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Abstract 

Research into community college (CC) education shows low percentages of student 

persistence in many CCs in the United States. The problem addressed in this study was 

the low rate of students completing CC in a southeastern state and across the United 

States. Many CC organizations are not meeting graduation standards set forth by 

accrediting bodies. The purpose of this basic qualitative study using open-ended 

interview questions was to explore CC faculty’s (CCF) perceptions regarding their role in 

CC student persistence to complete the CC program. Currently furloughed CCF of this 

CC were interviewed to gather data on their perceptions. The conceptual framework that 

was used to guide this study are Reason’s theory of the student matters and Tinto’s theory 

of student departure. Key research questions were used to explore how faculty members 

perceive their role in student completion and what CCF perceive as motivating factors 

supporting student persistence. A basic qualitative method with interviews of seven CC 

faculty members was used in this study. Data were analyzed using open coding of 

interview transcripts. Findings revealed that participants felt that support of students was 

seen as an overarching role of the CCF. Additional themes developed were an under-

preparedness by the organization of both CCF and students, negative student response to 

extrinsic factors usually resulting in withdrawal from the CC, and the noted importance 

of interpersonal interactions in the CC classroom. The findings of this study may be used 

by CCs to better prepare CCF to support greater student persistence and to improve 

graduation rates. Both of these can lead to positive social change by both providing a 

better prepared and qualified workforce as well as affording career and steady income 

opportunities to our community members.    
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study 

In this study, I examined the low completion rates at community colleges (CC) 

across the United States. The United States Department of Education released data on 

national graduation rates, citing an official CC graduation rate of 22% nationwide 

(Juszkiewicz, 2016). The National Student Clearinghouse (NSC) reported 38% of all CC 

students earn a credential of some type (Juszkiewicz, 2016). These values fall below the 

threshold of many accrediting bodies that set benchmark graduation rates for CC. The 

focus college of this study, a small CC in the Southeastern United States, had a 

completion rate of 32%. In this study, I addressed a gap in practice and related literature 

by examining the personal influence of CCF on student persistence that helps them 

complete their program. 

It is necessary to understand the reason behind low completion rates at the CC 

level.  This study may result in social change due to greater CC student completion.  

Many CCs struggle with low student persistence; previous researchers have suggested 

that faculty impact is one of the strongest influences on CC student persistence (Hollis, 

2015; Tinto, 2010). Yet there is little research on how CCF perceive their self-role in 

student completion.  Gaining a better understanding of what CCF understand about 

guidance in student success and completion may impact CCF training, hiring processes, 

and continuing education.  

In this study, I explored the perceptions of CCF about their role in student 

completion. By understanding these perceptions, CCs can better prepare faculty 

members, which may, in turn, improve student graduation rates. Higher graduation rates 
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can affect positive social changes by developing a better-prepared workforce, better-

paying careers, and more successful college organizations. Chapter 1 includes the 

background on the topic as well as an explanation of the problem, purpose and nature of 

the study, and research questions. In addition, Chapter 1 includes a discussion of the 

conceptual framework, definitions of terms, assumptions, scope and delimitations, and 

limitations. Finally, Chapter 1 includes the significance and summary of this study.  

Background 

The focus of this study was the problem of below benchmark completion rates of 

CC students in the United States. While nearly 1.5 million students enroll in CCs each 

year, only between 22 and 40% of those earn any college degree within six years of 

enrollment (Crisp & Delgado, 2014; Juszkiewicz, 2016). Many accrediting bodies, 

including the Accrediting Commission of Career Schools and Colleges (ACCSC), require 

higher graduation rates to meet guidelines (ACCSC, 2017). Ober et al. (2018) explored 

student graduation rates at 14 2-year and 4-year CC institutions and found that 

underprepared students or students who enroll part-time in college are less likely to 

graduate in the given time. Both administration and faculty's understanding of this is key 

to guiding students toward success (Ober et al., 2018). One of the biggest factors 

impacting student retention and graduation is faculty intervention (Hollis, 2015; Hope, 

2016; Tinto, 1987, 2010). Similarly, Tinto (2010) identified faculty influence as one of 

the highest-ranking factors in students’ reasons to stay enrolled in CC. Tinto (2010) also 

explored reasons for retention and reasons students stay enrolled. Tinto (2010) suggested 

that faculty engagement, interaction or rapport is among the highest rated reasons 
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students persist at CC. As with Ober et al. (2018) and Tinto (2010), Hope (2016) found 

that at CC, student satisfaction with classroom interactions and faculty has a major 

impact on the decision to stay enrolled with the CC.  

Meeting graduation needs serves the purpose of meeting United States’ workforce 

needs and results in career-based income for graduates. It is speculated that the United 

States will fall short of meeting workforce needs by 16 million graduates by the year 

2025 (Price & Tovar, 2014). The Obama Administration challenged U.S. CCs to increase 

CC graduates by an additional five million by the year 2020 (Marcus, 2009). Data 

showing that CCs did not meet workforce needs and fell short of the Obama CC 

Completion Agenda were two reasons this issue of CC student graduation needed to be 

further investigated. One aspect of these graduation rates is CCF, which I focused on in 

this project. By studying CCF perceptions of their influence on student persistence to 

completion, I gained insight into what is understood by faculty members about how 

training should be adjusted. This information could be used to improve student 

completion and graduation rates, resulting in CCs meeting accreditation guidelines and 

promoting a healthy workforce.  

Problem Statement 

Over the past decade, higher education institutions have had a reduction in student 

completion for many colleges, specifically CCs (Tinto, 2010). The CC Review reported a 

13% graduation rate for CCs in a two-year timeframe, improving to a 28% within 4 years 

(Chen, 2019). These low persistence numbers are incompatible with many accrediting 

body standards of 30% graduation rate within 150% of the programmatic timeframe 
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(ACCSC, 2017). Goldrick (2018) explained that in recent years, the cost of CC has risen, 

the mean annual income for household size has decreased, and resources for CC students 

have declined. This has led to challenges for the CC student and negatively impacted 

persistence toward degree-earning.  

According to the website of a CC in a suburban Tennessee school district, the 

institution is experiencing low student completion rates. The issue many colleges face 

may be that not all faculty perceive their role in the classroom to be impactful 

(Gawronski, et al., 2016). Throughout the decades of the 1980s and 1990s, Tinto 

examined reasons for student departure from college (1987, 2010). As CCs have gained 

popularity over the past 20 years, some CC organizations have suffered the same student 

attrition troubles. Tinto (1987, 2010) concluded that student acceptance or rapport with 

institution representatives did positively affect student retention. Bailey (2017) expanded 

on Tinto’s theory that inclusive student models and engaging classroom experiences lead 

to higher retention at the CC level. Bailey surveyed CC faculty and concluded that 

“educators are not always sufficiently motivated to improve their teaching craft” (p. 7). 

With the concern of low student completion rate in the local setting, the focus of this 

study was the gap in practice to better understand CCF perceptions of their role in student 

success. 

 Student success for this study is defined as graduation from a program of study.  

Fong et al. (2017) indicated that psychosocial factors, including acceptance and 

integration in the classroom, were among the biggest motivating factors for CC student 

persistence. Tinto (2010) pointed out that student retention has not improved significantly 
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in the past two decades. Paulson (2016) reported that the average post-secondary 

institution has a graduation rate of 56.5%. Further data suggested that the United States 

Department of Education reports some CCs with graduation rates as low as 22% 

(Juszkiewicz, 2016). While there have been theories regarding why completion rates 

suffer—including underprepared students, nontraditional students, and lack of campus 

support—there have been no definitive reasons given (Juszkiewicz, 2016; Tinto 2010). 

Additionally, Juszkiewicz (2016) noted that female students have higher graduation rates 

by 6%, as do students over the age of 24, citing an 11% higher graduation rate than those 

under the age of 24. Many accreditation bodies require higher than 60% graduation rates 

(ACCSC, 2017).  

Student completion rates in the local setting have been below the accreditation 

standards; however, with recent CCF training on classroom influence, student completion 

rates have improved. The Accrediting Commission of Career Schools and Colleges 

(ACCSC) requires a 65% program graduation rate, and an 80% program graduate 

placement rate (ACCSC, 2017). According to the local CC website, their medical 

assisting program had a 45% graduation rate, which was below ACCSC accreditation. In 

the past 24 months, a focus on faculty development and training resulted in an 

improvement from 33% graduation rate to 45% graduation rate according to the most 

recent data on their website. As of 2019, the graduation rate in this same program is 51%, 

still below accreditation standards. ACCSC (2019) reports an average of 57% graduation 

rate among CC students within 6 years. This indicates a 43% rate of nonpersisters. This 

local CC setting is well below this 57% average.  
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Among the in-service evaluations were numerous comments indicating an 

unawareness by the faculty of their role at the CC level. Four in-service opportunities are 

offered yearly, and two are required by each faculty member. The in-service topics focus 

on strengthening the classroom presence with topics such as classroom autonomy and 

improving rapport. Surveys are given at the end of each in-service to gauge takeaway 

responses from faculty members. Remarks received indicated some CCF were not aware 

that they could impact a student’s feelings toward the class, organization, or even 

willingness to persist in college. It is imperative to get a better idea of CCF's perspective 

on their role in student persistence to better understand how to train and facilitate CCF in 

the battle against CC student persistence.  

 Many CCs struggle with student completion rates across the United States. 

Research varies on CC graduation rates; however, sources site rates between 22% and 

38% (ACCSC, 2017; Juszkiewicz, 2016). Accrediting bodies govern CCs to ensure best 

practices are being upheld, in addition to set thresholds for success. When CCs fail to 

meet these thresholds, accrediting bodies have the option of consequence on the 

organization. The overall mission of accrediting bodies is to ensure a well-prepared 

workforce by setting standards for CCs to be delivered through quality education 

(ACCSC, 2017). States vary by CC opportunity; however, according to the College 

Completion Chronicle (2016), approximately 50% of states are meeting graduation rate 

guidelines. Those most at risk are Mississippi with a 15% graduation rate at public CCs 

and 34% graduation rate at for-profit CCs, and Indiana at 8% and 53% respectively 

(College Completion Chronicle, 2016). Other states struggling to include Nevada, 
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Hawaii, Ohio, and Rhode Island (College Completion Chronicle, 2016). This shows a 

national need for solutions for CC student completion. As stated previously, there has 

been research done on the reasons students persist at the CC level; however, there is a 

gap in research and practice on whether CCF understand their role in student persistence.  

 Further data showed that 2-year institutions or CCs are among the lowest 

graduating organizations within the higher education facet. Using 6-year outcomes; 

Shapiro et al. (2018), discovered a 37.53% graduation rate at CCs versus nearly double 

for 4-year private nonprofit institutions at a 76.04% total completion rate. See Figure 1 

for comparison. These results included students who completed degrees elsewhere, at the 

same location, and who were still enrolled at the original site (Shapiro, et al., 2018). This 

is an indicator that CCs need to improve their completion rates for both accrediting and 

financial purposes as well as support for student success. Figure 1 includes completion 

rates for colleges and universities in the United States: 
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Figure 1 

Completion Rates by School Type 

 

Note. Findings from a 2012 cohort followed for 6 consecutive years (Shapiro, et al., 2018) 

Figure 1 shows that 2-year public CCs have some of the lowest completion rates 

of all higher education choices. Many students attending CCs will rely on their training 

and education received at the respective organization to better their quality of life. While 

a variety of factors go into the completion rates, I focused specifically on the CCF 

perceptions of their role in student persistence. It is one area that can be addressed at an 

institutional level and could result in higher persistence in a CC setting.  

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to explore CCF perceptions regarding their role in 

CC student persistence to complete the CC program. The role of CCF as explained by the 

Association for the Study of Higher Education (ASHE) in Faculty Work in the Context of 

the CC (2007) described instruction, research, and institutional service as the core 

components of a full-time faculty member in a CC setting. Tinto (2010) explained that in 

0.00% 10.00%20.00%30.00%40.00%50.00%60.00%70.00%80.00%

Four-Year Public

Four-Year Private Nonprofit

Four-Year Private For-Profit
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Completion Rates by School Type
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addition to these aspects, one key characteristic of CCF is relationship building and 

classroom engagement to develop rapport with CC students and improve graduation 

outcomes. Current literature does address low completion and graduation rates for CC 

students and why CC students decide to persist. However, there is little documented 

literature on faculty perceptions on why CC students persist. This is important because 

much of the literature on CC student persistence to graduate focuses on faculty 

engagement and involvement.  

Research Questions  

The purpose of this qualitative study was to explore the perceptions of CCF 

regarding their roles pertaining to student persistence. The research questions were:  

Question 1: What do local CC faculty members think are the reasons for student 

persistence?  

Question 2: How do local CC faculty members perceive their role in student 

persistence?  

Conceptual Framework  

Reason (2009) evaluated CC student persistence conceptual framework from a 

variety of scholars. Reason (2009, p. 673) stated that relatively little research has been 

done exploring the connection between “students’ in-class learning experiences and 

persistence.” Tinto’s (1987, 2010) theory of student persistence indicates that the 

institution, and specifically the faculty members play an important role in student 

success. Braxton et al. (2008) stated that active teaching pedagogies lead to higher 

student satisfaction and a sense of well-being among CC students. Both higher quality 
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teaching, as well as active forms of teaching, were correlated to an increased likelihood 

of student persistence (Reason, 2009). Reason concluded that the biggest underlying 

factor of student success was engagement and a culture of “the student matters” (p.678). 

Reason’s concept of leadership is exemplified by accountability in the classroom, as well 

as the autonomy of CCF serving as leaders of their classrooms. Tinto (2017) focused on 

CC student persistence, stating the student experience “is most directly shaped by the 

broader campus climate and the students’ daily interactions with other students, 

academics, professional staff and administrators” (p.3). Dwyer (2017) further explored 

Tinto’s theory of student departure and investigated the theory as it relates to commuter 

schools. Dwyer (2017) found that Tinto’s theory of student-faculty interactions was 

consistent with his findings and concluded that these relationships are intertwined in the 

level of engagement as well as student persistence at organizations where students 

commute or are not present daily. Dwyer (2017) stated that active teaching results in 

better relationships and influences the persistence of students.  

Ng (2017) studied activity and persistence in virtual learning groups. Ng (2017) 

suggested one of the top practices in virtual learning is frequent contact between the 

student and faculty. Ng (2017) also included developing reciprocity, prompt feedback, 

and active learning. All of these concepts are related to teacher-led learning and 

classroom presence.  

Jones (2017) performed a quantitative study to examine the impact of a variety of 

theories in online learning communities. Jones (2017) found a positive correlation 

between teaching presence and positive course outcomes. This further shows that faculty, 
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faculty presence, and faculty interaction in the classroom can positively impact student 

persistence in CC.  

The conceptual framework that I used for this study was Tinto’s (1990) theory of 

student departure, and Reason’s (2009) theory of the student matters intending to focus 

on CCF understanding of faculty role in student persistence. Together these theories build 

a framework of student persistence with CCF at the center. I used these theories to 

develop research questions and investigated deeper the extent to which CCF perceived 

their role in student persistence. I discuss these theories in greater depth in Chapter 2.  

Nature of the Study 

The nature of this study was a basic qualitative research study. Creswell and 

Creswell (2017) indicated studies that focus on observations, experiences, feelings, or 

perceptions are qualitative. The purpose of qualitative research studies is to gather 

information (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). The data collection method that I used in this 

study was interviewing. Researchers can use interviews to gain personal perspectives 

from participants (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2010). The phenomena I investigated were the 

perceptions of CCF on their role in student persistence.  

Once I collected data, I used open coding to analyze the data. Saldaña (2015) 

stated that open coding can be used to group data. In qualitative research, coding is based 

on ideas emerging in the data such as similar behaviors, thought processes, indications, or 

meanings (Saldaña, 2015). Through analysis of interviews addressing faculty perceptions, 

I compiled thoughts and experiences and developed themes from the codes across all 
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interviews. These codes were used to begin to develop themes for this study. Themes can 

be used to shape the conclusions of a study (Saldaña, 2015).  

I used basic qualitative research with an interpretive approach to data analysis. 

Creswell and Poth (2017) suggested a researcher look for similar stories, phrases, or 

themes. The interpretive approach involves making sense of the data rather than actual 

analyzation (Creswell & Poth, 2017). I did not code answers in the traditional sense; 

rather I assigned them to a general category of response (Miles et al., 1994). For this 

research and data collection, I used the interpretative approach to data coding and 

searched for similar themes, phrases, or stories. Coding in a traditional sense refers to 

placing themes into numerical quantities to help give meaning (Miles et al., 1994). I used 

interpretive coding for this research project.  

For the data collection process, I researched how to develop questions for 

participants. For the interviews, I selected willing participants to interview using a list of 

open-ended questions. The intention for these questions was to better understand the 

perceptions of CCF regarding CC student persistence and the faculty's role in student 

persistence. While some researchers argue against using interviews as data collection 

methods; interviewing has been a long-used technique to acquire opinion-based 

information to examine a topic (Denzin, 2008). Some complications associated with 

interviewing can be negotiating a neutral space, privacy in recordkeeping, and gaining 

desirable responses from participants (Moser & Korstjens, 2018). These can be valid 

arguments against interviewing; however, all reasonable efforts were made to avoid these 
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hazards. Finally, I organized the answers to these interview questions into similar themes 

to reach conclusions in this study.  

Definitions 

Accrediting Commission of Career Schools and Colleges (ACCSC): an 

accreditation body that was established in 1967. The primary purpose of the ACCSC is to 

educate students about trade, occupational or technical careers (ACCSC, 2017). 

CC: Postsecondary education institutions that provide two-year degrees, 

workforce development, and skills training for career preparation or transfer to a 4-year 

university (Topham, 2016). 

CC faculty: Vetted instructors at a CC designated to deliver accreditation-

approved curriculum materials Degrees required may include Associate, Bachelor, or 

Master’s depending on courses taught and which degree-seeking program is being 

delivered (Hollis, 2015).  

Completion: Finishing a selected diploma or degree program within the allotted 

timeframe set forth by the organization (Juszkiewicz, 2016). 

Graduation: Earning a diploma or degree within the allotted timeframe set forth 

by the organization by obtaining all credits necessary for completion (Juszkiewicz, 2016).  

Assumptions 

For this study, I assumed the following items to be true about the interview 

candidates. This included that each CCF member is a formerly paid employee of the 

target organization who has taught at least one course within the organization, but who is 

currently on furlough. Participation in the study was voluntary; therefore,  only those 
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opinions representing candidates willing to participate in this study might have been 

represented. Additional assumptions were that candidates shared interview responses in 

an honest manner representative of their authentic feelings. I made these assumptions 

based on the narrowness of the candidate pool.  

Scope and Delimitations 

This study was specific to one Tennessee CC, and specifically the CCF 

employees with this campus. The assumptions and conclusions represent this 

demographic and cohort. There are many factors influencing CC student persistence; in 

this research, I concentrated on participant perception of their role in student persistence. 

I did not assume that these same assumptions and conclusions may be generalized to all 

CC within this district, state, or country.  

Limitations 

Limitations of this study included a small sample size limited to one CC 

compared to the workforce population. Additionally, limitations of the data collection 

process (interviewing) can create bias as well as be less generalizable than other data 

collection methods (Queirós et al., 2017). Candidate responses were limited to local  CCF 

rather than other higher education instructors (e.g., University Professors, Tenured 

Faculty, etc.). Another limitation was the staffing pool at the time of interview admission. 

Approval for local CCF participation was not agreed upon by the focus organization due 

to the urgent shifts of COVID-19. Consequently, I contacted the IRB and they agreed that 

I may use currently furloughed faculty members. Staffing needs to change on a semester 
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basis, therefore the pool of candidates actively on campus or willing to participate may 

have changed.  

Significance 

The significance of this problem is that many CC organizations are not meeting 

graduation standards set forth by accrediting bodies. The importance of this study was to 

explore this CC issue from the perspective of the CCF member. Tinto’s (1990) theory of 

student retention notes that students who feel involved at CCs are more likely to stay 

enrolled through completion. The frequency and quality of contact with faculty, staff, and 

other students have repeatedly been shown to be independent predictors of student 

persistence. At this institution, knowing this from previous research, allowed me to 

explore what current faculty perceive as their role and educate them on what impact they 

may have on student completion. What has been a challenge to locate is how the 

understanding of this impact reflects on student completion. In this study, I explored 

CCF's understanding of their role in student persistence. The goal for CCs is to improve 

student retention, completion, and placement rates; and as some research has shown, 

prepared and engaging faculty may be one key to aid in this effort. By increasing CC 

student completion and graduation rates, the workforce will be better prepared, as well as 

gainful employment reduces overall city, county, state, and national unemployment rates.  

Summary 

As many CC continue to face attrition issues and struggle to meet accreditation 

standards for retention and graduation rates, faculty is one area left less examined 

(ACCSC, 2017). Using  interviews, this study functioned as an information tool to 
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understand what faculty identify as their role in CC student persistence. Several theories 

including Tinto (1987) have pointed out that CCF does influence a student’s decision to 

stay enrolled in courses, and further complete the programs. However, little research has 

been done on what CCF understand about the role they play. In this study, I examined a 

small cohort of CCF at one southeastern CC, to better understand what faculty members 

perceive their role to be in student persistence. The outcome of this study will be used to 

enhance literature that supports faculty training and development as a key aspect of 

student graduation rates.  

Chapter 2 includes a review of relevant research related to CCF, CC student 

persistence, and CCF perceptions on student persistence. I listed the review of research 

resources, search terms, and databases used. I also addressed the conceptual framework 

in this chapter.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

 

The presented problem for this study arose from CCF in a suburban Tennessee 

CC experiencing low student completion rates according to the data collected from the 

host website. Furthermore, CCs nationwide were experiencing low completion rates 

(ACCSC, 2017). The purpose of this basic qualitative study was to explore the 

perceptions of CCFs regarding their roles in student completion at the focus CC. I 

completed an exhaustive search of related studies using a range of terms related to CCF 

perceptions, CC student retention, and CCF influence on CC student persistence. 

Literature on CC student retention is extensive (Mansfield et al., 2011; Tinto, 1987; 

Tinto, 2012; Venezia & Hughes, 2014). Additionally, literature supporting CCF 

engagement to support student success is abundant (Bonet & Walters, 2016; Masika & 

Jones, 2016; Silver Wolf & Perkins, 2017; Tinto, 2012). However, there is no literature 

on CCF perceptions of the influence they may have on CC student persistence. I 

addressed the gap in research in this study. In Chapter 2, I have outlined the literature 

research strategy, conceptual framework foundations, and key concepts and variables.  

Literature Search Strategy 

I used the following databases at the Walden University Library: Education 

Source, SAGE Journals, NCES Publications, ProQuest Central, US Department of Health 

and Human Services, and Google Scholar. I conducted an exhaustive review of the 

literature and have provided an abundance of information on student success, persistence, 

and retention at CCs. The purpose of the literature review was to assess the current data 

on CC student persistence, CCF involvement, and CCF perceptions of student success. I 
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used a variety peer reviewed journal articles, scholarly books, governmental reports, and 

several websites. I also used journals including Community College Journal of Research 

and Practice, Community College Journal, The Journal of Applied Research in the 

Community College, Educational Leadership, Reading Psychology, American Journal of 

Education, and Journal of College Student Retention: Research, Theory and Practice to 

locate specific articles related to CCF and CC student persistence.  

In this literature review, I addressed the following topics: CC development, CC 

experience, student persistence at CC, persistence, intrinsic and extrinsic factors, 

classroom engagement, and student perspectives of success. The themes I used included 

CC persistence, CC student completion, CCF role in student completion, full-time versus 

adjunct retention rates, and CCF perceptions on student persistence. In addition, I used a 

myriad of search terms to identify literature available on this topic. Keywords used 

included: CC, student retention, faculty engagement, faculty impact, student persistence, 

student retention in CC, faculty perceptions of student persistence in CC, full-time versus 

part-time faculty impact on student persistence, student departure at CC, CC student 

retention, faculty perceptions of student success in CC, theories of CC student 

persistence, theories of CC student retention, student perceptions of success in CC, 

reasons CC students persist, and faculty understanding of student persistence in CCs. I 

selected a variety of deviations of these key terms and phrases; however, some 

combinations yielded no results. In some cases, I searched for a specific title stemming 

from relative literature that referenced a title. In addition, I searched Google.com to 

access private databases and specific academic organizational information. I also 
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searched the Walden University Dissertation publication database. For the Thoreau 

database, I searched the following terms: CC experience, CC student persistence, CC 

student retention, persistence in higher education, faculty perception of student 

persistence, CC faculty perception of student persistence, CC classroom engagement, CC 

faculty engagement, student engagement and retention, student engagement, and 

persistence CC. I noted that the use of Google Scholar often linked a “Find at Walden” 

option where I was redirected to Walden University Library to retrieve the literature.  

In the case of faculty perceptions of student persistence in CC, results included 

many sources that focused on faculty retention within CCs. I continued efforts by 

rewording the search terms to include CC faculty perceptions of student retention; 

student success; student failure results focused on faculty retention. I was able to find 

little literature which explored, evaluated, researched, or asked about CCF perceptions of 

CC student persistence. Thus, the current study can serve to inform scholars as it 

addresses the practice of being a CCF member and CCF's perceptions of their role in 

student persistence.  

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework for this research was CC student persistence as studied 

in Tinto’s (1987) theory of student departure and Reason’s (2009) theory of the student 

matters. Research methods in this study were guided by the theoretical framework of 

Tinto’s theory of student persistence and departure (1987; 2010). Tinto (1987; 2010) 

stated that CC students are influenced by faculty and listed CCF as the reason that 

impacts their decision to persist in school. Tinto (2010) also reviewed organizational 
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practices that he thought encouraged CC students to persist. Furthermore, Barnett (2010) 

examined Tinto’s (2010) theory of student departure, and through a quantitative study 

determined that faculty-student interactions did impact student persistence specifically in 

the CC setting. Tinto (2012) explained that while many researchers do recognize the 

importance of faculty engagement for CC student persistence, few colleges were able to 

translate this into action. The overarching positive influence was faculty involvement and 

engagement (Tinto, 2012). After I completed an exhaustive review of sources, very little 

literature was found on CCF perception of accountability or role in student persistence.  

In further investigating and researching the topic of CC student persistence, I 

found Reason (2009), who concluded that CC students are also influenced by extrinsic 

factors. Reason (2009) further developed Tinto’s theory and focused on the specific 

nature of student persistence in a CC setting. These factors are numerous; however, 

among them is faculty engagement (Reason, 2009). Reason (2009) delineated four areas 

of inquiry in terms of student persistence: (a) sociodemographic characteristics, (b) role 

of organizational behavior, (c) student sub climates, and (d) role of student environments 

within the institution. These are several areas influenced by faculty members. Reason 

stressed that CCF must understand the role of the classroom environment if the definitive 

goal is student persistence. In this study, I added to the scant literature about CCF 

perceptions of student persistence.  

Literature Review Related to Key Variables and Concepts  

The key concepts I selected for this study were CC student persistence, CC 

development, the CC experience, persistence of students in CC, intrinsic and extrinsic 
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factors, classroom engagement, and the student perspective of success. The first section 

covers when and how CCs developed, and the purpose behind them. Next, I presented the 

literature on the experience at CC, student life, and common obstacles to persistence. In 

the subsequent section, I refer to persistence at the CC institution, the definition of 

persistence, and how this relates to CC specifically. Next, I reviewed the term persistence 

including intrinsic and extrinsic factors that may impact persistence. In the following 

section, I focused on understanding classroom engagement, and then the final section 

includes how CC students understand persistence and success in the academic setting.  

Many CCs struggle with student retention and completion (ACCSC, 2017). Not 

meeting accreditation standards can result in disciplinary action for the school, fines, or 

even revocation of accreditation standing (ACCSC, 2017). After reviewing the literature, 

I uncovered a myriad of information on CC student persistence and retention and ways to 

improve graduation percentages. Some literature I reviewed speculated on programs to 

help CC achieve these improved standings, while other research focuses on student 

relationships with institutions. Beginning with some of the first literature on CC student 

success, I established patterns identifying some of the biggest impacts on students’ 

decisions to persist with a college career (see Tinto, 1987). Tinto (2006) reevaluated his 

theory of student departure, focusing on the same aspects as concluded in 1987. I found 

that this literature pointed out that student attrition is not the opposite of student 

persistence (Tinto, 2006); meaning that reasons for persistence are not the same as 

reasons for dropping out. One common theme, and the core on which Tinto had built 

much of his theory, is student engagement by faculty, both inside and outside the 
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classroom. Tinto (2006) also noted that his research revealed that, while effective 

practices have been identified to be congruent with improved student retention and 

persistence, many institutions have not implemented these actions.  

The Community College Development 

 CCs have existed for decades and are continually evolving and changing to meet 

the needs of higher education demands. From offering a slightly shorter timeframe from 

the entrance to a degree to now offering full degrees online, the CC offers versatile 

learning for nontraditional students. Remenick (2019) defined nontraditional as adults 

who come from a lower socioeconomic class, have family or work obligations, are older 

students, or are students from other countries. CCs were derived from the former term 

teacher college, which were schools funded to develop and prepare primary school 

teachers as the nation faced a shortage (Ogren, 2005). These campuses opened as early as 

1893 and are therefore deeply rooted in the American higher education system. These 

schools had schedules that accommodated students’ schedules, awarded work for service 

done within the community, and even build populations where students were able to 

engage and foster non-academic skills such as leadership and volunteerism (Ogren, 

2003). This is the foundation on which many CCs are built.  

 Finally, in this section, I address accreditation. Accreditation is the process CCs 

are expected to follow. The accrediting body sets forth guidelines for practice such as 

curriculum bylaws, faculty requirements, continuing education, academic standards, and 

corporate practices by which schools should abide (Accreditation and Preaccreditation 

Standards, 2009). These accreditation standards cover topics such as attendance, contact 
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hours, out-of-classroom work, grade point average, maximum timeframe to completion, 

and satisfactory academic progress which can often impact the experience for CC 

students. CC students experience struggles from navigating single parenthood to 

homelessness (Hallett & Freas, 2018). Hallett and Freas (2018) explored homelessness 

during the time students were enrolled in CC. These researchers examined several 

specific cases of homelessness in one CC, and the difficulties with persistence that 

ensued. Many students enrolled in CCs do face struggles such as joblessness, not enough 

food or finances, and lack of support (Hallett & Freas, 2018). These struggles in addition 

to accreditation guidelines such as attendance or GPA can create hurdles to persistence. If 

students have no safe place to sleep, no food daily, no childcare, or no transportation, 

staying enrolled in a college program often plummets. Understanding both accrediting 

guidelines as well and knowing what students often face during their time of enrollment 

may be one key to aiding in student persistence in CCs.  

Community College Experience 

The very premise on which the CC is constructed, which is targeting non-

traditional students with a focus on both academic and non-academic skills, leads to a 

unique CC experience for students (Fong, et al, 2017). While not all CC students face 

struggles, many do. Some CC students choose to enroll in this type of institution to sort 

out plans, to be close to home, or to save some money during the first semesters of 

school.  

Specific issues plaguing other CC students include housing, childcare, financial 

struggles, and transportation (Abdul-Alim, 2016; Morris, 2017). In addition to the cost of 



24 

 

tuition, living expenses, and even child-rearing costs, many CC students struggle to pay 

just day-to-day bills (Abdul-Alim, 2016). As a result of these stressors, many students 

feel their grades suffer. Abdul-Alim (2016) studied about 12,000 California CC students 

from varying backgrounds who reported on hardships of enrollment and persistence in 

CC. Students reported struggling with work/life balance and paying for necessities such 

as food or shelter and childcare costs (Abdul-Alim, 2016). This is congruent with other 

studies, which demonstrated that some CC students experience hardships. Wood, et al. 

(2016) reported that over 32% of CC students experience housing insecurity and 48.9% 

of CC students experience food insecurity. Data were gathered using the Community 

College Success Measure; which is comprised of over 124 items designed to assess the 

interpretation of campus climate, student involvement, and external pressures (Wood et 

al., 2016). This tool was dispersed to 90 campuses reaching over 25,000 CC students. 

There was a slight correlation in this study between students with insecurities having 

goals to complete a certificate program (Wood et al., 2016). This is a testament to how 

difficult college can be for some CC students. These nontraditional students face 

obstacles outside what traditional students struggle with just to obtain degree completion. 

CCF may be a key to their persistence and reaching the end goal of graduation.  

Another factor for consideration is the selection of a CC institution rather than a 

traditional university by students themselves. Evans (2018) researched why students who 

had been admitted to traditional four-year organizations opted to enroll in a CC instead. 

Evans’s (2018) case study covered 14 students enrolled in six colleges. A semistructured 

survey was given to each along with a case study analysis to determine the reasoning 
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behind the selection of attending CC versus a four-year. Among the reasons listed were 

financial impact, family influence, financial aid process, need to work while in school 

and the ability to transfer after a lower-level degree is earned (Evans, 2018). Of the top 

eight responses related to the decision to choose a CC over a 4-year institution, five of the 

top responses were associated with finances (Evans, 2018). These included transferring 

would save the family money, the cost of 4-year institution, the cost of 2-year institution, 

did not have to take out student loans, and did not want to take out student loans (Evans, 

2018). This study indicated that while some students are eligible for, prepared for, and 

accepted at traditional four-year universities, they may still opt to attend CC. 

Lowry (2017) also investigated the reason for “undermatching” a term given to 

students who could have attended four-year universities but instead chose to enroll in 

two-year institutions. Lowry concentrated on African American students who are 

enrolled in two-year colleges at a disproportionately high rate. This researcher conducted 

interviews with nineteen students at an urban CC; and found that family influence had 

one of the biggest impacts on school decisions (Lowry, 2017). The influence from family 

members can be in the form of replaying their own experiences, or a pressure to remain 

close to home as a necessary part of the household. While students in this study were 

academically eligible for traditional four-year institutions, they all opted for CCs instead. 

In a more recent study, Renn and Reason (2021) explored more current demographics of 

college students and reported that largely, the 21st-century learners have been more 

English-as-a-second-language students, working 30 or more hours per week, had a higher 

percent of disabilities, and were more often parents or the only working member of the 
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household. This is a critical difference between CC students currently versus students 

several decades ago. These studies show that the decision to attend CC is not one-fold. 

Students may have little direction, guidance, or financial resources to attend traditional 

universities therefore they choose the CC.  

Persistence 

Persistence has been described as “a behavioral event, whereby a person works 

through obstacles in the pursuit of a goal” (Howard & Crayne, 2019, p. 77). Howard and 

Crayne (2019) explained that persistence has a variety of meanings including stamina, 

perseverance, goal striving, ambition, and need for achievement. Each description has a 

slightly different association with success. Howard and Crayne (2019) studied these ideas 

of persistence using two types of studies a meta-analysis of persistence as well as an 

investigation of existing scales of persistence. These researchers concluded that the 

outcome of persistence itself was multifaceted and that multiple factors were responsible 

for persistence outcomes (Howard & Crayne, 2019). Furthermore, it was determined that 

there was not one singular factor that was more capable of predicting persistence 

outcomes than another. In an academic setting, persistence can be described as “the 

continual participation in an educational program until its completion” (Stevenson, 2013). 

Stevenson (2013) indicated that participant comprehension or interpretation of the term 

persistence is key to obtaining correlating perceptions. Persistence is a key to this study, 

making sure the CCF participants understand the meaning of persistence. 

Stevenson (2013) addressed persistence issues in higher education such as 

transferring to another program or institution, creating a better home life, or having a shift 
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in goals. Still, other researchers suggest that higher education institutions should not 

consider nonpersisters or drop-out students unsuccessful, but rather should view this a 

positive outcome in terms of the student exiting the university to enter new social or work 

avenues (Brunsden et al., 2000). Unfortunately, a path of leaving the CC does not assist 

the educational organization with accreditation-compliant outcomes.  

The concept of persistence is subjective and can hold different meanings for each 

student (Datu et al., 2018; Howard et al., 2019; Li et al., 2018). Datu et al. (2018) linked 

positive academic outcomes to perseverance for long-term goals using Filipino high 

school students. In this study, 447 Filipino high school males were studied to determine 

the link between grit (determination) and the meaning of life and reflected a positive 

association with lowered levels of depression. In this case; while not focusing on CC 

students; the concept of perseverance, grit, persistence, and determination has shown to 

have positive effects on students.  

In another study, grit and mindfulness were associated with well-being in Chinese 

adolescents (Li et al., 2018). Grit or perseverance (persistence) was linked positively to 

subjective well-being (Li et al., 2018). The main objective of this study was to assess the 

different indicators of well-being. Each of the listed reasons may be a reason that students 

leave a specific program, and are deemed a non-completer, but from the student 

perspective, he/she has chosen to persist in that home life, a shift in goals, or attain 

alternate education. What these studies fail to define is toward what goal is the student 

persisting (i.e. education, paying rent, working a job, etc.). Therefore a key in this study 

was to define what persistence means in this case.  
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Persistence is a major issue facing CC across the United States. The key to CC 

student persistence eludes many researchers, as numerous studies have been done on this 

topic, but the key to success remains a mystery to most theorists. Stewart et al. (2015) 

assessed persistence in CC students using Tinto’s (1993) model of institutional departure. 

Stewart et al. examined ACT scores, high school GPA, and GPA of first-semester CC 

students across 3,213 students. The results showed that high school grades and first-year 

college grades were more statistically significant in terms of predicting student 

persistence (Stewart et al., 2015). This study may suggest that mentoring, tutoring, and 

student services departments can hold more influence in determining favorable student 

persistence and possible resources to support students at the CC level.  

 Hatch and Garcia (2017) addressed persistence in an academic setting. They 

focused on CC student advising to improve student engagement and subsequently to 

positively impact persistence. Like Stevenson (2013), who studied online student 

persistence and barriers to success, Hatch, and Garcia pointed out that persistence held a 

variety of meanings to students, and depending on age, confidence in plans to graduate, 

and advising efforts all played a role in student persistence. The literature shows that 

barriers to persistence are a valid concern when it comes to CC student completion and 

persistence. The CC and other higher education organizations consider any individual 

who does not complete a degree to be a ‘non-completer’, withdrawn, or dropped. The 

aforementioned are statuses attached to students who do not persist. As college 

stakeholders obtain more data, a focus on persistence versus withdrawal reasons may be 

worth further investigation. 
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Student Persistence at Community College 

CC student persistence has been widely studied for decades. Tinto (1987) was one 

of the first researchers to consider a correlation between postsecondary student departure 

and reason for departure. Retention in this study is considered to be influenced by student 

persistence. In other words, student persistence is congruent with retention. Accreditation 

standards for many CCs are completion or persistence rates. Not meeting accreditation 

standards can result in disciplinary action for the CC such as fines or even revocation of 

accreditation standing (ACCSC, 2017). When a student ceases to persist and leaves 

college for any reason, it is widely termed attrition. Attrition rates vary widely but are 

higher in community or career colleges and online programs (Jordan, 2014). Persistence 

is a concern for many CCF. 

Goldrick (2018) concentrated on completion rates in CC students and reported 

that for a large population of CC students, basic needs such as housing, food, and 

childcare were not being met. This conundrum leads students to choose between working 

or taking care of a child and attending class. Additionally, Goldrick (2018) warned that 

more CCs are offering less support to CC students, yet the cost of CCs has risen in recent 

years as well as the mean income for larger household sizes has decreased. All of these 

factors lead to roadblocks in terms of persistence. The suggestion for a solution is to 

create a task force and educate front-line workers such as faculty, librarians, and other 

academic staff (Goldrick, 2018). Goldrick (2018) also stated that “proactive, caring 

outreach is essential” in terms of security on campus to feel engaged, as well as to 
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promote persistence (p. 9). This is another researcher who supports faculty involvement 

as part of the solution toward CC student persistence.  

The evolution of CCs; and, specifically, the effectiveness of such organizations, 

has only recently begun to be evaluated. Head (2011) suggested success within a CC is 

evaluated using the three A’s: assessment, accreditation, and accountability. Assessment 

and accreditation are terms widely used in higher education, and accountability is a term 

less often found in the research of CCs. Head explained that “many CC practitioners 

assume they understand the concept of institutional effectiveness without worrying about 

its definition” (p. 9). What CC practitioners (CCF) understand is key to the concept of the 

current study. As such, institutional effectiveness can be reflected in the assessment of 

students such as pass rates or grades, in terms of accreditation compliance, or the case of 

this study, student persistence. Of course, student persistence in many organizations is 

assessed through accreditation standards and therefore meets two of the three A’s of this 

evaluation method.  

One question that can arise from Head’s (2011) explanation of institutional 

effectiveness is how CCF fit into the puzzle. If faculty members are the pillars of the 

organization; often facilitating most of the student contact, it is important to know how 

the institution can include these practitioners to meet the metrics set forth by 

accreditation. CCF do influence student persistence in many cases (Davidson, 2015; 

Davidson & Wilson, 2017). The biggest challenge seen in many schools is that CCF are 

not aware of this influence (Davidson & Wilson, 2017; Dwyer, 2017; Glass et al., 2017; 

Wood & Newman, 2017). Glass et al. (2017) focused on first-generation and non-first-
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generation CC students of international background and the influence of professor (CCF) 

interaction, engagement and out-of-class contact in determining persistence and success 

within the classroom. This quantitative study assessed the sense of engagement by 

international CC students attending school in the US. In this study based on reported 

results, both first-generation and non-first-generation CC students reported high levels of 

engagement when the CCF member connected in an out-of-class manner (Glass, et al., 

2017). Davidson (2015) studied metrics set forth by CCs to determine success, and how 

CCs proactively addressed these metrics. Davidson and Wilson (2017) expanded on types 

of student engagement and found that social and academic engagement both influence 

student persistence. Finally, Wood and Newman (2017) studied 340 African American 

CC students using the CC Survey of Men (CCSM). The focus of this study was to 

determine if faculty-student engagement benefited Black men at these CC campuses 

(Wood & Newman, 2017). The results showed that Black students who had an 

engagement of informal nature with CCF members were 23% more likely to persist 

through the college course than those who reported no CCF casual engagement (Wood 

&Newman, 2017). All of these studies included CCF as a piece of the puzzle toward CC 

student persistence.  

In 2009, former President Barak Obama called on CCs to increase the number of 

CC graduates by 5 million over a subsequent 10-year period. Boggs (2012) expanded on 

this initiative indicating CCs have now become more global, offering an open door. CCs 

have now become the largest and fastest-growing segment of U.S. higher education 

(Boggs, 2012; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2011). Juszkiewicz (2017) pointed out that 
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while overall higher education enrollment has been on the decline, CCs have experienced 

the least impact on this trend. Furthermore, the graduation rates at CCs have increased by 

two percent since 2013 (Juszkiewicz, 2017). While the increase is positive, it is not 

enough for CCs to meet accreditation metrics. Bailey (2017) noted that educators, 

policymakers, and reformers have called for a concentrated effort to improve the 

completion agenda set forth. Bailey (2017) performed a meta-review of country-wide 

CCs that had demonstrated success in persistence and shown better outcome metrics. 

This included the City Colleges of Chicago (CCC) which put into action a guided 

pathway system of courses improving graduation rates from 7% to 15% over three years 

(Bailey, 2017). The Accelerated Study in Associate Program (ASAP) of CUNY 

employed a reform that follows students from registration to graduation, including 

financial assistance, full-time attendance, extensive advising, and frequent counseling 

which led to an 18% increase in graduation rate with this group (Bailey, 2017). This puts 

more focus and impact on student persistence to both meet the 2009 goals proposed by 

former President Obama; as well as to continue to meet the needs of the growing 

workforce.  

Persistence in a CC setting was assessed by Clotfelter et al. (n.d.). They found that 

outcomes may vary by institution depending on variables such as transferrable credits, 

earning a certificate, or even obtaining an employment position within a skilled trade. 

Davidson and Wilson (2013) build on Tinto’s theory of CC student persistence and 

focused specifically on social integration and academic integration in the CC classroom. 

Davidson and Wilson (2013) looked closer at Tinto’s theory of student retention as it 
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pertains to nontraditional students such as those who often attend CC. This study 

examined the difference in academic versus social integration (Davidson & Wilson, 

2013). This study focused specifically on the terms for integration (social or academic); 

and where the difference stood. Davidson and Wilson (2013) concluded that while 

nontraditional students enrolled at the CC venues did benefit from social and academic 

integration; it was unable to be determined when academic integration ended and where 

social integration began. A ten-minute conversation before class about the weekend 

activities can be considered social; however, in an academic setting and is facilitated by a 

CCF member, the authors pointed out that this could be considered an ice-breaking 

activity conducive to the academic atmosphere (Davidson & Wilson, 2017; Mertes, 

2015). This adds depth to the current study as I explore how CCF perceive student 

persistence.  

I found that a recent aid to support CCF practices and pedagogy focused on 

implementing change in instruction and organization (Venezia & Hughes, 2014). Venezia 

and Hughes (2014) publish quarterly insight and hands-on strategies to help CCs in the 

application of the completion initiative. The completion initiative refers to practices that 

are intended to reach a vast number of students and have a measurable impact on student 

persistence and success through college completion. This literature focuses specifically 

on faculty engagement and the implantation of change (Venezia & Hughes 2014). The 

authors focused on change leadership versus change management, encouraging CC 

administration to lead by example what expectations are to be exhibited in the classroom 

setting (Venezia & Hughes, 2014). The researchers have shown these practices to be an 
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effective management strategy in the CC setting regarding faculty understanding of their 

role (Venezia & Hughes, 2014). Hatch and Garcia (2017) evaluated factors that improved 

persistence in CC students after the first weeks in school. The outcome of this 

quantitative study showed faculty involvement is one variable in CC student persistence. 

Data used were from the 2010 Survey of Entering Student Engagement (SENSE) 

administered to 3,956 CC students over 13 colleges (Hatch & Garcia, 2017). A statistical 

finding from this study exhibited a positive correlation between the role of academic 

support and social support in a CC setting that was impactful for both short- and long-

term student persistence.  

Mansfield et al. (2011) explored CCF perceptions of student retention and factors 

that impact attrition. This is one of a few studies that investigated student success from a 

CCF perspective. Tinto (2012) explained that while many theorists have identified 

academic and social engagement as a key factor in student persistence, this understanding 

does not tell practitioners how to implement this action. It should be noted that student 

attrition is not the same as persistence, and reasons for leaving may be different from the 

reasons that students persist. Persistence is identified as the decision to remain enrolled in 

a class or program, while attrition or drop-out is identified as the student deciding to 

leave a program or class (Hart, 2012; Stewart, Lim & Kim, 2015). This study will 

examine the topic of student persistence as perceived by CCF.  

CCF influence has been shown to positively correlate with CC student persistence 

(Bonet & Walters, 2016; Masika & Jones, 2016; Silver Wolf et al., 2017). Bonet and 

Walters (2016) determined that the more engaged a student was with a faculty member, 



35 

 

the better the attendance exhibited by the student. This study was conducted using a CC 

in New York with a sample size of 267 CC students; and analyzed the short-term effects 

and outcomes of learning communities (Bonet & Walters, 2016). Bonet and Walters 

(2016) pointed out that CCF lead learning communities and are responsible for the 

content, engagement, and take-away of the community. In Bonet and Walters (2016) 

study 8% of students failed a course when enrolled in a learning community versus 28% 

of students enrolled in sections of the same course that were not learning community 

focused. Another aspect of CCF influence is that in addition to community, it creates a 

classroom of practice, meaning, and identity (Guerra, 2015; Martin, 2018; Masika & 

Jones, 2016). Masika and Jones (2016) outlined the specific aspects of a CC classroom 

culture that encouraged student persistence, which included student sense of belonging, 

and engagement for retention. The basis for the  Masika and Jones (2016) study was 

Wegner’s social theory of learning. This theory focuses on four components: learning 

community, practice, meaning, and identity. Masika and Jones gathered data in focus 

groups consisting of first-year CC students enrolled in a Business Management program. 

The conclusion of this study found that CCF who employed communities of practice 

within the classroom had students who reported a better sense of community, a stronger 

sense of belonging, and a firmer commitment to persistence than those not involved 

(Masika & Jones, 2016). Baéz et al. (2016) noted similar findings when they assessed the 

overall risk of departure versus persistence in CC students. The conclusions of this study 

indicated that “Persisters reported they were more sociable than nonpersisters. Persisters 

reported more receptivity to personal counseling, financial guidance, and institutional 
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help than nonpersisters” (Baéz et al., 2016, p. 16). These studies support the idea that CC 

students need social and academic integration to best support the student to persist in a 

CC setting. Together these studies reflect the idea that persistence may start in the 

classroom. While each CC student is different, multiple studies have shown a stronger 

correlation between CCF engagement and involvement with higher CC student 

persistence than those learning communities with less focus on engagement and 

integration.  

Intrinsic and Extrinsic Factors 

Some researchers look at intrinsic versus extrinsic factors when studying student 

persistence in CC research. McClelland (1985) theorized that human motivation is a joint 

effort between effort and ability. Motivation is key to persistence. He explained that 

personal causation is made up of intent, skills, motivation, and cognition (McClelland, 

1985). Kaplan and Patrick (2016) built on McClelland’s theory to include intrinsic and 

extrinsic factors such as environmental factors. Kaplan and Patrick (2016) reviewed 

theories on motivation and motivation in learning environments. The need for 

connections to emotional experiences or even positive feedback can be generalized as 

intrinsic factors. However, this can also work negatively when extrinsic factors elicit 

negative emotions (Kaplan and Patrick, 2016).  Parsons (2020) suggested that CC 

students often face stigma regarding their ability to complete college. The author 

explained that some of these intrinsic factors may be overcome by mindfulness, 

compassion, and forgiveness by the college administration team. The problem faced by 

many higher education organizations is elemental to this human motivation perspective. 
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At a fundamental level, the organization must compete with all other extrinsic and 

intrinsic factors to move up the student’s priority hierarchy.  

Persistence follows motivation or vice versa in higher education and human 

nature (McClelland, 1985). McClelland (1985) also claimed that environmental factors 

(such as educational institutions) hold relatively low authority for many individuals about 

persistence; rather the highest rate of persistence was that which was self-driven. For this 

study, I will be focused on CCF influence and perceptions of what drives students to 

persist in school. Both internal and external factors drive students to persist; the goal was 

to study what faculty members understand these factors to be. By McClelland’s (1985) 

theory, CCs should focus on what motivates each student individually rather than 

focusing on internal changes in hopes of impacting student persistence. For example, 

many CCs offer a student services department that is aimed at addressing student needs 

on a personal level. Watson et al. (2018) stated that student services representatives often 

serve as financial coaches, aid in housing needs, legal needs, childcare, food security, and 

navigation of public benefits. A large study conducted at San Jose Evergreen CC District 

(SJECCD) concentrated on strengthening institutional effectiveness by aiming 

persistence efforts at student services teams by creating collaborative partnerships to 

enhance learner outcomes (Watson et al., 2018). With enrollment into these partnership 

programs such as United Way programs, financial coaching, and language literacy 

programs SJECCD experienced a 93% persistence rate for students participating in two 

or more programs (Watson et al., 2018). While these extrinsic factors may or may not 
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play a role in student persistence, they are among those tackled by the student services 

department.  

Additional researchers provided insights about extrinsic and intrinsic motivation. 

Yu (2017) conducted a quantitative study of extrinsic motivational factors of CC 

persistence using Tinto’s (2010) and Astin’s (1984) theory of the Student Involvement 

Model. Yu used national data gathering including Integrated Postsecondary Education 

Data System and Beginning Postsecondary Students, to identify variables that explain 

students’ possibility of college persistence. Positive intrinsic factors toward a degree or 

certificate completion included being a female student, high school GPA, and being a 

full-time student (Yu, 2017). These can be used as starting points for CC when 

considering enrollment as coaching points throughout the enrollment process for CC 

students. This information suggests that factors that are outside the organizational control 

may have some influence on student persistence.  

Other researchers suggested that CC student persistence is more affiliated with 

intrinsic factors such as family background versus extrinsic factors such as faculty 

involvement (Rendon et al., 2000). This literature specifically challenges both Tinto’s 

(1993) and Astin’s (1985) theories of student involvement with the institution. Rather, 

this literature points out two flaws in these theories; students prone to drop-out (or non-

persistence) are less likely to engage in activities that are considered inclusive, and 

validation is more valuable to persistence than engagement (Rendon et al., 2000).  
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Classroom Engagement 

Classroom engagement has been an underlying concept throughout this paper. 

Bonet and Walters (2016) addressed high-impact practices in the classroom citing 

student-faculty engagement as one of the highest. For this study, the researchers 

considered students enrolled in learning communities (small cohorts of each singular 

class). For this study, a survey was given to willing participants of the learning 

communities at the end of a selected class period, which gauged the level of interaction 

with a respective faculty member and class outcome (Bonet & Walters, 2016). Bonet and 

Walters (2016) found a positive correlation between these members of the learning 

community, engagement, and class outcome (pass rate).  

One of the most common names associated with student success in the CC 

classroom is Tinto (1987). Tinto has dedicated much of his research to exploring student 

success and completion, and what motivates CC students. Tinto proposed a theory of CC 

student departure, which focused on student departure numbers as an indicator of overall 

CC health. This theory suggested that effective retention for CC students lies primarily in 

the college’s obligation to students directly (Tinto, 1987). In other words, it is the CCs' 

responsibility to encourage students to persist. Since that time, many scholars have 

researched alternative avenues to this theory, some even dispelling the theory itself; 

however, the overarching background for this study will be Tinto’s theory of CC student 

departure.  

Davidson and Wilson (2014) challenged Tinto’s original theory from 1975 in that 

the primary focus was traditional, residential students. CC historically does not cater to 
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either. Davidson and Wilson (2014) agreed that academic and social integration within 

the CC are valuable aspects of a student’s likelihood of completion; however, the 

parameters of ‘social’ and ‘academic’ are not clearly defined. This does propose, 

similarly to Tinto, that integration within the classroom is a constructive start for student 

retention; and specifically, CC student persistence. As an extension of the classroom, the 

faculty member is most responsible for classroom integration; however, there is little 

literature on CCF understanding or perception of this role in student success and CC 

student persistence. 

The CC Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) was given to students at 

participating colleges on a national level to interpret engagement levels in an engagement 

study (Lancaster & Lundberg, 2019). Lancaster and Lundberg’s (2019) work expanded 

on Bonet and Walters’ conclusion and found that 75% of CC students reported a sense of 

belonging or connection to the institution based on interactions with CCF. Lancaster and 

Lundberg (2019) developed this research further to include qualitative behaviors 

exhibited by CCF which empirically impacted student success. These practices included 

quality of the relationship between CCF and student, course emphasis, discussion of 

career plans, and confidence in performing new skills. The conclusion of this study 

indicated that faculty with full-time status or longer tenure with teaching in a higher 

education organization provided students with better-perceived classroom experiences 

(Lancaster & Lundberg, 2019). While both Lancaster and Lundberg's (2019) and Bonet 

and Walter's (2016) studies focused on the impact of classroom engagement on student 

success or persistence, neither asked faculty their opinion on what creates a productive 
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learning environment. Yet, another more recent study, Burke (2019), compiled several 

theorists’ data comparing information on CC student persistence or departure. Burke 

(2019) found that there is a strong correlation between student engagement in the CC and 

higher retention rates (persistence). Addressing faculty opinion, Dwyer (2017) suggested 

that while much research has indicated school relationships influence persistence, it is an 

under-researched and undervalued area of exploration. While there has been an 

abundance of literature studying classroom engagement at the CC level, little has been 

done to ask the ones in charge of the classrooms if they are aware of these findings.  

One study explored the engagement factor of using social media within a 

classroom setting. Datu et al. (2018) gathered quantitative data on 700 Filipino university 

students to determine if Facebook involvement impacted academic engagement. The 

outcome of this study concluded that factors such as self-expression positively correlated 

with academic engagement; however, that misuse of the Facebook application or even 

abuse/overuse negatively correlated to engagement in the classroom (Datu et al.,2018). In 

this study, the parameters of the Facebook involvement, organization of Facebook 

groups, and administration of the Facebook group site were done by the faculty member. 

While it indicated only one positive aspect of social media use, it may offer some insight 

as to other options for CC to try in terms of student engagement in the classroom.  

While a large body of research has been done regarding CC classroom 

engagement, a bulk of it has been qualitative. However, Alicea et al. (2016) developed a 

quantitative model for assessing CC classroom engagement. A combination of focus 

groups, surveys, and observations was used to determine the subjective level of 
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engagement and relative persistence rates for students in selected classes from 3 

northeastern CCs (Alicea et al., 2016). The factors included academic engagement, 

relational engagement, and cognitive engagement, all of which were found to be 

statistically significant in student satisfaction (Alicea et al., 2016). The mixed-methods 

study aimed to examine relationships between the learning environment and CC student 

engagement and performance (Alicea et al., 2016). As a result, the study concluded that 

all three factors were deemed significant regarding student satisfaction and therefore 

student persistence.  

Tinto (1997) concluded these same areas of academic engagement, relational 

engagement, and cognitive engagement were of high importance when it came to student 

persistence. Dudley et al. (2015) surveyed 63 students using the CC Survey of Student 

Engagement (CCSSE) and suggested student perception, faculty expectations and 

characteristics, and institutional support were among the factors that engaged students at 

the CC level. Further research advised a student’s intent to return (persist to the 

subsequent semester) was strongly dependent on that student’s dedication to returning 

(persisting) (Luke et al., 2015). Of 1,191 students surveyed, statistical significance was 

shown regarding intent to return and actual student persistence to a subsequent semester 

(Luke et al., 2015). Wood and Moore (2015) also concentrated on student engagement 

and persistence activities for students transferring into a new institution. 

Recommendations included campus support, academic engagement, predictive modeling, 

an established academic plan, and a campus ‘buddy’ (Wood & Moore, 2015).  And lastly, 

a study related to student-teacher dialogue and student outcomes was done in Great 
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Britain at the elementary school level (Howe et al., 2019). The study concluded that 

among varying factors and outcomes, student engagement and attitudes were improved 

with the increased richness of student-teacher dialogue (Howe et al., 2019). While this 

was done at the elementary level, the principle can be expanded to higher education with 

a similar philosophy. These practices are encouraged to improve student persistence 

when handling transfer students. Research, both qualitative and quantitative, has shown 

repeatedly that CC student engagement influences retention/persistence results for 

students (Dudley, et al., 2015; Luke, et al. 2015; Wood & Moore, 2015). It can be argued 

that CCF is responsible for all three factors surrounding CC student persistence: 

academic, relational, and cognitive engagement.  

One struggle pertaining to CCF and engagement stems from the hiring practices 

of many CCs. Often due to smaller class sizes, class hours, or even the number of classes 

offered, a vast majority of CCs hire adjunct or part-time faculty members (Hope, 2016). 

As such, these faculty members often have full-time practitioner careers which demand 

most of the focus and time for these CCF. Hope (2016) addressed onboarding and 

orientation for part-time CCF, and the importance of informing them on student success 

initiatives, engagement, and classroom expectations. While research supports classroom 

engagement and CCF are responsible for classroom culture, then the attention toward 

training CCF for the engagement should be of prime importance within the CC 

organization. 

 Miller (2017) pointed out that often at CCs, faculty members are experts in their 

respective fields; however, they are not exposed to curriculum delivery prior to hiring. 
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With little comprehension of the teaching profession or the understanding of the value in 

student-faculty relationships, this may be one clue as to the misunderstanding of the role 

of CCF in student persistence. Further, Miller (2017) sought to provide a practical model 

for student retention using faculty as the core centerpiece. Miller (2017) focused on 

faculty and staff professional development along with student orientation as the best 

foundations for student completion success (Miller, 2017). Faculty development can be in 

the form of lunch and learns, in-service training, online coaching, and other direct 

guidance improving knowledge on student engagement. Student orientations focus on 

campus expectations, student expected outcomes, and preparedness to inform students of 

the upcoming academic anticipations. In all cases, the outcome goal is the same, to guide 

the student toward success and persistence.  

As an extension of Tinto’s theory of student departure, and model for student 

persistence it is the intention of the current study to explore CCF’s perceptions of their 

role in success for CC students. Longwell-Grice and Longwell-Grice (2007) performed 

intensive case studies regarding first-year, working-class students to test faculty 

engagement as a factor in student retention at the CC level. Results continued to support 

Tinto’s (1987, 1990, 1997) theory of student departure that CCF does impact the decision 

for students to persist during the first year of CC. Based on these findings, it was 

recommended to discuss with CCF how they were perceived by first-generation, 

working-class students (Longwell-Grice & Longwell-Grice, 2007). With this 

recommendation, it can be surmised that CCF was not aware of this correlation. Practical 
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models such as Miller’s (2017) may prove useful if there is a gap in understanding 

faculty (personal) role in student persistence. 

Little research has been done on CCF perceptions of personal role in CC student 

persistence (Gawronski et al 2016). This literature is one of the first to assess CCF 

perceptions of student persistence (Gawronski et al 2016). Inclusive teaching practices 

refer to individualized accommodations to meet each student’s learning style or needs. 

CC now enrolls nearly 50% of the nation’s undergraduate population, many of which are 

ranked deficient in basic reading, writing, or math skills (Gawronski, et al 2016; Rao et 

al., 2014). Furthermore, some research suggests that certain demographics of college 

students (Caucasian males) are reluctant to seek assistance in a CC setting (Longwell-

Grice & Longwell-Grice, 2007). With the increased number of CC students, the surge of 

diversity and the research supporting hesitation of some students to seek assistance, CCF 

awareness of their role in success is imperative. This supports Tinto’s theory that colleges 

and specific faculty members must be proactive in involvement with students.  

Although most literature supports student engagement; there are notable critics to 

Tinto’s theory of student departure. One of these studies investigated Tinto’s theory in 

depth and suggested that while the model does support a positive correlation between 

academic and social integration at the college level, it neglected to factor in students who 

had not adopted Western culture and social norms (French, 2017). Another study that 

challenges Tinto’s theory of student departure is Johnson and Stage's (2018) study which 

evaluated ten high-impact practices among CCs to improve retention. It was found in this 

study that the correlation between retention practices and actual graduation rates may be 
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minimal (Johnson & Stage, 2018). It may be argued that these students could be impacted 

differently by social or academic climate. For example, students may not have been 

accustomed to social immersion in an academic setting or the term ‘social’ itself may 

have alternate meanings in their culture.  

Student Perspectives of Success  

Yet another aspect to the puzzle of success in CC is the student perspective. 

Acevedo-Gil and Zerquerta (2016) investigated student perspectives of success, and what 

factors the students felt were most impactful during the first year. A common theme was 

faculty support during this first year to encourage retention (Acevedo-Gil & Zerquerta, 

2016). This study also showed a direct influence of CCF on the role of student success 

during the first year of CC according to the student perspective. Furthermore, the support 

of CCF went beyond just classroom learning, into relationship building (Acevedo-Gil & 

Zequerta, 2016). Students reported that they felt more comfortable with CCF who built 

the learning experience around engagement and welcomed open communication 

(Acevedo-Gil & Zequerta, 2016). This provides insight into the student perspective of the 

CCF role. One of the major recommendations in the Acevedo-Gil and Zequerta (2016) 

research is for CCF to adopt a pedagogy of trusting relationships and approachability, 

which encourages student communication as well as student persistence. Students’ 

relationships with campus officials (faculty, student services, and admissions 

representatives) are impactful and meaningful to a significant number of CC students 

(Acevedo-Gil & Zequerta, 2016; Crisp & Delgado, 2014; Ozaki & Renin, 2015).  
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Furthermore, students’ perception of CC investment may impact their persistence 

level. Savage et al. (2019) investigated Tinto’s model of student departure using an 

investment model as a theoretical framework. In this study, the commitment level and 

perception of CC commitment level supported student persistence and overall outcomes 

(Savage et al., 2019). The students’ perception of how committed the organization was in 

supporting them had an impact on their level of persistence for these students. In terms of 

student persistence, the piece missing is whether the campus officials are aware of this 

impact. Campus culture and engagement matter when it comes to student persistence. 

The Acevedo-Gil and Zequerta (2016), research showed a positive relationship between 

student persistence at the CC level and CCF influence.  

Summary and Conclusions 

Key concepts derived from the literature review included student perspectives of 

success, CC student persistence, persistence, and classroom engagement. I discovered an 

underlying theme emerged focusing on extrinsic factors in CC student persistence, and 

how classroom engagement can encourage internal motivation within the student. While 

students decide to leave college for a myriad of reasons, faculty and classroom 

engagement are rarely a reason for departure. Notably, one section missing from this 

literature review is faculty perceptions on student persistence in the CC setting. 

Throughout this review of literature, I was able to uncover a scant amount of information 

on this specific topic. Faculty perceptions of faculty persistence were found, as well as 

faculty perceptions of student drop-out; however, I could not locate articles on this 

specific issue, which further demonstrates a gap in literature that the current study 
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addressed. The faculty members are those who set the classroom culture, gain knowledge 

about each student, are the students’ motivating factors, and implement strategies on how 

to aid the students in persistence; CCF perspectives on student persistence will provide 

valuable insight as to how institutions can better assist in curriculum delivery, faculty 

training and ultimately student persistence.  
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Chapter 3: Research Method 

The purpose of this basic qualitative study was to explore CCFs’ perceptions of 

their roles pertaining to student completion at the focus CC. I selected a qualitative 

research design to explore CCF perceptions regarding their role in student persistence in 

the focus CC setting using interviews. I explored what CCF think student success means, 

as well as what role CCFs think they play in student persistence  

 In Chapter 3, I discuss the research design and rationale for this study. The basic 

qualitative nature of this study will address the gap in the literature on CCF perceptions 

of their role in student persistence. Furthermore, I discuss the researcher's role along with 

the methodology of the study including participant selection, instrumentation, and 

procedures for recruitment. Data analysis is presented in addition to the trustworthiness 

and ethical procedures of this study.  

Research Design and Rationale 

For this study, the research design I chose was a basic qualitative approach. I 

selected interviewing as the primary collection tool. A basic qualitative study allowed me 

to explore the perceptions of faculty members at the local CC (see Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 

2010). The purpose of this study was to add to the body of literature by exploring the 

perceptions of CCF on their role in student persistence. This study informed scholars on 

CCF perceptions of personal role in student persistence which aligns with the basic 

qualitative approach. The basic qualitative approach should be used to inform research 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2017).  
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I considered other qualitative approaches such as case study, ethnographic 

method, grounded theory, and the phenomenological method. A case study allows the 

researcher to follow in-depth, one subject by using a variety of data collection methods 

(Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2010). Because, in this study, I proposed to obtain the perceptions 

of faculty in the CC setting using only interviews, a basic qualitative study was best. 

Creswell and Poth (2017) specified basic qualitative studies with the use of perspective, 

perception, or ideology.  

In ethnographic studies, the researcher is required to be immersed in a setting 

unfamiliar to them (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2010; Creswell and Creswell, 2017) In the 

case of higher education, I am a current faculty member and have been so for several 

years. This subject matter is one with which I am familiar. In ethnographies, the 

researcher often spends a prolonged period in the research setting to immerse herself or 

himself in the data collection (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). I interviewed CCF using 

question/answer style research. Therefore, an ethnographic study was not appropriate in 

this case.  

Another qualitative research method I reviewed was the grounded theory study. 

This was not appropriate for this particular study as the goal of this study is not to 

develop a new theory (Creswell & Poth, 2017). Yet, another method I considered was 

phenomenology. A traditional phenomenological study describes the experiences of a 

group about a certain experience; however, the purpose of this study was to explore the 

perceptions of individual CCF members. In a phenomenological study, the researcher 

would carry out multiple interviews about experiences shared by a group (Hesse-Biber & 
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Leavy, 2010). To best understand individual perceptions of how CCF impacts students in 

the classroom. This does not fit the goal of the current study and participants will be 

interviewed once. I determined that a basic qualitative question-and-answer series was 

the best fit for exploration. Examining these perceptions allowed me to determine if 

better processes for teacher orientation are necessary.  

I did consider a quantitative research design. In this case, it was not selected for 

this study because quantitative designs require a hypothesis to be accepted or rejected 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2017). Creswell and Creswell (2017) described quantitative 

research as a tool for investigating primary knowledge such as cause and effect or testing 

hypotheses. The purpose of quantitative research studies is to analyze data using 

statistics, or acceptance or rejection of hypotheses (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). For this 

research project, I was looking for opinions and perceptions from CCF to investigate. 

Flick (2018) explained qualitative research is a tool used to produce information that is 

practical and relevant to a topic for the purpose of adding to the body of study or for the 

promotion of practical solutions to problems. Additionally, research on CCF perceptions 

of classroom roles is limited; therefore, using a quantitative approach would have led to 

inaccurate research questions.  

I chose the basic qualitative research design for this study to inquire about 

participant perception of a problem. The study included a candidate pool of CCF at a 

small Tennessee CC as interviewees to best fit the purpose and scope. In a basic 

qualitative research design, a straightforward method of data collection is the best 

approach as in interviewing or collecting surveys (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015). I chose to 
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interview as it allowed for smaller sample size; but details could be excavated with 

follow-up questions and gentle probing (Merriam & Tisdell, 2025). By interviewing, I 

allowed participants to share perceptions freely, adding to the data collection. Because I 

did not select to do a case study, immersion method of data collection, new theory 

development, or propose a hypothesis, a basic qualitative research design was the best fit 

for the stated collection and use of data.  

Role of the Researcher 

My career in higher education includes being a faculty member at the focus CC, 

program director, and director of education at the focus school. My role in each position 

has guided me in my understanding of CC and CCF expectations and job descriptions. 

Because of my role as program director, I have built a supervisory role over faculty 

members in my discipline; however, as director of education, I do not directly supervise 

any specific faculty members currently. I have developed a positive working, 

professional relationship with many of the participants, while others are part of our online 

division and have not worked within a brick-and-mortar setting where I am located. 

Participants were informed that responses will be kept confidential and will not be shared 

with other CCF or administration. My professional relationship with my participants is 

not evaluative so should not have influenced responses. Each faculty member reports to a 

program director. The program director is responsible for faculty evaluations, discipline, 

and accolades. I did not include any program directors in my interview candidate pool as 

the program directors do report directly to me in a supervisory position. I had no contact 

with the CCF regarding this study before the time of the interviewing. I refrained from 
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discussing my study to maintain the integrity of the data collected as well as to adhere to 

compliance with the Walden University ethical standards of conduct.  

One measure I used to reduce bias for this study was the use of an independent 

reviewer. The reviewer was not associated with my current CC nor had a background in 

the subject matter for which I interviewed. The selected candidate was also familiar with 

doctoral-level qualitative research. The reviewer assessed the interview questions for bias 

and will review the responses. The reviewer evaluated the transcripts for potential bias. 

Finally, the selected reviewer signed the confidentiality agreement provided by Walden 

University to protect the privacy of the data collected. This was all implemented to 

reduce bias and contribute to the credibility of this study.  

Methodology 

Participant Selection  

Participant selection included current CCF within the focus CC organization over 

whom I do not hold supervisory power. Contributors were from a pool of current CCF 

who had taught at least one course over the past 12 months in a face-to-face classroom 

setting. However, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the IRB and I agreed that the 

candidate pool for this study would be currently furloughed CCF. CCF were from a 

variety of background disciplines including healthcare, business, and computer 

programming. I did not include faculty members with no on-ground classroom 

experience over 12 months in interviewing invites. The goal was to have a minimum of 

10 CCF to interview; however, at the time of interviewing only seven CCF were in the 
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pool of currently furloughed CCF at this institution. All seven agreed to participate. This 

pooling sample provided a variety of responses to combine for a deeper evaluation. 

 In the school’s faculty portal, each CCF member is identified by the year of 

employment; and if they are an instructor online (OL); the ground (OG); or hybrid (HY). 

I considered the first 10 respondents as primary candidates. The CC employs faculty from 

various backgrounds including trades as well as academia. The size of the specific 

campus I studied was 109 students and 19 faculty members. The campus follows a 

traditional CC demographic with a variety of students. There is a higher concentration of 

nontraditional students such as single parents, first-generation college students, ESL 

students, and the military.  

Instrumentation 

For this research study, I conducted interviews with participants using the 

interview questions listed in Appendix A. I wrote these questions based on the problem 

of student persistence in CC institutions, the conceptual framework, and the literature 

review. I developed interview questions using recognized theories in qualitative 

interviewing methods along with information from the literature review (see Appendix 

A). Lodico et al. (2010) suggested preparing open-ended questions and preparing 

questions that are formative or are presented to evaluators for change. I developed 

interview questions that I intended to produce formative answers. The interview 

questions were reviewed by my chairperson as well as the URR and were approved by all 

parties.  



55 

 

Basic qualitative research is best used when investigating people’s opinions or 

attitudes toward an issue (Percy, et al., 2015). Creswell and Creswell (2017) explained 

qualitative research as a researcher collecting open-ended data with the intent of forming 

themes. Because of the method of using perceptions and opinions, a qualitative research 

design was the most appropriate approach to this study. Hesse-Biber and Leavy (2010) 

explained qualitative research as a “particular way of asking questions and a particular 

way of thinking through problems” (p. 3). Due to the open-ended, inductive, exploratory 

nature of this study; rather than a desire to find answers or solutions, a basic qualitative 

study was the best approach (see Denzin, 2008). Conversely, quantitative data uses 

information to uncover correlations, which is not the case for this study (Kothari, 2004). 

Thus, I chose to use, qualitative, not quantitative methods. 

I selected a basic qualitative approach due to the subjective nature of the content 

being studied and the desire to search for patterns and formulate ideas based on interview 

responses. The selection of a basic qualitative research methodology provided a study 

that will add to the body of literature on the topic of CC student persistence and 

subsequent graduation rates from the perspective of CCF. I used interviews to develop 

deeper answers to the research questions. Kvale (1996) explored using interviewing for 

qualitative research and found that interviews are used to describe the meaning of themes, 

as well as to better understand what the subjects are saying. Furthermore, interviewing is 

intended to get a better, more in-depth comprehension of the story surrounding an 

interviewee’s experience (McNamara, 1999). By interviewing CCF regarding 

experiences related to CC classroom teaching experiences related to student persistence, I 



56 

 

searched for a better understanding of CCF’s general perceptions of their role in CC 

student persistence. I used semi-structured interviews in this study. I created a list of 

questions and gave interviewees the freedom to speak more unreservedly about topics. A 

basic qualitative interview can be used for interviewees to open up about topics (Hesse-

Biber & Leavy, 2010). If an interviewee provided limited information, I was able to 

insert a request for expansion such as “Can you expand on that topic?” “What else can 

you tell me?” or “Can you explain further?” I used these prompts to produce greater 

details. 

Procedures for Recruitment, Participation, and Data Collection Recruitment  

For recruitment procedures, participation was voluntary. Once I obtained approval 

for doing research from a personally affiliated CC and Walden University, I contacted 

faculty members not under my direct supervision via email available through personal 

email. I distributed an email to all eligible candidates with information regarding this 

study; a link was included to the informed consent and a disclaimer of voluntary 

participation. I explained the purpose of the study, explained that I am a doctoral student 

at Walden University, and reviewed the voluntary nature of participation. I sent this 

invitation to faculty members who have had at least one consecutive year of teaching on-

ground courses at the focus CC, but who are currently on furlough due to the COVID-19 

pandemic. Each candidate implied consent by clicking on the email link to the informed 

consent and completing that form. If for any reason a participant did complete the 

informed consent but did not wish to participate, the CCF was not obligated to 

participate.  
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Data Collection 

I sent an email to eligible candidates. I assured respondents that participation was 

voluntary and responses would be kept confidential. I provided all CCF with an 

explanation of the study. Once a faculty member responded that they were interested in 

the interview, I emailed an informed consent, and the candidate responded with the 

signed consent form. The CCF member was able to request a date/time most convenient 

to their schedule. I submitted a list of interview questions to each interviewee for review.  

The interviews were recorded with the consent of the interviewee and lasted 30 to 

60 minutes. The interview occurred just one time per faculty member unless any data 

were unclear, then a follow-up interview was scheduled. I intended the location of the 

interview to ideally be on the campus; however, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, all 

sessions were done virtually. Therefore, all virtual interviews were scheduled using either 

Microsoft Teams or Zoom. I recorded interviews via recording device for transcribing 

purposes, and participants were alerted of this before the start of the process. Once the 

interview ended, this ended the participant's involvement in the study unless clarification 

or follow-up was required. I emailed transcripts of each interview, along with initial 

conclusions to respective participants, and the faculty member was asked to check the 

transcript for accuracy. This is referred to as member checking and is a common 

validation technique used by qualitative researchers to ensure trustworthiness (Brit, et al., 

2016). I included any suggested edits made by interviewees. I thanked all participants for 

their time and contribution, and this ended the debriefing process. Table 1 depicts the 

timeline of data collection and analysis.  
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Table 1 
 

Data Analysis and Planning Timeline 

 

 

    

Timeline  Task Completed 

By 

Week 1 Day 1  Send Invitation Email Self 

 

Week 1 Day 2  Follow up with 

Agreeable Participants 

 

Self 

Week 1 Day 3  Schedule Interviews Self 

 

Week 1 Day 4  1-2 Interviews Self 

 

Week 1 Day 5  1-2 Interviews Self 

 

Week 2 Day 1  1-2 Interviews Self 

 

Week 2 Day 2  1-2 Interviews 

(complete) 

Self 

 

Week 2 Day 3  Complete Interviews if 

needed 

Self 

 

Week 2 Day 4 

 

 Transcribe Interviews Self 

Week 2 Day 5  Transcribe Interviews Self 

 

Week 3 Day 1  Analyze Data for 

Common Themes 

(words, phrases) 

Self 

 

 

Week 3 Day 2  Analyze Data Self 

 

Week 3 Day 3  Analyze Data Self 

 

Week 3 Day 4  Analyze Data Self 

 

Week 3 Day 5  Analyze Data Self 
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To substantiate the purpose of each interview question, I have linked in Table 2 

which interview question relates to which research question. When considering interview 

questions, each question should be deliberate and serve a purpose in research (Olson, 

2016). Interview questions in the case of basic qualitative research should be designed to 

gather insight specific to the research questions posed (Olson, 2016). In Table 2, I explain 

which interview questions are written to gather data about which research question.  
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Table 2 
 

Interview Questions as Related to Research Questions 

Interview Question Research Question 
How long have you been with this current 

institution, and what is your current rank 

and/or title?  

 

Rapport/Introduction 

Tell me about any other positions you have 

held in academia other than this current 

position, and how long you have worked in 

this field in total.  

 

Rapport/Introduction 

What are your thoughts on CC student 

persistence? Why do you think students 

choose to either persist or drop out during CC 

tenure?  

 

What do CC faculty members think are the reasons for 

student persistence?  

 

If you think personal (intrinsic) factors 

motivate students to persist, what are those 

reasons? If you think extrinsic factors 

motivate students to persist, what are those 

reasons?  

 

What do CC faculty members think are the reasons for 

student persistence?  

 

What do you think the role of faculty or staff 

has in a student’s desire to persist in college?  

 

 

How do CC faculty members perceive their role in 

student persistence? 

 

Interview Questions continued 

Do you feel prepared by the organization to 

assist students who are struggling with either 

intrinsic or extrinsic factors?  

 

 

 

How do CC faculty members perceive their role in 

student persistence? 

 

How do you think students deal with outside 

factors that drive them to withdraw from 

school? 

 

What do CC faculty members think are the reasons for 

student persistence? 

 

 

What do you think the terms faculty 

engagement or classroom culture mean? 

 

How do CC faculty members perceive their role in 

student persistence? 

 

Who has prepared you to be a classroom 

leader?  

 

What do CC faculty members think are the reasons for 

student persistence? 

Is there anything else you would like to 

add/share about your thoughts on CCF 

perceptions of their own role in student 

persistence?  
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Data Analysis Plan 

I did all the data analysis after the interviews were complete so as not to bias 

myself in terms of “searching” for terms during interview. During analysis, I listened to 

the recording of each interview at least three times and noted common words, phrases, 

ideas, or concepts. I started with the first interview and transcribed each interview on a 

personal computer. I analyzed data compiled from the personal interviews using open 

coding and categorized it into major themes (Saldaña, 2016). Because of the variety of 

responses in qualitative data such as opinions, thoughts, perceptions, and experiences, I 

cannot distribute strict grouping as with facts, numbers, counts, or measures (Gibbs, 

2018). In other words, this was initial open coding (Saldaña, 2016). Using the qualitative 

data from this study; I related similar perceptions, behaviors, or actions as ideas emerged. 

I also reviewed and made notes about each transcript.  

I coded all data via initial open coding (Saldaña, 2016). Initial coding allows the 

researcher to use an open-ended process that does not have a specific formula (Saldaña, 

2016). With open coding, the patterns emerge from the data (Saldaña, 2016). Hesse-Biber 

and Leavy (2010) suggested using literal codes as in similar words or phrases to begin 

initial coding. I used a dual approach of literal coding and analytic coding, which is more 

interpretative and captures ideas and concepts (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2010). This aligned 

with qualitative research in the purpose of exploration of the topic of CCF perceptions. 

The goal was to collect and group data for exploration and understanding using these 

emerging ideas that I gathered via the coding methods.  
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I kept the identification of participants anonymous; and also assigned 

representative terms such as Participant 1, Participant 2, (P1, P2, etc.) for interviewing 

and analysis. Once all interviews were complete, I used initial open coding to extract both 

analytic and literal codes from interview responses. For this process, I kept memos in an 

ongoing research journal throughout the interview. Saldaña (2016) suggested using 

memos and journals, to notate themes among interview transcripts. In addition, I kept a 

separate reference of my thoughts on the interviews and data throughout the analysis 

process and interviewing to reduce my own bias. Referring to notes taken during the 

interviews as well as the recorded transcript allowed for the researcher to make an 

appropriate analysis of the data collected (Saldaña, 2016).  

Trustworthiness 

Because of the qualitative nature of this study, the trustworthiness was not based 

on facts, values, or a reliable numerical outcome (see Merriam & Tisdell, 2015). For 

qualitative research, the data must be dependable, stable, and consistent (Merriam & 

Tisdell, 2015). Hesse-Biber (2010) clarified trustworthiness as elimination of researcher 

bias. Because of the nature of interviewing in qualitative research, I was directly 

interacting with the participants. Korstjens and Moser (2018) identified the criteria for 

trustworthiness to include credibility, transferability, dependability, confirmability, and 

reflexivity. I address each of these below.  

Credibility is confidence in the research findings (Korstjens & Moser, 2018). For 

this study, to assure credibility, I encouraged participants to review the recorded 
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interviews to listen for errors in response. I also encouraged them to review transcripts to 

ensure I have not added, edited, or deleted anything inadvertently.  

Transferability is the ability of the details of the study to be transferred to other 

settings (Korstjens & Moser, 2018). I provided detailed steps on the interviewing process 

and questions to allow this study to be conducted by other researchers if desired. By 

engaging in these transparent techniques, and specific steps of the data collection process, 

data analysis, and conclusions, the study will be able to be replicated by future 

researchers.  

Dependability is the consistency of the findings over a period of time (Korstjens 

& Moser, 2018). For this research study, I used the reflective journal to keep personal 

opinions separate from data analysis to further instill dependability in this study. As a 

part of the reflective journal, I kept detailed notes on responses, feelings, and potential 

biases in order to separate personal feelings from data. By implementing these 

precautions, I was able to ensure dependability to my most diligent ability.  

Confirmability is the degree to which the conclusions can be confirmed by other 

researchers (Korstjens & Moser, 2018). One way to allow confirmation of research 

results by other researchers is through reflexivity. Reflexivity is the look into potential 

personal biases (Korstjens & Moser, 2018). Another method I used to establish 

confirmability was by including markers for theoretical and methodological framework 

throughout this paper (McInnes et al., 2017). These items will ensure to future 

researchers that the conclusions made have derived from a sound framework.  
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Finally, reflexivity is the ability of the researcher to self-reflect about personal 

biases (Korstjens & Moser, 2018). As stated previously, I kept a section of notes that 

reflect my thoughts on the interviews as I conducted them. These notes were not used in 

the data collection, but served as reflexivity and informed analysis within this study. I 

provided all steps in the interview process, questions used, and data collection methods 

for subsequent use if needed. For simplicity, I requested a colleague, unrelated to the 

study in any manner, to review interview questions for bias, unreliability, or error (Olson, 

2016). I made transcripts of the interviews available to each participant to check for 

accuracy, and if discrepancies were noted, these were corrected. Finally, I posted seven 

interview transcripts in the Walden course to provide integrity and transparency.  

Ethical Procedures 

Ethical procedures are key to maintaining the integrity of the data and the study 

itself. Creswell and Creswell (2017) explained that the use of personal thoughts, feelings, 

or experiences warrants a qualitative approach. However, the use of personal information 

may pose ethical dilemmas for some research studies. Three pillars of ethics define any 

qualitative study: informed consent, right to privacy, and protection from harm (Denzin, 

2008). Participants were given informed consent regarding the study itself, voluntary 

participation, and rights to anonymity. Because I, as the researcher, was involved in 

interviewing, permission for recording was obtained prior to interview commencement. 

Recording reduced errors in transcription or notetaking by allowing me to return to the 

interview multiple times for recorded verification of what was said by the interviewee 

(Olson, 2016). I kept recordings for the transcription process and throughout the process 
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of the study through to the publication of the final report. But I will not share these 

transcripts with anyone unrelated to the study itself. Outside of myself and the 

independent reviewer, data will be protected from any outside influence or opinion. I kept 

data locked in a secure location for 5 years post publication of this study in accordance 

with research standards. Avoidance of harm is a subjective notation; however imperative. 

Because the subjects were colleagues, I took care to refrain from any harm (mental or 

emotional) (Denzin, 2008). No participant was under my direct supervision, and I had no 

contact with these faculty members prior to the interviewing regarding this study. The 

voluntary participants were not under supervision of myself, and I assured them that no 

repercussions will occur regardless of their contribution to the study . At any point, the 

participant could have changed his or her information or withdrawn entirely prior to the 

publication of the study.  

Summary 

The problem of declining graduation rates and lowered CC student persistence 

among many CCs is the driving force behind this study. The purpose was to explore CCF 

perceptions of their role in student persistence and how he or she feels they may be an 

influence on students. I chose a basic qualitative study; to gather data to explore CCF 

perceptions. The goal was to compile the data collected into themes for an analysis of 

ways in which CCF feel they may or may not influence student persistence in the CC 

setting. I intend that this study will add to the body of literature on CC student 

persistence, but will approach the problem from a new perspective. The findings of this 

study can stimulate social change by shedding light on a little-researched topic of CCF 
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perceptions of their roles, to determine topics for future research as well as ideas for 

improving student persistence and subsequent success from a faculty perspective.  
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Chapter 4: Results 

The purpose of this qualitative study was to explore the perceptions of CCF, and 

specifically the CCF perceptions of their roles pertaining to student persistence. With 

new goals for CCs  outlined in the last several years by academic administration aimed at 

higher graduation rates, the goal for this study was to add to the body of literature 

surrounding CC student persistence. The research questions were RQ1: What do CC 

faculty members think are the reasons for student persistence? RQ2: How do CC faculty 

members perceive their role in student persistence?  

The current body of literature has a strong focus on intrinsic and extrinsic factors 

impacting student persistence toward CC completion; however, I was able to find 

minimal collections available that sought to understand the CCF role or more specifically 

how CCF perceive their role in student persistence. In Chapter 4, I review the findings of 

the data collection process and evaluate data results and analysis per qualitative research 

guidelines. I have included detailed findings and a summary of the overall results.  

Setting  

The setting for this study was an urban city in the Southeastern region of the 

United States. The location was specific to a CC having been established within the 

community for over 3 decades. I selected participants in this study who had been 

employed by this CC for at least 1 academic year. Participation in this study was 

voluntary and no compensation was offered. None of the interviewees were under my 

direct supervision.  
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During this study, one influence did redirect the original plans. The IRB had 

approved the original proposal, but subsequently, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, our 

CC closed for several months and upon re-opening, many of the faculty were furloughed. 

This included many who I intended to interview. Due to this shift in available faculty and 

the CCs' subsequent reluctance to allow me to interview the remaining faculty, I 

approached the IRB with a decision to interview faculty who were currently furloughed 

and not actively involved with the organization. This was approved by the IRB. Below is 

a table representing the demographic of the interviewees.  

Table 3 

Participant Demographic 

 

 Age Years with 

Focus CC 

Total Years Teaching Gender 

1-5     

6-10     

11-15     

16-20     

21-25     

26-30 1    

31-35 1    

36-40     

41-45 1    

46-50 1    

51-55     
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56-60 2    

61-65 1    

1-3     

3-5  3 2  

5-7  1   

7-9  1 1  

9+  2 4  

Female    4 

Male    3 

 

Data Collection 

For the data collection process, I used personal interviews conducted via 

Microsoft Teams and Zoom applications. This was done due to the COVID-19 pandemic 

and the restriction of face-to-face contact via in-person meetings. I conducted in-depth 

interviews with seven CCF from the local CC. I sent each participant who had consented 

to be interviewed a list of interview questions before the scheduled interview. I 

encouraged each participant to suggest several days and times that they may be available 

to speak with me via Microsoft Teams. Once a date and time were agreed upon, I sent a 

follow-up confirmation email the day prior to the interview. I then send the participant 

the link to the Microsoft Teams chat room and instructed them to join at the scheduled 

time. I instructed all participants to use audio only and not video since the interview 

would be recorded. As each interview commenced, I thanked the participant for agreeing 
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to speak with me and for their time. I reminded them that the interview would be 

recorded and obtained verbal consent noted in the recordings. I asked each of the 

questions on the interview list and listened carefully for the response. During each 

interview, I prompted for further information if or when it was necessary or appropriate. 

After each interview, I thanked the participant again.  

The last step in this process was to hand over the transcripts to an independent 

reviewer. A colleague of mine, unrelated to the University, CC, or my profession, but 

knowledgeable about post-master’s dissertations reviewed the transcripts for 

inaccuracies. Any person with access to any research data signed a pledge of 

confidentiality. I have kept this signed pledge with transcripts in a locked computer that 

only I have access to. After the independent reviewer looked at each one, I was agreeable 

to follow up on any recommendations found by this person. The independent reviewer 

did not find any unusual circumstances in the seven transcripts.  

Data Analysis 

 After transcribing and reviewing each transcript three times, I was able to begin 

data analysis. For data analysis, I coded similar words, patterns, and ideas. I began the 

coding using initial open coding. Saldana (2016) suggested open coding to gather initial 

concepts for inclusion into categories based on group concepts. Open coding is the first 

step in the qualitative research analysis process and requires the researcher to break up 

data into distinct codes (Saldaña, 2016). With this method of coding, I grouped words, 

ideas, and patterns without having to use a distinct formula (Saldaña, 2016). Appendix C 

presents a table of corresponding interviewees and specific words and phrases used.  
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After each interview, I listened to the recording first, and on the second round of 

listening, I began to transcribe. I worked my way through each interview typing exactly 

what was asked and responded appropriately. After the interview was fully transcribed, I 

listened to the interview a third time while following along with the transcription to 

ensure accuracy. I  emailed the entire transcription back to the corresponding participant 

for an accuracy check. Once the member verified the accuracy, I began keeping a 

notebook of each question and common words, ideas or phrases that emerged from each 

participant’s response. No changes were indicated or requested by any of the seven 

participants. I recorded the common ideas, themes, and phrases in Appendix C.  

It should be noted that during this time, I had to change the data collection process 

slightly as the nature of the organization changed during the data collection phase. I was 

not allowed to conduct interviews in-person or on-campus, therefore I gained approval to 

gather the data virtually via teleconference calls and audio recording. I recorded all data 

using the audio record function of Microsoft Teams or Zoom (depending on interviewee 

preference). Each interview lasted less than 1 hour with any follow-up lasting less than 

30 minutes for reviewing transcriptions. As noted previously, I shifted to using 

furloughed employees and was able to contact them via personal email addresses. I 

gathered these prior to being released for our brief close-down with the permission of 

each faculty. Other than the process for contacting the CCF and the employment status of 

the CCF, I did not change the procedure of the interviews from the proposed structure.  

 

 From the coded transcripts, I pulled out similarities in interviewee responses. I 

gathered trends in phrases, words, or concepts to get a better idea of the results. After the 
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first assessment of literal coding, I implemented analytical coding to group ideas and 

notions together. Analytical coding is a process used by qualitative researchers to group 

nonnumerical data (Olsen, 2016). By using this two-step approach to organize and review 

data results, I gained a clearer model of the similarities and differences in result responses 

for developing categories and themes.  

I developed four themes from initial open coding followed by deeper analytical 

coding. Themes included the following: (a) support as an overarching role of CCF, (b) 

faculty felt under-prepared by the institution for supporting students, (c) negative student 

response to outside factors, and (d) importance of interpersonal interactions. I grouped in 

this manner to allow for the development of a deeper understanding of the perception of 

the interviewed faculty regarding each interview question using analytic coding based on 

the initial open coding. Centered on collective responses, I was able to identify trends, 

which included the term support to describe the person role CCF felt was their main role 

in the classroom. Additionally, I identified another common code as a generalized but 

collective perception that students often stop responding, give up, a ghost (or stop 

contacting the school), or just quit altogether more frequently in response to extrinsic 

factors. Another code revealed a feeling of having inadequate or no training by the 

institution upon hire or having inadequate resources for the students to be successful. I 

intended to categorize these into themes that would add to the body of research on the 

topic of CCF perceptions of their role in student persistence.  
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Discrepant Cases 

 Discrepant cases can be considered outlying results in the data collection pool 

(Denzin, 2008). These results may be notably different than other results in similar 

categories. To address the discrepant responses, I included all abbreviated responses to 

each question by each participant in Appendix C. While some qualitative research models 

are built upon discrepant cases to disprove a given theory, this research was intended to 

add to the body of literature on CCF perceptions of their role in student persistence (see 

Denzin, 2008). Discrepant cases are important as they can show the depth and breadth of 

research and add value in terms of data collected (Denzin, 2008).  

 Results    

 Throughout the data collection and analysis process, I kept detailed notes of the 

common words, ideas, or phrases used by each interviewee. Several themes emerged 

after the development of codes and analytic coding in terms of CCF perception of their 

role in student persistence. I developed four themes from the interviews conducted as 

follows: (a) support as an overarching role played by the CCF, (b) under-preparedness by 

institution, (c) student response to outside factors, and (d) interpersonal interactions. I 

will next discuss each of the four themes, and I will address how research question was 

answered.   

Theme 1: Support as an Overarching Role of CCF 

 I developed theme 1 from the coding process and discovered the overarching 

perception that support of the students was at the core of what the role of CCF should be. 

When asked about CCF's role in student persistence, all seven interviewees reported that 
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they played some role in CC student persistence. The reasons were varied, but no 

candidate responded that CCF had no role in student persistence. Six of the seven 

interviewees used the word support in their responses.  

PI stated, “Provide direction, support, and quality instruction.” P3 said, “…to 

encourage and support students when I have them in class” meaning to offer motivation, 

mentorship, and to keep them from failing. P4 reported that the role of faculty was to 

provide, “Educational support and interpersonal support to be the most effective.” P5 

provided a more personable focus saying the role was to be, “Welcoming, fun, friendly, 

supportive because I think that students respond to me a lot better.” P6 stated, “I think my 

main role to help students persist is to offer support within the classroom.” P7 explained 

that the role of the instructor was to be “…part of their support system.” P2 also 

responded similarly to P7 that the faculty or staff role is, “Recognition, respect, creating 

connection.”  

Of the responses above, only three CCF mentioned support without mentioning 

the classroom or instruction. This shows a common theme of personal role or 

accountability in terms of student persistence at the CC level. A common word used by 

all CCF in relation to CCF's role in student persistence was the term support. This word 

was used by 85% of the interviewees in some derivation. Overwhelmingly, CCF 

perceived themselves to play a supportive role in CC student persistence. Support, in this 

case, is meant to supply the CC students with what is vital for success including 

educational training and resources, but also to provide emotional encouragement, 

connection, and interpersonal support for success in the CC setting. 



75 

 

Theme 2: Under-Prepared by Institution 

Another common theme, idea, or phrase that I uncovered throughout this study 

was an under-preparedness felt by the CCF themselves to best assist students, as well as 

an under-preparedness by the institution to assist students directly. This is important 

because CCF identified support as the main function of their role, but very few of them 

felt prepared by the institution to support students in need. I asked question 8 regarding 

how participants felt the CC prepared them for student success, to dive deeper into what 

CCF felt the educational organization had done to prepare them to handle CC students 

with extrinsic crises. Responses were reflective including P1’s response, “You know, to 

be honest, I think this college hasn’t prepared me much.” P2 reported “no training up 

front,” meaning this participant felt there had been training in the academic arena nor on 

handling students on a social platform. P3 recounted, “I can’t think of anything.” P4 

stated,  

I mean, I had no training on student needs in the social-emotional areas. They did 

get me my computer and had the IT guy work with me to set it up, and I 

shadowed another teacher for maybe a week. But as far as training for my actual 

teaching role, no. And nothing on how to handle this population. 

 P6 noted, “The educational institution, none, but from my social work, I have 

learned some.” This is reflective of the lack of perceived training by the CC.  Three 

interviewees did report that some subsequent training had been done in the form of 

seminars or in-service presentations on how to assist struggling students, but there was a 

noted lack of initial perceptual preparedness by the CCF that were interviewed for this 
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study. This theme demonstrates that the CCF interviewed did not feel much on-campus 

preparation before classroom instruction on how to handle a classroom regardless of 

previous teaching experience. 

Five out of seven of the participants reported a perception that the institution 

provided no training or preparation to them to handle student persistence or to 

troubleshoot for students struggling with intrinsic factors (such as lack of academic 

progress, weak support system, history of failure). Three out of seven interviewees 

reported “none” (P1, P4, P5, P6 and P7) with P3 stating, “Yeah, we have had some 

training, but it focuses on academic, not external support. They provide technology 

support for us to be successful.” And P7 remarked, “there is an academic advisor, but one 

staff covers the entire campus.” These responses allude to a perception of inadequate 

support for student persistence. Two responders reported some tools or technology  had 

been given to assist in this manner, and weekly mentor feedback. The majority of 

responders (5 out of 7) reported no formal training in classroom leadership, they reported 

a perception of being self-taught or learning by trial and error. Four of the seven 

participants reported that they had no formal or official training in classroom leadership 

prior to their teaching experience stating (P1) “trial and error method”, P3 who reports, “I 

have been mostly self-taught.” Where P4 remarked, “I do what works for me”; and P7 

responded, “I took one course after I started.” The other participants indicated they had 

some training. P2 said, “Well, I mean, I have a certification in LMS platforms, and my 

other degrees, certifications and trainings have really prepared me for this job, I think.” 

P5 stated, “faculty development” and “evaluation tools” were part of the training they 



77 

 

received. It was unclear if the evaluation tools were used for the faculty member to 

receive feedback or for the CCF to provide feedback to students. Two CCF did report 

some trainings they were given (P2 and P5); however, none of the participants named a 

specific training, on-boarding section, inservice or preparation course given for what they 

all perceived to be a high-value risk factor for persistence versus withdraw. This is 

notable as often CCF are not required to have previous teaching experience.  

Since the CC student population is not consistent with a traditional college 

population, training in the subject of classroom expectations, or preparation as a CC 

faculty member may provide better success in terms of CC student outcomes.  

Interviewees were divided in response to question 9 regarding institutional support for 

CC students. However, three of the respondents indicated either no or lacking support for 

the students at this organization. The responses were P1, “there are none.” While P6 

stated “We do have an academic advisor, but she doesn’t deal with outside stressors.” 

And P7 remarked “the one person we have is really inadequate for our total student 

population”. These responses allude to a perception of inadequate resources or support 

for current students at this organization. Other responses to this question were considered 

outliers such as P2 “we do have a student government” and P3 “We send personalized 

emails…” This theme depicts a lack of institutional support for students as well as faculty 

themselves.  

Theme 3:  Student Response to Outside Factors 

The results of the interview inquiry yielded theme 3, the CCF perception on how 

CC students reacted or responded to outside factors. Question 11, asked about CCF 
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feelings on how they perceive CC students respond to outside stressors such as financial 

stress, loss of a job, childcare struggles (no childcare, can’t afford childcare), loss of a 

partner, medical diagnosis, or abrupt need to find new housing. They were asked to 

provide examples if applicable. The responses to this question were also telling in that all 

seven participants reported that CC students deal with outside life factors by withdrawing 

from school. P1stated in response to how students handle extrinsic stressors, “ Well, 

number one, students withdraw.” P2 responded, “Usually, they lose momentum. I have 

seen them drop out and return and get into a tough cycle. Fundamentally, for many, life 

factors cause them to withdraw.” The third participant stated,  “…they usually react 

massively and quit everything.” While P4 responded with, “they react negatively, leaving 

everything in the past.” P5 stated, 

You know, I didn’t know how stressful it could be for some students. When I first 

started teaching, I was kind of shocked by how much help the students needed. 

They would frequently give me excuses as to why work wasn’t done, or why they 

couldn’t come to class. It was only my second semester that I realized how, like, 

fragile these learners are. It’s like they become overwhelmed and give up with no 

warning, and just ghost us. But almost none of those stressors are school related. 

P6 answered, “If it becomes too big, the students just give up.”  And P7 stated 

“…from my experiences, they generally drop out.” The perception is that many outside 

factors which may be unrelated to school often causes the learner to withdraw and not 

persist at obtaining their certificate or degree. One hundred percent of the interviewees 

reported that their perception of student response to outside stressors that may bring them 
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to withdraw from school was that the student will simply withdraw or quit school. So, I 

can surmise that the majority of faculty are aware that outside stressors need to be 

addressed or the student will be at high risk for not persisting. That is coupled with the 

majority responses to question 9, regarding institutional support for students, as being no 

support or inadequate support points to a CCF perception of a high rate of withdrawal 

when outside factors are at stake. 

Theme 4: Interpersonal Interactions 

The last theme I developed from the data is the emphasis each interviewee placed 

on personal and interpersonal interactions and communication when it came to student 

engagement. The responses were varied in terms of specific words used, but ideas were 

similar focusing on shared experiences and getting to know a sense of the person. I wrote 

question 13 to dive deeper past question 12. If I can gather an understanding of some 

CCF perceptions of what is faculty engagement, can we better explore their perceptions 

of faculty engagement in their classrooms? Questions 12 and 13 focused on engagement 

in their respective classrooms. There was a follow-up/prompt to this question which read, 

“please give examples of experiences.” Most participants chose to give examples which 

included P1 example of, “I ask each student where they are from and their reason for 

being here.” P2 reported that “face-to-face interactions” is what makes their classroom 

unique and engaging. P3 shared that “sharing experiences and bringing characters to life 

really provides a creative learning environment that pulls my students in.” P4 stated, 

“…it’s not one-size-fits-all.” P6 reported that, “I get to know each student personally, I 

invest in things like their kids’ names, motivation for school, and things like that.” P7 
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says they, “stay fresh and innovating” meaning they adopt new initiatives, language, and 

ideas from semester to semester to remain relevant and inviting to new classes and 

potentially returning students. And P5 responded that, “it changes based on the modality 

in which I’m teaching.” A common idea I noted in these responses focused on a personal 

level of interaction (shared experiences, getting to know learners). Gathering these ideas 

and concepts led to this theme. I documented the ideas of engagement, getting to know 

students, and staying present in the classroom. I found the term personal/interpersonal 

reflected in the responses as a deep inclination to connect with students and create a sense 

of relevance in the classroom. This is the core of interpersonal connection and 

interactions. 

 One responder indicated (P1), “asking personal questions to better know the 

students”, while P4 suggested that students, “can only really hear us if they know we care 

about them.” These responses each allude to interpersonal connection, making yourself 

available, and being transparent, and investing in personal connections were ideas that 

these participants perceived as governing student engagement. Each was able to give 

specific examples of what he/she has done in the classroom to encourage these 

interpersonal relationships. There was a majority consensus in terms of CCF perception 

that engagement in the classroom led to improved student persistence.  

In this study, I was able to use initial coding as I collected the participant 

responses and turned those codes into themes. Using common words, ideas, or phases I 

grouped interviewee responses into categories based on similar perceptions. Words and 

phrases with related meanings were categorized into categories, and those categories 
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were then compared to see what common themes may emerge. For this study, the four 

themes were (a) support as an overarching role of CCF, (b) under-prepared by the 

institution, (c) negative student response to outside factors, and (d) interpersonal 

interactions were established for the outcome of this study. The goal in this study was to 

explore these themes to add to the body of literature related to CCF student persistence.  

Evidence of Trustworthiness  

 I implemented multiple measures to ensure evidence of trustworthiness within this 

study as well as to ensure this qualitative data has been researched exhaustively. In 

Chapter 2, I conducted a comprehensive literature review using a variety of online 

databases including the Walden University library, local public library, and Google 

Scholar online database. Each provided scholarly literature which aided the body of 

information. There were many overlapping findings including works by Tinto (1987), 

Astin (1984) and Juszkiewicz (2016, 2017). The latter articles reference the former.  

 Regarding the trustworthiness of data collection and research, I have used a 

method of member checks. Kornbluh (2015) suggested that member checks are one of the 

markers of a gold standard in qualitative research. While there is some controversy 

regarding qualitative research and trustworthiness, member checks create a balance of 

information where the participant can review his/her respective data for inconsistencies, 

incongruencies, and inaccuracies. This can be done  before data coding to ensure that 

accurate data from candidates were used. Kornbluh (2015) presented several other 

strategies for creating trustworthiness in qualitative research by including member checks 

in the data analysis process. In this process, not only did I complete an exhaustive 
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literature review of material available to researchers regarding CCF perceptions of their 

role in student persistence, but I also gathered actual perceptions from current or former 

CCF. I allowed each CCF to review his/her transcription before data analysis for 

exactitude and provide feedback where necessary. This ensured that I was using the best 

practice in terms of data collection. In addition, deep responses and probing led to rich 

data collection from interviewees.  

Credibility as a part of trustworthiness is the confidence in the research findings 

(Korstjens & Moser, 2018). For this study, to assure credibility, I encouraged participants 

to review the recorded interviews to listen for errors in response. I also encouraged them 

to review transcripts to ensure I had not added, edited, or deleted anything inadvertently. 

Lastly, data were triangulated as I included interviews with faculty within this CC that 

teach in different departments. Once transcripts were reviewed by participants, no 

additional edits were necessary.  

Transferability is the ability of the details of the study to be transferred to other 

settings (Korstjens & Moser, 2018). I provided detailed steps on the interviewing process 

and questions to allow this study to be conducted by other researchers if desired. By 

engaging in these transparent techniques, and specific steps of the data collection process, 

data analysis, and conclusions, the study will be able to be replicated for future 

researchers in similar settings.  

Dependability is the consistency of the findings over a period of time (Korstjens 

& Moser, 2018). For this research study, I used the reflective journal to keep personal 

opinions separate from data analysis to further instill dependability in this study.  
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Confirmability is the degree to which the conclusions can be confirmed by other 

researchers (Korstjens & Moser, 2018). One way to allow confirmation of research 

results by other researchers is through reflexivity. Reflexivity is the look into potential 

personal biases (Korstjens & Moser, 2018). I kept a reflective journal to reduce some 

personal biases, as well as enlisted an outside colleague to review transcripts for errors. 

Another method I have used to establish confirmability was by including markers for 

theoretical and methodological framework throughout this paper (McInnes et al. 2017). 

These items will ensure to future researchers that the conclusions made have been 

derived from a sound framework and thorough analysis.  

 Moreover, after each interview, a summary of the interview was reviewed with 

the subject. This safeguarded against inconsistencies at the end of each interview. Seven 

in-depth interviews were conducted with various faculty members covering a variety of 

departments at a local CC. Faculty tenure ranged from 1 year to 12 years, and the 

furloughed faculty had previously held roles in different areas of the curriculum. This 

allowed me to sample perceptions from different programs within the same CC. This was 

a method of analyzing several differing points of view for this data collection.  

Summary 

I conducted this study to explore CCF perceptions of their role in student 

persistence. Seven in-depth interviews were performed to study the perceptions of faculty 

from different departments at one CC. A total of 16 questions were asked, the first three 

being qualifying questions to vet the participant in terms of tenure and CCF role. The last 

question I asked was a general invitation to provide any information not covered by the 
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interview questions. Each interview was recorded, transcribed, and member-checked by 

the respective interviewee. A table of response summaries is listed in Appendix C. I 

extracted common themes from the data provided after the initial coding of participant 

responses had been evaluated.  

Answers to Research Questions 

Research Question 1 

 What do CC faculty members think are the reasons for student persistence?  

From the data I collected and analyzed, it is evident that CCF are not seeing the 

reasons students persist as clearly as they are seeing the reasons students withdraw. While 

most of the participants were able to identify reasons students persisted, the 

overwhelming responses focused on reasons CC students drop out or on the lack of 

support by the institution regarding student persistence. Each participant was able to 

identify at least one intrinsic and one extrinsic factor which they perceived as being 

influential in student persistence efforts. Intrinsic factors are internal characteristics such 

as self-motivation, self-esteem, or personal drive. And extrinsic factors are characteristics 

such as dependent children at home, sole income earner, or outside family pressures. CCF 

were able to name many reasons that CC students did not persist, and it may be assumed 

that they can recognize that troubleshooting these obstacles would lead to better CC 

student persistence. Nearly all CCF acknowledged that their role in the classroom could 

potentially influence student’s positive student relationships, or at very least lead to more 

engaged CC students. However, many of them also acknowledged that they had little to 

no training in how to achieve this.  
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Research Question 2 

 How do CC faculty members perceive their role in student persistence?  

 For some questions the responses were profoundly similar while others had much 

more varied replies. I noted some common themes such as CCF's perception of their 

responsibility for classroom culture and engagement. Additionally, I documented a 

remarkable congruency among responses for reasons student withdraws, or what CCF 

feel cause students to not persist which were outside or extrinsic factors. To answer this 

research question, I return to Theme 4. I uncovered a deep commitment by the CCF to 

engage their students in the classroom. Despite the common perception that they were ill-

prepared by the organization to be in the classroom, nearly all respondents recognized 

their role as a teacher at the CC level was one of academic, personal, interpersonal, and 

even social support. However, not many of them were able to articulate what that meant 

or how to achieve it. They unanimously responded connection, communication, and 

feeling engaged in the classroom led to better interpersonal interactions in the classroom. 

Notably, none of them responded that engagement, connection, or sense of belonging was 

congruent with persistence. However, it was evident to me in the enthusiasm of the 

interviews whilst discussing classroom management, engagement strategies, and CCF 

role, that they inherently had a desire to create this type of culture in the classroom. 

Responses may be an indirect recognition of their role in having the ability to drive 

students to persist in some cases, but none of the interviewees articulated this directly.  

 



86 

 

Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations 

The purpose of this basic qualitative study was to explore CCFs’ perceptions of 

their roles pertaining to student completion at the focus CC. I conducted this study to add 

to the body of literature surrounding CC student persistence. I identified the problem in 

this study by the low persistence rates at a local middle southwest CC. I used a qualitative 

research design to explore CCF perceptions regarding their role in student persistence in 

the focus CC setting using interviews. I conducted a total of seven in-depth interviews 

with furloughed faculty from a variety of different programs at the focus CC. Data were 

transcribed and member-checked to ensure trustworthiness. The outcome of this study 

demonstrated several common themes among the interviewees. These themes were (a) 

support as an overarching role of CCF, (b) under-prepared by the institution, (c) negative 

student response to outside factors, and (d) interpersonal interactions. These encompassed 

ideas such as CCF feeling their role in the classroom was to be a source of support to 

students, but that they and the students are under-prepared for the CC journey that many 

students face. Furthermore, almost all respondents felt that when extrinsic factors arose, 

most CC students tended to retreat from school in response and that interpersonal 

interactions were among the most important factors influencing students to persist. This 

demonstrated faculty saw some barriers to student success and feeling the urgency to be 

engaged, but not feeling prepared to do so.  

After an exhaustive literature review on CC student persistence, I determined that 

there was inadequate research on CCF perceptions of their role in student persistence at 

the CC level. I aimed to reveal some of those perceptions from CCF at the target CC. I 



87 

 

completed seven in-depth interviews with CCF who had 1 full year or more of on-ground 

teaching experience with this organization, but who was also currently on furlough with 

the college. This saturated the candidate pool for this study. The goal was to add to the 

body of literature and research on CC student persistence by diving into the subject from 

a different angle. Because very little was found in the literature review related to CCF 

perceptions on how they may impact student persistence,  I hope that this research will 

lead the way for further research. The findings of this study established several common 

themes among the participants including (a) support as an overarching role of CCF, (b) 

under-prepared by the institution, (c) negative student response to outside factors, and (d) 

interpersonal interactions. These categories did not encompass every aspect of the CCF 

interviews but summed them up well in terms of categories and ideas that emerged.  

Interpretation of the Findings 

After completing the interviews, I completed the transcriptions, member-checks, 

and data analysis on these in-depth interviews. As listed in Chapter 4, I used open coding 

to identify various themes. In this section, the themes identified will be compared to the 

data from the literature review done in Chapter 2. I was interested to reflect on the 

interview feedback and how it was likened to the data collected.  

I examined Miller’s (2017) practical model of student persistence and the 

involvement of the CCF. I focused on student persistence with the CCF at the center. 

Success as a CCF requires a high level of training before and during tenure with a higher 

education institution. If the interviewed CCF perceive they are not getting the training, 

CCs need to be aware of this, as it could be a risk factor in decreased student persistence. 
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Lancaster and Lundberg (2019) found that 75% of CC students reported engagement as 

part of the reason they persist in higher education. Stevenson (2013) argued that the term 

persistence can be subjective and that it can mean a variety of outcomes in higher 

education. For this study, the term persistence means to complete the duration of the 

assigned program to certificate or degree attainment within the focus college. I uncovered 

a high response rate indicating that engagement was important in the classroom, but CCF 

perceive extrinsic or outside major stressors to be the highest risk factor for students to 

not persist. Yu (2017) identified several extrinsic factors which were congruent with CC 

student persistence including female gender, high school GPA, and family support. It can 

be presumed that elements inconsistent with these characteristics may be risk factors for 

CC students. The lack of perceived training should be addressed with the focus of CC to 

uncover any opportunities for a proper preparation with new faculty to train and coach 

them for the target demographic they will be educating. The self-awareness of the 

personal role of CCF in student persistence does not present as strongly through this 

study.  While this group of CCF felt connected to their students and had a desire to be 

engaging, they were not able to equate engagement with persistence.  

I conducted the literature review to include an emphasis on qualitative research 

that supports engagement in the classroom, organizational support, and a sense of 

belonging in the CC classroom. Gauthier (2021) found that some CCF perceive that CC 

programs may be stigmatized for a lack of soft skill or inclusion training and a greater 

focus on trade skills training. From this study I can glean that CCF feel under-prepared to 

handle roadblocks for students, but they do perceive a sense of responsibility to engage 
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students in the classroom. CCF in this study perceive the reasons for withdrawing among 

students as non-persistence is closely associated with extrinsic factors such as 

dependents/children, financial hardships, or personal crises, but do not consider 

themselves equipped to assist with persistence issues at the beginning of their tenure at 

the focus CC. Goldrick (2018) supported this idea by finding that CC students often must 

choose between basic life needs and education. In this study, the CCF reported not only a 

lack of preparedness for themselves as classroom leaders but also a lack of preparedness 

for CC students to be successful. This is important and the focus school should be 

informed that this is the perception, as it could lead to further risk factors for lower 

persistence rates among students. The deficit is the institutional support of current or 

prospective students in a CC setting and the resources offered for subsequent success.  

Other ideas revealed in this study were congruent with studies in the literature 

review. Goldrick (2018) found that students who felt connected to the faculty members 

were more likely to persist. In the current study, all the CCF interviewed reported that a 

sense of connection and interpersonal relationships were a key to engagement in their 

classroom. The data gathered from this study confirms Tinto’s (1994) theory of student 

engagement, support, and connectedness as being key from both a faculty and student 

perspective. This is consistent with the idea that students need to feel a sense of 

belonging and value in their CC organization and classrooms (Tinto, 2017).  In this 

aspect, the perceptions of CCF interviewed from this CC and the supporting studies were 

similar.  
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One last item to note is the ability of the CCF to compete with any negative 

factors that may be causing students to not persist. Kaplan and Patrick (2016) concluded 

that a variety of extrinsic and intrinsic factors could be responsible for learner departure 

from CCs, but that factors such as engagement, connection to the institution, support, and 

drive to persist could be enough to combat these negative elements and drive the student 

to persist. To create a culture of engagement, connection, and support, CCF needs to be 

prepared by the organization and feel the students are equally prepared. In this study, it 

was evident that this pool of CCF did not feel either scenario was accurate. Additionally, 

all the interviewees agreed that support as part of their fundamental role as a CCF but did 

not seem to formulate that this support was an integral part of student persistence. 

Furthermore, they all reported that when faced with tough external situations, in most 

cases this caused the students to give up or withdraw. Evans, et al. (2017) reported that 

students from low socio-economic backgrounds, similar to some of the students attending 

CCs, had higher levels of persistence when met with a strong support system. In this 

study, the CCF can recognize that support, encouragement, and connections are part of 

the elemental role, but these did not translate into higher student persistence.   

Regarding support in CCs for faculty and students, Stewart et al. (2015) suggested 

that direct institutional support was integral in the reinforcement of student persistence. 

However, from this study, CCF perceptions reflected a lack of organizational/college 

support for both themselves as well as the students. Dudley et al. (2016) also found that 

institutional support for faculty and students was among some of the biggest reasons for 

improved student success; however, this study revealed that the CCF at the focus 
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organization felt an overwhelming lack of support or training for themselves or the 

students. Savage et al. (2019) indicated in their study that students who felt supported by 

the institution had overall better persistence rates. While I did not investigate student 

perceptions directly, the CCF perceptions of a lack of institutional support could be one 

underlying factor impacting the low persistence outcomes at this CC.  

In this study, another theme was that CCF unanimously indicated that support was 

an integral part of their job at the college. Davidson and Wilson (2017) found that social 

and academic integration were among some of the strongest correlators to CC student 

persistence. While all seven interviewees in this study responded that support was one of 

the biggest roles they played, none of them connected that concept to persistence or 

engagement. Davidson (2015) explained that social integration can lead to a foundation 

of academic engagement. This can create a culture of safety in the classroom, and 

therefore act as a supportive environment. The CCF responses were congruent with this 

theme of a supportive classroom environment but faculty did not articulate specifically 

what it was that created that culture of security and rich learning that might lead to 

impactful engagement and higher levels of persistence.  

The data I gathered from this study reflected deep and surprisingly consistent 

perceptions of CCF at this organization. I anticipated having varying responses to the 

interview questions from each participant. In some cases, each question had similar 

responses from all seven interviewees. I was surprised by this fact, and it added to the 

body of research on this topic. I was driven to research this topic in depth following my 

own experiences as a faculty member. It had not occurred to me that I may be an integral 
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piece of the retention/persistence puzzle. I understood my faculty role to be the delivery 

of instruction. Only through my experience as a director was I able to reflect on the why 

and how of student persistence and it begged the question: Do faculty realize how 

valuable they may be in the big picture? This study demonstrated that faculty do realize 

they play a role in support for the students but may lack also the understanding of how to 

get there, or what support means in this arena. This is one step in a positive direction for 

student persistence.  

Limitations of the Study 

 The limitations of this study included several factors. The first of which was a 

small sample size. While I did support the in-depth interviews with substantive 

questioning and follow-up, ideally, a larger sample size would have resulted in more data 

to analyze. This study had seven participants who were all furloughed from this focus 

CC. This reached saturation of the given population but did have an equal representation 

of programmatic feedback. Olsen (2016) suggested using a saturated pool for the richest 

data collection allowable. This means I was able to interview all faculty furloughed 

during the study phase, and the faculty represented a variety of programs within the CC. 

The original goal was to interview 10 CCF; however, due to the COVID-19 pandemic 

and ensuing changes in faculty at the CC, I had to revise the plan for furloughed faculty 

members, which totaled seven in number.  

 The second limitation was reflected in the interview questions. I wrote the 

interview questions, and they were reviewed by my chair member, second member, and 

the URR, and all approved. Upon analyzing the data, I realized that some of the questions 
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should have had to follow-up portions. It was not until I was analyzing data that I noted 

where I may have asked for more clarification or a more in-depth response. I did not do 

this upon initial interviewing to respect both the time of the participant as well as their 

privacy, allowing them to share only what they were comfortable sharing. Denzin, 2008 

suggested allowing for freedom with answering in semistructured interviews to allow for 

the highest integrity. I feel I retrieved solid data for analysis but see where I could have 

gone deeper in some instances. For future studies I will plan prompts ahead of time in the 

event I need to dig a little deeper into interview responses.  

 The last limitation to this study was my stakeholder role in this study. I serve as 

academic program director and while I did not interview any CCF who directly reported 

to me, I have a connection to the CC and the outcomes of the organization. I kept detailed 

notes, transcripts, and a reflexive journal. I provided interviewees with debriefings and 

did member-checks on transcripts to ensure accuracy. I recognize that personal role as 

program director may impact interpretation of the data, but the research journal assisted 

me by challenging my biases.  

Recommendations 

 The findings in this study highlight the endless need for qualitative research on 

CCF perceptions of their role in student persistence. Recommendations for future 

research include studying the CCF role from a student perspective, or an administrative 

perspective. The body of literature specifically related to CCF perceptions of their role in 

student success is lacking. The researchers invested in higher education, specifically CCs, 
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could benefit from hearing this perspective to better understand how CCF can play a role 

in student persistence, or what the organization can do to improve this perception.  

 An additional recommendation would be a larger sample size or a sample size 

from a larger organization. I sought 10 CCF for in-depth interviews but after not 

receiving authorization to interview current faculty, I was approved to interview 

furloughed faculty members due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Due to this smaller sample 

size, I may not have reached complete data saturation even though I reached participant 

saturation.  

 Lastly, some of the information found in this study was consistent with research 

done by others and related theorists. In this study, I noted a lack of perceived support or 

preparation for CCF in terms of handling students who are at risk of withdrawal. The CC 

community may benefit from a study evaluating successful or unsuccessful training tools 

or onboarding practices at CCs.  

Implications 

In this study, I explored the perceptions of CCF members on their role in student 

persistence. The results of this study helped to demonstrate what CCF perceive to be their 

role in terms of support and engagement in the classroom but seemed to be incongruent 

with studies that indicated CCF is part of the reason that CC students persist. The results 

can impact a social change by looking at onboarding and training programs to ensure that 

perception more closely mirrors qualitative outcomes from previous studies. 

Furthermore, if the perception of CCF is that neither they nor the students are being 

supported or prepared in a way to sustain healthy student persistence, then policies, 
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procedures, and practices may be further investigated in future studies to uncover more 

about these perceptions.  

The results of this study can positively impact student persistence and better 

outcomes for CCs moving forward by diving deeper into what CCF perceive that they are 

missing to be successful as a classroom leader. The study findings highlighted how CCF 

have a strong correspondence to support in the classroom as it relates to their role in 

student persistence. A question that needs to be asked in more depth would be the 

definition these CCF had for the term support. While the results strongly related CCF 

support to student persistence, none of the CCF reported that faculty or college support 

was among the reasons that students persist. Martin and Collie’s (2019) longitudinal 

study related to teacher-student interactions and engagements included a favorable 

correlation between the number of positive interactions and relationships and the level of 

engagement. These data were consistent with the findings that positive classroom culture 

and student-faculty relationships are valuable to CCF. Martin and Collie’s (2019) 

additionally substantiated that these relationships can improve engagement and therefore 

improve persistence rates among CC students.  

What is evident after the completion of this study is that the perception of CCF 

does not match what previous studies have determined. What was left up to question, was 

who is responsible for this? Through this study, I have brought to the surface a basic 

disconnect between the accountability of CCF in their role in student persistence, while 

accenting their desire to create connections and to support their students. This concept 
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may serve as a platform for future studies and should add to the body of literature on 

current CC student retention data. 

Conclusion 

CC faculty members have an integral role in the CC organization. They are the 

most prominent student-facing employees of the college. They spend the most time with 

the students and are often the biggest support system the students have within the 

organization. The hermeneutic character of this study captured CCF perceptions using the 

interview process. The analysis of the data yielded four themes which were: (a) support 

as an overarching role played by the CCF, (b) under-preparedness by institution, (c) 

student response to outside factors, and (d) interpersonal interactions. All of these 

emerged as data that were collected and analyzed from in-depth interviews.  

The emphatic responses of the participants in this study indicated that they take 

their role as CCF seriously and are invested in the success of the students. Participants’ 

perceptions of preparedness by the organization or support within the institution may be 

lacking. Whether or not this is accurate, has not been assessed. But it was evident that 

these CCF would like to better understand their role and how it may impact student 

persistence. One interviewee may have said it best, “I guess my goal is to provide a 

supportive, involved, nurturing classroom where learning produces students who try so 

much harder, even if the student’s intrinsic motivation fails. I just don’t know how to get 

there on my own.” CCF strives to produce well-prepared students for the workforce, and 

it is evident that both students and faculty agree the role goes beyond just curriculum 

delivery. CCs must shift the way they invest in CCF and help them to alter their 
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perception of the role they play in student persistence. By making this shift and aiding 

CCF in perception of preparedness and accountability, more students may be supported 

in persisting to graduation, thus being the change they wish to see in this world.  
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Appendix A: Interview Questions 

Close gap 

1. How long have you been with this current institution? This is to satisfy the 

protocol of using CCF who have been employed for a minimum of one year with 

this organization.  

2. What is your current rank and/or title? This is to satisfy the requirement of using 

CCF who are responsible for instruction, as well as to show these CCF are not 

under my direct supervision.  

3. Tell me about any other positions you have held in academia other than this 

current position, and how long you have worked in this field in total. This is to 

satisfy the background requirement of knowledge in instruction, as well as build 

credibility for CCF thus more reliable results.  

4. What are your perceptions of CC student persistence? Prompt: Why do you think 

students choose to either persist or drop out during CC tenure?  

5. What personal (intrinsic) factors do you think to motivate students to persist? 

Prompt: please explain personal experiences 

6. What extrinsic factors do you think to motivate students to persist?  Prompt: what 

are those reasons?  

7. Please describe your perception of the role of faculty or staff in CC student 

persistence. 
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8. How do you feel you have been prepared by the organization to assist students 

who are struggling with intrinsic factors? How do you feel you have been 

prepared to assist students struggling with extrinsic factors?  

9. How do you describe institutional support for student persistence? 

10. How would you describe a productive learning environment?  

11. How do you think students deal with outside factors that may bring them to 

withdraw from school? Prompt: Please explain any personal experiences you have 

in this. 

12. Please describe your perception of faculty engagement.  

13. How do you perceive faculty engagement in your classroom? Prompt: Please give 

examples of experiences. 

14. Please describe your perception of what classroom culture means and how it may 

influence CC student persistence. 

15. Please discuss your preparation for becoming a classroom leader. Prompt: 

describe any training, experiences, or examples you may have. 

16. Is there anything else you would like to add/share about your thoughts on CCF 

perceptions of their role in student persistence?  
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Appendix B: Interview Questions as Related to Research Questions 

Interview Questions as Related to Research Questions 

 

Interview Question Research Question 
How long have you been with this current 

institution, and what is your current rank 

and/or title?  

 

Rapport/Introduction 

Tell me about any other positions you have 

held in academia other than this current 

position, and how long you have worked in 

this field in total.  

 

Rapport/Introduction 

What are your thoughts on CC student 

persistence? Why do you think students 

choose to either persist or drop out during CC 

tenure?  

 

What do CC faculty members think are the reasons for 

student persistence?  

 

If you think personal (intrinsic) factors 

motivate students to persist, what are those 

reasons? If you think extrinsic factors 

motivate students to persist, what are those 

reasons?  

 

What do CC faculty members think are the reasons for 

student persistence?  

 

What do you think the role of faculty or staff 

has in a student’s desire to persist in college?  

 

 

How do CC faculty members perceive their role in 

student persistence? 

 

Interview Questions, continued 

Do you feel prepared by the organization to 

assist students who are struggling with either 

intrinsic or extrinsic factors?  

 

 

 

How do CC faculty members perceive their role in 

student persistence? 

 

How do you think students deal with outside 

factors that drive them to withdraw from 

school? 

 

What do CC faculty members think are the reasons for 

student persistence? 

 

 

What do you think the terms faculty 

engagement or classroom culture mean? 

 

How do CC faculty members perceive their role in 

student persistence? 

 

Who has prepared you to be a classroom 

leader?  

 

What do CC faculty members think are the reasons for 

student persistence? 

Is there anything else you would like to 

add/share about your thoughts on CCF 

perceptions of their own role in student 

persistence?  
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Appendix C: Interview Responses by Interviewee 

Table 3 

Coding of Responses by Participant 
Question P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 

Perceptions 

on CC 

student 

persistence 

Degree, 

career  

Health 

problems, 

family 

problems, 

history of 

unsuccessful 

records 

Long history 

of being 

unsuccessful, 

minimum 

engagement, 

negative 

self-

perception 

Engagement 

level 

Time 

management

, past 

negative 

experiences, 

financial 

problems 

Lack of 

outside 

support, new 

career, 

outside 

demands 

Desire to 

graduate, 

support 

system and 

outside 

interruption

s 

A lot drop 

out 

Intrinsic 

Factors 

Self-driven Help family, 

better way of 

life 

Self-

improvement, 

self-driven 

Change of 

career/job 

opportunity 

Self-

confidence, 

self-worth, 

desire for 

change 

Self-worth, 

better pay 

scale 

Desire to 

set an 

example for 

their kids 

Extrinsic 

Factors 

Graduation Family 

support, 

teachers, 

mentors 

Parental 

encouragement

,  

Children Peer 

relationships

, family, and 

friends 

support 

Better pay 

scale, 

degree 

attainment 

Better job  

CCF role in 

student 

persistence 

Provide 

direction, 

support and 

quality 

instruction 

Recognition, 

respect, 

creating 

connection 

Encourage, 

support 

Educational 

support and 

interpersonal 

support 

Welcoming, 

fun, friendly, 

supportive 

Support 

within the 

classroom 

Part of their 

support 

system 

Institutional 

Preparednes

s 

Hasn’t 

prepared me 

much, self-

taught,  

My mentors 

provide 

weekly 

feedback, 

student 

Provide the 

tools and 

technology for 

us to be 

prepared 

No training 

on student 

needs in the 

social-

The 

educational 

institution, 

none, but 

from my 

I can’t think 

of anything 

formal; I 

have 

learned 

Nothing up 

front, that 

was a 

learning 

curve, some 
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support 

center 

emotional 

areas 

social work, 

I have 

learned some 

most from 

on-the-job 

work 

in-service 

along the 

way 

Institutional 

Support for 

Student 

Lacking, does 

not resolve 

issues, just 

pushes them 

down the road 

Accessibility

, food banks, 

celebrations, 

student 

government 

Provide 

attendance 

tracker, contact 

methods for 

students, 

personalized 

emails 

Teach them 

to be long-

range 

survivors 

Academic, 

social, and 

mental 

health 

resources 

They do 

have 

advisors but 

that focuses 

mostly on 

academic 

success 

Student 

services, 

but one 

person 

covers the 

entire 

campus 

Productive 

Learning 

Environmen

t 

Engaging, 

retain and 

apply 

concepts, 

peak students’ 

interests 

Students feel 

engaged and 

motivate, 

understand 

expectations 

and 

assessment 

Constant 

student-

instructor 

interaction and 

engagement 

The whole 

student is 

addressed, 

not merely 

purveyor of 

information 

but 

developed of 

relationships 

Professional 

engagement 

from faculty 

and staff and 

is relevant  

Inviting and 

engaging, a 

place they 

want to be 

Interesting 

topics, use 

different 

teaching 

techniques 

to keep 

students 

engaged 

Deal with 

outside 

factors 

This is the 

number 1 

reason 

students drop 

out 

Many 

outside 

factors cause 

students to 

withdraw 

They react 

massively and 

quit 

everything, due 

to lack of life 

experience, 

role of faculty 

is to provide a 

listening ear, 

shoulder to 

help them stay 

engaged 

Negatively, 

it is a 

learned 

response 

Adult 

learners 

often 

become 

overwhelme

d and give 

up 

Generally if 

something 

comes up 

that feels 

too big, the 

students just 

give up 

They 

usually 

drop out 

Your 

perception 

Personal 

engagement 

Designing a 

course with 

Not restricted 

to classroom, 

Students 

don’t care 

Based on 

faculty-to-

Let your 

students 

Faculty are 

responsible 
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of faculty 

engagement 

into the lives 

of the 

students, 

getting to 

know 

students, 

reaching out 

before they 

reach out to 

me 

required 

student 

interaction 

but also be 

personal, 

professional, 

but connected 

how much 

you know 

until they 

know how 

much you 

care, create a 

safe place 

for students  

faculty and 

faculty-to-

student 

interactions 

know you, 

it can be 

personal 

and 

professional 

or academic 

for the 

engagement 

level in the 

class 

Faculty 

engagement 

in your 

classroom  

Ask why they 

are in college 

and where 

they are from 

Face to face 

interactions, 

discussion 

boards, case 

studies, text 

messages, 

feedback 

Not one-size-

fits-all, diverse,  

Bringing 

character to 

life, having 

shared 

experiences 

It differs 

based on the 

modality of 

how I am 

teaching 

I get to 

know each 

student, 

sometimes 

assigning 

nicknames, 

get to know 

their 

personalitie

s 

Stay fresh, 

and 

innovative, 

change 

things daily 

Classroom 

culture 

Treat each 

other 

professionally

, I am strict 

but not 

demanding, 

operant 

conditioning, 

culture of the 

classroom can 

positively 

influence 

Based on the 

structure of 

the course 

Students 

should feel 

their presence 

matter 

Connection, 

set the tone 

for comfort 

and that will 

translate to 

happy space 

of learning 

The 

interpersonal 

relationship 

between 

faculty and 

student 

The ‘vibe’ 

of your 

classroom, 

expectation, 

mentorship, 

and level of 

engagement 

The 

expectation

s in the 

classroom  
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student’s 

persistence 

Personal 

Preparation 

toward 

being a 

classroom 

leader 

Trial and 

error, model 

behavior 

expectations, 

transparency 

Degrees, 

certifications 

and training 

courses on 

instruction 

and online 

instruction 

when needed 

Faculty 

development 

and faculty 

development 

plan 

Have been 

self-taught, 

working 

with diverse 

student 

population 

Using 

evaluation 

tools 

Mostly 

doing what 

works for 

me, no one 

really 

taught this 

to me 

I did take 

one course 

after I 

started 

teaching 

about being 

a classroom 

leader 
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