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Abstract of Dissertation

Doctoral Student Persistence in Non-Traditional @oRrograms:
Examining Educationally-Related Peer RelationsHgtagents’ Understanding of
Faculty Expectations, and Student Characteristics

The purpose of this study is to examine the infbgeof educationally-related peer
relationships, students’ understanding of facukyeztations, and student characteristics
on the persistence of doctoral students in noritioael, residential, cohort programs in
educational leadership. Drawing on the conceptxatlemic and social integration
(Tinto, 1975, 1993) and role ambiguity (Rizzo, Heu& Lirtzman, 1970), this
correlational, cross-sectional study used a quai survey instrument to examine
students’ perceptions of their doctoral programeeignces.

Scales were drawn from four existing instrumentheasure students’
relationships with peers and students’ understanadirfaculty expectations. In addition,
demographic questions that are typical to persigtstudies were included to measure
student characteristics. Participants chose toresfo the survey either online or via
postal mail. A total of 243 participants respontiethe survey, yielding a 54.73%
response rate.

Hierarchical logistic regression was used to an®aeh of the research questions.
Gender, educationally-related peer relationshipd,students’ understanding of faculty
expectations increased the odds of persistenceatdrhl students in educational
leadership cohort programs. The influence of ratajtal or domestic partner status, and
the number of dependents varied based on the progiratudy that was examined. Age

and employment did not influence the persistenaooforal students. Peer relationships

were recognized for being more assistive in achigpiersistence than was previously

Vi



understood. Therefore, the results of this study h&dp to refine theory on doctoral
student persistence as it pertains to peer rektipa. Students with a clear
understanding of faculty expectations were morelyiko persist than students who were
uncertain about faculty expectations. This outcavas expected given the critical role
that faculty play in clarifying students’ responibiles and helping them navigate their
graduate programs. Several recommendations weggedfto administrators to assist
them in developing environments that foster colfabwee relationships among students

and accessible relationships between studentsaaunidty.
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CHAPTER 1: PROBLEM STATEMENT

The purpose of this study is to examine the infbgeof educationally-related peer
relationships, students’ understanding of facukyeetations, and student characteristics
on the persistence of doctoral students in nontioacl, residential, cohort programs in
educational leadership. Understanding doctoralestugersistence is critical given the
high rate of attrition from doctoral programs ahd tesulting negative consequences at
student, institutional, and national levels. Altgbwa substantial amount of research has
been conducted on traditional doctoral progranesetihhas been less research conducted
on non-traditional doctoral programs, and no redeat the doctoral level that
investigates educationally-related peer relatigpshind students’ understanding of
faculty expectations. (Educationally-related pedatronships are relationships among
students that focus on achieving educational gd&is. measure excludes purely social
relationships, such as students’ involvement inag@ctivities on campus and students’
social interactions with other students.) Drawimgtloe concepts of academic and social
integration (Tinto, 1993) and role ambiguity (Riz&touse, & Lirtzman, 1970), this
correlational, cross-sectional study used a quivé survey instrument to examine
students’ perceptions of their doctoral programeegigmces.

Figure 1 provides an overview of the study. Thecepts of academic and social
integration and role ambiguity laid a foundation tlee formation of the main constructs
in this study and their relationships to persiséeric this study, | posit that an increase in
student academic and social integration and a dsen@ student role ambiguity

contribute to doctoral student persistence. Theepts of academic and social



integration were operationalized in the constadicationally-related peer relationships.
The concept ofole ambiguity was operationalized in the constatigtients’

understanding of faculty expectatiod$ie study examines three main constructs, a)
educationally-related peer relationships, b) sttelamderstanding of faculty
expectations, and c) students characteristicdatioa to persistence. Additionally, this
study examines the interaction between educatipnelated peer relationships and
students’ understanding of faculty expectationselation to persistence. These ideas are

explained in more detail in this chapter.



Figure 1

Overview of the Study

Characteristic




This chapter opens with an explanation about wisydtudy matters. Then, an
overview of the conceptual framework is presenkékt, the three main constructs are
described. Then, the research questions and aptestiof the significance of the
project are discussed. To establish a common |layggica the study, definitions are
provided, and the delimitations, limitations, ahd assumptions of the study are
presented. This chapter concludes with an overoietive project.

Why Does Doctoral-Level Attrition Matter?

Doctoral-level education is an important part a thnited States’ educational
system. Doctoral recipients have been describéstawards in their field” by The
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teac(f@wde, 2006). These stewards
have the substantial responsibility of creatingimk@owledge, knowing the intellectual
history of the field, using best practices in theark, and embodying the field’s
knowledge for others (Golde, 2006). Given thesesetations, the success of doctoral
students has implications that extend beyond iddii doctoral students to the field, the
professoriate, and other students.

The doctoral degree requires many resources amangmdous investment of
time, so it is important that these students sutdéach year, 40,000 doctoral degrees
are awarded in the United States (Golde, 2006hoAlgh this is an awesome
accomplishment, the data show that many student®toomplete their degrees.
Approximately 40% to 60% (Bair & Haworth, 1999; Bew& Rudenstine, 1992;
Denecke, 2004; Golde, 2000; Lovitts, 2001) of dadtstudents leave their programs
prior to degree completion. This high rate of &tin has negative consequences for

students, colleges and universities, and the natiwarkforce.



Doctoral attrition has negative consequences tatestts who leave their degree
programs prematurely (Smallwood, 2004). “It's a@es waste of resources and a
terrible waste of time and energy on the part efilehts” (Smallwood, 2004, para 6),
commented Michael Teitelbaum, program directohatAlfred P. Sloan Foundation.
Further, Lovitts (2001) noted that students expeeeconsiderable emotional and
psychological distress after leaving their prograng this distress persists, often
impacting the quality of students’ lives well aftBeir departure.

In addition to the personal loss experienced bgesttideparters, doctoral attrition
squanders the resources of colleges and univerdiger Diffley, an associate dean of
the Graduate School at the University of Notre Daflo@lculated that Notre Dame would
save $1-million a year in stipends alone if attritivent down by 10 percent, because
programs would not over-enroll students to compientea attrition” (Smallwood, 2004,
Why It Matters section, para 3). In addition, fagwdre impacted as they lose the
investment of time and energy in students who letatoral programs (Lunneborg &
Lunneborg, 1973; Tucker, Gottlieb, & Pease, 19B&}h students and institutions suffer
when high numbers of doctoral students consistdailyo complete their degrees.

Doctoral attrition also has consequences at thematlevel by diminishing this
country’s access to a highly-educated and divemd&farce. International students
continue to complete doctoral degrees at a higiterthan domestic students (Council of
Graduate, n.d.; Espenshade & Rodriguez, 1997; Smadl, 2004) and of domestic
student completers, women and non-Asian minorgesain underrepresented (Bowen &
Rudenstine, 1992; Council of Graduate, n.d.; N&&erny, 1993; Nerad & Miller,

1996; Smallwood, 2004; Zwick, 1991). If the curr&ends continue, our country will



have an undersized and fairly homogeneous popal&ton which to cull its workforce.
In summary, doctoral student attrition is an ongganoblem in higher education that has
significant ramifications at student, institutionahd national levels.
Why Does Attrition in the Field of Education Mafter

Doctoral attrition is a problem in higher educattbat impacts all fields of study,
but for this research project, | focused solelytlmnfield of education. There are a few
reasons why this field is important to study. Fiitsts a large, multidisciplinary field that
impacts many students. Second, it has a uniquereuhat can be isolating and daunting
for students. And finally, the field of educatiotracts women, Black students, and older
students, who are commonly underrepresented irocidgirograms.
A Large Field that Impacts Many Students

Education is an expansive field that includes mome disciplines (Golde &
Walker, 2006). Doctoral study includes applied aysach as educational administration
and educational policy, as well as research aseg$, as educational psychology and
social and philosophical foundations (Golde & Walk906). Approximately 7,000
doctorates in education are awarded each yearhvaaioount for 15 percent of all
doctorates awarded annually (Golde & Walker, 208@hough the number of degree
completers is impressive, the field of educatioffiess from one of the highest rates of
doctoral attrition. Attrition rates are the highesthe humanities and social sciences
disciplines and the lowest in the laboratory sogsndisciplines (Baird, 1990; Berkowitz,
2003; Bowen & Rudenstine, 1992; Golde, 1996; N&d&ckerny, 1993; Tucker et al.,
1964; Zwick, 1991). Given the large number of datstudents who enroll in education

and the high rate of attrition in the field, stualyidoctoral student persistence in



education could have important outcomes that impraves of completion for many
students.
Unique Culture May Isolate Students

The field of education embodies a unique cultue tan be isolating and
daunting for some doctoral students. The absenaecofe body of knowledge and the
individualistic approach to the dissertation caawvkesome students feeling unsupported
and disconnected from their programs.

Education’s wide reaching and multidisciplinary eggech precludes it from
embracing a core body of knowledge that is commehired among doctoral students in
other fields (Golde & Walker, 2006). Only one-thofithe students who embark on a
doctorate in education have a bachelor’'s degreducation (Golde & Walker, 2006). In
a more singular and focused field of study, sucbhesnistry, new doctoral students and
faculty will already share a common language, athewstanding of the field, and
expected methods and ways of doing things (Goldaker, 2006). This connectivity
among members of a shared intellectual communiég st exist for students at the
outset of a doctoral degree in education, makieg #arly socialization in the field an
uncertain yet vital part of the learning process.

The absence of a core curriculum in education tsmimpact students after they
start their program of study. Once doctoral stusi&eqin their coursework, they will
need to find support and mentoring within theirgpe program. The wide range of
programs in education at the doctoral level impetesievelopment of a shared core
curriculum across programs (Golde & Walker, 20@6¢reby limiting a student’s

network to members of their distinct program. Thihs,absence of a core body of



knowledge in education can hinder new and contgpdioctoral students from being
integrated into their programs.

The field of education can also be intimidating éaperienced doctoral students
as they begin the dissertation process. As studeiviznce in their program to the stage
of dissertation development, they will begin to Wwordependently under the guidance of
their advisor. Research methods that have beeredtpdeviously in a classroom setting
are now being implemented in a high-stakes sitnatite dissertation is the culmination
of the doctoral degree (Golde & Walker, 2006). theo fields, such as the laboratory
sciences, students are mentored in a group enveohand closely supervised as part of
a larger research project and team (Sauer, 198@ducation, as in the humanities and
social sciences fields, “candidates are less ita@bnvith their advisors and Ph. D.
counterparts, less supervised, and there is lgsfodday awareness of the passage of
time and attainment of project timelines or milests’ (Sauer, 1986, p. 186). Students in
education are left to their own resources at &atiaind unfamiliar point in their program
of study, which puts them at risk of attrition whemmpared to students in other fields of
study. The dissertation experience in educatiomncake some experienced students feel
isolated and removed from their programs.

Both novice and seasoned doctoral students mayierpe periods of isolation
and disconnection from their programs becauseettiiture of the field of education.
The absence of a core body of knowledge and theidchdlistic dissertation experience
push students to rely on themselves and, as &,resty students may feel excluded
rather than integrated into their programs of studyws, examining student persistence

in the field of education is important in overcomia culture of isolation that stems from



the absence of a shared body of knowledge anahtigdualistic approach to the
dissertation.
Attracts Underrepresented Students

The field of education attracts students who aquently underrepresented in
doctoral programs. Doctoral programs in educatrencamprised of more women than
men (Nettles & Millett, 2006) and have higher ehmant rates of Black students and
older students than any other field of stubp¢torate recipients2010; Gravois, 2005).

Female studentsemale doctoral students are a growing and va@plfation in
the field of education. Previously, the doctorajmde was considered a male domain, but
in the 1980s more women were awarded doctoratesmiea and the number of female
doctoral recipients in education has continuechtogase since that time (Golde, 2006).
When examining fields of study by sex, there ararfare women than men in the field
of education than in any other field. In 2009, woneenstituted 67% of the doctorate
recipients in education, 58% of the recipientsdaial sciences, 54% of the recipients in
life sciences, 52% of the recipients in humaniti$o of the recipients in physical
sciences, and 21% of the recipients in enginedbugtorate recipients2010). Given
the number of women who earn doctoral degreesunatbn, it is important to examine
the persistence of doctoral students in the fiéleducation and to note any distinctions
by gender.

Black studentsBlack students remain underrepresented in doctolatation, but
their numbers are growing. In 1999, 5.83% of atttdaate recipients were Black
students, whereas, in 2009, that percentage gréw8836 Doctorate recipients2010).

When examining fields of study by race, the enreltnand degree completion of Black



students is markedly higher in education than ahgrdield. For example, in 2009, there
were 809 Black students who earned doctoratesuoagwn. Comparatively, Blacks
students earned 420 doctorates in the life sciel@8sin the social sciences, 243 in the
biological sciences, 167 in the humanities, 13thephysical sciences, and 134 in
engineeringDoctorate recipients2010). Given the number of Black students who
pursue doctoral degrees in education and the meiadrease the numbers of Black
student degree completers overall, it is importar@xamine the persistence of doctoral
students in the field of education and to note @isinctions by race.

Older studentslIn the field of education, students tend to beeokhd their time
to degree completion is longer than students ierdiklds of study. In a national survey
of students who were awarded doctoral degreesd8,280e median age of doctoral
recipients was 32.2 yearSdctorate recipients2010). In comparison, doctoral recipients
in education were older (40.5 years) than studemsher fields; the conferral age of
30.2 years for students in physical sciences arisl \3&hrs for students in humanities
offer points of comparisorDctorate recipients2010). Students in education also took
longer (12.3 years) to complete their degrees $iaaents in other fields of study; the
median time to degree was 7.7 years, with studerte physical sciences completing in
6.7 years and students in the humanities compl@tifgp yearsoctorate recipients,
2010). It is noteworthy to mention that “the fi@tfleducation includes large numbers of
individuals who have worked full-time before stagditheir graduate degree programs,
and who even continue to work full-time while eagntheir doctorates'T{octorate
recipients,2006, p. 23), and these circumstances contriloutieet age of these recipients

and their time to degree. Because doctoral studemgucation are frequently older than
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students in other fields, it is important to exaenihe persistence of doctoral students in
this field and to note any distinctions relatecGge.

There are more female students, Black studentsolaied students in doctoral
programs in education than any other field of stuthese students are commonly
underrepresented in doctoral programs so it is apbto understand why they leave
their programs prior to degree completion and veiraumstances might prevent their
attrition. Thus, examining the persistence of dadtstudents in the field of education is
important in safeguarding an underrepresented bbdgctoral students.

To summarize this section, the field of educat®aonlike other fields of study at
the doctoral level. It is a large, multidiscipligdield that impacts many students. It also
has a unique culture that can be isolating andtdagifor students, thereby putting them
at risk of attrition. And finally, it attracts a 8¢ of students that are underrepresented in
doctoral programs. For these reasons, | chosectesfsolely on the field of education
when examining the persistence of doctoral studerttss study.

Why Does Attrition in Non-Traditional Cohort Progns Matter?

There are many doctoral programs in the field afoatdion that can be studied,
but for this research project | focused on noniti@gkl cohort programs. These types of
programs are important to understand because #reg a growing, evolving student
body and these emerging programs are less unddr§tao traditional programs.

What are Non-Traditional Programg&dvances in technology and shifting
student needs prompted the development of nontitvadl degree programs with
residential and non-residential offerings (Fredam|i2000). With the creation of online

courses, colleges and universities are no longetdd to traditional classroom or
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laboratory settings when providimgn-residentiainstruction (Hammon & Albiston,
1998). By offering classes with intensive schedylstudents retain the traditional
classroom setting that characteriresidentialofferings, but classes meet less frequently
and for longer periods of time. (An intensive salledneans “that classes are offered in
sessions of four hours or longer, generally on wadk or in week-long blocks”
(Reynolds & Hebert, 1995, p. 35)).Today’s gradsitelents have a variety of programs
to choose from when pursuing higher education. NMadiional programs include
residential formats offered via intensive schedyln a non-residential formats offered
via online coursework. The focus of this studymsnon-traditional, residential programs
that use intensive scheduling and employ cohorhieg communities.

Cohort Learning Communitied addition to alternative methods of scheduling,
non-traditional graduate programs often employ colearning communities to create
supportive, collaborative learning environments agstudents. (A cohort “consists of a
group of students who begin and complete a progrestudies together, engaging in a
common set of courses, activities, and/or learexjyeriences” (Barnett & Muse, 1993,
p. 401)). Cohort programs were initially introduaadhe 1950s, but reemerged strongly
in the 1980s to support reform efforts in educatl@dministration (Barnett & Muse,
1993; Hill, 1995). Cohort programs are beneficitduse of the supportive learning
environment that develops among students and betstedents and faculty and
administrators (Barnett & Muse, 1993; Beck & Kosr#R0O0; Hill, 1995; Horn, 2001,
Mello, 2003; Norris, Barnett, Basom, & Yerkes, 19%8itel, 1997). Although these
programs are designed to accommodate the uniquis mé@on-traditional students,

there is insufficient information about these peogs and the students they serve. Thus,
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examining the persistence of doctoral student®mtraditional cohort programs is
important in developing and improving non-tradisprograms that are vital for many
of today’s graduate students.

Serving an Evolving Student Bo@ynce the 1980s, non-traditional programs
have been offered at colleges and universitiesdetrthe demands of an evolving student
population. The demographic characteristics ofesttglpursuing higher education have
changed, and many graduate students who are meguimschool “do not fit the
‘traditional’ profile on which university progranvgere originally built” (Freddolino,

2000, p. 116). Today's graduate students have aesleloped careers and ongoing
responsibilities to their families and their comnti@s that they are unwilling to
relinquish in order to focus solely on academic gotments (Freddolino, 2000).
Because these students manage various resporesbilitey may be unable to participate
in traditional graduate programs that require ctawm® attendance multiple times a week,
with some classes beginning in the early afterndboresponse to this obstacle,
administrators in higher education developed nadional programs to accommodate
the needs of these students. Given the changiridegpobtoday’s graduate students and
the relatively recent development of non-traditigmagrams, examining the persistence

of doctoral students in non-traditional programsriportant.
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Overview of Conceptual Framework

The framework for this study is based on two manoepts: academic and social
integration (Tinto, 1975, 1993) and role ambigRyzzo et al., 1970). Academic and
social integration is discussed first, followedrble ambiguity.

Intersection of Academic and Social Integration

The concepts of academic and social integratiomaen from Tinto’s (1993)
longitudinal model of doctoral persistence. Academiegration describes a student
becoming fully involved in the formal academic g8t of a university, such as
classroom instruction or meetings with faculty oin1975, 1993). Social integration
describes a student becoming fully involved initifermal social systems of a
university, such as extra curricular activitiesngais employment, and relationships with
peers and faculty outside of the formal realm efitistitution (Tinto, 1975, 1993).
Doctoral students who are academically and sodiaiggrated into their departmental
communities are more likely to persist than stuslertio are not integrated (Tinto, 1993),
therefore, academic and social integration have beegnized as predictors of
persistence.

By attending to thentersectionbetween academic and social integration, peer
relationships are measured in a way that is reldfeamon-traditional doctoral students.
Unlike the majority of literature on student petsige that has treated academic and
social integration as two distinct entities, therent study recognizes the intersecting
relationship between academic and social integrdhiat Tinto (1993) and Golde (2000)
described as being typical of doctoral studentpegiences. Tinto described “nested and

intersecting” communities of students and facudtgng with academic and social
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systems at the doctoral level that are “blurred! &ntertwined” (p. 234). Golde’s
research findings confirm this connection betwesadamic and social arenas: “Social
integration is difficult to tease out as a compdradrthe doctoral experience that is
separate from academic integration” (p. 221). Allhe earlier, quantitative studies on
doctoral student persistence measured peer redaigsbased on purely social
relationships or social activities, thereby focgsamly on social integration. Unlike
previous studies, the current study measures pgianships in an educationally-related
way, which emphasizes the intertwined nature oflagac and social integration and
excludes purely social measures of peer relatipssthn addition, educationally-related
peer relationships are pertinent to non-traditiatwadtoral students who generally cannot
devote time to purely social relationships and acactivities that do not contribute to
their educational goals. By measuring peer relatigrs in an educationally-related way,
this study is applicable to non-traditional doct@taidents and aligns with Tinto’s (1993)
longitudinal model of doctoral persistence. Furthiee intersecting relationship between
academic and social integration (Tinto, 1993) israponalized in the construct
educationally-related peer relationshipshich is explained in detail later in this chapte
Role Ambiguity

Based on role theory in complex organizations & Thomas, 1966; Kahn et
al., 1964; Katz & Kahn, 1966), role ambiguity (Rizet al., 1970) is a concept that
explains the challenges of an employee who doeami#rstand his or her role within an
organization. Every role or position in an orgatimashould have a specific set of
responsibilities and tasks associated with it (Rigkzal., 1970). By having a clearly

defined set of responsibilities, a supervisor cavige an employee with guidance and
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hold an employee accountable for his or her perémee (Rizzo et al., 1970).
Conversely, an employee who experiences role antpigill become dissatisfied,
anxious, and unrealistic, which leads to ineffexfmb performance and supervisor
dissatisfaction (Rizzo et al., 1970). Role ambigistbased on the relationships between
employees and their supervisors, but for the pwpdshis study, role ambiguity defines
the relationships between doctoral students andtfac

When applying role theory to doctoral educatioe, student’s relationship to the
faculty member is similar to the employee’s relasibip to the supervisor: Students need
to understand their roles, have a set of cleariyndd responsibilities, and receive
guidance from faculty in order to complete theigides. In addition, students
experiencing role ambiguity will feel anxious amddtrated, leading to poor performance
and faculty dissatisfaction, which may put studextssk of attrition. Conversely,
doctoral students who experience minimal role amnbrgvill have a clear understanding
of faculty expectations and this may contributéhgir persistence. In this study, |
postulated that a reduction in students’ role ambygncreases doctoral student
persistence. The concept of role ambiguity is dparalized in the construstudents’
understanding of faculty expectatiomghich is explained in detail later in this chapte

Population

The George Washington University’s (GWU) non-ttiaaial doctoral programs
in educational leadership were selected as thesfotthis study. GWU has two
programs, educational administration (EA) and higddication administration (HEA),
that are organized around cohort learning comnmaesdnd are offered via an intensive

schedule in the evening and on weekends. | seléoéseé programs because of their
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similarities: both programs are in educational &aHip, offer non-traditional formats via
intensive schedules, and organize students intorttdarning groups. In developing this
study, | held these areas constant (field of edoicahon-traditional format with
intensive scheduling, and cohort groups) so | cexlaimine three constructs in relation to
persistence: a) educationally-related peer relakigs, b) students’ understanding of
faculty expectations, and c) student charactesisiibese three constructs will be
introduced and explained in the sections that Yallo
Educationally-Related Peer Relationships
To understand the constrweducationally-related peer relationships (ERPR}t
| need to explain the role of peer relationshipsahort learning communities. Then, |
need to describe how peer relationships have beasuned previously in studies on
doctoral student persistence and why a differergsuee of peer relationships was used
in this study.
Peer Relationships in Cohort Learning Communities
Traditionally, most departments at the graduatellécus on individualized
learning (Baird, 1990; Deaver, 1984, Lovitts, 2001nfortunately, individualized
learning can foster a competitive environment amgtadents that inhibits camaraderie
and the potential for shared knowledge (Baird, }980contrast, cohort learning
communities are designed to focus on the groupasscthereby minimizing feelings of
isolation. By positioning doctoral students togetimecohort learning communities,
administrators try to establish environments ofpgupthat will offer students
opportunities for collaboration and learning. Thghuheir development as a group, the

members of a cohort become interdependent (Ndrek,e1996) and these relationships
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can foster cooperation (Beck & Kosnik, 2000; Hil995), empowerment in learning
(Beck & Kosnik, 2000; Hill, 1995; Horn, 2001; Tdit@997), and the development of
leadership skills (Barnett et al., 2000; Horn, 20Qdarris et al., 1996). Peer relationships
that are developed in a cohort setting may conibaithe persistence of doctoral
students in non-traditional programs.

Measuring Peer Relationships

Although peer support is a benefit of cohort leagntommunities, the research
on traditional doctoral programs (Faghihi & Ethiogt 1996; Ferrer de Valero, 2001,
Foote, 1988; Girves & Wemmerus, 1998; Golde, 20@ddabrand, 1985; Lovitts, 2001,
Nettles & Millett, 2006; Sorokosh, 2004; Vaquer@02) has indicated that peer
relationships are not a strong predictor of pezsice.

Educationally-related peer relationships (ERR&R¢ a more appropriate measure
of peer relationships for this study than peerti@ship measures that have been used
previously. ERPR are relationships among studdatisfocus on achieving educational
goals. This measure excludes purely social relshigs, such as students’ involvement
in social activities on campus and students’ santakactions with other students, that
have been used in earlier studies. Thus, | wanhterstand if ERPR contribute to the
persistence of doctoral students in non-traditioredidential, cohort programs in
educational leadership.

Students’ Understanding of Faculty Expectations

In this section, | explain the constrsttidents’ understanding of faculty

expectations (SUFEYhen, | describe the interaction between SUFEERER that is

examined in this study.
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Explaining SUFE
The relationship between a doctoral student andriner faculty adviser is
critical to persistence. In studies on doctoratisti persistence in education, students
reported that positive relationships with facuttye frequency of meetings with faculty
members or dissertation chairs, and the numbeaxaefiy members that students know in
their departments contribute to their degree cotiguidDolph, 1983; Faghihi, Rakow, &
Ethington, 1999; Golde, 2000; Long, 1987; LovigBe01; Malone, Nelson, & Nelson,
2004; Tierce, 1984; Valentine, 1987). Although fiacplay a key role in student
persistence, many students do not understand abalty expect of them and are
consequently vulnerable to attrition. Graduate atisi reported that they suffer from a
lack of information about their programs, ambigwbout faculty requirements, and
insufficient faculty supervision (Baird, 1990; Bl@n, 1960; Heard, 1963; Heiss, 1964,
Mechanic, 1962; Nerad & Cerny, 1993; Lovitts, 2008 student’s ability to discern and
fulfill faculty expectations is crucial to the cofepon of coursework, qualifying and
comprehensive examinations, and finally, the dtatien. The constructudents’
understanding of faculty expectations (SURESasures how clearly students understand
what faculty expect of them in order to completeitilegree. Thus, | want to understand
if SUFE contributes to the persistence of doctsetatlents in non-traditional, residential,
cohort programs in educational leadership.
Interaction Between SUFE and ERPR
ERPR can be assistive in clarifying faculty expeotes and, as a result, the
interaction between ERPR and SUFE may be a straadjgbor of persistence. When

students learn together and share common educhgjoals, it is likely that they will
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discuss these goals and the best methods for algdahem. The literature on graduate
students confirms that graduate students’ disconssiaath their peers have been assistive
in clarifying ambiguous faculty and program reqments (Baird, 1990; Berelson, 1960;
Corcoran & Clark, 1984; Heard, 1963; Heiss, 1964cNanic, 1962; Kleinman, 1983,
Lovitts, 2001; Sullivan, 1991). Thus, | want to enstand if the interaction between
SUFE and ERPR contributes to the persistence dbdictudents in non-traditional,
residential, cohort programs in educational leduprs

Student Characteristics

The student characteristics in this study incluygder, race, age, cohort group,
marital/domestic partner status, number of depesdand hours of employment. Since
there are more underrepresented students in fldeofieducation than other fields of
study, and because this study examines studentmhtraditional programs (whose
characteristics may differ from students in tramhiil programs of study), | want to
understand if student characteristics contribut&éopersistence of doctoral students in
non-traditional, residential, cohort programs inieational leadership.

In addition, | want to examine all three constraestudent characteristics, ERPR,
and SUFE—in relation to persistence, thereby takingore comprehensive look at the
influences on persistence. Examining numerous bkasato understand the correlations
between these variables is a hallmark of this sttidyyoutcomes of this type of analysis
will provide more complete and applicable resutant an analysis in which one or two
variables are examined in isolation. The discusaimhanalysis of all three constructs
will be presented in forthcoming sections that addthe influence of all variables on

persistence.
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Research Questions
One general research question and 9 subquestitaes this study. The
subquestions are organized into three main arg¢astugationally-related peer
relationships, b) students’ understanding of facekpectations, and c) the influence of
all variables on persistence. The research quaséiramine the relationships between
these three areas in relation to persistence.
General Research Question
The general question is: What is the relationghigny, of educationally-related
peer relationships, students’ understanding oflfp@xpectations, and student
characteristics on the persistence of doctoralestigdin non-traditional, residential,
cohort programs in educational leadership?
Subquestion about Educationally-Related Peer Reiatiips
1. What is the predictive relationship, if any, of edtionally-related peer
relationships (i.e., student affiliation, peer l@ag, and peer discussion) on
the persistence of doctoral students in educatiadainistration (EA) and
higher education administration (HEA) cohort progsaat GWU?
Subquestions about Students’ Understanding of Ea&xpectations
2a. What is the predictive relationship, if anystidents’ understanding of
faculty expectations (SUFE) on the persistenceocfatal students in EA and
HEA cohort programs at GWU? 2b. Are educationadligted peer
relationships (i.e., student affiliation, peer l@ag, and peer discussion)
effective predictors of persistence above and beé\®loFE for doctoral

students in EA and HEA cohort programs at GWU7A2e.the interactions
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between educationally-related peer relationshipgs, @tudent affiliation, peer
learning, and peer discussion) and SUFE effectiediptors of persistence
above and beyond educationally-related peer relships and SUFE for
doctoral students in EA and HEA cohort programGWatU? 2d. How do the
relationships in 2a, 2b, and 2c differ for womed amen? 2e. How do the
relationships in 2a, 2b, and 2c differ for Blackdsnts and White students?
Subquestions about the Influence of all Variable$ersistence
3a. What is the predictive relationship, if anfystudent characteristics (i.e., age,
gender, race, marital or domestic partner statusber of dependents, and
hours of employment) on the persistence of docsitalents in EA and HEA
cohort programs at GWU? 3b. Are educationally-eslgieer relationships
(i.e., student affiliation, peer learning, and pescussion) and SUFE
effective predictors of persistence above and béwbindent characteristics
for doctoral students in EA and HEA cohort prograh&WU? 3c. Are the
interactions between educationally-related peeatiggiships (i.e., student
affiliation, peer learning, and peer discussionj S8tUFE effective predictors
of persistence above and beyond student charaaterisducationally-related
peer relationships, and SUFE for doctoral studenEA and HEA cohort
programs at GWU?
Overview of Methodology
Grounded in a postpositivist knowledge claim, gtisdy employed a quantitative
research design. The sample consisted of all od®3ecurrent and former doctoral

students who were enrolled in educational leadprsbihort programs at GWU from
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1995 to fall 1997 who met my selection criteriag@antitative survey instrument was
developed to collect data about students’ perceptiud peer relationships, students’
understanding of faculty expectations, and studehtsacteristics. Scales were drawn
from four existing instruments to measure studemdsitionships with peers and students’
understanding of faculty expectations. In additd@mnographic questions that are typical
to persistence studies were included to measudestecharacteristics. A series of four
postal mailings over a three week period was ugseticit a high response rate.

Using SPSS software, descriptive and inferentatisics were used to analyze
the data. Specifically, hierarchical logistic reggi®n was used to determine the
relationship of several predictor variables todi@otomous criterion variable,
persistence. To protect human subjects, this shfdymed participants of the details of
the project and developed data collection procegdiorsafeguard participants’
anonymity.

Significance of the Study

There are four reasons why this study is signifiead timely. First, the results of
this study provide new information about the peesise of doctoral students in non-
traditional cohort programs. Specifically, thisgfuacknowledges the influence that
educationally-related peer relationships and stigd@nderstanding of faculty
expectations have on the persistence of doctardests, and accordingly, this
information will enhance the literature on doctqralsistence.

Second, this study contributes to the developmEnbo-traditional doctoral
programs. This study may encourage administratiodectoral programs that utilize

cohort learning environments to cultivate and depgleer relationships. Administrators
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may promote persistence in non-traditional doctoodlort programs by assisting
students in developing and maintaining positivélaborative relationships with peers
and in diminishing negative, exclusive relationshiyth peers that can deter learning. In
addition, this study may encourage administratbdootoral programs that use intensive
schedules to foster relationships between studargaculty by assisting students in
connecting with faculty and clarifying program egfsions.

Third, this study expands the literature on dodtpeasistence by reassessing the
influence of peer relationships at the doctoratleRPreviously, persistence studies at the
doctoral level measured peer relationships in algwocial way and these relationships
were not found to be critical contributors to pstsince. However, by measuring peer
relationships in an educationally-related way, pettionships are recognized for being
more assistive in achieving persistence than wagqusly understood. The results of
this study may help to refine theory on doctoratsnt persistence as it pertains to peer
relationships.

Finally, this project contributes to the knowleddg®ut doctoral persistence in
non-traditional programs and may encourage additistudies in this area of research.
Additional studies on doctoral students (in tramfiill and non-traditional programs)
could be conducted using the educationally-relatsat relationship variables and the
students’ understanding of faculty expectationsade to more fully understand how
they contribute to persistence. This study focus®dly on educational leadership
programs, but other studies could examine a vaakeprograms at a number of different
institutions to broaden and deepen the findingsiatiese variables in relation to

doctoral student persistence.
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Definitions of Key Terms

This section provides a list of definitions the¢ ased in this study:

Academic integratior The degree to which a student participatesrméb
learning situations, such as classroom instruatiomeetings with faculty, that can
directly contribute to a student’s academic suc¢ésgo, 1975, 1993).

Cohort— “A group of students who begin and complete @yam of studies
together, engaging in a common set of coursesjitaesi, and/or learning experiences”
(Barnett & Muse, 1993, p. 401).

Educationally-related peer relationships (ERRPRRelationships among students
that focus on achieving educational goals. Thissueaexcludes purely social
relationships, such as students’ involvement inag@ctivities on campus and students’
social interactions with other students. For theppse of this study, educationally-
related peer relationships are measured in thrge:vgéudent affiliation, peer learning,
and peer discussion.

Intensive schedulesClasses that “are offered in sessions of fourdior longer,
generally on weekends or in week-long blocks” (Reéga & Hebert, 1995, p. 35).

Non-persister A student who is no longer enrolled in a progrstudy. For
the purpose of this study, a non-persister is destuwho is no longer enrolled in an EA
or HEA doctoral cohort program at GWU in fall 2007.

Non-traditional programs- These programs of study include residential &asm
offered via intensive scheduling or a non-residdritirmats offered via online
coursework. For the purpose of this study, the $aswon residential programs that use

intensive scheduling.
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Non-traditional student A student enrolled in a non-traditional prograim
study.

Peer learning scale measures how students interact with each abthemhtance
their learning. Consists of items seven througle mnPart | of the NDSEQ (Appendix
D).

Peer discussion scalemeasures the frequency of peer conversationg abo
course content, instructors’ dialogue, related iregg] and persuasive arguments.
Consists of all six of the items in Part 1l of tN®BSEQ (Appendix D).

Persister— A student who is currently enrolled in a prograinstudy with the
intent of completing the degree or a student wiedleeady completed the degree. For
the purpose of this study, a persister is a studbotis enrolled in fall 2007 or a student
who earned a degree prior to fall 2007 in an EAIBA doctoral cohort program at
GWU.

Role ambiguity scale measures doctoral students’ understanding af tokeis
and their relationships with faculty. Consiststefns one through nine in Part Il of the
NDSEQ (Appendix D).

Social integration- The degree to which a student participatesformmal
learning situations, such as extra curricular @, campus employment, and
relationships with peers and faculty outside offthrenal realm of the institution, that can
indirectly contribute to a student’s academic sasd@into, 1975, 1993).

Student affiliation scale measures students’ interaction with their copesdrs.

Consists of items one through six in Part | of BM@SEQ (Appendix D).
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Students’ understanding of faculty expectationsHEBJJ- measures how clearly
students understand what faculty expect of theorder to complete their degree. This
variable is measured using the role ambiguity scale

Traditional doctoral student This student is enrolled in traditional prograohs
doctoral study that do not utilize intensive schiedpuor online courses to complete
coursework.

Delimitations

Delimitations narrow the focus of a study and smitriglaries for the scope of the
research conducted (Creswell, 2003). The delinomatiof this study include:

1. This study was confined to the EA and the HEAtd@al cohort programs at

GWU.

2. Current and former students in GWU’s EA and Hio&toral cohort
programs were the sole participants in this sttligreby excluding the
perspectives of program faculty, staff, and adntiaters.

3. Participants’ responses were confined to theis@nal experiences in their
degree programs, thereby excluding other studdat dach as standardized
test scores and grade point averages.

Limitations

The limitations of a study address the weakness#teistudy’s design (Creswell,
2003). The limitations of this study include:

1. The patrticipants from GWU’s EA and HEA doctazahort programs may not

be representative of students in non-traditionadtakal-level cohort

programs from other institutions, therefore theliings from this study cannot
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be used to draw conclusions about a larger populati doctoral students in
non-traditional cohort programs.

2. The quantitative research method used in thdydimited the findings to the
constructs that | selected to test and measureixddmethods research
method would have enriched this study by collectjnglitative data to
compliment the quantitative data.

3. This cross-sectional study collected data atpmiet in time, so participants’
responses were limited by their experiences imr r@igrams at the time of
data collection. A longitudinal study, that colecata over a period of time,
would have enriched this study by allowing the agslker to follow up with
participants at future points in time.

4. There was a higher response rate among pegsgtidents than non-
persisting students, so the findings in this stmlst be read accordingly.

Assumptions

The following assumptions were made in the develaqt of this study:

1. The patrticipants responded to the survey honestependently, and to the
best of their abilities.

2. Based on theoretical support and empirical rebe&assumed that
educationally-related peer relationships and stigd@nderstanding of faculty
expectations would increase the odds of persistehdectoral students in

non-traditional, residential, cohort programs inieational leadership.
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Overview of the Dissertation

This dissertation consists of five chapters. Thigpter opens with an explanation
about why this study matters, follows with a dgstton of the three main constructs, and
then provides an overview of the study includingeagch questions, the study’s
significance, delimitations, and limitations. Chep provides an in-depth review of the
literature that identifies the gap in the literataddressed by this study. First, | examine the
literature about doctoral students’ relationshijis faculty and their peers. Then, |
describe the profile of students in the field ofieation, which includes an understanding
of female students, Black students, and older stsddlext, | review the literature on non-
traditional doctoral cohort programs. Finally, tadgdish the framework that guides this
study by introducing the concepts of academic athsintegration (Tinto, 1993) and
role ambiguity (Rizzo et al., 1970).

Chapter 3 presents the methodology of the studiedtribes data collection and
analysis, which includes a discussion of the sumstrument’s design and its
relationship to the conceptual framework. A quatitfe approach is used to examine
students’ perceptions of their doctoral programegigmces. An analysis of the findings
will develop the body of literature on doctoraldgat persistence in non-traditional,
residential, cohort programs in educational leduprs

Chapter 4 presents the data in response to edhlk ofsearch questions. Finally,
Chapter 5 discusses the research findings, thg'stlihitations, and the implications for

further research.
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CHAPTER 2: LITEATURE REVIEW

The purpose of this study was to examine the infteeof educationally-related
peer relationships, students’ understanding oflfp@xpectations, and student
characteristics on the persistence of doctoralestigdin non-traditional, residential,
cohort programs in educational leadership. To mosihis study, this chapter reviews
literature in five areas. The chapter opens witlexamination of the research on doctoral
student persistence as it relates to faculty aeatips. Then, the research on doctoral
student persistence as it relates to peer reldtipsss reviewed. Next, the profile of
doctoral students in education is described, wimcludes an understanding of female
students, Black students, and older students. Teentraditional doctoral programs are
discussed, with an emphasis on programs with cddsemming communities. Finally, the
concepts of academic and social integration (Tih®®3) and role ambiguity (Rizzo et
al., 1970) are explained in order to establishgineing framework for this study.

Faculty Relationships

The literature on doctoraktudent persistence has acknowledged repeatedly tha
faculty play a critical role in student persisteacel degree completion. However,
students have reported that they often struggteet@lop positive, productive
relationships with faculty. In this section, thepontance of faculty relationships is
discussed, followed by the challenges that mangestis experience in in trying to
understand faculty expectations.

Importance of Faculty Adviser to Doctoral Persisten
The relationship between a doctoral student andriner faculty adviser is

critical to persistence (Gardner, 2008; Golde, 2Q@@itts, 2001). In studies on doctoral
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student persistence, students reported that pesgiationships with faculty, the
frequency of meetings with faculty members or disg®n chairs, and the number of
faculty members that students know in their depanitis contribute to their degree
completion (Dolph, 1983; Faghihi, Rakow, & Ethingtd999; Golde, 2000; Long, 1987;
Lovitts, 2001; Malone, Nelson, & Nelson, 2004; Teyr1984; Valentine, 1987). After
conducting a mixed methods study that examineddkises and consequences of
doctoral attrition among 816 students in nine depants across two universities, Lovitts
(2001) described the faculty adviser as “the céammd most powerful person” on a
student’s dissertation committee and in a studgmntisuate school career (p. 131).
Lovitts further described the key role that facyitgy in clarifying graduate students’
duties and how this is necessary to navigatingjthduate degree:

The adviser influences how the student comes tenstahd the discipline and the

role and responsibilities of academic professiqrthksir socialization as a teacher

and researcher, the selection of a dissertatian,tte quality of the dissertation,

and subsequent job placement. (Lovitts, 2001, p) 13
Like Lovitts, Baird (1997) also emphasized the imance of positive faculty
relationships with students and noted that fadilltynany different and crucial roles
with students by acting as their friends, employnoeninselors, collaborators, field-
relevant experts, and role models during what @aarbambiguous journey through
graduate school. Again and again, faculty suppastbieen recognized as a key
component in doctoral student persistence.

Students Struggle with Ambiguous Faculty Expeatatio
Although students rely on faculty to provide guide and direction in their

doctoral programs, students often struggle withigodwus faculty expectations. Graduate

students reported that they suffer from a laclkh@drimation about their programs,
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ambiguity about faculty requirements, and insuéintifaculty supervision (Baird, 1990;
Berelson, 1960; Ehrenberg et al., 2010; GardndY72Gardner, 2010; Heard, 1963;
Heiss, 1964; Mechanic, 1962; Nerad & Cerny, 1998;itts, 2001; Walker et al., 2008).
Lovitts (2001) described how doctoral studentsraliant on faculty members, yet
frequently students are unable to anticipate whegquired of them:

Graduate students often find themselves at themmotf a status hierarchy and in

a dependent relationship with their professors pdesheir efforts to please, they

often do not fully understand what their professsasit. Consequently, many

students come to feel inadequate and attributertadequacy to themselves

instead of the situation. (p. 29)

Likewise, Nerad and Cerny (1993) reported that ga#el students often receive “mixed
messages” (p. 30) from faculty and do not undedstha scope and standards of
significant program requirements. For example, gadel students “were told to do a
simple thesis, and simultaneously they were tolchimose a topic with potential so they
could get their feet wet in ‘real research” (Ne&derny, 1993, p. 30). Students’
uncertainty about faculty expectations can leafdustration and dissatisfaction in their
doctoral programs.

Some of the most recent research in doctoral edunchéas described the negative
impact that ambiguous program requirements haw#ootoral students. This research
includes work by Susan Gardner (2007, 2010), the&tge Initiative on the Doctorate
(Walker et al., 2008), and the Graduate Educatidrative (2010).Using a qualitative
approach, Susan Gardner (2007) interviewed 20 daltudents in chemistry and
history at a single university to understand tkeitialization and how it contributed to or

impeded their success. Ambiguity was one of fivenntlaemes that emerged from

Gardner’s research. Students from both the cheyrasi the history programs
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“repeatedly discussed feelings of frustration, osmdn, and an overall sense of
ambiguity pervading their entire graduate expe®érip. 724). Students depended on
“the graduate student grapevine’ in order to ustierd what was expected of them, the
guidelines they were meant to follow, and theiesah their programs” (Gardner, 2007,
p. 724). Gardner’s (2007) study clearly documemt@dbiguity as a primary concern of
doctoral students.

In a later qualitative study (2010), Gardner adaund program ambiguity to be a
common concern that was shared by students acisxsplohes. She interviewed 60
doctoral students in six disciplines (English, commneation, psychology, mathematics,
oceanography, and electrical and computer engimgegit a single institution. In this
round of interviews, students most frequently dssead their uncertainty regarding the
institution’s graduate deadlines, requirements, @aqaerwork (Gardner, 2010). Similar to
the previous round of interviews, students comneeotethe ambiguity surrounding
different phases of doctoral programs: uncertaatiihe outset of the program regarding
the process of completing doctoral degree, thengutip about the examination
experience, and finally, the vagueness surroundiisggertation development and
completion (Gardner, 2010). Gardner’s studies regkthat doctoral students need more
clarity about program and degree requirements. Bec&ardner did not examine the
field of education, there is a need for researdhimfield as it attracts a different body of
students than other fields of study.

The Carnegie Initiative on the Doctorate (CID) aslnressed issues of program
ambiguity for doctoral students. Beginning in 2002a period of five years, the CID

initiated a research project to understand thegaef graduate education (Walker et
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al., 2008). Collaborating with 84 departments ifglds (chemistry, education, English,
history, mathematics, and neuroscience), the Ctnpted departments to rethink what
they do, thereby being more purposeful in theintrey of graduate students. Using a
mixed methods approach, the CID surveyed 2,176dalcstudents and 668 faculty. In
addition, the CID hosted convenings: 16 working timgs in a period of three years to
encourage faculty and students to share ideas dooctdral education. The CID
discovered that the majority of doctoral studentyayed (2,176) were unclear about the
purpose of candidacy exams even though the expmtddbr the exams had been
explained to them (Walker et al., 2008). Formalrses of information about the exams,
such as faculty, administrators, Web sites, andiibaoks, often supplied students with
conflicting or outdated information (Walker et &Q08). Doctoral students reported that
veteran students provided them with the best utaiglgg of the exams and how to
prepare for them (Walker et al., 2008). The CID'gj@ct shows how program ambiguity
can have serious consequences for students batauapacts their performance on
critical evaluations, like candidacy exams, therdblaying degree progress. Like the
CID’s study, the current study also looks at progambiguity, but the current study
focuses specifically on students’ understandinfaoifilty expectations because faculty
are so essential to doctoral persistence.

Similar to the CID’s work, the Graduate Educatinitidtive (GEI) (Ehrenberg et
al., 2010) found that ambiguous program requiresesre problematic for doctoral
students. The GEI provided annual grants to hunesnilepartments at ten universities (a
total of 45 departments and 3,063 entering studlémas redesigned their programs to

decrease attrition and increase degree compldibre(berg et al., 2010). Using a
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mixed-methods approach, data was gathered ovetyadrperiod from 1980 to 2006
from surveys of entering doctoral students and ahdepartmental progress reports
(Ehrenberg et al., 2010). In this study, ambigoitprogram requirements was directly
connected to attrition:

the clarity of departmental rules concerning regmuients, incompletes,

timetables, and TTD significantly affected the pabllities that students would

complete their degrees. More specifically, probaéd of attrition increased

when students reported that departmental rules marelearly stated, but

probabilities of completion were not significandifected. (p. 256)
The results of the GEI show that program ambighéy serious repercussions that extend
beyond student confusion and dissatisfaction tatiatt. Because the GEI did not include
the field of education, there is a need for redearchis field that examines the
relationship between program ambiguity and attmitoo persistence.

Peer Relationships

Although peer relationships are not as influerdmfaculty relationships in
promoting doctoral student persistence, peers geostitical support and knowledge that
are assistive in degree completion. In this sectioa lack of peer collaboration in many
doctoral programs is examined, followed by a dismrsof the benefits of peer
relationships in clarifying faculty expectations.

Peer Collaboration Not Encouraged in Doctoral Pragrs

Although peer support can be helpful for doctotatlents, many doctoral
programs do not promote peer collaboration. Inm@stto professional schools that
accentuate the class or the group as a whole, depsirtments highlight individualized

learning at the graduate level (Baird, 1990; Deal®84, Lovitts, 2001). For some

students, individualized learning can be challeg@is it may lead to isolation and
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perpetuate confusion about program requirementseXxample, one doctoral student in
an English department commented on the lonelinedssalation he felt as one of several
hundred students in his department; this studetiiducommented that thesis writing
leant itself to solitary behavior that limited thlearing of intellectual ideas among
students (Lozoff, 1976). Similarly, Baird (1990)shaointed out the disadvantages of
individualized learning for graduate students:

Individualized instruction . . . tends to deprihe fgraduate student of the social

support of other students. It also deprives himpe#r information about the

nature of the role demands of the faculty and efggudgments of the best way

to meet them. (p. 366)
Individualized instruction can also foster a conitpet environment that inhibits student
camaraderie and the potential for shared knowl¢Bged, 1990). Lovitts (2001)
described how competition can lead to studenti®wiand group ignorance which are
critical factors in doctoral student attrition basa they prevent students from becoming
connected to faculty and peers in their departnhentamunity and they impede
students’ understanding of graduate educationshbrt, they throw students onto their
own resources for survival” (Lovitts, 2001, p. 3®ost doctoral programs fail to
encourage peer collaboration, thereby jeopardigindent integration and the
understanding of faculty and program requiremesiisdents may benefit from doctoral
programs that offer opportunities for peer suppod learning, thereby allowing students
to share knowledge about their programs and siestdgr success.

Peers Clarify Faculty Expectations
Students’ relationships with peers can be helpfuiscerning faculty

expectations. Graduate students’ discussions Win peers have been assistive in

clarifying ambiguous faculty and program requiretsgBaird, 1990; Berelson, 1960;
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Corcoran & Clark, 1984; Heard, 1963; Heiss, 1964cNanic, 1962; Kleinman, 1983,
Lovitts, 2001; Sullivan, 1991). For example, Logi{fR001) described the importance of a
student subculture that allows students to confdrthereby understand the unwritten
expectations of their program. Peer camaraderidnegnstudents succeed in graduate
school by providing emotional support, reaffirmiiagulty expectations, setting
standards for the quality of work, and provokintggilectual growth (Baird, 1990).
The importance of peer support was highlighted stuay by Gardner (2007)
who interviewed doctoral students to understanat Hoeialization in doctoral programs.
Regardless of the department, students mentioredspeport more frequently and more
consistently than faculty support. Gardner (20@pprted that students commonly relied
on the ‘graduate student grapevine’ as a sourgeliidance, and that students relied on
their connections with other students to help tipemsist at the beginning of their
programs. One doctoral student described the utasheling and approachability that
peers offered:
They're at the same level as you are, they've egpeed some of the things that
you’re experiencing now, or they've experienceetore so they can tell you
what to expect and you can interact with them. &lsamot that social distance
that exists initially between graduate studentsfandlty members because of the
difference in status. | immediately fell upon otlgeaduate students as a sort of
support group. (Gardner, 2008 p. 338)
Similarly, The Carnegie Initiative on the Doctoratgted that students are comfortable
engaging with other students, but are much lesdartable engaging with faculty,
whether in formal or informal settings (Walker & 2008). Although students need
faculty support to succeed in their doctoral proggastudents are more comfortable

engaging with their peers. Peers can assist e&eh iot clarifying program requirements

and in understanding faculty expectations, andraswalt, peer support may contribute to
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doctoral student persistence. The work by Gardgt€)7) and the CID highlighted the
importance of peer relationships to doctoral sttgldrike those studies, the current study
also examines peer relationships, but uses quanigfivariables to examine three
different types of peer relationships and theiatiehship to student persistence. Further,
the current study examines if peer relationshipsaiase students’ understanding of
faculty expectations, thereby increasing studergigince.
Studying the Field of Education

Faculty and peer relationships have been exammeslation to doctoral student
persistence in a variety of fields, but for thegmse of this study, | focused solely on the
field of education. The field of education is imgaott to study because it is unlike many
other fields at the doctoral level. First, it ilaege, multidisciplinary field that impacts
many students (Golde & Walker, 2006). Second, stdanique culture, based on an
individualistic approach to learning and lackingay of shared curriculum (Golde &
Walker, 2006), that can be isolating and dauntorgsbme students. And finally, the field
of education attracts a different student body thider fields of study. All of these topics
were discussed previously in Chapter 1, but | amgyto examine the last topic in
greater detail in this section.

Student Population in Education

The field of education attracts students who agguently underrepresented in
doctoral programs. Doctoral programs in educatiencamprised of more women than
men (Nettles & Millett, 2006) and have higher ehmant rates of Black students and

older students than any other field of stuBgp¢torate recipients2010; Gravois, 2005).
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Female Students

Female doctoral students are a growing populahagraduate education whose
experiences are evolving. Previously, the doctoegree was considered a male domain,
and as such, women'’s experiences in doctoral pnogciffered widely from the
experiences of men. In 1982, Hall and Sandler desttithe chilly classroom climate
experienced by women in higher education: “womew gither be singled out or ignored
because of their gender, which leads to a losswfigdence in their abilities and puts
them at an educational disadvantage” (Morris, 2@03). However, the 1980s were a
turning point in doctoral education as more womemnerawarded doctorates than men
(Golde, 2006). In particular, the field of educatimay be viewed as one of the more
hospitable learning environments for women as farenwvomen enroll in this field than
any other field of study. In addition to addresding classroom climate for women, the
literature on female doctoral students documerttegketmain areas: relationships with
faculty, relationships with peers, and conflictiifg roles.

Relationships with faculty are the most commonlyoréed contributor to
women’s persistence in doctoral prografiderzig, 2002; Hite, 1985; Kaplan, 1982;
Lees, 1996; Pride, 2008vallace, 200D However, female students are often less
successful than their male colleagues in developositive, mentoring relationships with
faculty, especially in male dominated fields (Hi®85; Holmstrom & Holmstrom, 1974;
Kaplan, 1982; Nettles & Millett, 2006). Inequitabéarning experiences spurred research
that examined the different experiences of malefandhle doctoral students. In a
comprehensive study by Nettles and Millett (2006¢, researchers examined the impact

of individual, institutional, field, faculty, andnfancial characteristics on doctoral
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students’ progress to degree completion by usiqgaatitative approach to survey 9,036
doctoral students from 21 institutions in 11 fietdstudy. When the field of education
was examined specifically, men rated their sogat (01) and academip € .05)
relationships with faculty higher than their fematinterparts (Nettles & Millett, 2006).
Given the research findings in this study, it islear if women experience greater
challenges than men in their relationships withufgc Additional research is needed in
the predominantly female field of education to ustend student relationships with
faculty and any distinctions in these relationslipsex.

Female doctoral students frequently mention thaes#at they place on peer
support as they progress through their doctorajnaros (Kerlin, 1997; Nettles & Millett,
2006; Pride, 2005; Underwood, 2002). In a few datlie studies (Kerlin, 1997; Pride,
2005; Underwood, 2003), researchers examined theriexces of women in doctoral
programs across a variety of fields and reportatipker relationships were important.
Kerlin (1997) noted that “peer support networkketllan important void [for women] in
their doctoral experiences and in some instana@gged a refuge for students in which
they could revitalize their forward momentum” (g42. The benefit of peer support for
female doctoral students is worth noting, but thetadies did not include men so it is
difficult to know if peer support is of particulanportance to women or if it is valued by
doctoral students in general, regardless of gefder.2006 study by Nettles and Millett
included both male and female doctoral studentseaadhined individual, institutional,
field, faculty, and financial characteristics acosany fields of study. When examining
different fields of study, Nettles and Millett (280)0indicated that female doctoral

students reported superior relationships with pedssn compared to male doctoral
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students in the humanities, sciences and mathesnatid the social sciences fields.
However, in the field of education, male doctotadents reported superior relationships
with peers when compared to female doctoral stsd&itven the value that female
doctoral students place on peer relationships meige and the inferior peer relationships
reported by women in education in particular, emeaments can be made to doctoral
programs in education that facilitate peer suppod learning.

The numerous and often conflicting roles that workudfiil at home, at work, and
at school also impact women'’s persistence in datfmograms. Specifically, child
rearing and family responsibilities can conflictimivomen’s graduate school demands
(Schneider, 1987; Wong & Sanders, 1983). “In gdneramen were more likely to take
account of the impact of going to graduate schodhe significant people in their
private lives” (Berg & Ferber, 1983, p. 644). Contmments to family members,
especially to children under the age of 18, arestattion to women from their graduate
degree programs. Nettles and Millett's (2006) stedgmined the impact of family
relationships on doctoral students’ progress taekegompletion. Nettles and Millett’s
(2006) findings indicated that doctoral studenthwhildren are 1.6 times more likely to
stop out of their programs than doctoral studeritisaut children. The findings also
indicated that doctoral students in education wiecewnarried or had a domestic partner
experienced a 29% greater increase in the oddersistence than students who were not
married or who did not have a domestic partnert{déeand Millett, 2006). Doctoral
students who have children are likely to experiesmditional challenges in their progress
to degree completion when compared to doctoralestisdwithout children. Because

doctoral students in education are frequently oldan doctoral students in other fields
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of study, they often have family responsibilitibattwaylay them from degree
completion. In response, doctoral programs in etilucdave developed programs of
study with alternative schedules that may be sugguhrents who are juggling family,
work, and school demands. The current study exairtime persistence of doctoral
students in non-traditional programs of study tderstand if student characteristics
(such as spousal or parenting relationships) inftegoersistence.

Black Students

The experiences d@lack students in doctoral programs differ from the
experiences of their White colleagues. For a Bitaklent, doctoral study at a
Predominantly White Institution (PWI) can be a mautarly isolating experience as he or
she may be the only Black student or one of orfgmaBlack students in a program.
Black students reported experiences of racismati®wol, and alienation that challenged
their persistence in doctoral programs at PWisléBal 2006; Bingman, 2003,

Blackwell, 1981; Blackwell, 1983; Ellis, 2001; Jamm, 2001; King, 1996; Nettles, 1990;
Respress, 1997). This section will examine theditge that addresses the persistence of
Black doctoral students in three areas: relatigrsshiith faculty mentors, relationships
with peers, and department climate.

Like many doctoral students, Black students beffigfih supportive relationships
with faculty. The mentoring and advising relatioipsWith faculty can be especially
helpful in promoting the persistence of Black studgBallard, 2006; Bingman, 2003;
Ellis, 2001; Johnson, 2001; King, 1996; Respre8871 However, researchers (Ballard,
2006; King, 1996) have reported that Black studentsoften disappointed that there are

few or no Black faculty in departments at PWIs ¢bas mentors. Further, some Black
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students experienced strained communications whité/faculty (Johnson, 2001) which
contributed to their search for mentors outsid&heir doctoral programs or their
institutions (Ballard, 2006; Ellis, 2001). In a djtetive study by Ellis (2001), 67 current
and former doctoral students from a variety of paogs at a single institution were
interviewed to understand their socialization,sattion with doctoral study, and
commitment to degree completion. In her findingéisindicated that Black women(
= 3.0) were the least satisfied with their doct@aigrams when compared to Black men
(M = 3.73), White menM = 3.3), and White womeM = 3.2), and that this rating
primarily stemmed from the dissatisfaction of Blasttmen with faculty mentors. In
another study, Nettles and Millett (2006) examitiezlimpact of several factors on
doctoral students’ degree completion by using atjizdive approach to survey 9,036
doctoral students from 21 institutions in 11 fietdsstudy. Nettles and Millett noted that
“although 70 percent of the doctoral students insample, overall, reported having a
faculty mentor, more African American students (3@P&n whites (29%) did not have
access to a mentor” (p. 211). When these findingewexamined by field of study, the
sciences and mathematics fields showed signifigdeiver Black students in mentoring
relationships than White, but this difference dad exist in the other fields of study,
namely education. It seems that Black studentslut&tion are not challenged any more
than their White colleagues in developing prodwetielationships with faculty, however,
additional research is needed in this area, edpeatePWIs where Black students have
struggled historically with alienation and racism.

Black students’ relationships with faculty membans more critical to degree

completion than their relationships with peers,pegr support contributes to their
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persistence (Ellis, 2001). Ellis (2001) noted than-traditional doctoral students do not
generally devote time to peer relationships, bat donsistent peer relationships occur
more frequently among Black students than Whitdestts. Relationships with Black
peers are important for Black students becauseninghes their feelings of isolation at
PWIs and offers them a network for information ghgu(Bingman, 2003). In a

gualitative study of ten Black doctoral studentsigBnan (2003) explored the factors that
contributed to student persistence. “When Africanekican students meet and interact,
they can provide one another with social and acadsupport, information about the
availability of financial aid to meet student fireaal obligations, and perspectives related
to academic achievement” (Bingman, 2003, p. 12@né&Black students also reported
supportive relationships with their White peerg, these relationships were not as strong
as those with Black students (Bingman, 2003). Relahips with peers, especially Black
peers, are a valuable support network for Blaclestts at PWiIs.

Department and institutional climate also conti#io persistence among Black
students. In a mixed methods study by Respresg},1264 Black, male doctoral
students were surveyed to understand the instiaiti@ctors at PWIs and HBCUs that
contributed to student persistence. PWIs and HBSlgsficantly differed in race
relations, social adjustment, mentoring, and iasthal climate. Black students at
HBCUs felt that they were valuable and integral rhers of their departments whereas
Black students at PWIs felt that inclusionary costavere missing from their institutions
(Respress, 1997). Further, Black students at P@yigrted experiences of racism,
alienation, isolation, and depression that chakehtipeir persistence (Ballard, 2006;

Bingman, 2003; Blackwell, 1981; Blackwell, 1983Ji§|2001; Johnson, 2001; King,
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1996; Nettles, 1990; Respress, 1997). In anothelysEllis (2001) used a qualitative
approach to examine the satisfaction, socializatod degree completion of Black men
and women and White men and women. The findingsated that classroom climate
was the primary determinant of the department’srenmnent among all four groups of
people. In particular, Black and White women we@enconcerned with classroom
climate than Black and White men (Ellis, 2001).d&l@and White women also expressed
a heightened concern about the absence of commurthtgir departments with Black
women reporting the highest levels of isolatioralbfour groups (Ellis, 2001). At PWIs,
classroom climate impacts the persistence of btabhkBstudents and White students, but
has a heightened impact on Black women in particBlecause more Black students
enroll in the field of education than any othetdief study and because classroom
climate is a critical yet uncertain aspect of studetegration at PWIs, the current study
provided needed research on the persistence ok Blatt White students in the field of
education at a PWI.
Older Students

The majority of studies (Bishop, 1981; Campbel®2.9Dolph, 1983; Ducette,
1990; Dunnerstick, 1990; Flores, 1984; Frasie®31@irves & Wemmerus, 1988; Ott,
Markewich, & Ochsner, 1984; Pauley, Cunningham,&hT 1999; Valentine, 1986) that
examined the relationship between age and dodtrdént persistence indicate that age
is not predictive of persistence. However, thesdifigs are considered with caution for
several reasons. First, most of these studies egréucted on traditional students (for
example, 65% of participants were younger than&8s/old for Valentine, 1986), so the

findings for non-traditional students may diffeec®nd, some of these studies used a
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dichotomous variable to measure age (for exampliagbeither younger than or older
than 25 years of age for Girves & Wemmerus, 1988 sesearcher’s definition of a
younger student and an older student is uniquieaibgarticular study. Third, some of
these studies provided the average age of thecjpamits but did not provide the range of
participants’ ages and the percentage of partitgpi@reach age group, which limits the
value of the findings. In addition, a few studi€o0k & Swanson, 1978; Skudlarek,
1992; Wagner, 1986) reported a significant negatl&tionship between age and
doctoral student persistence. Overall, the relaiignbetween age and doctoral student
persistence remains unclear and additional reséagarranted.
Studying Non-Traditional Programs

There are many doctoral programs in the field afca¢ion that can be studied,
but for this research project | focused on noniti@aal programs. These types of
programs are important to understand because #reg a growing, evolving student
body and these emerging programs are less unddr§tao traditional programs. Non-
traditional programs are especially important talgtin the field of education as the
students in these programs are frequently older shadents in other fields, and as a
result, these students often have well developesecaand family responsibilities that
may hinder them from participating in traditionalotoral programs.

Non-Traditional Programs in Educational LeadershipGWU

The focus of this study is on The George Washingioiversity’s (GWU) non-
traditional doctoral programs in educational leatlgr, which use intensive scheduling
and employ cohort learning communities to accomnettee needs of their student

body. GWU'’s doctoral programs are offered via istea scheduling in the evenings and
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on weekends, which attract students who have pasrother than their academic
commitments. By offering classes with intensiveesitiling, students retain the
traditional classroom setting that characterressdentialofferings, but classes meet less
frequently and for longer periods of time than degy scheduled classes. Researchers
(Hagedorn, 1993; Girves & Wemmerus, 1988) have ptethnon-traditional programs
as a means of increasing student retention atréigugte level. In particular, Hagedorn
(1993) recommended weekend graduate classes ag @ wareasing persistence among
non-traditional female doctoral students. Manyitasbns, like GWU, have developed
graduate programs aimed at busy adults who wdottes on their coursework while
foregoing the extracurricular and social aspectsaafitional university life. One student
described the demand for doctoral programs that ofbn-traditional schedules:
I'm a 49 year old PhD candidate working full tin@@ne of the reasons it took me
18 years to go from my Masters to a PhD is thatulan’t find a program that
was congruent with the rest of my life. | didn’'tmédo have to leave my job and
attend school full time. | am now in a program igher ed administration (what |
do for a living) and will be able to do the residgmnvithout leaving my job.
Insitutions ic] need to provide options for non-traditional stoide who may end
up being some of their best students because ofatpe and experience. (Barb
from Missouri, 2004)
This student, who works full time and is older tlihe median age (32.2 years) of
doctoral recipientsoctorate recipients2010), might be considered an anomaly in
many fields of study but is typical of the doctosaldent population in the field of
education. The non-traditional program offeringeducational leadership at GWU are
meant to attract and retain a diverse body of aluttent learners.
In addition to offering alternative scheduling, G& non-traditional programs

are organized around cohort learning communities\d@ programs are beneficial

because of the interpersonal, supportive learnmiy@nment that students experience

a7



(Barnett & Muse, 1993; Beck & Kosnik, 2000; HilQ45; Horn, 2001; Mello, 2003;
Norris, Barnett, Basom, & Yerkes, 1996; Teitel, I9Because students in cohort
learning environments consistently interact with §ame peer groups as they progress
through their degree programs, there is a heigdtepeortunity for peer collaboration
and the potential for shared knowledge about fg@Kpectations. In Lovitts’ (2001)
study that uncovered causes of doctoral studentiatt faculty commented on the on the
value that peer support plays in student degreetaiion: “I think community makes a
lot of difference. | think the students who are tiid®ly to complete [the degree] are
those that are involved with other students inrmainity of one kind or another” (p.
27). Given the isolating nature of many doctoralgpams and the challenges that
students face in developing relationships with Bggwohort learning communities can
provide students with supportive learning environtae
Literature about Cohort Programs in Education

The literature on cohort programs in educationldesen steadily emerging since
the early 1990s. The experiences of practitiorsdministrators, and researchers have
contributed to the growing body of literature aboahort programs. The literature of
practitioners (Barnett & Muse, 1993; Horn, 2001;mhail, 2000; Packard, Cotera,
Dereshiwsky, Venedam, & Fritz, 1995) is helpfubimderstanding the needs of student
populations and how cohort programs can providguenand powerful learning
environments for students. In addition, administrsit(Beck & Kosnik, 2000; Bratlien et
al., 1992; Hatley et al., 1996; Hill, 1995; McPha&000; Melnychuk, 2001; Roberts,
1993; Teitel, 1997) preliminary evaluations of ngwhplemented cohort programs are

assistive in contributing anecdotal and descriptegzarch to the field. Finally,
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researchers (Barnett, Basom, Yerkes, & Norris, 28@@udin, Roth, Greenwood, &
Boudreau, 2002; Cox-Peterson, 2004; Dorn et a@51Byson & Hanley, 2002; Hebert
& Reynolds, 1998; Reynolds & Hebert, 1995; Schi##)2; Sigafus, 1998; Twale &
Kochan, 2000; Wesson, Holman, Holman, & Cox, 1986)e added to this body of
knowledge through their systematic examinationabfast programs. Together, the
literature provides an understanding of the besefitd challenges of cohort programs.
Benefits of Cohort Programs

Cohort programs are beneficial because of the stippdearning community that
develops among students and between students antyfadministrators (Barnett &
Muse, 1993; Barnett et al., 2000; Beck & KosnikQ@QHill, 1995; Horn, 2001; Mello,
2003; Norris et al., 1996; Teitel, 1997). The memslm# a cohort program, through their
development as a group, become interdependentigharal., 1996). Each individual
member supports the group, and likewise, the gsugports each individual member.
Interdependence among group members is markeddmaation, respect, collaboration,
and commitment to a common goal (Norris et al.,6)9%hese positive characteristics of
group interdependence are reflected in the obsensaand reports about cohort
programs: cohorts offer cohesive learning enviromsiéHill, 1995; Reynolds & Hebert,
1995; Wesson, et al., 1996) that enable studenm®th collaboratively (Beck & Kosnik,
2000; Hill, 1995), to take risks in a supportivétiog (Barnett & Muse, 1993; Beck &
Kosnik, 2000; Mello, 2003; Norris et al., 1996; Bdi 1997), to empower themselves in
the learning process (Beck & Kosnik, 2000; Hill989Horn, 2001; Teitel, 1997), and to

develop their leadership skills (Barnett et alQ@0Horn, 2001; Norris et al., 1996). The
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interdependent group dynamic of a cohort prograowiges students with the necessary
support to promote academic and personal growth.
Challenges of Cohort Programs

Although the literature focused predominantly oa blenefits of cohort programs,
the challenges of cohort programs were also adelle§€xhort programs can prove
challenging for students when assumptions are rabdet the cohort group as a whole.
Some students felt that their cohort group receaveégative label from faculty when a
few students in their group performed poorly oraeted themselves in a contentious
manner (Hill, 1995). Students also found cohorugsoto be challenging if their group
developed a negative dynamic. A few argumentativdents can disrupt the formation
of solidarity among cohort members, and the presefnthese less collaborative
members has to be endured for the duration of tbgram (Beck & Kosnik, 2000;
Teitel, 1997). In addition, if a student is contiusly unprepared for class (Teitel, 1997)
or if a student repeatedly burdens the cohort wighor her personal concerns (Barnett &
Muse, 1993), the cohort can divide into cliqueg timait collaboration and diminish
morale (Teitel, 1997; Wesson, et al., 1996). Finabme adversarial relationships
between students and faculty were noted (Barneitt,e2000). A negative group
dynamic, which often stems from the behavior odwa §tudents, can stunt the growth of
a supportive learning environment for an entirearbgroup.
Persistence in Cohort Programs

Between 1995 and 2008, researchers conducted eteveinical studies (Barnett,
Basom, Yerkes, & Norris, 2000; Beaudin, Roth, Gvesod, & Boudreau, 2002; Cox-

Peterson, 2004; Dorn et al., 1995; Dyson & Hank®Q2; Hebert & Reynolds, 1998;
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Reynolds & Hebert, 1995; Schulte, 2002; Sigafu®81Twale & Kochan, 2000;
Wesson, Holman, Holman, & Cox, 1996) about cohargmms at the undergraduate
and graduate levels (see Appendix B). Of theseeselstudies, six studies (Cox-Peterson,
2004; Dorn et al., 1995; Schulte, 2002; Sigafu989wale & Kochan, 2000; Wesson et
al., 1996) included populations of doctoral studefitf these six studies, three studies
(Cox-Peterson, 2004; Twale & Kochan, 2000; Wessa@h. £1996) assessed the value of
cohort programs based on students’ reports of pafsmd academic experiences and the
other three studies (Dorn et al., 1995; Schult@22&igafus, 1998) focused on student
persistence. In the following section, the threesiséence studies are examined in detail.

Dorn, Papalewis, and Brown (1993 the first study, Dorn, Papalewis, and
Brown (1995) developed and tested the Cohesivaares®ersistence Questionnaire
(CPQ) to analyze the relationship between grougsekness and persistence among
doctoral students in educational leadership caghrmgrams. Using a mixed methods
approach, the researchers surveyed 108 doctod®rgsifrom eight universities in the
fall of 1994. Although the type of sampling strategas not specified, a convenience
sample was most likely used as the researchersdeg®n department chairs and
program coordinators from other institutions tarmlite and to collect the surveys. The
study did not include a return rate for the survey.

The CPQ was developed using a definition of ptasce and eight cohesiveness
factors that were culled from a review of the keire on doctoral persistence and group
learning dynamics (Dorn, Papalewis, & Brown, 19%%grsistence, as defined by Brien
(1992) and Ethington and Smart (1986), “referstiolents completing assignments and

making consistent progress toward their degreespitdeany setbacks” (Dorn, Papalewis,
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& Brown, 1995, Methodology section, para 2). Theesiveness factors included:
“1) common goals or enemies; 2) success at attagoals; 3) self-disclosure, risk-
taking; 4) member support; 5) common values arerésts; 6) interpersonal
compatibility; 7) commitment to group; and 8) magtof needs such as self-
actualization needs” (Dorn, Papalewis, & Brown, 399lethodology section, para 2).
The survey collected quantitative data by askingests to rate 24 items (12 related to
persistence and 12 related to cohesiveness) udikgd scale; it also collected
gualitative data by posing three open-ended guestio

The findings from the study (Dorn, Papalewis, & B 1995) revealed a
positive correlation between some of the cohesisef@ctors and some of the persistence
items (see below) and an overall positive corretabetween the sum of the cohesiveness
factors’ scores and the sum of the persistencesitecoresi(= .77,p < .01). The
researchers conducted independdsasts on each cohesiveness factor, which showed a
significant relationship between four of the fastercommitment to the group, risk-
taking, interpersonal compatibility, and commonlgeaand some of the persistence
items (Dorn, Papalewis, & Brown, 1995). There wasggaificant correlation between
commitment to the group and the following persisgeitems: persistence in the program
(r =.63,p<.01), completing the doctoratex .65,p < .01), earning the degree< .64,
p <.01), and remaining in the program~.59,p < .01). For the risk-taking factor, there
was a significant correlation to completing thetdoate ( = .5,p < .01) and remaining in
the programr(= .5,p < .01). For the interpersonal compatibility factibrere was a
significant correlation to degree completior=(51,p < .01) and completing the

doctorate( = .69,p < .01). For the common goals factor, there wagaifstant
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correlation to completing the degree=(.5,p < .01). The researchers did not address the
eight remaining cohesiveness factors that wereowelated to persistence. The
gualitative data gathered from the open-ended guguestions complimented the
guantitative data: students commented on the stipp@nd motivating aspects of their
relationships with peers in their group. The reslears did not report any negative
comments from students about peer relationships.gliantitative and qualitative

findings reported in this study have strengthemedésearch on non-traditional doctoral
cohort programs, however a more detailed presentafithe findings may have further
enriched the research in this area.

Sigafus (1998)in the second persistence study, Sigafus (1998peegthe
experiences of doctoral candidates who left theliroct program prior to degree
completion. Taking a qualitative approach and eryiptpphenomenological strategies,
the researcher examined the degree experiencésdufc@oral students who enrolled in
the first remote cohort program offered via a camabon of compressed-video and face-
to-face instruction by the University of Kentuckypepartment of Educational
Administration and Supervision. The researcherectdd data in three ways: 1) by
conducting four small group interviews (consistofgeight participants) and 36
individual interviews; 2) by talking with departmdaculty about the program and the
students; and 3) by reviewing documents, such@y@m announcements, course
syllabi, and students’ files. The use of triangolatstrengthened the study’s design,
however the data collected from conversations faithilty and from students’ files were

not presented in the findings.
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Sigafus (1998) provided a detailed account of #ita dollection and analysis
process. Beginning in spring 1995 and continuingtie next six months, she
interviewed the participants. The 36 individuakmiews consisted of all 25 participants
being interviewed once, nine participants beingmiewed twice, and two participants
being interviewed three times. These interviewsawsamducted in person and tape
recorded with the participants’ consent. Intervidava was transcribed and coded using
descriptive, analytic, and interpretive codes teeltap themes. Sigafus did not provide a
list of questions or topics discussed during therinew.

Four interconnecting themes emerged from the dabysis process: structure,
pressure, support, and authority. Structure isneefias “the effective arrangement of
tasks and resources leading to desired resultgaf&s, 1998, p. 7). Pressure is “a sense
of obligation for tasks, responsibilities, and telaships” (Sigafus, 1998, p. 8). Support
is “access to significant others who help releasepressure associated with complicated
lives” (Sigafus, 1998, p. 9). Authority is “how initluals acknowledge power and
control in life situations” (Sigafus, 1998, p. Mrawing on social learning and cognitive
style theories, Sigafus conceptually linked ther filmemes to the constructs of locus of
control and field dependence-independence respégtiv

Sigafus (1998) used the constructs of locus ofroband field dependence-
independence, as exhibited through the four thetoatgfine a critical change in
doctoral students’ attitudes after they achievedltacy. According to Taylor (1984),
locus of control “refers to the manner in which pleadiffer in the degree of association
or relationship that they place between their o@hdvior and consequent outcomes”

(Sigafus, 1998, p. 13); it consists of two tendescinternal and external locus of control.

54



People who exhibit an internal locus of control emefident in their problem solving
abilities, exhibit proactive behavior, and perfonmall with ambiguous tasks (Sigafus,
1998). People who exhibit an external locus of aarare often filled with doubt, tend to
make decisions through consensual agreement, andtdixcel at performing
unstructured tasks (Sigafus, 1998). According &itK1984), field dependence-
independence is “the qualitative aspect of intéllakcfunction related to how an
individual perceives the world and solves problgragaining to those perceptions”
(Sigafus, 1998, p. 17); it consists of two cogmtstyles: the field-independent style and
the field-dependent style. People who exhibit Elfirdependent style are adept at
managing abstracts thoughts, do not require higinlyctured learning environments, and
are socially independent (Sigafus, 1998). People exhibit a field-dependent style
often depend on others to gather information, prefghly structured learning
environments, and are socially dependent (SigdR&8). Sigafus (1998) drew
connections between the internal locus of contndl the field-independent style and
between the external locus of control and the fd#gendent style in showing a coupled
transition of the social learning and cognitivelesyof departing doctoral candidates.
The findings revealed a critical change in the adeiarning and cognitive styles
of doctoral candidates who left their program ptmdegree completion. By organizing
students’ comments into two categories—the preHyurad examination stage and the
post-qualifying examination stage—Sigafus (1998gda transition from internal locus
of control to external locus of control and a titias from field-independence style to
field-dependence style after the course work aadythalifying examination were

complete and the dissertation process had begupreBent the findings, Sigafus (1998)
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catalogued students’ comments by the four emelthi@mes and by pre- and post-
examination stages to show the distinct changkarattitudes of doctoral students who
left the program during their candidacy.

Sigafus’ findings highlighted a critical changedoctoral students’ attitudes when
they reached candidacy, however, some of the fgsdmight have been even more
compelling if presented in greater detail. Sigafd€98) findings implied that the
transition in both locus of control and field degence-independence occurred for each
departing candidate, however this needs to bedseadglicitly. If the transition in either
locus of control or field dependence-independerceiiwed more frequently among the
population of departing candidates, this distinctieeds to be included. Also, the
findings could have been enhanced by comparingéparting candidates’ data to that of
degree completers. Sigafus’ (1998) findings suggkttat departing doctoral candidates
specifically experience critical changes in loctisantrol and field dependence-
independence, however, this finding might be furgieengthened if presented in
contrast to the experiences of degree completersial, Sigafus’ research provided an
important understanding of the critical changettituale that was experienced by
doctoral candidates in a non-traditional cohorigpam.

Schulte (2002)in the final persistence study, Schulte (2002 $he Ethical
Climate Index (ECI) to measure the ethical climafteohort and non-cohort programs.
The purpose of this study was twofold: 1) “to comgpeohort and non-cohort graduate
student perceptions of the ethical climate of amcatlonal administration program at one

university,” and 2) “to determine the perceived ortpance of the ethical climate in the

56



retention of students within an educational adniaien program” (Schulte, 2002, p.
30). Applying a quantitative approach, Schulte @0€urveyed cohort and non-cohort
students pursuing master’s and doctoral degreedunational administration at a
midwestern university in the spring and fall seraesbf 1999. Over the course of the
two semesters, 65 surveys were distributed. Oktrmsgvey responses were received
from 19 cohort students and 27 non-cohort students total of 46 responseN € 46),
resulting in a 71% return rate.

The ECI was created by applying Kitchener’s fiviei@l principles—autonomy,
nonmaleficence, beneficence, justice, and fidelity-teractions among students and
between students and faculty (Schulte, 2002). TQkskrvey measured the ethical
climate of three types of relationships: facultystodent, student to faculty, and student
to studentWithin this survey, students also responded tdent®n scale that measured
the importance of the program’s ethical climateaetention. Students used a five-point
Likert scale to respond to these items. Cronbaalplsa reliability scores verified the
reliability of both scales. Using SPSS statistgftware, data was analyzed by
conducting four individuat-tests on the retention scale and the three types o
relationships measuring ethical climate. The indelgat variable for each of thests
was group (cohort or non-cohort), allowing the ge@lto show a significant difference
(at the .05 level) between cohort and non-coharg@ams.

The findings from Schulte’s (2002) study indicatkdt cohort programs support
an ethical climate. Cohort students’ perceptionthefethical climate in their program
were significantly more positive than the percemiof non-cohort students when

examining the student to faculty relationship amelstudent to student relationship.
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However, there was no significant difference inadfand non-cohort students’
perceptions when examining the faculty to studelationship. In addition, the results of
the retention scale reveal that both cohort andaatrort students find ethical climate to
be important in student retention.

Schulte’s study provides a valuable examinatioatbical climate in a non-
traditional cohort program, however, there arevalfmitations in the study’s design.
First, the small sample sizN € 46) was a weakness in the research design. Sglopnd
combining master’s level and doctoral level studemther study, Schulte’s (2002)
findings are somewhat limited in spurring degreegpam changes. Master’s level and
doctoral level students are often grouped togedbaggraduate students, but the difference
in master’s degree and doctoral degree programsuéastantial enough to warrant
distinct studies. Third, the connection betweencatttlimate and student retention is not
affirmed through Schulte’s study. The retentionesoaeasures students’ perceptions of
the value of ethical climate on retention, but ¢hisrno statistical analysis that correlates
ethical climate to retention.

Gap in the Literature on Cohort PrograniBhe persistence studies by Dorn et al.
(1995), Schulte (2002), and Sigafus (1998) examihezk very different areas in the
arena of non-traditional cohort programs, leavivgd@e gap in the literature for the
development of the current study. The current stlitfgrs from these previous studies in
three main ways: theoretical approach, sample arag method of data analysis. First,
the current study used a theoretical approachhidgmnot been applied in earlier studies.
As mentioned previously, there is a strong corn@habetween academic and social

integration (Tinto, 1975, 1993) and doctoral stugensistence, but these constructs have
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not been examined on a population of educatioradeship students in a non-traditional
doctoral cohort program. Instead, theories abdutat climate (Schulte, 2002),
cohesiveness (Dorn et al., 1995), and social legrand cognitive styles (Sigafus, 1998)
have been used to guide former studies concermingrtprograms. The use of social
and academic integration in the current study veasull in extending the research on the
persistence of traditional doctoral students to ¢giaon-traditional doctoral students.

Second, the current study € 243) used a larger sample size than those @atain
in earlier studies. The sample size for Sigafusdgt(N = 25) was appropriate given its
gualitative approach and its focus on conceptualifigs, but the sample sizes of Dorn et
al.’s study N = 108) and Schulte’s studi & 46) were small given their quantitative
approach.

Finally, to analyze the data, the current studylusealtivariate analysis instead of
bivariate analysis, as used in previous studiesr([2bal., 1995; Schulte, 2002). Spady
(1970) and Terenzini (1982) recommend that bivariests on correlates be discontinued
in favor of multivariate analysis when examiningrition and persistence data.
Specifically, Terenzini (1982) cautions againsteaed individual tests of significance,
such as Chi Square tedtdests, and one way analyses of variance, becaube aumber
of individual tests increase, the risk of a falselihg of significance (a Type | error)
increases (Terenzini, 1982; Hinkle, Wiersma, & ,Ja@@93). In addition, it is highly
unlikely that the individual variables in the stuahe uncorrelated to one another,
therefore, the use of repeated individual tests taimeasure the relationships between
variables, which is critical in discussing the pegars of persistence or attrition. Unlike

earlier studies, the current study employed regrasmalysis to measure multiple
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predictor variables in relation to a categoricdtecion variable. In summary, this
comparison of former studies to the current steeals a gap in the literature that
positions the current study as relevant and timely.
Conceptual Overview

The framework for this study is based on two manoepts: academic and social
integration (Tinto, 1975, 1993) and role ambigRyzzo et al., 1970). The concepts of
academic and social integration (Tinto, 1993) aeduo establish an understanding of
the construceducationally-related peer relationshipBhe concept of role ambiguity
(Rizzo et al., 1970) is used to establish an undedsng of the construstudents’
understanding of faculty expectations

This section opens with a description of academé social integration. Then,
the program characteristics that contribute of ao@d and social integration are
discussed. Next, the peer relationships of nonttoadl students are examined. Then,
the gap in the literature on the peer relationsbfpdoctoral students is reviewed. Next,
role ambiguity is described along with a reviewlod pertinent literature. Finally, a gap
in the literature on role ambiguity is presented.

Academic and Social Integration

The concepts of academic and social integrationlaen from Tinto’s (1993)
longitudinal model of doctoral persistence. Timdially addressed academic and social
integration in his theory of undergraduate stugbamsistence in 1975 and later applied
this understanding of persistence to the developwfemtheory for doctoral students in
1993. Although Tinto broadened his earlier thedi§76) to incorporate additional

persistence factors in his current theory (1998),domponents of academic and social
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integration have been a mainstay of both theomesaae familiar constructs in many
persistence studies at the undergraduate and gedewals.

In developing the ideas of academic and sociagnateon, Tinto (1975, 1993)
described universities as enterprises that havdeata and social systems. Academic
systems are comprised of formal situations, sualassroom instruction or meetings
with faculty, that can contribute directly to adémt’s academic success (Tinto, 1975,
1993). Social systems are comprised of informalksions, such as extra curricular
activities, campus employment, and relationshipgh weers and faculty outside of the
formal realm of the institution, that can contridunhdirectly to a student’s academic
success (Tinto, 1975, 1993). Tinto did not posiboe system as being more important
than the other, instead he valued both systemsamibned that “their absence increases
the likelihood of [student] departure by estabirghconditions which tend to isolate the
individual from the daily life of the institution’1993, p. 120). Therefore, becoming
integrated into both the academic and social syst&m university is critical to student
persistence.

Academic and Social Integration Promote Persistence

Researchers (Pascarella, 1980; Spady, 1970; Tif#h, 1993) have shown a
significant correlation between academic and saetabration and student persistence.
Typically, researchers have examined program clexratics because of their presumed
ability to integrate students into the academic soal communities of their programs
of study (see studies such as Dolph, 1983; Duckd@0); Faghihi et al., 1999; Frasier,
1993; Long, 1987Malone et al., 2004; Valentine, 1986). As a resuitjerstanding the

impact of program characteristics on doctoral stigleacademic and social integration is
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critical in understanding their persistence. Spedlify, studies in the field of education
repeatedly addressed some of the same persistartoesfthat promote academic and
social integration. In the section that followsyes® common persistence factors are
highlighted in terms of the findings from the sesli

Relationship with faculty memb&even studies (Dolph, 1983; Faghihi et al.,
1999; Foote, 1998; Long, 1987; Malone et al., 200dtce, 1984; Valentine, 1986)
indicated that there is a significant positive tielaship between a student’s relationship
with a faculty member and persistence. Five ofstinelies compared the experiences of
degree completers to non-completers and notedldtaee completers differed from
non-degree completers in the following ways: ama@unat quality of time spent with
faculty chair (Malone et al., 2004); positive respes by students about advisors and
faculty (Long, 1987); students knew more facultymbers and spent more time with
their doctoral dissertation chairpersons and hpds#ive relationships with them
(Dolph, 1983); and students had more positiveimahips with faculty, advisors, and
doctoral committee (Valentine, 1986). In anothedgt persisters significantly differed
from non-persisters in their opportunities to depgbositive relationships with faculty
(Foote, 1998). In yet another study, students wisal eanore positive and cooperative
relationships with their advisors and committee rhera were also more advanced in
their dissertation writing (Faghihi et al., 19981 of these studies collected quantitative
data and used either bivariate (Dolph, 1983; FAf68; Long, 1987; Tierce, 1984;
Valentine, 1986) or multivariate tests (Faghihakt 1999; Malone et al., 2004) to

analyze the data.
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Curriculum.Four studies (Ducette, 1990; Foote, 1998; Long/1%&lentine,
1986) indicated that there is a significant positiglationship between the program’s
curriculum and persistence. Two of the studies @megbthe experiences of degree
completers to non-completers and noted that degrespleters differed from non-
degree completers in the following ways: positiggponses about the curriculum
(Long, 1987); and course work was perceived toflbegh quality (Valentine, 1986). In
another study, the availability of courses and estiisl satisfaction with instruction were
factors that contributed to degree completion (DecE990). In yet another study,
persisters significantly differed from non-persista reporting positive academic
experiences in their doctoral programs (Foote, 198988 of these studies collected
guantitative data and used either bivariate (FA®68; Long, 1987; Valentine, 1986) or
multivariate tests (Ducette, 1990) to analyze thead

Program administrationSeven studies (Ducette, 1990; Foote, 1998; Frasier,
1993; Long, 1987; Malone et al., 2004; Murrell, I98kudlarek, 1992) indicated that
there is a significant positive relationship betweestudent’s satisfaction with the
administration of the program and persistence. Biie studies compared the
experiences of degree completers to non-complatetioted that degree completers
differed from non-degree completers in the follogvimays: positive responses about the
administration of the program (Long, 1987); papation in department events of an
academic nature (Malone et al., 2004); departmepuitialance (Frasier, 1993); and
satisfaction with the program (Ducette, 1990; Satel, 1992). In a study that
examined the barriers to degree completion, nonpteters were frequently affected by

changing educational objectives, time limits, agsidency requirements (Murrell,
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1987). In another study, persisters significantffeded from non-persisters in reporting
positive academic experiences in their doctorajams (Foote, 1998). All of these
studies collected quantitative data and used eltivariate (Long, 1987; Murrell, 1987)
or multivariate tests (Frasier, 1993; Malone et2004; Skudlarek, 1992) to analyze the
data.

Full-time enroliment/duration of studizour studies (Dolph, 1983; Ducette, 1990;
Tierce, 1984; Valentine, 1986) indicated that thera significant positive relationship
between a student’s full-time enrollment and péesise. Three studies (Ducette, 1990;
Long, 1987; Tierce, 1984) indicated that there sggaificant positive relationship
between the number of semesters of coursework @etpand persistence. Another
study compared the experiences of degree completemn-completers and noted that
degree completers spent more time being enrollédife than non-completers
(Valentine, 1986). All of these studies collectedtitative data and used either
bivariate (Dolph, 1983; Long, 1987; Tierce, 1984&]&htine, 1986) or multivariate tests
(Ducette, 1990) to analyze the data.

Relationship with other studentour studies (Malone et al., 2004; Murrell,
1987, Tierce, 1984; Valentine, 1986) indicated thate is a significant positive
relationship between supportive peer relationshigspersistence. Three of the studies
compared the experiences of degree completersntemmpleters and noted that degree
completers differed from non-degree completersienfollowing ways: interaction with
other doctoral students (Malone et al., 2004), tpasrelationships with other students
(Valentine, 1986), encouragement of student intema@nd positive student interaction

(Tierce, 1984). In a study that examined the besiie degree completion, non-
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completers were affected more by peer pressured@pleters (Murrell, 1987). In
contrast to these studies, one study (Dolph, 1B®Bgated that there is not a significant
relationship between supportive peer relationsaipspersistence. All of these studies
collected quantitative data and used either bite@olph, 1983; Murrell, 1987; Tierce,
1984; Valentine, 1986) or multivariate tests (Maat al., 2004) to analyze the data.

Finances One study (Murrell, 1987) indicated that thera Egnificant negative
relationship between a student’s financial needgardistence. Another study (Long,
1987) indicated that there is a significant positiglationship between a student’s
income level and persistence. Yet another studyitite, 1987) reported that a
students’ inability to finance full-time study castently deterred them from degree
completion. Still yet another study indicated ttregre is a significant positive
relationship between a university’s financial cdmition to a student and persistence
(Skudlarek, 1992). Finally, three studies (Dolp®33; Ducette, 1990; Valentine, 1986)
indicated that there is a significant positive tielaship between a student having an
assistantship or fellowship and persistence. Athese studies collected quantitative data
and used descriptive statistics (Whitacre, 198¥griate tests (Dolph, 1983; Long, 1987,
Murrell, 1987; Valentine, 1986), or multivariateste (Ducette, 1990; Malone et al., 2004;
Skudlarek, 1992) to analyze the data.

EmploymentOne study (Skudlarek, 1992) indicated that theme significant
negative relationship between a student’s full-tengployment and persistence. Another
study (Whitacre, 1987) reported that job respohisds consistently deterred students

from degree completion. Both of these studies ctald quantitative data and used
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descriptive statistics (Whitacre, 1987) or multiate tests (Skudlarek, 1992) to analyze
the data.

Many program characteristics have been examinéukifield of education to
understand if they contribute to students’ acadenit social integration, thereby
increasing persistence. Although several varialhée® been studied previously, |
focused on students’ relationships with other stteland students’ relationships with
faculty in the development of this study. In pastar, the current study examined three
areas as they relate to persistence: a) educdtiaedted peer relationships, b) students’
understanding of faculty expectations, and c) sttdearacteristics.

Intersection of Academic and Social Integration

The majority of the literature on student persisgehas treated academic and
social integration as two distinct entities. Thecgete measurement of academic and
social integration was important in testing peesise theories and in laying a foundation
for the research on doctoral student persistenoweder, this research can be extended
and persistence theories can be enhanced or \aditdgtacknowledging a connection
between academic and social integration at theodaldevel.

Tinto’s (1993) theory and Golde’s (2000) reseansidoctoral student persistence
acknowledge an intersection between social andeac@dntegration. Tinto’s (1993)
theory of doctoral persistence describes the inapo# of the local departmental

community, specifically the value of student ancufty relationships within a student’s
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department or program:
Social integration at the graduate level is moosely tied to that of academic
integration than it is at the undergraduate leSektial membership within one’s
program becomes part and parcel of academic mempeeand social interaction
with one’s peers and faculty becomes closely linketonly to one’s intellectual
development, but also to the development of immbis&ills required for doctoral
completion. (Tinto, 1993, p. 232)
Tinto emphasized the interaction between studesfaculty groups by describing
“nested and intersecting” communities of studentsfaculty and academic and social
systems that are “blurred” and “intertwined” (p423The intersection between academic
and social integration at the doctoral level wdsraéd further in Golde’s (2000)
research findings: “Social integration is diffictdt tease out as a component of the
doctoral experience that is separate from acadet@gration” (p. 221). Although
researchers have posited that social integrati@sssimportant than academic
integration in determining persistence, Tinto aradd® argue that separating the two
types of integration at the doctoral level is cbadling, which suggests that peer
relationships may be more assistive in achievirrgipince than previously
acknowledged.
Measuring Peer Relationships of Non-Traditionaldgtots
In general, researchers’ findings have indicated séitademic integration is more
critical than social integration in determining tral student persistence (Faghihi &
Ethington, 1996; Ferrer de Valero, 2001; Foote 81@8rves & Wemmerus, 1998;
Golde, 2000; Leadabrand, 1985; Lovitts, 2001; Met& Millett, 2006; Sorokosh, 2004,
Vaquera, 2004). Specifically, social integration—asred by students’ relationships

with peers—does not impact the persistence ofttoadil students in the same manner

that academic integration—measured by studenttiogiships with faculty—does. In
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these studies, peer relationships were measur@gumely social way, which frequently
includes students’ involvement in social activitescampus and students’ social
interactions with other students. Although thisghyisocial measure of peer relationships
is common in these studies, it does not align Wthresearch (Golde, 2000) and the
theory (Tinto, 1993) on doctoral student persistethat emphasize the intersecting
nature of academic and social systems at the dddewel. Further, measuring peer
relationships in a purely social way is inapprotaifor this study because most non-
traditional students who attend classes on ansinterschedule will not have time to
devote to social gatherings with peers.

In developing the current study, | examined twalss (Allison, 1996; Lundberg,
2003) of non-traditional students to understandlgernative way of measuring peer
relationships. In a study of adult undergraduatdests, Lundberg (2003) wanted to
understand the impact of different types of peltiaships on learning. Measurements
of peer relationships have included 1) studentglvement in social activities on
campus, 2) students’ social relationships with ogtedents, and 3) students’
involvement in educationally-related peer relatlaps (Lundberg, 2003). Using a
guantitative approach, Lundberg drew 4,644 respofisen a larger data set of students
that responded to the College Student Experien@sgumnaire during the 1989-1999
academic year. The findings indicated that edunatig-related peer relationships were
the strongest predictors of student learning, waeepirely social relationships and social
activities were not strong predictors of learningddults. When identifying predictors of
student learning, there were significant differenbetween educationally-related peer

relationships—measured by peer teachMg=(.181) and peer discussiav € .296)—

68



when compared to nonacademic peer relationshipsserfindings emphasize the
importance of choosing the appropriate measureer gelationships for the population
being studied. Educationally-related peer relatigrs are more relevant than social peer
relationships in influencing the student learnifignon-traditional students.

In another study, Allison (1996) examined the saaigration of 26 non-
traditional students at a single community collé@grticipants responded to a request for
volunteers and then answered open-ended questi@®cus group setting. The
findings from this study noted “the camaraderid thalds between students in a mutual
curriculum or cohort” (p. 86). Female studentsrsitg affirmed the value of peer
support and male students commented that frienslstpe a beneficial outcome of
meeting students through classroom interactiorigé, 1996). Because non-traditional
students generally spend a limited amount of timeampus, they do not tend to
participate in purely social relationships or caspativities, but they do build
relationships through classroom interaction that@antribute to their persistence. The
classroom is an important site for the integrabbnon-traditional students: Tinto’s
(1993) theory of persistence proposes that acadangisocial integration intersect in the
classroom, and that nonresidential students sgenohajority of their time on campus in
the classroom, so this site is vital when examitimggpersistence of these students. For
the non-traditional students in this study, the hvasuable peer relationships were those
that were developed in the classroom around a dltarmreiculum. Like the previous
study, the non-traditional students in this stunlynd peer relationships of an academic
nature to be assistive in integrating studentstima programs. In both of these studies

(Allison, 1996; Lundberg, 2003) the students wardargraduates, so | hesitated in
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drawing similarities between these students anditiocgoral students in the current study.
However, regardless of level of study, non-tradiéilbstudents frequently manage several
competing priorities so educationally-related pedationships may be more relevant for
them than the purely social peer relationshipshhae been measured previously.

Educationally-related peer relationshipse an appropriate measure of peer
relationships for the current study. ERPR are ie@lahips among students that focus on
achieving educational goals. This measure exclpdesy social relationships, such as
students’ involvement in social activities on campnd students’ social interactions with
other students. The intersection of academic ao@lsotegration is operationalized in
the construceducationally-related peer relationships.

Gap in the Literature on Peer Relationships of Doak StudentsThe research
on the academic and social integration of doctstadents is limited by the measurement
of peer relationships in previous studies. The measent of peer relationships has
included the quality of peer relationships, therency of peer relationships, and
students’ participation in social activities witegrs, but no studies at the doctoral level
have measured peer relationships in an educatyereddited way. However, two studies
(Allison, 1996; Lundberg, 2003) at the undergraduatvel have measured peer
relationships in an educationally-related way. €agent study differs from these
previous studies in two main ways. First, the aurstudy examined a population of
doctoral students, whereas the previous studieséaton undergraduate students.
Second, the current study examined the relatiosdbgpwveen peer relationships and
persistence, whereas the previous studies gatberexptual ideas about peer

relationships (Allison, 1996) or measured the immd@eer relationships on student
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learning (Lundberg, 2003). The studies by Allis@@46) and Lundberg (2003) laid the
foundation for the current study, which examinesitifluence of educationally-related
peer relationships on doctoral students.
Role Ambiguity

Based on role theory in complex organizations (Bdd Thomas, 1966; Kahn et
al., 1964; Katz & Kahn, 1966), role ambiguity is@cept that explains the challenges of
an employee who does not understand his or hewitén an organization. Every role
or position in an organization should have a spes#t of responsibilities and tasks
associated with it (Rizzo et al., 1970). By havingearly defined set of responsibilities,
a supervisor can provide an employee with guidamcehold an employee accountable
for his or her performance (Rizzo et al., 1970)viHg a clearly defined role can position
an employee to succeed in the workplace, whereasnémguous role can lead to stress
and failure to meet a supervisor’s expectations:

If an employee does not know what he has the aitytordecide, what he is

expected to accomplish, and how he will be juddedyill hesitate to make

decisions and will have to rely on a trial and eapproach in meeting the

expectations of his superior. (Rizzo et al., 19¥%@,51)
As a result of role ambiguity, an employee will bewe dissatisfied, anxious, and
unrealistic, which leads to ineffective job perf@mee and supervisor dissatisfaction
(Rizzo et al., 1970). Role ambiguity is based anreationships between employees and
their supervisors, but for the purpose of this gtudle ambiguity defines the
relationships between doctoral students and faculty

Role ambiguity (Rizzo et al., 1970) is used tarmefind measure doctoral

students’ understanding of faculty expectationsewapplying role theory to doctoral

education, the student’s relationship to the fgcolember is similar to the employee’s
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relationship to the supervisor: Students need terstand their roles, have a set of
clearly defined responsibilities, and receive gaomafrom faculty in order to complete
their degrees. In addition, students experienanhg ambiguity will feel anxious and
frustrated, leading to poor performance and faati$gatisfaction, which may put
students at risk of attrition. Conversely, doctataldents who experience minimal role
ambiguity will have a clear understanding of fag@kpectations and this may contribute
to their persistence.
Literature Review of Studies on Role Ambiguity

Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman (1970) developed aaaibiguity scale that has
been used predominantly in the research of orgaoial behavior and has been used
less frequently in educational research. Numertudiess (such as, Crossley, 1993;
Forcella, 1991; Kohner, 2000; Owens, 2002; Torngs3@00) in organizational behavior
have been conducted to examine employees’ unddistaaf their roles and their
supervisors’ expectations of them. In addition rfstwdies (Baj, 1983; Bradford, 1986;
Duba-Biedermann, 1991; Irby, 1983) have examinedesits’ understanding of their
roles in relation to their academic progress. @ffthur studies that focused on student
populations, three studies (Baj, 1983; BradfordatIrby, 1983) examined the role
ambiguity of students in undergraduate nursing faomg and one study (Duba-
Biedermann, 1991) examined the role ambiguity afigate assistants. The study
focusing on graduate-level students, by Duba-Biedan (1991), used a mixed method
approach to examine the relationship between mlgiguity and the stress and
satisfaction of 341 graduate assistants in a waoktields at a single institution. The

study’s findings indicate a negative correlatiotween graduate assistants’ role
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ambiguity and their satisfaction. The study by Disdermann (1991) lays the
foundation for continued research on the role ambigf graduate students.
Specifically, the current study used Duba-Biedenms(1991) role ambiguity scale to
measure doctoral students’ understanding of facalgtionships.

Gap in the Literature on Role Ambiguifuba-Biedermann’s study differs from
the current study in three ways. First, Duba-Bigt®in’s study focused specifically on
the role of graduate assistants. The current stddynined the role of doctoral students,
which concentrates solely on the student roletm®dual role of student and employee
that is saddled by graduate assistants. Seconduthent study diverged from Duba-
Biedermann’s work by examining the interaction besgw students’ understanding of
faculty expectations and their peer relationsHjusctoral students in non-traditional
cohort programs may experience peer relationshgtsenhance their understanding of
faculty expectations and thereby increase persstdfinally, the current study looked at
a non-traditional doctoral student population, velasr Duba-Biedermann’s study focused
on traditional graduate students. Duba-Biederma(i®91) research laid the foundation
for the current study by using the role ambiguisle to study graduate education. The
current study used the role ambiguity scale to mmesstudents’ understanding of faculty

expectations on a population of non-traditionaltdcal students.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine the infteeof educationally-related
peer relationships, students’ understanding oflfp@xpectations, and student
characteristics on the persistence of doctoralestigdin non-traditional, residential,
cohort programs in educational leadership. Drawinghe concepts of academic and
social integration (Tinto, 1975, 1993) and role ayuly (Rizzo, House, & Lirtzman,
1970), this correlational, cross-sectional studydus quantitative survey instrument to
examine students’ perceptions of their doctoragpm experiences. This chapter
presents the paradigm of inquiry, the researctgdesie theoretical constructs, the
research questions, a description of the popularehthe instrumentation, procedures
for data collection and analysis, and ethical agsigh issues.

Paradigm of Inquiry

The epistemological approach of this study is gdmahin the postpositivist
knowledge claim. When researchers define theiragmghr to knowledge, they state
“certain assumptions about how they will learn art they will learn during their
inquiry” (Creswell, 2003, p. 6). Understanding agarcher’s knowledge claim allows a
reader to anticipate a researcher’'s methods, vadnelsprocess for conducting research
(Creswell, 2003). Thus, this chapter begins witloeerview of the paradigm of inquiry
employed in this study.

Postpositivism is closely tied to the quantitatigeearch method and is often

referred to as the “scientific method” or “empitisaience” (Creswell, 2003). Unlike

! Many acronyms are used throughout this chapter Appendix C for a reference of
acronyms.
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interpretivism, in which meaning or truth is regaddas a subjective construction,
postpositivism holds that meaning or truth exisith@ut someone’s consciousness of it
(Crotty, 1998). Because of truth’s objective naturpostpositivism, meaning is
discovered, not constructed. In this light, posipasts believe that absolute truth is
unattainable and therefore research is flawed mpeifect (Phillips & Burbules, 2000).
For this reason, research is an ongoing processking claims and modifying or
abandoning claims when other claims garner mordt ifighillips & Burbules, 2000).
Postpositivism is the appropriate approach to userwmeasuring variables and testing
theory, as is common in quantitative research.
Quantitative Research Design

This study was guided by a quantitative researsigdeWhen laying out the
steps of a quantitative study, a researcher “bagitistheory, collects data that either
supports or refutes the theory, and then makesssangerevisions before additional tests
are conducted” (Creswell, 2003, p. 7). Becaus@®fieterministic philosophy that
guides quantitative research, the research probftan focuses on causes that impact
outcomes (Creswell, 2003). In this study, a suimstyrument was employed to collect
guantitative data that measured doctoral studehes'acteristics as well as their program
experiences. The predictive and correlational erflee of educationally-related peer
relationships, students’ understanding of faculyeetations, and student characteristics
were examined in relation to student persistene®mtraditional, residential, doctoral
cohort programs in educational leadership. Therigslfrom this study were used to test
theories about doctoral student persistence ardugta student integration and to

enhance these theories with regard to non-traditistudent populations.
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Strengths and Weaknesses of a Quantitative ResBasign

Like any method of inquiry, a quantitative reseadelign has both strengths and
weaknesses. When conducting quantitative resetnemesearcher “is looking not so
much at individual behavior as at aggregate diffees between groups or classes of
individuals” (Bentz & Shapiro, 1998, p. 123). Instleof being interested in each
participant’s unique experience, the quantitatesearcher is focused on the average
effects reported by a group as a whole (Bentz &8ba1998). The goal in this type of
research is “to identify general patterns rathantccount for the subtleties of individual
behavior” (Bentz & Shapiro, 1998, p. 123). The watitn to the aggregate, instead of the
individual, is both the strength and the weakndgpiantitative research. Its strength is
its ability to define patterns that highlight calusdationships in existing structures so
researchers can understand the group or orgamzagiog studied (Bentz & Shapiro,
1998). Its weakness is its inability to attendhe tinique and complex characteristics of
individual behavior (Bentz & Shapiro, 1998). Thiady required a quantitative research
design because it examined the survey respongkxctidral students in non-traditional
cohort programs to uncover differences in perstgratterns based on educationally-
related peer relationships, students’ understanalifigculty expectations, and student

characteristics.

Recapitulation of Research Questions
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One general research question and nine subquesfiode this study. The
subguestions are organized into three main arg¢astugationally-related peer
relationships, b) students’ understanding of facekpectations, and c) the influence of
all variables on persistence.

General Research Question

The general question is: What is the relationghigmy, of student characteristics,
educationally-related peer relationships, and stteleinderstanding of faculty
expectations on the persistence of doctoral stsdanmton-traditional, residential, cohort
programs in educational leadership?

Subquestion about Educationally-Related Peer Reiatiips
1. What is the predictive relationship, if any, of edtionally-related peer
relationships (i.e., student affiliation, peer ld@ag, and peer discussion) on
the persistence of doctoral students in educatiadainistration (EA) and
higher education administration (HEA) cohort progsaat GWU?
Subquestions about Students’ Understanding of Baéidpectations
2a. What is the predictive relationship, if anystfdents’ understanding of
faculty expectations (SUFE) on the persistenceocfatal students in EA and
HEA cohort programs at GWU? 2b. Are educationadligted peer
relationships (i.e., student affiliation, peer l@ag, and peer discussion)
effective predictors of persistence above and beé\®loFE for doctoral
students in EA and HEA cohort programs at GWU7A2e.the interactions
between educationally-related peer relationshigs, @tudent affiliation, peer

learning, and peer discussion) and SUFE effectiediptors of persistence
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above and beyond educationally-related peer relships and SUFE for
doctoral students in EA and HEA cohort programGWAtU? 2d. How do the
relationships in 2a, 2b, and 2c differ for womed amen? 2e. How do the
relationships in 2a, 2b, and 2c differ for Blackdsnts and White students?
Subquestions about the Influence of all Variable$ersistence
3a. What is the predictive relationship, if anfystudent characteristics (i.e., age,
gender, race, marital or domestic partner statwusber of dependents, and
hours of employment) on the persistence of docsitalents in EA and HEA
cohort programs at GWU? 3b. Are educationally-eslgieer relationships
(i.e., student affiliation, peer learning, and pescussion) and SUFE
effective predictors of persistence above and béwbindent characteristics
for doctoral students in EA and HEA cohort prograh&WU? 3c. Are the
interactions between educationally-related peeatiggiships (i.e., student
affiliation, peer learning, and peer discussionj S8tUFE effective predictors
of persistence above and beyond student charaaterisducationally-related
peer relationships, and SUFE for doctoral studenEA and HEA cohort
programs at GWU?
Research questions examined EA and HEA studentigtogms separately and together.
In research questions 2d and 2e, the EA and HEdestuypopulations were combined in
order to generate sufficient data to examine pdjauia of women, men, Black students,

and White students separately.

Population and Sample
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This section presents the population under studytlag sampling strategy used to
select participants.

Population Description

The George Washington University’s (GWU) non-ttiaaial doctoral programs
in educational leadership were selected as thesfotthis study. | spoke to the directors
of several non-traditional doctoral programs atothstitutions about participation in
this study, but it was challenging to find otheogmams that were similar in design,
delivery, and duration to those at GWU. Ultimatelghose a to use a convenience
sample of GWU’s non-traditional doctoral program&ducational leadership to develop
this study. As a doctoral student at GWU, | hadsingport of the Department of
Educational Leadership to pursue this researcH s provided access to
depersonalized student data early in the dissentatiocess to determine if this study was
feasible.

GWU has two programs, educational administratiof) (&d higher education
administration (HEA), that are organized aroundarblearning communities and are
offered via an intensive schedule in the evenimj@nweekends. The programs were
established in 1995 at a variety of locations tmrttand off-campus. To complete the
doctorate, the EA program required 36 credit hafiourse instruction and 12 credit
hours of dissertation research; the HEA programired 54 credit hours of course
instruction and 15 credit hours of dissertatioreegsh. | selected these programs because
of their similarities: both programs are in edugadl leadership, offer non-traditional

formats via intensive schedules, and organize stsdeto cohort learning groups.
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The target population for this study consists of@nt and former students from
GWU'’s EA and HEA doctoral cohort programs. The dapan included current students
in the EA and HEA programs as well as former sttglenthe EA and HEA programs
who have completed their degrees or who are nceloagrolled in their programs.
Students were recruited for this study by workinthvadministrators in GWU'’s
Institutional Research Office (IRO) to collect stnds’ contact information.

A set of criteria was used to select the partidipdor this study. The criteria for
participant selection included (a) the time pembddall 1995 to fall 2007, which allowed
for the enrollment of a sufficient number of stut$eto support this study; (b) completion
of a minimum of two semesters of study, which abdvstudents to become acclimated
to and informed about their cohort prior to pagating in the study; (c) students who are
U.S. citizens, as domestic students and foreigiestis have distinct doctoral
experiences; and (d) current or former enrolimerthe EA or the HEA doctoral, cohort
program. Current students are those who were edr&dl the fall 2007 semester; former
students are those who earned their degrees prfall 2007 or who were not enrolled
during the fall 2007 semester. A total of 493 shide-292 EA students and 201 HEA
students—met the criteria for participant selecaod all of these students were
contacted to participate in the study. The breakdofsstudents as persisters or non-

persisters and by program of study is illustrated@able 1.
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Table 1

Persisters and Non-Persisters by Program Status

Program Persisters

Non-Persister

D>

Total

Current Students

Former Students

EA 126
HEA 64
Total 190

Earned degree

No longer enrollé

U

83
55
138

83
82

165

292
201
493

Persisters are current students who were enralléalli2Z007 or former students who

earned their degrees prior to fall 2007. Non-p&sssare former students who were not

enrolled in their programs in fall 2007.

In summary, the population consisted of 493 curagat former doctoral students

in educational leadership cohort programs at GW\&8, & these were persisters and 165

of these were non-persisters. When examining tlmsmgby program of study, the

population consisted of 292 current and former al@ttstudents from the EA program,

which included 209 persisters and 83 non-persistdrs population also consisted of 201

current and former doctoral students from the HE#dgpam, which included 119

persisters and 82 non-persisters.

Sampling Strategy

As mentioned earlier, all 493 current and formadshts were selected for the

study’s population. Surveying all 493 students frGkvU’s EA and HEA programs was

appropriate because: (a) it increased the religlmfithe findings, (b) oversampling was

prudent given the low return rate of surveys invies persistence studies, and (c) the
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size of the entire population was reasonable arglneaprohibitive in terms of cost or
time.

| considered recommendations from the literatun@istifying the size of the
population to be studied. When establishing themmim number of participants
required to conduct a regression analysis, staasi$ have recommended a constant
(such as 100 participants) for the minimum numligrasticipants or a minimum ratio of
the number of subjects to the number of predictorables, but Green (1991) provided a
more complex and accurate rule that considersfthetesize and the number of predictor
variables.

Using Green’s (1991) rule, | calculated that therent study required a minimum
of 131 participants to examine 13 predictor vaeahkith the expectation of a medium
effect size. Because the EA and HEA programs weaenéed separately, a minimum of
131 participants were needed from each programmnduct a regression analysis. Given
the total population of current and former studemthe EA (292) and HEA (201)
programs, 131 participants from each program wpubdide a return rate of 45% and
65% from the respective programs. Although theeespecific survey design and data
collection procedures that have increased mailesurgsponses to over 70% (Dillman,
2000), “mail surveys with responses over 30 peraentare” (Alreck & Settle, 2004, p.
36). Given the uncertainty in the response rat@af surveys, this study established a
provision for a low response rate. If the numbeswivey responses from either the EA

or HEA program was less than 131, the data fromaB& HEA populations would be
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combined and the research subquestions would é&edlaccordingly:

1.

2a.

3a.

What is the predictive relationship, if anyeofucationally-related peer
relationships (i.e., student affiliation, peer l@ag, and peer discussion) on
the persistence of doctoral students in educatieaalership cohort programs
(EA and HEA) at GWU?

What is the predictive relationship, if anystafdents’ understanding of
faculty expectations (SUFE) on the persistenceocfatal students in
educational leadership cohort programs (EA and HEAGWU? 2b. Are
educationally-related peer relationships (i.e.detu affiliation, peer learning,
and peer discussion) effective predictors of ptesie above and beyond
SUFE for doctoral students in educational leadgrsbhort programs (EA
and HEA) at GWU? 2c. Are the interactions betweduncationally-related
peer relationships (i.e., student affiliation, pkarning, and peer discussion)
and SUFE effective predictors of persistence alaovebeyond educationally-
related peer relationships and SUFE for doctoralestts in educational
leadership cohort programs (EA and HEA) at GWU?Halv do the
relationships in 2a, 2b, and 2c differ for womed amen? 2e. How do the
relationships in 2a, 2b, and 2c differ for Blackdsnts and White students?
What is the predictive relationship, if anfystudent characteristics (i.e., age,
gender, race, marital or domestic partner statusber of dependents, and
hours of employment) on the persistence of doc&italents in educational
leadership cohort programs (EA and HEA) at GWU?A3B. educationally-

related peer relationships (i.e., student affiiafipeer learning, and peer
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discussion) and SUFE effective predictors of p&sise above and beyond
student characteristics for doctoral students ircational leadership cohort
programs (EA and HEA) at GWU? 3c. Are the inte@tdi between
educationally-related peer relationships (i.e.detu affiliation, peer learning,
and peer discussion) and SUFE effective predicbpgrsistence above and
beyond student characteristics, educationally-edlageer relationships, and
SUFE for doctoral students in educational leadgrsbhort programs (EA
and HEA) at GWU?
Instrumentation
This section describes the data collection inseminfAppendix D). This includes
the operationalization of conceptual constructisaussion of the instrument’s design,
its validity and reliability characteristics, arftetrelationship between the data and the
research questions.
Description of the Instrument
A quantitative survey instrument was developedditect information about
students’ perceptions of peer relationships, stisdenderstanding of faculty
expectations, and student characteristics. Faanltlypeer relationships have been
examined repeatedly in studies of traditional dadtprograms, but for the purpose of
this study, | focused solely on non-traditional woal programs. These types of
programs are important to understand because #reg a growing, evolving student
body and these emerging programs are less unddr§tao traditional programs.
To measure students’ relationships with peerssamdients’ understanding of

faculty expectations, scales were drawn from fouastang instruments: a) Adult
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Classroom Climate Scale (ACCS) (Brandes, 1998)iditjvated Strategies for Learning
Questionnaire (MSLQ) (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & K&achie, 1991), c) College
Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ) (Pacel& K@98), and d) Role Ambiguity
scale (Duba-Biedermann, 1991). In addition, demagiaquestions that are typical to
persistence studies were included to measure dtataracteristics. The resulting survey
instrument for this study was titl&the Non-Traditional Doctoral Student Engagement
QuestionnairgNDSEQ) (Appendix D).

Table 2 provides an overview of the relationshiween the constructs being
discussed, the variables being measured, the mstruquestions, and the source of the
instrument questions. Part | and Part 1l of theveyiinstrument collected data on peer
relationships. Part Il of the survey instrumeniexted data about students’
understanding of faculty expectations. Part IVhe survey instrument collected data

about students’ characteristics.
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Table 2

Overview of NDSEQ Development

Instrument
Construct Variable Question(s) Source

Part | of the survey: Interaction with Cohort Peers

Student Student Affiliation scale from the

Eglee;tionshi S Affiliation in the i % % Adult Classroom Climate Scale
b Classroom T (ACCS) (Brandes, 1998)

Peer Learning scale from the
Peer Peer Learning 289 Motivated Strategies for Learning
Relationships T Questionnaire (MSLQ) (Pintrich,
Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1991)

Part Il of the survey: Discussion with Cohort Peers

Information in Conversations scale

Peer Peer Discussion 1,23, from the College Student Experiences
Relationships 4,5, 6 Questionnaire (CSEQ) (Pace & Kuh,
1998)

Part Il of the survey: Students’ Understanding-atulty Expectations

Students’ Students’ 1923
Understanding Understanding of 4’ 5' 6’ Role Ambiguity scale
of Faculty Faculty 7’ 8’ 9’ (Duba-Biedermann, 1991)

Expectations Expectations

Part IV of the survey: Student Characteristics

Student Demographic question typical to

- Gender 1 :
Characteristics student persistence surveys.
Student o Program of Study 2 DeS|gned_ by researcher to categorize
Characteristics students in one of two programs.
Student Demographic question typical to

. Age 3 ;
Characteristics student persistence surveys.
Student Designed by researcher to categorize
Characteristics Cohort Group 4 students by cohort group.
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Student Demographic question typical to

Characteristics Race/Ethnicity S student persistence surveys.

Student Marital/Domestic Demographic question typical to
. 6 .

Characteristics Partner Status student persistence surveys.

Student Number of

7 Demographic question typical to

Characteristics Dependents )
student persistence surveys.

Student Hours of 8 Demographic questions typical to
Characteristics Employment student persistence surveys.
Student Persistence 9.10 Designed by researcher to categorize

Characteristics students as persisters or non-persisters.

To develop a detailed understanding of each ofdhedational instruments used
in this study, the following sections describe finér scales and the validity and
reliability characteristics of each. This is folled/by a discussion of the demographic
guestions that were used to measure student chastics. Finally, this section
concludes with a crosswalk table that describeselaionships between the questions in
the survey instrument and the research questions.

Adult Classroom Climate Scale (ACCS)

The Adult Classroom Climate ScgdlCCS) (Brandes, 1998) was used to
measure one of three types of educationally-relpgsut relationships in this study:
student affiliation. The ACCS was derived from #etult Classroom Environment Scale
(ACES) (Darkenwald & Valentine, 1986). In 1990, eapach and Aagaard questioned
the construct validity of the ACES because a faatalysis had never been conducted on
this instrument. In 1998, Brandes conducted faat@lyses on the ACES to produce a

revised and more valid scale that was renamed @€ Given ACCS’ development
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from the ACES, it is appropriate to review ACESgams in explaining the use of the
ACCS for this study.

The ACES measures the classroom social environafexdult students
(Darkenwald, 1987). Classroom social environmenniderstood by examining students’
and teachers’ characteristics and their interpaidoghaviors. Moos (1979) described it
as a “dynamic social system that includes not tedigher behavior and teacher-student
interaction but also student-student interactigm”138). Based on the Classroom
Environment Scale developed by Moos (1979), the 8@i€uses on three domains:
relationship, personal growth/goal orientation, agstem maintenance and change. The
relationship domain includes the measurement dfadibn (later named student
affiliation), which is the subscale that was usethie development of the current
instrument.

The student affiliation subscale consists of sateshents that measure student to
student interaction through students’ enjoymentanking together, their ability to learn
from one another, and their comfort level in shqupersonal experiences (Beer &
Darkenwald, 1989). The student affiliation subscsleelevant for use in this study
because of its ability to measure student affdilatamong non-traditional adult students.
The student affiliation subscale was customizedt@irort learning environments because
this study focused on students in non-traditiooahort programs. Specifically,
statements from the student affiliation subscaleeveenended to focus on the interaction
among peers in cohort settings (versus peer irtterail non-cohort settings). For
example, the following statement, “The studenttheaclass work well together”

(Brandes, 1998), was amended to read, “The studemy cohort work well together.”
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The six amended statements from the student éffiissubscale measured students’
interaction with their cohort peers. Items one tiglo six in Part | of the NDSEQ
(Appendix D) collectively measured student affibat, one of three types of
educationally-related peer relationships in thiglgt See Appendix E for a complete list
of the amended statements from the student aifihagubscale. Written permission to
use and amend ACCS'’s student affiliation subsa@afedus on cohort students was
granted by Brandes (Appendix E).

A 5-point Likert scale was used to indicate theipgrant’s relative agreement or
disagreement with the statement about studentaditbih in cohort programs. The Likert
scale includes the following range: 1 (Strongly éegjy, 2 (Agree), 3 (Neutral), 4
(Disagree), and 5 (Strongly Disagree). The ACC3l@sé-point Likert scale for
participants’ responses (Brandes, 1998), but thgaaf the Likert scale for this study
was expanded for two reasons. First, using 5-poit responses is recommended by
Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan (2003) for continuous ssabecause fewer choices compel
participants to either agree or disagree with ikiergstatement. Second, in order to
conduct a statistical analysis of different varghlthe range of the Likert scale must be
held constant across the study; for this studypaibt Likert scale was an appropriate fit
for all the scales being used. In completing thivay, participants were instructed to
mark the answer that coincides with their relaigeeement or disagreement with the
given statement.

Validity of the ACCSvalidity “refers to the appropriateness, meaningéss, and
usefulness of the specific inferences researchaekeiased on the data they collect”

(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2000, p. 169). Evidence of emitvalidity and construct validity
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are provided to justify the use of ACCS’ studeffiliafion subscale in the development
of the instrument for the current study. Given ACGi&gination from ACES, it is
appropriate to review the validity of the ACES Inistsection.

Content validity provides verification that an erpeas reviewed the content and
the format of an instrument and has determineditigBppropriate (Fraenkel & Wallen,
2000). By interviewing adult students and teacloéedults, reviewing environmental
measures, and brainstorming with 11 members ode@areh team, Darkenwald and
Valentine (1986) developed 159 initial items foe hRCES. The 159 items were reviewed
by a team of experts—nine doctoral students intastiucation and two faculty
members—who reduced the scale to 89 items andfeasthem in seven areas:
affiliation, teacher support, task orientation,qmeral goal attainment, organization and
clarity, student influence, and involvement (Dankeid & Valentine, 1986). The initial
89-item ACES scale was pilot tested by 220 aduliesits from diverse settings
(Darkenwald & Valentine, 1986). Based on item asiaglyprocedures and participant
feedback, the initial scale was reduced to 49 itesagen items for each of the seven
areas (Darkenwald & Valentine, 1986). The resuldBgtem scale became the final
version of the ACES (Darkenwald & Valentine, 1986).

Construct validity “is a judgment about the extentvhich interventions and
measured variables actually represent targetedreheal, underlying psychological
constructs and elements” (McMillan & SchumacheQ&®. 134). Factor analysis is one
method for establishing construct validity. Facaoalysis “is a technique used to identify
factors that statistically explain the variatiordaovariation among measures” (Green &

Salkind, 2005, p. 312). Two factor analyses werglacted on the ACES to develop
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construct validity. In the first analysis, the 48m ACES scale was administered to 265
adult students (age 23 or older) who were enratem suburban community college
(Brandes, 1998). The usable responses yielded ar&u#h rate (Brandes, 1998). Using
the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SHB8hdes (1991) conducted an
orthogonal factor analysis with a varimax rotatipnspecifying three to seven factors.
The ACES was reduced to 39 items because seves delhmot load on any one factor
and three items had multiple factor loadings (Bed 998). In the second analysis, the
revised 39-item scale was administered to aduttesits at a large state university and
also at the same community college that was us#teiprevious analysis (Brandes,
1998). A total of 634 participants responded: 2@@lants from the university setting and
428 students from the community college settin@(8es, 1998). Of the 39 items, 37
items loaded on five factors and two items weretgel as they did not load on any
factor. Additionally, another item was deletedutésg in a 36-item scale that was
categorized by five areas: organization and supptutient centeredness, student
affiliation, student influence, and task orientati@randes, 1998). The resulting student
affiliation subscale includes five of the sevemgefrom the original affiliation subscale
and one item from the original task orientationssistbe for a total of six items. To
eliminate confusion about the different versionshaf ACES, the revised, 36-item scale
was renamed ACCS.

Reliability of the ACCReliability “refers to the consistency of measuratre
the extent to which the results are similar ovéiedent forms of the same instrument or
occasions of data collection” (McMillan & Schumach2006, p. 183). The internal

consistency of an instrument can be measured osia@f three techniques: split-half
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reliability, Kuder-Richardson, and the CronbachhalgMcMillan & Schumacher, 2006).
The Cronbach alpha measure of reliability is “gatigithe most appropriate type of
reliability for survey research and other questaires in which there is a range of
possible answers for each item” (McMillan & Schuimag 2006, p. 186). An acceptable
range of reliability is .70 to .90 for most instranms (McMillan & Schumacher, 2006).
The Cronbach alpha values of the ACCS subscalggf@aom .49 to .91 (Brandes, 1998).
The Cronbach alpha value of the student affiliasabscale is satisfactory (.74)
(Brandes, 1998), indicating an acceptable levahtairnal consistency for the items
comprising this scale.
Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (\0$

The MSLQ was used to measure one of three typedwfationally-related peer
relationships in this study: peer learning. Devealept of the MSLQ began in 1986 at the
National Center for Research to Improve Postseagneaching and Learning at the
University of Michigan (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, McKeachie, 1993). The MSLQ was
designed to assess college students’ motivatiortteduse of learning strategies
(Pintrich et al., 1993). The motivation sectiortloed MSLQ includes 31 items that
measure students’ goals for a course, their angietyt tests, and their understanding of
the skills needed to succeed in a course (Pingiict., 1993). The learning strategies
section of the MSLQ includes 31 items that meastudents’ cognitive and meta-
cognitive learning strategies and 19 items thatsuesastudents’ use of different learning
resources (Pintrich et al., 1993). The peer legrssale falls within the learning

strategies section of the MSLQ.
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The peer learning scale consists of three statentleat measure how students
interact with each other to enhance their learniigg peer learning subscale is relevant
for use in this study because of its ability to swea peer interaction that promotes
learning. Because the scale was designed for urathkrgte students, it has been
customized for doctoral students in cohort learm@ngironments because this study
focused on doctoral students in non-traditionaharbprograms. Statements were
amended to focus on the interaction among coheatsp@ersus non-cohort peers) and to
include doctoral student learning beyond coursekwieor example, the following
statement, “I try to work with other students frams class to complete the course
assignments” (Pintrich et al., 1993), was amendeddd, “I try to work with other
students from my cohort to complete the coursegassents and other degree
requirements.” The three amended statements frempehbr learning scale measured the
interaction between cohort peers to enhance legritems seven through nine in Part |
of the NDSEQ (Appendix D) collectively measuredrdearning, one of three types of
educationally-related peer relationships in thiglgt See Appendix F for a complete list
of the amended statements from the peer learnalg.Sd/ritten permission to use and
amend MSLQ’s peer learning scale to focus on dattawhort students was granted by
McKeachie (Appendix F).

A 5-point Likert scale was used to indicate thdipgrant’s relative agreement or
disagreement with the statement about peer leasxpgriences. The Likert scale
includes the following range: 1 (Strongly Agree)AQree), 3 (Neutral), 4 (Disagree),
and 5 (Strongly Disagree). The MSLQ used a 7-plakert scale for participants’

responses (Pintrich et al., 1993), but the rangbet.ikert scale for this study was
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reduced to coincide with the range of the othelesclaeing used in this study. In
completing this portion of the survey, participawere instructed to mark the answer that
coincides with their relative agreement or disagrest with the given statement.

Validity of the MSLQEvidence of construct validity is provided to jsthe use
of MSLQ'’s peer learning scale in the developmerthefinstrument for the current study.
In 2006, Wilson conducted a factor analysis of ML Q to establish stronger validity
for the instrument. The 81-item MSLQ scale was austered to 350 community college
students (age 18 or older) who were enrolled iargety of courses during spring 2005
(Wilson, 2006). Using SPSS, Wilson (2006) conduetedrthogonal factor analysis with
a varimax rotation by specifying six factors foe tlmotivation section and nine factors for
the learning strategies section (Wilson, 2006). MI&-Q was reduced to 48 items
because several items did not load as expectadtingsin an item being deleted from a
scale or an entire scale being deleted becauses demot load on a single factor
(Wilson, 2006). The three items that compose tleg [garning scale loaded on a single
factor and this scale remained unchanged from tiggnal MSLQ, thereby affirming the
validity of this scale.

Reliability of the MSLQThe internal consistency of the MSLQ was meashyed
using Cronbach’s alpha. The MSLQ scales had Crdnbkha measures ranging from
low (.52) to high (.93), but the Cronbach alphaueadf the peer learning scale of .76 is
acceptable (Pintrich et al., 1993), indicating tisfzctory level of internal consistency for

the items comprising this scale.
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College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ)

The CSEQ was used to measure one of three typstuchtionally-related peer
relationships in this study: peer discussion. Ttheth edition of the CSEQ (Pace & Kuh,
1998) was used in this study. Before the 1990st ofdte college influence literature
focused on student characteristics as the primetgrchinants of college success
(Gonyea, Kish, Kuh, Muthiah, & Thomas, 2003). Hoee\un the 1990s, researchers
(Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; TerenzPascarella, & Blimling, 1996;
Tinto, 1993) examined how students’ experiencesesgdgement influenced their
college achievement (Gonyea et al., 2003). The C&&nues to be one of the few
national assessment tools that catalog studemtsiileg experiences and their outcomes
(Borden, 2001).

The CSEQ provides a comprehensive understandiatudénts’ college
experiences by collecting data that describes hodesits have expended effort and what
they have learned in college (Gonyea et al., 2003. CSEQ measures students’
experiences through 13 Quality of Effort scalepids of writing experiences, campus
facility use, course learning, the arts, experienitk faculty, personal experiences,
library use, computer and information technolodybs and organizations, student
acquaintances, science and quantitative experietapgss of conversation, and
information in conversations (Gonyea et al., 20@3)dents’ intellectual growth is
measured in five areas: general education, inteléskills, science, personal
development, and vocational preparation (Gonyes €2003). For this study, one of
CSEQ’s measures of quality of effort—the informatin conversations scale—is used in

the development of the current instrument.
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The information in conversations scale consistsna lead question and six
accompanying statements that measure the frequém®er conversations about course
content, instructors’ dialogue, related readingsl, persuasive arguments. The
information in conversations scale is relevantuse in this study because of its ability to
measure the frequency of peer conversations albousework. Although the scale was
designed for undergraduate students, it is appatgpfor use with doctoral students as the
scale focuses on issues related to course comtdnhstruction that are applicable at the
undergraduate or graduate level. The informatiortomversations scale was customized
for students in cohort learning environments beedhis study focused on non-
traditional, cohort programs. The lead questiomftbe information in conversations
scale was amended to focus on conversations witbrtpeers (versus conversations
with non-cohort peers). The following lead questitin conversations with other
(students, family members, co-workers, etc.) oetsitithe classroom during this school
year, about how often have you talked about eatheofollowing?” (Pace & Kuh, 1998),
was amended to read, “In conversations with yotodopeers, about how often have
you talked about each of the following?”. The anmexhtbad question and the six
accompanying statements from the information inveosations scale measured cohort
students’ frequency of discussion about courseettrand instruction. Items one through
six in Part 1l of the NDSEQ (Appendix D) collectlyaneasured peer discussion, one of
three types of educationally-related peer relahgssin this study. | requested
permission to use and amend CSEQ’s informatioronversations scale to focus on

cohort students (Appendix G) and approval was ghby Williams (Appendix H).
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A 5-point Likert scale was used to indicate thejtrency of the participant’s
engagement in conversations with peers about lerining experiences. The Likert
scale includes the following range: 1 (Always)dftén), 3 (Sometimes), (4) Rarely, and
5 (Never). The CSEQ used a 4-point Likert scalgfoticipants’ responses to the
information in conversations scale (Gonyea e803), but the range of the Likert scale
for this study was expanded for two reasons. RiEhg 5- to 7-point responses is
recommended by Pett et al. (2003) for continuoasesdecause fewer choices compel
participants to either agree or disagree with ikiergstatement. Second, in order to
conduct a statistical analysis of different varghlthe range of the Likert scale must be
held constant across the study; for this studypaibt Likert scale was an appropriate fit
for all the scales being used. In completing tlmgipn of the survey, participants were
instructed to mark the answer that coincides Withftequency of their participation in
conversations with their cohort peers.

Validity of the CSEQEvidence of content validity and construct valichrg
provided to justify the use of CSEQ’s informationconversations scale in the
development of the instrument for the current stdayprovide an understanding of
content validity, it is necessary to examine theernd amendments to the CSEQ. As
mentioned previously, the CSEQ has been revisee times since its inception in 1979
(Gonyea et al., 2003). To develop the fourth edjtthe CSEQ was amended “after
consulting with two dozen higher education scho#ard assessment experts” (Gonyea et
al., 2003, p. 149). During this revision processdabon expert advice, items were
modified, dropped, and added to encompass a waahgjerof learning environments that

included off campus settings (Gonyea et al., 208Bhough several improvements were
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made to develop the fourth edition of the CSEQ|fi@mation in conversations scale
remained unchanged.

Several experts have reviewed the CSEQ and endtivaedstrument, thereby
contributing to its content validity. Because th8ED) was developed over 20 years ago
and has undergone several revisions, it has gaawegjnition for its history of
development and its administration to over 30,d00ents (Miller & Miller, 2005).
Experts support the use of the CSEQ because the e the instrument are clear
(Brown, 1985; DeCoster, 1989; Geisinger, 2005; Mo@en, 1989; Mitchell, 1983); it
collects a wide range of data about students’ expees and progress in college (Brown,
1985; Geisinger, 2005; Ewell & Jones, 1994, 19863; of value to administrators in
conducting formative evaluations about learningiremments (DeCoster, 1989;
Geisinger, 2005; McCammon, 1989); and it is basethe theory of student involvement
(Geisinger, 2005; McCammon, 1989) and has evoleadftect advancements in
theoretical research (Miller & Miller, 2005). In pigular, the Quality of Effort scales
have been recognized for focusing on studentsigyaation in activities rather than
attending to students’ perceptions of their envinent, which can be a more ambiguous
measure (Brown, 1985). The format of the Qualit§etibrt scales has also been
acknowledged for its organization: the items araraged so that student participation is
easier to attain in the earlier statements thaharater statements (DeCoster, 1989;
McCammon, 1989), thereby allowing participants amgnomentum when completing
the survey. In general, the CSEQ has been endbysexperts in higher education
assessment, and in specific, the Quality of EBodles have been recognized for their

content and format.
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Factor analysis was used to establish construitityafor the CSEQ. By using
CSEQ data collected from 87,855 undergraduate stai@geross 131 institutions between
1998 and 2002, a factor analysis was conducteti@®Quality of Effort scales (Gonyea
et al., 2003). Specifically, the information in e@nsations scale loaded on a single
factor, affirming that the items on this scale esberent and interrelated (Gonyea et al.,
2003).

Reliability of the CSEQrhe internal consistency of the CSEQ was meadwyed
using Cronbach’s alpha. All of the CSEQ scales\vigtin an acceptable range of
reliability, with Cronbach alpha measures rangiagrf .70 to .92. In particular, the
Cronbach alpha value of the information in conveosa scale is high (.86), indicating a
high level of internal consistency for the itemsnguising this scale.

Role Ambiguity Scale

The role ambiguity scale was used to measure stsiderderstanding of faculty
expectations in this study. The role ambiguity scdkveloped by Duba-Biedermann
(1991), was based on the role ambiguity and rofdlich scales designed by Rizzo et al.
(1971). Rizzo et al.’s role ambiguity and confkciales have been used in numerous
studies (such as, Crossley, 1993; Forcella, 199hnkr, 2000; Owens, 2002; Torressen,
2000) in organizational behavior and some studiag, (L983; Bradford, 1986; Duba-
Biedermann, 1991; Irby, 1983) in higher educatkarctor analyses were conducted on
Rizzo et al.’s scales to establish construct vigli(louse, Schuler, & Levanoni, 1983;
Rizzo et al., 1971; Schuler, Aldag, & Brief, 197facy & Johnson, 1981), and reliability
values between .78 and .82 (Rizzo et al., 1971yateld acceptable levels of internal

consistency.
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Duba-Biedermann’s (1991) study examined instantesl® ambiguity and role
conflict in graduate assistants (GA) to determfrtbey were related to levels of stress
and satisfaction. She designed the role ambiguitirale conflict scales by modeling
them after Rizzo et al.’s instrument. “ltems wesworded and some new items were
created in order to be relevant to graduate assistantexts” (Duba-Biedermann, 1991,
p. 43). For example, the following statement, “blinexactly what is expected of me”
(Rizzo et al., 1971, p. 156), was amended to rédehow exactly what is expected of me
in my GA job” (Duba-Biedermann, 1991, p. 66).

The role ambiguity scale (Duba-Biedermann, 199hsisis of nine statements
that measure graduate students’ understandingwofdbsistantship positions based on
their relationships with their supervisors. Thesrambiguity scale is relevant for use in
this study because of its ability to measure greglsudents’ understanding of their
roles. Because this scale was designed for gradisatstants, it was customized for
doctoral students because this study focused aleistsi in doctoral programs. Statements
were amended to focus on the doctoral studentvelsus the GA role) and a student’s
relationship with faculty (versus the relationshiph the GA supervisor). For example,
the following statement, “I know exactly what ispexted of me in my GA job” (Duba-
Biedermann, 1991, p. 66), was amended to readidWwkexactly what is expected of me
by faculty to complete my degree requirements.” Sggendix | for a complete list of
the amended statements from the role ambiguitystéle nine amended statements
from the role ambiguity scale measured doctoralestts’ understanding of their roles
and their relationships with faculty. ltems oneotigh nine in Part Il of the NDSEQ

(Appendix D) collectively measured students’ untsrding of faculty expectations in
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this study. Written permission to use and amenddleambiguity scale to focus on
doctoral cohort students and their relationshipgh faculty was granted by Duba-
Biedermann (Appendix I).

A 5-point Likert scale was used to indicate theipgrant’s relative agreement or
disagreement with the statement about studentaralaguity. The Likert scale includes
the following range: 1 (Strongly Agree), 2 (Agreg)Neutral), 4 (Disagree), and 5
(Strongly Disagree). In completing this portiontleé survey, participants were instructed
to circle the number that coincides with their tielaagreement or disagreement with the
given statement.

Validity of the Role Ambiguity Scalevidence of construct validity is provided to
justify the use of the role ambiguity scale in tfeelopment of the instrument for the
current study. Duba-Biedermann (1991) conductexttof analysis of the role ambiguity
and role conflict scales to establish validity. Th&trument was administered to 750
graduate assistants at the University of Oregapring 1990. The usable responses
yielded a 45% return rate (Duba-Biedermann, 19@lipa-Biedermann conducted an
orthogonal factor analysis with a varimax rotatignspecifying two factors. Of the ten
items on the role ambiguity scale, nine loaded smgle factor. One item was deleted
because it loaded on two factors (Duba-Biederm&®81). The resulting role ambiguity
scale consists of nine of the ten items that Dulsal®&mann developed for the particular

scale.
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Reliability of the Role Ambiguity ScalEhe internal consistency of the role
ambiguity scale (Duba-Biedermann, 1991) was meddayaising Cronbach’s alpha. The
Cronbach alpha value of the role ambiguity scalagh (.89), indicating a high level of
internal consistency for the items comprising guale.

Student Characteristics

The final section of the survey focused on studbaracteristics. To develop an
understanding of the current and former studentslled in the EA and HEA cohort
programs at GWU, this portion of the survey askedtaof demographic questions that
are typical to persistence studies (such as, Bekfte&ner, 1985; Faghihi & Ethington,
1996; Lovitts, 2001; Nettles & Millet, 2006; Pauléyunningham, & Toth, 1999).

The first question addressed the student’'s gemdech is a dichotomous variable
(0 = Male, 1 = Female). The second question adkedtudent to select their doctoral
program of study; this is a dichotomous variable (@ducational Administration, 1 =
Higher Educational Administration). The third questasked for the student’s age when
he or she entered the doctoral program; this enéirtuous variable. The fourth question
asked for the year the student began the progratudy; this is a continuous variable
that was meant to categorize students by theirrtgnoup. Unfortunately, | needed
additional information, beyond what was retrievedhe survey, to determine each
participator’s cohort group so this variable contit be included in the data analysis.

The fifth question asked the student to describehher race or ethnicity. The
survey provided seven categories to choose froams&wering this question (African
American/Black; Asian or Pacific Islander; Hispgritiddle Eastern; Native American;

White, not Hispanic; and Multiethnic). When respmigoto the research questions that
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pertained to race, | only examined the persistené&tack students and White students
because the vast majority of students identifieshtbelves as either Black or White. The
coding is a dichotomous variable (0 = White, noHefpanic Origin, 1= African
American/Black).

Questions six, seven, and eight address a studantis/ and work commitments.
Because doctoral students in education are fretyueldier than doctoral students in
other fields of study, they often have family resgbilities and full-time employment
that waylay them in degree completion. The sixtasfn asked if the student is married
or has a domestic partner; this is a dichotomoushia (0 = Yes, 1 = No). The seventh
guestion inquired about the number of dependeatditre with the student for whom he
or she is responsible; this is a continuous vagiabhe eighth question asked the student
for the number of hours that he or she is emplaaazh week, regardless of type of
employment; this is a continuous variable.

The final two questions are related to a studegugisistence in his or her degree
program. By answering these questions, studeatabeled as either persisters or non-
persisters. The ninth question asked the studém dr she has completed the doctoral
degree. The tenth and final question asked if theéent was enrolled during the fall 2007
semester. The responses to questions nine anetiermuhed the coding of the variable
for persistence, which is a dichotomous variable (®n-persistence, 1 = persistence).
There are three scenarios based on the data frestigas nine and ten that determine
persistence or non-persistence: if a student hapleted the degree, then the student
was categorized as a persister (his or her statas anrolled student in spring 2007 is

irrelevant); if a student has not completed theree@nd was not enrolled during the
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spring 2007 semester, then the student was caregoas a non-persister; if a student has
not completed the degree and was enrolled duriagphning 2007 semester, then the
student was categorized as a persister.
Instrument’s Relationship to Research Questions
Table 3 provides a summary of the questions floarsurvey instrument and their
relationship to the research questions. The tafoeigles an understanding of the data

that was gleaned from each survey question to arthwaesearch questions.
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Table 3

Research Question/NDSEQ Crosswalk Table

Research Questions
Source of Information 1|2a|2b|2c| 2d| 2e{3a| 3b | 3c
Part I: Interaction with Cohort
Peers

Student Affiliation
(Qs1,2,3,4,5,6) X X | X | X | X X | X
Peer Learning
(Qs 7,8,9) X X | X | X | X X | X
Part Il: Discussion with Cohort
Peers

Peer Discussion

(Qs 1,2,3,4,5,6) X X | X |X |X X | X
Part Ill: Students’ Understanding
of Faculty Expectations

Role Ambiguity
(Qs1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9) X | X [ X [X |X X

Part IV: Student Characteristics

Gender (Q 1) X XX | X
Program of Study (Q 2) X [ X | X |X X | X | X
Age (Q 3) X | X | X
Cohort Group (Q 4)*

---- Not Applicable ----

Race/Ethnicity (Q 5) X | X | X | X
Marital or Domestic Partner

Status (Q 6) X | X | X
Number of Dependents (Q 7) X | X | X
Hours of Employment (Q 8) X | X | X

Persistence (Q 9, 10) XX [ X | X | X | X [X]|X [X

* | needed additional information, beyond what waseeed in the survey, to determine cohort group.
This variable could not be included in data analysi
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Pretesting

A pretest (pilot study) of the survey instrumersxconducted prior to data
collection and after approval by GWU'’s institutibnaview board (IRB). After
developing a survey instrument, conducting a ptetéswvs a researcher “to ensure its
effectiveness and clarity” (Alreck & Settle, 20@4,36). The pretest was administered in
August and September of 2009 to 11 doctoral stesdehb began their EA or HEA
doctoral cohort programs at GWU in fall 2007. Wiaestudy is being conducted on the
target population, the researcher should condpeti@st on a population that is similar
to the target population in order to preserve éngdt population for the formal study
(Dannels, 2006). These students were appropriateipants for this pretest because
they were enrolled in the same programs as thasests in the sample but their
enrollment began after the stopping point for gtigdy. The eleven participants included
six students from the EA program and five studémts the HEA program. Eight of the
students were women and three were men. Five dttltents identified themselves as
White, one student identified herself as Black, amal students did not identify their
racial or ethnic background.

The purpose of the pretest was to evaluate theegumstrument and to correct
any problems or errors with the instrument priod&ba collection (Alreck & Settle,
2004; Dannels, 2006). | contacted the directoiG\WU’s EA and HEA doctoral cohort
programs to connect with current students to pp#te in the pretest. | e-mailed the
survey instrument to each participant for evaluatad feedback. The pretest
participants were asked to assess the survey metruby taking the survey and then

reporting on its organization, clarity, errors, eas difficulty of completion, and the
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amount of time required to complete the surveythair they were asked to comment on
any aspect of the survey that proved problemateompleting it, thereby contributing to
the nonresponse rate (Alreck & Settle, 2004; Dag)riz)06).

In general, the participants’ feedback was pasitind encouraging. Participants
recommended a few changes in the survey to pralagy. In particular, the formatting
of the questions in Part Il was changed and thelingrof two questions in Part 11l was
altered to reduce students’ confusion in thesesarea

Data Collection

This section describes the data collection procesitivat were employed in this
study. This includes a discussion of the tailoresigh method (Dillman, 2000), which is
a specific data collection protocol that maximites response rate for a study. Then, the
specific data collection procedures for this stady presented in detail.

Tailored Design Method

The tailored design method (TDM) (Dillman, 2000)sxssed to establish the
procedures for data collection in this study. Basedhe theory of social exchange, TDM
optimizes survey response by establishing trugt irvey participants and by creating a
situation where the perceived rewards of survetfigpation seem to be greater than the
perceived costs (Dillman, 2000). The TDM was depetbin the late 1970s and tests
have consistently shown that response rates ofc&@?be garnered from public
populations using this method (Dillman, 2000).

The theory of social exchange guides TDM. Sociahaxge is a theory of human
behavior that “asserts that actions of individualks motivated by the return these actions

are expected to bring, and in fact usually do hrirgm others” (Dillman, 2000, p. 14).
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Three elements are necessary for determining iddals’ actions: rewards, costs, and
trust (Dillman, 2000).

Rewardsare what one expends to gain from a particulavigct costsare what

one gives up or spends to obtain the rewardstrastlis the expectation that in

the long run the rewards of doing something willveeigh the costs. (Dillman,

2000, p. 14)

TDM'’s data collection procedures aim to establisisti to offer a reward, and to
minimize the costs to survey participants.

TDM provides recommendations to reduce survey oreasent error and
nonresponse error, thereby optimizing responss (&dman, 2000). The five major
elements of the TDM include: a respondent-friersllyvey instrument; four contacts by
mail, with an additional special contact by phoneertified mail; return envelopes
affixed with first class stamps; personalizatiorathfcorrespondence; and a token pre-
paid monetary incentive (Dillman, 2000). In thiady, all of the major elements of the
TDM were followed except the additional special temh by phone or certified mail and
the pre-paid monetary incentive. Given the numbbgaaticipants (493) in this study,
contacting each participant by phone or certifiealmand offering a monetary incentive
was an unreasonable use of time and money.

Data Collection Procedures

This section describes the data collection promsdemployed in this study. A
series of postal mailings were used to contactesurecipients to request their
participation in this study by responding to a gyreither online or by postal mail.
Mailings were sent via first class mail. Stampsenadifixed to envelopes rather than

using business reply envelopes because Dillman0j2@@ted that stamped envelopes

have an increased response rate when comparegiteebs reply envelopes. A forever
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stamp was affixed to the no. 10 envelopes usedefiitst and second mailings and the
no. 9 return envelope used in the second mailing7A&ent stamp was affixed to the post
cards used in the third and fourth mailings.

Letterhead and envelopes were designed for thiegirto provide a professional
appearance, as Dillman (2000) recommended thatatlrials must appear important.
My name, contact information, and the headfigject on Doctoral Cohortsyere
printed on the letterhead. Mailing labels were peatized to include the full name and
the mailing address of each recipient. The greefirige correspondence was also
personalized to include the participant’s full name Dillman (2000) noted that
personalized correspondence elicited a highernmetate than generic correspondence. A
post office box was reserved and was used to ¢aleveys returned via postal mail. An
online survey tool was used to collect surveysrretd electronically.

All mailings were sent to the entire study groig®3 current and former
doctoral students to ensure anonymity. Althouglintah (2000) recommended that
subsequent mailings only be sent to nonrespondiaggyrocess would require some
type of tracking system that compromised anonynidgcause | am a doctoral student in
one of the programs being studied, providing tiseisce of anonymity was important
in establishing trust and encouraging survey reaisi to respond.

A series of four postal mailings were used to aohsurvey participants. During
the second week of October 2009, | sent a prentditey (Appendix J) to all participants
to request their participation in the study. Thematice letter was printed on a single
sheet of 8.5 x 11 in. white paper using black ifike prenotice letter explained the

purpose of the survey, informed the respondenttaibeuoption to respond to the survey

109



online or via postal mail, and encouraged the nedpot to participate in the study. Two
business days after the first mailing, a secondimgaivas sent. The second mailing
consisted of the cover letter (Appendix K), an mfiation sheet (Appendix L), the survey
instrument (Appendix D), and a no. 9 stamped retumrelope. The cover letter was
printed on a single sheet of 8.5 x 11 in. whitegvagsing black ink. The cover letter
explained the purpose of the survey, asked theonelgmt to complete the survey,
provided directions for survey completion onlinelasa postal mail, noted that
participation was voluntary and anonymous, and idexya deadline for survey
completion.

Five business days after the second mailing, d thailing was sent. The third
mailing consisted of a 4.25 x 6 in. white post cgkdpendix M) printed with black ink.
The post card thanked the respondent for particigan the survey and encouraged the
respondent to participate if the survey had nobgein completed. Two weeks after the
third mailing, a fourth and final mailing was senhe final mailing consisted of a 4.25 x
6 in. white post card (Appendix N) printed with ¢tank. The final mailing again
thanked the respondent for participating in theeyiand encouraged the respondent to
participate if the survey had not yet been comgle®liman (2000) recommended that
the fourth contact be more insistent than the previhree, so this post card reminded the
respondent how important his or her participati@swo the project. The TDM
recommended that the fourth contact provide a cephent survey to all nonrespondents.
Because this study was anonymous, | did not kn@wdéntities of the nonrespondents.

To provide a replacement survey to nonresponddregdpurth contact encouraged the
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recipient to contact me via e-mail to request agosurvey or to respond to the survey
online.

Of the mailings to 493 participants, unopened rinaih 53 participants was
returned because of incorrect addresses. | wad@hdeate correct addresses for 12 of
these participants and began this series of mailaggin in late October and early
November 2009 as the returned mail was being redeivhe survey was closed at the
end of December 2009.

Consideration of Human Subjects

Given this project’s dependence on human subjdutsstudy was designed with
careful attention to ethical issues. In the so@md behavioral sciences, the risks to
human subjects are not as great as those in theebioal sciences, but participants can
still experience negative consequences if a staiahpi thoughtfully planned (Dannels,
2006). To protect human subjects, this study infmparticipants of the details of the
project and developed data collection procedursafeguard participants’ anonymity.

Participants were provided information about gtigdy in the information sheet
(Appendix L) that accompanied the survey. The imfation sheet included an
explanation of the nature of the study and its irtepwe, my status as the researcher and
as a doctoral student at GWU, and assurancesdhatipants’ anonymity would be
preserved. Because identifying information wasaatiected from participants, implied
consent was obtained through the use of the infoomaheet as signed consent was not
deemed necessary (S. Hensley, personal commumgcMerch 3, 2008). | disclosed my
status as a doctoral student in a higher educatiomnistration cohort program at GWU

when | invited participants to take part in thedstul assured participants—some of
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whom are in the same doctoral program—that thewresuresponses would remain
anonymous. | further assured participants that fheriticipation or nonparticipation in
the project would not impact their standing as eatror former doctoral students at
GWU.

This study was designed to preserve participamshymity in data collection
and reporting. All participants were sent four pbstailings to request their participation
in the study. The survey instruments were not kdbel tracked in any manner so | could
not identify individual respondents. To ensure gmoity, participants were asked not to
mark the survey or the return envelope with idgmtd information, such as their name
or address. All returned surveys were mailed tost pffice box that | acquired. | was
the only person who had a key to the post officednad | was solely responsible for
collecting returned mail. Returned surveys were kep locked drawer in my home to
which access was limited to me. The returned swrwvel be destroyed after completion
of the study and once they are no longer needed.

The George Washington University is legally arfucztlly bound to protect
human research subjects and therefore requir€dfite of Human Research to approve
research in advance (The George Washington Uniye2£08). Because this study
protects participants’ anonymity and it involvewlaosks to the participants, | submitted
this project to the institutional Review Board (IRBr an exempt review (S. Hensley,
personal communication, March 3, 2008). Approvairfrthe Chair of the IRB Non-
Medical Committee on Human Research was receivellignl, 2009. The information

sheet (Appendix L) displays the IRB seal and apairaumber (#060937) for this study.
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Data Preparation and Handling

This section describes the procedures for prepanughandling data prior to
analysis. This includes a discussion of the gumrslifor receiving, recording, reviewing,
and entering survey data.

Survey Receipt and Recording

Surveys were returned to me either via an onlumeey tool or via postal mail.

For online survey responses, the survey tool restbtde date surveys were received, the
total number of surveys received, and the survegaeses. Then, | downloaded the data
into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet.

Responses that were sent via postal mail wereneduto a post office box that |
acquired. Five days after the survey was mailgehtticipants, | began checking the post
office box on a daily basis for responses. | wasahly person who had a key to the post
office box and | was solely responsible for colilegtreturned mail. As recommended by
Alreck and Settle (2004), each response was opamdiae day it is received and the date
was noted on the back of the survey. Each surveygiven a unique, seven-digit
identifying number that denotes the order in whialias received and the date of receipt.
For example, the identifying number 4~081108 dentttasthe survey was the fourth
response received and it was received on Augus2ad8. Using a Microsoft Excel
spreadsheet, | kept a log of the number of survesited, the number of responses
received each day via the two methods of resp@mkthe number of responses
remaining (Alreck & Settle, 2004). | also kept g lof nondeliverable mail surveys to
determine the quality of the mailing list (Alreck 8ettle, 2004). Completed postal mail

surveys were kept in a locked drawer in my homelamais the only person with access
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to this drawer. The completed postal mail surveysbe destroyed after the completion
of the study and once they were no longer needed.
Reviewing Surveys for Completeness

After each completed survey was received and dechrthe document was
reviewed to determine if it is acceptable for datalysis. | examined the document to
confirm that the participant responded to eaclestaht or question. If a participant did
not respond to a statement in Part |, Part Il,at Rl, then all of the responses associated
with a particular variable were not used becauses#iniables in these sections were
multidimensional. For example, if the participard dot respond to the second statement
on the survey, then | did not include the respotsasatements one through six in the
data analysis as these responses collectivelyitgiesa value for a single variable
(student affiliation). One incomplete responseant®, Part I, or Part 11l invalidated a
portion of the survey, but not the survey in itsirety. In Part IV of the survey, the
majority of variables were unidimensional, meartimat the response to a single question
provided the necessary data for the correspondinghle. However there is one
exception: the variablgersistencevas multidimensional, requiring responses from two
guestions to collect the necessary data for thisvie. Inappropriate or superfluous data
were marked out on surveys before data were redqAleeck & Settle, 2004). |
reserved the right to exclude surveys that werdgrenantly incomplete.

Data Entry

Using a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet, data wageaiato cells horizontally so

that each row corresponded with the data from glesisurvey response. The final cell in

each row contained the identifying number assodiafti¢éh each survey received via
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postal mail. Because this study included severdlidimensional variables, an Excel
spreadsheet was useful in providing the sum oféhges that comprise each
multidimensional variable per survey response.

Based on a recommendation by Dannels (2006), amunsue was assigned to
all missing data. For each survey statement ortouesith missing data, the numeric
value for missing data (999) was entered into #ikeof the spreadsheet. (The number
999 was coded in SPSS to correspond with missitegatad each cell containing 999 in
SPSS was then excluded from statistical analyses.)

After data was entered into the spreadsheet, Daiig@06) recommends that the
researcher verify the accuracy of data entry withdssistance of a second person. The
second person reads each survey response alowgtivitesearcher verifies the data
entered in the spreadsheet. When an error wasteeétdoth the researcher and the
second person verify the correction in the spreaeish followed this protocol.

After the data from all of the surveys was entaretthe spreadsheet and verified,
the data was copied from the spreadsheet into SBPIS% the data was in SPSS, it was
checked for errors by conducting frequency distrdns of categorical and continuous
variables. Additionally, scatter plots of ratio idales were reviewed to reveal outliers.
Once these final checks of data entry were comptle¢edata was ready for statistical
analysis.

Data Analysis

A variety of statistical procedures were used &spnt the data and to answer the

research questions. First, this section brieflyraslskes the use of descriptive statistics to

present the data. Then, it discusses the use @froatory factor analysis to establish
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construct validity in a portion of the survey instrent. Finally, it presents logistic
regression as the method for answering the reseiestions.
Descriptive Statistics

“Descriptive statistics are used to classify anthsiarize numerical data; that is,
to describe data” (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 200313). In this study, descriptive
statistics are used to provide summative infornmaéibout the participants, their
characteristics, and their experiences in docfm@jrams. Descriptive statistics include
mean, standard deviation, minimum, maximum, freqyeand percentage. Descriptive
statistics are provided for all predictor variabédesl the criterion variable.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

To establish construct validity for the four scallkat were amended for this
study, confirmatory factor analysis was conductedh@ responses to the questions in
Parts I, Il, and IIl of the NDSEQ. Factor analyS8ssused to uncover the latent structure
(dimensions) of a set of variables” (North Carol8tate University, 2008a, Overview
para 1). Factor analysis can be used for a vapietgasons, but in this situation factor
analysis was used to “validate a scale or indeddigonstrating that its constituent items
load on the same factor” (North Carolina State @rsity, 2008a, Overview para 4).
After data collection was complete and the resppmsare entered into SPSS, the
responses to the questions in Parts I, Il, andfthe survey instrument were subjected to
a principal component factor analysis (one factalygsis was conducted for each scale)
using varimax orthogonal rotation to reduce theesponding scales to meaningful

items.
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Factor analysis consists of two steps: factoragkion and factor rotation (Green
& Salkind, 2005). The first step—factor extractiodetermines “the number of factors
underlying a set of measured variables” (Green &iBa, 2005, p. 313). Factor
extraction is conducted in SPSS using principal monents analysis and then the
resulting eigenvalues and the scree test are exanindetermine how many factors will
be used in the analysis. Frequently, any factdrttha an eigenvalue (the variability of a
factor) greater than one is retained (Green & &dlk2005). Additionally, the scree test
(the plot of the eigenvalues) also determines tiraber of factors by retaining “all
factors with eigenvalues in the sharp descentqddhe plot before the eigenvalues start
to level off” (Green & Salkind, 2005, p. 317).

In the second step—factor rotation—the factorsrat&ed using the Varimax
method in SPSS to determine which items are mosebt correlated for a given factor
(Green & Salkind, 2005). After the factor rotatisrcomplete, the resulting Rotated
Factor Matrix is examined to determine which itdoed at or above .40 for each factor
(Green & Salkind, 2005). The items that load aaloove .40 for each factor are strongly
correlated and together they provide an appropnegasure of the given factor. The
process of factor analysis and the results aretegpa Chapter 4.

Logistic Regression

Logistic regression was the statistical analysi Was used to answer all of the
research questions in this study. Logistic regogsllows one to predict a discrete
outcome such as group membership from a set adhvas that may be continuous,
discrete, or a mix” (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007,487). In logistic regression there may

be two or more outcomes, or groups (Tabachnickdeli2007). In this study, the
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criterion variable is dichotomous in which partaiys are categorized as either persisters
or non-persisters. After the data is entered i8S, a logistic regression analysis is
conducted to determine the relationship of the iptedvariables to the dichotomous
criterion variable, persistence.

As in multiple regression, the prediction equaftionlogistic regression includes
a linear relationship among predictor variabled,tba linear portion of this equation “is
not the end in itself, but is used to find the odflbeing in one of the categories of the
DV given a particular combination of scores on X (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p.
445). Logistic regression assumes that each ofdhees of the outcome variable has an
expected probability that varies as a functionaxfteof the independent variables
(Cabrera, 1994). Further, it assumes that thetiogigstribution is binomial in nature
resulting in an S-shaped distribution (Cabrera )98 multiple regression the focus is
on the correlations among independent and dependenbles, whereas in logistic
regression the focus is on the probability of eegiwutcome (Cabrera, 1994).

To determine the answers to the research questighs study, an odds ratio test
was conducted. “The odds ratio is the change irs @ddeing in one of the categories of
outcome when the value of the predictor increagesie unit” (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007, p. 461). Odds ratios greater than one ingligatincrease in the odds of persistence
with a one-unit increase in the predictor variakldds ratios less than one indicate a
decrease in the odds of persistence with a onenargase in the predictor variable.
Odds ratios equal to 1.00 indicate no change imtlts of persistence with a one-unit
increase in the predictor variable (Tabachnick & 2007). “The odds ratio is

interpretable as an effect size; the closer thes odtio is to one, the smaller the effect”
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(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p 463). The odds r&tst was used to determine if the
proposed model is an improvement over the baseliogel. In regression analysis, the
baseline model can be the intercept-only modelciwimcludes the Y intercept but does
not include any predictor variables, or it can beeated model that includes fewer
predictor variables than the proposed model. Asliigimodel is deemed to be a better fit
when the predictor variables in the proposed megkibit an improvement over the
baseline model (Cohen et al., 2003).

Answering Research Questions

Hierarchical logistic regression allows a research examine if a set of variables
contributes significant prediction over and abomether set of variables (Cohen et al.,
2003). To answer the research questions, the adidstest was used to measure the
magnitude of the effect of predictor variables loa triterion variable, persistence. The
odds ratio test indicates if a model can be impddwe adding more predictor variables to
a baseline or nested model to create a more compbebel.

Research question To answer research question one, each of the varesbles
pertaining to peer relationships was tested indiaily on the EA student population and
then on the HEA student population to determinevdréables that contributed to
persistence for each group (Table 4). First, thdestt affiliation model was compared to
the Y-intercept model (which has no predictor Vales) to determine if student
affiliation contributed to persistence. Then, tleeplearning model was compared to the
Y-intercept model to determine if peer learningtcitmuted to persistence. Finally, the

peer discussion model was compared to the Y-inp¢roedel to determine if peer
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discussion contributed to persistence. (The EAtheHEA student populations were
also combined to answer this research question.)
Table 4

Procedures for Research Question 1

Criterion Variable Add Predictor Variable Entryontiodel Compared with

Persistence Student affiliation Block 1 Y-intercapidel
Persistence Peer learning Block 1 Y-intercept model
Persistence Peer discussion Block 1 Y-interceptahod

Research question Zo answer research question two, each of the peer
relationship variables was tested in relation sodtudents’ understanding of faculty
expectations (SUFE) variable and then in relatmthée interaction between the two
variables. These tests were conducted on the Efestypopulation and then on the HEA
student population to determine the variables ¢batributed to persistence for each
group (Table 5). To answer research question 2aSWFE model was compared to the
Y-intercept model to determine if SUFE contributegersistence. To answer research
guestion 2b, the student affiliation variable wdded to the model and this more
complex model was compared to the SUFE model terchéte if student affiliation
contributed to persistence. This test was thenicaeld for the peer learning and peer
discussion variables. To answer research questioth@ interaction between SUFE and
student affiliation was added to the model and tiise complex model was compared to
the SUFE and student affiliation model to determiiribe interaction between these two
variables contributed to persistence. This testtivas duplicated for the peer learning
and peer discussion variables. (The EA and the Hitdent populations were also

combined to answer research questions 2a, 2b,@hd@ answer research question 2d,
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the same hierarchical tests conducted in 2a, 2b2anvere conducted on female

participants from EA and HEA programs (combined) amere then conducted on male

participants from EA and HEA programs (combined).ahswer research question 2e,

the same hierarchical tests conducted in 2a, 2b2anvere conducted on Black

participants from EA and HEA programs (combined] amere then conducted on White

participants from EA and HEA programs (combined).

Table 5

Procedures for Research Question 2

Criterion Variable Add Predictor VariableEntry into Model

Compare with

Students’
understanding of
faculty expectations

Persistence (SUFE) Block 1 Y-intercept model
Student affiliation (SA) Block 2 SUFE model
SUFE * SA Block 3 SUFE and SA model
Persistence SUFE Block 1 Y-intercept model
Peer learning (PL) Block 2 SUFE model
SUFE * PL Block 3 SUFE and PL model
Persistence SUFE Block 1 Y-intercept model
Peer discussion (PD) Block 2 SUFE model
SUFE * PD Block 3 SUFE and PD model

Research question 3o answer research question three, 13 variables wer

entered into a model to determine if they contelluto persistence. These tests were

conducted on the EA student population and thethetHEA student population to

develop models for each group that predict persistéTable 6). To answer research

guestion 3a, the student characteristic varialgesder, race, age, marital/domestic
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partner status, number of dependents, hours ofegymant) were added as a group into
the model and then this more complex model was epaapto the Y-intercept model to
determine if student characteristics contributeddrsistence. To answer research
guestion 3b, the peer relationship variables (stud€iliation, peer learning, and peer
discussion) and the SUFE variable were added asup go the model and then this more
complex model was compared to the student chastitrimodel to determine if the
added variables contributed to persistence. To ansgearch question 3c, the
interactions between the peer relationship vargafdaudent affiliation, peer learning, and
peer discussion) and SUFE were added as a grahp taodel and this more complex
model was compared to the previous model to determithe added variables
contributed to persistence. (The EA and the HEA et populations were also

combined to answer research questions 3a, 3b,and 3

Table 6

Procedures for Research Question 3

Criterion Variable Add Predictor Variable EntryorModel Compare with

Gender, Race, Age,
Marital/Domestic Partner
Status, Number of
Dependents, Hours of
Persistence Employment Block 1 Y-intercept model

Student affiliation (SA), Peer
learning (PL), Peer discussion
(PD), Students’ understanding
of faculty expectations

(SUFE) Block 2 Block 1 model
SUFE * SA, SUFE * PL,
SUFE * PD Block 3 Block 2 model
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Assumption Checking in Logistic Regression

Certain assumptions are made when using logestieession. The following
criteria need to be met in order for me to havdidence in the outcomes of logistic
regression analysis: appropriate ratio of casesauiables; linearity in the logit; absence
of multicollinearity; absence of outliers in thdwgmn; and independence of errors. This
section reviews each of these assumptions andieg@ay tests that are conducted to
verify these assumptions. The process of assumphieaking and the results of the
related tests are reported in Chapter 4.

Appropriate ratio of cases to variable&n inadequate sample size may produce
particularly large parameter estimates and stanelaods (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
To avoid these problems, the sample size shoulectehe appropriate number of
participants relative to the number of predicatanables being tested in the model
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In this study, the gdensize was determined by
considering the effect size and the number of ptedvariables (Green, 1991). See the
sampling strategy section presented earlier indhapter for a detailed discussion of the
necessary sample size.

Linearity in the logit.Logistic regression assumes a linear relationsbtpreen
continuous predictor variables and the logit of¢herion variable (Tabachnick &

Fidell, 2007). When linearity is violated, the lstiyt regression analysis lacks power and
underestimates the relationship of the predictoiatées and the criterion variable,
thereby generating a Type |l error (a finding ofaignificance when a significant
relationship does exist) (North Carolina State @mity, 2008b). The Box-Tidwell

approach is used to determine linearity in thetlpgabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Using
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this approach, interaction terms between each maonts predictor variable and its
natural log are added to the logistic regressiodehflabachnick & Fidell, 2007). A
direct regression analysis is preformed with a rhtdt® consists of the original predictor
variables and the interaction terms (Tabachnickidel, 2007). Linearity is violated if
any of the interaction terms is statistically sfgraint (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Absence of multicollinearity.ogistic regression assumes that the predictor
variables are not multicollinear (Tabachnick & Rid2007). Multicollinearity occurs in
a correlation matrix when “variables are too higbtyrelated” (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007, p. 88). Like other forms of regression, lagisegression is susceptible to high
correlations among predictor variables, which digated by extremely large standard
errors for parameter estimates (Tabachnick & Fi@€l07). To test for multicollinearity,
crossproducts of the predictor variables are factan SPSS and the findings are
provided in thecollinearity diagnostics tableBy reviewing the condition indices and the
variance proportions in the collinearity diagnostiable, issues of multicollinearity are
revealed. If a factor has a condition index thateexis 30, and two or more variables
have a variance proportion of .50 or higher on faetior, then multicollinearity exits.
(North Carolina State University, 2008c).

Absence of outliers in the soluticdutliers may poorly predict the solution in
logistic regression. For example, “a case thatalgtis in one category of outcome may
show a high probability for being in another catgtjgTabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p.
443). When there are a substantial number of désethis, the model has a poor fit
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Outliers are identifiby examining standardized residuals

in logistic regression. The standardized residsigthé difference between 1 (the value of
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the outcome) and the value of the predicted prdibabf the outcome; the cases with
large standardized residuals are poorly predicyeithd model and are outliers in the
solution (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). SPSS caloegahe value of the standardized
residual for each case in the study. If the le¥alignificance is .05, cases with
standardized residuals greater than 1.96 are mudied the researcher should consider
removing these cases from the model (North Car@iiage University, 2008b).

Independence of errorkogistic regression assumes that case resporees ar
independent from one another (Tabachnick & Fid&€07). Specifically, logistic
regression is not designed to analyze repeateduresasom the same participants
(North Carolina State University, 2008b). In thisdy, each participant was asked to
complete one survey either online or via postall.nfdie design of this study and the data
collection process promoted independent respomgsasdach participant.

Chapter Summary

Based on a postpositivist knowledge claim, thislgtemployed a quantitative
research design to examine the influence of edutalty-related peer relationships,
students’ understanding of faculty expectations, tndent characteristics on the
persistence of doctoral students in non-traditioredidential, cohort programs in
educational leadership. The sample group conswdtd@3 current and former doctoral
students in educational leadership cohort progr@nitie George Washington
University. Analysis of the data allowed me to examthe relationship between several
predictor variables and a single criterion variaplersistence.

A quantitative survey instrument was developedditect data about students’

characteristics, students’ perceptions of peetioglships, and students’ understanding of
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faculty expectations. Scales were drawn from fousteng instruments to measure
students’ relationships with peers and studentdewstanding of faculty expectations. In
addition, demographic questions that are typicalaisistence studies were included to
measure student characteristics. The tailored desgghod (TDM) (Dillman, 2000) was
used to establish the procedures for data colleatiehis study. A series of four postal
mailings over a three week period was used totelibigh response rate. Participants
chose to respond to the survey either online opuital mail.

Using SPSS software, descriptive and inferentéalstics were used to analyze
the data. In particular, hierarchical logistic reggion was used to answer the research
guestions. Human participants were given thougltialsideration in the development of
this study. To protect human subjects, this staflyrmed participants of the details of
the project and developed data collection procediorsafeguard participants’
anonymity. | followed all procedures as prescribgdhe Institutional Review Board of

GWU's Office of Human Research.
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine the infteeof educationally-related
peer relationships, students’ understanding oflfp@xpectations, and student
characteristics on the persistence of doctoralestigdin non-traditional, residential,
cohort programs in educational leadership. Undedstg doctoral student persistence is
critical given the high rate of attrition from docal programs and the resulting negative
implications at student, institutional, and natideaels. Although a substantial amount
of research has been conducted on traditional dagboograms, there has been less
research conducted on non-traditional doctoral ©anmg, and no research at the doctoral
level that investigates educationally-related petationships and students’
understanding of faculty expectations.

Drawing on the concepts of academic and sociagraten (Tinto, 1975, 1993)
and role ambiguity (Rizzo, House, & Lirtzman, 197A0)s correlational, cross-sectional
study used a gquantitative survey instrument to exarstudents’ perceptions of their
doctoral program experiences. This chapter begitisaweview of the sample selection
and the data collection strategy. Then, it discaifise response rate, the demographic
profile of participants, the descriptive statistidghe study’s variables, and the reliability
and validity of the data. Finally, | present theéadthat answers the research questions.

Sample Selection

The target population consisted of current antch&ardoctoral students in

educational leadership cohort programs at The @&edfgshington University. A set of

criteria was used to select the participants far $kudy, which included (a) the time
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period of fall 1995 to fall 2007, which allowed ftive enrollment of a sufficient number
of students to support this study; (b) completiba sminimum of two semesters of study,
which allowed students to become acclimated toiaiodmed about their cohort prior to
participating in the study; (c) students who ar8.lgitizens, as domestic students and
foreign students have distinct doctoral experienaed (d) current or former enroliment
in a doctoral cohort program in educational lealiprsA total of 493 students met the
criteria for participant selection and all of thesedents were contacted to participate in
the study.

Oversampling the population was necessary to olit@imequired number of
participants. Using Green’s (1991) rule, which ¢dess the number of predictor
variables and effect size, | determined that thdystequired a minimum of 131
participants. Surveying all 493 students from GWelsicational leadership programs
that met the criteria for this study was appropria¢cause: (a) it increased the reliability
of the findings, (b) it was prudent given the losturn rate of surveys in previous
persistence studies, and (c) the size of the epdipellation was reasonable and was not
prohibitive in terms of cost or time. It is notewwoy to mention that this sample was not
selected randomly, therefore, the findings frons gtudy are not generalizeable to a
larger population.

Review of Data Collection Strategy

The tailored design method (TDM) (Dillman, 200(gswsed to establish data

collection procedures for this study. A series @$tal mailings were used to contact

survey recipients to request their participatiothiis study by responding either online or
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by postal mail. All mailings were sent to the emtstudy group of 493 participants to
ensure anonymity.

During the second week of October 2009, | seneadqtice letter (Appendix J) to
all participants to request their participatiorthie study. Two business days after the first
mailing, a second mailing was sent that includéthal survey materials: the cover letter
(Appendix K), an information sheet (Appendix L)etburvey instrument (Appendix D),
and a stamped return envelope. Five business di@ystee second mailing, a post card
was sent to all participants to thank them foripgoating in the survey and to encourage
them to respond if they had not yet completed timeey. Two weeks after the third
mailing, a final post card was sent to encourag#qgi@ation again and to thank
respondents for participating. This post card plevided directions for requesting a
replacement survey and for responding online.

Of the mailings to 493 participants, unopened fnam 53 participants was
returned because of incorrect addresses. | wag@bdeate correct addresses for 12 of
these participants and began this series of mailaggin in late October and early
November 2009 as the returned mail was being redeihe survey was closed at the
end of December 2009.

Checking for Errors in Data Entry

Data from all of the surveys were entered in aagsbeet and verified, and then
data were copied from the spreadsheet into SPS& @ata were in SPSS, they were
checked for errors by conducting frequency distrdns of categorical and continuous

variables. Additionally, scatter plots of ratio idales were reviewed to reveal outliers.
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Once these final checks of data entry were compdiettas were ready for statistical
analysis.
Response Rate

The response rate for this study was 54.73%. &btitset of the study, there were
493 potential participants, but 49 participantsevéeducted from this total for a variety
of reasons: two participants were deceased; siglpewtified me that they did not
participate in cohort learning communities; andpébple had outdated addresses and |
was unable to locate their current addresses. €©adjusted total of 444 potential
participants, 243 participants responded to theesurOf these 243 participants, 69.55%
responded via postal mail and 30.45% respondetietecally. Tables 7, 8, 9, and 10
provide a summary of the response rates by geratss, program, persistence status, and
method of response (either online or postal mailfiw each of the demographic groups.
Table 11 summarizes the response rate by demogrgphip within each method of

response (either online or postal mail).

Table 7

Response Rate by Gender and Method of Response @éhder

Total
Response Percent Postal Percent Electronic
Gender n N Rate Mail Responders Responders
Women 140 272 51.47% 73.57% 26.43%
Men 103 172 59.88% 64.08% 35.92%
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Table 8

Response Rate by Race and Method of Response Rabé

Total
Response  Percent Postal Percent Electronic
Race n N Rate Mail Responders Responders
Black 75 186 40.32% 60.00% 40.00%
White 148 215 68.83% 72.97% 27.03%
Other 20 43 46.51% 80.00% 20.00%

Table 9

Response Rate by Program and Method of Resportsa Riiogram

Total
Response  Percent Postal Percent Electronic
Program n N Rate Mail Responders Responders
EA 126 264 47.73% 72.22% 27.78%
HEA 116 180 64.44% 67.24% 32.76%

Table 10

Response Rate by Persistence Status and Methaspbise within Persistence Status

Total
Persistence Response  Percent Postal Percent Electronic
Status n N Rate Mail Responders Responders
Persisters 199 314 63.38% 68.34% 31.66%
Non-
Persisters 44 130 33.84% 75.00% 25.00%
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Table 11

Response Rate by Method and Demographic Group

Method of Response
Percent Postal Percent Electronic
Demographic  Mail Responders Responders

Group (n=169) (n=74)
Gender
Men 39.05% 50.00%
Women 60.95% 50.00%
Race
Black 26.63% 40.54%
White 63.91% 54.05%
Other 9.47% 5.41%
Program
EA 53.85% 47.30%
HEA 46.15% 51.35%
Not Reported 0.00% 1.35%
Persistence Status
Persisters 80.47% 85.14%
Non-Persisters 19.53% 14.86%

Of the 243 students who responded to the surveye sif them did not answer all
of the survey questions. Table 12 reports the nusntferesponders who did and did not

provide data for each variable in the study.
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Table 12

Data Provided by Respondents

Variable Missing Data Valid Data
Student

Affiliation 7 236
Peer Learning 0 243
Peer Discussion 2 241
SUFE 7 236
Gender 0 243
Program of Study 1 242
Age 3 240
Race 20 223
Marital/Domestic

Partner Status 4 239
Number of

Dependents 2 241
Hours of

Employment 1 242
Persistence 0 243

Demographic Profile

The demographic profile of participants was notienpry focus of this study, but

is noteworthy to mention. Of the 243 participamishis study, 103 (42.39%) were men

and 140 (57.61%) were women. With respect to maitd domestic partner status as

reported in this study, 183 (75.31%) participanggevmarried or had a domestic partner

during their years of doctoral study; 56 (23.04%iticipants were not married or did not

have a domestic partner during their years of dat&iudy; and 4 (1.65%) participants
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did not respond to this question. With respechriumber of dependents in the
household as reported in this study, 106 (43.628&)qipants reported that they did not
have any dependents in their care during theirsyebdoctoral study; 135 (55.56%)
participants reported that they did have dependariteeir care during their years of
doctoral study; and 2 (.82%) participants did msfpond to this question. Tables 13, 14,

and 15 provide detailed demographic informatioatesl to age, race and ethnicity, and

employment.

Table 13

Age of Participants in Entire Sample
(N =243)

Age Range Percent
<25 2.88%
26 - 30 15.23%
31-35 16.46%
36 - 40 17.28%
41 - 45 12.76%
> 45 34.16%
No response 1.23%

The majority of the participants in this study wareheir thirties and forties when they
responded to the survey instrument: 46.50% wengdeat the ages of 31 and 45 years

old and the median age of the participants wase&dsyold.
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Table 14

Race/Ethnicity of Participants in
Entire SampléN = 243)

Asian 1.23%
Black 30.86%
Hispanic 2.47%
Multiethnic 1.65%
Native American .82%
White 60.91%
No response 2.06%

Most of the participants in this study identifidebinselves as being either White
(60.91%) or Black (30.86%), with a much smallerugr¢6.17%) that identified as either

Asian, Hispanic, Multiethnic, or Native American.

Table 15

Participants’ Weekly Employment
For Entire SampléN = 243)

Not employed 1.24%
< 20 hours 3.29%
20 — 39 hours 2.88%
40 hours 68.31%
41 — 80 hours 23.87%
No response A41%

The vast majority (98.35%) of the participantshiststudy were employed while they
were working toward their doctoral degrees, anthe$e, most (92.18%) were employed
full time. Doctoral students in education are olttem students in any other field of study
(Doctorate recipients2009), so their commitment to full-time employmennhot

unanticipated.
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Table 16 provides detailed demographic informatareach program of study.

Table 16

Demographic Profile by Program

Demographic Variable

Program of Study

EA (N = 126) HEA (\ = 116)
Gender
Men 38.89% 46.55%
Women 61.11% 53.35%
Age
< 25 years 3.17% 2.59%
26 — 30 years 16.67% 13.79%
31 — 35 years 23.02% 9.48%
36 - 40 years 16.67% 18.10%
41 — 45 years 11.11% 14.66%
> 45 years 27.78% 40.52%
No response 1.59% .86%
Race/Ethnicity
Asian 79% 1.72%
Black 30.95% 31.03%
Hispanic 2.38% 2.59%
Multiethnic 1.59% 1.72%
Native American .79% .86%
White 61.90% 59.48%
No response 1.59% 2.59%
Weekly Employment
Not employed 0% 2.59%
< 20 hours .79% 1.72%
20 -39 hours 3.97% 6.03%
40 hours 71.43% 65.52%
41 — 80 hours 23.81% 23.28%
No response 0% .86%
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The demographic profiles of the EA and HEA programse similar for gender,
race/ethnicity, and weekly employment, but the isfdiffered for the age of the
participants. In both programs, more women (appnaxely 60%) than men
(approximately 40%) participated. Most of the pap@ants in both programs of study
identified themselves as being either White (appnaxely 60%) or Black
(approximately 30%), with a much smaller groupgldsan 10%) that identified as either
Asian, Hispanic, Multiethnic, or Native American.itWregard to weekly employment,
the vast majority of the participants in both pags reported that they were employed
full time. Approximately 65% to 70% of the partiaquts worked a 40-hour week and
approximately 23% worked more than 40 hours eactkw& much smaller group (less
than 11%) worked fewer than 40 hours each week.afleeof the participants in the EA
and HEA programs differed. The participants in A program reported more older
students than the EA program; 40% of the HEA pipwiats were 45 years or older. In
the EA program, there was a fairly even distributod students over the age of 26.
Descriptive Statistics

In this study, descriptive statistics were usedrtwvide summative information
about the participants, their characteristics, thetr experiences in doctoral programs.
Table 17 provides the descriptive statistics fer¢bntinuous variables in this study.
Corresponding histograms (Figures 2, 3, 4, 5, &nd, 8) provide visual representations

of the frequencies of the variables in Table 17.
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Table 17

Descriptive Statistics for Continuous Variables

Standard
Variable Mean Deviation Median  Mode Min Max Range Freq Percent
Student Affiliation 24.84 3.58 25.00 26 6 30 24.00 236 97.10%
Peer Learning 11.09 2.47 12.00 12 4 15 11.00 243  100.00%
Peer Discussion 21.00 2.89 21.00 22 12 30 18.00 241 99.2%
Students’
Understanding of
Faculty Expectations 33.13 7.04 35.00 36 9 45 36.00 236 97.10%
Age 40.56 9.51 40.00 50 23 68 45.00 240 98.80%
Number of
Dependents 1.00 0 0 6 6.00 241 99.20%
Hours of
Employment 41.70 9.74 40.00 40 0 80 80.00 242 99.60%
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Figure 2

Frequency of Student Affiliation Scores
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Note: affliate in Figure 2 refers to the measure of the studiifiaion score on the
horizontal (x) axis.

In Figure 2, the vertical (y) axis measures thguiency and the horizontal (x)
axis measures the student affiliation score. Tleescfor student affiliation can span
from 6 to 30, with a range of 24 (see Table 17 Mhre Max, and Range columns).
Although the vast majority of the scores in FigBrare clustered together at the higher
end of the scale, one low score (6) negatively skketlie distribution (skewed the

distribution to the left, or the lower end of treak).
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In order to understand the cluster of scores inifei@ and how these scores can
be interpreted in practical terms for this studig mmean, median, and mode values are
examined. The mean value for student affiliatioB4s84, the median is 25, and the mode
is 26 (see Table 17, columns Mean, Median, and MdtEthree of these values are
quite similar. Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs note thatdistribution of data scores is
symmetrical if “the mean, the median, and the mamecide” (2003, p. 59). In this case,
the mean score is slightly less than the mediartladhode scores because of the single
outlier at the far left end of the graph, whichueed the mean value (see Figure 2).
Having said that, the mean score (24.84) is idltively high given the span of possible
scores (from 6 to 30) and it shows that most padits agreed or strongly agreed with
the statements regarding student affiliation: sttslenjoy working together; they are

comfortable sharing personal experiences; andititeyact frequently during class.
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Figure 3

Frequency of Peer Learning Scores
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Note:learningin Figure 3 refers to the measure of the peeniegrscore on the
horizontal (x) axis.

In Figure 3, the vertical (y) axis measures thgudiency and the horizontal (x)
axis measures the peer learning score. The saarpgedr learning can span from 4 to 15,
with a range of 11 (see Table 17, the Min, Max, Radige columns). Figure 3 displays a
normal or symmetric distribution in which most bétscores are clustered in the middle
and there are progressively fewer scores at ediherof the scale. Symmetric

distributions can vary in their peakedness, alsmknas kurtosis (Hinkle, Wiersma, and
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Jurs; 2003). The distribution in Figure 3 has &tpgak, with the majority of scores
located at the center.

In order to understand the cluster of scores inifeéi@ and how these scores can
be interpreted in practical terms for this studig mmean, median, and mode values are
examined. The mean value for peer learning is 11t@median is 12, and the mode is
12 (see Table 17, columns Mean, Median, and Ma&dedhree of these values are quite
similar, if not the same. Hinkle, Wiersma, and hote that the distribution of data
scores is symmetrical if “the mean, the median,thednode coincide” (2003, p. 59),
which is the case here. The mean score (11.09ef®r learning is above the middle of
the scale and shows that most participants agréedhe statements regarding peer
learning: in completing coursework and degree megoents, students work together;

they set aside time to discuss the material; aeg éxplain the material to each other.
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Figure 4

Frequency of Peer Discussion Scores
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Note:discussrin Figure 4 refers to the measure of the peeudson score on the
horizontal (x) axis.

In Figure 4, the vertical (y) axis measures thguiency and the horizontal (x)
axis measures the peer discussion score. The doomgser discussion can span from 12
to 30, with a range of 18 (see Table 17, the MiaxMand Range columns). Figure 4
displays a normal or symmetric distribution in whimost of the scores are clustered in
the middle and there are progressively fewer scatregher end of the scale. Symmetric

distributions can vary in their peakedness, alsmknas kurtosis (Hinkle, Wiersma, and
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Jurs; 2003). The distribution in Figure 4 has &lpgak, with the majority of scores
located at the center.

In order to understand the cluster of scores inifeigt and how these scores can
be interpreted in practical terms for this studig mmean, median, and mode values are
examined. The mean value for peer discussion ithelmedian is 21, and the mode is 22
(see Table 17, columns Mean, Median, and Mode)thidle of these values are quite
similar, if not the same. Hinkle, Wiersma, and hote that the distribution of data
scores is symmetrical if “the mean, the median,taednode coincide” (2003, p. 59),
which is the case here. The mean score (21) fargieeussion is in the middle of the
scale and shows that most participants had cori@nsaometimesvith their cohort
peers: these conversations did not occur all the,tthey occurred some of the time.
These conversations referred to knowledge fronading or a course; they prompted
students to read additional material on a topid; they engaged in persuasive

discussions about knowledge of arguments aboutie. to
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Figure 5

Frequency of Students’ Understanding of Facultydekations Scores
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Note:expectin Figure 5 refers to the measure of the studemtderstanding of faculty
expectations score on the horizontal (x) axis.

In Figure 5, the vertical (y) axis measures thguency and the horizontal (x)
axis measures the students’ understanding of faexftectations (SUFE) score. The
scores for SUFE can span from 9 to 45, with a rarig#6 (see Table 17, the Min, Max,
and Range columns). Most of the scores in FiguaeXxlustered together at the higher
end of the scale, but a few low scores (three socoff® and one score of 13) have

negatively skewed the distribution (skewed therdhgtion to the left, or the lower end of
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the scale).

In order to understand the cluster of scores infeigp and how these scores can
be interpreted in practical terms for this studig mmean, median, and mode values are
examined. The mean value for SUFE is 33.13, thaanad 35, and the mode is 36 (see
Table 17, columns Mean, Median, and Mode). All ¢hoéthese values are quite similar.
Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs note that the distribubbdata scores is symmetrical if “the
mean, the median, and the mode coincide” (20039).In this case, the mean score is
slightly less than the median and the mode scaeause of the values (four scores were
less than 14) at the far left end of the graphctvineduced the mean value (see Figure 5).
Having said that, the mean score (33.13) is radftiliigh given the span of possible
scores (from 9 to 45) and it shows that most pperds agreed with the statements
regarding students’ understanding of faculty exgmbs: students know what is
expected of them from faculty; they receive regtdadback from faculty; and they

know what they need to accomplish to complete degrquirements.
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Figure 6

Frequency of the Age of Students
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Note:agein Figure 6 refers to the measure of the agedars) of the participants on the
horizontal (x) axis.

In Figure 6, the vertical (y) axis measures thgudency and the horizontal (x)
axis measures the age of the participants whendfagted their doctoral programs. The
scores for age can span from 23 to 68 years, wiéimge of 45 (see Table 17, the Min,
Max, and Range columns). Figure 6 displays a umifor rectangular distribution in
which the scores are distributed fairly evenly asrthe graph. Because of the fairly

uniform distribution of scores in Figure 6, thesenbt a central tendency to interpret. In
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this situation, the mean score of 40.56 years Tadde 17, the Mean column) for age is
simply the average of all the reported scoresp@sinot represent a cluster or a majority
of the ages of the participants. The median scbé® gears (see Table 17, the Median
column) provides the middle value, with 50% of Hveres falling above 40 years and
50% of the scores falling below 40 years. The msmtee of 50 years (see Table 17, the

Mode column) is the value that was repeated thdé.mos
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Figure 7

Frequency of the Number of Dependents
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Note:dependn Figure 7 refers to the measure of the numbelependents on the
horizontal (x) axis.

In Figure 7, the vertical (y) axis measures thguiency and the horizontal (x)
axis measures the number of dependents that thieipant was responsible for during
the period of doctoral study. The scores for thealper of dependents spanned from 0 to
6 dependents, with a range of 6 (see Table 1MtheMax, and Range columns). The
vast majority of the scores in Figure 7 are clestdngether at the lower end of the scale,

which positively skewed the distribution (skewed thstribution to the right, or the
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higher end of the scale). The positively skewedtithstion in Figure 7 is not unexpected
as the lower values stopped at zero (there coultdena negative number of dependents
to balance the higher number of dependents). A@@cause this discussion is about
people, the mean value did not have much meanitiggrsituation. Likewise, the
median value did not provide much information giviea small range of the scores.
Figure 7 shows that 56% of the participants didheste dependents in their care and
44% of participants had one or more dependentsein tare while they pursued their
doctoral degree. Because doctoral programs in édadaave more older students than
any other field of studyJoctorate recipients2010; Gravois, 2005), it is not surprising
that a little less than 50% of the participantghiis study were responsible for their

children or their parents during this time.

150



Figure 8

Frequency of the Hours of Weekly Employment
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Note:employin Figure 8 refers to the measure of hours of Weekployment on the
horizontal (x) axis.

In Figure 8, the vertical (y) axis measures thguency and the horizontal (x)
axis measures the participants’ hours of weeklyleympent when they were pursuing
their doctoral degrees. The scores for weekly egmémt can span from 0 to 80 hours,
with a range of 80 (see Table 17, the Min, Max, Ratige columns). Figure 8 displays a
normal or symmetric distribution in which most bétscores are clustered in the middle

and there are progressively fewer scores at ettheéof the scale. Symmetric
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distributions can vary in their peakedness, alsmknas kurtosis (Hinkle, Wiersma, and
Jurs; 2003). The distribution in Figure 8 has ay\egh peak, with the vast majority of
scores located at the center.

In order to understand the cluster of scores infei@ and how these scores can
be interpreted in practical terms for this studig mmean, median, and mode values are
examined. The mean value for hours of weekly empkayt is 41.70 hours, the median is
40 hours, and the mode is 40 hours (see Tableoltinas Mean, Median, and Mode).

All three of these values are quite similar, if ot same. Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs note
that the distribution of data scores is symmetiiicdhe mean, the median, and the mode
coincide” (2003, p. 59), which is the case heree Tifean score (41.70) for hours of
weekly employment is in the middle of the scale ahdws that the vast majority of
participants worked a 40-hour week, or full timédnil pursuing their doctoral degrees.
Doctoral students in education are older than stisd@ any other field of study
(Doctorate recipients2009), so their commitment to full-time employmennhot

unanticipated.
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Table 18 provides the descriptive statistics fer¢htegorical variables in this study.
Table 18

Descriptive Statistics for Categorical Variables

Variable Mode Min Max Freq Percent
Gender
Men = 0; Women =1 1 0 1 243 100.00%
Program of Study
EA=0;HEA=1 0 0 1 242 99.60%
Race
White = 0; Black = 1 0 0 1 223 91.80%
Marital/Domestic Partner
Status
No Partner = O; Partner = 1 1 0 1 239 98.40%

Persistence Status
Non-persister = 0;
Persister = 1 1 0 1 243 100.00%

Reliability of the Data
Four scales were amended for use in this studsglblyeequiring tests of

reliability to ensure consistency of measuremeneéxh variable. The Cronbach alpha
measure of reliability is “generally the most apgprate type of reliability for survey
research and other questionnaires in which thesgasige of possible answers for each
item” (McMillan & Schumacher, 2006, p. 186). An aptable range of reliability is .70
to .90 for most instruments (McMillan & Schumach2006). The reliability measure for
the four amended scales in this study ranged fiatiafactory to strong with Cronbach’s

alpha scores from .80 to .93. Table 19 providesehability scores for these scales.
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Table 19

Reliability Scores for Amended Scales

Cronbach’s
Variable N Alpha
Student Affiliation 236 .81
Peer Learning 243 .80
Peer Discussion 241 .80
Students’ Understanding
of Faculty Expectations 236 .93

Validity of the Data

To establish construct validity for the four scallat were amended for this
study, confirmatory factor analysis was conductedhe responses to the questions in
Parts I, Il, and Il of the NDSEQ. Factor analysis “validate a scale or index by
demonstrating that its constituent items load @nsiéime factor” (North Carolina State
University, 2008a, Overview para 4). Each of tharfecales in this study was
unidimensional. In the analysis of scales, only fawtor was extracted from each scale
and this outcome was expected. Every ftewaded above .40 for each of the scales, so
no items were excluded from any of the scales dutata analysis. Each of the four
scales was validated using confirmatory factorgsigl Table 20 provides a summary of

the item scores for each scale.

2 An item refers to each question or statementrtiates up a scale. For example, the
student affiliation scale is comprised of the fsbt questions (or items) from the NDSEQ
survey.
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Table 20

Principal Component Analysis Scores for AmendedeSca

Student Peer Peer
Affiliation Learning Discussion SUFE

Item I-1 .86
Item [-2 .85
Item 1-3 .75
Item |-4 .63
Item 1I-5 .62
Item 1-6 .55
ltem |-7 .81
Item |-8 .88
ltem I-9 .85
ltem II-1 - 78
Item II-2 - 79
Item I11-3 - 74
Item 11-4 - 69
Item I1-5 - 59
Item 11-6 - 63
Item 111-1 79
Item II-2 77
Item 111-3 80
Item 1II-4 .84
Item 111-5 84
Item 111-6 83
Item III-7 .85
Item 11I-8 72
ltem 111-9 79
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Testing the Assumptions of Logistic Regression

Hierarchical logistic regression is the statistiest that was used to answer all of
the research questions. Certain assumptions are wiaeh using logistic regression. The
following criteria need to be met in order for tiesearcher to have confidence in the
outcomes of this type of analysis: appropriateoraficases to variables; linearity in the
logit; absence of multicollinearity; absence ofligus in the solution; and independence
of errors. As mentioned in Chapter 3, the desigthisfstudy met two of the five
assumptions: ratio of cases to variables and intgrece of errors. This section reviews
the tests associated with the remaining three gsisoms.

Linearity in the Logit

Logistic regression assumes a linear relationseipvéen continuous predictor
variables and the logit of the criterion variablalpachnick & Fidell, 2007). When
linearity is violated, the logistic regression &s#s lacks power and underestimates the
relationship of the predictor variables and théecion variable, thereby generating a
Type |l error (a finding of no significance wheignificant relationship does exist)
(North Carolina State University, 2008b). The Baxiell approach was used to
determine linearity in the logit (Tabachnick & Fid2007). Using this approach,
interaction terms between each continuous predi@oable and its natural log were
added to the logistic regression model. A diregtession analysis was preformed with a
model that consisted of the original predictor &hhes and the interaction terms. None of
the interaction terms were statistically significaherefore, it is assumed that there is a
linear relationship between the continuous predicésiables and the logit of the

criterion variable (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
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Absence of Multicollinearity

Logistic regression assumes that the predictoabés are not multicollinear
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Multicollinearity ocraiin a correlation matrix when
“variables are too highly correlated” (Tabachnick&lell, 2007, p. 88). Like other forms
of regression, logistic regression is susceptibleigh correlations among predictor
variables, which is indicated by extremely largansiard errors for parameter estimates
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). To test for multicoléarity, crossproducts of the predictor
variables were factored in SPSS and the findingkewollinearity diagnostics table
were reviewed. By reviewing the condition indicesl ahe variance proportions in the
collinearity diagnostics table, issues of multicedhbrity are revealed. If a factor has a
condition index that exceeds 30, and two or morealskes have a variance proportion of
.50 or higher on that factor, then multicollinegmixits (North Carolina State University,
2008c). In this test, the crossproducts met motefequirements, but not all. Two
factors had condition indices greater than 30, M@neno corresponding variance
proportion was equal to or greater than .50 ondliastors. Therefore, it was assumed
that the predictor variables were not multicollinea

Absence of Outliers in the Solution

Outliers may poorly predict the solution in logtstegression. For example, “a
case that actually is in one category of outcomg sh@w a high probability for being in
another category” (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p3¥4Nhen there are a substantial
number of cases like this, the model has a podfébachnick & Fidell, 2007). Outliers
are identified by examining standardized residualegistic regression. The

standardized residual is the difference betwedahe alue of the outcome) and the value
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of the predicted probability of the outcome; theesawith large standardized residuals
are poorly predicted by the model and are outliethe solution (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007). Using SPSS, standardized residuals werelagdd for each case in the study and
no values were greater than 1.96. Therefore, itaggaamed that there were no outliers in
the solution and no cases were removed from theemod
Data Responding to Research Questions

This section presents the data that answers ddbk cesearch questions. Each
guestion is addressed individually with a preseémtadf the data and an interpretation of
the results. For all of the research questiong@x2d and 2e, data were analyzed twice
based on programs of study: First, research questiere answered based on an analysis
of the entire sample (combining the EA and HEA paogs), and then research questions
were answered based on an analysis of distinctranog) (separating EA and HEA
programs). Research questions 2d and 2e were atsWased on a single analysis of the
entire sample (combining the EA and HEA programbg EA and HEA programs were
combined in response to questions 2d and 2e i twdeve a sufficient number of
participants to conduct an analysis by gender aod.r

General Research Question

One general research question and 9 subquestiahes this study. The general
research question is: What is the relationshignif, of student characteristics,
educationally-related peer relationships, and stted@einderstanding of faculty
expectations on the persistence of doctoral stsdamton-traditional, residential, cohort

programs in educational leadership?
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The subquestions are organized into three mairsaag@a&ducationally-related
peer relationships, b) students’ understandingaoiiity expectations, and c) the influence
of all variables on persistence. The following Eetaddresses the research questions
pertaining to educationally-related peer relatiopshfollowed by the corresponding
data.

Subquestion about Educationally-Related Peer Reiatiips
1. What is the predictive relationship, if any, of edtionally-related peer
relationships (i.e., student affiliation, peer l@ag, and peer discussion) on
the persistence of doctoral students in educatiadainistration (EA) and
higher education administration (HEA) cohort pragsaat GWU?
Tables 21, 22, 23, and 24 provide the data in respto the subquestion about
educationally-related peer relationships. Tabl@ivides the results of the tests for
model fit for the entire sample.
Table 21

Results of Tests for Model Fit for Entire Sample

Predictor Cox & Hosmer &
Variables 2 df Sig. Beta Exp(B) Snell Negelkerke Lemeshow

Student
Affiliation
(n=236) 6.02 1 .01 A1 1.12 .03 .04 .80

Peer
Learning
(n=243) 6.32 1 .01 .16 1.18 .03 .04 .56

Peer
Discussion
(n=241) 549 1 .02 14 1.15 .02 .04 .84
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Interpretation of Table 21: The odds of persisteocstudents who reported
higher student affiliation is 1.12 times more tlila@ odds of persistence for students who
reported lower student affiliation. That is, thededare increased by 12%. The odds of
persistence for students who reported higher gaening is 1.18 times more than the
odds of persistence for students who reported I@&er learning. That is, the odds are
increased by 18%. The odds of persistence for stadeho reported higher peer
discussion is 1.15 times more than the odds ofgierse for students who reported
lower peer discussion. That is, the odds are isectdy 15%.

Tables 22 and 23 provide the results of the testebdel fit for the EA and the
HEA programs respectively.

Table 22

Results of Tests for Model Fit for EA Program

Predictor Cox & Hosmer &
Variables 2 df Sig. Beta Exp(B) Snell Negelkerke Lemeshow

Student
Affiliation
(n=125) 442 1 .04 .13 1.14 .04 .06 .89

Peer
Learning
(n=126) 3611 .06 .18 1.19 .03 .05 .69

Peer
Discussion
(n=125) 3651 .06 .15 1.17 .03 .05 .20

Interpretation of Table 22: The odds of persisteocstudents who reported
higher student affiliation was 1.14 times more thi@nodds of persistence for students
who reported lower student affiliation. That isg thdds were increased by 14%. The

odds of persistence for students who reported higéer learning was 1.19 times more
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than the odds of persistence for students who tegpdower peer learning. That is, the
odds were increased by 19%. The odds of persistenstudents who reported higher
peer discussion was 1.17 times more than the ddasrsistence for students who

reported lower peer discussion. That is, the odelewcreased by 17%.

Table 23

Results of Tests for Model Fit for HEA Program

Predictor Cox & Hosmer &
Variables 2 df Sig. Beta Exp(B) Snell Negelkerke Lemeshow

Student
Affiliation
(n=110) 203 1 .16 .10 1.11 .02 .03 .65

Peer
Learning
(n=116) 346 1 .06 .18 1.20 .03 .05 .03

Peer
Discussion
(n=115) 254 1 A1 .15 1.16 .02 .03 .61

Interpretation of Table 23: The odds of persisteocstudents who reported
higher student affiliation was 1.11 times more th@nodds of persistence for students
who reported lower student affiliation. That isg thdds were increased by 11%. The
odds of persistence for students who reported higéer learning was 1.20 times more
than the odds of persistence for students who tegpdower peer learning. That is, the
odds were increased by 20%. The odds of persistenstudents who reported higher
peer discussion was 1.16 times more than the ddasrsistence for students who

reported lower peer discussion. That is, the odel®wcreased by 16%.
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To provide a more parsimonious view of the respditaining to educationally-
related peer relationships, Table 24 summarizeptibe findings by providing the
results of the odds ratio tests by group for egiplk bf peer relationship.

Table 24

Results of Odds Ratio Tests of Peer Relationshifarbup

Variable All EA HEA
Student Affiliation 1.12 1.14 1.11
Peer Learning 1.18 1.19 1.20
Peer Discussion 1.15 1.17 1.16

Interpretation of Table 24: All three types of edtionally-related peer
relationships (student affiliation, peer learniagd peer discussion) contributed to an
increase (between 12% and 18%) in the odds ofgtengie of doctoral students in cohort
programs (see Table 24, in which student affilimtixp(B)= 1.12 and peer learning
Exp(B)= 1.18). The odds ratio test scores varied bytpe of peer relationship and by
group, but the variation in scores was small searlusions were drawn about the

different types of peer relationships or the defargroups.
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The following section addresses the research aqumessgiertaining to students’
understanding of faculty expectations, followedly corresponding data.
Subquestions about Students’ Understanding of Ea&xpectations
2a. What is the predictive relationship, if anystfdents’ understanding of
faculty expectations (SUFE) on the persistenceoctatal students in EA and
HEA cohort programs at GWU?

2b. Are educationally-related peer relationships (student affiliation, peer
learning, and peer discussion) effective predictdrzsersistence above and
beyond SUFE for doctoral students in EA and HEAartbprograms at
GWuU?

2c. Are the interactions between educationallyteglgeer relationships (i.e.,
student affiliation, peer learning, and peer disaus) and SUFE effective
predictors of persistence above and beyond eduncdlyerelated peer
relationships and SUFE for doctoral students ing&d HEA cohort programs
at GWU?

2d. How do the relationships in 2a, 2b, and 2edifor women and men?

2e. How do the relationships in 2a, 2b, and 2edifbr Black students and White

students?
Tables 25 through 32 provide the data in respams$ieet subquestions about students’
understanding of faculty relationships. Table 2&vpies the results of the tests for model
fit for the entire sample for research question2Paand 2c. Tables 26, 27, 28, and 29
provide the results of the tests for model fitttoe entire sample for research questions

2d and 2e
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Table 25

Results of Tests for Model Fit for Entire Sample

Cox & Hosmer &

Model Predictor Variables 2 df Sig. Beta Exp(B) Snell Negelkerke Lemeshow
§ Students’ Understanding
N of Faculty Expectations
1_1/ Model A (SUFE) 12.94 1 .00 .09 1.09 .06 .09 74
z, Added Student
2, Model B  Affiliation (SA) 4.21 1 .04 .10 1.10 .07 12 .63
5,
c
< Model C Added SA*SUFE 1.88 1 A7 -01 .99 .08 13 .83
3
?l Model A SUFE 12.69 1 .00 .08 1.09 .05 .09 .66
N2
N Added Peer Learning
2 ModelB (PL) 299 1 .08 12 113 .06 11 77
C_Z;
<  Model C Added PL*SUFE .51 1 A48 -01 .99 .07 A1 .63
o
?l Model A SUFE 12.68 1 .00 .08 1.09 .05 .09 .67
N2
™ Added Peer Discussion
2 Model B (PD) 307 1 .08 A1 112 .07 11 18
g
< Model C Added PD*SUFE 1.83 1 .18 -01 .99 .07 A2 .33
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Interpretation of Table 25, Analysis 1: The oddpersistence for students who
reported a higher understanding of faculty expemtatwas 1.09 times more than the
odds of persistence for students who reported aanwderstanding of faculty
expectations. That is, the odds were increasedtyl®ie odds of persistence for
students who reported higher student affiliatiors a0 times more than the odds of
persistence for students who reported lower stuatkihition. That is, the odds were
increased by 10%. The interaction effect was edtbegween student affiliation and
SUFE as the data indicated from students’ survegamses; the odds of persistence for
students with an interaction between student affin and SUFE was .99 times less than
the odds of persistence for students with no ictera between student affiliation and
SUFE. That is, the odds were decreased by 1%.

Interpretation of Table 25, Analysis 2: The oddpersistence for students who
reported a higher understanding of faculty expemtatwas 1.09 times more than the
odds of persistence for students who reported adanwderstanding of faculty
expectations. That is, the odds were increasedtiyl®ie odds of persistence for
students who reported higher peer learning was tini&s more than the odds of
persistence for students who reported lower peenileg. That is, the odds were
increased by 13%. The interaction effect was edtbetween peer learning and SUFE as
the data indicated from students’ survey resporteespdds of persistence for students
with an interaction between peer learning and SWBE .99 times less than the odds of
persistence for students with no interaction betwmser learning and SUFE. That is, the

odds were decreased by 1%.
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Interpretation of Table 25, Analysis 3: The oddpersistence for students who
reported a higher understanding of faculty expewtatis 1.09 times more than the odds
of persistence for students who reported a lowdetstanding of faculty expectations.
That is, the odds were increased by 9%. The odgsmsistence for students who
reported higher peer discussion is 1.12 times rti@re the odds of persistence for
students who reported lower peer discussion. Bhahé odds were increased by 12%.
The interaction effect was entered between peeudsson and SUFE as the data
indicated from students’ survey responses; the oflgersistence for students with an
interaction between peer discussion and SUFE v@asnis less than the odds of
persistence for students with no interaction betwsser discussion and SUFE. That is,
the odds were decreased by 1%.

Tables 26 and 27 provide data about SUFE and ttséspence of doctoral

students by gender.
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Table 26

Results of Tests for Model Fit for Entire Sampl&leh

Cox & Hosmer &
Model Predictor Variables 2 df Sig. Beta Exp(B) Snell Negelkerke Lemeshow

< Students’ Understanding

= of Faculty Expectations

g/ Model A (SUFE) 894 1 .00 A1 1.11 .08 A3 .63
s Added Student Affiliation

@ ModelB  (SA) 464 1 .03 A7 1.18 A3 .20 .78
©

c

< ModelC  Added SA*SUFE 33 1 57 -01 .99 A3 .20 .86
)

o

;' Model A SUFE 895 1 .00 A1 1.11 .08 A3 .65
N2

(qV

22 Model B Added Peer Learning (PL)  1.30 1 .26 A2 1.12 .10 15 .83
g

< ModelC  Added PL*SUFE A5 1 70  -.01 1.00 .10 .15 .80
§

— Model A SUFE 894 1 .00 A1 1.11 .08 A3 .63
1

g Added Peer Discussion

» ModelB (PD) 352 1 .06 A7 1.19 A2 .18 .09
2

S

< ModelC  Added PD*SUFE 3.17 1 .08 -.03 .97 14 .23 14
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Interpretation of Table 26, Analysis 1: The oddpersistence for men who
reported a higher understanding of faculty expemtatwas 1.11 times more than the
odds of persistence for men who reported a lowdetrstanding of faculty expectations.
That is, the odds were increased by 11%. The ofidersistence for men who reported
higher student affiliation was 1.18 times more thi@nodds of persistence for men who
reported lower student affiliation. That is, thededvere increased by 18%. The
interaction effect was entered between studeritadifin and SUFE as the data indicated
from men’s survey responses; the odds of persistEmmanen with an interaction
between student affiliation and SUFE was .99 titees than the odds of persistence for
men with no interaction between student affiliateod SUFE. That is, the odds were
decreased by 1%.

Interpretation of Table 26, Analysis 2: The oddpersistence for men who
reported a higher understanding of faculty expemtatwas 1.11 times more than the
odds of persistence for men who reported a lowdetrstanding of faculty expectations.
That is, the odds were increased by 11%. The ofidsrsistence for men who reported
higher peer learning was 1.12 times more than this of persistence for men who
reported lower peer learning. That is, the oddsewecreased by 12%. The interaction
effect was entered between peer learning and SWREeadata indicated from men’s
survey responses; the interaction between peeritepand SUFE had no effect on the
odds of persistence.

Interpretation of Table 26, Analysis 3: The oddpersistence for men who
reported a higher understanding of faculty expemtatwas 1.11 times more than the

odds of persistence for men who reported a lowdetrstanding of faculty expectations.
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That is, the odds were increased by 11%. The ofidersistence for men who reported
higher peer discussion was 1.19 times more thandts of persistence for men who
reported lower peer discussion. That is, the odel®wcreased by 19%. The interaction
effect was entered between peer discussion and @9fke data indicated from men’s
survey responses; the odds of persistence for ntbraw interaction between peer
discussion and SUFE was .97 times less than the aidaersistence for men with no

interaction between peer discussion and SUFE. iSh#te odds were decreased by 3%.
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Table 27

Results of Tests for Model Fit for Entire Sampl&uafmen

Cox & Hosmer &

Model Predictor Variables 2 df Sig. Beta Exp(B) Snell Negelkerke Lemeshow
SNE Students’ Understanding
— of Faculty Expectations
é Model A (SUFE) 436 1 .04 .07 1.07 .03 .06 73
2 Added Student
£ Model B Affiliation (SA) 79 1 37 .06 1.06 .04 .07 .30
]
c
< Model C Added SA*SUFE 1.06 1 30 -.01 .99 .05 .08 .95
9
‘ﬂ' Model A SUFE 450 1 .03 .07 1.07 .03 .06 .80
=
s Added Peer Learning
Q Model B (PL) 114 1 .29 .10 1.11 .04 .07 .35
©
c
< Model C Added PL*SUFE 23 1 .63 -01 1.00 .04 .07 31
o™
©  Model A SUFE 450 1 .03 .07 1.07 .03 .06 .80
\LI_/
0(;’) Added Peer Discussion
@ ModelB  (PD) 31 1 58 .05 1.05 .04 .06 81
=
< Model C Added PD*SUFE 24 1 .62 -01 1.00 .04 .06 46

170



Interpretation of Table 27, Analysis 1: The oddpersistence for women who
reported a higher understanding of faculty expemtatwas 1.07 times more than the
odds of persistence for women who reported a lawmeerstanding of faculty
expectations. That is, the odds were increased/tayThe odds of persistence for women
who reported higher student affiliation was 1.06ds more than the odds of persistence
for women who reported lower student affiliatiomar is, the odds were increased by
6%. The interaction effect was entered betweerestiualfiliation and SUFE as the data
indicated from women’s survey responses; the ofigemsistence for women with an
interaction between student affiliation and SUFES w89 times less than the odds of
persistence for women with no interaction betwdadent affiliation and SUFE. That is,
the odds were decreased by 1%.

Interpretation of Table 27, Analysis 2: The oddpersistence for women who
reported a higher understanding of faculty expemtatwas 1.07 times more than the
odds of persistence for women who reported a lawmederstanding of faculty
expectations. That is, the odds were increased/tayThe odds of persistence for women
who reported higher peer learning was 1.11 timesertian the odds of persistence for
women who reported lower peer learning. That is,dtids were increased by 11%. The
interaction effect was entered between peer legrami SUFE as the data indicated from
women'’s survey responses; the interaction betweenlparning and SUFE had no effect
on the odds of persistence.

Interpretation of Table 27, Analysis 3: The oddpersistence for women who
reported a higher understanding of faculty expemtatwas 1.07 times more than the

odds of persistence for women who reported a laweerstanding of faculty
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expectations. That is, the odds were increased/tayThe odds of persistence for women
who reported higher peer discussion was 1.05 tmma&® than the odds of persistence for
women who reported lower peer discussion. Thahespdds were increased by 5%. The
interaction effect was entered between peer dismussid SUFE as the data indicated
from women’s survey responses; the interaction eetwpeer discussion and SUFE had
no effect on the odds of persistence.

Tables 28 and 29 provide data about SUFE and ttséspence of doctoral

students by race.
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Table 28

Results of Tests for Model Fit for Entire Sampl&biite Students

Cox & Hosmer &
Model Predictor Variables 2 df Sig. Beta Exp(B) Snell Negelkerke Lemeshow

S Students’ Understanding

S of Faculty Expectations

Ll{ Model A (SUFE) 711 1 .01 .08 1.09 .05 .08 g7
Z Added Student

2 Model B  Affiliation (SA) 3.94 1 .05 13 1.14 .08 A2 .35
©

C

< Model C Added SA*SUFE 3.28 1 .07 -.02 .98 .10 15 .88
@

:' Model A  SUFE 838 1 .00 .09 1.09 .06 .09 .70
Nes”

N Added Peer Learning

2 Model B (PL) 2.58 1 A1 13 1.14 .07 A1 .19
>

8

< Model C Added PL*SUFE 145 1 .23 -.02 .99 .08 13 .80
@

:' Model A  SUFE 838 1 .00 .09 1.09 .06 .09 .70
Nes”

™ Added Peer Discussion

2 Model B (PD) 329 1 .07 13 1.14 .08 A2 .09
>

8

< Model C Added PD*SUFE 332 1 .07 -.02 .98 .10 15 .29
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Interpretation of Table 28, Analysis 1: The oddpefsistence for White students
who reported a higher understanding of faculty etgd®ns was 1.09 times more than
the odds of persistence for White students whorteda lower understanding of faculty
expectations. That is, the odds were increasedtiyl®ie odds of persistence for White
students who reported higher student affiliatiors &&al4 times more than the odds of
persistence for White students who reported lowetesnt affiliation. That is, the odds
were increased by 14%. The interaction effect wasred between student affiliation
and SUFE as the data indicated from white studesunts’ey responses; the odds of
persistence for White students with an interachietween student affiliation and SUFE
was .98 times less than the odds of persistencé/fote students with no interaction
between student affiliation and SUFE. That is,ddds were decreased by 2%.

Interpretation of Table 28, Analysis 2: The oddpefsistence for White students
who reported a higher understanding of faculty etgt®ns was 1.09 times more than
the odds of persistence for White students whorteda lower understanding of faculty
expectations. That is, the odds were increasedtiyl®ie odds of persistence for White
students who reported higher peer learning wastinigs more than the odds of
persistence for White students who reported loveer fearning. That is, the odds were
increased by 14%. The interaction effect was edtbetween peer learning and SUFE as
the data indicated from White students’ survey oesps; the odds of persistence for
White students with an interaction between peaniag and SUFE was .99 times less
than the odds of persistence for students witmteraction between peer learning and

SUFE. That is, the odds were decreased by 1%.
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Interpretation of Table 28, Analysis 3: The oddpefsistence for White students
who reported a higher understanding of faculty etgd®ns was 1.09 times more than
the odds of persistence for White students whorteda lower understanding of faculty
expectations. That is, the odds were increasedtiyl®e odds of persistence for White
students who reported higher peer discussion waktiimes more than the odds of
persistence for White students who reported loveer pliscussion. That is, the odds were
increased by 14%. The interaction effect was edtbetween peer discussion and SUFE
as the data indicated from White students’ suresponses; the odds of persistence for
White students with an interaction between peearugision and SUFE was .98 times less
than the odds of persistence for White students matinteraction between peer

discussion and SUFE. That is, the odds were demildas2%.
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Table 29

Results of Tests for Model Fit for Entire Sampl8laick Students

. : 2 . Cox & Hosmer &

Model Predictor Variables df  Sig. Beta Exp(B) Snell Negelkerke Lemeshow
. Students’
& :
© Understanding of 608 1 001 011 112 008 016 0.7
I Faculty Expectations
N2
< Model A (SUFE)
(2]
I Added Student
P
E Model B Affiliation (SA) 017 1 0.68 0.04 1.04 0.09 0.16 0.65
<

Model C Added SA*SUFE 0.78 1 0.38 -0.01 0.99 0.1 0.18 0.43
~ Model A SUFE 443 1 0.04 0.09 1.09 0.06 0.11 0.49
< Added P
™ Model B ed Feel 012 1 073 005 105 006 0.1 0.9
2 Learning (PL)
c_?
gz Model C  Added PL*SUFE 0.68 1 0.41 -0.01 0.99 0.07 0.13 0.58
R Model A SUFE 443 1 0.04 0.09 1.09 0.06 0.12 0.5
< Added P
™ ed Peer
o Model B Discussion (PD) 021 1 0.65 -0.06 0.94 0.06 0.12 0.61
>
&
< Model C  Added PD*SUFE 0.04 1 0.85 0 1 0.07 0.12 0.72
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Interpretation of Table 29, Analysis 1: The oddgefsistence for Black students
who reported a higher understanding of faculty etgi®ns was 1.12 times more than
the odds of persistence for Black students whorteda lower understanding of faculty
expectations. That is, the odds were increase®bly. The odds of persistence for Black
students who reported higher student affiliatiors w&@4 times more than the odds of
persistence for Black students who reported lowedesnt affiliation. That is, the odds
were increased by 4%. The interaction effect wasred between student affiliation and
SUFE as the data indicated from Black studentsiesuresponses; the odds of
persistence for Black students with an interachietween student affiliation and SUFE
was .99 times less than the odds of persistend@léak students with no interaction
between student affiliation and SUFE. That is,ddds were decreased by 1%.

Interpretation of Table 29, Analysis 2: The oddpefsistence for Black students
who reported a higher understanding of faculty etgd®ns was 1.09 times more than
the odds of persistence for Black students whorteda lower understanding of faculty
expectations. That is, the odds were increased/iyl®e odds of persistence for Black
students who reported higher peer learning was tintés more than the odds of
persistence for Black students who reported loveer earning. That is, the odds were
increased by 5%. The interaction effect was entbetdleen peer learning and SUFE as
the data indicated from Black students’ survey oesps; the odds of persistence for
Black students with an interaction between peanlag and SUFE was .99 times less
than the odds of persistence for Black studentis matinteraction between peer learning

and SUFE. That is, the odds were decreased by 1%.
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Interpretation of Table 29, Analysis 3: The oddpersistence for Black students
who reported a higher understanding of faculty etgd®ns was 1.09 times more than
the odds of persistence for Black students whorteda lower understanding of faculty
expectations. That is, the odds were increasediyl®e odds of persistence for Black
students who reported higher peer discussion ifin8s less than the odds of persistence
for Black students who reported lower peer disarssThat is, the odds were decreased
by 6%. The interaction effect was entered betwesar discussion and SUFE as the data
indicated from Black students’ survey responsesjrteraction between peer discussion
and SUFE had no effect on the odds of persistence.

Tables 30 and 31 provide data about SUFE and ttséspence of doctoral
students by program. Tables 30 and 31 providedsuts of the tests for model fit for the

EA and the HEA programs respectively.
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Table 30

Results of Tests for Model Fit for EA Program

Predictor Cox & Hosmer &

Model Variables 2 df Sig. Beta Exp(B) Snell Negelkerke Lemeshow
= Students’
N Understanding of
i .
I Faculty Expectations
< Model A (SUFE 13.19 1 .00 .16 1.18 .10 .18 57
i
2 Added Student
% Model B  Affiliation (SA) 1.75 1 19 .09 1.10 A2 .20 .08
c
< Model C Added SA*SUFE 501 1 .03 -.03 .97 15 27 .39
o
N  ModelA SUFE 12.74 1 .00 .16 1.17 .10 .18 .58
1
=
N Added Peer Learning
2 Model B (PL) .57 1 45 .08 1.08 .10 .18 .62
>
g
< Model C Added PL*SUFE 114 1 .29 -.02 .98 A1 .20 .90
)
:‘ Model A SUFE 12.74 1 .00 .16 1.17 .10 .18 .58
N2
@ Added Peer
1 Model B Discussion (PD) 1.06 1 .30 .09 1.09 A1 19 .65
g
< Model C Added PD*SUFE 468 1 .03 -.04 97 14 .25 .58
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Interpretation of Table 30, Analysis 1: The oddpersistence for EA students
who reported a higher understanding of faculty etgi®ns was 1.18 times more than
the odds of persistence for EA students who redat®wer understanding of faculty
expectations. That is, the odds were increasedbly. The odds of persistence for EA
students who reported higher student affiliatiors a0 times more than the odds of
persistence for EA students who reported lowerestudffiliation. That is, the odds were
increased by 10%. The interaction effect was edtbetween student affiliation and
SUFE as the data indicated from EA students’ suresgonses; the odds of persistence
for EA students with an interaction between studéfiiation and SUFE was .97 times
less than the odds of persistence for EA studeitbsne interaction between student
affiliation and SUFE. That is, the odds were deseeaby 3%.

Interpretation of Table 30, Analysis 2: The oddpersistence for EA students
who reported a higher understanding of faculty etgde@ns is 1.17 times more than the
odds of persistence for EA students who reportiedvar understanding of faculty
expectations. That is, the odds were increased’Bly. The odds of persistence for EA
students who reported higher peer learning is i8s more than the odds of
persistence for EA students who reported lower [gsening. That is, the odds were
increased by 8%. The interaction effect was entbetdleen peer learning and SUFE as
the data indicated from EA students’ survey respsnthe odds of persistence for EA
students with an interaction between peer learamjSUFE was .98 times less than the
odds of persistence for EA students with no intissadoetween student affiliation and

SUFE. That is, the odds were decreased by 2%.
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Interpretation of Table 30, Analysis 3: The oddpersistence for EA students
who reported a higher understanding of faculty etgd@ns is 1.17 times more than the
odds of persistence for EA students who reporteavar understanding of faculty
expectations. That is, the odds were increased’®ly. The odds of persistence for EA
students who reported higher peer discussion Btinfes more than the odds of
persistence for EA students who reported lower dessiussion. That is, the odds were
increased by 9%. The interaction effect was entbetdleen peer discussion and SUFE
as the data indicated from EA students’ surveyanses; the odds of persistence for EA
students with an interaction between peer discosam SUFE was .97 times less than
the odds of persistence for EA students with neratdtion between peer discussion and

SUFE. That is, the odds were decreased by 3%.
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Table 31

Results of Tests for Model Fit for HEA Program

Cox & Hosmer &
Model Predictor Variables 2 df  Sig. Beta Exp(B) Snell Negelkerke Lemeshow
Students’
?g Understanding of
— Faculty Expectations
J_l{ Model A (SUFE) 289 1 .09 .05 1.05 .03 .04 46
Z Added Student
2 Model B Affiliation (SA) 136 1 24 .08 1.08 .04 .06 .69
@
c
< Model C Added SA*SUFE 04 1 .85 .00 1.00 .04 .06 .35
)
:' Model A SUFE 292 1 .09 .05 1.05 .03 .04 44
=
N Added Peer Learning
2 Model B (PL) 1.72 1 19 13 1.14 .04 .06 41
>
g
< Model C Added PL*SUFE 18 1 .67 .01 1.01 .04 .07 .75
y
:' Model A SUFE 290 1 .09 .05 1.05 .03 .04 41
=
™ Added Peer
2 Model B Discussion (PD) 134 1 .25 A1 1.12 .04 .06 .06
>
g
< Model C Added PD*SUFE 09 1 .76 .00 1.00 .04 .06 .07

182



Interpretation of Table 31, Analysis 1: The oddpefsistence for HEA students
who reported a higher understanding of faculty etgt®ns was 1.05 times more than
the odds of persistence for HEA students who repiaatlower understanding of faculty
expectations. That is, the odds were increasedaylhe odds of persistence for HEA
students who reported higher student affiliatiors w&@8 times more than the odds of
persistence for HEA students who reported lowedestt affiliation. That is, the odds
were increased by 8%. The interaction effect wasred between student affiliation and
SUFE as the data indicated from HEA students’ suresponses; the interaction
between student affiliation and SUFE had no eféecthe odds of persistence.

Interpretation of Table 31, Analysis 2: The oddpefsistence for HEA students
who reported a higher understanding of faculty etgd®ns was 1.05 times more than
the odds of persistence for HEA students who repiaatlower understanding of faculty
expectations. That is, the odds were increasedaylhe odds of persistence for HEA
students who reported higher peer learning wastinigs more than the odds of
persistence for HEA students who reported lower [gsening. That is, the odds were
increased by 14%. The interaction effect was edtbegween peer learning and SUFE as
the data indicated from HEA students’ survey respsnthe odds of persistence for HEA
students with an interaction between peer learamjSUFE was 1.01 times more than
the odds of persistence for HEA students with neraction between peer learning and
SUFE. That is, the odds were increased by 1%.

Interpretation of Table 31, Analysis 3: The odéipersistence for HEA students
who reported a higher understanding of faculty etgd®ns was 1.05 times more than

the odds of persistence for HEA students who repiaatlower understanding of faculty
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expectations. That is, the odds were increasedaylhe odds of persistence for HEA
students who reported higher peer discussion wastiimes more than the odds of
persistence for HEA students who reported lower gdessussion. That is, the odds were
increased by 12%. The interaction effect was edtbetween peer discussion and SUFE
as the data indicated from HEA c students’ suresponses; the interaction between
peer discussion and SUFE had no effect on the oldosrsistence.

To provide a more parsimonious view of the respéidaining to SUFE, Table 32
summarizes the prior findings by providing the tssaf the odds ratio tests for peer

relationships as related to SUFE by group.
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Table 32

Results of Odds Ratio Tests for Peer Relationsdsp®elated to SUFE by Group

White Black

Model Predictor Variables All EA HEA Men Women  Students  Students
Students’ Understanding of

Model A Faculty Expectations (SUFE) 1.09 1.18 1.05 1.11 1.07 1.09 1.12
Model B Added Student Affiliation (SA) 1.10 1.10 1.08 1.18 1.06 1.14 1.04
Model C Added SA*SUFE .99 .97 1.00 .99 .99 .98 .99
Model A SUFE 1.09 1.17 1.05 1.11 1.07 1.09 1.09
Model B Added Peer Learning (PL) 1.13 1.08 1.14 1.12 1.11 1.14 1.05
Model C Added PL*SUFE .99 .98 1.01 1.00 1.00 .99 .99
Model A SUFE 1.09 1.17 1.05 1.11 1.07 1.09 1.09
Model B Added Peer Discussion (PD) 1.12 1.09 1.12 1.19 1.05 1.14 .94
Model C Added PD*SUFE .99 .97 1.00 .97 1.00 .98 1.00
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Table 32, about SUFE: Higher levels of SUFE contel to an increase
(between 5% and 18%) in the odds of persistendectbral students in cohort programs
(see Table 32, in which HEExp(B)= 1.05 and EAXxp(B)= 1.18). There was some
variation among different groups in the outcoméhefodds ratio tests for SUFE. The
odds ratio test scores for SUFE had little to neaten when White students and Black
students were compared. The odds ratio test stmr&JFE varied by 4% when men
and women were compared, but given the small siggvariation no conclusions were
drawn about gender. The odds ratio test scoreSWHE varied more widely (12%) when
the EA and HEA programs were compared and thistran is worth noting. Students in
the EA program reported that SUFE contributed taoalerate increase (17%) in the odds
of their persistence, whereas students in the HB&&mm reported that SUFE
contributed to a minimal increase (5%) in the odftitheir persistence.

Table 32, about Peer Relationships as Related EESHII three types of
educationally-related peer relationships (studéiliaéion, peer learning, and peer
discussion) contributed to an increase (betweerad@l9%) in the odds of persistence
of doctoral students over and above SUFE for th@ntaof the groups analyzed (see
Table 32, in which SA of Black studerEgp(B)= 1.04 and PD of melBxp(B)= 1.19).

The one exception to this outcome was the resulie@bdds ratio test for Black students
when the peer discussion variable was added t8lti€E model: Black students reported
a minimal decrease (6%) in the odds of their pggste when the peer discussion
variable was added to the SUFE model (see Tabla3hich PD of Black students

(Exp(B)= .94).
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Table 32, about Intersections Between Peer Rekdtips and SUFEFfhe
intersections between educationally-related pdatioaships and SUFE did not have an
effect on the persistence of doctoral students alaon beyond educationally-related
peer relationships and SUFE. Initially, | speculdieat educationally-related peer
relationships would be assistive in clarifying fhgexpectations and, as a result, the
interaction between educationally-related peettigrahips and SUFE might be a strong
predictor of persistence, however, the resulthefdata analysis did not support this
supposition.

Table 32, about Peer Relationships and SUFE by &eldhen the
educationally-related peer relationship variablesenadded to the SUFE model, there
were some variations in the results between memamien. Men reported a greater
increase than women in their odds of persistenanvelducationally-related peer
relationship variables were added to the SUFE m@&jsdcifically, men reported a 6%
greater increase than women in their odds of gersie when the student affiliation
variable was added to the SUFE model; and men tegbar14% greater increase than
women in their odds of persistence when the pesmudsion variable was added to the
SUFE model. The variation in the results for med women for the peer learning
variable was small (1%).

Table 32, about Peer Relationships and SUFE by:Rébée students reported a
greater increase than Black students in their oflgersistence when educationally-
related peer relationship variables were addedeSUFE model: specifically, White
students reported a 10% greater increase thatk Btadents in their odds of persistence

when the student affiliation variables was addethéoSUFE model; White students
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reported a 9% greater increase than Black stuaéms the peer learning variable was
added to the SUFE model, and finally, White stusieeported a 20% greater increase
than Black students when the peer discussion Vanahs added to the model. For Black
students, the student affiliation and the peemiegrvariables contributed to a small
increase (4% to 5%) in the odds of persistence andrabove SUFE. When the peer
discussion variable was added to the SUFE modatkBitudents reported a decrease
(6%) in the odds of persistence.
The following section addresses the research aqumessgiertaining to the influence
of all variables on persistence, followed by theresponding data.
Subquestions about the Influence of all Variable$ersistence
3a. What is the predictive relationship, if anfystudent characteristics (i.e., age,
gender, race, marital or domestic partner statwusber of dependents, and
hours of employment) on the persistence of docsitalents in EA and HEA
cohort programs at GWU?
3b. Are educationally-related peer relationships (student affiliation, peer
learning, and peer discussion) and SUFE effectiediptors of persistence
above and beyond student characteristics for dalcstwdents in EA and HEA
cohort programs at GWU?
3c. Are the interactions between educationallyteelgeer relationships (i.e.,
student affiliation, peer learning, and peer disaus) and SUFE effective
predictors of persistence above and beyond studiemacteristics,
educationally-related peer relationships, and StdfiEoctoral students in EA

and HEA cohort programs at GWU?
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Tables 33 through 38 provide the data in respom$leet subquestions about the influence
of all variables on persistence. Table 33 provitiesresults of the tests for model fit for

the entire sample.
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Table 33

Results of Tests for Model Fit for Entire Sam(ple: 205)

Cox & Hosmer &
Model Predictor Variables 2 df  Sig. Beta Exp(B) Snell Negelkerke Lemeshow

Gender, race, age, marital/domestic
partner status, number of
Model A dependents, hours of employment 3.676 72 * * .02 .03 43

Added Students’ Understanding of
Faculty Expectations (SUFE),
Student Affiliation (SA),
Peer Learning (PL), Peer
Model B  Discussion (PD) 16.72 4 .00 * * .10 15 .26

Added SA*SUFE, PL*SUFE,
Model C  PD*SUFE 294 3 40 * * A1 A7 71

* Beta and Exp(B) data for the individual variabtsgered into Models A, B, and C are provided ibl&&4.
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Table 34

Individual Results for Grouped Variables for EntBample

Variable Beta Exp(B)
Gender (Women) 24 1.27
Race (Black) .60 1.82
Age -.00 1.00
Marital/DomesticPartner .56 1.76
Number of Dependents -11 .89
_Hours of Employment ~ -01 1.00.
Students’ Understanding of
Faculty Expectations (SUFE) .09 1.09
Student Affiliation (SA) .09 1.09
Peer Learning (PL) .07 1.07
_PeerDiscussion(PD)  -04 . .96
SA*SUFE -.01 99
PL*SUFE -.00 1.00
PD*SUFE .00 1.00

The dotted lines separate the variables into three
blocks that were used to enter variables into the
model.

Interpretation of Tables 33 and 34: The odds o$is@nce for women was 1.27
times more than the odds of persistence for meat iBhthe odds were increased by
27%. The odds of persistence for Black studentsg&times more than the odds of
persistence for White students. That is, the odel®wcreased by 82%. The age of the
students had no effect on the odds of persist@iwodds of persistence for students
who were married or who had a domestic partnerWzg times more than the odds of
persistence for students who were not married ar et not have a domestic partner.

That is, the odds were increased by 76%. The ofigersistence for students who had
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more dependents was .89 less than the odds ofsrse for students who had fewer
dependents. That is, the odds were decreased byTH&sours of employment had no
effect on the students’ odds of persistence.

The odds of persistence for students who reportagher understanding of
faculty expectations was 1.09 times more than tus @f persistence for students who
reported a lower understanding of faculty expeacteti That is, the odds were increased
by 9%. The odds of persistence for students whorteg higher student affiliation was
1.09 times more than the odds of persistence talesits who reported lower student
affiliation. That is, the odds were increased by. 9%e odds of persistence for students
who reported higher peer learning was 1.07 timesertiean the odds of persistence for
students who reported lower peer learning. Thahespdds were increased by 7%. The
odds of persistence for students who reported higber discussion was .96 times less
than the odds of persistence for students who tegdower peer discussion. That is, the
odds were decreased by 4%.

The interaction effect was entered between stualéihation and SUFE as the
data indicated from students’ survey responsespdis of persistence for students with
an interaction between student affiliation and SWES .99 times less than the odds of
persistence for students with no interaction betwstadent affiliation and SUFE. That is,
the odds were decreased by 1%. The interactiooteffas entered between peer learning
and SUFE as the data indicated from students’ guesponses; the interaction between
peer learning and SUFE had no effect on the odgeisistence. The interaction effect

was entered between peer discussion and SUFE datthéendicated from students’
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survey responses; the interaction between peenstgm and SUFE had no effect on the
odds of persistence.
Tables 35 and 36 provide the results of the testmbdel fit for the EA program.

Tables 37 and 38 provide the results of the testadel fit for the HEA program.
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Table 35

Results of Tests for Model Fit for EA Progrém= 108)

Cox & Hosmer &
Model Predictor Variables 2 df  Sig. Beta Exp(B) Snell Negelkerke Lemeshow

Gender, race, age, marital/domestic
partner status, number of
Model A dependents, hours of employment 9.526 15 * * .08 14 .50

Added Students’ Understanding of
Faculty Expectations (SUFE),
Student Affilition (SA), Peer
Learning (PL), Peer
Model B Discussion (PD) 18.64 4 .00 * * .23 .39 .38

Added SA*SUFE, PL*SUFE,
Model C  PD*SUFE 786 3 .05 * * .28 48 51

* Beta and Exp(B) data for the individual variabtegered into Models A, B, and C are provided ibl€z6.
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Table 36

Individual Results for Grouped Variables
for the EA Program

Variable Beta Exp(B)
Gender (Women) .16 1.18
Race (Black) 1.78 5.90
Age -.02 .98
Marital/Domestic

Partner 1.21 3.35
Number of Dependents -.29 75
Hours of Employment -.04 .96

Students’ Understanding
of Faculty Expectations

(SUFE) 23 1.25
Student Affiliation (SA) A2 1.13
Peer Learning (PL) .07 1.07
_Peer Discussion(PD) ___  -10 90
SA*SUFE -.07 94
PL*SUFE .01 1.01
PD*SUFE .01 1.01

The dotted lines separate the variables into three
blocks that were used to enter variables into the
model.
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Interpretation of Tables 35 and 36: The odds o$ipeence for women was 1.18
times more than the odds of persistence for meat iBhthe odds were increased by
18%. The odds of persistence for Black students5\@® times more than the odds of
persistence for White students. That is, the odel®wcreased by 490%. The odds of
persistence for older students was .98 times hessthe odds of persistence for younger
students. That is, the odds were decreased by B&odds of persistence for students
who were married or who had a domestic partner3@t times more than the odds of
persistence for students who were not married ar et not have a domestic partner.
That is, the odds were increased by 235%. The ofigersistence for students who had
more dependents was .75 less than the odds offerse for students who had fewer
dependents. That is, the odds were decreased bye©dds of persistence for
students who worked more hours was .96 less tlendts of persistence for students
who worked fewer hours. That is, the odds wereabsad by 4%.

The odds of persistence for students who reportagher understanding of
faculty expectations was 1.25 times more than tus @f persistence for students who
reported a lower understanding of faculty expeacteti That is, the odds were increased
by 25%. The odds of persistence for students wported higher student affiliation was
1.13 times more than the odds of persistence tlesits who reported lower student
affiliation. That is, the odds were increased b%13he odds of persistence for students
who reported higher peer learning was 1.07 timesertian the odds of persistence for
students who reported lower peer learning. Thahespdds were increased by 7%. The

odds of persistence for students who reported higéer discussion was .90 times less
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than the odds of persistence for students who tegdower peer discussion. That is, the
odds were decreased by 10%.

The interaction effect was entered between stualéihation and SUFE as the
data indicated from students’ survey responsespdis of persistence for students with
an interaction between student affiliation and SWES .94 times less than the odds of
persistence for students with no interaction betwstadent affiliation and SUFE.

That is, the odds were decreased by 6%. The intenagffect was entered
between peer learning and SUFE as the data indidaen students’ survey responses;
the odds of persistence for students with an iotena between peer learning and SUFE
was 1.01 times more than the odds of persistencguddents with no interaction between
peer learning and SUFE. That is, the odds wereasad by 1%. The interaction effect
was entered between peer discussion and SUFE datthéendicated from students’
survey responses; the odds of persistence forsiggth an interaction between peer
discussion and SUFE was 1.01 times more than tte odpersistence for students with
no interaction between peer discussion and SUF&t iShthe odds were increased by

1%.

197



Table 37

Results of Tests for Model Fit for HEA Progrém= 96)

Cox & Hosmer &
Model Predictor Variables 2 df  Sig. Beta Exp(B) Snell Negelkerke Lemeshow

Gender, race, age, marital/domestic
partner status, number of
Model A dependents, hours of employment 876 .99 * * .01 .01 A7

Added Students’ Understanding of
Faculty Expectations (SUFE),
Student Affilition (SA), Peer
Learning (PL), Peer Discussion
Model B (PD) 398 4 41 * * .05 .08 73

Added SA*SUFE, PL*SUFE,
Model C  PD*SUFE 78 3 .86 * * 06 .09 .55

* Beta and Exp(B) data for the individual variabésgered into Models A, B, and C are provided ibl€z8.
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Table 38

Individual Results for Grouped Variables
for the HEA Program

Variable Beta Exp(B)
Gender (Women) 45 1.57
Race (Black) -.10 .90
Age .02 1.02
Marital/DomesticPartner -.09 91
Number of Dependents .01 101
Hours of Employment .01 1.01

Students’ Understanding
of Faculty Expectations

(SUFE) .05 1.05
Student Affiliation (SA) .03 1.03
Peer Learning (PL) A1 1.12
_Peer Discussion (PD) -03 .98
SA*SUFE -.00 1.00
PL*SUFE -.01 .99
PD*SUFE .02 1.02

The dotted lines separate the variables into three
blocks that were used to enter variables into the
model.
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Interpretation of Tables 37 and 38: The odds ofiptence for women was 1.57
times more than the odds of persistence for meat iBhthe odds were increased by
57%. The odds of persistence for Black students.@@smes less than the odds of
persistence for White students. That is, the odel®wlecreased by 10%. The odds of
persistence for older students was 1.02 times thare the odds of persistence for
younger students. That is, the odds were increlag@d6. The odds of persistence for
students who were married or who had a domesttogawas .91 times less than the
odds of persistence for students who were not ethot who did not have a domestic
partner. That is, the odds were decreased by 9%odtls of persistence for students
who had more dependents was 1.01 times more tleaodiths of persistence for students
who had fewer dependents. That is, the odds wereased by 1%. The odds of
persistence for students who worked more hourslwistimes more than the odds of
persistence for students who worked fewer hourat &) the odds were increased by
1%.

The odds of persistence for students who reportadteer understanding of
faculty expectations was 1.05 times more than tus @f persistence for students who
reported a lower understanding of faculty expeacteti That is, the odds were increased
by 5%. The odds of persistence for students whorteg higher student affiliation was
1.03 times more than the odds of persistence talesits who reported lower student
affiliation. That is, the odds were increased by. 3%e odds of persistence for students
who reported higher peer learning was 1.12 timesertian the odds of persistence for
students who reported lower peer learning. Thahespdds were increased by 12%. The

odds of persistence for students who reported higber discussion was .98 times less
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than the odds of persistence for students who tegdower peer discussion. That is, the
odds were decreased by 2%.

The interaction effect was entered between stualéihation and SUFE as the
data indicated from students’ survey responsesntbeaction between student affiliation
and SUFE had no effect on the odds of persistérteeinteraction effect was entered
between peer learning and SUFE as the data indifaen students’ survey responses;
the odds of persistence for students with an intena between peer learning and SUFE
was .99 times less than the odds of persistencgddents with no interaction beween
peer learning and SUFE. That is, the odds weresdsed by 1%. The interaction effect
was entered between peer discussion and SUFE datthéendicated from students’
survey responses; the odds of persistence forsiggth an interaction between peer
discussion and SUFE was 1.02 times more than tte odpersistence for students with
no interaction between peer discussion and SUF&t iShthe odds were increased by

2%.
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To provide a more parsimonious view of the respétdaining to all variables,
Table 39 summarizes the prior findings by providing results of the odds ratio tests by
group for all variables.
Table 39

Results of Odds Ratio Tests of all Variables byupgro

Variable All EA HEA
Gender (Women) 1.27 1.18 1.57
Race (Black) 1.82 5.90 .90
Age 1.00 .98 1.02
Marital/Domestic partner status 1.76 3.35 91
Number of dependents .89 75 1.01
Hours of employment 1.00 .96 1.01

Students’ Understanding of

Faculty Expectations (SUFE) 1.09 1.25 1.05
Student Affiliation 1.09 1.13 1.03
Peer Learning 1.07 1.07 1.12
_PeerDiscussion 96 90 . 98
SA * SUFE .99 94 1.00
PL* SUFE 1.00 1.01 .99
PD * SUFE 1.00 1.01 1.02

The dotted lines separate the variables into thieeks that
were used to enter variables into the model.
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Interpretation of Table 39, about Student Charattes: Some student
demographic characteristics influence the oddsodiptence of doctoral students in non-
traditional, cohort programs. In particular, genaace, marital or domestic partner
status, and the number of dependents influencpdisestence of doctoral students,
whereas age and hours of employment have litt®tmfluence on the persistence of
doctoral students.

When examining the gender of the entire sample, @oaxperienced a 27%
greater increase in the odds of persistence than YWieen student data was analyzed by
program, women in the EA program reported a 18%tgrancrease in the odds of
persistence than men, whereas women in the HEA@mogeported a 57% greater
increase in the odds of persistence than men.

When examining the race of the total sample, Bitaklents reported an 82%
greater increase in the odds of persistence thateWtudents. When student data was
analyzed by program, there was a large (500%) tvamian the findings: Black students
in the EA program reported a 490% greater incr@atige odds of persistence than White
students, whereas Black students in the HEA progegorted a 10% decrease in the
odds of persistence than White students.

When examining the marital or domestic partnewustaf the total sample,
students who were married or had a domestic paduméng their years of doctoral study
reported a 76% greater increase in the odds ofgpense than students who were not
married or who did not have a domestic partnenmdutineir years of doctoral study.
When student data was analyzed by program, theseaarge (244%) variation in the

findings: students in the EA program who were nearor had a domestic partner
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reported a 235% greater increase in the odds sfgtence than students who were not
married or who did not have a domestic partnedestts in the HEA program who were
married or had a domestic partner reported a Q%tgrelecrease in the odds of
persistence than students who were not marriechordid not have a domestic partner.

When examining the number of dependents in thé $ataple, students who had
more dependents reported a 11% greater decre#ise anlds of persistence than students
who had fewer dependents. When student data waszaddy program, there was a
moderate (26%) variation in the findings: studentthe EA program who had more
dependents reported a 25% decrease in the odds$tence than students who had
fewer dependents, whereas students in the HEA gmogeported that the number of
dependents had no effect on their odds of persisten

Interpretation of Table 39, about Student Charattes, SUFE, and Peer
Relationships: When the entire sample was examBE&E and two types of
educationally-related peer relationships (studéiltadion and peer learning) increased
the odds of persistence of doctoral students aveéradove students’ demographic
characteristics. The odds ratio test scores forB5$Ruident affiliation, and peer learning
were comparable, if not the same, with each vagiabhtributing to a small (7% to 9%)
increase in the odds of persistence of doctoralestis. One type of educationally-related
peer relationship (peer discussion) decreaseddtie of persistence of doctoral students
over and above students’ demographic charactexistic

When student data was analyzed by program, studetite EA program
reported that SUFE, student affiliation, and pearting increased their odds of

persistence, but that SUFEXp(B)= 1.25) and student affiliatiofiegp(B)= 1.13) were
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stronger predictors than peer learnigg@(B)= 1.07). Peer discussion contributed to a
small (10%) decrease in the odds of persistenstudints in this program. Students in
the HEA program also reported that SUFE, studdiliaéibn, and peer learning
increased their odds of persistence, but in thegam SUFEEXp(B)= 1.05) and student
affiliation (Exp(B)= 1.03) were minimal predictors of persistence nghe peer learning
(Exp(B)= 1.12) was a stronger predictor of persisteneer Biscussion had no effect on
the odds of persistence of doctoral students syglogram.

Interpretation of Table 39, about Student Charasttes, SUFE, Peer
Relationships, and Intersecting Variables: Thersgetions between educationally-
related peer relationships and SUFE did not haveffact on the persistence of doctoral
students above and beyond students’ demographiaatkastics, educationally-related
peer relationships, and SUFE. As mentioned prelgpuspeculated initially that
educationally-related peer relationships would $®sdive in clarifying faculty
expectations and, as a result, the interactiondxtveducationally-related peer
relationships and SUFE might be a strong predctg@ersistence, however, the results of
the data analysis did not support this supposition.

Chapter Summary

The response rate for this study was 54.73%. Abthset of the study, there were
493 potential participants, but 49 participantsevéeducted from this total for a variety
of reasons. Of the adjusted total of 444 potepidaticipants, 243 participants responded
to the survey. Of these 243 participants, 69.558parded via postal mail and 30.45%

responded electronically.
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The four scales that were amended for this stude aealyzed to confirm
reliability and validity. The Cronbach alpha measaf reliability was used to test for
reliability. The reliability measure for the foumanded scales in this study ranged from
satisfactory to strong with Cronbach’s alpha scér@® .80 to .93. Confirmatory factor
analysis was conducted on the four scales to ésttatdnstruct validity. In the analysis,
only one factor was extracted from each scale, vhvias the expected outcome. Every
item loaded above .40 for each of the scales, stents were excluded from any of the
scales during data analysis.

Hierarchical logistic regression is the statistimahlysis that was used to answer
all of the research questions. Five criteria needoket met in order to have confidence in
this statistical test and these criteria were cordd prior to data analysis. Specifically,
the odds ratitest was used to determine which predictor vargabéntributed to the

persistence of doctoral students in non-traditiooathort programs.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction

Drawing on the concepts of academic and sociagraten (Tinto, 1975, 1993)
and role ambiguity (Rizzo, House, & Lirtzman, 19A0)s correlational, cross-sectional
study used a guantitative survey instrument to exarstudents’ perceptions of their
doctoral program experiences. Descriptive and amfeal statistics were used to analyze
the data and the results of the analysis were predén detail in the previous chapter.

This chapter presents the conclusion of the sthnlgt, the major findings of the
study are summarized by research question. Nexfjrilings are interpreted and related
to the literature. A critique of the study andirtglications for theory and practice are
also presented. The chapter concludes with recomatiems for further research.

Major Findings and Interpretations

This section summarizes the results of the stadglation to each research
guestion. The findings from the research questamasrganized into three categories: a)
educationally-related peer relationships, b) sttelamderstanding of faculty
expectations, and c) influence of all variablegpersistence. Prior to the discussion of
the findings, this section provides a brief sumnafrihe study.

Brief Summary of Study

This study developed a quantitative survey instminh@ collect data about
students’ characteristics, students’ perceptionseef relationships, and students’
understanding of faculty expectations. Scales \aege/n from four existing instruments
to measure students’ relationships with peers amdksats’ understanding of faculty

expectations. In addition, demographic questioas dhe typical to persistence studies
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were included to measure student characteristiceri®s of four postal mailings over a
three week period was used to elicit a high respoate. Participants chose to respond to
the survey either online or via postal mail. A tatb243 participants responded to the
survey, yielding a 54.73% response rate.

Educationally-Related Peer Relationships

The results of data analysis indicated that aéleltypes of educationally-related
peer relationships (student affiliation, peer l&agnand peer discussion) contributed to
an increase (between 12% and 18%) in the oddsrsispence of doctoral students in
educational leadership cohort programs at GWU l{as/s in Table 24). The influence of
educationally-related peer relationships on dotfoeesistence is an important finding.
Previously, persistence studies at the doctora&l lexeasured peer relationships in a
purely social way and these relationships werdaatd to be critical contributors to
persistence. However, by measuring peer relatipsshian educationally-related way,
peer relationships were recognized for being mesgstive in achieving persistence in
this study than has been previously recognized.

Unlike previous measures of purely social peettiaahips, educationally-
related peer relationships (i.e., student affiiafipeer learning, and peer discussion) have
both social and academic components that make theasures more pertinent for
students in non-traditional doctoral programs ttraditional doctoral programs. Student
affiliation emphasizes the importance of studeagsriing and collaborating together in a
classroom or cohort environment. Peer learningpseed discussion emphasize the
importance of student conversations in sharingecéciand program knowledge.

Tinto’s (1993) theory of doctoral persistence, whprovides a conceptual foundation for
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this study, recognizes the intertwined nature afd@enic and social integration at the
doctoral level:

Social membership within one’s program becomesaaitparcel of academic

membership, and social interaction with one’s paedsfaculty becomes closely

linked not only to one’s intellectual developmdmnif also to the development of

important skills required for doctoral completigp. 232)
Although Tinto’s theory highlights the intertwineature of academic and social
integration for doctoral students, the majoritytioe literature on student persistence at
both the undergraduate and graduate levels haedraaademic and social integration as
two distinct entities, with peer relationships ifa strictly in the realm of social
integration. By focusing on both the academic aad components of peer
relationships, this study more closely attend$ortuances of Tinto’s theory of doctoral
persistence than previous studies and revealsrpertance in how peer relationships are
measured at the doctoral level. Further, the regifltdata analysis from this study may
help to refine Tinto’s theory in the future to matefinitively address the intersecting
nature of academic and social integration in pekationships.

Students’ Understanding of Faculty Expectations

The second group of research subquestions focusstlidents’ understanding of
faculty expectations (SUFE). Within this group abguestions, peer relationship
variables were examined to determine their valuelgtion to SUFE as contributors to
doctoral student persistence. Further, SUFE andrptionship variables were
examined to understand their influence on the pnsce of different populations of
doctoral students.

The results of data analysis indicated that SURErimuted to an increase in the

odds of persistence of doctoral students in edueakieadership cohort programs at
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GWU. The influence of SUFE on persistence was ebegegiven the critical role that
faculty play in clarifying students’ responsibiis and helping them navigate their
graduate programs. Studies (Dolph, 1983; Faghial.e1999; Foote, 1998; Long, 1987,
Malone et al., 2004; Tierce, 1984, Valentine, 1986)loctoral student persistence in the
field of education have recognized consistently tha relationship between a student
and a faculty member is critical in predicting pgtence. The findings in this study
parallel the literature on doctoral student peesisé that highlights the value of faculty
relationships.

Higher levels of SUFE contributed to an increassvieen 5% and 18%) in the
odds of persistence of doctoral students in cghragrams (as shown in Table 32). There
was little to no variation in odds ratios test &owhen comparisons were made by
groups based on race and gender. However, theratidgest scores for SUFE varied
more widely when comparisons were made by prog&todents in the EA program
reported that SUFE contributed to a moderate iserésa7%) in the odds of their
persistence, whereas students in the HEA progrported that SUFE contributed to a
minimal increase (5%) in the odds of their persisée Although the EA and HEA
programs fall within the same department at theesaniversity, the variation in these
results by program was not unanticipated. Prevabudies (Bair & Haworth, 1999;

Golde, 1996) have reported that rates of doctdualent persistence vary broadly by field
of study and vary to an even greater degree byrano@f study. Differences in program

culture may explain varying persistence rates agposgrams of study.
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Peer Relationships as Related to SUFE

The results of data analysis indicated that aélerypes of educationally-related
peer relationships (student affiliation, peer l&agnand peer discussion) contributed to
an increase (between 4% and 19%) in the odds sigpence of doctoral students in
educational leadership cohort programs at GWU awdrabove SUFE for the majority
of groups analyzed (as shown in Table 32). The mapce of educationally-related peer
relationships on doctoral persistence was repantéoe previous section, but the
influence of these peer relationships was stremgithevhen the data revealed that they
contributed to an increase in the odds of docteeasistence over and above SUFE. As
mentioned earlier, the SUFE variable was expectdsbta predictor of persistence given
the literature that recognizes the importance stident’s relationship with faculty, and
additionally, that this relationship has been rexbgd consistently as a strong predictor
of persistence. Educationally-related peer relatigps’ influence beyond SUFE was an
unexpected and important finding in this study lseat revealed that peer relationships
are more critical to doctoral persistence than era® believed.

The one exception to this outcome was the resutiebdds ratio test for Black
students when the peer discussion variable wadaddbée SUFE model: Black students
reported a minimal decrease (6%) in the odds of gegsistence when the peer
discussion variable was added to the SUFE modét. résult will be addressed in the
next section when the differences in the test tesflWhite students and Black students

are discussed.
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Intersections Between Peer Relationships and SUFE

The results of data analysis indicated that thergatictions between educationally-
related peer relationships and SUFE did not haweffact on the persistence of doctoral
students above and beyond educationally-relatedrpgionships and SUFE. Initially, |
speculated that educationally-related peer relaliggs would be assistive in clarifying
faculty expectations and, as a result, the intemadietween educationally-related peer
relationships and SUFE might be a strong predctg@ersistence, however, the results of
the data analysis did not support this supposition.
Peer Relationships and SUFy Gender

When educationally-related peer relationship vdeslwere added to the SUFE
model, there were some variations in the resulisdxn men and women. The results of
data analysis indicated that men reported a greatezase than women in their odds of
persistence when either the student affiliationalde or the peer discussion variable was
added to the SUFE model. When the peer learningharwas added to the SUFE
model, the variation in the results for men and worwas very small. Peer relationships,
specifically student affiliation and peer discussido not have quite the impact on
persistence for women that they have on persistiemcaen.

There have been a few qualitative studies (Ketl@#97; Pride, 2005; Underwood,
2002) that have examined the value of peer relghi@s for women doctoral students
across a variety of disciplines. In these studi@snen reported that peer relationships
were beneficial and often times critical to theergistence. When examining the field of
education in relation to other fields of study, fet and Millett’'s (2006) quantitative,

national studyN = 9,036) indicated that female doctoral studermemed superior
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relationships with peers when compared to maleadakcstudents in the humanities,
sciences and mathematics, and the social scieietés. fHowever, in the field of
education, male doctoral students reported supegiationshipsif < .05) with peers
when compared to female doctoral students. Thetwami in findings for men and
women in the current study, when the student affdn and peer discussion variables
were added to the SUFE model, align with Nettles Millett’s findings in the field of
education: men report better relationships and makgable discussions with their peers
than women, which contributed to men’s higher oafdgersistence when compared to
women.
Peer Relationships and SUHRy Race

The results of data analysis indicated that Wétiielents reported a greater
increase than Black students in their odds of ptnsce when educationally-related peer
relationship variables were added to the SUFE mddw literature (Ballard, 2006;
Bingman, 2003; Ellis, 2001; Johnson, 2001; KingQ@;Respress, 1997) on doctoral
student persistence reported that the most critgdationship that Black students have is
with faculty, just as it is with White students, educationally-related peer relationships
were not expected to have an influence over SURBceasing the odds of persistence
for Black students or White students. But, theat#on in the odds ratio test scores for
Black students and White students suggests thatrgd¢ionships do not have quite the
impact on persistence for Black students that tiese on persistence for White students.
The literature (Bingman, 2003; Ellis, 2001) on Blaoctoral students has recognized the
importance of Black students’ relationships withestBlack students. Black students’

relationships with their Black peers are importardiminishing feelings of isolation at
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PWIs and developing a network for information sh@riBingman, 2003). Given the
variation in the results for Black students and #&ktudents for peer relationships in this
study and the importance that Black students paeeifically on their relationships with
Black peers, additional research is necessaryifpdnderstand the educationally-related
peer relationships of Black doctoral students ama these relationships might be
influenced by the racial composition of a cohodugp.
Influence of All Variables on Persistence

The third group of research subquestions addecestwaracteristic variables to
the model along with the peer relationship variataled the SUFE variable to take a
more comprehensive look at the influences on persie for doctoral students in
educational leadership cohort programs at GWU. Exag numerous variables to
understand the correlations between these varigbiebkallmark of this study; the
outcomes of this type of analysis provide more detepand applicable results than an
analysis in which one or two variables are examinadolation.
Student Characteristics

The results of data analysis indicated that sonngestt demographic
characteristics influence the odds of persistefickctoral students in educational
leadership cohort programs at GWU. In particulandgr, race, marital or domestic
partner status, and the number of dependents nftuthe persistence of doctoral
students, whereas age and hours of employmentlitéeéo no influence on the

persistence of doctoral students (as shown in Tz®)le
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Gender.The results of data analysis indicated that wonxgeenced a greater
increase in the odds of persistence than men. TihreBegs coincided with the current
data on women in the field of education. Therefarenore female doctoral recipients
than male doctoral recipients in the field of ediscawhen compared to all other fields
of study. In 2005, women constituted 67% of thetdi@te recipients in education, 56%
of the recipients in social sciences, 51% of tlegpients in humanities, 51% of the
recipients in life sciences, 26% of the recipientphysical sciences, and 18% of the
recipients in engineerindpctorate recipients2006). The field of education may be
viewed as one of the more hospitable learning enments for women as far more
women receive doctorates in this field than angpfleld of study.

Race When examining the race of the total sample, Bitaklents reported an
82% greater increase in the odds of persistenceWtate students. When student data
was analyzed by program, there was a large (50@%tation in the findings: Black
students in the EA program reported a 490% greateease in the odds of persistence
than White students, whereas Black students ikit&& program reported a 10%
decrease in the odds of persistence than WhitestsdThe substantial increase in odds
of persistence of Black students when comparedhdé/tudents in the EA program
was an unexpected finding. Additional researchersessary to understand why Black
students are persisting at a higher rate than YMhite peers in the EA program but not
in the HEA program. The decrease in the odds dfigience of Black students when
compared to White students in the HEA program weigigated as Black students
remain underrepresented in doctoral educationaéthdugh their numbers are

increasing, they are not increasing at the saneeasAsians and Hispanics.
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Marital or Domestic PartnedWhen examining the marital or domestic partner
status of the total sample, students who were ethor had a domestic partner during
their years of doctoral study reported a 76% graatezease in the odds of persistence
than students who were not married or who did mwela domestic partner during their
years of doctoral study. When student data was/aedlby program, there was a large
(244%) variation in the findings: students in th& irogram who were married or had a
domestic partner reported a 235% greater increateiodds of persistence than
students who were not married or who did not hasleraestic partner; students in the
HEA program who were married or had a domestiaeaneported a 9% greater
decrease in the odds of persistence than studémtswere not married or who did not
have a domestic partner. The findings from thd sdeple and the EA program parallel
the research that has been conducted on doctacsrgs and marital or domestic partner
status in relation to persistence. Using a qudiveapproach, Nettles and Millett (2006)
examined numerous factors that impact doctoralestisd progress to degree completion
by surveying 9,036 doctoral students from 21 iosbhs in 11 fields of study. The
findings indicated that doctoral students in edocatvho were married or had a
domestic partner experienced a 29% greater incradbe odds of persistence than
students who were not married or who did not hasteraestic partner (Nettles and
Millett, 2006).

DependentsWhen examining the number of dependents in thé sataple,
students who had more dependents reported a 11&8egoecrease in the odds of
persistence than students who had fewer depend&htn student data was analyzed by

program, there was a moderate (26%) variationerfitidings: students in the EA

216



program who had more dependents reported a 25%atexin the odds of persistence
than students who had fewer dependents, wheredsnssuin the HEA program reported
that the number of dependents had no effect on dldelis of persistence. The findings
from the total sample and the EA program parafielresearch that has been conducted
on doctoral students and number of children inti@tato persistence. In a 2006 study by
Nettles and Millett, the findings indicated thatcttwral students with children are 1.6
times more likely to stop out of their programsrtiigctoral students without children.
Student Characteristics, SUFE, and Peer Relatigrsshi

The educationally-related peer relationship vagal@nd the SUFE variable were
added to the to model to understand their influemtedoctoral persistence above and
beyond the student characteristics variables. Vitheentire sample was examined,
SUFE and two types of educationally-related pelatimnships (student affiliation and
peer learning) increased the odds of persistendeaibral students over and above
students’ demographic characteristics. The odds tedét scores for SUFE, student
affiliation, and peer learning were comparableat the same, with each variable
contributing to a small (7% to 9%) increase in dllels of persistence of doctoral
students. One type of educationally-related pdatiomship (peer discussion) decreased
the odds of persistence of doctoral students averahove students’ demographic
characteristics.

When student data was analyzed by program, studetite EA program
reported that SUFE, student affiliation, and pearting increased their odds of
persistence, but that SUFEXp(B)= 1.25) and student affiliatiofiegp(B)= 1.13) were

stronger predictors than peer learniBgg(B)= 1.07). Peer discussion contributed to a
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small (10%) decrease in the odds of persistenstudints in this program. Students in
the HEA program also reported that SUFE, studdiliaéibn, and peer learning
increased their odds of persistence, but in thegam SUFEExp(B)= 1.05) and student
affiliation (Exp(B)= 1.03) were minimal predictors of persistence nghe peer learning
(Exp(B)= 1.12) was a stronger predictor of persisteneer Biscussion had no effect on
the odds of persistence of doctoral students syghogram.

The SUFE variable and the educationally-relatea peationship variables were
added to this model at the same time to understenohfluence of these variables on
persistence in relation to one another. Regardiedse group analyzed, the data
indicated that the SUFE, student affiliation, aee@mplearning variables increased the
odds of persistence more than the peer discussigable did. Further, the data indicated
that the SUFE, student affiliation, and peer laagriariables were comparable in their
influence on doctoral persistence. As mentionetiezathe SUFE variable was expected
to be a predictor of persistence given the litegtn doctoral student persistence that
recognizes the importance of a student’s relatignaith faculty, and additionally, that
this relationship has been recognized consistastly strong predictor of persistence.
The influence of student affiliation and peer leagn(two educationally-related peer
relationship variables) on persistence was an itapofinding in this study because it
revealed that peer relationships are more critwdloctoral persistence than was once
believed and that peer relationships can be asenfial as faculty relationships on

doctoral student persistence.
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Student Characteristics, SUFE, Peer Relationstaps, Intersecting Variables

Intersecting variables were added to the modehtterstand their influence on
doctoral persistence above and beyond all the etiméables. The intersections between
educationally-related peer relationships and SUidEhdt have an effect on the
persistence of doctoral students above and beyoadersts’ demographic characteristics,
educationally-related peer relationships, and SU&Ementioned previously, |
speculated initially that educationally-related pesgationships would be assistive in
clarifying faculty expectations and, as a restk, interaction between educationally-
related peer relationships and SUFE might be agtpoedictor of persistence, however,
the results of the data analysis did not suppastdhpposition.

Critique of the Study

Discussing the limitations of this study is imgort in fully understanding the
results of this research and informing future regearhis section addresses the
weaknesses in the scope of the study, the reseeettiod, and the response rate.

First, this study had a narrow scope. The partidpp&rom GWU’s EA and HEA
doctoral cohort programs may not be representafigudents in non-traditional,
doctoral-level cohort programs from other instias, therefore the findings from this
study cannot be used to draw conclusions aboutar@opulation of doctoral students
in non-traditional cohort programs. Surveying studdrom educational leadership
programs at two or three different institutions ¢onducting a regional survey) and using
a random sample of these students would have $itvemed this study’s findings. Thus,

the results of this study specifically addressekgeriences of doctoral students in non-
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traditional, educational leadership cohort programn&@WU and cannot be generalized to
other doctoral students.

Second, the quantitative research method usedsirstindy limited the findings to
the constructs that | selected to test and meadurexed methods research method
would have enriched this study by collecting qadiMe data to compliment the
guantitative data. The quantitative survey instramesed in this study could have been
modified to include open ended research questimatsallowed participants to provide
richer and more unique perspectives on their datexperiences.

Third, this cross-sectional study collected datare point in time, so
participants’ responses were limited by their eigrezes in their programs at the time of
data collection. A longitudinal study, that collectata over a period of time, would have
enriched this study by allowing the researcheptimiv up with participants at future
points in time. In general, programs of doctoratlgttake much longer than
undergraduate or master’s level programs and iedwo distinct stages: coursework
and dissertation. Given this lengthier time to éegrompletion, doctoral students’
experiences and their perspectives on their expeggemay change between the early
years in their doctoral program that focus on cewverk and the later years in the
program that focus on the dissertation.

Fourth, there was a higher response rate amorsisf®s than non-persisters so
the findings in this study must be read accordin@liythe 443 potential participants, 199
of 314 (63.38%) persisters responded and 44 0{3384%) non-persisters responded.
It is not surprising that persisters may have bmere inclined to share their doctoral

experiences given their continued participatioth@program or their success in
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completing the program, whereas non-persistershmaag been less inclined to share
their doctoral experiences given their possibldérige of disappointment about leaving
their programs. Further, the contact group forigeess is frequently much larger than
non-persisters because persisters are eitheemstdlled in their programs or they are
likely to remain connected to their programs asrall whereas non-persisters do not
have a reason to remain connected to their formagrams. This study was typical of
persistence studies in its challenge to contactperisters and to create and to present a
survey instrument that would encourage them tagpate in the research project.
Implications

A substantial amount of research has been condoatécditional doctoral
programs, but there has been less research coddutteon-traditional doctoral
programs, and no research at the doctoral leveirkastigates educationally-related
peer relationships and students’ understandingaflfy expectations. To fill this gap in
the literature, this study examined the relatiopsifistudent characteristics,
educationally-related peer relationships, and sttedeinderstanding of faculty
expectations on the persistence of doctoral stsdamton-traditional, residential, cohort
programs in educational leadership.

Practitioners and administrators are concernedtahethigh attrition rate—
approximately 40% to 60% (Bair & Haworth, 1999; Bow& Rudenstine, 1992;
Denecke, 2004; Golde, 2000; Lovitts, 2001)—of studdérom doctoral programs. This
issue, recognized as early as the 1950s, has wegatplications for students, colleges

and universities, and the nation’s workforce.
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Since the 1980s, non-traditional programs have béened at colleges and
universities to meet the demands of an evolvindestupopulation. Today’s graduate
students have well-developed careers and ongogppnsibilities to their families and
their communities that compete with their acadecoimmitments (Freddolino, 2000).
Non-traditional, residential experiences offerea mtensive scheduling allow doctoral
students to pursue their degrees while remaining@rad and maintaining their
personal commitments. Many of these programs enmggrt learning communities to
create supportive, collaborative learning environtaeAlthough these programs are
designed to accommodate the unique needs of nditidreal students, attrition continues
to be a major problem at the doctoral level.

Recommendations for Practice

The results of this study prompted practical rece@ndations to increase doctoral
persistence in educational leadership cohort progrd hese recommendations are
organized into two areas: educationally-related pelationships and students
understanding of faculty expectations.

Educationally-Related Peer Relationships

Examining peer relationships was of particular imace in this study given the
ongoing attrition from non-traditional doctoral @yhprograms in spite of programmatic
changes to accommodate students’ needs. The eshdaft learning communities has
been implemented in educational leadership prog{&asett & Muse, 1993; Hill,
1995) since the 1980s and peer relationships heee evaluated in relation to these

programs, but educationally-related peer relatigosshave not been examined.
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Practitioners and administrators report numerouefits from utilizing cohort

programs. Specifically, cohorts offer cohesive @@y environments (Hill, 1995) that
enable students to work collaboratively (Beck & Kiis 2000; Hill, 1995), to take risks
in a supportive setting (Barnett & Muse, 1993; B&cKosnik, 2000; Mello, 2003;
Norris et al., 1996; Teitel, 1997), to empower tlseines in the learning process (Beck &
Kosnik, 2000; Hill, 1995; Horn, 2001, Teitel, 199@nd to develop their leadership skills
(Horn, 2001; Norris et al., 1996). Given the pagitimpact that peers can bring to group
learning environments, it was appropriate in thiglg to understand if the measurement
of educationally-related peer relationships conite to doctoral persistence.

The results of this study indicated that studeriie Wwad more educationally-
related peer relationships (especially studenliatibn and peer learning) were more
likely to persist. However, do doctoral programargularly those with cohort
communities) emphasize the value of peer relatipssdnd assist students in developing
positive, collaborative, learning relationshipshwiteir peers? With the exception of the
laboratory sciences fields, graduate programs temanphasize individualized learning
and do not customarily promote peer collaborat®aird, 1990; Deaver, 1984, Lovitts,
2001). The focus on individualized learning at ghaduate level frequently fosters a
competitive environment among students (Baird, 1290itts, 2001) that can result in
student isolation and group ignorance (Lovitts, DO@rograms with cohort learning
communities would seem better equipped to facdifaer collaboration and learning, but
students in some cohorts have reported the developai a negative group dynamic that
stunts learning for the entire group (Barnett & Mu$993; Beck & Kosnik, 2000; Teitel,

1997).
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Administrators of non-traditional doctoral cohorbgrams can promote student
persistence by fostering collaborative studentieaahips through structured,
foundational discussions with students and facdlhe following recommendations are
offered:

1. Prior to the commencement of classroom instruc@oiministrators inform
faculty and students about the benefits and chgdiethat can arise when students
work with the same set of peers in a learning @mvirent over an extended
period of time.

2. Administrators coach students and faculty on tHeevaf students working
collaboratively and caution them to avoid somehef¢common pitfalls of cohort
groups, such as an imbalance in student participa@ind an imbalance of student
leadership roles across the group.

3. Students are equipped with productive ways of comaoating with each other
when imbalances or inequities arise in the cohatig. Administrators assist
students in discussing, creating, and later rengsé set of rules of conduct for
the group to prevent students from feeling overémb&r disrespected when group
interaction becomes more informal over time. Facait attentive to the rules of
the conduct for the cohort group.

4. Administrators remain cognizant of a cohort groupaning dynamic, and if a
group’s interaction begins to inhibit learning theaministrators facilitate
discussions among cohort members to resolve issues.

5. Administrators examine the racial profile of eadhart group and be aware of

cohorts that have only one or a few non-White stteld’rovide all students with
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the opportunity to connect with other students ssm@horts, thereby widening

the pool of students and providing additional opynaities to develop peer

relationships.
Based on the results from this study, it is recomeeel that administrators promote
persistence in non-traditional doctoral cohort pangs by assisting students in
developing and maintaining positive, collaboratigkationships with peers and in
diminishing negative, exclusive relationships w#ers that can deter learning.

Students’ Understanding of Faculty Expectations

Examining students’ understanding of faculty expgohs was important in this
study given graduate students’ reports of ambigglityounding faculty expectations and
the critical role that faculty play in student degicompletion. Although the literature on
doctoral student persistence has recognized thertanre of students’ relationships with
faculty, students’ understanding of faulty expdota has never been measured.

Students’ relationships with faculty are a key comgnt in doctoral student
persistence. In studies on doctoral student persistin education, students reported that
positive relationships with faculty, the frequerafymeetings with faculty members or
dissertation chairs, and the number of faculty menmkhat students know in their
departments contribute to their degree completiwigh, 1983; Faghihi, Rakow, &
Ethington, 1999; Golde, 2000; Long, 1987; LovigBe01; Malone, Nelson, & Nelson,
2004; Tierce, 1984, Valentine, 1987). Moreover, itis(2001) and Baird (1997) have
acknowledged the ambiguous nature of graduate sandahe critical role that faculty
play in clarifying student responsibilities and igating graduate programs. Graduate

students reported that they suffer from a laclkh@drmation about their programs,
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uncertainty about faculty requirements, and insigfit faculty supervision (Baird, 1990;
Berelson, 1960; Heard, 1963; Heiss, 1964; Mechd®i62; Nerad & Cerny, 1993;
Lovitts, 2001). Although doctoral students areamlion faculty members, students are
frequently unable to anticipate what is requiredheim (Lovitts, 2001; Nerad &
Cerny,1993).

Given students’ uncertainty in how to succeed adgate programs and the need
for faculty support and clarification, it was apprate in this study to understand if
SUFE contributed to doctoral persistence in nodHi@nal, cohort programs. The
findings in this study indicated that SUFE increhtee odds of persistence of doctoral
students in cohort programs. However, do docta@ams, particularly those with non-
traditional, intensive class schedules, assistestisdin developing productive, learning
relationships with faculty? Intensive class schedullow non-traditional students to
meet less frequently but for longer periods of tima class setting. Although this
schedule is helpful in accommodating the working parsonal lives of students, it may
be difficult for students to connect with facultydafully understand their expectations
when they have fewer opportunities to meet and where may be long breaks between
class sessions. Intensive class schedules alloviraditional students to participate in
graduate school but may hinder these students deraloping strong, working

relationships with faculty.
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Administrators of non-traditional doctoral prograthat provide intensive
scheduling need to promote productive, accessadgionships between students and
faculty. The following recommendations are offered:

1. Prior to the commencement of classroom instructtudents and faculty are
cautioned that students may feel disconnected famulty when participating in
an intensive class schedule.

2. Faculty are required to provide course guidelinefgrences, and documentation
online so students can refer to these resourcesitegly throughout the semester.

3. Faculty are encouraged to visit with students ialsgroups during class or make
themselves available before or after class fomddial student appointments.

4. Students are encouraged to work with faculty oetsifdthe classroom through
email or phone communication to clarify expectagiand to discuss non-class
related degree requirements.

5. Administrators provide students with opportunitieengage with other students
who are farther along in the program so that addlzeification, and direction
about faculty expectations and program requiremeamsbe shared.

Based on the results from this study, it is recomaheel that administrators assist students
in connecting with faculty and clarifying programpectations in order to promote

persistence in non-traditional doctoral progranad tise intensive scheduling.
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Recommendations for Further Research
During the course of this study, several areagwdentified for further research.
The following suggestions are offered:

1. This was the first study to test educationallytedigpeer relationship variables
and the SUFE variable on a sample of doctoral stisd@dditional studies on
doctoral students (in traditional and non-tradiéibprograms) need to be
conducted using these same variables to fully wtded how they contribute to
persistence. This study focused solely on educatieadership programs, but
other studies could examine a variety of progranasraumber of different
institutions to broaden and deepen the findingsitiese variables in relation to
doctoral student persistence.

2. The odds of persistence of Black students in thgopEo§ram were much greater
than the odds of persistence of Black studentiserHEA program. This sizeable
variation by program was unexpected and requirdgiadal research about
Black students’ experiences in doctoral progran®®VEts. A mixed methods
study or a qualitative study that gathered ricladetsed on individuals’ unique
experiences would enhance the findings of this tjizéive study.

3. This cross-sectional study collected data at omet potime, so participants’
responses were limited by their experiences i fpreigrams at the time of data
collection. As mentioned earlier in this chaptetakes doctoral students several
years to complete their degree and their expergeand perspectives may change
between the early years in their doctoral prograat focus on course work and

the later years in the program that focus on teeatdtation. A longitudinal study,
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that collects data over a period of time, woulda@nthis study by allowing the
researcher to follow up with participants at futpmnts in time.

4. The quantitative research method used in this diodied the findings to the
constructs that | selected to test and measuren ©peaed research questions or
interview questions would allow participants toyade rich and unique
perspectives on their doctoral experiences thataame drawn from a
guantitative survey. A mixed methods research ntetiauld improve this study
by collecting qualitative data to compliment thegtitative data.

Concluding Comments

Prior to this study, no research had been conduwatténe doctoral level that
investigated educationally-related peer relatiopsland students’ understanding of
faculty expectations. Administrators, faculty, atddents who participate in non-
traditional, doctoral, cohort programs can berfeditn this study by understanding the
benefits and challenges of peer relationships amtkat and faculty relationships in non-
traditional programs. Cohort learning communitiesvide opportunities for
collaborative, supportive student relationshipseldasn learning, which can increase
students’ odds of persistence, but these relatipastan also become taxing and can
impede learning. Non-traditional, intensive clagiseslules offer many doctoral students a
unique opportunity to pursue their doctoral degbeg these schedules may also diminish
contact with faculty who play a critical role ingtee progress and completion. Peer
relationships and student and faculty relationsmp®on-traditional, cohort programs do
not develop in the same way that they do in tradél programs. Based on the results of

this study, it is recommended that administrati@sulty, and students work to develop
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positive and productive peer relationships andesttudnd faculty relationships in order

to increase students’ odds of persistence.
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Reference of Acronyms
ACCS: Adult Classroom Climate Scale
ACES: Adult Classroom Environment Scale
CSEQ: College Student Experiences Questionnaire
EA: Educational Administration Program
GWU: The George Washington University
HEA: Higher Education Administration Program
IRB: Institutional Review Board
MSLQ: Motivated Strategies for Learning Questianma
NDSEQ: The Non-Traditional Doctoral Student Engaget Questionnaire
PD: Peer Discussion variable
PL: Peer Learning variable
SA: Student Affiliation variable
SUFE: Students’ Understanding of Faculty Expectetivariable

TDM: Total Design Method
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Non-tr aditional Doctoral Student Engagement
Questionnaire (NDSEQ)

Your participation in this study will contribute sm understanding of how doctoral student expeggit cohort
communities influence persistence. It will take yout 10 minutes to complete the front and thé& béthis
questionnaire. Please answer all of the questibysu are uncertain about what a question measesyour best judgment
in answering. All questions are based on your eiiroe former status as a doctoral student.

Important: Flease do no write your néme on this questionnéire as responses are anonymous.

I. Interaction with Cohort Peers

. . . O w v (%)

Mark one circle that best reflects your agreement odisagreement with eachof | 23 | 2 ? & 1 &5

the following statements: ‘,E :3 § g 3 I8 :3

1. The students in my cohort work well together.

2. The students in my cohort enjoy working togethe

3. Friendships have developed in my cohort.

4. Students in my cohort share their personal gawpees during class.

5. Students in my cohort seldom interact with anether during class.

6. Students in my cohort regularly meet assignrdeatlines.

7. When studying for courses and completing otlegrree requirements, | often try

explain the material to a peer in my cohort.

8. I try to work with other students from my cohtr complete course assignments

and other degree requirements.

9. When studying for courses and completing otlegiree requirements, | often set

aside time to discuss the material with a grougtefients from my cohort.

Il. Discussion with Cohort Peers

[

In conversations with your cohort peers, about hoveften have you: z § % Q j§—>

(Mark one circle for each statement.) & g =8 g £
% )
7]

Referred to knowledge you acquired in your readinglasses. O o O @) @)

Explored different ways of thinking about a topic.

Referred to something one of your instructors saidut a topic.

Subsequently read something that was relateddpie. t

Changed your opinion as a result of the knowledgaguments presented by others.

Persuaded others to change their minds as a oéghk knowledge or arguments you

cited.

Please turn the page over. =——>
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I11. Students' Understanding of Faculty Expectations |

Ow w) (7))
Mark one circle that best reflects your agreement odisagreement with eachof (23 | ¢ 5 & &3
the following statements. S8 S |8 & 38
o< ® <
1. | receive regular and systematic feedback flaenlty about how well | am doing
as a student.
2. | know if my academic work will be acceptatiefaculty.
3. | know how my academic performance will be eatdd by faculty.
4. Faculty provide clear explanations of what feelse done to complete degree
requirements.
5. When | receive feedback from faculty, it isgfel and adequate for performing the

duties required of me as a student.

6. | receive sufficient instruction and informatifsom faculty prior to carrying out
the duties required of me as a student.

7. | know what is expected of me by faculty to gbdete my degree requirements.
8. Faculty are available to answer my questions.

9. | feel certain about how much authority | havenaking decisions related to
carrying out my degree requirements.

1V. Student Characteristics

Mark one circle or fill in the blank to answer eachquestion about your personal status during your peod of
doctoral study.

1. What is your gender? O Male O Female
2. Which doctoral program are/were you enrolledtifhe George Washington University?
Educational Administration O Higher Educatiodministration

3. What was your age when you started your docpoogram?

4. What year did you begin your doctoral program?

5. Mark one circle next to the race/ethnicity thest describes you:
Hispanic O Native American O Multiethnic

Middle Eastern O White, not Hispanic
6. During your time as a doctoral student, areédweu married or do/did you have a domestic paftner
O Yes O No

7. As a doctoral student, how many dependent&feln, parents, etc.) are/were living with youdiom you are/were
responsible?

8. As a doctoral student, how many hours a weekvare you employed?
9. Have you completed your doctoral degree? @f gkip to end.) O Yes O No
10. In fall 2007, were you enrolled in your doetigprogram? O Yes O No

You have completed the questionnaire. Please retuthis questionnaire via postal mail using the envepe provided. Thank you
for your participation and support.
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it | el gwe. i peind. Brienl 097 14 00T 01255 MM

From annebrandes@optonline.nat ]
Sent Thursday, September 13, 2007 6:44 pm
To Julie Fitzpatrick <juliefit@gwu.edu>
Subject Re: Requesting Dr. Brandes' Permission

Dear Julie,

| am delighted that you find my research useful, go ahead and use the subscale as amended.
good luck in your studies.

Anne Hall Brandes, EJD,APRN-BC

Associate Professor

New Jersey City University

Jersey City, NJ

----- Original Message -----

From: Julie Fitzpatrick

Date: Thursday, September 13, 2007 1:54 pm
Subject: Requesting Dr. Brandes' Permission
To: annebrandes @optonline.net

= September 13, 2007
-

= Hi Dr. Brandes,

-

> Thank you for taking time to speak to me this moming. As |

= mentioned in our conversation, | am a doctoral candidate

= studying

> higher education administration at The George Washington

= University in Washington, DC. | am currently developing my

> dissertation proposal, which focuses on the factors that

> contribute to the persistence of nontraditional doctoral

> students.

>

= | have reviewed your dissertation (1998) and | am interested in
> using the student affiliation subscale from the

> Adult Classroom Climate Scale (ACCS) in the instrument that | am
> developing for my study. The purpose of this e-mail is to

> request your written permission to use and to amend the student
= affiliation subscale from the ACCS for my study.

=

> | have listed below the statements from ACCS’ student

= affiliation subscale along with the amended statements that |

> would like

> to use in my study. Would you please review the amended

> statements and let me know (via e-mall response) if you will

> grant

> ?na permission to use them in my study 7 Please know that | am
= available to discuss the amended statements or to answer any

Imnpes: f oenail gvanedu print. himd Page 1 af 2
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> ACCS: Students seldom interact with one another during class. (-
>)

> Amended: Students in my cohort seldom interact with one another
> during class. (-)

>

> ACCS: Students regularly meet assignment deadlines.

> Amended: Students in my cohort regularly meet assignment

> deadlines.

https://cmail.gwu.edu/print.html| Page 2 of 2

269



Appendix F

270



Appendix G

271



Appendix G

272



Appendix H

273



Appendix |

274



Appendix |

275



Appendix J

Project on Doctoral Cohorts
Julie Fitzpatrick
PO BOX 1505

Crawfordville, FL 32326-1505

October 6, 2009
Dear [Student’s first and last name],

| am a doctoral candidate in the Higher Educatiomiistration program at The George
Washington University. | recently received apprdvaim my program to contact current
and former doctoral students, like you, to disdhssresearch that I'm conducting for my
dissertation.

My dissertation research examines the influencswadent experiences in cohort
communities on persistence in doctoral progranasi Wwriting to you to ask you to
participate in my study and to describe the upcgmmailing of my survey questionnaire.

In a few days, you will receive survey informatiorthe mail that asks you to rate the
experiences in your doctoral cohort program. Yol nespond to the survey either
online or by postal mail. The findings from thisdy are important in promoting future
student persistence and in developing a richermgtaleding of cohort programs and the
students they serve. Your anonymous survey respsmsgortant because it provides
your unique perspective, which then contributea bwoader understanding of how
student experiences in cohort communities influgrersistence.

| would greatly appreciate you taking the time &otgipate in this study. Thank you for
your support.

Sincerely,

Julie A. Fitzpatrick

Doctoral Candidate

Higher Education Administration Program
The George Washington University
juliefit@gwmail.gwu.edu
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Project on Doctoral Cohorts
Julie Fitzpatrick
PO BOX 1505

Crawfordville, FL 32326-1505

October 12, 2009
Dear [Student’s first and last name],

| am writing to you to ask you to participate i tstudy that I'm conducting for my
dissertation. My dissertation research examinegflieence of student experiences in
cohort communities on persistence in doctoral @og.

You may respond to the survey either online or dst@l mail. After reviewing the
enclosed information sheet, | ask that you takeiah® minutes to complete the survey
usingonly oneof the following methods:
To complete the survey online, go to the followiNgb site:
www.doctoralcohorts.webs.com
To complete a hard copy survey and return it tdognpostal mail, use the survey
guestionnaire and the addressed, stamped envélapare enclosed. Please do
not write your name on the survey as all respoasesnonymous.

You have been contacted for this study based onguuent or former enroliment in the
educational administration cohort program or thghbr education administration cohort
program at The George Washington University. Rdgasdof the amount of time you
were enrolled in the program or your current statute program, | am interested in
your doctoral experience and | encourage you topteta the survey in the next few
days.

Results from this survey will be used to furthevelep doctoral cohort programs for
students like you. By understanding the needs ofadal students and the challenges of
degree completion, administrators and faculty cawide services and guidance that
promote student persistence.

Please note that participation in this study isuatdry. Your participation or
nonparticipation will not affect your affiliationrstatus with The George Washington
University or your doctoral program. Importantlypuy survey response will be
anonymous and all survey results will be reportedggregate form. A summary of the
survey results will be available upon completiorite study at the following Web site:
www.doctoralcohorts.webs.com
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If you have any questions or comments about thidystplease contact me at
juliefit@gwmail.gwu.edwr contact my dissertation chair, Dr. Janet Helddieser, at
heddesh@gwu.edhank you for contributing to the success of dtigly.

Sincerely,

Julie A. Fitzpatrick, Doctoral Candidate
Higher Education Administration Program
The George Washington University
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Information about the Research Study
Doctoral Student Persistence in Non-Traditional Cobrt Programs: Examining
Student Characteristics, Peer Relationships, and 8tlents’ Understanding of
Faculty Expectations
IRB# 060937

You are invited to participate in a research studger the direction of Dr. Janet
Heddesheimer at The George Washington Univers#king part in this research is
entirely voluntary. Your academic standing will niot any way, be affected should you
choose not to participate or if you decide to widvd from the study at any time.

The purpose of this study is to examine the infbgeof student experiences in cohort
communities on persistence in educational leadeisbctoral programs.

If you choose to take part in this study, you megpond to the survey either online or by
postal mail. The total amount of time you will sgan connection with this study is
about 15 minutes. You may refuse to answer anfi@strvey questions and you may
stop your participation in this study at any time.

You may experience minimal risks or discomfortsioigithis study, which may include
loss of confidentiality or minor psychological stse To ensure the anonymity of postal
mail survey responses, please do not write yourenamthe enclosed survey form.
Surveys completed online cannot be linked to teatity of the responder. Be assured
that participating in this study poses no riskg #ra not ordinarily encountered in daily
life.

Although you will not benefit directly from your gacipation in this study, your survey
response will contribute to findings that assistifa doctoral students. Results from this
survey will be used to further develop doctoralaolprograms for students like you. By
understanding the needs of doctoral students andrllenges of degree completion,
administrators and faculty can provide servicesguidance that promote student
persistence.

Every effort will be made to keep your informaticonfidential, however, this cannot be
guaranteed. The researcher has taken steps teeeticipants’ anonymity by choosing
notto track survey responses and by reminding ppéidsnotto write their names on
survey questionnaires. If the results of this regeatudy are reported in journals or at
scientific meetings, the people who participatethia study will not be named or
identified.

The Office of Human Research of George Washingtoivéssity, at telephone number
(202) 994-2715, can provide further information atyour rights as a research
participant. Further information regarding thisdstumay be obtained by contacting the
researcher, Julie Fitzpatrick, via e-maildtefit@gwmail.gwu.edu
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To ensure anonymity, your signature is not requinedhis document. Your willingness
to participate in this research study is impliegdti proceed by completing the survey
guestionnaire.

Thank you.
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Project on Doctoral
October 17, 2009

Dear [Student’s first and last name],

By now you have received my survey questionnaia¢ ¢élxamines the
influence of student experiences in cohort comniesibn persistence in
doctoral programs. If you have completed and retithe survey, thank
you for contributing to my doctoral dissertatiordan the body of
knowledge on doctoral student persistence in cqirograms.

If you have not completed the survey, | want tooemage you to do so in
the next few days. To respond online, go to thiefahg Web site:
www.doctoralcohorts.webs.com. To respond by pogtl, use the
survey questionnaire and the addressed, stampetbeevthat were
enclosed in the previous mailing. Your survey resgois important to
this study’s success and will strengthen the resflthis study. Thank
you for your participation and your support.

Julie A. Fitzpatrick
Doctoral Candiate, The George Washington Univer
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Project on Doctoral

November 2, 2009
Dear [Student’s first and last name],

About two weeks ago, | wrote to you to request ymanticipation in the study that

I’'m conducting for my dissertation research. If ywave completed and submitted the
survey, thank you for your time and effort. Younay response will inform the
development of cohort programs and promote pergisten future doctoral students.

If you have not completed the survey, please censiding so in the next few days. If
you did not receive a survey or you misplaced thgey, | can provide you with a
hard copy survey if you contact me via e-maijusiefit@gwmail.gwu.edu

Optionally, you can complete the survey onlinehatfollowing Web site:
www.doctoralcohorts.webs.com. Your survey respéssery important to this
study’s success. Thank you for your participatiod gour support.

Julie A. Fitzpatrick
Doctoral Candidate, The George Washington Universit
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