” With this in mind, the instrument specifically asks how much he or she 

has gained or improved as a result of his or her collegiate experience, as shown in Figure 

3 Estimate of Gains Items. The Estimate of Gains scores usually directly reflect the 

evidence of actual gains (Pace, 1985). For the purpose of this study, responses to the 

intellectual and personal/social gains questions were analyzed.  

One of the main purposes of the CSEQ is to evaluate the quality of effort that 

students use in taking advantage of campus resources provided for their intellectual and 

personal/social development. The Quality of Effort scales correlate highly with the 

Estimate of Gains factors (Gonyea et al., 2003). Kuh and Vesper (1997) stated that, “the 

CSEQ Estimate of Gains scores are consistent with results from achievement tests, and 

the reliability of responses is high for both Gains and Activities scales” (p. 46).Therefore, 

the Estimate of Gains factors should accurately depict the self-reported gains students 

report based on the effort they expended taking advantage of campus resources. With this 

in mind, the CSEQ was chosen as the most appropriate instrument to measure the self-

reported intellectual and personal/social estimate of gains of first-generation first year 

college students enrolled in First Generation Access Programs.  
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Data Collection Procedures 

As stated earlier in this chapter, the researcher used secondary data for this study. 

The CSEQ data were collected by student affairs administrators at the university and the 

researcher for this study. For the data collection procedures by student affairs 

administrators at the university, students were invited via email by the Vice-President of 

Student Affairs to participate in the assessment. The students invited to participate in 

assessment consisted of students who resided in residence halls, involved in student 

organizations, participants in First Generation Access Programs, athletes and in 

undergraduate course class sessions. The invitation stated that the survey would take 

approximately 30 minutes to complete and that it would aid the Division of Student 

Affairs to better the campus environment and to help in the development of students. The 

invitation also stated that by completing the survey, there would be an opportunity to win 

a $100 gift card.  

Each student who participated in the assessment had the option of completing the 

questionnaire in a quiet room or pick up the survey and return it. The participants were 

asked to show identification and to provide their school identification number. The 

preceding information was needed to identify participants in case they were randomly 

selected to win the $100 gift card and to ensure that they would not be contacted to 

participate in similar surveys.  

The invitation to participate in the CSEQ assessment was extended to participants 

in the FGAP via email and in person by the researcher in this study at one of their group 

meetings at end of the fall 2010 semester. The surveys were collected and submitted to 

the Director of Student Affairs Planning, Evaluation & Assessment. The survey data 
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results from the Background Information and Estimate of Gains sections of the CSEQ 

completed by the participants in the target population for this study and overall grade 

point averages (academic success) of the participants was provided by the Director of 

Student Affairs Planning, Evaluation & Assessment. The information was not identifiable 

per participant. The process ensured that the participants’ records were protected 

appropriately.   

Data Analysis 

The data for this study was analyzed using SPSS software. Descriptive statistics, 

such as applicable measures of standard deviation, central tendency, skewness, and 

kurtosis was calculated and reported for all variables in this study. Cronbach’s Alpha was 

conducted to measure internal consistency and reliability of the self-reported estimate of 

intellectual and personal/social gains scores. Overall, inferential statistics was used to test 

the relationship among all variables. Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA), 

Simple Regression, and Pearson’s correlation was used to understand the relationship 

among all variables.  

Below is an overview of the analysis procedure that was applied to each research 

question in addition to the descriptive statistics referred to above.  

Question 1: What is the relationship between self-reported intellectual estimate of 

gains and academic success of first-generation students enrolled in First Generation 

Access programs? 

A Pearson Product Moment Correlation was used to analyze the relationship 

between self-reported intellectual estimate of gains and academic success of FGS 

enrolled in FGAPs. 
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A Simple regression analysis was used to determine if self-reported intellectual 

estimate of gains could predict the academic success of FGS enrolled in FGAPs.  

Question 2: What is the relationship between personal/social estimate of gains and 

academic success of first-generation students enrolled in First Generation Access 

programs? 

A Pearson Product Moment Correlation was used to analyze the relationship 

between self-reported personal/social estimate of gains and academic success of FGS 

enrolled in FGAPs. 

A Simple regression analysis was used to determine if self-reported 

personal/social estimate of gains could predict the academic success of FGS enrolled in 

FGAPs.  

Question 3: What is the relationship between self-reported intellectual estimate of 

gains and self-reported personal/social estimate of gains of first-generation students 

enrolled in First Generation Access Programs? 

A Pearson Product Moment Correlation was used to analyze the relationship 

between self-reported intellectual estimate of gains and self-reported personal/social 

estimate of gains of FGS enrolled in FGAPs. 

Question 4: Is there a relationship between both self-reported intellectual and 

personal/social estimate of gains and academic success based on gender? 

A one-way MANOVA was used to analyze the self-reported intellectual and 

personal/social estimate of gains (dependent variable) and academic success (dependent 

variable) based on gender (independent variable) and ethnicity (independent variable). 
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This statistical analysis was used because it determined if differences exist between two 

or more groups on multiple dependent variables. 

Summary 

Chapter Three, as written above, described the general methodological approach, 

research design, population and sample, instruments and data collection procedures, and 

analytical procedures that were used to measure the self-reported intellectual and 

personal/social estimate of gains of FGS enrolled in a FGAP at a large metropolitan 

institution in the South.   
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

 

 This chapter reports the research sample, descriptive statistics, results from the 

analysis, and a summary of the results.  

Research Sample 

 Provided by the Director of Student Affairs Planning, Evaluation & Assessment at 

the University of South Florida (USF), the CSEQ Assessment Program data used for this 

study included a sample population of first-generation first-year college students enrolled 

in First Generation Access programs at USF who completed the CSEQ survey at the end 

of the fall 2010 semester. The data included a total of 275 participants. After removing 

data of all participants who did not meet the study’s criteria, the resulting sample 

population size was 184. Data from participants with responses that indicated that they 

were not first-year first-generation students and participants with missing responses were 

not used.  

Descriptive Statistics 

 The following descriptive statistics in Table 1 describe the data set in order to 

provide an understanding of the sample population of first-generation, first-year college 

students enrolled in First Generation Access programs who participated in the CSEQ 

survey. 
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TABLE 1 

Descriptive Statistics of Participants in the Sample  

  

Demographic Category N Percent % 
Age 18 – 19 

20 

179 

5 

97.3 

2.7 

Marital Status Not Married 184 100 

Gender Male 

Female 

66 

118 

35.9 

64.1 

Ethnicity Mexican American 

Asian 

Other 

Puerto Rican 

Multiracial 

Other Hispanic 

White 

Black 

2 

6 

6 

9 

10 

25 

41 

85 

1.1 

3.3 

3.3 

4.9 

5.4 

13.6 

22.3 

46.2 

Hours of Study Per Week  

5 or less 

6-10 

11-15 

16-20 

21 or more 

 

40 

61 

44 

21 

17 

 

21.7 

33.2 

23.9 

11.4 

9.3 
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TABLE 1 (Continued) 

Descriptive Statistics of Participants in the Sample  

 N = 184 

 Overall, the data show that the majority of first-generation first-year college 

students enrolled in First Generation Access Programs in this group reported that they are 

nineteen or younger (97.3%), unmarried (100%), female (64.1%), Black (46.2%), and 

study mostly between six to ten hours per week (33.2%). The population also frequently 

Major of Study Humanities 

Mathematics 

Recreation/Sports 

Management History 

Liberal & General Studies  
 
Visual & Performing Arts  
 
Public Administration 
 
Undecided 
 
Biological Sciences 

Education 

Communication 

Pre-Professional 

Engineering 

Business 

Health-Related Fields 

Social Sciences 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

4 

6 

6 

8 

9 

17 

21 

23 

25 

27 

31 

.5 

.5 

.5 

1.1 

1.1 

2.2 

3.3 

3.3 

4.3 

4.9 

9.2 

11.4 

12.5 

13.6 

14.7 

16.8 

Demographic Category N Percent % 
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reported majors of study as social sciences (16.8%), health-related fields (14.7%), 

business (13.6%), engineering (12.5%), and pre-professional (11.4%).  

 The variables measured in this study are self-reported intellectual estimate of 

gains, self-reported personal/social estimate of gains, and academic success determined 

by grade point average (GPA). Academic success is measured by GPA throughout this 

chapter. The variables, self-reported estimate of gains and academic success, do not 

account for previous academic ability and performance such as high school grade point 

average, standardized test scores and the type of high school attended (i.e. college prep). 

In addition, the instrument used for this study does not account previous intellectual 

abilities or academic performance. The scale in the CSEQ used to measure both 

variables, self-reported intellectual and personal/social estimate of gains, was Estimate of 

Gains. Academic success (i.e. participants’ cumulative fall 2010 grade point averages) 

was provided by the Director of Student Affairs Planning, Evaluation & Assessment at 

USF. Frequency scores for each question in the Estimate of Gains subscales for 

intellectual and personal/social gains items are provided respectively in Tables 2 and 3 

and in Table 4 for academic success. 

 Frequency scores for the Estimate of Gains subscale for intellectual gains items 

and personal/social gains items respectively in Table 2 and Table 3 show clear 

distinctions in the range of frequency scores for most of the questions asked. Students 

more frequently reported gaining “quite a bit” and “very much” in intellectual and 

personal/social development areas listed. Additionally, students less frequently reported 

“very little” progress in the areas listed in the intellectual and personal/social gains items 

in Table 2 and Table 3. The frequency of academic success reported in Table 4 shows  
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that 35.3% of students earned a cumulative fall 2010 grade point average between 3.0 -

3.49 and 30.4% earned a 2.5 -2.99. 

TABLE 2  

Frequency Scores for Intellectual Estimate of Gains Items  

Writing clearly and effectively. 
Very little  
Some  
Quite a bit  
Very much 

 
8 

42 
73 
61 

 
Presenting ideas and information effectively when speaking to others. 
Very little  
Some  
Quite a bit  
Very much 

 
7 

45 
81 
51 

 
Using computers and other information technologies. 
Very little  
Some  
Quite a bit  
Very much 

 
3 

42 
67 
72 

 
Developing good health habits and physical fitness. 
Very little  
Some  
Quite a bit  
Very much 

 
14 
45 
55 
70 

 
Thinking analytically and logically. 
Very little  
Some  
Quite a bit  
Very much 

 
4 

49 
69 
62 

 
Putting ideas together, seeing relationships similarities, and differences 
between ideas. 
Very little  
Some  
Quite a bit  
Very much 

 
 

5 
36 
75 
68 
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TABLE 2 (Continued) 

 
Frequency Scores for Intellectual Estimate of Gains Items  

Learning on your own, pursuing ideas, and finding information you need.   
Very little 3 
Some 28 
Quite a bit 74 
Very much 79 
N = 184 
 
TABLE 3 
 
Frequency of Scores for Personal/Social Estimate of Gains Items  
 
Developing your own values and ethical standards.  
Very little 5 
Some 55 
Quite a bit 57 
Very much 67 

 
Understanding yourself, your abilities, interests, and personality.  
Very little 5 
Some 30 
Quite a bit 54 
Very much 95 
  
Developing the ability to get along with different kinds of people.  
Very little 6 
Some 25 
Quite a bit 62 
Very much 91 

 
Developing the ability to function as a member of a team.  
Very little 6 
Some 43 
Quite a bit 58 
Very much 77 

 
Learning to adapt to change (new technologies, different jobs, or personal 
circumstances, etc.). 

 

Very little 6 
Some 25 
Quite a bit 76 
Very much 77 
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TABLE 4  
 
Frequency of Academic Success Scores  

N = 184 

 

 

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was computed to measure the internal consistency of 

the subscales. The goal of these analyses was to establish item homogeneity (i.e. self-

report consistency across items) as well to assess the effects of sources of measurements 

such as scoring errors and guessing made by participants. Reliability coefficients range 

from .00 to 1.00, no reliability to perfect reliability (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007).  

Acceptable reliability coefficients are considered acceptable at scores of approximately 

.80 or higher. Table 5 provides information about Cronbach’s coefficient alpha for each 

of the subscales, which range between .86 and .92. The highest measurement of 

Cronbach’s α = .92 for self-reported intellectual and personal/social estimate of gains 

indicating that it has the highest quality of internal consistency. 

Included in Table 6 are the descriptive statistics and minimum and maximum 

scores for all participants for each of the variables. The descriptive statistics in Table 6 

include the means, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis for each variable.  

Academic Success Score N Percent % 
 
1.21 – 1.99 

 
11 

 
6 
 

2.0 – 2.49 35 19 

2.5 – 2.99 56 30.4 

3.0 – 3.49 65 35.3 

3.5 – 4.00 17 9.2 
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TABLE 5 

Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha for Each of the Subscales 

  

TABLE 6 
 
Descriptive Statistics of the Variables 

 
 

Results of Analysis 

 
Research Question One. What is the relationship between self-reported 

intellectual estimate of gains and academic success of first-generation students enrolled 

in First Generation Access programs? 

A Pearson Product Moment Correlation was conducted to determine the 

relationship between self-reported intellectual estimate of gains and academic success. 

The researcher obtained the means of the self-reported intellectual estimate of gains 

scores and academic success (i.e. grade point average) of each participant to process the 

analyses. The lowest score that could be selected from the Likert scores for each 

participant on the estimate of gains section of the CSEQ instrument was “1= very little” 

Variable Cronbach α 
Self-Reported Intellectual Estimate of Gains  .86 
Self-Reported Personal/Social Estimate of Gains .87 
Self-Reported Intellectual and Personal/Social Estimate of Gains .92 

Variable Scale M SD Sk Ku Min Max 
Intellectual Gains Items Estimate of Gains 

 
3.07 .62 -.47 .05 1.00 4.00 

Personal/Social Gains 
Items 

Estimate of Gains 
 

3.19 .68 -.68 -.14 1.00 4.00 

Academic Success Fall GPA 2.84 .53 -.53 -.01 1.21 3.86 

Note: M = Means, SD = Standard Deviation, Sk = Skewness, Ku = Kurtosis, Min = 
Minimum Score, Max =Maximum Score 
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and the highest “4 = very much.” The grade point average (academic success) of the 

participants ranged from 1.21 to 4.0. For correlation purposes, a participant who self-

reported gaining very little may correspond with a grade point average in the range of 

1.21 to 1.99. The test was conducted using an alpha of .05.   

The Pearson Product Moment Correlation between self-reported intellectual 

estimate of gains and academic success was r = .08, which was positive, was interpreted 

as a small to negligible effect size (Cohen, 1988), and was a non-significant correlation of  

r = .08, p = n.s., as shown in Table 7.  In reference to the Pearson Product Moment 

critical r table, for a population size of 184 for this study, the Pearson Product Moment 

needed to be at least r = .15, p =  .05 to be a relevant correlation. Therefore, there is a 

very weak, positive correlation between self-reported intellectual estimate of gains and 

academic success of first-generation students in First Generation Access Programs.  

TABLE 7 
 
 Correlation between Self-Reported Intellectual Estimate of Gains & Academic Success 

 
Description 

 Self-Reported Intellectual 
Estimate of Gains 

Academic Success (GPA) Pearson r .08 
  

p value 
 

.30 

 
 
 

In addition, the researcher conducted a simple linear regression analysis to 

determine if academic success could be predicted from self-reported intellectual estimate 

of gains scores.  The data was screened for missingness and violation of assumptions 

prior to analysis. There were no missing data. The assumptions include linearity, 

normality, independence, homogeneity of variance.  
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normally distributed (Figure 5
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The scatterplot of the independent variable (self-reported intellectual 

estimate of gains) and the dependent variable (academic success) indicates that the 

assumption of linearity is reasonable – as self-reported intellectual estimate of gains 

scores increases, academic success generally increase as well (Figure 4). 

Correlation Graph for Self –Reported Intellectual Estimate of Gains 

& Academic Success (GPA). 

The Normal P-Plot of Regression Standardized Residuals was 

assumption that the residuals are normally distributed. The 

Plot of Regression Standardized Residual concludes that the residuals ar

normally distributed (Figure 5).  

reported intellectual 

le (academic success) indicates that the 

reported intellectual estimate of gains 

).  

lectual Estimate of Gains 

Plot of Regression Standardized Residuals was 

assumption that the residuals are normally distributed. The 

Plot of Regression Standardized Residual concludes that the residuals are 
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FIGURE 5. Normal P-Plot of Regression Standardized Residual for Dependent Variable 
Academic Success/GPA. 
 
 Independence: A relatively random display of points in the scatterplot of 

studentized residuals against values of the independent variable provided evidence of 

independence. The Durbin-Watson statistic was computed to evaluate independence of 

errors and was 1.73, which is considered acceptable. This implies that the assumption of 

independent errors has been met.  

 Homogeneity of variance: The spread of residuals appears fairly constant over 

the range of values of self-reported intellectual estimate of gain scores. A relatively 

random display of points, provides evidence of homogeneity of variance.   

The Simple Linear Regression analyses suggest that a non-significant proportion 

of the total variation in academic success was predicted by self-reported intellectual 

estimate of gains. In other words, a student’s self-reported intellectual estimate of gains 
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score is not a good predictor of their academic success,  F(1, 182)= 1.11, p > .001. 

Additionally, the researcher found the following: (a) the unstandardized slope (b = .07) 

and standardized slope (β = .08) are not statistically significantly different from 0 (t = 

1.05, df = 1, p > .001); for every unit increase in self-reported intellectual estimate of 

gains score, academic success is predicted to increase by .07, which is very little. The 

unstandardized slope of .07 tells us that a student’s grade point average, academic 

success, increases by about .07 points for every additional point on their self-reported 

intellectual estimate of gain score. The standardized slope suggests that for each standard 

deviation unit of increase in self-reported intellectual estimate of gains score, we predict a 

slight increase of  .08 of a standard deviation increase in academic success.  

The relationship between self-reported intellectual estimates of gains and 

academic success is 0. Multiple �� indicates that approximately 1% of the variation in 

academic success was predicted by self-reported intellectual of gains scores. According 

to Cohen (1988), this suggests an extremely small effect. The sample population size 

requirement was met for simple linear regression with a size of 184. It was over 106 

(number of independent variables (1) + 105).  

 
TABLE 8 
 
Summary of Simple Linear Regression Analyses for Self-Reported Intellectual Estimate of 
Gains Predicting Academic Success   

N = 184 

                                                       
 

 
Academic Success  

  
Variable      �� B Β T  P 

 
Self-Reported Intellectual Estimate of 
 Gains 

 
.01  

 
.07 

 
.08 

 
1.05 

 
.30 
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Research Question Two. What is the relationship between self-reported 

personal/social estimate of gains and academic success of first-generation students 

enrolled in First Generation Access programs? 

A Pearson Product Moment Correlation was conducted to determine the 

relationship between self-reported personal/social estimate of gains and academic 

success. The researcher obtained the means of the self-reported personal/social estimate 

of gains scores and academic success, grade point average, of each participant to process 

the analyses. The lowest score that could be selected from the Likert scores for each 

participant on the estimate of gains section of the CSEQ instrument was “1= very little” 

and the highest “4 = very much.” The grade point average (academic success) of the 

participants ranged from 1.21 to 4.0. For correlation purposes, a participant who self-

reported gaining very little may correspond with a grade point average in the range of 

1.21 to 1.99. The test was conducted using an alpha of .05.   

The Pearson Product Moment Correlation between self-reported personal/social 

estimate of gains and academic success was r = .02, which was positive, was interpreted 

as a small to negligible effect size (Cohen, 1988), and was a non-significant correlation of   

r = .02, p = n.s., as shown in Table 9.  In reference to the Pearson Product Moment 

critical r table, for a sample size of 184 for this study, the Pearson Product Moment 

needed to be at least r = .15, α = .05  to be a relevant correlation. Therefore, there is a  

very weak, positive correlation between self-reported personal/social estimate of gains 

and academic success of first-generation students in First Generation Access programs.  

In addition, the researcher conducted a simple linear regression analysis to 

determine if academic success could be predicted from self-reported personal/social 
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estimate of gains scores.  The data was screened for missingness and violation of 

assumptions prior to analysis. There were no missing data. The assumptions include  

linearity, normality, independence, homogeneity of variance. 

 

N = 184 

Linearity:  The scatterplot of the independent variable (self-reported 

personal/social estimate of gains) and the dependent variable (academic success) 

indicates that the assumption of linearity is reasonable – as self-reported personal/social 

estimate of gains scores increases, academic success generally increase as well (Figure 

6). 

Normality:  The Normal P-Plot of Regression Standardized Residuals was 

completed to check the assumption that the residuals are normally distributed. The 

Normal P-Plot of Regression Standardized Residual concludes that the residuals are 

normally distributed (Figure 7).  

 Independence: A relatively random display of points in the scatterplot of 

studentized residuals against values of the independent variable provided evidence of 

independence. The Durbin-Watson statistic was computed to evaluate independence of 

errors and was 1.75, which is considered acceptable. This implies that the assumption of 

TABLE 9 
 
Correlation between Self-Reported Personal/Social Estimate of Gains and Academic 
Success (GPA)  

 
Description 

 Self-Reported Personal/Social Estimate of 
Gains 
 

Academic Success 
(GPA) 

Pearson r .02 

 P value .82 
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independent errors has been met. 

 

FIGURE 6. Correlation Graph for Self
Academic Success (GPA).

 

Homogeneity of variance

the range of values of self

random display of points, provide evidence of homogeneity of variance. 

The Simple Linear Regression analyses

of the total variation in academic success was predicted by self

estimate of gains. In other words, a student’s self

gains score is not a good predicto

66 

independent errors has been met.  

Correlation Graph for Self-Reported Personal/Social Estimate of Gains & 
Academic Success (GPA).  

Homogeneity of variance: The spread of residuals appears fairly constant over 

the range of values of self-reported personal/social estimate of gain scores. A relatively 

random display of points, provide evidence of homogeneity of variance.  

The Simple Linear Regression analyses suggest that a non-significant proportion 

of the total variation in academic success was predicted by self-reported personal/social 

estimate of gains. In other words, a student’s self-reported personal/social estimate of 

gains score is not a good predictor of their academic success, F(1, 182)= .05, p > .001. 

 

Reported Personal/Social Estimate of Gains & 

: The spread of residuals appears fairly constant over 

reported personal/social estimate of gain scores. A relatively 

  

significant proportion 

reported personal/social 

reported personal/social estimate of 

(1, 182)= .05, p > .001. 
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Additionally, the researcher found the following: (a) the unstandardized slope (b = .01) 

and standardized slope (β

df = 1, p > .001); for every unit increase in self

score, academic success is predicted to increase by .01, which is very little. The 

unstandardized slope of .01 tells us that a student’s grade point average, academic 

success, increases by about .01 points for every additional point on their self

personal/social estimate of gain score. The standardized slope suggest that for each 

standard deviation unit of increase in self

score, we predict a slight increase of  .02 of a standard deviation increase in academic 

success.  

FIGURE 7. Normal P-Plot of Regression Standardized Residual for Dependent Variable 
Academic Success/GPA. 
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Additionally, the researcher found the following: (a) the unstandardized slope (b = .01) 

β = .02) are not statistically significantly different from 0 (

.001); for every unit increase in self-reported personal/social estimate of gains 

score, academic success is predicted to increase by .01, which is very little. The 

unstandardized slope of .01 tells us that a student’s grade point average, academic 

s, increases by about .01 points for every additional point on their self

personal/social estimate of gain score. The standardized slope suggest that for each 

standard deviation unit of increase in self-reported personal/social estimate of gains

score, we predict a slight increase of  .02 of a standard deviation increase in academic 

Plot of Regression Standardized Residual for Dependent Variable 
 

Additionally, the researcher found the following: (a) the unstandardized slope (b = .01) 

02) are not statistically significantly different from 0 (t = .22, 

reported personal/social estimate of gains 

score, academic success is predicted to increase by .01, which is very little. The 

unstandardized slope of .01 tells us that a student’s grade point average, academic 

s, increases by about .01 points for every additional point on their self-reported  

personal/social estimate of gain score. The standardized slope suggest that for each 

reported personal/social estimate of gains 

score, we predict a slight increase of  .02 of a standard deviation increase in academic 

Plot of Regression Standardized Residual for Dependent Variable 
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The relationship between self-reported personal/social estimates of gains and 

academic success is 0. Multiple �� indicates that approximately 0% of the variation in 

academic success was predicted by self-reported personal/social estimate of gains scores. 

According to Cohen (1988), this suggests an extremely small effect. The sample size 

requirement was met for simple linear regression with a size of 184. It was over 106 

(number of independent variables (1) + 105).  

 
N = 184 

Research Question Three. What is the relationship between self-reported 

intellectual estimate of gains and self-reported personal/social estimate of gains of first-

generation students enrolled in First Generation Access programs?  

The researcher conducted a Pearson Product Moment Correlation in order to 

address this question.  A Pearson Product Moment Correlation was used to analyze the 

data in an effort to identify a relationship between self-reported intellectual estimate of 

gains and self-reported personal/social estimate of gains of first-generation students 

enrolled in First Generation Access programs. According to Gall et al. (2007), 

“correlation coefficients are best used to measure the degree and direction (i.e., positive 

or negative) of the relationship between two or more variables” (p. 336). The means of 

TABLE 10  
 
Summary of Simple Linear Regression for Self-Reported Personal/Social Estimate of 
Gains Predicting Academic Success  

                                                                                                  
                                                                                                   Academic Success 
 
Variable �� 

  
B 

 
Β 

 
T 

 
p 

 
Self-Reported Personal/Social Estimate of Gains 

 
.00 

 
.01 

 
.02   

 
.22 

 
.82 
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both variables were obtained for this statistical analysis. Results revealed that there is a 

statistically significant positive correlation between self-reported intellectual estimate of  

gains and self-reported personal/social estimate of gains. The correlation between self-

reported intellectual and personal/social estimate of gains was r = .80, p < .001) as shown 

in Table 11 and Figure 8. 

N = 184 

 

FIGURE 8.  Correlation Graph for Self-Reported Intellectual & Self-Reported 
Personal/Social Estimate of Gains. 

 
Description 

 Self-Reported Intellectual 
Estimate of Gains 

Self-reported Personal/Social Estimate of 
Gains 

Pearson r  .80 

 p value .00 

TABLE 11 
 
Correlation between Self-Reported Intellectual and Personal/Social Estimate of Gains 
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 Research Question Four. Is there a difference between self-reported intellectual 

and personal/social estimate of gains and academic success based on gender and 

ethnicity?  

  To address this question, descriptive statistics were obtained and a one-way 

MANOVA was conducted to determine if gender has an effect on self-reported 

intellectual and personal/social estimate of gains and academic success. In order to 

conduct the MANOVA statistical test, the researcher first examined the assumptions of 

the MANOVA, which are multivariate normality, homogeneity of covariance and 

independence assumptions.  

To test for the multivariate normality, the skewness and kurtosis of the dependent 

variables based on gender were examined. Information for skewness, kurtosis, and 

Shapiro-Wilks’ for each dependent variable, are shown as in Table 12.  

 

TABLE 12 
 
Distribution of Normality for Gender  

N =184 
 
 

Variable Gender          N M SD Sk Ku Wilk’sΛ 
Self-Reported Intellectual 
Estimate of Gains 

 
Male 

Female 
 

66 
118 

2.97 
3.12 

.65 

.60 
-.76 
-.24 

.66 
-.63 

p = .01 
p < .01 

Self-Reported Personal/Social 
Estimate of Gains 
 

Male 
Female 

66 
118 

3.03 
3.27 

.75 

.63 
-.62 
-.62 

-.16 
-.47 

p < .01 
p < .01 

Academic Success Male 
Female 

66 
118 

2.72 
2.91 

.6 
.48 

-.40 
-.48 

-.38 
.04 

p >.05 
p >.01 
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 The results show that both skewness and kurtosis for each dependent variable 

based on gender is approximately normal. However, the skewness for all the variables is 

negative, which indicates that there are more scores above the means for all the 

dependent variables. Also, a negative kurtosis for all the dependent variables based on 

gender, except female academic success, reveal that each score is playtkurtic with 

approximately few outliers and extreme values that fall outside of the normal distribution. 

The p-value for the Shapiro-Wilks test is greater than .05 for male academic success, 

greater than .01 for female academic success and equal to .01 for male self-reported 

intellectual estimate of gains score, which indicates that the data is normally distributed 

for each of these groups. However, the p-value for the Shapiro-Wilks’ test is less than .05 

(p < .01) for female self-reported intellectual estimate of gains scores and both male and 

female self-reported estimate of gains scores, which shows that the data are not normally 

distributed for gender in these groups. Still, the multivariate normality assumption has not 

been violated because skewness and kurtosis for each dependent variable based on gender 

is less than one.  

 The researcher also examined the homogeneity of covariance by conducting the 

Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices. The test indicate that there is no 

statistically significant differences (p > .001) in the covariance across levels of the 

independent variable, gender, that may indicate an increased probability of a Type I error. 

The group’s covariance is equal (F(6,179) = 2.76, p = .011) as shown in Figure 9.  
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FIGURE 9. Box Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices
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way MANOVA revealed a significant multivariate main 
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detect an effect that is present. With this in mind, it is 
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hoc analysis of variance (ANOVA) was done 

since the MANOVA indicated a significant multivariate main effect for gender across the 
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N = 184 
 

Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances for the variables was conducted prior  

to executing the ANOVA.  Both variables were not significant, meaning that the group 

variances were not equal as shown in Table 14.  Therefore, the researcher did not test for 

pairwise group means. 

N = 184 

Given the significance of the MANOVA, the univariate main effects/analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) was examined.  In order to identify the association of self-reported 

intellectual and self-reported personal/social estimate of gains and academic success with 

gender, multiple ANOVA tests were performed. The Type I error alpha protection 

provided by the overall F test does not extend to the univariate main effects’ test/multiple 

ANOVA tests. Therefore, the researcher conducted a Bonferroni correction by dividing α 

(.05) by the number of ANOVA tests (3) that were performed. For example, for the three 

dependent variables, the researcher required that p < .02 (.05/3 = .02).  

TABLE 13  
 
MANOVA Table for Gender  

Effect Wilks’ Λ F df p η�  
Observed 

Power 
Gender .94 3.75 3,180 <.01 .06 .80 

TABLE 14  
 
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances   

Dependent Variable                                            p-value 

 
Self-Reported Personal/Social Estimate of Gains 

 
.24 

Academic Success .03 
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The results indicated moderate significant main effects were observed for two 

dependent variables (self-reported personal/social estimate of gains and academic 

success). A significant main effect was revealed for self-reported personal/social estimate 

of gains, F(1,182) = 5.42, p = .02, η� =. 03, between males (M = 3.03, SD = .75) and 

females (M = 3.27, SD = .63). There was also a significant main effect reported for 

academic success,  F(1,182) = 5.24, p = .02, η� = .03, between males  (M = 2.72, SD = 

.60) and females (M = 2.91, SD = .48).  No significant difference (F(1,182) = 2.40, p = 

.12, n2 = .01) was found on self-reported intellectual estimate of gains for males (M = 

2.97, SD = .65) and females (M = 3.12, SD = .60)(Table 15).  Since there were 

statistically significant results from the multiple ANOVA tests, the researcher performed 

a post hoc analysis for self-reported personal/social estimate of gains and academic 

success. 

Note: N = 184, SD = Standard Deviation, df = degrees of freedom 
 
 

 
Dependent Variable 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
df 

 
F 

 
P         η� 

 Observed 
Power 

Self-Reported Intellectual  
    Male 
    Female 

 
2.97 
3.12 

 
.65 
.60 

 

1,180 2.4
0 

.12 .01 .34 

Self-Reported Personal/Social 
    Male 
    Female 

 
3.03 
3.27 

 
.75 
.63 

 

1,180 5.4
2 

.02 .03 .64 

Academic Success 
    Male 
    Female 

 
2.72 
2.91 

 
.60 
.48 

1,180 5.2
4 

.02 .03 .63 

TABLE 15  
 
ANOVA Results for Gender on Dependent Variables  



www.manaraa.com

75 

 

 
Summary of Results 
 

In summation, the data analyzed were of a population of 184 first-generation first-

year college students enrolled in First Generation Access programs. The majority of the 

students were female (64.1%), Black (46.2%), earned a cumulative grade point average in 

the range of 3.0 - 3.49 (35.3%) study 6-10 hours a week (33.2%), and reported Social 

Sciences (16.8%) as the major of study.  

Overall, self-reported intellectual estimate of gains and personal/social estimate of 

gains had the strongest relationship (r = .80) for the participants in this sample. The mean 

score for both variables was respectively 3.07 and 3.19. Though academic success was 

positively correlated to self-reported intellectual (r = .08) and personal/social estimate of 

gains (r = .02), the measures were not statistically significant. The Pearson Product 

Moment critical r needed to be at least .15 for the number of participants (N =184) in this 

sample. In addition, academic success was predicted to increase by .07 and .01 for every 

unit increase respectively in self-reported intellectual estimate of gains and self-reported 

personal/social estimate of gains.  

The results of the MANOVA for the research Question Four revealed that there 

was a significant multivariate main effect on gender (Wilks Λ = .94, F(3,180) = 3.75, p < 

.05, η�=. 06) across the dependent variables (self-reported intellectual and personal/social 

estimate of gains and academic success).  Therefore, the dependent variables were 

significantly dependent on gender. The follow-up tests revealed that there were 

significant univariate main effects on gender for self-reported estimate of gains and 

academic success. However, Levene’s test for homogeneity revealed that the variables 
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had unequal variance. Therefore, they were not significantly different so the researcher 

did not conduct further analysis.  

 

Summary 

 Chapter Four displays the current data analysis for this research study. Chapter 

Five will provide the principle findings of the research questions, discussion of results, 

recommendations for practice and for future research, and the conclusion of this study. 

  



www.manaraa.com

77 

 

 

 

CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

Introduction 

 In this chapter, the researcher provides principle findings of the research questions 

and the conclusion of the study. A discussion of results, recommendation for practice, 

and recommendation for future research are outlined here.  

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between the self-

reported intellectual and personal/social estimate of gains and the academic success 

among first-generation, first-year college students participating in First Generation 

Access programs at a large metropolitan institution in the south. First-generation students 

come to college with a variety of problems such as intellectual development (Ishitani, 

2006 and Saenz, Hurtado, Barrerra, Wolf, & Yeung, 2007) and a scarcity of social 

networks  (Ishitani et al, 2001), which make their transition into institutions of higher 

learning extremely difficult. With this in mind, identifying the effects of self-reported 

intellectual gains and personal/social gains of first-generation, first-year college students 

enrolled in First Generation Access Programs on academic success have many 

implications. This study used college impact models to guide this research. According to 

Kuh (1995), Astin’s Inputs-Environment-Outcomes Model (1991) and Tinto and Pusser’s 

Model of Institutional Action for Student Success (2006) have been used to validate 

“outcomes produced by interactions between students and their institution’s 
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environments, broadly defined. Thus, learning and personal development are a function 

of reciprocal influences among such institutional characteristics as size and control, such 

student characteristics as sex and ethnicity, and enacted perceptual and behavorial 

environments produced through contacts with peers, faculty, staff, and others including 

the types of activities in which student engage” (p. 126 - 127).  

However, little research could be found that examined the relationship and 

instrumentation of programs and strategies that work to assist first-generation students 

enrolled in First Generation Access programs with their transition to college. Utilizing 

secondary data from the CSEQ Assessment Program that was collected from a sample of 

792 students enrolled at a large metropolitan predominantly White institution in the south 

from fall 2010 semester, information from 184 participants was included in the study. 

Among the first-generation, first–year college students enrolled in First 

Generation Access Programs who participated in this study: 

• 64.1% were female; 

• 46.2 % were Black; 

• 35.3% earned a cumulative grade point average in the range of 3.0 – 3.49; 

• 33.2% study 6-10 hours a week; 

• 16.8% reported Social Sciences as the major of study.  

The frequency score ratings 1 = Very little, 2 = Some, 3 = Quite a bit, and 4 =  

Very much for each of the questions in both the Self-Reported Intellectual and Self-

Reported estimate of gains subscales were obtained. There were clear distinctions in 

frequency scores for questions in both Self-Reported Intellectual and Self-Reported 

estimate of gains subscales. For the Self-Reported Intellectual Estimate of Gains items, 
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fewer students (1.6%) equally reported that they gained very little in using computers and 

other information technologies and learning on your own, pursuing ideas, and finding 

information they need. More students (44%) reported that they gained quite a bit in 

presenting ideas and information effectively when speaking to others. Overall, the mean 

for self-reported intellectual estimate of gains score was 3.07. 

This could suggest that some participants in the study had previous knowledge 

and skills with technology and view themselves as independent learners. It could also 

suggest that the participants were not aware of adequately gaining in the respective areas. 

In lieu of the review of literature, this population shows signs of over-optimism, which 

leads to inaccurate preparedness and prediction of final course grades (Garavalia et al, 

2004 & Hacker et al, 2000). Hence, the mean grade point average of the group is 2.84. In 

addition, almost half of the participants reported gaining quite a bit in communicating 

effectively with others and the mean score for the self-reported intellectual gains score 

was 3.07.  

 For the Self-Reported Personal/Social Estimate of Gains items, fewer students 

(2.7%) equally reported that they gained very little in developing their own values and 

ethical standards and understanding self, their abilities, interests, and personality. More 

students (51.6%) reported that they gained very much in understanding self, their 

abilities, interests, and personality. In addition, 49.5% of students reported that they 

gained in developing the ability to get along with different kinds of people. Overall, the 

mean for Self-Reported personal/social estimate of gains score was 3.19.  

A mean Likert score of 3.19 suggests that the population gained “quite a bit” in 

personal/social estimate of gains.  As stated in Chapter Two, lack of social capital result 
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in less social networking knowledge and skills and a reduced ability to better understand 

self. The students reported gaining immensely in this area. With this in mind, the students 

perceived that they have gained social networking knowledge, which supports Ishitani et 

al, 2001 in the review literature that state “levels of academic and social integration 

ultimately enhance a student’s overall experience” (p. 1).  

 The frequency of the academic success scores, which was determined by the 

participants’ cumulative fall 2010 grade point average, reported 6% in the range of 1.21 – 

1.99 while 35.3% reported in the range of 3.0 – 3.49. In addition, for academic success 

frequency scores, 30.4% were in the range of 2.5 – 2.99. Overall, the mean for academic 

success was 2.84. Therefore, most of the students earned a B- to B+ grade point average.  

Principle Findings and Discussion of Results 

 This research used four research questions to determine the relationships of self-

reported intellectual and self-reported personal/social estimate of gains to academic 

success of first-generation, first-year college students participating in First Generation 

Access Programs.   

Findings for Research Question One. The first research question focused on 

academic success (cumulative GPA) and the relationship to self-reported intellectual 

estimate of gains scores on the CSEQ.  The research question was stated as follows: What 

is the relationship between self-reported intellectual estimate of gains and academic 

success of first-generation students enrolled in First Generation Access programs? 

A Pearson Product Moment Correlation was used to analyze the data in an effort 

to identify the relationship between self-reported intellectual estimate of gains scores on 

the CSEQ and academic success as measured by the participants’ fall 2010 cumulative 
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GPA. The lowest score that could be selected from the Likert scores for each participant 

on the estimate of gains section of the CSEQ instrument was “1= very little” and the 

highest “4 = very much.” The grade point average (academic success) of the participants 

ranged from 1.21 to 4.0. For correlation purposes, a participant who self-reported gaining 

very little may correspond with a grade point average in the range of 1.21 to 1.99. There 

was not a significant relationship found (p = n.s) between the self-reported intellectual 

estimate of gains and academic success.  

There was a non-significant, positive correlation between self-reported 

intellectual estimate of gains scores (r = .08, p = .30) and academic success. The 

correlation coefficient suggests a very small to negligible magnitude of effect using 

Cohen’s (1988) scale. With this in mind, the very small to negligible effect size indicates 

that the relationship between total self-reported intellectual estimate of gains scores and 

academic success has a very minimal to no relationship.  

In addition, a simple linear regression analysis was used to determine the amount 

of variance of academic success that could be predicted from self-reported intellectual 

estimate of gains scores. The analysis revealed that the self-reported intellectual estimate 

of gains score is not a good predictor of academic success, F(1,182)=1.11, p > .001. 

Academic success (cumulative GPA) is predicted to increase by .07 for every additional 

point on their self-reported intellectual of gains score. Furthermore, self-reported 

intellectual estimate of gains scores predicted approximately 1% of the variation in 

academic success. 

The findings of research Question One indicate that first-generation, first-year 

college students participating in First Generation Access Programs self-reported 
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intellectual estimate of gains are not correlated to their academic success as measured by 

grade point average. The findings suggest that self-reported intellectual estimate of gains 

could not be used as a predictor for academic success as measured by grade point 

average. While the mean for the self-reported intellectual estimates of gains subscale is 

equivalent to a Likert score of 3, interpreted as “Quite a bit,” the variable did not have a 

significant correlation to academic success.  Therefore, the students reported that they 

made gains but it did not contribute to their academic success. It could also suggest that 

academic success is not substantiated by grade point average for first generation, first-

year students who participate in First Generation Access Programs. With this in mind, it 

might be concluded that using grade point average as a measure of academic success for 

first-generation, first-year college students’ self-reported intellectual and personal/social 

estimate of gains scores is not effective. Also, it might be concluded that there are other 

influences that affect the relationship between self-reported intellectual estimate of gains 

and academic success such as the impact of ability (i.e. high school grade point average, 

standardized test scores and pre-college cognitive skills). Another factor that may have 

influenced the lack of correlation may have resulted from the participants’ inability to 

fully comprehend the questions for the estimate of gains’ items on the CSEQ. There may 

be another test to associate self-reported intellectual gains to academic success but not in 

the form of grade point average (i.e. enhance cognition and emotional/social 

intelligence).  

Findings for Research Question Two. The second research question focused on 

academic success (cumulative GPA) and its relationship to self-reported personal/social 

estimate of gains scores on the CSEQ. The research question was stated as follows: What 
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is the relationship between self-reported personal/social estimate of gains and academic 

success of first-generation students enrolled in First Generation Access programs? 

A Pearson Product Moment Correlation was used to analyze the data in an effort 

to identify the relationship between self-reported personal/social estimate of gains scores 

on the CSEQ and academic success as measured by the participants’ fall 2010 cumulative 

GPA. The lowest score that could be selected from the Likert scores for each participant 

on the estimate of gains section of the CSEQ instrument was “1= very little” and the 

highest “4 = very much.” The grade point average (academic success) of the participants 

ranged from 1.21 to 4.0. For correlation purposes, a participant who self-reported gaining 

very little may correspond with a grade point average in the range of 1.21 to 1.99. There 

was not a significant relationship found (p = n.s) between the self-reported 

personal/social estimate of gains and academic success.  

There was a non-significant, positive correlation between self-reported 

personal/social estimate of gains scores (r = .02, p = .82) and academic success. The 

correlation coefficient suggests a negligible magnitude of effect using Cohen’s (1988) 

scale. With this in mind, the very small to negligible effect size indicates that the 

relationship between total self-reported personal/social estimate of gains scores and 

academic success has a very minimal to no relationship.  

In addition, a simple linear regression analysis was used to determine the amount 

of variance of academic success that could be predicted from self-reported 

personal/social estimate of gains scores. The analysis revealed that self-reported 

personal/social estimate of gains score is not a good predictor of academic success, 

F(1,182) = .05, p > .001. Academic success (cumulative GPA) is predicted to increase by 
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.01 for every additional point on their self-reported personal/social estimate of gains 

score. Furthermore, self-reported personal/social estimate of gains scores predicted 

approximately 0% of the variation in academic success. 

The findings of research Question Two indicate that first-generation, first-year 

college students participating in First Generation Access Programs self-reported 

person/social gains are not correlated to their academic success as measured by grade 

point average. The findings also suggest that self-reported personal/social estimate of 

gains could not be used as predictor for academic success as measured by grade point 

average. While the means for self-reported personal/social estimates of gains subscale is 

equivalent to a Likert score of 3, interpreted as “Quite a bit,” the variable did not have a 

significant correlation to academic success.  Therefore, the students reported that they 

made gains but it did not attribute to their academic success. It could also suggest that 

academic success is not substantiated by grade point average for first generation, first-

year students who participate in First Generation Access Programs.  With this in mind, it 

might be concluded that using grade point average as a measure of academic success for 

first-generation, first-year college students’ self-reported personal/social estimate of gains 

scores is not effective. Another factor that may have influenced the lack of correlation 

may have resulted from the participants’ inability to fully comprehend the questions for 

the estimate of gains’ items on the CSEQ. There may be another test to associate self-

reported personal/social gains to academic success but not in the form of grade point 

average (i.e. enhanced cognition and emotional/social intelligence).  

Findings for Research Question Three. The third research question focused on 

the self-reported intellectual estimate of gains scores and the relationship to self-reported 
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personal/social estimate of gains scores on the CSEQ. The research question was stated 

as follows: What is the relationship between self-reported intellectual estimate of gains 

and self-reported personal/social estimate of gains of first-generation students enrolled in 

First Generation Access programs? 

A Pearson Product Moment Correlation was used to analyze the data in an effort 

to identify the relationship between self-reported intellectual estimate of gains scores and 

self-reported personal/social estimate of gains scores on the CSEQ. There was a 

statistically significant relationship found (p < .001) between the self-reported intellectual 

estimate of gains scores and the self-reported personal/social estimate of gains scores.  

There was a significant, positive correlation between self-reported intellectual 

estimate of gains scores (r = .80, p <  .001) and self-reported personal/social estimate of 

gains scores. The correlation coefficient suggests a large magnitude of effect using 

Cohen’s (1988) scale. The large effect size indicates that the relationship between self-

reported intellectual estimate of gains and self-reported personal/social estimate of gains 

scores has a strong relationship.  

 The findings of this study revealed a strong positive correlation between self-

reported intellectual estimate of gains and self-reported personal/social estimate of gains 

scores. Myers and Schirm (1999) contend that First Generation Access Programs help 

less academically and more socially. This could suggest that as students gain 

intellectually, they gain personally/socially. The correlation of the variables and reported 

gains support the review of literature which states that students enrolled in such programs 

perceive to have benefited from the program’s ability to increase self-confidence and 

community development (Phillips, 2008 & York & Tross, 1994).  
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Findings for Research Question Four. The final research question was “Is there 

a relationship between both self-reported intellectual and personal/social estimate of 

gains and academic success based on gender?”  The research question examined the 

relationships between gender, academic success, self-reported intellectual and self-

reported personal/social estimate of gains scores on the CSEQ. A One-Way MANOVA 

was conducted to answer the following question: Is there a difference between self-

reported intellectual and personal/social estimate of gains and academic success based on 

gender?  

Differences in means of self-reported intellectual and self-reported personal/social 

estimate of gains scores and academic success were measured with respect to gender. The 

results revealed a significant multivariate effect in the dependent variables based on 

gender (Wilks Λ = .94, F(3,180) = 3.75, p < .05, η� =. 06) (See Table 14). Follow-up 

ANOVA tests indicated moderate significant main effects for two dependent variables 

(self-reported personal/social estimate of gains and academic success). Self-reported 

personal/social estimate of gains indicated a significant main effect, F(1,182) = 5.42, p = 

.02, η�n2 =. 03, between males (M = 3.03, SD = .75) and females (M = 3.27, SD = .63). 

Academic success also indicated a significant main effect, F(1,182) = 5.24, p = .02, η� = 

.03, between males  (M = 2.72, SD = .60) and females (M = 2.91, SD = .48).  No 

significant difference, F(1,182) = 2.40, p = .12, η� = .01) was found on self-reported 

intellectual estimate of gains on males (M = 2.97, SD = .65) and females (M = 3.12, SD = 

.60)(Table 15). Follow-up tests revealed that self-reported estimate of gains and academic 

success had unequal variances. With this in mind, the researcher did not do an analysis to 

contrast means by conducting pairwise group means tests.  



www.manaraa.com

87 

 

 Findings of this study suggest that females had stronger relationships than males 

to the variables used in this study. Females reported gaining more intellectually and 

socially. They earned higher cumulative grade point averages than the males in this 

study. As previously mentioned, Astin (1991) indicated that “potential interaction effects 

with environmental variables are the student’s gender, ethnicity, age, ability, and 

socioeconomic level” (p. 67). As such, findings indicate that the gender of first-

generation, first-year student enrolled in First Generation Access Programs could be used 

as a predictor for self-reported intellectual and personal/social estimate of gains and 

academic success.    
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Recommendation for Practice 

 As a result of this study, a number of recommendations are offered to higher 

education administrators and student affairs professionals to enhance the collegiate 

experience and retain first-generation, first-year college students at institutions of higher 

education.  

Despite a lack of correlation between both self-reported intellectual and 

personal/social estimate of gains and academic success, the means for the estimates of 

gains scores were 3, which equates to ‘Quite a bit’ (low = 1 to a high = 4). In addition, 

there was not a significant increase of academic success on either self-reported 

intellectual or personal/social estimate of gains. For these reasons, the recommendations 

for practice are as follows:  

1. Higher education administrators and student affairs professionals need to 

investigate alternative methods to measure the academic success of first-

generation, first-year students enrolled in First Generation Access Programs. 

2. Higher education administrators and student affairs professionals need to 

investigate why there is a noticeable difference in academic success as 

measured by grade point average and personal/social estimate of gains 

between first-generation, first-year males and females enrolled in First 

Generation Access Programs. According to this research study, males self-

reported gaining less and earned lower cumulative grade point averages than 

females. The findings were as followed: self-reported personal/social estimate 

of gains - males (M = 3.03) and females (M = 3.27) and academic success - 

males (M = 2.72) and females (M = 2.91).   
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3. Higher education administrators and student affairs professionals need to 

investigate ways to utilize first-generations students “cultural wealth” to aid in 

increasing the retention and graduation rates of this population of students. 

Jehangir (2010) contend that first-generation students embody “cultural 

wealth” which is described as the persistence and resiliency that these students 

have gained from all of their experiences. 

Recommendation for Future Research 

 The following are several recommendations for future research that would 

enhance the understanding of the phenomena presented in this dissertation: 

1. Future research should be considered to determine a more complete definition of 

academic success; one that incorporates factors in addition to grade point average. 

2. Future research should be considered to compare the self-reported intellectual and 

personal/social estimates of gains of first-generation first-year students enrolled in 

First Generation Access Programs to first-generation first-year students who are 

not enrolled in First Generation Access Programs.  

3. Future research should be considered to compare the self-reported intellectual and 

personal/social estimates of gains of first-generation first-year students enrolled in 

First Generation Access Programs to traditional first-year students.  

4. Future research should be considered to conduct a qualitative longitudinal study 

to determine what specific factors (i.e. persistence) affect self-reported intellectual 

and personal/social estimate of gains as well academic success as measured by 

grade point average.  
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5. Future research should be considered to control for previous academic ability and 

performance such as high school grade point average, standardized test scores and 

the type of high school attended (i.e. college prep). 

6. Future research should be considered to explore the relationship between high 

school and college grade point average and estimate of gains of first-generation 

first-year college students enrolled in First Generation Access Programs. 

7. Future research should be considered to investigate what aspects of services such 

as tutoring, mandatory one-on-one advising sessions, summer residential learning 

community, and strategic learning course that are provided by First Generation 

Access Programs enhance intellectual and personal/social growth and 

development. 

8. Further research should be considered to determine if peer counselors employed 

by First Generation Access Programs have an effect on the personal/social 

estimate of gains scores of first-generation students. The literature suggests that 

“peer-group associations appear to be most directly related to individual social 

integration” (Tinto, 1975, p. 110).  

 

Conclusion 

 This correlational quantitative study examined the relationship of perceived 

intellectual and social attainment to academic success (measured by grade point average) 

of first-generation, first-year college students participating in First Generation Access 

Programs at a large metropolitan university in the South. This study was intended to 

advance understanding of self-reported intellectual and personal/social estimate of gains 
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and academic success of first-generation, first-year college students enrolled in First 

Generation Access Programs. Understanding the self-reported intellectual and 

personal/social gains of these students in higher education can lead to higher retention 

rates and programs that better serve and meet the needs of this at-risk student population. 

Particularly, this study was intended to add to the literature to assist higher education 

administrators and student affairs professionals with strategies and programs to assist this 

population of students with their transition to college.  

 Theoretical frameworks were used to provide an understanding of perceived 

intellectual and personal/social attainment and academic success of first-generation first-

year students enrolled in First Generation Access Programs for the context of this study. 

According to Kuh (1995) college impact models like Astin and Tinto and Pusser, have 

been used to assist higher education professionals in understanding “outcomes produced 

by interactions between students and their institutions’ environments…” (p. 126 – 127). 

In the context of both college impact models, Astin’s Inputs-Environment-Outcomes 

Model (1991) and Tinto and Pusser’s Model of Institutional Action for Student Success 

(2006), results of this study indicated that First Generation Access Programs increase the 

intellectual and personal/social attainment of first-generation, first-year students. 

Therefore, the environment cultivated by First-Generation Access Programs for first-

generation students is effective in assisting to overcome the challenges faced by this at-

risk population in their transition to college. 

 Results of this study were based on the responses of 184 participants. Of the 184 

participants, 64% were female, 46.2% were Black, more students reported gaining 

intellectually and personally/socially, and 35.3% earned a cumulative grade point average 
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in the range of 3.0 to 3.49. Results indicated that all participants’ self-reported significant 

intellectual and personal/social gains had a significant relationship. However, the 

participants’ academic success, as measured by grade point average, was not influenced 

by their self-reported intellectual and personal/social gains. With this mind, self-reported 

intellectual and personal/social gains could not be used as predictors for academic 

success. However, the findings may have been influenced by the timing of the study (i.e. 

when the participants’ cumulative grade point average was calculated) and different 

timing may have produced different results. For example, the cumulative grade point 

average and CSEQ was taken at the end of summer semester instead of at the end of the 

fall semester. The participants’ cumulative grade point average may have been different 

as well as the self-reported participants’ responses to the survey. In addition, gender had a 

significant effect in this study. Females had noticeably higher mean scores in self-

reported personal/social estimate of gains and academic success (grade point average).  

 The conclusion of this research study is that results from the self-reported data 

from the participants in this study, support the literature related to First Generation 

Access Programs by way of helping the at-risk population transition to college. However, 

the results indicate that the students’ academic success, grade point average in this study, 

might not serve as the best measure of defining the academic success of this population. 

Recommendations for further research include identifying a more complete definition of 

academic success for this study, a longitudinal qualitative study to determine more 

specific factors of perceived intellectual and social attainment that affect academic 

success of the population used in this study and conducting similar studies that include 

and compare traditional, first-generation, first-year college students enrolled in First 
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Generation Access Programs and first-generation, first-year college students who are not 

enrolled in First Generation Access Programs.  
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