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ABSTRACT 

 

Act 101 Summer Bridge Program:  An Assessment of Student 

 Success Following One Year of Participation 

  

Sandy M. Homel 

Temple University, 2013 

Doctor of Education 

Doctoral Advisory Chair: Corrinne Caldwell, Ph.D. 

 

 This quantitative study assessed student success by examining the academic 

progress of Act 101 summer bridge program subjects who completed two semesters in a 

suburban mid-Atlantic community college.  The study compared qualified students who 

participated in the Act 101 program to Act 101 students who did not participate in the 

seven week academic experience in order to determine whether the program made a 

significant difference in the academic progress of these first year participants by 

reviewing the number of developmental courses required, assessing their semester one 

and semester two grade point averages, end of year credits, and retention rate over a five 

year period of time. A third group of students who did not qualify for the Act 101 

program but met the admission requirements because of similar socio-economic and 

academic demographics were included for comparison purposes. 

 The study also determined whether there were any significant differences in the 

level of success among the three groups based on student demographics including age, 

gender, ethnicity, and educational attainment of both the mother and the father.  The 

outcomes of the study provide insight and infer policy implications: whether Act 101 
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students are likely to increase or reduce the prevailing pattern of proclivity for social 

reproduction.   

Act 101 summer bridge programs, targeted at college-bound freshman who are 

not college-ready, has a long history.  Over forty years ago Honorable K. Leroy Irvis, 

then majority leader of the Pennsylvania House of Representatives, recognized that many 

residents of the Commonwealth were unable to pursue higher education due to prevailing 

social conditions.  With the support of the State Black Conference on Higher Education, 

he created the 1971 Higher Education Equal Opportunity Act, frequently referred to as 

Act 101, to provide additional assistance.  The summer experience is focused on 

academics including writing, reading, mathematics, study skills, time management, 

counseling and computer literacy.  Act 101 bridge students are low-income, mostly first 

generation learners who have experienced limited success in high school and must enroll 

in two or more developmental classes.   

Research data documents that the more barriers that students face, the more 

unlikely it is that they will obtain a credential.  Many of these students lack adequate high 

school preparation which will inhibit them from attaining their goals.  The more 

developmental courses these students take, the less likely these students will earn a 

degree as they expend their finances and lengthen their timeline.  The ethical question is 

raised as to whether these students should incur indebtness if they are at high risk for 

non-completion of their goals.  However, going to college represents the best option for 

escape from poverty and it increases opportunity for upward mobility.  

The findings of this study show that the semester 2 grade point average for the 

summer bridge students was significantly higher compared to the grade point average of 
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the non-summer bridge students.  The summer bridge subjects also had significantly 

more credits at the end of year 1 compared to subjects in the non-summer bridge group.  

In addition, the summer bridge students had the highest rate of retention among the three 

groups.  

Among other findings, the Act 101 subjects were older, predominately African 

American and female whose parents had graduated from high school.  Older students 

needed more developmental courses.  Subjects in the  non-summer bridge group, all of 

whom elected not to participate in the SBP, needed the most developmental courses 

among the three groups.  Their year 1 credit total of 3.57 credits suggested that their 

decision to decline the tuition-free summer opportunity was not in their best interest.  The 

outcomes support policy implications that subjects in the summer bridge group took a 

small step forward  in reducing the prevailing pattern of proclivity for social reproduction 

but subjects in the non-summer bridge group did not make enough strides by the end of 

year one to indicate that their educational experience thus far is impacting their social 

mobility status. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 

Introduction 

 This quantitative study examined student success of Act 101 summer bridge 

program subjects who completed two semesters in a suburban community college located 

in the mid-Atlantic region of the United States; the outcomes were further analyzed using 

the foundation of social reproduction theory.  This researcher compared qualified 

students over a five year period of time who participated in the Act 101 summer bridge 

program, the treatment or summer bridge group, to Act 101 students who did not 

participate in the seven-week intensive curriculum, the control or non-summer bridge 

group, in order to determine whether attending the program made a significant difference 

in their academic progress measured by dependent variables including their semester one 

and semester two grade point averages, end of year one credential credits, number of 

developmental courses along with their rate of retention.  A third group of students who 

did not qualify for the Act 101 program but who had similar socio-economic and 

academic demographics, the comparison group, were included as well.  Student 

demographics were examined including gender, ethnicity, age, educational attainment of 

mother, and educational attainment of father in order to determine whether any of these 

factors made a significant difference in the level of success among the subjects.  In 

addition, the researcher assessed the policy implications and the possible impact that the 

findings of the study had on the social mobility of the Act 101 students by discussing an 

ancillary concern: Were the Act 101 students likely to increase or reduce the prevailing 

pattern of proclivity for social reproduction?  
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 Today approximately 19 million students are enrolled in more than 4,200 higher 

education institutions compared with 11 million in 1976, an increase of nearly 64% in 

just over three decades (Stayhorn, 2010).  A large number of students who graduate from 

high school lack the basic skills necessary for college success and national data indicate 

that up to one-third of college bound freshmen require developmental coursework 

(Bettinger & Long, 2005).  Prior to formal college enrollment, many institutions require 

these under-prepared students to attend a summer bridge program.  Researchers confirm 

that academic resources and social supports can impact success in college (Adelman, 

1989; Bailey, Jenkins, & Leinback, 2007; Goddard, 2003). 

 College administrators invest tremendous resources in summer bridge programs 

which are intended to prepare these students for higher education expectations while also 

addressing their remedial education needs.  Post-secondary institutions spend more than 

one billion dollars annually to teach students skills what they should have learned in high 

school (Bettinger & Long, 2009).  More information is needed about the effectiveness of 

summer bridge programs and their impact on the students’ college success.  Relatively 

little empirical evidence regarding the efficacy of summer bridge programs exists (Perna, 

2002). 

This study examined the student success of Act 101 summer bridge program 

subjects by comparing the academic progress, measured by number of required 

developmental courses, semester one and two grade point averages along with number of 

year one credits, and rate of retention of qualified Act 101 students who participated with 

the academic progress and rate of retention outcomes of qualified Act 101 students who 

did not participate in order to determine whether the program significantly contributed to 
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their success in their community college setting. A comparison group of students who did 

not qualify for Act 101 but who had similar socio-economic and academic demographics 

were included in the study.  The researcher incorporated the number of required 

developmental education courses because this remediation impacted the students’ 

progress toward obtaining academic credits.  Since two-year colleges are required to offer 

open-access to post-secondary education for the greater community, under-prepared and 

low-income students can readily enroll.  Act 101 is designed to assist the most 

disadvantaged students who are the least likely to make academic progress and obtain a 

credential. 

Over forty years ago Honorable K. Leroy Irvis, then majority leader of the 

Pennsylvania House of Representatives, recognized that many residents of the 

Commonwealth were unable to pursue higher education due to prevailing social 

conditions.  With the support of the State Black Conference on Higher Education, he 

created the 1971 Higher Education Equal Opportunity Act, frequently referred to as Act 

101, to provide additional assistance.  Many degree-granting institutions of higher 

learning within the Commonwealth, including community colleges, contracted with the 

Pennsylvania Department of Education, administrator of the program at the time, for the 

awarding of Act 101 grants.  In June 2011 the administration of Act 101 was transferred 

to the Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Agency (PHEAA) and this organization 

was charged with overseeing the program regulations (Act 101 Program Guidelines, 

2011-2012).  

The mid-Atlantic suburban community college made reference to Act 101 on the 

institution’s website.  A brief description of the Act 101 program including the profile of 
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a qualifying student was provided for potential candidates along with campus contact 

information.  Act 101 students must place in two or more developmental classes as 

determined by their scores on placement tests, be on financial aid, and meet the 

qualifications of the mandated family income level.  Students were required to complete 

the Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA).  Academically, the students must 

meet at least one of three possible qualifying conditions:  below average grades; a 

General Equivalency Diploma; or they have been out of high school for at least five 

years.  The free services that were part of the Act 101 program include counseling and 

tutoring.  The information pertaining to the Act 101 Summer Bridge Program had an 

inviting tone; there is no tuition cost but students must purchase their textbooks and 

provide their own transportation. 

The institutional commitment to the Act 101 students at the designated mid-

Atlantic suburban community college selected for this study included academic services, 

financial obligations, periodic individual meetings with each student in the program and a 

carefully developed written plan that included student goals, objectives and intended use 

of Act 101 services. These Pennsylvania residents must be working toward a degree or 

certificate and must be enrolled in a minimum of 12 credits in order to be considered 

fulltime.  Further, it is the responsibility of the college to seek and encourage eligible 

students determined to be economically and educationally disadvantaged.  Economically 

disadvantaged is defined by the United States Department of Health and Human Services 

Poverty Guidelines; an educationally disadvantaged student is one who, based on past 

performance, is predicted to achieve a grade point average (GPA) of 2.0 or lower on a 4.0 

scale.  If the institution does not have a formula for predicting academic success, other 
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criteria including English as a Second Language (ESL) designation, general education 

diploma (GED) recipient, a high school GPA in the lowest quartile, SAT or ACT scores 

within the lowest quartile, placement tests that indicate remediation or absence from the 

educational pipeline for three or more years can be used (Act 101 Program Guidelines, 

2011-2012). 

Act 101 programs must provide an array of services including counseling, 

mentoring, advising, tutoring and instruction as well as an Act 101 orientation.  Davis 

Jenkins (2006) concluded in a study that minority community college students need a 

welcoming learning environment that offers specially designed support services and 

programs.  An academic summer bridge program comprised of 120 hours of direct 

contact and designed to facilitate academic success is encouraged but not required.  It is 

offered prior to the first semester of enrollment and the intensive program provides 

developmental support, workshops on study skills, technology skills, instruction on time 

management and learning styles as well as college coursework whereby students can earn 

credits toward graduation.  According to the Act 101 guidelines, the cadre of students can 

range from a minimum of 50 to a maximum of 300 participants.  An Advisory Board 

with representatives from the administration, faculty, student body and the community 

provides guidance. An annual report must be submitted by mid-June in order for the 

institution to be awarded the final 30% of its grant funds. 

The study site was a mid-Atlantic suburban community college founded in 1967.  

According to the website the institution maintains eight locations spread throughout two 

adjacent counties with four sites designated as campuses, three sites designated as 

Centers and one site at a County Hospital.  Collectively, the eight learning environments 
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serve over 28,000 students. The community college mission statement indicates that the 

institution is to “offer educational programs and services that are accessible, 

comprehensive, community centered and flexible in order to enhance the development of 

the community and residents of the service area.”  The college president describes the 

college as a vibrant learning community that is dedicated to student success. 

In addition to the mission statement, the community college developed a diversity 

statement.  According to the website, “diversity enriches life, creates energy and makes 

us aware that we share a common humanity.”  Fostering a climate that promotes 

understanding, appreciation and respect for the rights of others was part of that 

commitment.  The college places an emphasis on the success of the traditionally under-

served student populations. 

 The community college offers 33 associate degrees, 17 transfer degrees and 33 

certificate programs. Transfer agreements with 14 four-year schools in the area allow 

students to automatically transfer after completing an associate degree.  A dual 

admissions agreement with a local university conditionally admits students to the 

university provided that they complete enrollment paperwork prior to earning 30 

transferable credits, earn a minimum of a 2.3 grade-point-average and continue their 

education within one year from graduating from the community college.  One-hundred 

fifty full-time instructors and 683 adjuncts allow for a 21:1 student-ratio, thereby 

providing individualized and personalized attention to all learners.  Governed by a 13 

person Board of Trustees, the community college is accredited by the Middle States 

Association of Colleges and Schools Commission of Higher Education.  It is one of seven 

community colleges in Pennsylvania and one of 82 throughout the country participating 
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in the Achieving the Dream initiative. The college facilities are state-of-the-art with new 

construction and renovations on-going. 

Students enrolling at the community college were required to take placement tests 

for English composition, reading and mathematics.  Information was posted on the 

institution’s website and students were advised that the results are used to plan their 

academic schedules.  The placement scores were used to determine whether the student 

must enroll in developmental courses; classes that focus on deficient skill levels but do 

not count as credits toward a credential. The website communicated to the students that 

this institution of higher learning values academic success and strong academic 

performance.  

According to Cohen and Brawer (2008), the community college is viewed by 

some scholars as an agent of capitalism, “a tool of the upper classes, designed to keep the 

poor, especially minorities, in their place by denying them access to the baccalaureate 

and, concomitantly, to higher-status positions in society” (p. 417).  Karabel (1972) 

provides data confirming that community college students are more likely to be from 

lower socioeconomic classes than students at four-year colleges. He believes that the 

two-year college accentuates rather than reduces social and class inequality (1986).  Astin 

(1998) states that higher education is preoccupied with resource acquisition and 

reputational enhancement; consequently these institutions manage to avoid contact with 

unprepared students by adopting selective admissions criteria which results in the 

tracking of unprepared students into community colleges. 

Community colleges are becoming a more attractive option due to the current 

recession coupled with students’ limited resources.  In addition, our national leaders are 
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supportive of two-year colleges. President Obama’s administration has set a goal that 

challenges America to increase the number of community college graduates an additional 

five million by 2020 (Bailey & Cho, 2010).  In order to meet this objective, it is essential 

that two-year colleges make substantial gains on improving outcomes for incoming 

students who profile with weak academic skills. The challenge is vast because there is no 

national consensus about the skill level that is needed to be “college ready” and it is not 

clear exactly what constitutes “college-level work” (Attewell, Lavin, Domina & Levey, 

2006).   An objective of this study, though not a stated research question, was to compare 

the three groups:  the Act 101 students who participated in the summer bridge program, 

the Act 101 students who qualified for Act 101 services but choose not to participate in 

the seven-week intensive curriculum, and the third group of students with similar socio-

economic and academic demographics in order to access whether the program is effective 

in assisting the Act 101 participating students toward obtaining a credential. 

 

Statement of the Problem 

Summer bridge programs are a popular strategy utilized by Institutions of Higher 

Education (IHE) as a means of assisting students with college preparation.  However, 

data that supports the continuation of this practice is scarce and studies are largely 

descriptive.   Although there is considerable debate about the value of the remediation 

that the summer bridge programs provide, state policymakers and college administrators 

continue to invest large sums of capital into these programs. 

  Terrell Strayhorn, behavioral scientist, states that one-third of all entering 

postsecondary students require remedial or developmental work (2010).  Therefore, 
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bridge programs continue to operate under the assumption that those who participate will 

be better prepared and are more likely to succeed in college.  Racial and ethnic 

minorities, first-generation and low-income students are disproportionately represented in 

remedial or Bridge programs or obviously both (McCurrie, 2009; Rita & Bacote, 1996).   

 Effective summer bridge programs offer an opportunity for these underprepared 

students to hone their skills and successfully transition into the college mainstream.  

Community colleges desire to improve their efficiency, broaden their outreach, improve 

their outcomes and expend their resources in a cost-effective manner.  Two-year colleges 

must collect and analyze data that will provide direction as they attend to the decision-

making process of strengthening their summer bridge programs and investing their assets 

wisely. 

 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to assess student success following one 

year of participation in a summer bridge program at a suburban community college 

located in the mid-Atlantic region by comparing the Act 101 students who attended the 

seven-week program to those who qualified for Act 101 but elected not to attend in order 

to determine whether there are significant differences in the academic progress and rate 

of retention of these two groups. The study further compared the summer bridge group 

and the non-summer bridge group to a third group of students with similar socio-

economic and academic demographics, the comparison group, in order to examine 

whether student demographics made a difference in the student level of success.  
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 The data that assessed the academic progress of the Act 101 SBP students in 

order to determine whether they are making progress toward obtaining a credential 

included the number of developmental courses, the semester one and semester two GPA 

and the number of end of year one credits. Student demographics used in assessing 

whether there is a significant difference in the level of success  for all student populations 

in the three groups included gender, ethnicity, age, educational attainment of mother and 

educational attainment  of father   

According to the guidelines established by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 

students who qualify for the Act 101 program are economically disadvantaged.  Given 

the students’ low-socioeconomic status, an ancillary policy implication that the data from 

the study provided enabled the researcher to examine  the concept of social reproduction 

and the impact that  the Act 101  program may have on social mobility:  Were these 

students’ likely to increase or reduce the prevailing patterns of social and class 

inequality?   

The outcome of this study can provide similar community colleges information 

about whether their on-going commitment to summer bridge programs is providing a 

return investment to the low-socioeconomic students who have been unsuccessful in 

obtaining a community college credential in the past.  The outcomes also bring attention 

to the need to examine more closely the non-summer bridge group data and investigate 

what can be done to increase these subjects’ rate of participation. 
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Research Questions 

This study focused on answering the following research questions 

1.  Was there a significant difference in the academic progress of the Act 101 

students who attended the summer bridge program following one year of 

participation compared to Act 101 students who did not attend or compared to 

students who had similar socio-economic and academic demographics?  

2.  Was there a difference in the retention rate of the Act 101 students who 

attended the summer bridge program following one year of participation 

compared to Act 101 students who did not attend or compared to students who 

had similar socio-economic and academic demographics? 

3. Was there a significant difference following one year of participation in the 

level of student success among the three groups based on student 

demographics? 

The researcher assessed the policy implications and the possible impact that the findings 

of the study have on the social mobility of the Act 101 students by discussing an ancillary 

concern:  

Was the Act 101 students’ participation in the summer bridge program likely 

to increase or reduce the prevailing pattern of proclivity for social 

reproduction compared to Act 101 students who did not attend?   

 This concept is further discussed in Chapter 5. 
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Definitions 

The following terms and definitions were used in this study: 

1.  Achieving the Dream: An initiative funded by Lumina Foundation in 

which selected community colleges create a “culture of evidence” by 

focusing on improving success especially among low-income and students 

of color by using data to track students’ performance over time and 

identifying barriers to academic progress. 

2. American College Test (ACT): An assessment consisting of tests in English, 

mathematics, reading, science and an optional writing test to evaluate 

college readiness; used mainly in the Midwest, Rocky Mountain and 

Southern United States. 

3.     Act 101 Program: Created by the Pennsylvania Legislature in 1971, the 

Program provides opportunity to students with prevailing social conditions 

to pursue higher education at designated colleges. 

4. Developmental Courses: Remedial classes designed for students who score  

below proficient on placement exams; these courses are not credited toward 

graduation requirements. 

5. Developmental Student: A student who is enrolled in two or more develop- 

mental courses. 

6. English as a Second Language (ESL):  The study of English by non-native 

speakers in an English speaking environment. 
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7. General Equivalency Diploma (GED): Originally created to help veterans 

after World War II, this diploma certifies that the test-taker has 

demonstrated high school level academic skills; testing is required in five 

areas: science, social studies, mathematics, reading and writing. 

8. Grade Point Average (GPA): A mathematical range from 0.00 to 4.00 

calculated by dividing the total amount of grade points earned (A=4, B=3, 

C=2, D=1, F=0) by the total amount of credit hours attempted. 

9. Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE): the official department of the 

Commonwealth Government that sets policy and monitors all aspects of 

public education in the Commonwealth. 

10. Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Agency (PHEAA): The 

Commonwealth’s leading student financial aid resource. 

11.  SAT: Formerly called Scholastic Aptitude Test, later changed to Scholastic 

Assessment Test; a test intended to assess college readiness; it was 

originally developed as a means of eliminating test bias among students 

from different socio-economic backgrounds. 

12. Summer Bridge Program (SBP); An intensive four to six week program 

designed as an introduction to college with a focus on connecting students’ 

educational experiences with institutional expectations. 

 

Delimitations and Limitations of the Study 

 This quantitative study was limited in several aspects.  It was conducted at one 

community college and it involved a population of students who qualified for the Act 101 
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summer bridge program and a population of comparison students with similar socio-

economic and academic demographics.  The site, a county community college, was 

classified as a suburban institution of higher learning in the mid-Atlantic region.  The 

institution had eight locations serving students who resided mainly in two adjacent 

counties; students from outside the sponsoring school districts paid a higher tuition rate.  

The population of the college including part-time and fulltime students was  

approximately 28,000. 

 The Act 101 student data in this study may not be aligned with data on other Act 

101 students who live in suburban or other kinds of communities.  Generalizations 

beyond the student data and the specific summer bridge program were not the intent or 

function of this study.  The results of this study were based solely on the statistical 

analysis of Act 101 students at this specific site who participated in the SBP compared to 

Act 101 students who did not attend and a comparison population.  This research was 

limited to only Act 101 student data and a population of comparison students of similar 

socio-economic and academic demographics who attended during a specified five-year 

time period; it may not be representative of other low socio-economic students. 

 The researcher explained the processes and mechanism that led to the outcomes. 

In addition, the researcher was mindful of the limited population under consideration and 

was cognizant that other factors could potentially impact the outcomes.  The Act 101 

students were not a random sample; they represented all students who met the 

qualifications of the program during a specified time period.  The comparison group with 

similar demographics also attended this college during the same specified period of time.  

This study stands on its own statistical merits.  
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 This study provides a reference and offers a description for other suburban 

community colleges that have student demographics similar to this mid-Atlantic county 

community college.  It provides information about student success of Act 101 summer 

bridge program subjects and their academic progress, retention, and student success as it 

relates to student demographics along with a discussion about the impact on the 

propensity for social reproduction among Act 101 students. 

 

Significance of the Study 

 Summer bridge programs have a long history in higher education; however, there 

is little research on their efficacy (Kezar, 2001).  Their design is grounded in literature on 

acceleration and social know-how (Wlodkowski & Kasworm, 2003; Deil-Amen & 

Rosenbaum, 2003).  The focus of the program may vary depending on the institution’s 

specific mission and/or goals; Kezar states that the various programs share a common 

outcome—to retain a designated population and provide them with an equal opportunity.  

Tinto (1993) described summer bridge programs as an intervention that is designed to 

produce an extensive socialization to the institutional expectations and protocols of 

higher education.  Empirical research on the effectiveness of the program is lacking.  

           The researcher gained insight into the effectiveness of a particular summer bridge 

program by analyzing student academic progress as defined by semester one and 

semester two grade-point-average, the number of developmental credits required and the 

number of year one credits along with examining retention data. An assessment of 

student success among the three populations was analyzed using student demographics 

including gender, ethnicity, age, educational attainment of the mother and educational 
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attainment of the father. The findings from the study provide a deeper understanding of 

policy implications that impact these students: Were these Act 101 students likely to 

overcome the proclivity for social reproduction? 

 University administration needs to confirm the benefits of summer bridge 

programs not only to justify the commitment of the resources but also to justify whether 

these under-prepared students should continue to expend their resources and possibly go 

into debt if they are unlikely to earn a credential (McCurrie, 2009).  The current economy 

and the conservative culture dominating American educational policy development 

demand accountability for greater student access and retention.  Doing more with less is 

becoming an institutional expectation as the funding at both the federal and state levels 

continue to decrease. Since community colleges are required to offer open admissions, 

the need for effective developmental education and motivating bridge programs will 

continue to be a priority. 

Strayhorn provides some sobering statistics: 87% of students from the highest 

quartile enroll in college directly after graduation; 53% of low-income students do so,  

mostly at community colleges.  In addition, these low-income students are likely to have 

attended a high school with few resources and teachers who lacked training in standards-

based instruction (2010).  Designing an effective summer bridge program that addresses 

the accumulated deficits of these students over four years of high school is challenging 

even under the best of circumstances.  Astin (1998) believes that accommodating the 

needs of the “remedial” student will do more to address our country’s most serious 

economic and social issues than any other action if we are to make progress as a nation.  
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His definition of societal problems includes unemployment, crime, welfare, health care, 

the maldistribution of wealth and disengagement from the political process.  

As community colleges seek to create more effective bridge programs, 

administrators must be aware that educational systems actually reinforce social inequality 

which in turn produces class immobility, or social reproduction (Bourdieu, 1977; Giroux, 

1991; Macleod, 1987). Bourdieu further clarifies the suppression of lower socio-

economic students by explaining that those from upper-class origin inherit different 

cultural capital, i.e. general cultural background, knowledge, skills and disposition passed 

from one generation to another, from those of lower-class origins; schools reward the 

cultural capital of the dominant class (Reed-Danahay, 1984).  Open-access and lower 

tuition will attract less prepared, lower socioeconomic students.  Community college 

leaders must be cognizant that summer bridge programs are not class-based tracking in 

disguise and the less-advantaged students are further sorted after they enroll. 

 

Theoretical Base 

 This quantitative study was conducted within the theoretical framework of social 

reproduction.  Sociologist Bourdieu (1977) assists educators in understanding social 

reproduction and how schools legitimate the dominant culture by developing curriculum 

and methods of pedagogy that belong to dominant groups in society.  He points out that 

our educational system is meritocratic and progressively excludes the working class as it 

tends to channel students toward class destinations that largely mirror their class origins 

(Weininger & Laureau, 2003).  Bourdieu coins the phrase “cultural capital” and describes 

it as the pervasive culture of the ruling class (Gordon, 1984).  His work emphasizes that 
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social classes preserve their social privileges across generations despite society’s belief in 

equality of opportunity and upward social mobility.  Bowles and Gintis (2002) refer to 

this as “intergenerational persistence of economic status.”  Jay Macleod (1987) asks the 

question directly, “Why is there a strong tendency for working-class children to end up in 

working-class jobs?”  

This study explored the relationship between a specific summer bridge program 

and the potential impact on social reproduction of the subjects as well as policy 

implications.  Researcher Alexander Astin observed that our hierarchical public system of 

higher education utilizes selective admission requirements which consigns the 

unprepared students to community colleges or nonselective public colleges which have 

the most limited educational resources (1998).  In addition, Astin notes that these same 

students are more likely to be serviced by adjunct staff; it is almost as though they have 

been shunned. The norm-based testing practices further add to their academic challenge.  

Michael Apple (2001) agrees that schools function to sort and select; some students are 

leaders and others are followers.  Anyon (1980) investigated this concept by studying 

schools that enrolled children from different economic classes.  She confirmed a 

connection between social class, type of education and category of work.  The children in 

the poor schools were preparing to become obedient laborers; the students in the elite 

schools were preparing to be leaders.   

Apple (2001) further enhances the social reproduction theory by stating that 

schools are blamed for everything and the current conservative political agenda 

guarantees that affluent children will have better schools and poor children will have 

poorer schools (p. xxv).  Apple examines the social regulations that are based in school 
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environments including rules of conduct, classroom organization, day-to-day rituals, 

pedagogical procedures including the hidden curriculum and the activities of the school.  

These inequalities limit social mobility and ghettoize working class students (Brown, 

2011).   

Paulo Freire approached the concept of social reproduction from a different 

perspective.  In Pedagogy of the Oppressed (1970), he differentiates between the 

oppressor and the oppressed.  He advocates that education must permit the oppressed to 

regain their humanity in order to overcome their condition.  In his book he states: 

 

          “No pedagogy which is truly liberating can remain distant from  

 the oppressed by treating them as unfortunates and by present- 

 ing for their emulation models from among the oppressors.  The 

 oppressed must be their own example in the struggle for their 

 redemption (p. 54). 

Freire views the system of dominant social relations as creating a culture of silence 

whereby the oppressed suffer from an instilled negative, silenced and suppressed self-

image.   
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW   

 

Introduction 

 This literature review focused on the underlying literature informing this 

quantitative study of the summer bridge program at a mid-Atlantic county community 

college.  First, an in-depth look at the concept of community colleges and the unique 

challenges that they faced with their required “open door” admissions policy and low 

tuition fees was examined.  Next, the limited amount of literature concerning summer 

bridge programs was reviewed.  The concept of researching the effectiveness of these 

programs has only taken root within the last decade after Margaret Spellings, then United 

States Secretary of Education, questioned how decision making was accomplished in the 

absence of data (Spellings, 2006).  

 The literature review also discussed developmental education, why that is an 

important offering at the community college, the unique student and institutional issues, 

and why it has become so complex to administer.  The National Educational Longitudinal 

Study, a major research initiative to determine whether developmental education is 

successful, was examined as well as the costs and the benefits.  Representative programs 

including “Achieving the Dream” and the “Accelerated Learning Program” (ALP) were 

also described and analyzed.  Hughes and Clayton (2011) state that effective assessment 

should identify not only those who are unprepared but those who will benefit from 

developmental education or any other given treatment.  

 The literature review examined any established links between the summer bridge 

program and social reproduction, the theoretical foundation of the study.  Lareau and 

Horvat (1999) suggest that social reproduction is determined by the manner in which a 
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person activates his potential capital.  Willis (1983) along with Bourdieu and Passeron 

(1977) believe that schools educate students for particular positions that reflect the class 

statuses of their respective families.   

 Finally, policy was be reviewed and recommended changes and additions from 

the literature were offered.  Research in this area is scarce but, given the challenges that 

community colleges are facing, several changes and recommendations have been 

identified.  Looking at other studies that have examined the connections between bridge 

programs, and social reproduction, the relationship between the effectiveness of the SBP 

and how it influences social reproduction were described. 

 

Description of the Community College 

 Community colleges account for a large share of American higher education 

institutions (Bailey, 2003).  In 2011 nearly 1200 were in operation serving 12.4 million 

students, about half of all postsecondary undergraduates (American Association of 

Community Colleges, 2011).  Data compiled in 2011 reveals that the average age of the 

community college student is 28 years and the gender ratio of the institution’s student 

body is three females for every two males.  The student demographics are diverse:  39% 

are 21 or younger; 45% are between the ages of 22-39; 15% are age 40 or older (2011).   

According to the American Association of Community Colleges data (2011), 

approximately half of the students are minorities and 42% are from the first generation to 

attend college.  Thirteen percent of the students are single parents; 12% of the total 

population has a disability.  Eighty percent of the fulltime students are engaged in some 

level of employment and nearly 90% of part-time students are employed.  Almost half of 
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the students receive some form of aid and 10% rely on federal loans.  The average annual 

tuition in 2010-2011 at a public community college for a student who resides within the 

designated attendance zone in was $2,713 compared to the annual cost at of public state 

four-year college of $7,605.  The overall profile of the two-year college student is                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

female, older, minority, single with a dependent status, attends part-time, disadvantaged 

in terms of socioeconomic status, and less likely to have completed an academic 

curriculum in high school (Bailey, et al, 2004).  The more barriers that students face, the 

more unlikely it is that they will obtain a credential (Bailey, et al, 2005). 

Provasnik and Planty (2008) state that factors such as family socioeconomic 

status (SES), parents’ highest level of education and parents’ occupation impact the rate 

at which students enroll in community colleges.  A study of high school seniors 

conducted in 2004 revealed that 82% of the students from families within the highest 

quartile of SES enrolled immediately in college but only 42% of students from the lowest 

quartile did likewise; Six years later Strayhorn confirmed that the percentages increased 

to 87% and 53% respectfully.  Seventeen percent of the students from the highest quartile 

of SES families enrolled in a community college while 44% of students from the lowest 

quartile of SES selected the two-year institution.   The research team reports that as 

students’ parental education and household income increased, students were less likely to 

enroll in a community college.  The disproportionate numbers of students from the lower 

SES quartile electing to attend a community college frequently have student achievement 

issues that require remediation.  Seniors with a grade point average (GPA) below 2.50 on 

a 4.00 scale were more than twice as likely to enroll in a community college as to enroll 

in a four-year institution. 



23 
 

Cohen and Brawer (2008) report that students who enroll in two-year colleges are 

classified by various descriptors that include:  pragmatic and lacking in motivation, 

struggling for upward mobility, investing more of their total family income than those 

from higher-income groups, and choosing to attend a school that does not offer 

equivalent facilities including libraries and laboratories that a university would offer 

(Cohen A.M. & Brower, F.B.).  Ironically, students who enroll in a two-year college are 

less likely to complete a bachelor’s degree by 15 to 20%, a phenomenon that Dowd refers 

to as the “diversion effect” (Dowd, A., 2003; Bailey, T. et al, 2002; Cohen, A. & Brawer, 

F., 2008).  While the open-admissions policies, low tuition, tutoring, and remedial 

courses are intended to eliminate many of the barriers to college, the fact that many of 

these students lack adequate high school preparation will inhibit them from attaining their 

goals (Rosenbaum, J. 1999).  Students face additional challenges including a lack of 

understanding of how to navigate the resources available to them, lack of good study 

habits and little to no focus on goals (Zeidenberg, M. et al, 2007).   

  Deli-Amen & Rosenbaum (2003) identify seven obstacles including “bureaucratic 

hurdles, confusing choices, student-initiated guidance, limited counselor availability, 

poor advice from staff, delayed detection of costly mistakes and poor handling of 

conflicting demands” that indicate the two-year college must reach out to students and 

assist them with the “social know-how”  skills that they  are lacking.  Utilizing more and 

more adjunct faculty to teach more courses may solve some of the financial issues facing 

community colleges but the remaining fulltime faculty is stretched to the breaking point 

in advising and meeting with students, serving on committees and participating in 

governance and other vital committees (Vaughan, 2005).  Enrolling students without 
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providing them with the academic supports that they need, including access to faculty, 

may be a self-defeating policy. 

Bailey and Morest (2003) state that community colleges are caught in the web of 

multiple missions as they serve a wide-range of constituencies.  The two-year colleges 

respond to educational needs that are frequently ignored by other institutions of higher 

learning including access to minorities and other disadvantaged groups, assisting 

employers with vocational training, remedial education, adult basic education, English as 

a second language and engagement in community service (Bailey & Averianova, 1999).  

Serving many masters is a difficult balancing act.  As a publicly funded institution, the 

community college must rely on political support as it serves a growing non-traditional 

population. 

 Thomas Bailey and his research team (2004) state that recruiting, enrolling and 

retaining students are essential if two-year colleges view themselves as agents of 

opportunity.  Whether students are working toward a certificate or an associate degree, 

there is an economic benefit for the individual as well as the greater community.  Special 

programs that are effectively designed to assist students with a smoother transition from 

high school to college including the summer bridge program are essential.  Jenkins 

addresses the need for colleges to concentrate on student retention, under-performing 

students and dropouts with effective student services that includes improved teaching, 

aligning programs and supporting success (Jenkins, D., 2006). 
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Summer Bridge Programs 

 Ivry (2009) believes that summer bridge programs, targeted at college-bound 

freshmen that are not college-ready as demonstrated by their scores on college placement 

exams, are generally viewed as a positive opportunity for low-income youth.  The four to 

six weeks intense summer program, designed as an introduction to college, is formally 

described as “an intervention designed to provide an extensive socialization to the 

institutional expectations and protocols of higher education” (Velasquez 3).   McCurrie 

simplifies the definition of assisting these new populations making the transition to 

college and views it as “an attempt to connect students’ educational experiences with 

institutional expectations” (McCurrie 28).  The Oxford Dictionary defines a bridge as 

“something that is intended to reconcile or form a connection between two things” 

(Taylor 1).   

 Kezar (2001) reports that the recent summer bridge program trend is a greater 

focus on academics including writing, reading and mathematics with other topics 

including study skills and strategies, time management, college life, career counseling, 

journal writing, reflective activities and computer literacy are often included as well.  A 

community service component is becoming more common and future internship 

possibilities are sometimes explored.  Many bridge programs are targeted for specific 

students to accommodate their needs.  Over the past forty years, admission to higher 

education has expanded in response to various populations including handicapped 

students, non-English speaker students and international students.   Kezar reports that 

overall, most bridge students are low-income, first generation urban learners attempting 

higher education for the first time. 
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 McCurrie (2009) describes a typical summer bridge program scheduled over four 

to six weeks. Classes meet Monday through Friday and include a daily 90 minute English 

class as well as a 90 minute mathematics class.  The remainder of the six hour day may 

consist of activities such as attending a lecture, a museum, completing a writing 

assignment and participating in a small group discussion.  Class sizes are kept reasonably 

small in order to provide as much student assistance as needed.  Most programs are free 

of charge to the identified students and successful completion is required in order to gain 

admission. 

 Kezar (2001) identifies the goal of summer bridge programs as that of retaining 

this under-prepared population and provide supports that place them on equal footing 

with other students while opening doors to greater access.  Heckmann defines the purpose 

as “decreasing the need for developmental education and increasing student persistence 

and success” (Heckmann 1).  Taking developmental courses, often referred to as remedial 

classes, delays the accumulation of required credits.  Further, the more developmental 

courses these students take, the less likely they are to ultimately earn a degree or 

credential as their finances are expended and their timeline to a degree lengthens 

(Wathington, 2011).  

According to the 2011-2012 program guidelines, the Act 101 summer bridge 

program, also identified as the academic bridge program, provides developmental support 

in writing, mathematics and reading.  Workshops include study skills, time management, 

individual learning styles, study strategies, computer skills and expectations for college 

work.  Counseling and tutoring are available.  For students who demonstrate readiness, 

college coursework that awards credit toward graduation is also available.  The 
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Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Agency (PHEAA) outlines funding per 

student for 12-month programs and funding per student for a nine-month program. The 

range varies according to the number of participating students, how many attended the 

bridge program and whether the students are identified as participating for 12 months or 

nine months. 

Faculty members who are delivering the curriculum are aware that improving 

opportunities for these students to succeed in higher education “by strengthening the 

alignment between higher education admissions-related requirements and K-12 

curriculum frameworks, standards and assessments” is essential (Kirst 2).  The bridge 

program is designed to be an introduction to college, not a series of crash courses that 

will make up for inadequate pre-college preparation.  In essence, these students never 

mastered the culture of schooling in their high school setting and they lack motivation 

unless they “see it as a skill with currency outside the college class” (McCurrie 45).  

 Wathington (2011) suggests that in addition to academic support, the summer 

experience may assist students with the emotional and psychological adjustments 

involved with transitioning from high school to college.  The connectedness that students 

experience during the program can strengthen their ties to college.  Consequently, the 

students develop an understanding of the available support services and they learn how to 

access them as they begin to master self-advocating.   Wathington reports that as they 

become accustomed to their environment and begin to bond with each other and establish 

a comfort level with the institution, positive outcomes such as persistence in learning how 

to navigate the system may take root.  For bridge students, their cultural capital, i.e. 

existing college knowledge, is generally inadequate to ensure their success in subsequent 
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levels of education (Taylor, 2010).  The pre-college summer experience is a unique and 

special program carefully designed to assist them with establishing a sense of belonging.  

Generally speaking, these personable experiences are not present in most content-based 

courses during the regular academic year (McCurrie, 2009).   

 McCurrie (2009) points out that as promising as bridge programs may appear, 

there are a number of challenges.  The need for developmental classes which are 

noncredit courses results in increased costs to these economically disadvantaged students.  

Coupled with the fact that tuition costs are increasing considerably as government 

funding has been scaled back creates the dilemma of narrowing student access.  

Community college administrators struggle with the ethical question of whether students 

should incur indebtness if data shows that they are at high risk for non-completion of 

their goals.  Students who do not master the required academic or social readiness at a 

community college are still admitted to college under the “open access” admissions 

policy.  Therefore, they are not spared from incurring the costly debt.   

 Kirst (2006) provides deeper insight into the students’ challenges.  Mastering the 

curriculum standards and meeting the culturally determined middle class norms at a two-

year college is not a simple task.  Unfortunately, in most instances, these students already 

lack self-confidence and do not have family members who are familiar with the goals of 

higher education.  They are left to navigate the system on their own.  Their success is 

likely to be inhibited by inappropriate expectations and a lack of knowledge about the 

college environment.  College transition is impacted by a lack of early validation 

including the number of developmental courses required; thus, retention is negatively 

impacted if success is not readily achieved (Kezar, 2001).  Hughes and Scott-Clayton 
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(2011) state that recent research fails to find evidence that placement into developmental 

classes improves student outcomes. 

Summer Bridge Programs:  On-going Research 

In 2009 the National Center for Postsecondary Research began to address the 

research void by engaging in an on-going study to determine the effectiveness of bridge 

programs at eight colleges and universities in Texas.  In this study 93% of the students 

completed the bridge programs and, consequently, were awarded stipends in order to 

reduce their need for summer jobs. Many of them indicated that the money was a 

motivating factor that assisted them to consistently attend class.  Data was analyzed 

beginning with the fall of 2009 and continuing into 2010 (Barnett, 2010).  

 As recorded by Barnett (2010), the students at these eight institutions profiled 

with: a mean age of 19 years; 61% qualified for free/reduced lunch; 84% were Hispanic 

and 62% were female.  Three reasons were identified for participating:  to attain college 

level standing; to improve skills; and to experience college.  Their contact hours in the 

program varied from a low of 64 hours to a mode of 100 hours.  All students studied 

mathematics and five campuses offered English as well; all classes were taught by 

regular faculty members.  Barnett confirmed that the components that addressed college 

knowledge included assistance with financial aid, college success presentations, career 

assessment and learning style inventory.  Student supports included mentoring, tutors, 

program staff assistance and lab use. 

Barnett and his team validated that the summer bridge students at these eight 

institutions who successfully completed the program were more likely to pass college-

level courses in mathematics and writing in the fall semester following the summer 
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program.  Similar effects on achievement in reading were not noted.  It is possible that 

reading is more difficult to remediate at the college level.  Also, the students were more 

likely to attempt higher level reading, writing and mathematics courses compared with 

non-summer bridge groups of students (Wathington, 2011).  This data suggests that the 

bridge program might help students to pass introductory college-level math and writing 

courses. The students’ course-taking patterns are trending in the desired direction.  

Longer follow-up is required before any projections can be assessed beyond the freshman 

year.  The researchers will compile data that examines the students’ progression through 

developmental courses, success in college-level courses and their retention and 

persistence into and throughout their sophomore year (Barnett, 2010).   

 

Developmental Education 

Two-year colleges are touted for their open-access to post-secondary education 

for the greater community.  Some would say that they offer opportunity where none 

existed in the distant past.  No one can take issue with the dedication of the instructors to 

their non-traditional students.  Their student-centered approach is needed as more under-

prepared, lower-income, minority and immigrant students enroll.  Summer bridge 

students receive academic assistance and preparation, but often that is not enough.  Due 

to their weak academic skills, many of these students must register for developmental 

education courses designed to strengthen their academic ability before they are permitted 

to move on to college-level courses.   

 Bailey, Jeong and Cho (2009) report that the remediation delay carries with it 

high costs for students as well as high costs for the college and the public sector along 
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with the investment of extra time which ultimately delays their progress toward a 

credential, thereby leading to lost earnings.  In some instances, students deplete their 

eligibility for financial aid.  Some educators maintain that it is class-based tracking in 

disguise and the less-advantaged are sorted after they enroll in the open-access 

institution.  Developmental education is generally viewed as creating opportunity for 

these students but it is possible that it is creating a barrier. 

 Hughes and Clayton (2010) present research that focuses on entrance exams. 

Virtually all students who enter community colleges are required to take assessment tests; 

however, many students are unaware of the possible outcomes.  Students are told to “do 

your best, there is no pass or fail.”   Later they learn that the placement exams scores are 

used to not only assess their students’ skill level but, more importantly, it determines their 

access to college-level courses.   Much to their dismay, more than half of these students 

are placed in developmental education despite the fact that they have earned a high 

school diploma (Bailey, 2009).  A recent survey shows that the majority of these students 

believed that they were prepared for college and they are conflicted by the unexpected 

results.  Many become frustrated, give up and leave (Deli-Amen & Rosenbaum, 2002).  

This resistance to remediation provides insight into the low enrollment rates and high 

attrition rates in these classes. 

 The research team of Attewell, Lavin, Domina and Levey (2006) report that the 

challenge is vast because there is no national consensus about the skill level that is 

needed to be “college ready” and it is not clear exactly what constitutes “college-level  

work.”  Several different evaluation tools are used with Accuplacer and Compass being 

the two most popular. Many institutions establish their own cut-off scores while some 
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states provide guidelines (Bailey, 2009).  More than one-hundred different assessment 

tests are used in California alone.   

 Bettinger and Long (2006) confirm that most states and colleges do not have exit 

standards for developmental courses and there are no benchmarks to indicate success of 

the massive remediation efforts. To complicate matters even more, some states including 

California permit students to enroll in college level courses regardless of their assessment 

scores which, in essence, declares remediation voluntary (Bailey, 2009).  This further 

complicates matters because professors must now employ differentiated instruction in 

their college-level classes in order to address the needs of students with weak skills.  

Grubb refers to this widespread phenomenon as hidden remediation (Grubb, 2001). 

 Hughes et al, (2010) focus on the placement exams that measure the skill set 

required for a particular subject.  Students can demonstrate success on the placement 

exams and still lack the skills and knowledge necessary for college success.  Further, the 

assessments do not reveal what type of help a student who scores as developmental may 

require. College advisors agree that most students who take the placement tests are 

unaware of the high-stakes nature of the exams.  Interviews with these students document 

that they were unprepared for the content and format of the tests and they were confused 

about their placements after the tests.  In addition, they did not have the opportunity to 

meet with a counselor to discuss the results or their options. 

Mangan (2012) describes the remedial courses intended to address the skill set of 

the underprepared students as a dead-end rather than an on-ramp toward obtaining a 

credential.  Seventy percent of all community college students take at least one remedial 

course.  Mangan states that eight years later, only one-fourth of them have earned a 
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degree.  Further, less than ten percent of the students who spend three or more semesters 

in remedial mathematics courses move on to complete the first year college level 

mathematics course.  For students facing similar circumstances in English, the 

completion rate for obtaining a credit for the college-level course that they are preparing 

for is less than thirty-three percent.  These outcomes raise the concern whether remedial 

education is a barrier rather than a path to opportunity. 

Clayton and Rodriguez (2012) point out that the placement tests focus on a very 

narrow set of skills that frequently have limited relationship to the preparation that 

students need for their intended field of study.  They argue that basic skill requirements 

differ across fields, noting that mathematics preparation for nursing, engineering and 

business differ vastly.  Thus, the one-size-fits-all developmental education curriculum is 

serving as a filter, sorting students out of college, rather than as a funnel, guiding them 

into their intended program of study. 

Karp (2011) maintains that many students lack non-academic skills such as note-

taking, study skills, time management and career readiness, which developmental classes 

do not address.  In the absence of these supports, the students are left to their own devices 

to understand and engage in campus culture, explore careers, develop college-success 

skills, manage the demands of work, college and family.  Over time, student 

disengagement will increase and the likelihood of credential completion will decrease. 

 

National Educational Longitudinal Study  

The statistics on student success in developmental courses is daunting.  The 

National Educational Longitudinal  Study (NELS:88), a project of the United States  
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Department of Education’s National Center on Educational Statistics, compiled a 

representative sample of data in 1988 of the nation’s eighth-grade students.  Baseline data 

information about family and academics was collected and the Educational Testing 

Service (ETS) developed appropriate tests to measure reading and mathematics skills.  

The ETS assessments were administered to the students in grades eight, ten and twelve.  

When these students graduated from high school in 1992, their transcripts were coded 

and core indicators including GPA, class rank and ETS scores were tracked. Students 

with complete data sets, numbering nearly 6,900, were followed during the next eight 

years as they progressed through college (Attewell et al., 2006).   

 Attewell and his research team (2006) reported that the final NELS survey 

completed in 2000 revealed 40% of the cohort took at least one remedial course with 

29% of them enrolled in developmental mathematics, 9% in reading, 18% in writing and 

9% in another subject. The data further substantiated that 68% of the first-year college 

students who enrolled in developmental writing passed, 71% were successful in reading 

and only 30% of those who enrolled in developmental mathematics courses completed 

the curriculum.  With respect to social background, 40% of these students were from a 

rural high school, 38% from suburban and 52% were from urban high schools.  

  Thomas Bailey (2009) studied the data of the NELS cohort sample that was 

further refined; Statistics were calculated for students who attended a community college.  

Within this subgroup, 58% took at least one developmental course with 44% of them 

enrolling in two or three and 14% of the subgroup took more than three.  Another study 

recently released involved over 250,000 first-time college students and Thomas Bailey, 

researcher, reports that overall, fewer than 25% of these students will complete a degree 
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or certificate within eight years of enrolling compared with a 40% completion rate for 

students who take no developmental courses (Bailey et al., 2010).  

 Hughes and Clayton (2010) describe the controversy about whether assessment is 

tracking and “cooling out” students with college aspirations or is it facilitating their 

“persistence and success” continues.  The United States is moving toward state 

standardization of assessments and students who are placed in developmental classes 

with scores in the bottom quartile have very low odds of moving into credit coursework.  

The dilemma of poor and minority students disproportionately leaving high school with 

insufficient academic skills looms large.  Attewell et al. (2006) raise a very important 

issue: Should social policy be supportive of the provision of opportunity beyond high 

school to redress these skill deficiencies or should failure at the high school level be 

irreversible?  Developmental programs function as a second-chance policy as well as a 

form of institutional quality control.  Hence, two-year colleges wrestle with the dilemma 

of maintaining academic standards, which creates the need to control entry into credit 

courses, while also maintaining an open-enrollment policy. 

 Bailey (2009) researched the developmental issue and reports that the debate 

continues as to whether developmental education is effective. Because the assessments 

measure a narrow set of skills that a student possesses in a given subject rather than the 

skills needed for college success there is a diverse set of opinions regarding this matter.  

Studies are mixed with some suggesting that students gain little and other studies 

claiming limited positive results.  Data that demonstrates that developmental students do 

as well as similar students who go directly into college courses causes one to question the 

value of remediation.  None of the studies are able to demonstrate much insight into the 
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effectiveness of developmental courses for students with weak academic skills.  The 

studies fail to recognize what the program does and provide very little direction as to 

what changes would make it more effective. There is no consensus about effectively 

implementing developmental education and there is very little research about the impact 

of different approaches.  

  What really works remains somewhat of a mystery.  Students whose scores are 

near the cut-off are generally successful.  Researchers are not certain whether they may 

be more highly motivated or perhaps they really didn’t need the developmental 

curriculum.  Students who scores just above the cutoff score are permitted to enroll in 

credit courses, yet they are essentially identical to the students who scored just below and 

who must spend time and money in remediation.  Further, as Hughes and Scott-Clayton 

(2011) point out, the assessment inadequately predicts who is likely to benefit and it does 

not provide enough information to target variations in the developmental curriculum. The 

majority of states and colleges has not evaluated their developmental programs and, 

therefore, can’t validate what directly impacts the performance of these students.  Since 

most of the students assigned to developmental courses do not finish their sequence, the 

available data for valid research is limited. 

 Grubb holds a similar view as Thomas Bailey.  He finds that the approach that 

colleges use to engage students who are assigned to developmental classes is often 

described as “deadly” (Grubb et al., 2001).  Students who have resisted standard didactic 

instruction during twelve years of school often find that they continue to be taught in the 

same manner. Students receive “more of the same.” There is little chance that this 

pedagogy will be effective.  For those who lack skills, another round of “skill and drill” is 



37 
 

not going to improve student performance.  As students expend time and money on 

developmental courses and they begin to understand that they are not acquiring credit 

towards graduation, many slowly start to give up.  It is possible that students who scored 

low on their placements exams will need two or three semesters of remedial classes 

before they are “college ready.” 

There is consensus that getting community college students to college-level 

courses quickly in order to minimize cost and personal discouragement is a priority.  

Many different strategies are currently being implemented including Achieving the 

Dream, Accelerated Learning Program (ALP), acceleration, support tutors, engaging with 

high school in early college readiness, curriculum pairing, learning communities and 

cohort based learning.  There is not a single methodology or a “one size fits all” approach 

that will guarantee student success. Unless detailed and accurate data regarding students’ 

academic progress as well as the reasons for their attrition are analyzed on an on-going 

and consistent basis, the impact of these new strategies, programs and improved 

curriculums will be debatable and the mystery of “what works” will continue. 

 

Achieving the Dream and Accelerated Learning Program  

In 2003 Lumina Foundation for Education funded a national initiative called 

Achieving the Dream: Community Colleges Count, designed to assist students, especially 

low income and minority, with staying in school and succeeding.  The initiative began 

with 27 colleges in five states and has expanded to include over 80 colleges in 15 states 

supported by seven partner organizations and 21 funders in addition to Lumina.  Seven 

community colleges in Pennsylvania responded to an invitation to be part of this 
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endeavor in 2006 including four in the local area: Delaware, Montgomery, Philadelphia 

and Northampton. Known as Round Three, they participated in a Kickoff Institute in July 

of that year and developed proposals that were accepted for four years of implementation 

funding (Jenkins, Ellwein, Wachen, Kerrigan & Cho, 2009). 

Participating colleges committed to “building a culture of inquiry and evidence” 

which translated to using data to make decisions about design, delivery and funding of 

programs and services. The four guiding principles included a committed leadership, 

data-based decision making, broad engagement of stakeholders and systemic 

improvement (Jenkins, et al.2009).  This transformation process was intended to bring 

about increased passing rates, greater student persistence and a higher rate of credential 

realization. 

The institutions of higher learning received a $50,000 planning grant along with a 

$400,000 implementation grant as well as assistance from a coach, usually a former 

community college president, and a data facilitator, often an institutional researcher, to 

oversee strategic information gathering intended to identify how students progressed and 

which sub-groups needed the most supports. This self-assessment and focus on how to 

better serve students resulted in developing new programs and policies that, over the 

long-term, would generate institutional change.  The Pennsylvania colleges identified 

four specific areas: developmental education, supplemental instruction, first-year student 

success course and better organized and more intensive advising (Jenkins et al., 2009). 

The colleges were evaluated according to how closely they followed their 

recommended improvement process, outcomes of their student success strategies, 

progress in building their “culture of evidence,” and their on-going efforts in moving  
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forward.  A commitment to improving student outcomes, not just increasing enrollments, 

was essential.  Faculty and staff engaged in data analysis in order to grasp the evidence of 

poor student performance and commit to improving and prioritizing success strategies.  

Near the end of the first implementation year, a research team visited the colleges in the 

spring of 2008 to assess their progress. Their report indicated that some institutions had 

made more progress than others and all the colleges realized benefits from the initiative 

including improved information systems, greater focus on student success, improved 

accountability and alignment with accreditation.  In 2010 the Round Three colleges 

completed their final year of implementation (Rutschow et al, 2011).   

In addition to Achieving the Dream, other innovative programs are being 

implemented.  A group of English faculty and administrators at the Community College 

of Baltimore County (CCBC) developed a mainstreaming model called the Accelerated 

Learning Program (ALP) in response to the failure rate in the upper level of the 

developmental English course and the low percentage of these students who were then 

successful with their first credit course, English 101.  The ALP plan, launched in 2007-08 

with ten sections and 80 open seats, allowed students enrolled in the upper-level 

developmental writing, English 052 with a class size of eight, to also enroll in specially 

designated sections of English 101 where eight seats in each class designed for 20 

students were reserved for them.  These cohorts of eight students had the same teacher for 

both English 052 and 101 which were scheduled to meet back-to-back. The English 101 

curriculum was not modified for these developmental students.  Individual student issues 

were dealt with in English 052 where faculty had the latitude to design instruction as they 

deemed appropriate (Jenkins, Speroni, Belfield, Jaggars & Edgecombe, 2010).  
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 Jenkins et al. (2010) reported that in the initial cohort, 60% of ALP students 

successfully passed English 101 compared with 25% under the previous model.  In 

addition, these students accomplished this goal in one semester as opposed to the 

traditional two semesters when they were required to take the courses sequentially.  The 

faculty had, in essence, more than doubled the success rate in half of the time.  The 

Community College of Baltimore County expanded this program for the 2010-2011 

academic year and 80 ALP sections designed to provide for 640 developmental English 

students were made available which will accommodate 25% of the developmental 

students.  After two years, an in-depth quantitative analysis was conducted to determine 

whether ALP is effective and worth the added cost.  The researchers determined that the 

ALP is a substantially more cost-effective pathway for the developmental English student 

at the upper level to complete the required English sequence than the traditional method.  

In addition to the cost effectiveness, these students who were motivated enough to pass 

both classes had more confidence to take and pass other college-level courses, thus 

improving their timeline toward a credential. 

Achieving the Dream and Accelerated Learning Program are two examples of 

major initiatives that have come of age within the last decade.  Thomas Bailey, Director 

of the Community College Research Center, believes that the institutions need to rethink 

assessment and focus on understanding what students need in order to be successful in 

college.  Achieving the Dream data indicates a weak relationship between the assessment 

score and the success of the student in developmental and college-level classes.  Bailey 

advocates that the cut-off score be dropped and a wide range of students be permitted to 

enroll in college-level classes that provide academic support assistance; students benefit 
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from being pushed rather than the opposite that consists of “watering down” the 

curriculum.  His final recommendation is moving students who have low assessment 

scores into college credit classes quickly in order to minimize their discouragement.  He 

is an advocate of attending bridge programs in the summer or combining levels of 

remediation.  Because very little is known about the effects of remediation on this 

particular set of students, Bailey argues that it makes no sense to perpetuate their 

placement in developmental courses (Bailey, 2009). 

Researchers Hughes and Clayton investigated the various assessments commonly 

used, especially Compass and Accuplacer, and found them to be acceptable predictors of 

students’ grades in college level work, however, the placement recommendations based 

on the scores do not improve student outcomes.  They label it as a mismatch between the 

intervention and the assessment used.  They recommend either use of additional data to 

determine placements or consideration of other interventions such as accelerated 

remediation.  While they also suggest diagnostic exams that will provide specific 

information regarding which skills need remediation, they believe there is a serious need 

for reform (Hughes & Clayton, 2010). 

Gonzalez (2011) assessed Achieving the Dream seven years into the project and 

concluded that although community colleges had changed their practices significantly, 

student outcomes remained about the same.  These efforts have not resulted in an 

increase in students completing developmental coursework.  Gonzalez points out that the 

community colleges that are making the most progress have broad-based administrative, 

faculty and staff support; regular evaluations of programs and strong research 

departments that regularly report on student achievement.  Lumina, principal sponsor of 
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the project, recognizes that meaningful change takes time and it is also dependent on the 

level of commitment at the participating community colleges.   

 Social Reproduction Theory 

Several critical theorists who embrace the Marxist tradition disparage schools as 

sites of reproduction or sites of struggle for the class inequalities that are found within 

greater society (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977; Bowles & Gintis, 2002; Macleod, 1987; 

Oakes & Saunders, 2008; Willis, 1983).  Bourdieu (1977) developed a theory describing 

how schools “legitimate the dominant culture” by implementing pedagogy that belongs to 

dominants groups in society (Gordon, 1984).  Over time, the working class is 

increasingly excluded from the meritocratic educational system as schools reinforce 

social inequality and promote stratification. 

Neo-Marxists like Bowles and Gintis argue that the stratification endorses schools 

to train the wealthy for leadership positions while conditioning the poor to accept low-

status jobs by emphasizing conformity, obedience and submissiveness (Macleod, 1987).   

They do not view schools as agencies of social mobility; within the capitalist system, 

schools operate to meet the needs of the labor market (Medina, 2007).  In essence, the 

differences in the social relationships in school reflect the social backgrounds of the 

students and these differences greatly impact their future economic positions.  Bowles 

and Gintis believe that teachers, administrators and parents hold different expectations for 

students of different social class backgrounds and this belief plays out in the differential 

achievement of the social classes.   

Bourdieu, more influenced by Weber and Durkheim than by Marx, analyzed the 

reproduction theory and concluded that the disparities in educational achievement among 
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the social classes involved more than economic issues.  Bourdieu developed the concept 

of cultural capital which he defined as the “general cultural background, knowledge, 

disposition and skills” passed from one generation to another (Macleod, 1987).  He 

believed that children from upper-class households inherit different cultural capital than 

working-class children.  Bourdieu coined the term ‘habitus’ to describe the distinctive 

capital that is transmitted by each social class.  Schools devalue the cultural capital of the 

poor and embrace the cultural capital class of the well to do which in turn promotes 

success of the upper class thus reproducing social inequality.  Working-class students are 

sent a silent message that they are unlikely to achieve academic success. 

Researcher Nash (1990) offers praise to Bourdieu for introducing powerful 

concepts into social theory, most especially his socially differentiated educational 

attainment.  However, Nash notes that Bourdieu’s concept of ‘habitus’ is inadequate in 

that it is limited to the strategic behavior of groups but not individuals.  Thus, there is no 

recognition of self.  Bourdieu offers the suggestion that people are only rational when 

they self-identify and move out of the habitus; however, nothing in Bourdieu’s theory 

describes or predicts how they are able to do this.  If one can only do what the class 

culture makes possible, there is no allowance for working class children who may be 

innately bright to assimilate the schools’ pedagogy. 

Tzanakis (2011) takes issue with Bourdieu’s theory. While he concurs that the 

inequalities in educational stratification and occupational achievement are reproduced in 

schools, Tzanakis states that the role of cultural capital as it pertains to teachers and 

schools as central agents of exclusion can’t be generalized.   He challenges the notion that 

teachers reward elite culture-related competences instead of scholastic performance and 
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notes that qualitative evidence supports the notion that teachers can positively influence 

disadvantaged students.  His research recognizes that social reproduction may occur but 

he argues that teacher assessments of students encompass not only aptitude and 

performance, but work habits, basic communications and other non-cognitive skills as 

well. 

Paulo Freire, a twentieth century educator, followed Ghandi’s call for “being the 

change we want to see in the world” (Schugurensku, 2011, p. 192).  Freire offers a 

different perspective from Bourdieu; he views schools as sites of liberation rather than 

sites of oppression.  Freire advocates that education must allow the oppressed to regain 

their humanity and overcome their condition; therefore, the oppressed must play a role in 

their own liberation.  In his book Pedagogy of the Oppressed (1970), Freire writes: 

 No pedagogy which is truly liberating can remain distant from 

   the oppressed by treating them as unfortunates and by presenting  

 for their emulation models from among the oppressors.  The 

 oppressed must be their own example in the struggle for their 

  redemption (p. 54). 

Freire advocated progressive educational practices such as: people learn better when the 

educational content is relevant to their lives; people learn faster when the instruction is 

based on dialogue and respect; emancipatory education contributes to a more democratic 

society; educational processes can be directive without being authoritarian; social change 

begins with the belief that the oppressors are not invincible; and, curriculum is a social 

construction that should include the word of the oppressed but usually does not 

(Schugurensku, 2011, pp. 4-6). He was a powerful, passionate advocate for social justice 

who did not hesitate to confront the dominant culture. 
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 Freire focused beyond the confines of the educational institutions and included 

adult education, community education and rural extension.  Engaging students and 

providing the learner with a voice was central to his philosophy of transitioning from a 

culture of silence and oppression to political participation and shaping their own destiny 

(Steiner et. al., 2000).  Freire was adverse to the teacher-student dichotomy; he viewed 

this relationship as one that promotes a culture of silence that prevents the dominated 

individuals to critically respond to that which is forced upon them by a dominant culture   

(Roberts, 2010). 

Michael Apple is the first sociologist in North America to extend the social 

reproduction theory and develop a coherent appraisal of inequality, power and privilege 

(social, political and economic) as impacting schooling (Brown, 2011). He contends that 

education in the United States works to benefit the privileged socioeconomic classes and 

extends gender hierarchies and the privilege of diverse groups already in power. He refers 

to this on-going social reproduction as “a continuation of the social system, or a 

replacement of people and structure with a new set of the same” (Apple, 1990, p.1).   

Apple contends that schools can’t be separated from political and economic life.  

Many of his writings focus on the political Right and their attack on democratic 

schooling.  Right-wing elites are in control of what constitutes official knowledge as 

corporations are now in control of the media and the production of school textbooks 

(Brown, 2011).  Apple acknowledges that a hidden curriculum along with the authority 

relationships between teachers and students promotes social reproduction. 
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Apple writes: 

 As Bernstein and Young (among others) have provocatively 

  maintained the structuring of knowledge and symbol in our 

 educational institutions is intimately related to the principles 

  of social and cultural control in a society—our basic prob- 

 lems as educators and political beings, then, is to begin to 

 grapple with ways of understanding, how the kinds of cul- 

 tural resources and symbols schools select and organize 

 are dialectically related to the kinds of normative and con- 

 ceptual consciousness ‘required’ by a stratified society 

 (Apple, 1990, p. 2). 

Apple further warns that schools are not neutral institutions and the illusion of neutrality 

serves to disempower those in most need of support. 

 

Policy Implications 

Various aspects of social background are associated with educational success and 

there is general consensus that social stratification regarding educational outcomes 

increases as individuals progress through their educational levels (Phillips, Crouse & 

Ralph, 1998).  Differentiation in K-12 educational experiences that is likely to impact a 

population such as summer bridge students include reading difficulty, special education 

placement, retention, ability grouping and tracking (Lee & Burkam, 2002).  Brooks-Gunn 

(1999) validates that family income has large effects on some of an individual’s ability 

and achievement; children living in poverty are disadvantaged far greater than those who 

live above the poverty threshold. 

Lareau (2003) used ethnographic techniques in her study of twelve families: six 

white, five black and one interracial.  Her research uncovers ways in which social class 
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makes a significant difference and Lareau presents a picture of how class socialization 

works from the inside out.  Her findings bear out that social stratification cannot be 

mandated through federal law such as “No Child Left Behind” and prepare poor children 

for college.  Lareau articulates clearly that individuals of different social locations are 

socialized differently.  Community colleges must take this into account in planning their 

summer bridge programs as they seek to match the aspirations of these students with an 

increased likelihood that they will realize credential completion. 

Venezia and Krist (2005) center their inquiry on how the current educational 

system undermines the chances for student persistence and success.  The research team 

verifies that inadequate and inequitable preparation for college impacts remediation and 

persistence.  Economically disadvantaged students are unaware of the college 

expectations that they will encounter and the problem is further compounded by the fact 

that there are few incentives for higher education institutions to collaborate with K-12 

schools.  Most states’ accountability system is designed as a K-12 system with little on-

going accountability with community colleges. High school assessments stress different 

knowledge and skills compared to the college placement exams.  Venezia and Krist note 

that no interest group lobbies federal and state policy makers for better K-16 linkages. 

Orfield (1992) states that “both income and family wealth are very strongly 

related to race, and minority students often attend high schools offering less competitive 

instruction and college counseling (p. 343).  These potential summer bridge program 

students are further confronted with a federal financial aid system that extends funding to 

the middle class, thereby limiting resources available.  Student aid that included work 

study opportunities and guaranteed student loans has transitioned into Pell Grants that 
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limits financial assistance and erodes the real value of the grant.  Orfield recounts that 

“equities in homes are the only substantial source of wealth for most families” (p. 352); 

summer bridge program students rarely have that resource within their means.  As these 

students shift from fulltime status to part-time enrollment, their financial aid is reduced or 

eliminated completely. 

Orfield stresses that financial aid is vitally important as well as pre-collegiate 

skills.  He further states that “it is essential to avoid wasting money on programs that 

have few benefits and involve wasted time and terrible disappointment” (pps. 363-364). 

The longer the timeline for their intended program of study, the less likely they are to 

obtain a credential.  At the same time, a community college that is willing to take a risk 

on summer bridge students who would otherwise have no chance, should not be punished 

if it is to serve as an avenue of social mobility. The community college open-door 

admissions policy, intended as a pathway to opportunity, can ensure upward mobility if 

the institution is able to improve the student success rate toward credential completion. 

 

                                                         Integration 

Carnevale and Strohl (2010) state that post-secondary educational attainment “has 

replaced the industrial concept of class as the primary marker for social stratification” (p. 

71).  They further describe postsecondary education as the “most effective economic 

leveler, serving as an engine for mobility” (p.72), especially given the disappearance of 

the blue-collar economy.  The less-advantaged students descend upon the community 

colleges that offer open-door access.  The increased access ignores the implicit tracking 

of poor and minorities as stratification becomes more pronounced.   
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Based on data from the Delta Project, Carnevale and Strohl report that in 2006 the 

average community college spent $9,000 per student compared to an average private 

research university expenditure of $33,000.  Tsui (2003) suggests that students who 

possess weaker skills and who are in greatest need of improvement enroll at institutions 

with the least resources.  In addition, students who initiate their college career at a 

community college realize their goals less frequently than those who enroll in at a four-

year college (Brint, 2003; Kane & Rouse, 1999).   McGrath and Spear (1991)  state that 

the less-academic environment at the community college coupled with an environment 

that has an excessive orientation to vocational programs contribute to lowering students’ 

expectations; the lower expectations result in low-status occupational careers for these 

students. Instead of fostering social mobility for lower class students such as the summer 

bridge population, community colleges contribute to the reproduction of existing class 

differences (Grubb, 1984; Karabel, 1986). 

However, given the many challenges that the two-year colleges must overcome, 

there are promising rewards for students who persist.  Thomas Bailey, Director of the 

Community College Research Center at Columbia University, states that students who 

complete an associate degree will earn between 15 and 40 percent more than a high 

school graduate (2003).  He also believes that the economic value of completing one year 

at a community college is comparable to the economic value of a year in a baccalaureate-

granting institution.  The research team consisting of Bailey, Kienzl and Marcotte (2004) 

confirms that students who complete any type of postsecondary coursework experience 

some economic benefit.  It increases their likelihood of fulltime employment as well as a 
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more favorable wage and salary income.  It is essential that lower socioeconomic students 

stay on task and complete their goals. 

 Brint and Karabel (1989) state that economically disadvantaged students face an 

enormous challenge as they enter the community college setting.  Obtaining sufficient 

financial aid is essential but the social and academic adjustment can be a massive gap.  

The experiences that they bring differ greatly from the vast majority of their middle class 

colleagues. Students from poor family backgrounds arrive on community college 

campuses that are structured around middle class values and their classes are taught by 

instructors who also exemplify these values as well.  Some studies indicate that these 

students will lower their aspirations as a result of the influence of the community 

colleges’ faculty, curriculum and administrative procedures. 

Susan Borregro (2008) suggests that there is a compelling socioeconomics 

diversity factor that she identifies as “class” that higher education must acknowledge and 

understand.  Society is more comfortable recognizing the power of individual initiative 

rather than recognizing the power of social class.  She believes that our country’s oral 

history thrives on the rags to riches stories that make it seem that anyone is capable of 

accomplishing the “American Dream”—work hard, play by the rules and you will 

experience upward social mobility.  Sokatch (2006) states that, “Going to college 

represents the best, and perhaps the only, realistic option for upward mobility and escape 

from poverty, and poor minority students most in need of this opportunity are the least 

likely to take it” (p. 129). 

Borregro notes that “class background totally shapes life experiences.”  Class is 

defined as “an aspect of shared economic circumstances and shared social and cultural 
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practices in relationship to positions of power.”   She notes that we must first understand 

our biases before we can create more inclusive learning environments that begin to 

address the complex consideration of socioeconomic diversity.  Social class impacts all 

of life’s experiences.   

Community colleges must address the socio-economic factors and embrace bridge 

students without limiting learning experiences. Lower class students who successfully 

complete their graduation requirements face another challenge as our economy continues 

to shift and there are fewer jobs that offer high salaries, pensions, health benefits and 

stability. The educational attainment that these students are able to obtain is tightly 

interwoven with the level of job and income that they earn as they strive for upward 

social mobility or, as some sociologists label it, a change in their “social structural 

location.”  Social stratification is a complex issue and institutions of higher learning are 

compelled to examine current practices per Susan Borrego (2008), “through a class-based 

lens” in order to create more inclusive practices that are capable of sustaining the unique 

needs of identified populations such as summer bridge students. 

Christophersen and Robison (2002) studied the socioeconomic benefits generated 

by the 50 community college districts in Texas.  They reported that community college 

students will not only receive higher wages but they will also receive other socio-

economic benefits including improved health (less likely to smoke or abuse alcohol), 

reduction in crime, reduced welfare and a lower rate of unemployment.  The research 

team demonstrated that the average community college graduate in Texas will work an 

average of 37.2 years, mostly in state, and receive $287,315 more than a high school 

graduate.  Every college credit earned translates to an increased wage of $117 per year 
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and each full-year completed will add $3,826 annually to their earnings. Taxpayers see a 

return on their community college investment in 8.2 years.  Monk-Turner (1998) also 

reports that education and socioeconomic returns are linked and community colleges are 

an important link in offering everyone an opportunity. 

Lisa Tsui (2003) states that the on-going sorting process in higher education is 

further enabled as members of privileged status accrue greater educational advantages. 

 The American educational system poses a challenge to study 

 and betterment largely because it is a complex social phen- 

 onemon where contradictory objectives, values, and forces 

            frequently converge.  It is meritorious in some ways and pre- 

judiced in others.  It is credited with being an avenue by which                     

hardworking, low status individuals can rise to the very top,  

while concomitantly extending tendencies that reinforce the 

status quo.  Equitable public education is a hallmark of a demo- 

cracy.  Yet, to be truly meritorious, the education system must  

be vigilant against flaws that allow societal inequalities to  

encroach upon and derail its mission.  Educators must work 

 towards rectifying the unequal and inequitable distribution of  

educational and academic capital.  Failure to address such  

weaknesses of the schooling structure is sure to perpetuate the  

social inequalities of the class hierarchy (p. 329). 

Researcher Tsui’s findings align with the conclusions of Venezia and Krist (2005) who 

believe that the current educational system undermines the chances for student 

persistence and success. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

 

Procedures of the Study 

 The purpose of this quantitative study was to assess student success following one 

year of participation in a summer bridge program at a community college located in the 

mid-Atlantic region.  Three sets of students were compared:  the Act 101 students who 

attended the seven-week summer program, students who qualified for Act 101 services 

but elected to forego the summer opportunity and enroll in the upcoming fall or spring 

semester, and a matched set of students who, although they had similar socio-economic 

demographics and academic achievement, were not eligible for the summer bridge 

program.  In essence, the study asked whether participation in the SBP resulted in a 

higher rate of academic progress, higher rate of retention, and increased level of student 

success.  Academic progress was defined by dependent variables including grade-point-

average at the conclusion of semester one and semester two, the number of 

developmental courses required, and the number of college credits earned by the end of 

year one.   Finally, the outcomes of the study provided the researcher with insight as to 

whether Act 101 students are likely to increase or reduce the prevailing pattern of 

proclivity for social reproduction.  This chapter describes the methodology used in the 

study including the design of the study, identification of the subject, instrumentation, data 

collection procedures, and method of analysis. 

 Research Design 

This study compared two groups of students who qualified for the Act 101 

summer bridge program at a mid-Atlantic community college over a five-year period of 

time as well as a third group of similar but ineligible students who were enrolled during 



54 
 

this same time period.  The students who voluntarily participated in the SBP were 

referenced as the summer bridge group and the students who elected not to participate 

were identified as the non-summer bridge group.  A matched comparison group, based on 

similar socio-economics demographics and academic achievement who did not qualify 

for the Act 101 program, was identified as the third group.   Gender, age, ethnicity, and 

the educational level of the mother and father were the independent variables; grade point 

average for semester one and two, number of developmental classes and the total college 

credits attained at the end of year one were the dependent variables. 

Table 3.1:  Codebook of Variables Used in Study 

VARIABLE SCALE of 

MEASUREMENT 

LEVEL or RANGE 

gender Nominal 1= female    2=male 

age interval 18 – 70 years 

 

ethnic 

 

 nominal 

1=African-American 
2= Asian            
3= Caucasian     
4= Hispanic 
5= other 
6= unknown 

 

educational attainment of mother 
and father 

 

 

ordinal 

1=less than HS diploma   
2= HS diploma/GED     
3= some college   
4= 2-year degree     
5= 4-yrear degree or higher 
6= unknown 

 

student group 

 

nominal 

1= summer bridge group    
2 = non-summer bridge  group 
3= comparison group 

# college credits after  year 1 interval 0 – 36 

# of developmental classes interval/scale 0 – 14 

semester 1 & 2 grade-point-
average 

interval/scale 0.00 to 4.00 

 



55 
 

Consistent with the purpose of the study, instruments were selected in order to 

answer the research questions.  An analysis compared the summer bridge, non- summer 

bridge and comparison groups with respect to the dependent variables in order to 

determine whether there was a significant difference in the academic progress of the Act 

101 students who attended the SBP following one year of participation compared to Act 

101 students who did not attend or compared to students who had similar socio-economic 

and academic demographics.  Next, the data for continuous enrollment was examined in 

order to determine whether there was a difference in the retention rate of the Act 101 

students who attended the summer bridge program following one year of participation 

compared to Act 101 students who did not attend or compared to students who had 

similar socio-economic and academic demographics.  This inquiry was followed by a 

preliminary analysis of the demographic variables in order to determine whether there 

was a significant difference following one year of participation in the level of student 

success among the three groups in relationship to the program’s results.  The findings of 

the study were assessed in order to study and potentially determine any policy 

implications with respect to whether the summer bridge program positively impacted on 

the social mobility of the Act 101 students.  Were they likely to increase or reduce the 

prevailing pattern of proclivity for social reproduction compared to Act 101 students who 

did not attend?  This question is further discussed in Chapter 5. 

 
Description of the Population: Identification of the Subjects  

The population for this study was Act 101 students who enrolled at a mid-Atlantic 

community college and who were eligible to participate in the seven-week summer 

bridge program during the summers of 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009 and 2010 as well as 
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students who had similar socio-economic demographics and academic achievement. 

Those students who attended the SBP were identified as the summer bridge group and the 

Act 101 students who elected not to attend the SBP were identified as the non-summer 

bridge group. The third group was a matched comparison group, against whom the 

performance of the Act 101 students were compared, and were selected on the basis of 

similar socio-economic and academic demographics to the Act 101 students.  This was 

done on a one-to-one comparison basis.  This type of selection process gave greater 

validity to comparison results than would a random selection process.   

The Act 101 students were residents of the mid-Atlantic State who had been 

identified as at-risk of failure in pursuing higher education due to educational and 

financial disadvantages without the assistance that the Act 101 program provided.  In 

order to be identified to participate in the Act 101 program, students placed in two or 

more developmental classes which were determined from their scores on placement tests 

and met the qualifications of the Federal mandated family income level.  Students were 

required to complete the Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA).  

Academically, the students met at least one of three possible qualifying conditions:  

below average grades; a General Equivalency Diploma; or they had graduated from high 

school at least five years ago or more.   

All matriculating students were required to take Accuplacer tests in order to 

determine their appropriate placements in mathematics, reading and writing.  A pre-

determined cut-off score governed whether students were assigned to college level 

classes, developmental classes or, in the case of extremely low scores, basic classes that 

are a foundation for moving up to the developmental level.  For example, basic 
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mathematics was arithmetic and developmental mathematics was an introduction to 

algebra.  Writing and reading remediation classes were also classified as basic and 

remediation.  Students who were speakers of other languages and had not developed the 

required competency with the English language were assigned to English as a Second 

Language (ESL) remediation classes that were sub-divided into three levels.   

All remedial courses, whether they were basic or developmental, are three credit 

classes designed to assist the student with college readiness. Only one of these classes, 

Personal Growth and Study Skills, qualified as credits toward a credential (certificate or 

degree).   During the five-year period that the data was collected for this study covers, it 

was possible for a student who performed very poorly on the placement tests to be 

assigned to as many as 45 credits, nearly three semesters, of remediation and basic 

classes and tutorials.  The community college has recently examined their remedial 

requirements and has overhauled these requirements. 

The Act 101 students were not a random sample. These students enrolled at the 

specified community college selected for this study and met the qualifications for the Act 

101 program during a stated time period. Since there were no dormitories at the mid-

Atlantic County Community College, all Act 101 students were day students who 

arranged their own transportation in order to attend classes.  Bus service was available to 

and from the major towns in the vicinity.  Most of these students resided within the two 

counties that were served by the two-year institution. Since the community college was 

required to have an open admission policy, these low socio-economic students were 

eligible regardless of grades to enroll in selected programs at the community college. 
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The Act 101 student population identified for this study consisted of students who 

qualified for the program during the summers of 2006 through 2010 inclusive.  

Throughout those five years, eighty-two identified students participated in the SBP and 

one-hundred seventeen students who qualified for admission to the summer program 

elected not to participate.  The subjects who voluntarily decided not to enroll in the 

tuition-free summer bridge program were by-passing an opportunity to enroll in some of 

their required non-credit developmental courses.  Upon matriculating in the fall or spring 

semester they paid tuition for these courses, thereby using some of their financial 

resources obtained from their summer employment.   The population of the comparison 

group consisted of 3,700 subjects who were not eligible for the Act 101 services although 

they had similar socio-economic and academic demographics. 

Instrumentation 

  The assessment process that was used to conduct this study involved four 

statistical treatments: analyzing differences between the groups on the dependent 

variables; calculating retention rate; conducting an analysis of the descriptive variables; 

and an analysis involving the demographic variables.   

 The overarching research question of whether there was a significant difference  

in the academic progress of the Act 101 students who attended the SBP following one 

year of participation compared to Act 101 students who did not attend or compared to 

students who had similar socio-economic and academic demographics  was addressed by 

first sorting the data from the three groups and performing an analysis on  the dependent 

variables including semester 1 GPA, semester 2 GPA, number of developmental courses 

required,  and total college credits at the end of year one.  The analysis included 
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calculating the means and the standard deviation for each group.  Using the means and 

the standard deviation of each of the three groups, a calculation of the t-test compared the 

means of the samples; a two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) tested for significant 

difference between the means.  Pearson’s correlation analysis provided information about 

a possible relationship between the variables including the strength of the relationship 

and the practical significance.  For correlations found to be statistically significant, the 

results from calculating partial eta squared revealed the effect size and a metric, Cohen’s 

Standard, was applied in order to determine whether the effect size was small, medium or 

large.  A graph that compared the semester one and semester two GPAs of the Act 101 

population also provided a visual analysis of the significant interaction.  

  In response to the second question, was there a difference in the retention rate of 

the Act 101 students who attended the SBP following one year of participation compared 

to Act 101 students who did not attend or compared to students who had similar socio-

economic and academic demographics, calculations were completed using continuous 

enrollment data that was provided by the mid-Atlantic suburban community college. Both 

the dropout rate and the retention rate were recorded in the tables. 

 In order to address the third question, was there a significant difference following 

one year of participation in the level of student success among the three groups based on 

student demographics, a statistical analysis of the descriptive data for the three groups 

was conducted on the demographic variables (gender, ethnicity, age, level of mother’s 

education, level of father’s education) for comparison purposes.   The summer bridge 

group was compared to the non-summer bridge group and then each one was compared to 
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the comparison group with respect to the dependent variables.  An analysis of the data in 

the respective tables was the basis for the interpretations and conclusions. 

 Finally, the fourth step of the instrumentation focused on an analysis involving 

the demographic variables.  The summer bridge and non-summer bridge groups were 

analyzed within a population by first combining all subjects and calculating the means 

and standard deviation across all three groups by gender, ethnicity, age, mother’s 

education and father’s education in order to determine whether the differences between 

males and females were statistically different for semester 1 GPA, semester 2 GPA, 

number of developmental courses and year 1college credits.  In order to address the 

major research question, was there a significant difference in the academic progress of 

the Act 101 students who attended the summer bridge program, this process was repeated 

for only the Act 101 groups in order to determine whether there was a differential effect 

between males and females in any of these four variables that indicated statistical 

differences.   A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted in order to 

compare the means and determine whether there was any significant effect. 

 

Data Collection Procedures  

The research questions that this study focused on were: 

1. Was there a significant difference in the academic progress of the Act 101 

students who attended the summer bridge program following one year of 

participation compared to Act 101 students who did not attend or compared to 

students who had similar socio-economic and academic demographics?  
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2.  Was there a difference in the retention rate of the Act 101 students who 

attended the summer bridge program following one year of participation 

compared to Act 101 students who did not attend or compared to students who 

had similar socio-economic and academic demographics? 

3. Was there a significant difference following one year of participation in the 

level of student success among the three groups based on student 

demographics? 

The researcher assessed the policy implications and the possible impact that the findings 

of the study have on the social mobility of the Act 101 students.by discussing an ancillary 

concern:  

Was the Act 101 students’ participation in the summer bridge program likely 

to increase or reduce the prevailing pattern of proclivity for social 

reproduction compared to Act 101 students who did not attend?  

This discussion is further addressed in Chapter 5.  The student success of the Act 101 

population was assessed rather than relying on observations, surveys or interviews.  

Analyzing student performance in the identified areas provided insight into whether 

attending the SBP made a difference in the overall progress of these low socio-economic 

students and whether it is enough to impact their social mobility. 

 Specific categories of performance that were indexed to compare the summer 

bridge group, the non-summer bridge group and the comparison group included: age to 

compare younger versus older; gender to contrast male with female; semester one and 

semester two grade-point-average to evaluate academic success; the number of 

developmental classes to index student performance; the number of college credits 
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obtained at the end of year one in order to measure success toward obtaining a credential; 

educational attainment of father and mother to identify social reproduction proclivity; and 

ethnic identification to contrast the identified groups  Data was obtained from the student 

records with the cooperation of the staff and administration at the mid-Atlantic 

community college.  The five summer bridge groups were identified according to their 

summer of enrollment (2006-2010) that the applicants qualified as Act 101 students and 

attended the program; the five corresponding non-summer bridge groups enrolled the fall 

or the spring semester of the corresponding academic year and the three comparison 

groups (2006, 2008, 2010) enrolled the fall semester of the identified year. Data for each 

of the years were compiled for these three groups. 

Method of Analysis 

A function of the analysis was to compare the academic performance of the 

summer bridge group, the non- summer bridge group and the comparison group.  A 

statistical technique, analysis of variance, was used.   Did the performance of the summer 

bridge group match the performance of the non- summer bridge group?  Did the 

performance of the non-summer bridge group match the performance of the comparison 

group?  Did the performance of the summer bridge group match the performance of the 

comparison group?  This statistical procedure was most appropriate in order to determine 

the significance of differences based on the nature of the data and the comparison of the 

three groups.  The fact that the Act 101 students as well as the comparison group were 

not selected at random casts some doubt on the normality and homogeneity of variance 

assumptions about the population necessary for the application of the parametric 

techniques.  Also, the number of Act 101 students in the non-summer bridge group (117) 
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was larger than the number of Act 101 students in the summer bridge group (82).  The 

number of students in the comparison group (3700) was vastly larger than the other two 

groups.  Since the data included the subjects’ age, gender, ethnicity, academic success as 

measured by the GPA for semester 1 and  2, the number of college credits earned after 

the first year, the number of developmental classes required, and educational attainment 

of both mother and father, this nominal and interval data was best suited to the use of 

ANOVA. 

Addressing the ancillary policy implications, were Act 101 students likely to  

increase or reduce the prevailing pattern of proclivity for social reproduction compared to 

Act 101 students who did not attend, was subjective.  The researcher drew upon the 

results of the data analysis, the literature reviewed, the writer’s experience, the 

knowledge of the community college and the greater community and addressed this in 

Chapter 5.  Responses to the research questions, was there a significant difference in the 

academic progress of the Act 101 students who attended the Act 101 SBP following one 

year of participation compared to Act 101 students who did not attend or compared to 

students who had similar socio-economic and academic demographics, did they 

experience greater retention following one year of participation, and is there a significant 

difference following one year of participation in the level of student success among the 

three groups based on social demographics, was guided by the outcomes of the data 

analysis. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 

 

Introduction 

 This chapter includes a comprehensive report of the findings of this study which 

assessed students’ success following one year of participation in an Act 101 Summer 

Bridge Program at a mid-Atlantic suburban community college.  In order to carry out this 

study, three student samples were identified: a summer bridge group, a non-summer 

bridge group and a comparison group.  The researcher compared the Act 101 students 

who attended the seven-week program to those who qualified for Act 101 but elected not 

to attend along with the third group of subjects who did not qualify for Act 101 but who 

had similar socio-economic and academic demographics in order to determine whether 

there were significant differences in the academic progress, rate of retention, or a 

significant difference in the level of student success among the three groups based on 

student demographics.  The total sample size is as follows: 

Table 4.1:  Total Sample Size   
Summer Bridge Group N = 82 

Non-summer Bridge Group N = 117 

Comparison Group N = 3700 

 

Students in the summer bridge group attended an Act 101 seven-week summer bridge 

program.  Students in the non-summer bridge group qualified as Act 101 students but 

elected not to attend the summer bridge program, thereby delaying their required 

developmental courses until matriculation.  These subjects enrolled during the fall or 

spring semester of the upcoming academic year.  The comparison group of students who 

did not qualify for the Act 101 program was selected on the basis of similar socio-
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economic and academic demographics to the Act 101 students.  The study examined data 

compiled from the academic years of 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009 and 2010 for the Act 101 

groups; data from the academic years 2006, 2008 and 2010 were gathered on a one-to-

one comparison basis for the comparison group. 

The first section of this chapter following the introduction presents statistical data 

that focuses on the differences between groups with respect to the dependent variables.  

The second section includes retention data at the end of year one across the five years of 

the study.  The third section contains descriptive data on the three sample groups’ which 

includes demographic variables with respect to age, ethnicity, gender, education 

attainment of the mother and educational attainment of the father The fourth section 

presents the tables displaying the preliminary  analysis involving the demographic 

variables.  The final section concludes with a summary of the findings of the study. 

 

First Research Question:  Statistical Treatment: Differences Between the Groups on the 

Dependent Variables 

Was there a significant difference following one year of participation in the 

academic progress of the Act 101 students who attended the summer bridge program 

compared to Act 101 students who did not attend or compared to students who had 

similar socio-economic and academic demographics?  In order to determine the 

differences between the groups on the dependent variables, a calculation of the means 

and the standard deviation were first completed in order to apply the t-test and examine 

significance and effect size.  These results of this analysis were used to compare the 

groups in two stages: the summer bridge group was compared to the non-summer bridge 

group and then each of these groups was compared to the comparison group. 
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The means and the standard deviations for semester 1 grade point average for the three 

groups are presented in Table 4.2; the results of the analysis comparing the groups are 

presented in table 4.3. 

 Table 4.2: Semester 1 GPA: Means and Standard Deviations 
  Summer Bridge 

Group 
Non-Summer 
Bridge Group 

Comparison 
Group 

 

Semester 1 GPA 

Means .12 .80 2.26 

Standard 

Deviation 

.64 1.34 1.43 

 

Table 4.3: Semester 1 GPA: Group Comparisons 

 t-test Significance Effect Size 
Summer Bridge vs Non- 

Summer Bridge 4.24 .000 .109 

Summer Bridge vs 
Comparison 15.29 .000 .085 

Non-Summer Bridge  vs 
Comparison 10.84 .000 .041 

 

The semester 1 grade point average for the non-summer bridge group was significantly 

higher than the grade point average for the summer bridge group. The effect size was 

considered large.  Students in the summer bridge group and the non-summer bridge group 

who were enrolled in developmental classes did not receive credits toward graduation for 

these skill building classes except for one course, Personal Growth and Study Skills, and 

their GPA was calculated as 0.00 if they were not enrolled in any college credit classes. 

These subjects may have been performing very well academically in all of their remedial 

classes but their semester grade point averages were calculated only for courses that are 

designated as college credits.  Thus, the semester 1 GPA for these students was 

misleading.  The semester 1 grade point average for the comparison group was 
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significantly higher than the grade point average for the summer bridge group.  The effect 

size was considered large.  The semester 1 grade point average for the comparison group 

was significantly higher than the grade point average for the non-summer bridge group.  

The effect size was considered small. 

 

The means and the standard deviations for semester 2 grade point average for the three 

groups are presented in Table 4.4; the results of the analysis comparing the groups are 

presented in table 4.5. 

 Table 4.4: Semester 2 GPA: Means and Standard Deviations 
  Summer Bridge 

Group 
Non-Summer 
Bridge Group 

Comparison 
Group 

 

Semester 2 GPA 

Means 1.92 1.42 2.29 

Standard 

Deviation 

1.38 1.49 1.34 

 

Table 4.5: Semester 2 GPA: Group Comparisons 

 t-test Significance Effect Size 
Summer Bridge vs Non-

Summer Bridge 2.07 .040 .023 

Summer Bridge vs 
Comparison 2.43 .015 .002 

Non-Summer Bridge  vs 
Comparison 6.02 .000 .011 

 

The semester 2 grade point average for the summer bridge group was significantly higher 

compared to the GPA of the non-summer bridge group.  Students in the summer bridge 

group were likely to have completed their developmental courses by the second semester 

since they were able to enroll in these remedial classes during the summer as well as 

during first semester. Consequently, enrolling in more college classes provided them with 
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more opportunity to successfully accumulate credits toward calculating a GPA.  The 

effect size was small.  The comparison group had a significantly higher second semester 

GPA as compared to the summer bridge t group; the effect size was very small.  The 

semester 2 grade point average for the comparison group was significantly higher 

compared to the GPA of the non-summer bridge group.  The effect size was small. 

 

The means and the standard deviations for required developmental classes for the three 

groups are presented in Table 4.6; the results of the analysis comparing the groups are 

presented in table 4.7. 

 Table 4.6: Developmental Courses Required: Means and Standard Deviations 
  Summer Bridge 

Group 
Non-Summer 
Bridge Group 

Comparison 
Group 

 

Developmental 

Courses Required 

Means 3.55 4.81 1.69 

Standard 

Deviation 

.74 2.55 1.86 

 

 
Table 4.7:  Developmental Courses Required:  Group Comparisons 

 t-test Significance Effect Size 
Summer Bridge vs Non-

Summer Bridge 3.79 .000 .109 

Summer Bridge vs 
Comparison 9.13 .000 .031 

Non-Summer Bridge vs 
Comparison 17.58 .000 .088 

 

The non-summer bridge group required significantly more developmental courses as 

compared to the summer bridge group.  The summer bridge group attended a seven-week 

summer bridge program and many of these students were able to satisfy some of their 

developmental class requirements in a closely supervised and nurturing environment.  
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Students in the non-summer bridge group did not attend the summer session; therefore, 

they did not afford themselves of the same opportunity.  The effect is large.  The non-

summer bridge subjects were required to enroll in 1.5 more remedial courses than the 

summer bridge subjects, yet they rejected an opportunity to attend a tuition-free program 

that was designed to enable them to obtain the necessary supports including tutoring in 

order to address their academic deficiencies.  This population enrolled and paid tuition to 

complete these required courses that they could have received at no cost.  The mean for 

developmental courses for the non-summer bridge was 4.81 which translates that these 

subjects will begin their college career with a semester of mostly courses that will not 

accumulate credits toward a credential.  Students in the comparison group required 

significantly fewer developmental classes as compared to students in the summer bridge 

group.  The effect was small.  The comparison group required significantly fewer 

developmental classes as compared to the non-summer bridge group.  The effect was 

large.  Since a stipulation of the Act 101 program is that all subjects need two or more 

developmental courses, it was conceivable that the comparison group required 

significantly fewer remediation classes than the Act 101 groups. 

 

The means and the standard deviations for the year 1 credits for the three groups are 

presented in Table 4.8; the results of the analysis comparing the groups are presented in 

table 4.9. 

Table 4.8:  Year 1 Credits:  Means and Standard Deviations 
  Summer 

Bridge Group 
Non-Summer 
Bridge Group 

Comparison 
Group 

 

Year 1 Credits 

Means 9.90 3.57 12.99 

Standard Deviation 8.88 4.57 8.13 
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Table 4.9:  Year 1 Credits:  Group Comparisons 
 t-test Significance Effect Size 

Summer Bridge vs Non-
Summer Bridge 6.57 .000 .180 

Summer Bridge vs 
Comparison 3.38 .001 .004 

Non-Summer Bridge vs 
Comparison 12.49 .000 .046 

 

Students in the summer bridge group had significantly more credits at the end of year one 

as compared to students in the non-summer bridge group.  The summer bridge subjects 

had fewer required remedial courses which accounts for the higher number of credits.  It 

is also possible that these subjects had a higher mean score on the placement exams 

which would indicate that they are more “college-ready.”  The effect was medium to 

large.   Students in the comparison group had significantly more credits than students in 

the summer bridge group.  The comparison subjects had fewer required remedial courses 

which accounts for the higher number of credits.  The effect was small.   Students in the 

comparison group had significantly more credits than students in the non-summer bridge 

group.   The comparison subjects had fewer required remedial courses which accounts for 

the higher number of credits; their higher scores on the placement exams also validated 

that they were more “college-ready.” The effect was medium.   
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An analysis of the comparison of the grade point average of the summer bridge group and 

the non-summer bridge group comparing semester 1 and semester 2 validates that the 

interaction is significant as shown in graph 4.1. 

 
Graph 4.1:  Act 101 Groups’ Difference: Semester 1 & 2 GPA 
 

 
 
The summer bridge group’s semester 1 GPA was .12 and the semester 2 GPA was 1.92 

while the non-summer bridge group’s semester 1 GPA was .80 and the semester 2 GPA 

was 1.42.  The summer bridge group had a much lower GPA at the end of semester 1 (.68  

points lower) but ended up with a higher GPA (.50 points higher) than the non-summer 

bridge group by the end of semester 2.  
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 Second Research Question: Retention Data 

Was there a difference after one year in the retention rate of the Act 101 students 

who attended the summer bridge program following one year of participation compared 

to Act 101 students who did not attend or compared to students who had similar socio-

economic and academic demographics?  This mid-Atlantic community college defines 

retention as continuous enrollment of a returning student.  Examining the data across the 

three groups for subjects who withdrew or dropped out by the end of semester two, the 

percentages are provided in table 4.10. 

Table 4.10:  Number of Subjects Who Withdrew or Dropped Out: End of Year 1 
group dropouts/withdrawals 

by end of year 1 
population dropout rate retention 

rate 

Summer Bridge 2 82 2.4% 97.6% 

Non-Summer Bridge 15 117 12.8% 87.2% 

Comparison 608 3700 16.4% 83.6% 

 

Students who participated in the summer bridge program continued to enroll for the 

upcoming two semesters at a significantly higher percentage rate than subjects in the non-

summer bridge group and the comparison group. The ratio of subjects withdrawing or 

dropping out in the summer bridge group was one-to-forty compared to one-to-eight in 

the non-summer bridge group and one-to-six in the comparison group.  Although this 

study found that the semester one grade-point-average was the lowest for students in the  

 

summer bridge group, these subjects persisted and by the end of semester two, the 

summer bridge program students were performing higher academically than the non-

summer bridge group who may have been enrolled in more developmental courses.  The 
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non-summer bridge subjects also validated what research shows: they had the most 

developmental courses among the three groups which translated to lengthening their 

timeline and increasing the likelihood that they will drop out.  It was possible that the 

improved academic performance of the subjects in the summer bridge group contributed 

to their higher rate of retention.  It was also conceivable that the subjects in the summer 

bridge group were closer to the cut-off score on the placement tests and would profile as 

more college-ready; it is possible that they were more highly motivated; or it is possible 

that they were in a more attractive financial situation whereby they do not feel the need to 

prioritize a summer job over attending a summer bridge program. 

 

Third Research Question:  Descriptive Data on the Subjects 

Was there a significant difference following one year of participation in the level 

of student success among the three groups based on student demographics?   In order to 

examine the data across the three groups, tables were created in order to display the 

findings and prepare for a preliminary analysis. 
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Descriptive data on the age of the subjects in the three groups are presented in Table 4.11. 

Table 4.11:  Demographic Data on the Age of the Subjects 

 Summer Bridge Group Non-Summer Bridge Group Comparison Group 

 N % N % N % 

19-24 28 34.1% 43 32.5% 2851 77.2% 

25-29 29 35.4% 27 23.1% 428 11.6% 

30-34 6 7.3% 18 14.6% 167 5.2% 

35-39 7 8.5% 9 7.7% 81 2.5% 

40-44 2 2.4% 7 6.1% 50 .2% 

45 and above 4 4.9% 10 6.6% 123 3.3% 

Missing 5 6.1% 3 9.4% 0  

Mean 28.12 30.03 24.81 

Range 21 – 54 22 – 60 19 – 69 
 

The comparison group as contrasted to the summer bridge and the non-summer bridge 

groups was significantly younger with over three-fourth of the students under the age of 

25; the mean is 24.81 years.  It should also be noted that the range of the comparison 

group with a 50-year span was much greater compared to the other two groups.   A 

greater percentage of students in the summer bridge group enrolled in the community 

college between the ages of 25 and 29 compared to either of the other two groups. Since 

both the summer bridge and the non-summer bridge groups were Act 101 participants, 

the mean ages of 28.12 and 30.03 respectively confirmed that these subjects are older 

students as stated in the research literature than the subjects in the comparison group.   
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Descriptive data on the gender of the subjects in the three groups are presented in Table 

4.12. 

Table 4.12: Demographic Data on the Gender of the Subjects 

 Summer Bridge Group Non-Summer Bridge 
Group Comparison Group 

 N % N % N % 

Female 52 63.4% 83 70.1% 1947 52.6% 

Male 24 29.3% 30 25.6% 1737 46.9% 

Unknown 6 7.3% 4 3.4% 16 .4% 
 
The comparison group contained a closer balance of females to males than the other two 

Act 101 groups.  The non-summer bridge group approached a three-to-one ratio of 

females to males, a greater difference than was found in the summer bridge group where 

the ratio of females to males was about two-to-one.  In all three groups more subjects 

were female than male.   

 

Descriptive data on the ethnicity of the subjects in the three groups are presented in Table 

4.13. 

Table 4.13: Demographic Data on the Ethnicity of the Subjects 

 Summer Bridge Group Non-Summer Bridge 
Group Comparison Group 

 N % N % N % 
African 

American 49 59.8% 83 70.9% 693 18.7% 

Asian 4 4.9% 5 4.3% 124 3.4% 

Caucasian 16 19.5% 14 12.0% 2452 66.3% 

Hispanic 4 4.9% 6 5.1% 87 2.4% 

Other 3 3.7% 4 3.4% 254 6.8% 

Unknown 12 14.6% 10 8.6% 90 2.4% 
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The lowest proportion of African Americans was found in the comparison group with 

fewer than one in five identifying with this category.  The greatest proportion of African 

Americans was in the non-summer bridge group with more than two of every three 

subjects identifying while three of every five in the summer bridge group identified with 

this ethnicity.  The comparison group had a significantly greater proportion of Caucasians 

with two out of three identifying with this classification compared to one-in-six in the 

summer bridge group and one-in-seven in the non-summer bridge group.  Asians and 

Hispanics were proportionally lowest in all three groups. 

 
Descriptive data on the educational attainment of the mother of the subjects in the three 

groups are presented in Table 4.14. 

Table 4.14: Demographic Data on the Subjects’ Mother’s Education  

 Summer Bridge Group Non-Summer Bridge 
Group Comparison Group 

 N % N % N % 

Less than HS 11 13.4% 21 17.9% 253 6.8% 

High School 37 45.1% 47 40.2% 1450 39.2% 

Some College 11 7.8% 20 17.1% 595 16.1% 

Two-Year Degree 2 1.9% 5 4.3% 361 9.8% 

Bachelor’s Degree 11 14.6% 9 7.7% 703 19.0% 

Unknown 10 12.2% 15 12.8% 338 9.1% 
 

Subjects in all three groups had a greater proportion of mothers who completed high 

school than any other category of education.  The comparison group had the greatest 

proportion of students with mothers who experienced some college including starting 

college or completing a two-year or four-year degree.  According to the data provided, 

one-in-five students in the comparison group had a mother with a four-year degree; a 
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comparison of the remaining two groups indicated that the corresponding percentage 

within the summer bridge group was nearly twice that within the non-summer bridge 

group. 

 

Descriptive data on the educational attainment of the father of the subjects in the three 

groups are presented in Table 4.15. 

Table 4.15: Demographic Data on the Subjects’ Father’s Education  

 Summer Bridge Group Non-Summer Bridge 
Group Comparison Group 

 N % N % N % 

Less than HS 8 9.8% 18 15.4% 308 8.3% 

High School 39 47.6% 48 41.9% 1441 38.9% 

Some College 4 4.9% 10 8.5% 563 15.2% 

Two-Year Degree 4 4.9% 4 3.4% 251 6.8% 

Bachelor’s Degree 7 8.5% 10 8.5% 715 19.3% 

Unknown 20 24.4% 26 22.2% 422 11.4% 
 

Subjects in all three groups had a greater proportion of fathers who completed high 

school than any other category of education.  The comparison group had the greatest 

proportion of students with fathers who experienced some college including starting 

college or completing a two-year or four-year degree.  Given the amount of unknown 

data, it was unclear whether there was any difference among the three groups with 

respect to students who had fathers who dropped out of high school. 

A comparison of the mothers’ and the fathers’ education did not indicate any 

differences.  All three groups had a greater proportion of mothers who experienced some 

college whether that consisted of starting college or completing a two-year or four-year 

degree than fathers with these same credentials.  Both the summer bridge and the non-
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summer bridge groups had a greater proportion of mothers who dropped out of high 

school than fathers.  Completion of a bachelor’s degree for the mother and the father was 

highest for the comparison group with nearly one-in-five graduating college; bachelor’s 

degrees among the parents in the non-summer bridge group were about one-in-eight; one-

in-seven mothers in the summer bridge group graduated with a bachelor’s degree 

compared to one-in-twelve among the fathers. 

 

Part 2: Preliminary Analysis Involving the Demographic Variables 

For all demographic variables (gender, ethnicity, age, educational attainment of 

the mother, and educational attainment of the father) a preliminary analysis that included 

the comparison group was conducted prior to focusing on a comparison of the summer 

bridge and non-summer bridge groups in order to obtain a complete set of outcomes. The 

means and standard deviations of the dependent variables are provided across all three 

groups (summer bridge, non-summer bridge, and comparison) with a total population of 

3,899 in the following tables: 

GENDER 

Table 4.16:  Means and Standard Deviations Across all Three Groups by Gender  

 Males 
 

Females 
 

Semester I GPA 2.11 
(1.43) 

2.24 
(1.51) 

Semester 2 GPA 2.18 
(1.33) 

2.31 
(1.36) 

Developmental Credits 1.64 
(1.91) 

1.93 
(2.02) 

Year 1 Credits 13.21 
(8.41) 

12.11 
(8.05) 

 
Because of the large sample size that includes 3,899 students, all of the analyses 

comparing the three groups were statistically significant.  
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Table 4.17: Means and Standard Deviations: Summer Bridge and Non-Summer 
                           Bridge Groups 

 Males 
N = 54 

Females 
N = 134 

Semester I GPA .69 
(1.13) 

.49 
(1.29) 

Semester 2 GPA 2.03 
(1.42) 

1.96 
(2.03) 

Developmental Courses 4.20 
(2.26) 

4.35 
(2.52) 

Year 1 Credits 8.30 
(8.72) 

5.76 
(6.73) 

 
 
There was no statistical significance between the summer bridge and non-summer bridge 

groups for the semester 1 GPA, semester 2 GPA or the number of developmental courses. 

There was a statistically significant difference for year 1 credits. The males had 

significantly more credits than the females (t = 2.45, p = .031).  The effect was small. 

 In order to determine whether the treatment had a differential effect for males and 

females, a two-way ANOVA was conducted for the four variables: semester 1 GPA, 

semester 2 GPA, number of developmental courses, and year 1 credits toward a 

credential. Nothing of statistical significance was found.   

ETHNICITY 

 For the purposes of calculating the means for the three groups, the Native 

Americans ethnic group which totaled nine members was eliminated.  The “unknown” 

population continued to be included since it was relatively large.  It was not clear why so 

many students did not provide this demographic.  A category labeled “other” was 

included for those students who identify with two or more ethnic groups.  The standard 

deviations were not included in the tables since the calculations were so large. 
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Table 4.18:  Means by Ethnic Groups Across All Three Groups 

 
African 

American 
N = 814 

Asian 
N = 132 

Caucasian 
N = 2470 

Hispanic 
N = 94 

Other 
N = 253 

Unknown 
N = 123 

Semester 1 
GPA 1.54 1.96 2.43 2.18 .86 1.01 

Semester 2 
GPA 1.74 2.25 2.41 2.17 1.20 2.62 

Developmental 
Credits 2.68 2.97 1.33 2.31 5.14 2.71 

Year 1 Credits 8.24 11.30 14.35 12.51 5.71 7.44 
 
 
 
Table 4.19:  Means by Ethnic Groups for Summer Bridge and Non-Summer Bridge             
                             Groups      

 
African 

American 
N = 131 

Asian 
N = 8 

Caucasian 
N = 31 

Hispanic 
N = 7 

Other 
N = 10 

Semester 1 
GPA .54 .11 .55 .40 .86 

Semester 2 
GPA 1.65 1.17 2.15 1.98 1.20 

Developmental 
Credits 4.22 6.56 3.73 4.60 5.14 

Year 1 Credits 6.09 5.22 8.67 6.30 5.71 
 

In the summer bridge and non-summer bridge groups, Asians needed significantly more 

developmental courses than other ethnic groups.  It was not known whether this outcome 

was attributed to English as a Second Language remediation or whether these students’ 

academic skills were deficient.  Due to the small size of several of the sample sizes 

(Asian, Hispanic, Other), only the comparison of African American to Caucasian was 

conducted and after several analyses, nothing was found that was significant. 
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MOTHER’S AND FATHER’S EDUCATION and AGE 

 Age is an interval variable and meets the assumptions for parametric analysis.  

The education of the mother and father are ordinal.  Correlations for the entire population 

are presented in Table 4.20 followed by correlations for the subjects in the summer 

bridge and non-summer bridge groups in table 4.21. 

Table 4.20:  Correlations Across All Three Groups (N = 3230) 
 Mother’s Education Father’s Education Age 

Semester 1 GPA .084** .114** -.070** 

Semester 2 GPA .078** .059** .018 
Development 

Courses -.136** -.133** .267** 

Year 1 Credits .110 .123** -.184** 
 
** p < .01 
 
 
Table 4.21: Correlations for Summer Bridge and Non-Summer Bridge Groups  
                            (N=190) 

 Mother’s Education Father’s Education Age 

Semester 1 GPA .041 -.022 -.064* 

Semester 2 GPA -.047 .023 -.045 
Development 

Courses -.024 .148 .157** 

Year 1 Credits -.063 .073 -.180** 
 
 *p < .05 
         ** p < .01 
 

Many of the correlations for the three groups that are presented in Table 4.20 were 

statistically significant due to the large sample size.  The only substantial correlation was 

between age and developmental courses required where older students needed more  
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remedial courses. The time lapse between their secondary education experience and their 

taking the placement tests may have affected their test taking skills and ability to recall 

information.  For the summer bridge and non-summer bridge groups, this was also the 

only substantial correlation although the correlation was quite weak.  This analysis 

indicated that the level of the mothers’ and fathers’ education had little impact on the 

students’ outcomes. Age was a minor effect but it was not enough to warrant further 

analysis. 

 Looking at another analysis yielded additional information.  Comparing college 

educated parents to all other parents indicated that there were no significant effects for 

the mothers’ education.  However, for the fathers’ education, there was a significant 

difference for the number of required developmental courses.  Students whose fathers had 

a college education were required to take more developmental courses as shown in Table 

4.22.  The community college did not collect data regarding the marital status of the 

parents so it was not known whether this unusual finding indicated a lack of involvement 

on the part of the college educated fathers. 

Table 4.22:  Means and t-test Results for Father’s Education 

 

Mean for 
Students whose 
Fathers have a  

College 
Education 

N = 21 

Mean for 
Students whose 
Fathers do not 
have a College 

Education 
N = 199 

t-test Significance Effect 
Size 

# Developmental 
Courses 5.88 4.14 2.92 .004 .051 
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Summary of Findings 

 The results of this study that examined Act 101 students who received the 

treatment of a seven-week summer bridge program at a mid-Atlantic suburban 

community college compared to the non-summer bridge group and a comparison group 

found several significant differences. An analysis of the independent variables 

demonstrated that the non-summer bridge group had a significantly higher semester 1 

GPA compared to the summer bridge group and the comparison group had a significantly 

higher GPA as compared to both the summer bridge and non-summer bridge groups.  

Semester 2 GPA was significantly higher for the summer bridge group compared to the 

non-summer bridge group.  The comparison group had a significantly higher semester 2 

GPA compared to both the summer bridge group and the non-summer bridge group. 

 The comparison group required significantly fewer developmental courses than 

both the non-summer bridge group and the summer bridge group.  The non-summer 

bridge group required significantly more developmental courses than the summer bridge 

group.  This finding revealed that the non-summer bridge group was the least prepared 

for college level work and these subjects by-passed an opportunity to attend a seven-

week program that would have assisted them with developing their skill set.  Their 

decision to sidestep attending a tuition-free program designed to support them with their 

remediation classes was not in their best financial interests since they had to pay for these 

required courses upon matriculation.  Year one credits revealed only one significant 

finding: the summer bridge group had significantly more college credits as compared to 

the non-summer bridge group at the conclusion of two semesters.  The comparison group 

had significantly more credits at the end of year one than either the summer bridge group 

or the non-summer bridge group.  
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An analysis that compared the summer bridge group and the non-summer bridge 

group with respect to semester 1 and semester 2 GPA indicated a significant interaction.  

As Graph 4.1 showed, the summer bridge group started out with a lower semester 1 GPA 

than the non-summer bridge group but by the conclusion of semester 2, the summer 

bridge group ended up at a higher point.  The SBP students completed their 

developmental courses and they were able to obtain college credits with a higher GPA 

than the Act 101 students who did not attend the summer program.  

The improved academic second semester performance of the subjects in the 

summer bridge group supported the level of their retention rate.  Among the three groups, 

this population had the highest rate of continuous enrollment.  Over a five-year period of 

time, only two subjects in this group dropped out; the overall retention rate was 97.6%.  

Subjects in the non-summer bridge group had a retention rate of 87.2% and subjects in 

the comparison group experienced continuous enrollment at a rate of 83.6%.  While it 

was likely that many of the students who withdrew returned at a later date, the institution 

did not calculate these subjects into their retention data because they did not continually 

enroll. 

 Although an analyses of the summer bridge group and the non-summer bridge 

group on the demographic variables did not result in significant differences between 

them, the comparison group in contrast to both of the Act 101 groups had a significantly 

greater proportion of Caucasians and a lower proportion of African Americans, a closer 

balance of males and females, students whose parents have a higher level of education 

and students who were markedly younger. 
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  The analysis of the demographic variables across the three groups resulted 

in only one statistically significant difference on the independent variables.  Calculating 

the means and standard deviation for males and females in the summer bridge and non-

summer bridge groups  revealed that males had significantly more credits than females 

(t=2.45, p=.031).   It was not known whether issues such as child care responsibilities or 

job related obligations contributed to this finding.   A two-way ANOVA on the four 

variables (non-summer bridge group males and females along with summer bridge group 

males and females) showed a difference in the interaction for the Semester 2 GPA but it 

was not statistically significant. 

 Ethnic analysis revealed no significant differences except that Asians in the Act 

101 groups needed significantly more developmental credits than other ethnic groups.  It 

is not known whether this may be due to language issues or a deficiency in academic 

skills.  There was a significant correlation between student age and number of 

developmental courses required with older students needing more remedial courses. 

 An analysis of the mothers’ and the fathers’ education did not reveal a great deal.  

Overall, their level of education did not correlate with the student results except in one 

area.  For the father’s education, there was a significant difference for developmental 

education.  Students who had fathers with a college education accumulated more 

developmental credits than students whose fathers did not have a college education.  
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

 

Introduction 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to assess students’ success following 

one year of participation in a summer bridge program by comparing the qualified 

students who participated in the Act 101 program to Act 101 students who did not 

participate in the seven-week academic experience.   A third group of students who did 

not qualify for the Act 101 program, but met the admission requirements because of 

similar socio-economic and academic demographics, were included for comparison 

purposes. 

This culminating chapter is comprised of five additional sections.   The first 

section, “Summary of Study Results,” condenses the data analysis from chapter four and 

highlights the outcomes in order to formulate a response to the major research questions.  

The research questions that this study sought to answer included: 

1. Was there a significant difference in the academic progress of the Act 101 

students who attended the summer bridge program following one year of 

participation compared to Act 101 students who did not attend or compared to 

students who had similar socio-economic and academic demographics?  

2.  Was there a difference in the retention rate of the Act 101 students who 

attended the summer bridge program following one year of participation 

compared to Act 101 students who did not attend or compared to students who 

had similar socio-economic and academic demographics? 
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3. Was there a significant difference following one year of participation in the 

level of student success among the three groups based on student 

demographics? 

The researcher assessed the policy implications and the possible impact that the findings 

of the study had on the social mobility of the Act 101 students.by discussing an ancillary 

concern:  

Was the Act 101 students’ participation in the summer bridge program   

likely to increase or reduce the prevailing pattern of proclivity for social 

reproduction compared to Act 101 students who did not attend?  

Section two, “Study Results and Relationship to Literature,” reviews the major 

findings of the study and discusses these findings within the current research on the 

effectiveness of summer bridge programs.  The major research questions are answered as 

well as the ancillary concern pertaining to social mobility.  The third section, 

“Implications for Practice,” utilizes the study results in order to identify and elaborate 

upon implications for practice.  Section four, “Implications for Future Research,” 

presents ideas and implications for future research.  Finally, section five, “Summary,” 

highlights the key findings and implications based on the findings of this study. 

 

Summary of Study Results 

 

 The data from the research study provided insight regarding the Act 101 students’ 

success rate after one year of participating in the program.  The results provided answers 

to the three research questions and the findings provided a greater understanding to the 

larger question of social mobility that had policy implications.  The research for the first 
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question, was there a significant difference in the academic progress of the Act 101 

students who attended the summer bridge program after one year of participation 

compared to Act 101 students who did not attend or compared to students who had 

similar socio-economic and academic demographics, focused on the number of 

developmental courses, GPA for semester 1 and 2, and the number of end of year one 

credits.  

  The second question, was there a difference  in the retention rate of the Act 101 

students who attended the summer bridge program following one year of participation 

compared to Act 101 students who did not attend or compared to students who had 

similar socio-economic and academic demographics, was answered in two parts: first 

with a recap of the retention data and second, with a brief discussion of the subjects’ 

semester 1 and semester 2 GPA that substantiated that they were making significant 

academic progress.  

The findings that explained the differences among the three groups were 

presented in order to respond to the third research question:  Was there a significant 

difference following one year of participation in the level of student success among the 

three groups based on student demographics?  The policy concern, were the Act 101 

students likely to increase or reduce the prevailing pattern proclivity for social 

reproduction compared to Act 101 students who did not attend, was addressed by 

comparing the students’ progress in their respective educational careers including GPA, 

developmental requirements, and year one college credits to that of their mothers’ and 

fathers’ educational attainment.  
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 The sample size for this study consisted of 82 subjects in the summer bridge 

group, 117 subjects in the non-summer group and 3,700 subjects in the comparison 

group.  Because of the large sample size, almost all of the analyses were statistically 

significant.  In a situation such as this, the essential question was not whether the result is 

significant, but rather whether the result was meaningful.  In most current research, this is 

addressed by computing a measure of effect size, the approach that was utilized in 

interpreting the results presented in Chapter 4.  Positive correlations with a small effect 

indicated that there was not much difference due to the large size of the comparison 

group. 

 

1. Was there a significant difference after in the academic progress of the Act   

101 students who attended the summer bridge program following one year of 

participation compared to Act 101 students who did not attend or compared to 

students who had similar socio-economic and academic demographics?  

The means and standard deviations were calculated in order to make group 

comparisons for the semester 1 and semester 2 GPA, the number of developmental 

courses and the year 1 credits.  The mean semester grade point average for the two 

semesters provided the following information: for semester 1 the comparison group had 

the highest GPA with 2.26 and the summer bridge group had the lowest with .12; for 

semester 2 the comparison group had the highest GPA with 2.29 and the non-summer 

bridge group was lowest with 1.42; the GPA of the comparison group stayed almost the 

same while the summer bridge group made the greatest gains with a 1.80 points 

improvement. A comparison of the two Act 101 groups revealed: the non-summer 
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bridge group had a significantly higher semester 1 GPA than the summer bridge group 

(.80 compared to .12); however, the summer bridge group had a significantly higher 

semester 2 GPA than the non-summer bridge group (1.92 compared to 1.42). 

With respect to mean number of developmental courses required, the data analysis 

showed that the non-summer bridge group required the most courses (4.81) and the 

comparison group required the least number of courses (1.69).   The non-summer bridge 

group required significantly more developmental courses compared to the summer bridge 

group with a mean of 3.55 classes.  The non-summer bridge group had the greatest 

academic skill deficiency and these subjects were most in need of the remedial benefits 

that the SBP offered.  The results for the year 1 credits revealed that the comparison 

group had the most credits (12.99) while the non-summer bridge group acquired the least 

amount of credits (3.57).  The summer bridge group, with a mean of 9.90 credits, had 

significantly more credits than the non-summer bridge group. 

 

2. Was there a difference in the retention rate of the Act 101 students who 

attended the summer bridge program following one year of participation 

compared to Act 101 students who did not attend or compared to students who 

had similar socio-economic and academic demographics? 

The administration at the research site, a mid-Atlantic suburban community 

college, defined retention as continuous enrollment of a returning student.  An 

examination of the drop-out statistics at the end of semester two showed that the summer 

bridge group had the highest rate of retention with a 2.4% dropout rate compared to the 

non-summer bridge group with a 12.8% dropout rate and the comparison group with a 
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16.4% dropout rate.  Subjects in the non-summer bridge group were five times more 

likely to leave prior to the close of the second semester compared to subjects in the 

summer bridge group and subjects in the comparison group were almost seven times as 

likely to leave before completing a full year as the students in the summer bridge group. 

Further, students who participated in the summer bridge program not only 

continued to enroll for the upcoming two semesters at a significantly higher percentage 

rate, these subjects persisted and by the end of semester two, these summer bridge 

subjects were performing higher academically (1.92) than the non-summer bridge 

subjects by .50 points.   The summer bridge group not only stayed on course but over 

time they improved their academic standing as well. 

 

3.  Was there a significant difference following one year of participation in the 

level of student success among the three groups based on student demographics? 

 Descriptive demographic data included age, gender, ethnicity and educational 

attainment of the parents.  With respect to age, the comparison group was significantly 

younger with more than three-fourth of the subjects under the age of 25.  Their mean age 

of 24.81 years contrasted with a mean age of 28.12 for the summer bridge group and 

30.03 years for the non-summer bridge group.  Regarding gender, the comparison group 

contained a closer balance of females to males than the other two groups; the summer 

bridge and non-summer bridge groups were both predominately female. Ethnicity data 

showed that the lowest proportion of African Americans was found in the comparison 

group and the other two Act 101 groups were predominately African American. The 
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comparison group had a significantly greater proportion of Caucasians.  Overall, the Act 

101 population was older, predominately African American and female. 

 Results from the educational attainment of the parents were: subjects in all three 

groups had a greater proportion of mothers and fathers who completed high school than 

any other category of education; the comparison group had a greater proportion of 

students with mothers and fathers who experienced some college; and the summer bridge 

group was the least likely among the three groups to have a mother or a father who had 

experienced some college. All three groups had a greater proportion of mothers who 

experienced some college compared to the fathers’ educational attainment. The 

comparison group had the smallest proportion of mothers who dropped out of high school 

than fathers. 

Further analysis of the data focused on the Act 101 students (summer bridge and 

non-summer bridge groups) and provided the following outcomes: (1) Males 

accumulated significantly more credits than the females; (2) Asians needed significantly 

more developmental courses than other ethnic groups; (3) Older students needed more 

developmental courses; (4) Students whose fathers had a college education were required 

to take more developmental courses.  

 It was not known whether the Act 101 males had higher placement scores which 

would result in possibly obtaining more credits. It was also not known whether the Act 

101 Asians had language issues or deficient academic skills. The finding that older 

students needed more remediation was supported by the research and discussed in the 

literature review.  Students who needed more remediation even though they had fathers 
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with a college education was an unexpected finding; were these fathers actively involved 

in their children’s home life? 

 

 Policy implications: 

Was the Act 101 students’ participation in the summer bridge program likely 

to increase or reduce the prevailing pattern of proclivity for social 

reproduction compared to Act 101 students who did not attend?  

 Carnevale and Strohl (2010) state that post-secondary educational attainment “has 

replaced the industrial concept of class as the primary marker for social stratification”   

(p. 71).  They further describe postsecondary education as the “most effective economic 

leveler, serving as an engine for mobility” (p.72), especially given the disappearance of 

the blue-collar economy.  As the less-advantaged students descend upon the community 

colleges that offer open-door access, the pathway to opportunity and the avenue to social 

mobility can only be realized if students are able to obtain a credential within a 

reasonable timeline.   Astin (1998) believes that accommodating the needs of the 

“remedial” student will do more to address our country’s most serious economic and 

social issues including unemployment, crime, welfare, health care, the maldistribution of 

wealth and disengagement from the political process than any other action if we are to 

make progress as a nation.  

 Have the subjects in the summer bridge and non-summer bridge groups reduced 

the pattern of proclivity for social mobility based on their progress at the end of year 1?  

A review of their developmental education requirements, semester 1 and 2 grade-point 

average and year one college credits along with a comparison of their mothers’ and 
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fathers’ educational level of attainment offers insight into this question. The summer 

bridge group is profiled separately from the non-summer bridge group. 

 Subjects in the summer bridge group were required to take an average of 3.55 

developmental courses which, except for one course, did not count as credits toward a 

credential; they elected to enroll in the summer bridge program in order to address their 

skill-level deficiency.  While their mean semester 1 GPA of .12 may appear to be 

daunting, one must recognize that their developmental credits were not included in their 

semester average.  Their mean semester 2 GPA of 1.92, basically a “C” average, was 

very encouraging.  Only 2.4% dropped out at the end of year one over the past five years.  

In addition, they accumulated a mean of 9.90 college credits, almost the equivalent of one 

semester of credits toward a credential.  If they continued at this rate, it is possible for 

them to complete their program in five to six semesters.  Although these students were 

the least likely among the three groups to have either a mother or a father who had any 

college experience, it was possible that the supports including tutoring, counseling, 

mentoring, advising and bonding, provided by the seven-week summer bridge experience 

were factors that were accelerating their upward mobility.  

 It is also conceivable that these subjects had placement scores close to the cutoff 

scores and are more “college ready” than the non-summer bridge population.  As a group 

they seemed to be more motivated than the non-summer bridge group and they placed a 

higher priority on completing remedial work.  Their financial situation may have 

permitted them to prioritize attending the SBP instead of working at a fulltime summer 

job.   A “self-selection” phenomenon may have occurred within the Act 101 population. 
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A comparison of the educational level of the subjects in the summer bridge group 

with the educational attainment of their mothers and fathers also supported this 

population’s progress toward social mobility.  Over 68% of the mothers dropped out of 

high school, graduated or experienced some college.  Subjects in the summer bridge 

group met or exceeded that level by the end of their first year.  Among the fathers, 62.3% 

dropped out of high school, graduated or experienced some college. The opportunity for 

these subjects to exceed the educational level of their parents was within their grasp.   

Bowles and Gintis (2002) coined the term “intergenerational persistence of economic 

status” to describe preserving social privileges across generations. The summer bridge 

group made some progress in overcoming this status. 

Subjects in the non-summer bridge group were required to take an average of 4.81 

developmental courses, nearly a full semester of courses that were non-credit. These 

students were offered the opportunity to attend the summer program where some of the 

developmental credits could have been completed but they declined.  Most of these 

students matriculated in the upcoming fall semester and some did not enroll until the 

following spring semester.  Their mean semester 1 GPA of .80, slightly below a “D” 

average was followed by a mean semester 2 GPA of 1.42, a “D” average.  The subjects 

completed a mean of 3.57 credits at the conclusion of their first year. After two semesters 

of attendance which provided an opportunity for a student to accumulate up to 36 credits, 

the average subject in the non-summer bridge group accomplished 10% of the possible 

goal.  The drop-out rate for the non-summer bridge group was 12.8%; approximately 

one-in-eight students did not finish a full year.   
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Although this group had a higher percentage of mothers and fathers who had 

some college background than the subjects in the summer bridge group, the drop-out rate, 

lack of earned credits and GPA for the two semesters indicate that they may have 

benefitted from attending the summer bridge program.   As  Sokatch (2006) states, 

“Going to college represents the best, and perhaps the only, realistic option for upward 

mobility and escape from poverty, and poor minority students most in need of this 

opportunity are the least likely to take it” (p. 129).  The students’ Accuplacer scores were 

not included in the data base for this study so it was not known if there was a direct 

relationship between the test scores and the number of credits earned or the GPA.  The 

ability of the non-summer bridge group to reduce the prevailing pattern of proclivity for 

social reproduction was somewhat daunting at best. 

Subjects in the non-summer bridge group would have been better served if they 

had elected to attend the summer program.  It was possible that an unintended and 

unrecognized self-selection process occurred.   Factors including a lack of student 

motivation, family responsibilities, or financial obligations and summer employment 

could have precluded their program participation.  They were aware of the results of their 

placement tests and they rejected an “equity of opportunity” to attend a tuition-free 

college experience that would have addressed some of their developmental education 

requirements.  This decision impacted their GPA, their accumulation of year 1 credits and 

their high drop-out rate.  After one full year, they made limited progress toward a 

credential.  Will this population exceed the educational attainment of their parents?  

Given the data that is known, nearly one-in-eight of the parents in the non-bridge group 
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completed a 2-year or 4-year degree; these student subjects have suffered a potential loss 

of upward social mobility during their first year of college. 

 

Study Results and Relationship to Literature 

 The American Association of Community Colleges compiled data in 2011 that 

stated: the average age of community college students is 28 years; the gender ratio of the 

institution’s student body is three females for every two males; student demographics are 

diverse with 39% of the students 21years or younger; 45% between the ages of 22-39 and 

15% 40 or older; and approximately half are minorities (American Association of 

Community Colleges, 2011).  Although this profile does not describe the comparison 

group at this mid-Atlantic community college, it does closely resemble the Act 101 

population.  Researcher Kezar states that most bridge students are first generation 

learners attempting higher education for the first time.  The educational attainment of the 

Act 101 students’ mothers and fathers in the study supported this finding from the 

literature. 

 Wathington (2011) states that the more developmental courses these students are 

required to take, the less likely they are to ultimately earn a degree or credential as their 

finances are expended and their timeline to a degree lengthens.  This finding correlates to 

the outcomes of the summer bridge and non-summer bridge groups.  The non-summer 

bridge group must complete 35% more developmental courses than the summer bridge 

group and their drop-out rate was more than five times greater than the subjects in the 

summer bridge group.  The non-summer bridge group accumulated a mean of 3.57 

credits at the end of year 1 and they also had a high drop-out rate. Although subjects in 
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the comparison group were required to take the least number of developmental credits 

and they compiled the greatest number of credits at the end of year 1, their drop-out rate 

was the highest among the three groups 

 Wathington (2011) suggests that summer bridge programs provide academic 

support, assists with transitioning to college and provides connectedness that strengthens 

students’ ties to college.  The performance of the summer bridge group at the conclusion 

of their first year supported this finding.  Among the three groups, these subjects had the 

lowest drop-out rate, the largest GPA gain from semester 1 to semester 2 and they 

successfully completed almost a semester of credits.  These subjects committed seven 

weeks of their summer to a program designed to better prepare them for college and they 

were able to realize a positive return on their investment. 

 McCurrie (2009) raises the ethical question of whether students should incur 

indebtness if data shows that they are at high risk for non-completion of their goals. 

There was no available data that states why the subjects in the non-summer bridge group 

voluntarily choose not to attend the tuition-free summer bridge program which is 

designed to address their academic deficiencies. The Director of the Act 101 program 

believed that attending may conflict with summer employment which was a major issue 

for this population.   Their decision to veto an opportunity that would assist them with 

improving their academic skill-set further placed them in this high-risk population.    In 

1993 eight colleges in Texas provided students with stipends upon completion of their 

summer bridge program in order to reduce their need for summer jobs.  In this study, 

conducted by the National Center for Postsecondary Research, 93% of the students 

completed the program.  Although funding for stipends is not readily available to  
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community colleges, the subjects in the non-summer bridge population need a greater 

awareness of the possible future impact that declining a cost-free opportunity such as the 

SBP may have on their academic achievement. 

 While developmental education is viewed as creating opportunity, some educators 

believe that it may be creating a barrier.  The research team of Bailey, Jeong and Cho 

(2009) view remediation as creating higher costs for students, the public sector and the 

colleges while also delaying progress towards a credential, thereby leading to lost 

earnings.  Is it class-tracking in disguise and are the less-advantaged sorted after they 

enroll in an open-access institution?    A comparison of the year 1 outcomes for the 

subjects in the three groups supported the belief that remediation provided with supports 

in place such as a SBP will create opportunity.  The summer bridge group achieved the 

greatest GPA strides during semester 2 and those subjects had the lowest drop-out rate.  

Their accumulation of college credits with a mean of 9.90 was commendable when one 

considers that their 3.55 developmental courses equated to 10.65 non-credential credits. 

 A national initiative funded by Lumina Foundation for Education, Achieving the 

Dream, was focused on low income and minority student success.  Their data indicated a 

weak correlation between assessment scores and student success in developmental and 

college-level classes.  They recommended that colleges use additional data to determine 

placements or consider other interventions including accelerated remediation.  The 

Community College of Baltimore County moved forward with an innovative initiative 

and launched a mainstreaming model called the Accelerated Learning Program to address 

failure rate in developmental English.  They reported that the initiative was a cost- 



100 
 

 

effective endeavor that resulted in greater student success.  The data for this study 

included the number of developmental courses and not the specific detail regarding which 

courses students were required to take or repeat.  The data analysis showed limited 

progress within the non-summer bridge group with an average of 3.57 year 1 credits and 

a high drop-out rate for both the non-summer bridge group and the comparison group.  

This raises the question as to whether the assessment scores provided enough information 

to accurately determine the appropriate remediation that would best serve these students. 

 Although there are many issues and challenges that the literature review 

addresses, there are also rewards for those students who persevere.  Thomas Bailey 

(2003) states that students who complete an associate degree will earn between 15% and 

40% more than a high school graduate will earn.   The Act 101 students will realize a 

return on their investment even though obtaining their academic credentials may delay 

fulltime employment for several semesters.  According to Christophersen and Robison 

(2002) who conducted a study in Texas, the average community college graduate will 

work 37.2 years and make $287,315 more than a high school graduate.  They also noted 

other benefits including improved health due to less smoking and alcohol abuse, less 

involvement with crime, reduced welfare, and a lower rate of unemployment.  Although 

it was not the scope of this study to confirm whether the Act 101 students will realize all 

of these socioeconomic benefits, it is clear that education and socioeconomic returns are 

linked.  Community colleges are an important link in offering that opportunity and the 

Act 101 program is a step in that direction. 
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Implications for Practice 

 The results of this study indicate that there are several implications for practice at 

community colleges that may already have summer bridge programs or anticipate 

instituting one in the future. Addressing the needs of the Act 101 population is 

challenging because the qualifying subjects must place in two or more developmental 

classes, be on financial aid, meet the Federal mandated family income level and have 

below average grades and/or have graduated from high school at least five years ago or 

possess a GED.   

The sample size for this five year study included a non-summer bridge group that 

consisted of 117 students and a summer bridge group of 82.   In terms of percentages, 

59% voluntarily did not attend the SBP and 41% attended.  The 3-to-2 ratio of qualified 

subjects who did not take advantage of this tuition-free opportunity compared to those 

who did provided data that indicated that this decision impacted on the student success 

rate. The semester 2 GPA for the summer bridge group was significantly higher 

compared to the semester 2 GPA for the non-summer bridge group.    The non-summer 

bridge group required significantly more developmental classes compared to the summer 

bridge group.  Students in the summer bridge group had significantly more credits at the 

end of year 1 compared to students in the non-summer bridge group.  The drop-out rate in 

the summer bridge group was 2.4% compared to a drop-out rate of 12.8% in the non-

summer bridge group.  The lack of academic success in the non-summer bridge group 

indicates that more should be done by the institution to market the SBP and encourage 

and motivate the subjects in the non-summer bridge group to attend during the seven 

weeks that the program is offered in the summer. 
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There is also another interesting phenomenon that needs to be considered.  The 

summer bridge group who voluntarily attended the summer session and satisfied some of 

their developmental obligations may be a more motivated group of students than the 

subjects in the non-summer bridge group.  Their placement scores were not part of this 

study so it is not known whether they scored close to the cut-off score which would 

profile them as being more “college-ready.”  It is also possible that the summer bridge 

group subjects are in an advantageous situation and they do not need to view summer 

employment as a priority.  Therefore, the SBP population may be an unintended self-

selected group of students. 

The community college does not collect data that records why 59% of the 

qualified students elect not to attend a skill-building program that is designed to assist 

them.  Obtaining this data would be useful in order to assess whether the program hours 

need to be adjusted and whether there are transportation issues or family/child care issues 

that need to be addressed.  For example, would the subjects in the non-summer bridge 

group respond more favorably to fewer weeks but longer days?   

The developmental education literature states that the more remedial courses a 

student must take the more unlikely that the student will realize a credential.  The 

developmental literature also casts some doubt on whether a placement score is sufficient 

to accurately determine appropriate student placement.   Given the lack of success that 

the Act 101 population has experienced in high school and their lack of understanding 

regarding the outcomes of the placement tests, the community college could offer 

practice sessions and remediation in test taking strategies prior to scheduling the  
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Accuplacer tests.  Students would be more motivated and confident as well as more 

accepting of their scores and remedial placements. Students who have been out of high 

school more than five years may find that a low test score is related to their lack of recall 

which is different from a lack of skill; one stand-alone test score is not enough to 

differentiate the difference. 

Further attempts must be made to understand why the non-summer bridge group 

did not experience a greater rate of success.  Were there adequate tutoring resources?  

Were these resources available when the subjects needed to access them?  Were the 

subjects attending their classes and completing their assignments?  Did they have 

adequate counseling resources?  Was their academic coursework load too overwhelming?  

Was their class size ratio appropriate to accommodate their learning needs? Was child 

care needed and was this service available on campus?  Did these subjects stop attending 

during the semester or did they elect not to continue in the upcoming semester?  Did they 

drop out for financial reasons or because the academic challenge was too great?  In order 

to address the needs of this population, the administration must first understand what the 

needs of this population were. 

Innovative approaches such as the Accelerated Learning Program must be 

continually investigated and considered for possible implementation. In order to retain 

the Act 101 population, the community college must address the remediation 

requirements and reduce the timeline to a credential.  The current summer bridge 

program is serving 41% of the qualified population. Every effort must be made to 

increase the rate of engagement.  Looking into options such as offering remediation on-

line or through correspondence courses may be a productive outreach.  The college 
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continues to offer the SBP in a traditional model.  The 59% who are not participating and 

consequently, in many cases, are experiencing academic difficulty may respond to other 

options.           

                       

Implications for Future Research 

 In addition to the recommendations already offered, there is a need for additional 

future research.  Summer bridge programs are a popular strategy utilized by community 

colleges as well as other institutions of higher education in order to assist qualified 

students with college preparation, however, data that supports the continuation of this 

practice is scarce.  The studies are largely descriptive.  The issue of college readiness 

looms large as one-third of all entering freshman require remediation (Strayhorn, 2010).      

           Following their placement tests, these students are immediately notified of the 

number of developmental courses that they must complete, a number that can be as high 

as 15 courses or 45 credits.  A hidden barrier for many of these students is that they will 

frequently repeat the same remedial course two or possibly three times.  While research 

documents that additional developmental courses reduce the prospects of graduation, 

studies are non-existent that examine the lack of options or alternatives for students who 

must repeat the same developmental courses, thereby prolonging their opportunity to 

accrue credits toward a credential.  Data that would provide a deeper understanding of 

this dilemma may encourage higher education institutions to examine the traditional 

remediation options.  

 Studies are also scarce that analyze student outcomes if these developmental 

subjects are placed into college-level classes and are provided with tutoring supports, 

thereby enabling them to accumulate credits toward a credential.  The Community 
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College of Baltimore County developed a mainstreaming model that addressed the failure 

rate in the upper level developmental English course.  Jenkins et al. (2010) report that the 

outcomes are effective and fiscally sound.  According to Bettinger and Long (2009), 

post-secondary institutions are spending more than one billion dollars annually to teach 

students skills that they should have learned in high school.  Future research is needed in 

order to learn how to effectively address this issue and control the financial impact of this 

dilemma. 

 Presently, there are few opportunities or incentives for higher education 

institutions to collaborate with K-12 schools. Most states have a K-12 design for their 

educational system delivery with little to no accountability with any higher education 

institution including community colleges.  Consequently, economically disadvantaged 

students are unaware of the college expectations they will encounter.  High school 

assessments stress different skills and knowledge compared to college placement exams.  

Students believe that they are prepared for college and they are conflicted by the 

unexpected results when placement scores indicate that they must enroll in 

developmental courses. Research on developing policies that mandate K-16 collaboration 

is sorely needed. 

  Future research focused on the development of a consensus of the skill level that 

is needed in order for students to be “college ready” would provide clarity that is 

presently lacking.   Currently it is not clear what “college-level work” really is and this is 

further compounded by the fact that several different evaluation tools are used by 

institutions that independently establish their own cut-off scores.  A few states provide 

guidelines but most do not.  In addition, many colleges do not have exit standards or 
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benchmarks to measure whether the remediation is adequate.  Further, some institutions 

allow developmental courses to be optional and many students elect to by-pass them.  

Standardization of cut-off scores as well as standardization of exit exams and bench 

marks for developmental courses must be addressed at the national level.  Consensus 

must be reached regarding what the definition of “college readiness” is if the K-12 

educational institutions are to be held accountable. 

 Longer term research is needed in order to gain a greater understanding of the 

academic outcomes of the summer bridge group and the non-summer bridge group.  

While the summer bridge group retention rate at the end of year 1 is nearly 98%, does 

their rate decline by the end of year 2?  Do most of the summer bridge subjects complete 

their program in six semesters or less? Do they successfully transfer to a four-year 

institution?  Does their GPA continue to increase each semester?  Does their need to 

access Act 101 services begin to decline during the second year?  Do these subjects 

attribute their positive outcomes during their first year to the bridge program? 

 Longer term research for the non-summer bridge group must have a wider focus.  

Their retention rate at the end of year 1 is 87.2%. Does the retention rate for these 

subjects continue to decrease throughout the second year?  How many of these subjects 

repeated the same developmental course more than once?  Does employment interfere 

with their ability to complete their assignments and attend class regularly?  Do these 

subjects know about the available Services that Act 101 provides and are they accessing 

the Act 101 services?  Would this population benefit from a test-taking class prior to 

taking their placement tests?  How many of these students had an Individualized 

Education Plan in high school that addressed their learning needs and provided them with 
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appropriate supports?  Is smaller class sizes needed to better address their learning styles?  

Do these students understand the financial impact and the prolonged timeline that has 

been created because they only earned 3.57 credits over two semesters?  Does this 

population understand that they will pay tuition to enroll in their required developmental 

courses that they could have fulfilled tuition-free in the summer program? 

A longitudinal study is needed that follows a cohort of Act 101 students over a 

period of six to eight years in order to measure progress toward a credential, assess 

student dropouts and their reasons for leaving, record whether these students return at a 

later date, assess whether the non-summer bridge subjects make positive gains after the 

first two semesters, continue to record the progress of the summer bridge subjects, and 

survey the non-summer bridge in order to determine why they are not participating in the 

summer bridge program.  There is a lack of longitudinal studies; therefore, higher 

education institutions that offer these summer bridge programs have only immediate 

snapshots of their programs which are not sufficient for long-range planning.  A great 

deal of money and effort is being expended and there is a lack of understanding as to 

what the needs of the students really are.  Too many subjects become frustrated, give up 

and quietly disappear.  

 There is a need to analyze the Accuplacer scores and determine whether these 

stand-alone scores are sufficient for accurate student placement. The assessments do not 

reveal what type of help a student who scores as developmental may require and the one-

size-fits-all remedial curriculum may not be aligned with the student’s academic program 

of study.  Remedial students are not provided with the option of requesting a review of 

their high school academic records that may contain additional useful data.  While the 



108 
 

Accuplacer test scores were not applicable for this study, follow up is needed in order to 

determine whether the subjects in the non-summer bridge group who are not being 

successful were close to the cut-off score which may indicate that another option other 

than the traditional remedial remedy would be appropriate. 

Further, future research focusing on developmental courses must be carried out 

using regression models in order to enable more accurate predicting and forecasting.  

Institutions of higher learning must analyze their placement scores and their students’ 

outcomes using more than one research model or design.  Multiple approaches will 

provide different perspectives; a deeper understanding is needed among the independent 

variables and how they are related to the dependent variables including the Accuplacer 

placement scores.  

 

Summary 

 This focus of this study was to assess the Act 101 students’ success one year after 

participating in the summer bridge program.   Three research questions drove the study:  

Was there a significant difference after one year in the academic progress of the Act 101 

students who attended the summer bridge program compared to Act 101 students who did 

not attend or compared to students who had similar socio-economic and academic 

demographics;   Was there a difference after one year in the retention rate of the Act 101 

students who attended the summer bridge program compared to Act 101 students who did 

not attend or compared to students who had similar socio-economic and academic 

demographics; Was there a significant difference after one year in the level of student 

success among the three groups based on student demographics?  The findings of the 

study provided additional insight to an ancillary concern that has policy implications 
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Was the Act 101 students’ participation in the summer bridge program likely to increase 

or reduce the prevailing pattern of proclivity for social reproduction compared to Act 101 

students who did not attend?   

The data for three sample populations at a mid-Atlantic community college were 

collected that covered a time span of five years.  The analysis of the variables centered on 

the summer bridge group and the non-summer bridge group although the comparison 

group data provided insightful snapshots of the larger population.  The population of the 

three groups varied:  the summer bridge group was smallest with 82 subjects; the non-

summer bridge group had 117; and the comparison group was largest with 3,700. 

With respect to the academic progress of the students who attended the SBP, the 

findings of this study were: the comparison group required significantly fewer 

developmental courses than both the non- summer bridge group and the summer bridge 

group; the non-summer bridge group required significantly more developmental courses 

than the summer bridge group; the summer bridge group had significantly more college 

credits as compared to the non-summer bridge group at the conclusion of two semesters;  

and the comparison group had significantly more credits at the end of year one than either 

the summer bridge group or the non-summer bridge group. A comparison of the summer 

bridge and non-summer bridge group data reveals that the subjects in the summer bridge 

group had to enroll in fewer developmental courses, accumulated more credits by the end 

of year 1 and increased their GPA from second 1 to semester 2 significantly. 

 The findings of this study indicated that the subjects in the summer bridge group 

had the highest rate of retention.  Among the 82 students in this group who attended the 

SBP, only two did not complete their first year.  While it was possible that these two may 
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have returned at a later time, this study looked only at continuous enrollment.  In addition 

to their successful retention rate, subjects in the summer bridge group improved their 

GPA from semester 1 to semester 2 by 1.80 points which is the largest gain of any of the 

three groups.  Also, subjects in the summer bridge group had significantly more credits at 

the end of year 1 (9.90) than subjects in the non-summer bridge group (3.57).  Their 

improved GPA, higher number of accumulated credits and the ability to complete some 

of their developmental credits during the SBP collectively contributed to the summer 

bridge group’s higher retention rate. 

 Analyzing the data of the various populations in the three groups provided a 

number of correlations that are supported in the literature study.  The Act 101 subjects 

were older, predominately African American and female whose parents had graduated 

from high school.  Older students needed more developmental courses.  Subjects in the 

non-summer bridge group, all of whom elected not to participate in the SBP, needed the 

most developmental courses.  Their year 1 credit total of 3.57 credits suggested that their 

decision to decline the tuition-free summer opportunity was not in their best interest.  The 

statistics showed that 41% of the qualified students are participating in the SBP.  The 

other 59% would benefit; data that records reasons for their non-participation needs to be 

collected and other options provided.   

 The outcomes of this study indicated that subjects in the summer bridge group 

have taken a small step forward  in reducing the prevailing pattern of proclivity for social 

reproduction but subjects in the non-summer bridge group have not made enough strides 

by the end of year one to indicate that they will impact their social mobility status.  

Rosembaum (1999) states that many of these students lack adequate high school 
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preparation and this will inhibit them from attaining their goals.  Zeidenberg (2007) 

believes that these students lack good study habits, have little to no focus on goals and 

lack the understanding of how to navigate the resources available to them.  Deli-Amen 

and Rosenbaum (2003) identify a number of obstacles including poor handling of 

conflicting demands, confusing choices, delayed detection of costly mistakes and 

bureaucratic hurdles.  The community college must reach out to this population of 

students and assist them with the “social know how” skills that they are lacking.  

Enrolling students who voluntarily reject a summer bridge program that is designed for 

their academic needs may be a self-defeating practice.    Community colleges who desire 

to be viewed as agents of opportunity must find a way to engage these students. 
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