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Finally, a further limitation is that neither dissertation described Bandura’s (1997) 

self-efficacy influencers (e.g., personal performance accomplishments, vicarious 

learning, social persuasion, physiological and affective states). While both studies were 

embedded in SCT and SCCT, the mechanisms derived from these theories and included 

in the intervention were not explained. This limits understanding of how the four sources 

of self-efficacy were integrated into the intervention. 

Mentorship and Self-Efficacy  

 Studies on career interventions and self-efficacy have typically looked at the 

effects of a career course or career camp on the career self-efficacy of a group of students 

(e.g., college or high school) not college or career mentorship. Few studies could be 

found that examined the effects of a mentorship-based program on self-efficacy for 

adolescents (Denson & Hill, 2010; Holt, Bry, & Johnson, 2008). Further, the research 

available did not support mentorship as a self-efficacy influencer. Given these outcomes, 

more research is needed to determine if mentorship-based programs, as a self-efficacy 

influencer, could be a driving force for self-efficacy in general and more specifically for 

college-going beliefs of middle school students.   

 Among other variables, Holt, Bry, and Johnson (2008) examined the effects of a 

weekly mentorship program on the academic self-efficacy of a diverse group of “at-risk” 

ninth grade students, as measured by seven-items from the 11-item subscale of the 

Children’s Multidimensional Self-Efficacy Scales (Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinez-

Pons, 1992). The study was a randomized, controlled trial design in which students 

identified as at-risk were randomly assigned to the control group (n = 20) or the 

intervention group (n = 20). Those assigned to the intervention group participated in the 
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Achievement Mentoring Program, a mentorship program based on social cognitive theory 

(Bandura, 1986) in which a mentor intervenes in a student’s environment in order to help 

produce cognitive and behavioral changes within the study (Holt et al., 2008). All 

participants were measured at pre-test, post-test, and at the end of the first semester of the 

participants’ second year of high school (six-month follow-up). Mentors were teachers or 

staff members that were recruited at a faculty meeting. The role of a mentor was to meet 

with their mentees for at least eight weeks and engage in positive affirmation, problem-

solve maintenance of positive behavior, practice positive behaviors, and check in on 

attendance. While there were positive effects on other behavioral variables, at pre-test 

there was no difference between intervention and control groups on academic self-

efficacy. An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) also found no statistically significant 

difference between groups, although there was a slight increase in mean scores on 

academic self-efficacy for mentees on the post-test (M = 2.55) from the pre-test (M = 

2.40). Further, there was no significant interaction effect for academic self-efficacy at the 

six-month follow up.  

The strengths of this study are evident. The study utilized a randomized, 

controlled design that controlled for many potential confounding variables. However, this 

study was challenged by a small sample size, attrition, absences, and mobility that 

impacted the power of the study. It could be that these challenges impacted the results of 

the study. Researchers concluded that more research is essential to learn more about the 

potential impact of mentorship on self-efficacy.  

Denson and Hill (2010) studied the impact of engineering mentorship on the 

perceptions of engineering as a career choice for male African-American high school 
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students who attended an alternative high school. Participants were randomly selected 

from students attending an alternative high school in North Carolina and randomly 

assigned to the intervention group or the control group. Participants in the intervention 

group (n = 10) received mentorship and those assigned to the control group (n = 10) 

participated in a computer software program. In alignment with SCT, researchers 

identified mentorship as a result of SCT that emphasizes how social context and 

environment can reinforce behavior. Mentorship in this program consisted of 

observational learning, imitation, and modeling of various career behaviors and 

opportunities in the engineering field by mentors from the National Society for Black 

Engineers (NSBE). Measurements included students’ perception of engineering, math 

self-efficacy, and science self-efficacy measured by a valid and reliable instrument 

created for the purpose of the study. Using an independent t-test to determine statistical 

significance, researchers measured post-test between groups and found no statistically 

significant difference on the perceptions or math and science self-efficacy between those 

who participated in the mentorship program compared to those who did not.  

Overall, while this study did not produce significant results, this study provides a 

model for comparing the self-efficacy of students participating and not participating in a 

formal mentorship program. Researchers suggested that the study was limited by the 

logistics such as the program not being sustained over a long enough time, some poor 

staff involvement, and no set curriculum. Denson and Hill (2010) recommended that 

future research allow more time than three months for the mentorship of the program to 

develop.  
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Present Study 

The present study was designed to respond to the significant limitations described 

in the two dissertations on college-going self-efficacy interventions for adolescents.  

First, the present study is made up of a large sample size (N = 146), which is significantly 

larger than either study involving the construct college-going self-efficacy (N = 34 and N 

= 52). The sample, although a convenience sample, are also not recruited volunteers but 

instead are participants based on their membership to a specific school and specific 

classrooms. All general education classrooms in the seventh grade were included, which 

were originally organized through random selection, a computer system that randomly 

schedules students. As a result, the sample more accurately reflects a general middle 

school population.   

 In addition, unlike the two dissertations, this study also included a large control 

group (n = 71). Jensen’s (2013) study did not include a control group, utilizing a one-

group pre-test post-test design. On the other hand, while Hamel (2015) strengthened the 

study by using a comparison group, it was small (n = 10) limiting generalizability. The 

present study is strengthened or more powerful by the addition of a larger control group 

(n = 71).  

The intervention used in this present study also significantly adds to current 

literature. The present study differentiates significantly from the two dissertations 

described because the intervention is mentorship focused. Bandura’s (1997) social 

cognitive theory describes personal performance accomplishments, vicarious learning, 

social persuasion, and physiological and affective states as the main sources influencing 

self-efficacy. Mentorship embodies at least some if not all of these components. Thus, 



 

 

63 

while this study adds to the literature on interventions that have the potential to influence 

interest development, choice, and performance on attending and persisting through 

college, this study is the first of its kind, measuring the effects specifically of a 

mentorship program on college-going self-efficacy. No research has been done that 

investigates the effect of mentorship specifically on college-going self-efficacy for 

middle school students. However, this study will be challenged by research with results 

that are not favorable to the inclusion of college-going mentorship as an effective 

college-going intervention (Denson & Hill, 2010; Holt et al., 2008).  

Summary of Literature 

Ample research and sound theory (e.g., SCT, SCCT) has demonstrated the role of 

self-efficacy in career interest, choice, and performance for middle school students. 

Research has found that self-efficacy has a large influence on the career development of 

students from all different diverse backgrounds. However, while self-efficacy and career 

self-efficacy are widely studied constructs, less attention has been paid to college-going 

self-efficacy or the role of self-efficacy in students’ college interest, choice, and actual 

performance. While there are two dissertations that have studied college-going 

interventions on the college-going self-efficacy of middle school students (Hamel, 2015; 

Jensen, 2013), very little other work has been done. The present study attends to the 

limitations described and begins to address the large gaps in previous research.   
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CHAPTER III: Method 

Relevant literature supports the need for further study of college-going 

interventions that promote perceived college-going self-efficacy among diverse groups of 

middle school students  (Hamel, 2015; Jensen, 2013). Research and theory have 

supported the idea that improving college-going self-efficacy among middle school 

students through college development interventions may subsequently lead to enhanced 

college attendance and persistence (Chiesa et al., 2016; Fouad et al., 2009; McWhirter et 

al., 2000; Reese & Miller, 2006; Scott & Ciani, 2008). Although numerous studies have 

focused on boosting self-efficacy beliefs in career development, very few studies have 

measured the effect of interventions on the college-going beliefs of middle school 

students (Betz, 2007; Gainor, 2006). Thus, the purpose of this study was to examine the 

effects of one potential college-going intervention, referred to as North Star, specifically 

on the college-going self-efficacy beliefs of middle school students.  

North Star is an eight-week psycho-educational college-going mentorship 

intervention between university students and middle school students. Throughout this 

intervention, middle school students met in small groups with university mentors to 

discuss and engage in activities related to college for one hour. Activities centered on 

supporting student growth in their beliefs of their ability to go to college, increasing 

knowledge about college, eliminating potential perceived barriers, and helping students 

set college-going goals. This specific college-going intervention targeted Bandura’s 

(1986, 1997) self-efficacy influencers: performance accomplishments, vicarious learning, 

social persuasion, and physiological and affective states. The mentors modeled college-
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going success and attitudes while encouraging middle school students to attend and 

persist through college.  

This study is a quasi-experimental non-equivalent group design. A quasi-

experimental non-equivalent group design is an appropriate design given that there is one 

independent variable with two levels, one dependent variable, a pre-test and post-test, and 

random assignment of the participants was not possible (Gall et al., 2007). In this chapter, 

the methodology used in this study is explained, including the research question and 

corresponding hypothesis, participants, instrumentation, procedures, and data analysis.  

Research Design  

 In this study, the researcher explored whether the college-going intervention 

referred to as North Star had an effect on the college-going self-efficacy beliefs of a 

group of diverse seventh grade middle school students. Specifically, the researcher was 

interested in whether a difference existed on college-going self-efficacy at post-test 

between students who experienced the college-going intervention and students who did 

not. The manipulated variable, or the independent variable, was group. The intervention 

included participants who experienced North Star. The control group included all other 

participants. Students were measured on college-going self-efficacy prior to the onset of 

the study (pre-test) and following the eight-week intervention (post-test). Table 1 presents 

the quasi-experimental design employed.  
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Table 1 

Quasi-Experimental Non-Equivalent Group Design  

Seventh Grade Sample 

Group  Pre-test  Intervention Post-test 

R1 O X O 

R2 O  O 

Note.  R1 = Intervention group; R2 = Control group; O = College-Going Self-Efficacy 

Scale; X = College-going intervention (North Star).  

Research Question  

Question. Is there a statistically significant difference on college-going self-

efficacy between intervention and control groups?  

Null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant difference on college-going 

self-efficacy between intervention and control groups.  

Sample 

Setting. Seven intact, seventh-grade classrooms from one school in a large urban 

district in the Pacific Northwest were included in this investigation. Each class consisted 

of approximately 25-30 students. The total sample size was 146 students. The researcher 

chose this specific school due to the development and implementation of the college-

going intervention North Star by a teacher and an established partnership with a local 

university The local university provided North Star with university mentors through 

community-based learning courses at the university. The district serves 15,342 students 

and consists of four regular middle schools, two regular high schools, and one alternative 

high school. The district claims the following demographic information for the 2016-
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2017 school year: 47.7% of students qualify for free or reduced priced lunch; student 

ethnographic data includes 39.2% Caucasian, 28.6% Hispanic, 14.7% Asian, 6.6% Black; 

and 20.6% of students are transitional bilingual.  

The district reports the following demographic data for this particular middle 

school for the 2016-2017 school year: 59.4% of students qualify for free or reduced 

priced lunch; student ethnographic data includes 27.2% Caucasian, 37.4% Hispanic, 

14.8% Asian, 9.6% Black; 19.8% of students are transitional bilingual and over 30 first 

languages are spoken in the school. The school’s performance on the Smarter Balance 

Assessment (SBA) in sixth grade for the 2016-2017 school year, which represents the 

cohort for the participants in this study, are as follows: 48.6% met or exceeded standard 

in reading and 27.8% met or exceeded standard in math.  

Participants. Participants in both the intervention and control group consisted of 

seventh grade middle school students from one urban, diverse, and predominately low-

income Washington State school. All students in the seventh grade who were in general 

education classes were participants in this study. A general education class is defined as a 

class that teaches students who do not have special education, emergent English 

Language Learning, or honors status. Seventh graders were participants because they 

were the grade level of the students taught by the teacher who designed and implemented 

North Star in partnership with the university. For purposes of this study, the use of 

seventh grade participants aligned with research and theory that middle school is a 

development stage in which plans for higher education begin to take shape. Theory 

suggests that adolescence is a crucial time in a person’s life for the development of career 

and college interest (Bandura, 1986; Lent et al., 1994). Past research has also found that 
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college-going interventions are most effective when beginning no later than seventh 

grade (Osterreich, 2000; Whiston et al., 1998). An ethnically and socioeconomically 

diverse group of participants were utilized in this study due to the population that makes 

up the school. An ethnically or socioeconomically diverse group of participants aligns 

with the researcher’s interest in examining the effects of college-going interventions on 

students who come from disadvantaged backgrounds (e.g., minority, PFGCS, low-SES). 

Further, many participants were prospective first-generation college students. A parent 

survey developed by the researcher asked parents their highest level of education 

achieved. Based on the parent survey, 82.19% of the participants in the study meet this 

study’s definition of a prospective first-generation college student. 

Specifically, participants in the intervention group were seventh grade students 

(non-special education, non-emergent ELL, non-honors) of the teacher who designed and 

implemented North Star (n = 71). Participants in the control group were seventh grade 

students from the three other general education (non-special education, non-emergent 

ELL, non-honors) classrooms (n = 75).  

Students who transferred out of the middle school during the time of the data 

collection or did not complete both the pre-test and post-test were excluded from the 

analysis. Eight participants in the intervention group and eight participants in the control 

group failed to meet these criteria and were omitted from the data analysis. Out of the 

154 original participants, 146 participants had completed both surveys. Tables 2-5 show 

the differences in groups by ethnicity, gender, socioeconomic status as indicated by free 

and reduced lunch, and prospective first-generation status.  
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Table 2 

Percent of Sample and Number of Participants by Race/Ethnicity  

 

 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

 R1 R1 R2 R2 

Black/African American 13 18.3% 15 20.0% 

Asian American/Pacific 

Islander 

9 12.7% 15 20.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 24 33.8% 25 35.2% 

White/Caucasian 24 33.8% 19 25.3% 

Other   1 1.4% 1 1.3% 

Total 71 100% 75 100% 

Note.  R1 = Intervention group; R2 = Control group. 

Table 3 

Percent of Sample and Number of Participants by Gender 

 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

 R1 R1 R2 R2 

Male 36 50.7% 39 52.0% 

Female 35 49.3% 36 48.0% 

Total 71 100% 75 100% 

Note.  R1 = Intervention group; R2 = Control group. 
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Table 4 

Percent of Sample and Number of Participants by Free and Reduced Priced Lunch    

 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

 R1 R1 R2 R2 

Free and Reduced Lunch  44 61.9% 45 60.0% 

Not Free and Reduced Lunch  27 38.0% 30 40.0% 

Total 71 100% 75 100% 

Note.  R1 = Intervention group; R2 = Control group. 

Table 5 

Percent of Sample by Prospective First-Generation College Student Status   

 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

 R1 R1 R2 R2 

PFGCS  59 83.1% 61 81.3% 

Non-PFGCS  12 16.9% 14 18.7% 

Total 71 100% 75 100% 

Note.  R1 = Intervention group; R2 = Control group; Prospective first-generation college 

student (PFGCS). 

Variables 

Independent variable. There was one independent variable with two levels in 

this study. The independent variable was group: intervention and control. For purposes of 

this study, the intervention group is defined as participants who participated in North 

Star. The control group is defined as participants who did participate in North Star.  



 

 

71 

Dependent variable. The dependent variable was college-going self-efficacy. 

College-going self-efficacy scores were measured by the College-Going Self-Efficacy 

Scale (CGSES) (Gibbons, 2005). The CGSES has both a total score and a score for each 

subscale: attendance and persistence.  

Relevant theory and literature support the use of college-going self-efficacy as the 

sole dependent variable in this study. In social cognitive theory (SCT), Bandura (1997) 

posited that self-efficacy is the most central mechanism of personal agency. In other 

words, self-efficacy, the belief a human has the capability to accomplish a task, is the 

most important variable in actually carrying out the task or the action. Specific to college 

and career, social cognitive career theory (SCCT) posits that self-efficacy mediates 

college and career related interests, goals, and actions (Lent et al., 1994). Thus, a person’s 

actual attendance and persistence in college is theorized to largely relate to college-going 

self-efficacy beliefs.  

Within the context of SCT and SCCT, there are also other interrelated and 

reciprocal variables that also explain the dynamic mechanisms of how college interest 

develops, choices are made, and how the actual outcomes are achieved. These include but 

are not limited to person inputs, background variables, learning experiences, outcome 

expectations, and contextual influences (Lent et al., 1994). Including these variables in 

the study may provide a better understanding of the effects of the college-going 

intervention on college-going beliefs. However, given that SCT and SCCT posit that self-

efficacy is the dominant mediator between all factors and can directly influence outcome 

expectations as well as interests, goals, and actions, the researcher chose not to include 

them in this study (see Figure 1 in Chapter 2 on Review of Literature above). 
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Further, research has found that self-efficacy is not that drastically different from 

outcome expectations. Gibbons and Borders (2010b) examined the relationships among 

college-going outcome expectations, using the College-Going Outcome Expectation 

Scale (Gibbons & Borders, 2005), and college-going self-efficacy, using the College-

Going Self-Efficacy Scale, for prospective first-generation college students who were in 

middle school. In alignment with theory, researchers found that self-efficacy scores were 

positive and significantly related to positive outcome expectations (r = .56). This 

moderate to strong relationship suggests that they have many overlapping concepts. As a 

result, only measuring self-efficacy in this study was substantial.   

Instrumentation 

 The instrument used in this study was the College-Going Self-Efficacy Scale 

(CGSES) (Gibbons, 2005) (see Appendix A). Participants were measured at two time 

points: pre-intervention (pre-test) and post-intervention (post-test). The College-Going 

Self-Efficacy Scale provided a valid and reliable measure of college-going self-efficacy. 

The researcher found the CGSES to be the only valid and reliable instrument in the 

literature that measures the construct of college-going self-efficacy for middle school 

students after a thorough literature search on self-efficacy scales.  

 The college-going self-efficacy scale for middle school students assesses 

students’ belief in their ability to attend and persist in college (Gibbons & Borders, 

2010a). Items on the scale reflect finances, academic ability, family, and life skills related 

to college. There are 15 items that relate to college attendance, the ability to arrive at 

college, and 15 items that relate to college persistence, the ability to stay in college. This 

measure is applicable to the experiences of middle school students as it aligns with 
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literature on self-efficacy regarding the ability to attend and persist in college yet also is 

appropriate for middle school students (Gibbons & Borders, 2010a). Based on the survey 

responses of each individual, a mean score for college-going self-efficacy was calculated 

on the 30 items (between 1-4) with a higher score on the two scales reflecting higher 

college-going self-efficacy perceptions (Gibbons & Borders, 2010a). An overall group 

mean score was calculated for both the intervention and the control group for 

comparisons. A mean score was also calculated for each participant on both the pre-test 

and the post-test.  

The two subscales, college attendance and college persistence, were both reliable 

(α = .89 and α = .90 respectively) as well as the total scale (α = .94), which indicates 

excellent internal consistency (Gibbons & Borders, 2010a). The scale also has high level 

of reliability over time (α = .88), indicating that the assessment will produce similar 

scores at two or more points in time given that there is no intervention (Field, 2009). 

These psychometric properties exist for diverse populations, which adequately reflect the 

sample in the present study (Gibbons & Borders, 2010a). Further, the scale readability 

reflects a sixth grade reading level, as measured by the Flesh-Kincaid Grade Level 

measure found on Microsoft Word (Gibbons & Borders, 2010a).  

Demographic data. Age, gender, grade, race, and socioeconomic status, which 

was determined by status in the federal free and reduced lunch program, was pulled from 

the district-wide student information system, as agreed upon by the district and the 

researcher (see Appendix B and Appendix C).  

Parent demographic survey. To determine the percent of prospective first-

generation college students who were participants in this study, parents indicated their 
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highest level of education on a form: less than a high school diploma, a high school 

diploma/GED, some college, two-year college, four-year university. Prospective first-

generation college students are defined in this study as “middle and high school students 

whose parents lack education beyond high school and who have not yet graduated 

themselves” (Gibbons & Borders, 2010b, p. 194). The researcher created the form 

utilized in this study and collected data (see Appendix D).     

Methods and Procedures 

The College-Going Self-Efficacy Scale (CGSES) (Gibbons, 2005) was 

administered before the intervention (pre-test) and after the intervention (post-test) to 

both the control and the intervention group. Using the same instrument two times poses a 

threat to internal validity because of potential gains in scores attributable to “test-wise” 

(Gall et al., 2007). However, both groups were equally exposed to the instrument and 

differential effects should therefore be minimal. 

Prior to the start of the study, participants were told that the purpose of the study 

was to learn more about college-going beliefs of middle school students. They were 

informed that the study was a part of the researcher’s dissertation and given the 

opportunity to ask questions. The school district did not require parental consent given 

that the researcher was also an employee at the participating school and the research was 

relevant to her work as a professional school counselor. The Institutional Review Board 

of Seattle Pacific University also approved the study given that the study involved no 

foreseeable harm (see Appendix E).  

The pre-test was given to all participants the week prior to that start of the 

college-going intervention. The survey was administered to all participants in their intact 
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classrooms by the researcher. The directions were clearly read out loud by the researcher 

(see Appendix F) followed by a clear reading of each statement on the scale. 

Misunderstandings were clarified including clarification of the vocabulary. Students took 

the survey using paper surveys and pencils.  

The post-test was given the week after the conclusion of the eight-week college-

going intervention. Students took the post-test through Google Forms using school 

chrome books. Although vocabulary was reviewed and questions were encouraged, 

survey items were not read out loud during the second administration of the survey. 

Students who were absent were invited to take the survey at another time in the same 

week. Eight students in the intervention group and eight students in the control group 

either withdrew from the school or did not complete the surveys due to vacation or other 

uncontrollable matters. All other students completed both surveys.  

Intervention. The intervention, North Star, is a psycho-educational college-going 

mentorship program between university students and an urban middle school. As a part of 

their school curriculum, middle school students met with a college mentor for one hour 

during a series of eight weeks to discuss and engage in activities about college. The goal 

of the program was to promote college-going self-efficacy among middle school students 

who are potentially prospective first-generation college students. Thus, the program was 

designed to influence self-efficacy by involving the four sources of self-efficacy: 

personal performance accomplishments, vicarious learning, social persuasion, and 

physiological and affective states (Bandura, 1997). The mentors modeled attitudes, 

motivations, and competencies about college as well as provided affirmations and 

encouragement of the strengths and capabilities of middle school students. Bandura 
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(1986, 1997) believed that when a caring, goal directed relationship emerges then self-

belief (e.g., college-going self-efficacy) develops. As an intervention embedded in 

Bandura’s sources of self-efficacy, theoretically North Star influences college-going self-

efficacy and thus predicts interest, choice, and action related to postsecondary education. 

The mentors of North Star were committed to providing supportive and caring weekly 

college dialogue with their mentees.  

North Star university mentors were assigned to students based on the facilitator’s 

attempt to match personalities and cultural backgrounds. The facilitator was a teacher at 

the middle school. Mentors averaged three to four mentees per group. The purpose of 

matching cultural backgrounds was to give students role models who potentially could be 

perceived as more relatable. The mentors received a brief orientation, which involved 

explanation of expectations, role of the mentor, and direction on the types of 

conversations and activities. Mentors received a curriculum to guide their conversations 

and activities with their mentees. Mentors had flexibility in the delivery of activities. 

Data Analysis 

The researcher hypothesized that participating in the college-going intervention 

would have an effect on college-going self-efficacy. The research question asked whether 

there were significant differences between the intervention and the control group on 

college-going self-efficacy. The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) was used 

for data analysis and a significance level of .05 was used for reporting the results.  

Statistical Model  

Given that this study involved a pre-test and post-test with two comparison groups 

and one dependent variable, an Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was used. An 
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ANCOVA is an appropriate statistical analysis when the researcher is interested in 

comparing the means of at least two groups or categorical predictors on one continuous 

outcome variable, while also accounting for at least one continuous variable that also has 

the potential to predict the outcome (Field, 2009). In this study, one independent variable 

(group) was manipulated in two ways (e.g., intervention and control) and one outcome 

variable was measured (e.g., college-going self-efficacy), while accounting for the 

covariate. The pre-test scores on college-going self-efficacy were treated as the covariate 

and the post-test scores on college-going self-efficacy were treated as the outcome 

variable.  

Arguably a t-test or a mixed factorial Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) could also 

be used to analyze the data. A t-test is an appropriate statistical analysis when the 

researcher is interested in comparing two means or looking at the differences between 

two groups of people on one outcome variable (Field, 2009). In this case, pre-test scores 

are subtracted from post-test scores and the difference scores are then compared between 

the two groups (Field, 2009). A statistically significant difference between groups implies 

that the researcher can reject the null hypothesis because no difference exists between 

groups, suggesting that the college-going intervention had an effect on college-going self-

efficacy. In the case that the results are statistically significant, the statistical analysis is 

generally followed up with the calculation of an effect size in order to determine whether 

the effect is substantive. Noteworthy is that the t-test is equivalent to the mixed factorial 

ANOVA.  

The ANCOVA was chosen for this study because it generally is more powerful 

than the t-test (Field, 2009). Given that participants in this study were not randomized 
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into the intervention and control group, the ANCOVA is the preferred method to 

maximize statistical power and provide statistical control. An ANCOVA works to reduce 

within-group error variance and eliminate potential confounds in the pre-test data. The 

ANCOVA can resolve problems such as homogeneity of regression or nonlinearity of 

relationship between pre-test and post-test.  

 Prior to the statistical analysis, using SPSS, the researcher checked the 

appropriate assumptions for running a linear model including the assumption that (a) 

there were no outliers, (b) the differences between scores are normally distributed, and 

(c) that homogeneity of variance exists (Field, 2009). Existing outliers or normality 

problems were corrected. Further, the researcher checked the additional considerations 

when running an ANCOVA including (d) independence of covariate and treatment effect 

and (e) homogeneity of regression slopes.  

Summary 

This study sought to determine the effect of a college-going intervention on 

college-going self-efficacy for a diverse group of middle school students. A quasi-

experimental non-equivalent group design was used. The results of the data analysis for 

the proposed research question and hypothesis posed in this study are reported in Chapter 

Four. Interpretations of the data results are also included in Chapter Four.  
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CHAPTER IV: Results 

The purpose of this study was to examine the effect of a college-going 

intervention on the college-going self-efficacy beliefs of a group of diverse middle school 

students. In a quasi-experimental non-equivalent group design, seventh grade students 

either participated in the college-going intervention North Star or the control group. All 

participants were measured on the dependent variable college-going self-efficacy, which 

was measured through the use of a survey, the College-Going Self-Efficacy Scale 

(CGSES) (Gibbons, 2005). This measure was administered prior to the intervention (pre-

test) and immediately following the intervention (post-test). Reliability tests indicated 

that the College-Going Self-Efficacy Scale had a total reliability of .94 across all 30 

items. Groups were compared on the dependent variable at post-test to determine if there 

was a statistically significant difference.  

In this chapter, demographic data of the sample is provided. Further, descriptive 

and inferential statistics were computed to answer the research question: Is there a 

statistically significant difference on college-going self-efficacy between students who 

participated in a college-going intervention and students who did not? After the data were 

analyzed to confirm whether assumptions of an Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) were 

met, an ANCOVA was run and the results were reported. The ANCOVA produced an F 

ratio of between and within-group differences after controlling for the covariate (pre-

test). Tests of statistical significance were analyzed at the .05 level. 

Demographic Data  

Seventh grade students (non-special education, non-emergent ELL, non-honors) 

from one diverse middle school located in a large urban school district in the Pacific 
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Northwest were the sample in this study. A total of 146 students completed the necessary 

requirements and therefore were included in the analysis of this study. Sixteen 

participants were excluded from the analysis due to incomplete data: eight students from 

the intervention group and eight students from the control group. There were no other 

missing data.  

The school district’s student information system supplied the following 

demographic data: gender, race/ethnicity, and low-income status of the family. 

Prospective first-generation status was acquired through a parental survey. As shown in 

Table 6, 75 participants were male (51.4%) and 71 were female (48.6%). Of this sample, 

33.3% identified as Hispanic/Latino (n = 49), 29.5% identified as White (n = 43), 19.1% 

Black/African American (n = 28), 16.4% Asian American/Pacific Islander (n = 24), and 

1.4% identified as Other (n = 2). A majority of the students’ families qualified as low-

income (60.9%). Further, a total of 82.19% of the participants were prospective first-

generation college students, or students who would be first in their family to attend and 

complete a four-year bachelor’s degree (Pike et al., 2014; Stephens et al., 2014). In seven 

cases the parent survey was incomplete, making specific educational status not available 

for all participants. Overall, demographic information is relatively similar between the 

control and intervention group.  
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Table 6 

Number and Percentages of All Participants Including Intervention and Control Groups 

by Gender, Race, Low-Income Status, and First-Generation Status  

Characteristics All Participants Intervention Group Control Group 

  N = 146 n = 71 n = 75 

Gender 

   Male 75 (51.4) 36 (50.7) 39 (52.0) 

Female 71 (48.6) 35 (49.3) 36 (48.0) 

Race 

   Hispanic/Latino 49 (33.3) 24 (33.8) 25 (33.3) 

White 43 (29.5) 24 (33.8) 19 (25.3) 

Black/African American 28 (19.1) 13 (18.3) 15 (20.0) 

Asian American/Pacific 

Islander 24 (16.4) 9 (12.7) 15 (20.0) 

Other 2 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.3) 

Low-income 89 (60.9) 44 (70.0) 45 (60.0) 

First-generation (PFGCS)  120 (82.2) 59 (83.1) 61 (81.3) 

Note. Percentages are shown in parentheses; percentages are rounded and do not always 

add to 100; PFGCS counts do not include the seven students who had incomplete data.  

Raw Data Analysis  

Descriptive statistics. Overall measures of the College-Going Self-Efficacy Scale 

(CGSES) (mean, median, minimum, maximum, range, std. deviation, kurtosis, skewness) 

were calculated for all participants, the intervention group, and the control group (see 
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Table 7). The CGSES had a possible range of 30-120. For all participants, the mean score 

for the pre-test was 93.05 (SD = 14.22) and the mean score for the post-test was 92.19 

(SD = 16.60). The mean score for the control group on the pre-test was 90.91 (SD = 

14.95) and was 90.51 (SD = 17.87) on the post-test. For the intervention group, the mean 

score on the pre-test was 95.32 (SD = 13.14) and 93.97 on the post-test (SD = 15.06). 

However, these means must be interpreted with caution. They do not inform whether an 

effect exists. The finding that is most important in this study is whether there is a 

statistically significant difference between groups on the post-test after controlling for 

pre-existing differences (pre-test).  

Table 7 

Descriptive Statistics by Group  

 

All Participants Intervention Group Control Group 

  N = 146 n = 71 n = 75 

 Pre-test Post-test Pre-test Post-test Pre-test Post-test 

Mean 93.05 92.19 95.32 93.97 90.91 90.51 

Median 95.00 93.00 97.00 93.00 92.00 92.00 

Minimum 53.00 44.00 66.00 63.00 53.00 44.00 

Maximum 120.00 120.00 117.00 120.00 120.00 120.00 

Range 67.00 76.00 51.00 57.00 67.00 76.00 

Std. Deviation 14.22 16.60 13.14 15.06 14.95 17.87 

Kurtosis -.20 -.32 -.61 -.76 -.06 -.28 

Skewness -.43 -.33 -.42 -.19 -.36 -.33 
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The difference in mean scores across the pre-test and post-test are presented in 

Figure 2. The mean scores of the control group remained relatively the same between 

pre-test and post-test, M = 90.91 and M = 90.51 respectively. However, the mean scores 

of the intervention group decreased between the pre-test and post-test, M = 95.32 and M 

= 93.97 respectively. Again, these means are preliminary as they have not yet been 

adjusted for the covariate and therefore must be interpreted with caution. 

 

Figure 2. Line graph displaying raw data group means across levels of testing. This 

figure depicts the difference in mean scores on college-going self-efficacy across pre-test 

and post-test for the intervention and the control groups. 

A closer look at the descriptive statistics revealed an elevated error of variance 

apparent in the intervention group (see Table 7). The range and minimum scores between 

the intervention and control groups significantly differ across both levels of testing. 

However, the maximum statistic between groups across each level appeared comparable.    
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Data snooping. Prior to computing descriptive and inferential statistics, the data 

set was scanned for missing scores and potential outliers. To run a linear model, it is 

assumed that there are no existing outliers and that missing scores are accounted for 

(Field, 2009). Due to the elimination of participants who did not accurately complete 

both the pre-test and post-test, only three cases of missing data were found. The missing 

scores were replaced with the mean score of the item, or the average score for all 

participants on that question. Eight participants were excluded from the intervention 

group (n = 71) and eight participants were excluded from the control group (n = 75) due 

to incomplete surveys. No outliers were noteworthy. 

Parametric assumptions and suitability. The data set was analyzed to determine 

if parametric assumptions were met for the analysis of an ANCOVA. An ANCOVA 

assumes that the differences between scores are normally distributed, there are no 

outliers, linearity, homogeneity of variance, independence of covariate and treatment 

effects, and homogeneity of regression slopes (Field, 2009).  

The data in Tables 7-8 show that total scores for the pre-test (covariate) met the 

assumptions of normality. Total pre-test scores (M = 93.05, SD = 14.22) revealed 

normally distributed data. Both skewness (-0.43) and kurtosis (-0.20) fall between plus 

and minus one. The Kolomogorov-Smirnov test of normality also revealed that the 

control group data, D(75) = .08, p = .20, and intervention group data, D(71) = .09, p = 

.20, maintained acceptable normality on the pre-test (p > .05).  
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Table 8 

Tests of Normality 

  Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk  

 Group Statistics df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

Pretest  Control .08 75 .20a .98 75 .27 

 Intervention .09 71 .20a .96 71 .04 

Posttest Control .07 75 .20a .98 75 .15 

 Intervention  .08 71 .20a .97 71 .06 

aThis is a lower bound of the true significance. 

The data in Table 8 show that the total scores from the post-test met the 

assumption of normality. The total post-test scores (M = 92.20, SD = 16. 60) revealed 

normally distributed data. Skewness (-0.318) and kurtosis (-0.317) fell between plus and 

minus one. The Kolomogorov-Smirnov test of normality revealed that both the control 

group, D(75) = .065, p = .20,  and intervention group, D(71) = .08, p = .20, data 

maintained acceptable normality on the post-test (p > .05). 

According to the Shapiro-Wilk Test of Normality (see Table 8), data for the 

intervention group on the pre-test was not normally distributed (p < .05). Given that the 

data for the intervention group was not normally distributed, researchers recommend that 

parameter estimates such as the mean be interpreted cautiously (Field, 2009). A violation 

of normality may considerably reduce the power of an ANCOVA (Field, 2009). 

However, due to an adequate sample size (N = 146) it is assumed that the sampling 

distributions of the pre-test intervention mean are normally distributed. The central limit 
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theorem posits that parameter estimates of a population will have normal distribution if 

the sample is large enough and thus test-statistics inferred from significance testing are 

assumed to be accurate (Field, 2009). Gall, Gall, and Borg (2007) suggested that in 

comparative research there should be at least 15 participants in each group, well below 

the sample size in this study.  

Additionally, results from priori analysis of statistical power for an ANCOVA 

indicated that a sample size of N = 146 is adequate. In social science research, a common 

convention is to get enough data to have 80% power (Gall et al., 2007). To determine 

how many participants were needed to detect a medium effect size (.25) with 80% power 

and an alpha set at .05, a G*Power statistical analysis for an ANCOVA was run and the 

results found that a sample size of N = 128 is necessary to meet those requirements, 

which is below the sample size used in this study.  

Further, inspection of a bivariate scatterplot between the covariate (pre-test) and 

post-test scores (dependent variable) (see Figure 3) revealed that the covariate and the 

post-test scores have a linear relationship. A straight line is observed in Figure 3 

indicating a linear relationship between the dependent variable (post-test) and the 

covariate (pre-test).  
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Figure 3. Pre-test and post-test scatterplot. This figure depicts a linear relationship 

between pre-test and post-test scores on college-going self-efficacy. 

A regression analysis (see Table 9) between the covariate and post-test scores also 

revealed a moderate positive correlation between the covariate and post-test scores (r = 

.65) (Gall et al., 2007). Linear relationships were also observed when group membership 

was included as a predictor in the regression analysis (r = .65). 
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Table 9 

A Model Summary of Regression Analysis of Pre-test and Post-test Scores  

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

1 .65a .42 .42 12.65 

2 .65b .42 .42 12.70 

aPredictors: (Constant), pre-test. 

bPredictors: (Constant), pre-test, group. 

To test the assumption of homogeneity of variance, a Levene’s Test of Equality 

Error Variance was performed. For both pre-test scores, F(1, 144) = .49, p = .47,and post-

test scores, F(1, 144) = 1.4, p = .24, a statistically significant finding was not obtained. 

As a result, homogeneity of variance could be assumed (see Table 10).  

Table 10 

Test of Homogeneity of Variance: Levene’s Test of Equality Error Variance Based on 

Mean 

 Levene Statistic Df1 Df2 Sig.  

Pre-test .49 1 144 .47 

Post-test 1.4 1 144 .24 

Note. Homogeneity of Variance is assumed when there is no statistical significance.  

In order to determine independence of the covariate and treatment effect, or 

whether the two groups differ on the covariate, an ANOVA was run (see Table 11). 

Specifically, the covariates (pre-test scores) were tested to determine if they were equal 

across the control and intervention groups. There was no statistically significant 
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difference between groups on pre-test scores, F(1, 144) = 3.58, p = .06, suggesting that 

the groups do not differ on the covariate and therefore independence of the covariate and 

treatment effect can be assumed.  

Table 11 

ANOVA Output of Pre-test Scores to Determine Independence of the Covariate and 

Treatment Effect  

 Sum of Squares df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

Between 

Groups 

711.67 1 711.67 3.58 .06 

Within 

Groups 

28615.90 144 198.72   

Total 29327.56 145    

Note. Independence of the covariate and treatment effect is assumed when there is no 

statistical difference.  

Finally, the assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes was tested (see Table 

12). Using a univariate general linear model, the researcher found that there was a 

statistically significant difference between the slopes of the regression lines for the two 

groups, F(2, 143) = 52.48, p = .00. The slopes were non-equivalent, violating the 

assumption of an ANCOVA. This suggests that potential intervention effects may not be 

the same across various levels of the covariate. This is problematic because researchers 

could conclude that there are no differences on the dependent variable when in reality 

differences exist.  
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Table 12 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects to Determine Homogeneity of Regression Slopes and 

ANCOVA 

Source Type III Sum 

of Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig  

Corrected 

Model 

16904.39a 2 8452.20 52.48 .00 

Intercept 1506.42 1 1506.42 9.35 .00 

Group .47 1 .47 .00 .96 

Pretest 16466.45 1 16466.45 102.24 .00 

Error 23032.24 143 161.07   

Total 1280838.00 146    

Corrected Total  39936.63 145    

Note. Dependent Variable: Post-test.  

aR Squared = .423 (Adjusted R Squared = .415). 

Inferential Statistics  

The research question asks if there is a difference between students who 

participated in the college-going self-efficacy intervention and those who did not 

participate on college-going self-efficacy following the intervention. An ANCOVA was 

used to compare the means of the two groups on college-going self-efficacy after 

controlling for the covariate (see Table 12).  

Results suggested that the covariate, college-going self-efficacy pre-test scores, 

were significantly related to college-going self-efficacy post-test scores, F(1, 145) = 
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102.24, p = .00, r = .65. As college-going self-efficacy pre-test scores increase so does 

college-going self-efficacy post-test scores. Further, results indicated that there was no 

significant effect of the group on the post-test scores after controlling for potential effects 

of the pre-test scores, F(1, 143) = .00, p = .96, 2 = .00.  

Follow Up Analysis  

While there was no statistically significant difference between the intervention 

and control group on the college-going self-efficacy post-test after controlling for the 

covariate, the researcher posed a follow up question of whether there would be a 

difference between groups on the attendance and persistence subscales of the College-

Going Self-Efficacy Scale (Gibbons, 2005). An ANCOVA was run to compare the post-

test means of the two groups while controlling for the covariate on both the attendance 

scale and the persistence scale (see Tables 13-14).  

The researcher found that the covariate, attendance pre-test scores, were 

significantly related to attendance post-test scores, F(1, 145) = 45.05, p = .00, r = .41. 

There was a non-significant effect of the group on attendance self-efficacy post-test after 

controlling for the effect of the covariate, F(1, 143) = .61, p =.44. Further, the covariate, 

persistence pre-test scores, were significantly related to persistence post-test scores, F(1, 

145) = 39.78, p = .00, r = .47. There was also a non-significant effect of the group on 

persistence self-efficacy post-test after controlling for the effect of the covariate, F(1, 

143) = .22, p =.64. These results suggest that there is no statistically significant difference 

between groups on the subscales of the College-Going Self-Efficacy Scale.  
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Table 13 

ANCOVA: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects by Group on Attendance Subscale  

Source Type III Sum 

of Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig  

Corrected 

Model 

1569.15a 2 184.57 14.66 .00 

Intercept 2934.67 1 2934.67 54.84 .00 

AttendPre-test 1463.427 1 32.52 45.05 .436 

Group 32.64 1 32.64 .61 .44 

Error 76.53.02 143 53.52   

Total 312116.00 146    

Corrected Total  9222.16 145    

aR Squared = .17 (Adjusted R Squared = .16) 
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Table 14 

ANCOVA: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects by Group on Persistence Subscale  

Source Type III Sum 

of Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig  

Corrected 

Model 

2124.35a 2 1062.17 20.62 .00 

Intercept 1989.93 1 1989.93 38.62 .00 

PersistPre-test 2049.86 1 2049.86 39.78 .00 

Group 11.33 1 11.33 .22 .64 

Error 7367.60 143 51.52   

Total 382738.00 146    

Corrected Total  9491.95 145    

a R Squared = .22 (Adjusted R Squared = .21) 

Given that there was no effect of the intervention on college-going self-efficacy in 

this sample, the researcher also asked whether there was an effect of ethnicity on college-

going self-efficacy for the participants in the intervention group. In order to compare the 

college-going self-efficacy post-test means of the four different ethnic groups, while 

accounting for the pre-test scores as the covariate, the researcher ran an ANCOVA (see 

Table 15). Prior to the analysis, all assumptions were met for an ANCOVA except for the 

assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes. A regression analysis determined that 

the covariate, college-going self-efficacy pre-test scores, were significantly related to 

college-going self-efficacy post-test scores, F(1, 71) = 45.05, r = .65. However, the 



 

 

94 

ANCOVA analysis revealed a non-significant effect of levels of ethnicity on the college-

going self-efficacy post-test after controlling for the covariate, F(3, 71) = .05, p = .98.  

Table 15 

ANCOVA: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects by Ethnicity of the Intervention Group  

Source Type III Sum 

of Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig  

Corrected 

Model 

6512.30a 4 1628.08 11.48 .00 

Intercept 673.42 1 729.05 5.14 .03 

Pretest 10065.30 1 6386.91 45.05 .00 

Ethnicity 160.77 3 7.30 .05 .98 

Error 13478.07 66 141.78   

Total 637988.00 71    

Corrected Total  23628.75 70    

a R Squared = .410 (Adjusted R Squared = .375) 

Further, in order to determine if the College-Going Self-Efficacy Scale was a reliable 

scale in this study, the researcher calculated Cronbach’s Alpha, a reliability measurement 

(Field, 2009). Given that participants filled in the multi-item scale more than one time the 

researcher calculated Cronbach Alpha scores for the pre-test and the post-test of each 

subscale as well as the total scale. Reliability measurements are reported in Table 16 for 

the Total College-Going Self-Efficacy Scales as well as the attendance and persistence 

subscales. Cronbach Alpha values around .8 are considered good and .9 are excellent 

(Field, 2009). These results suggest that the scale and subscales used in this study are 
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consistent. It also suggests that the College-Going Self-Efficacy Scale is appropriately 

used with the sample in this study.  

Table 16 

Cronbach’s Alpha for Total College-Going Self-Efficacy Scale, Attendance Subscale, and 

Persistence Subscale by Pre-test and Post-test 

 Pre-test (N = 146) Post-test (N = 146) 

Attendance (n = 15) α = .85  α = .93  

Persistence (n = 15) α = .89 α = .91 

Total (N =30) α = .87 α = .91 

Summary  

A one-way ANCOVA was computed in order to test the research hypothesis. The 

hypothesis that there was no statistically significant difference between the intervention 

and the control group was not rejected. A significant effect of the intervention on college-

going self-efficacy was not found.  

Data were analyzed prior to the statistical analysis in order to ensure that 

parametric assumptions have been met for an ANCOVA. Descriptive statistics were 

reported in Tables 6-7 and Figure 1. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of normality as well as 

descriptive statistics revealed normally distributed data (see Table 8). A bivariate 

scatterplot and regression analysis revealed a moderate to strong relationship between 

pre-test and post-test indicating linearity (see Figure 2). Linearity was also assessed 

through a regression analysis (see Table 9). Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variance 

was performed to assess the assumption of homogeneity of variance (Table 10). An 

ANOVA was also ran to determine independence of the covariate and treatment effect 
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(see Table 11). Further, the assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes was tested 

(see Table 12). All assumptions were met with the exception of equal slots of the 

regression lines across groups. This poses a problem because the presence of an 

interaction effect implies that the treatment effects may not be the same between groups 

on the pre-test. The researcher may erroneously conclude that there is no difference 

between groups on the pre-test when in reality there is. 

The obtained data did not support the hypothesis and therefore the null was not 

rejected. Overall, students in the intervention group did not have different scores on the 

post-test compared to the students in the control group after controlling for the covariate. 

Further analyses revealed that there was also no effect of group on college-going self-

efficacy by subscale for the total sample or effect of ethnic group on college-going self-

efficacy for the intervention group. In addition, the total scale and subscales of College-

Going Self-Efficacy were found to be reliable measurements.    

A discussion of the limitations of this study and the practical significance of the 

results are provided in the following chapter. The purpose and methodology is 

summarized and suggestions for future research are presented.  
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Chapter V: Discussion and Recommendations for Research and Practice 

The following chapter focuses on a discussion of the results, implications of the 

findings, limitations of the study, and a discussion for future directions of research. 

Chapter Five is divided into the following sections: summary of research, methods and 

procedures, summary of findings, discussion of results, implications for practice, 

implications for research, and conclusion.  

Summary of Research  

The main purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of a college-going 

intervention on the college-going self-efficacy of a group of adolescents. Specifically, the 

research question focused on whether there was an effect on college-going self-efficacy 

following participation in North Star, an eight week college-going mentorship between 

university students and middle school students. The practical aim of this study was to 

determine whether the intervention could potentially support attendance and persistence 

in postsecondary education for middle school students. 

Two theories, social cognitive theory (SCT) (Bandura, 1987) and social cognitive 

career theory (SCCT) (Lent et al., 1994), largely provided support for the design, 

implementation, and research of college-going interventions. In alignment with SCT and 

SCCT, an increase in college-going self-efficacy can effectively increase college-going 

interest, choice, and behavior. A person can achieve what they expect to achieve. Lent et 

al. (1994) and Lent and Brown (1996) suggested that people who feel competent in an 

activity and anticipate positive results when pursuing an activity can develop a sustained 

interest in the activity that eventually leads to goal-setting behavior. This competency is 

developed through repetition, modeling, and positive feedback when given by someone 
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the person values. It is this dynamic reciprocal mechanism that develops career and 

college interest. Thus, interventions that promote college-going self-efficacy, or a 

person’s belief in his/her ability to attend and persist through college, should theoretically 

support student attendance and persistence in postsecondary education.  

A review of self-efficacy literature also provides support for further research that 

examines the influence of college-going interventions on college-going self-efficacy. 

Researchers have found self-efficacy beliefs to consistently affect career and educational 

choice (Fouad & Smith, 1996) as well as interests and goals (Lent et al., 2003a; Nauta & 

Epperson, 2003). Promising results have derived from career interventions and the 

positive effects they have on career self-efficacy and career decision-making self-efficacy 

for high school students (Chiesa et al., 2016; Kraus & Hughey, 1999; McWhirter et al., 

2000; O’Brien et al., 2000) and middle school students (Mitcham et al., 2012; Turner & 

Lapan, 2005; Vervecken & Hannover, 2015). Two studies have specifically studied the 

effects of college-going interventions on college-going self-efficacy (Hamel, 2015; 

Jensen, 2013). However, additional research is needed on self-efficacy interventions, 

specifically research on college-going mentorship as a college-going intervention.      

The college-going intervention North Star was designed and implemented within 

the context of Bandura’s (1997) four sources of self-efficacy influencers (e.g., vicarious 

learning, social persuasion, personal performance accomplishments, and physiological 

affective states). Throughout the eight weeks students met with university mentors to 

discuss and engage in activities related to college. Activities centered on supporting 

student growth in their beliefs of their ability to go to college, increasing knowledge 

about college, eliminating potential perceived barriers, and helping students set college-
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going goals. Previous research suggested that interventions constructed within the context 

of these self-efficacy influencers have positive effects on self-efficacy (Fouad et al., 

2009; Reese & Miller, 2006; Scott & Ciani, 2008). Thus, this study hypothesized that 

North Star would affect the college-going self-efficacy of the participants in the study.     

However, this study is also a stand-alone study given that the college-going 

intervention involved in the study involves college-going self-efficacy and does not focus 

on career decision-making self-efficacy, a different yet correlated construct. Further, 

North Star involved a mentorship component in which university students that guide the 

eight-week college-going intervention are volunteers. Thus, the present study is unique 

and greatly needed in order to fill some of the gaps in literature.   

Methods and Procedures 

This investigation was driven by the research question of whether a college-going 

intervention had an effect on the college-going self-efficacy of a diverse group of 

adolescents. Specifically, the researcher tested whether there was a statistically 

significant difference on college-going self-efficacy at post-test between students who 

participated in a college-going intervention and students who did not.  

 In quasi-experimental non-equivalent group design, the independent variable was 

group with two levels: participation in North Star versus no participation in North Star. 

The dependent variable was college-going self-efficacy measured by the College-Going 

Self-Efficacy Scale (Gibbons, 2005). This measure was administered prior to the 

intervention (pre-test) and immediately following the intervention (post-test). Inferential 

statistics were derived from a one-way Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA). Tests of 

statistical significance were analyzed at the .05 level.  
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Summary of Findings 

 Overall, the results of the study found that there was no statistically significant 

difference on college-going self-efficacy between participants who participated in the 

intervention and participants who did not following the conclusion of the eight-week 

college-going mentorship intervention. A one-way ANCOVA revealed no significant 

effect of group on the post-test scores after controlling for the effects of the pre-test 

scores F(1, 143) = .00, p = .96.  Thus, the hypothesis that there would be no difference 

between groups was not rejected. The hope that the North Star college-going mentorship 

intervention would have an effect on the college-going self-efficacy of middle school 

students warrants further investigation. The results from this study suggest that the 

college-going intervention may not be effective in influencing future attendance and 

persistence in postsecondary options through the mechanism of self-efficacy.  

Discussion of Results 

 The results of this present study did not support the findings and hypotheses of 

recent studies that interventions derived from self-efficacy influencers have the potential 

to enhance self-efficacy (Fouad et al., 2009; Reese & Miller, 2006; Scott & Ciani, 2008). 

In researching the effect of a career development course on career decision-making self-

efficacy of 96 undergraduate students, Reese and Miller (2006) found a statistically 

significant difference between the intervention and control groups on college-going self-

efficacy at post-test, F(1, 94) = 6.41, p = .013. Scott and Ciani (2008) also found a 

significant effect of a career exploration course on the career decision-making self-

efficacy of another group of undergraduate students, F(5, 82) = 20.22, p < .001. Career 

decision-making self-efficacy also significantly increased for a group of undergraduate 
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participants in a career course following the study by Fouad et al. (2009), F(1, 54) = 

17.47, p < .001.  

 The results of the present study also did not align with the findings and 

hypotheses of self-efficacy intervention studies with adolescents. O’Brien et al. (2000) 

found that there was a statistically significant difference between intervention and control 

groups on the career decision-making self-efficacy for a sample of 48 African American 

adolescents after participating in an Upward Bound career exploration program, F(1, 48) 

= 7.64, p = .01. Effects on career-decision making self-efficacy were also found as a 

result of a nine-week career education class for a group of 166 high school sophomores 

(McWhirter et al., 2000). A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) with a 

repeated measure factor found effects for time, F(2, 322) = 21.53, p < .001, 𝜂2= .21, and 

for treatment X time, F(2, 322) = 9.89, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .14, indicating that the intervention 

had an overall effect on career decision-making self-efficacy of participants. Further, in 

their research exploring the effects of a career intervention on the career decision-making 

self-efficacy of 280 Italian high school students, Chiesa et al. (2016) found a slight 

increase in mean score on college-going self-efficacy between pre-test (M = 3.12) and 

post-test (M = 3.18), suggesting that the intervention had a small effect on career 

decision-making self-efficacy.  

Additionally, the results of the current study did not support findings from 

Hamel’s (2015) dissertation study that measured the effect of a college-going 

intervention on college-going self-efficacy for a group of adolescents. The college-going 

intervention program, Career Horizon Summer Program (CHSP), aimed at expanding 

postsecondary opportunities for low-socioeconomic status, prospective first-generation 



 

 

102 

college students and students of color who recently completed the sixth grade. Hamel 

(2015) found a statistically significant difference between pre-test and post-test means on 

college-going self-efficacy, F(1, 20) = 38.06, p < .05, for participants in CHSP. Hamel 

concluded that college-going interventions have the potential to influence postsecondary 

attendance and persistence.  

The findings of this study did however align with the mixed results from Jensen’s 

(2013) dissertation that looked at the effects of a college-going intervention on the 

college-going self-efficacy of rural fifth grade students. The researcher measured the 

effects of the I’m Going to College Curriculum (Jensen, 2013) on six items of the 

College-Going Self-Efficacy Scale (Gibbons, 2005). Of the six items, three of the items 

increased significantly in mean values of college-going self-efficacy. There was no 

significant difference between means on the pre-test and post-test for the other three 

items.  

 Given that the findings of the present study contrast with existing theories and 

previous research, more research is needed to reconcile the differences. Potential 

limitations and alternative explanations of the outcomes are explained below.  

Limitations  

 Based on previous research and current theories, the findings in this present study 

overall countered the results of previous research and theory. Thus, it is speculated that 

the non-significant effect of North Star on the college-going self-efficacy of the diverse 

group of middle school students could have alternative explanations. The non-significant 

results of college-going self-efficacy may be explained by the limitations in (a) the design 

and sampling of the study; (b) data analysis; and (c) the procedures of the study. 
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Sampling challenges, measurement challenges, procedural issues, confounding variables, 

and alternative variables are discussed below.  

 Design and sampling. The present study was a quasi-experimental non-

equivalent group research design. A quasi-experimental design is appropriately used 

when better designs such as the experimental design are not feasible (Gall et al., 2007). 

Quasi-experimental designs are used when randomization of participants into the control 

and intervention groups are not possible yet a comparison or control group is possible 

(Campbell & Stanley, 1963). However, due to non-randomized comparison groups, the 

quasi-experimental design can present challenges to internal and external validity, some 

of which may be applicable to this study. Further, while utilizing a pre-test post-test 

design does strengthen the amount of experimenter control in the study, it also poses 

some internal validity challenges.  

 A significant potential threat to internal validity was selection bias. As a quasi-

experimental design study, participants were not randomly selected into the intervention 

and the control groups. Participants were involved in the study due to their membership 

in seventh grade general education classrooms in one urban diverse and predominately 

low-income school where North Star was implemented. Given that classrooms constitute 

natural assembled groups and there was no random assignment, it may be possible that 

the two comparison groups are different on variables that have the potential to confound 

the results (Campbell & Stanley, 1963). In this study, differences on the mean between 

the pre-test scores for the control group (M = 90.91) and the intervention group (M = 

95.31) suggest that the two groups may be dissimilar prior to the onset of the study. 

Treating the pre-test as a covariate in the statistical analysis does reduce the effects of 
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potential confounds in the pretest data. However, this analysis does not reduce error for 

other potential differences between the intervention and the control group at the onset of 

the study, which could have an effect on the results.  

Maturation of subjects was another potential threat to internal validity. Maturation 

is the process of natural changes in the subjects that occur due to the passage of time 

(Campbell & Stanley, 1963). Examples of maturation in the short term include mood, 

inattention, boredom, or tiredness. In the long term, changes such as getting older or 

becoming more educated could have an effect. The lack of gains on the mean of college-

going self-efficacy by the intervention group might be part of some sophisticated 

maturation that negatively countered the potential effects of the college-going 

intervention. It could be that the intervention group matured more in negative moods, 

inattentiveness, tiredness, or boredom than the control group and that this maturation 

impacted the post-test results of the intervention group. 

 A significant potential threat to the study’s internal validity was history. The pre-

test was administered to both the control and the intervention groups at the same time. 

Post-test data were collected at the end of the intervention eight weeks later. Given the 

long intervening time between pre-test and post-test, it is possible that a specific event 

that impacted the subjects occurred during this time (Campbell & Stanley, 1963). The 

lack of differences in the pre-test and post-test scores between groups could be due to an 

event or events that took place between the pre-test and post-test that affected one or both 

of the groups. It may be impossible to know what events may have influenced the ideas 

or beliefs of the students. The researcher was not aware of any broad school or local 

community events that had a potential impact on participants. However, on a national 
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level, the presidential election of 2017 may be worth noting as a historical event that may 

have had the potential to influence the results of this study. On Tuesday November 8th, 

Donald Trump was elected as the nation’s 45th president. During this time fear ensued in 

immigrant communities about their status as citizens and rights to stay in this country as 

Trump declared action to end programs such as Dreamers, which allowed DACA status 

to persons who came to the country illegally as a child. Related to education, university 

students feared that they would no longer be allowed to attend college. In secondary 

education, students lost hope about future access to postsecondary education. The lack of 

difference between pre-test and post-test on college-going self-efficacy could have 

largely been impacted by this prospect.  

Another potential threat to internal validity was testing. The results of a test may 

be impacted by the mere participation in the same test before such as when the pre-test 

and the post-test are the same (Campbell & Stanley, 1963). Given that the measure 

College-Going Self-Efficacy Scale (Gibbons, 2010a) was given to participants twice, 

they may have become fatigued by the test or bored by the content, which would impact 

the results. Fatigue and boredom may have been further exacerbated due to the 

simultaneous administration of two additional surveys at pre-test and post-test that were 

not utilized in this present study.  

Mortality was also a possible threat to internal validity. Studies that involve 

school children are often challenged by attrition rates due to a large amount of students 

who leave school, especially in low-income communities (Gall et al., 2007). While 

retention in the program did not appear to be a problem and mortality was minimal, there 

were eight students in the control group and eight students in the intervention group who 
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did not complete both the pre-test and the post-test and were eliminated from analysis. 

Students moved way and changed schools, potentially impacting the overall results of the 

study.  

Finally, diffusion of treatment was also a potential threat to internal validity. 

Diffusion of treatment can occur when participants in the intervention group are in close 

proximity to participants in the control group thereby increasing the chance that the 

effects of the intervention were diffused to the control group (Gall et al., 2007). In this 

study, the control group could have been contaminated simply by students in the 

intervention group talking about North Star outside the intervention time such as in the 

lunch room or in the community where the two groups would have contact. This is highly 

possible considering that the study took place in a school where the seventh graders have 

time to interact with one another outside of their general education classrooms.  

One potential threat to external validity in this study was interaction effect of 

testing and treatment. Given that this study is a pre-test and post-test design, it could be 

that the pre-test decreased the sensitivity of the participants to the intervention, which 

would make the results unrepresentative of the true non-tested population (Campbell & 

Stanley, 1963). This may make generalizability to a larger population difficult. 

Further, generalizability may be challenged due to use of a non-randomized 

sample. Many researchers assert that inferential statistics do not have meaningful 

interpretation in non-randomly selected samples (Gall et al., 2007). However, inferential 

statistics may maintain value when used with convenience samples if the sample is 

conceptualized cautiously and the results are generalized only to populations similarly 

described in the study (Gall et al., 2007).  
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The use of the College-Going Self-Efficacy (CGSES) scale also added some 

additional challenges to this study. Scaling questions are measurements of attitudes, 

beliefs, and opinions that measure degree of agreement (Gall et al., 2007). While Gibbons 

and Borders (2010a) found that the CGSES is reliable (α = .94) and consistent (α = .88) 

for adolescencents, the researcher questions whether individuals in the sample have 

sufficient knowledge to both understand as well as express an opinion about the topic, an 

important component in scale reliability and validity (Gall et al., 2007).  

First, one limitation is based on the premise that the CGSES may be too difficult 

for some middle school students to read. Gibbons and Borders (2010a) found that the 

scale is reliable (α = .94) and consistent (α = .88) for students from diverse backgrounds 

reading at a sixth grade level, a sample comparable to the sample in this study. Results 

from an analysis in this study also found the scale to be reliable at pre-test (α = .87) and 

post-test (α = .91). However, given that this study was done with seventh grade students, 

it is possible that a large percent of them do not read at the sixth grade level. At the time 

of the study, about 48.6% of the students met the standard in reading on the Smarter 

Balance Assessment, the Washington State standardized assessment. This suggests that a 

large percent of the students may not comprehend sixth grade reading even in the seventh 

grade, which could potentially confound the results.  

Second of all, another limitation could be that middle school students are not yet 

ready to comprehend the topic of college and therefore cannot form a valid opinion about 

it. The mean scores of the control group (M = 90.91) and the intervention group (M = 

95.31) in this study on the pre-test suggest that students had high self-efficacy beliefs at 

the onset of the study. In general, participants in both groups had strong beliefs in their 
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ability to attend and persist in college. If students understood more about college, 

including potential barriers and challenges, would they have the same perceptions? Could 

it be that middle school is too early to measure self-efficacy as a predictor of 

postsecondary attendance and persistence? Given that the items on the scale were related 

to potential barriers that could get in the way of college access (e.g., college tuition, 

acceptance, support, academic ability, etc…) and persistence (e.g., get good grades, pay 

each year, set own schedule, etc…), participants in the study may not have had enough 

background knowledge about college and postsecondary options to formulate an opinion 

about their own abilities. It could be that adolescence is too early to measure self-

efficacy. It is possible that other variables, such as outcome expectations, may be a better 

variable to measure as a predictor of postsecondary attendance and persistence at the 

stage of adolescence.  

Further, the CGSES may also limit the results of the study because it may not 

capture “self-efficacy.”  College-going self-efficacy is a person’s belief in his/her ability 

to go to college and persist in college once there (Gibbons, 2005). The items on the 

attendance scale are stated in the “I can” format while the items on the persistence scale 

are stated in the “I could” format. Instead of asking how sure students are that they would 

be capable to do the items on the scale, a modified survey that states “I know how” may 

better capture self-efficacy.  

The administration procedures of the CGSES were also a limitation. While the 

pre-test was read out loud to all participants and the researcher clarified with the 

participants any misunderstandings, the post-test was not done in the same way. It was 

assumed that students understood the questions and the facilitator did not read the 
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questions out loud. Students were given the instructions, the more challenging and 

difficult vocabulary was reviewed, and students were allowed to take the post-test at their 

own pace. Administering the survey utilizing two different procedures challenges the 

uniformity of the procedures in this study (Gall et al., 2007). It could be that the results of 

the study are confounded by this difference in survey administration.  

The scarcity of research done on the construct college-going self-efficacy is also a 

limitation in this study. Career decision-making self-efficacy and other career related 

constructs are far more researched and prominent in literature. Much of the literature that 

supports the design and implementation of the present study was also done with the 

construct career decision-making self-efficacy. However, this major limitation also adds 

value to the design and implementation of the current study, especially considering the 

importance of postsecondary attendance and persistence among minorities, low 

socioeconomic statuses, and prospective first-generation college students.  

Further, this study is limited by lack of follow up to determine if college-going 

self-efficacy developed over time following the conclusion of the intervention. 

Measuring and analyzing college-going self-efficacy at a later time such as eight weeks 

following the intervention may have elicited an effect on college-going self-efficacy.  

While research on mentorship and self-efficacy has not supported effects on self-efficacy 

at a later follow up time (Radcliffe & Bos, 2011), research with other curriculum-based 

interventions on career development has supported the effect of self-efficacy across time 

(Nauta & Epperson, 2003). Further, it could be that the effects of North Star could 

become visible with more time. It may be that the post-test means on college-going self-

efficacy first go down and then go up. Not measuring college-going self-efficacy at a 
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later follow up time greatly limits the researcher’s ability to infer changes in self-efficacy 

across time.  

Additionally, a major limitation of the study is the lack of longevity. The study 

took place over eight weeks, greatly limiting potential benefits offered by longer-term 

mentorship (Deutsch & Spencer, 2009; Rhodes, Schwartz, Willis, & Wu, 2017). The 

research finding that there is no difference between the intervention and the control 

groups makes it evident that more time may be needed to significantly impact student 

perceptions on college-going self-efficacy. Given the short-term nature of the 

intervention, significant increases in self-efficacy may be difficult to achieve. Radcliffe 

and Bos (2011) and Denson and Hill (2010), researchers who studied mentorship and 

self-efficacy, concluded that more than eight weeks for a mentorship intervention is 

needed to derive the benefits of mentorship on behavior and perceptions of the 

participants. Further, Bandura (1986, 1997) suggested that positive outcomes are greater 

from mentorship when a caring and goal directed relationship emerges between the 

participant and the mentor, which requires time. The researcher chose to analyze North 

Star as an eight-week intervention in order to avoid additional variables that could 

confound the results and to measure a program that may be easily implemented in other 

buildings. Unfortunately, after the eight-week time period students in both the control and 

the intervention groups were exposed to additional college-going activities within the 

school context. Exposure to these events would confound the results of the study and 

needed to be avoided. Additionally, North Star was designed as an eight-week 

intervention in order to be a practical intervention for a school setting. However, not 

analyzing the college-going intervention beyond eight weeks may have impacted the 
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researcher’s ability to detect effects on college-going self-efficacy. North Star is a unique 

college-going intervention because it involves mentorship, in which the benefits are 

largely dependent on quality and length of relationship (Deutsch & Spencer, 2009; 

Rhodes et al., 2017).  

Finally, another potential confounding variable involved the possible influence of 

the participants’ teachers. Participants in the control group and the intervention group had 

different sets of teachers due to the teaming model used in the school to facilitate 

learning. Students were assigned to a team of two to three core teachers who were 

responsible for teaching math, science, social studies, and language arts. All students in 

the intervention group were on one team with three teachers. All of the students in the 

control group were split on two teams each with two teachers. This confounding variable 

is potentially a significant one because the results of the study could be due to differential 

teaching during the eight weeks of the intervention. However, it is unlikely that this was 

problematic. The mean scores on college-going self-efficacy for the control group 

between pre-test (M = 90.91) and post-test (M = 90.51) suggested nearly no change and 

the mean scores for the intervention group between the pre-test (M = 95.32) and post-test 

(M = 93.97) suggested a very slight decrease in college-going self-efficacy.  

Data. Concerns regarding analyzed data represent another limitation in this study. 

Descriptive statistics were generated to analyze the suitability of the data for parametric 

analysis (Field, 2009). However, the raw data collected violated one major assumption of 

running an ANCOVA referred to as the assumption of homogeneity of regression slope. 

A violation of the assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes suggests that the 

treatment effects are not the same across the varying levels of the covariate (Field, 2009). 
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This is problematic because it could force the researcher to conclude that there are no 

differences between groups when in reality there are. Given that the outcome of this 

study is not significant, this is a major limitation.    

Procedural challenges. Uniform treatment posed a challenge to the procedures in 

this study. Uniform treatment is when the experimenter can control the intervention 

versus no intervention experience for participants as well as control the equitable 

treatment of each participant in the intervention group. Given that the college-going 

intervention North Star relied on volunteer mentors to implement the intervention, it 

could be that each participant in the treatment group were not administered the same 

treatment. While a curriculum was developed to guide the mentor and a mandatory 

training took place, there was much freedom in how the mentors utilized their time with 

their mentees. The curriculum was not standardized, which limits generalizability.  

 Uniform treatment was also challenged through attendance. Although the 

university mentors received hours toward their community volunteer requirements 

required for course credit, the onsite program facilitator expressed concern regarding the 

attendance of both the mentors and the mentees. Unfortunately attendance data was not 

accurately recorded, greatly limiting the ability to generalize the results. However, the 

anecdotal information from the onsite program facilitator offers some insight on some 

plausible alternative explanations as to why the results of the study were non-significant. 

 In addition, as a result of flexibility and freedom in implementation of the college-

going mentorship curriculum, another limitation was differential implementation of 

Bandura’s (1982) sources of self-efficacy within the context of the mentorship. While the 

program incorporates many elements of self-efficacy theory, North Star may not be a 
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fully adequate operational representation. One might speculate that the intervention was 

insufficient in one or more area of personal performance, social persuasion, vicarious 

learning, and physiological affective states. The flexibility of the curriculum may have 

resulted in implementation through “common sense” and not well-reasoned, consensually 

produced, and empirically tested methods. While the college-going intervention North 

Star was grounded in theory, the intervention may not have been executed with fidelity. 

The intervention may have not been implemented the way it was designed to be 

implemented, greatly limiting the results of the intervention.  

Volunteer mentors also made it challenging for the onsite program facilitator to 

recruit mentors that reflect the racial, gender, socio-economic, and prospective first-

generation status of the middle school participants. Same-sex and same-race mentoring is 

often seen as a powerful method to enhance the benefits of a mentorship experience 

(Gordon, Iwamoto, Ward, Potts, & Boyd, 2009; Hernandez, Estrada, Woodcock, & 

Schultz, 2017). Hernandez, Estrada, Woodcock, and Schultz (2017) found that perceived 

similarity plays an even larger role than demographics in the effects of a mentorship. The 

non-significant results of the study may have been impacted by the perceptions of 

similarity between the mentors and the mentees. It could be that the mentees could not 

relate to the mentors. Data were not collected on this potential limitation. 

The quality of relationship between the mentors and the mentees could have also 

greatly impacted the results of the study. Given that the college-going intervention was 

delivered and executed by university mentors, the relationship between the mentors and 

the mentees is considerable. The benefits of a mentorship are largely dependent on the 

quality of relationship between the mentor and the mentee (Deutsch & Spencer, 2009; 
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Rhodes et al., 2017). Frequency and consistency of contact, feelings of connection, and 

the approach that the mentors take with the mentees largely impacts the experience of the 

mentees. The lack of data on this variable leaves the researcher questioning this potential 

limitation. 

Gaining the cooperation of the test takers posed a few challenges in the 

procedures of this study. While the researcher attempted to make the testing experience a 

positive one, the researcher observed some students in the intervention group who did not 

appear to cooperate with the expectations of taking the survey during administration. 

While they desired to participate in the study, they did not appear to complete the survey 

in an honest and serious manner as evident by observed goofy behavior. After 

consultation with the classroom teacher where the survey took place, the researcher 

learned that these students have negative attitudes in general toward learning. The teacher 

was concerned with the climate of the classroom, which could potentially have had an 

effect on the results of the survey for the intervention group. 

Implications for Practice 

Overall, this study found that North Star mentorship program was not effective in 

improving the college-going self-efficacy of a group of diverse middle school students. 

Based on these results, the researcher cannot conclude that North Star should be 

multiplied and implemented into other schools. However, given that this program and the 

construct college-going self-efficacy are still in their infancy, it is recommended for 

educators to continue to improve upon the intervention. It is important to note that the 

absence of a significant finding does not mean there is absolutely no difference between 

groups. Improvement of the college-going intervention is a worthwhile endeavor given 
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that North Star is grounded in well-developed theories and research that supports college-

going interventions as an effective tool to influence self-efficacy. 

One major recommendation for improvement of North Star is to include a more 

comprehensive and intensive incorporation of Bandura’s theory (1982) regarding sources 

of self-efficacy. Research on interventions grounded in self-efficacy influencers 

continues to provide a foundation for self-efficacy intervention research (Chiesa et al., 

2016; Fouad et al., 2009; McWhirter et al., 2000; O’Brien et al., 1999; Reese & Miller, 

2006; Scott & Ciani, 2008). A stronger focus on the four sources of self-efficacy may be 

key to observing changes in college-going self-efficacy within intervention studies.  

Another recommendation is to improve treatment uniformity. Practitioners should 

focus on developing a more standardized curriculum that can be copied and multiplied 

across mentors for a more uniform implementation of the eight-week college-going 

mentorship program. While the current curriculum embedded in self-efficacy influencers 

does exist, it is unclear exactly what the mentors are doing to enhance self-efficacy. To 

determine the effectiveness of North Star, more control over the curriculum should be 

exerted. Also, to make determinations about the influence of attendance, weekly 

attendance for both mentors and mentees should be tracked.   

A greater effort should be made to recruit volunteers from the university who 

students would perceive as similar to them in order to enhance the quality of the 

relationship between mentor and mentee. While this task is challenging, it may be 

imperative to the success of college-going intervention mentorship programs like North 

Star.  
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Further, another recommendation to improving North Star as a college-going 

mentorship intervention is to consider implementing the intervention with one-on-one 

mentorship as opposed to small group mentorship. North Star is designed to be a small 

group mentorship program in which there is one university volunteer assigned to two-

three middle school students. While this is a more practical format due to recruitment of 

volunteers it may be that it is not as effective as mentorship that is one-on-one.  

Implications for Future Research  

 In addition to implications for practice, the current study supports implications for 

future research as well. First, it would be helpful to repeat this study with a similar 

population of students. Given that the current study contrasts with previous research and 

theory, it is imperative that similar research is done to reconcile the differences.  

 A logical next step in this research is also to examine college-going interventions 

on college-going self-efficacy over a longer period of time. In alignment with past 

research (Denson & Hill, 2010; Radcliffe & Bos, 2011), the present research also 

suggests that eight weeks is not long enough for the intervention to have an effect on the 

college-going self-efficacy of seventh graders. While eight weeks is ideal for school-

based interventions due to practicality, future research is needed on interventions that 

work to enhance college-going self-efficacy and extend beyond eight weeks. Further, 

research that measures college-going self-efficacy at a follow up time is also needed. 

Measuring college-going self-efficacy across time provides additional evidence of the 

processes and mechanisms of change and whether the effects of the intervention are 

retained. Future studies should consider measuring college-going self-efficacy at pre-test, 

post-test, and at a follow up time.  
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 Further, the construct of college-going self-efficacy merits additional 

investigation. Other than two dissertation studies, all relative college and career 

intervention studies that aim to enhance self-efficacy have focused on the constructs of 

career self-efficacy or career decision-making self-efficacy. However, even though 

college-going self-efficacy and career self-efficacy are highly correlated, college-going 

self-efficacy is a distinct construct meriting its own research (Hamel, 2015; Solberg et al., 

1993). If the goal is for minority and prospective first-generation college-students from 

low-income families to attend and persist through college, then the construct college-

going self-efficacy needs more attention in literature. Research is also needed to provide 

additional evidence of validity for the College-Going Self-Efficacy Scale (Gibbons, 

2005). The scale appears useful in the measurement of college-going self-efficacy and 

additional studies could determine the range of the scale’s utility.  

 It is recommended that researchers design and carry out college-going 

intervention studies that are strong in design. The present study utilized a strong design: 

adequate sample size, control group, pre-test and post-test and used a statistical analysis 

that controls for the covariate. While this design is not the “gold standard” as with 

random assignment in an experimental study, the present research was able to control for 

many potential confounding variables and it is considered one of the best designs in the 

social sciences (Gall et al., 2007). Although random assignment is often not possible 

researchers can still design strong studies that produce strong results.  

 However, studies in the future should consider additional research methods. The 

current study was a quasi-experimental non-equivalent group design. An experimental 

study with random assignment of participants would be stronger. Additionally, program 
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evaluation, a method of collecting and analyzing data to answer questions about program 

effectiveness and efficiency, may be able to provide practitioners with a better 

understanding of what components of the North Star program are effective or not (Gall et 

al., 2007). Program evaluation is helpful in providing potential alternative explanations. 

On top of quantitative data, qualitative data may add rich and thick detailed information 

to answer the research question (Gall et al., 2007). Individual and group interviews of 

students and mentors would allow the researcher to make inferences about their self-

efficacy experiences following participation in the college-going intervention. Much 

more research could also be collected on mentorship and other logistics of the 

intervention such as fidelity of implementation and participant attendance. While the 

focus of this study was the effects of general college-going interventions on the college-

going beliefs of middle school students, mentorship is an important component that 

warrants more research. Researchers should consider collecting data on mentorship 

relationships in order to make inferences about the potential effect it has on the outcome 

of the college-going intervention. This type of research may allow college-going 

interventions to continually improve to become more effective interventions in college 

attendance and persistence.  

 Further, while there was no statistically significant effect of the college-going 

intervention on college-going self-efficacy there may be other dependent variables that 

should be explored. According to social cognitive career theory, interest and choice in 

college are also directly affected by person inputs, background variables, learning 

experiences, outcome expectations, and contextual influences (Lent et al., 1994). In this 

study, self-efficacy was considered the central mechanism of personal agency and thus 
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was the only dependent variable included in the study. Further research should consider 

the inclusion of other variables that have reciprocal relationships with self-efficacy and 

may be more developmentally appropriate.    

 Overall, while the results of the research do not suggest that North Star is an 

effective college-going intervention, it is recommended that researchers improve upon 

the intervention in order to enhance the potential impact of such interventions on college-

going self-efficacy. Once again the absence of a significant finding does not mean there 

is absolutely no difference between groups. More research is needed to maximize the 

impact of college-going mentorship interventions on the college-going self-efficacy of 

middle school students. Suggestions included studying interventions that are designed for 

more than eight weeks and to measure college-going self-efficacy at a follow up time. 

Additionally, other research methods should be utilized. The current status of college-

going self-efficacy as a construct warrants further investigation.  

Conclusion 

 Given that students from low-income families, who are potentially of prospective 

first-generation college student status and/or are minority, continually enter 

postsecondary institutions and complete postsecondary degrees at much lower rates than 

their more advantaged peers, it is imperative that practitioners and researchers alike 

design and implement effective interventions that work to increase attendance and 

persistence in postsecondary education for all (Ross et al., 2012; Tate et al., 2015). The 

purpose of the current study was to add to the literature on college and career intervention 

studies that work to enhance college-going self-efficacy for middle school students who 

come from low-income, prospective first-generation, and ethnically disadvantaged 
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backgrounds. Despite previous research and theory that suggests college-going 

interventions as a worthy intervention to enhancing college-going self-efficacy, the 

results of the study found that North Star did not enhance students college-going self-

efficacy. There were no statistically significant differences between the control and 

intervention groups following the intervention on the post-test for college-going self-

efficacy despite controlling for pre-test differences. However, despite the lack of effect, 

the value of self-efficacy in postsecondary interest, choice, and attendance is so great that 

researchers and practitioners should continue to design and implement studies like the 

present one.    

 

 

  



 

 

121 

References  

ACT. (2005). Career planning: Students need help starting early and staying focused. 

Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED510441) 

ACT. (2008a). The economic benefit of academic and career preparation. Retrieved from 

ERIC database. (ED501272)  

ACT. (2008b). The forgotten middle: Ensuring that all students are on target for college 

and career readiness before high school. Retrieved from http://www.act.org 

Adelman, C. (1999). Answers in the tool box: Academic intensity, attendance patterns, 

and bachelor’s degree attainment. Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED431363) 

American School Counselor Association. (2003). The ASCA National Model: A 

framework for school counseling programs. Alexandria, VA: Author. 

American School Counselor Association (2017). Why middle school counselors? 

Retrieved from www.schoolcounselor.org 

Astin, A. W., & Oseguera, L. (2004). The declining "equity" of American higher 

education. The Review of Higher Education, 27(3), 321-341. 

doi:10.1353/rhe/2004.0001 

Autor, D. (2014). Skills education and the rise of earnings inequality among the other 99 

percent. American Association for the Advancement of Science, 344(6186), 843-

851. doi:10.1126/science.1251868 

Baier, S. T., Markman, B. S., & Pernice-Duca, F. M. (2016). Intent to persist in college 

freshmen: The role of self-efficacy and mentorship. Journal of College Student 

Development, 57(5), 614-619. doi:10.1353/csd.2016.0056 

http://www.schoolcounselor.org/


 

 

122 

Bandura, A. (1982). Self-efficacy mechanism in human agency. American Psychologist, 

37(2), 122-147. doi:10.1037/0003-066X.37.2.122  

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory. 

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc.  

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York, NY: W. H. 

Freeman and Company.  

Baum, S., Ma, J., & Payea, K. (2013). Education pays 2013: The benefits of higher 

education for individuals and society. Retrieved from ERIC database. 

(ED572537) 

Belfield, C., & Bailey, T. (2017). The labor market returns to sub-baccalaureate college: 

A review. Center for analysis of postsecondary education and employment 

(CAPSEE). Retrived from https://capseecenter.org/ 

Betz, N. E. (2007). Career self-efficacy: Exemplary recent research and emerging 

directions. Journal of Career Assessment, 15(4), 403-422. 

doi:10.1177/1069072707305759 

Betz, N. E., & Borgen, F. H. (2009). Comparative effectiveness of CAPA and FOCUS 

online: Career assessment systems with undecided college students. Journal of 

Career Assessment, 17(4), 351-366. doi:10.1177/1069072709334229 

Betz, N. E., & Hackett, G. (1981). The relationship of career-related self-efficacy 

expectations to perceived career options in college women and men. Journal of 

Counseling Psychology, 28(5), 399-410. doi:10/1037/0022-0167.28.5.399 

http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1037/0003-066X.37.2.122
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1177/1069072709334229


 

 

123 

Betz, N. E., & Hackett, G. (1983). The relationship of mathematics self-efficacy 

expectations to the selection of science-based college majors. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 23(3), 329-345. doi:10.1016/0001-8791(83)90046-5  

Betz, N. E., & Schifano, R. S. (2000). Evaluation of an intervention to increase realistic 

self-efficacy and interests in college women. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 

56(1), 35-52. doi:10.1006/jvbe.1999.1690  

Betz, N. E., & Voyten, K. K. (1997). Efficacy and outcome expectations influence career 

exploration and decidedness. Career Development Quarterly, 46(2), 179-189. 

doi:10.1002/j.2161-0045.1997.tb01004.x 

Betz, N. E., Hammond, M. S., & Multon, K. D. (2005). Reliability and validity of five-

level response continua for the Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale. Journal of 

Career Assessment, 13(2), 131-149. doi:10.1177/1069072704273123 

Betz, N. E., Klein, K.L., & Taylor, K.M. (1996). Evaluation of a short form of the Career 

Decision-Making Self-Efficacy Scale. Journal of Career Assessment, 4(1), 47-57. 

doi:10.1177/106907279600400103 

Borckardt, J. J., Nash, M. R., Murphy, M. D., Moore, M., Shaw, D., & O’Neil, P. (2008). 

Clinical practice as natural laboratory for psychotherapy: A guide to case based 

time series analysis. American Psychologist, 63(2), 77-95. doi:10.1037/0003-

066X63.2.77 

Boulard, G. (2004). New study calls for boosting need-based aid. Black Issues in Higher 

Education, 21(8), 12-12.  

Bounds, P. R. (2013). Examining the relationship between career decision self-efficacy, 

ethnic identity, and academic self-concept and achievement of African American 

http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1016/0001-8791(83)90046-5
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1006/jvbe.1999.1690


 

 

124 

high school students (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest 

Dissertations Publishing database. (3608193)  

Bryk, A. S., & Raudenbush, S. W. (1987). Application of hierarchical linear models to 

assessing change. Psychological Bulletin, 101(1), 147-158. doi:10.1037/0033-

2909.101.1.147 

Campbell, D. T., & Stanley, J. C. (1963). Experimental and quasi-experimental designs 

for research. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin.   

Carnevale, A. P., Jayasundera, T., & Gulish, A. (2016). America’s divided recovery: 

College haves and have-nots. Washington, DC: The Georgetown University 

Center on Education and the Workforce.   

Chen, X. (2005). First generation students in postsecondary education: A look at their 

college transcripts (Report No. ED485756). U.S. Department of Education, 

National Center for Education Statistics. Washington, DC: U.S. Government 

Printing Office.  

Chiesa, R., Massei, F., & Guglielmi, D. (2016). Career decision‐making self‐efficacy 

change in Italian high school students. Journal of Counseling & Development, 

94(2), 210-224. doi:10.1002/jcad.12077 

Conley, D. T. (2012). A complete definition of college and career readiness (Report No. 

ED537876). Eugene, Oregon: Educational Policy Improvement Center.  

Davis, J. (2012). The first generation student experience: Implications for campus 

practice, and strategies for improving persistence and success. Sterling, VA: 

Stylus Publishing, LLC. 



 

 

125 

Dawes, M. E., Horan, J. J., & Hackett, G. (2000). Experimental evaluation of self-

efficacy treatment on technical/scientific career outcomes. British Journal of 

Guidance and Counselling, 28(1), 87-99. doi:10.1080/030698800109637 

Denson, C. D., & Hill, R. B. (2010). Impact of an engineering mentorship program on 

African-American male high school students' perceptions and self-efficacy. 

Journal of Industrial Teacher Education, 47(1), 99-127. Retrieved from 

http://scholar.lib.vt.edu/ejournals/JITE/ 

Deutsch, N. L., & Spencer, R. (2009). Capturing the magic: Assessing the quality of 

youth mentoring relationships. New Directions for Youth Development, 

2009(121), 47-70. doi:10.1002/yd.296 

Diegelman, N. M., & Subich, L. M. (2001). Academic and vocational interests as a 

function of outcome expectancies in social cognitive career theory. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 59(3), 394-405. doi:10.1006/jvbe.2001.1802  

Feldman, D. B., & Kubota, M. (2015). Hope, self-efficacy, optimism, and academic 

achievement: Distinguishing constructs and levels of specificity in predicting 

college grade-point average. Learning and Individual Differences, 37(1), 210-216. 

doi:10.1016/j.lindif.2014.11.022 

Ferry, T. R., Fouad, N. A., & Smith, P. L. (2000). The role of family context in a social 

cognitive model for career-related choice behavior: A math and science 

perspective. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 57(3), 348-364. 

doi:10.1006/jvbe.1999.1743  

Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using IBM SPSS statistics (4th ed.). Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage. 

http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1006/jvbe.2001.1802
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1006/jvbe.1999.1743


 

 

126 

Flores, L. Y., & O'Brien, K. M. (2002). The career development of Mexican American 

adolescent women: A test of social cognitive career theory. Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 49(1), 14-27. doi:10.1037/0022-0167.49.1.14  

Fouad, N. A., & Smith, P. L. (1996). A test of a social cognitive model for middle school 

students: Math and science. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 43(3), 338-346. 

doi:10.1037/0022-0167.43.3.338 

Fouad, N. A., & Smith, P. L. (1997). Reliability and validity evidence for the middle 

school self-efficacy scale. Measurement & Evaluation in Counseling & 

Development, 30(1), 17-32. Retrieved from 

http://journals.sagepub.com/home/mec 

Fouad, N., Cotter, E. W., & Kantamneni, N. (2009). The effectiveness of a career 

decision-making course. Journal of Career Assessment, 17(3), 338-347. 

doi:10.1177/1069072708330678 

Fowler, F. J. (2014). Survey research methods (5th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Fraser, J. W. (2010). The school in the United States: A documentary history. New York, 

NY: Routledge.  

Gainor, K. A. (2006). Twenty-five tears of self-efficacy in career assessment and 

practice. Journal of Career Assessment, 14(1), 161-178. 

doi:10.1177/1069072705282435 

Gainor, K. A., & Lent, R. W. (1998). Social cognitive expectations and racial identity 

attitudes in predicting the math choice intentions of black college students. 

Journal of Counseling Psychology, 45(4), 403-413. doi:10.1037/0022-

0167.45.4.403  

http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1177/1069072705282435


 

 

127 

Gall, M. D., Gall, P. G., & Borg, W. R. (2007). Educational research: An introduction 

(8th ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson Education.  

Gibbons, M. M. (2005). College-going beliefs of prospective first generation college 

students: Perceived barriers, social supports, self-efficacy, and outcome 

expectations. Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertation Services.(3186000) 

Gibbons, M. M., & Borders, L. D. (2010b). Prospective first generation college students: 

A social cognitive perspective. The Career Development Quarterly, 58(3), 194-

208. doi:10.1002/j.2161-0045.2010.tb00186.x 

Gibbons, M. M., & Borders, L. D. (2010a). A measure of college-going self-efficacy for 

middle school students. Professional School Counseling, 13(4), 234-243. 

doi:10.5330/PSC.n.2010-13.234 

Ginzberg, E. (1952). Toward a theory of occupational choice. Occupations: The 

Vocational Guidance Journal, 30(8), 491-494. doi:10.1002/j.2164-

5892.1952.tb02708.x 

Gordon, D. M., Iwamoto, D. K., Ward, N., Potts, R., & Boyd, E. (2009). Mentoring urban 

black middle school male students: Implications for academic achievement. 

Journal of Negro Education, 78(3), 277-289. Retrieved from 

http://www.journalnegroed.org/ 

Gore, P. A. (2006). Academic self-efficacy as a predictor of college outcomes: Two 

incremental validity studies. Journal of Career Assessment, 14(1), 92-115. 

doi:10.1177/1069072705281367  

Gore, P. A., & Leuwerke, W. C. (2000). Predicting occupational considerations: A 

comparison of self-efficacy beliefs, outcome expectations, and person-



 

 

128 

environment congruence. Journal of Career Assessment, 8(3), 237-250. 

doi:10.1177/106907270000800303 

Gore, P. A., Jr., Leuwerke, W. C., & Turley, S. E. (2006). A psychometric study of the 

college self-efficacy inventory. Journal of College Student Retention: Research, 

Theory & Practice, 7(3-4), 227-244. Retrieved from 

http://journals.sagepub.com/home/csr 

Gottfredson, L. (1981). Circumspection and compromise: A developmental theory of 

occupational aspirations. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 28(6), 545-580. 

doi:10.1037/0022-0167.28.6.545  

Hackett, G., & Betz, N. E. (1981). A self-efficacy approach to the career development of 

women. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 18(3), 326-339. doi:10.1016/0001-

8791(81)90019-1  

Hackett, G., & Betz, N. E. (1989). An exploration of the mathematics self-

efficacy/mathematics performance correspondence. Journal for Research in 

Mathematics Education, 20(3), 261-273. doi:10.2307/749515  

Hackett, G., Betz, N. E., Casas, J. M., & Rocha-Singh, I. A. (1992). Gender, ethnicity, 

and social cognitive factors predicting the academic achievement of students in 

engineering. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 39(4), 527-538. Retrieved from 

http://www.apa.org/pubs/journals/cou/index.aspx 

Hamel, J. (2015). Career camp: Elevating expectations for college going and career self-

efficacy in urban middle school students (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from 

Dissertation Abstracts International Section A: Humanities and Social Sciences. 

(2015-99231-179).  

http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1037/0022-0167.28.6.545
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1016/0001-8791(81)90019-1
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1016/0001-8791(81)90019-1


 

 

129 

Hernandez, P. R., Estrada, M., Woodcock, A., & Schultz, P. W. (2017). Protégé 

perceptions of high mentorship quality depend on shared values more than on 

demographic match. The Journal of Experimental Education, 85(3), 450-468. 

doi:10.1080/00220973.2016.1246405 

Hiller, S. E., & Kitsantas, A. (2014). The effect of a horseshoe crab citizen science 

program on middle school student science performance and STEM career 

motivation. School Science and Mathematics, 114(6), 302-311. 

doi:10.1111/ssm.12081 

Holt, L. J., Bry, B. B., & Johnson, V. L. (2008). Enhancing school engagement in at-risk, 

urban minority adolescents through a school-based, adult mentoring intervention. 

Child & Family Behavior Therapy, 30(4), 297-318. 

doi:10.1080/07317100802482969 

Jensen, M. L. (2013). Increasing college-going self-efficacy of rural fifth grade students 

(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertation Publishing. (2014-

99131-131) 

Joet, G., Usher, E. L., & Bressoux, P. (2011). Sources of self-efficacy: An investigation 

of elementary school students in France. Journal of Educational Psychology, 

103(3), 649-663. doi:10.1037/a0024048  

Kahn, J. H. (2001). Predicting the scholarly activity of counseling psychology students: A 

refinement and extension. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 48(3), 344-354. 

doi:10.1037/0022-0167.48.3.344 

http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1037/a0024048


 

 

130 

Kelly, P. J., & Prescott, B. T. (2007). American higher education and the nation's ability 

to compete in global economy. Change, 39(2), 33-37. 

doi:10.3200/CHNG.39.2.33-37 

Kena, G., Hussar, W., McFarland, J., de Brey, C., Musu-Gillette, L., Wang, X.,…Dunlop 

Velez, E. (2016). The Condition of Education 2016 (Report No. ED565666)). 

U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. 

Washington, DC.  

Kenny, M. E., Blustein, D. L., Chaves, A., Grossman, J. M., & Gallagher, L. A. (2003). 

The role of perceived barriers and relational support in the educational and 

vocational lives of urban high school students. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 

50(2), 142-155. doi:10.1037/0022-0167.50.2.142  

 Kraus, L. J., & Hughey, K. F. (1999). The impact of an intervention on career decision-

making self-efficacy and career indecision. Professional School Counseling, 2(5), 

384-391. Retrieved from https://www.schoolcounselor.org/school-counselors-

members/publications/professional-school-counseling-journal 

Lent, R. W., & Brown, S. D. (1996). Social cognitive approach to career development: 

An overview. Career Development Quarterly, 44(4), 310-322. 

doi:10.1002/j.2161-0045.1996.tb00448.x 

Lent, R. W., & Brown, S. D. (2000). Contextual supports and barriers to career choice: A 

social cognitive analysis. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 47(1), 36-49. 

doi:10.1037/0022-0167.47.1.36   



 

 

131 

Lent, R. W., & Hackett, G. (1987). Career self-efficacy: Empirical status and future 

directions. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 30(3), 347-382. doi:10.1016/0001-

8791(87)90010-8 

Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., & Hackett, G. (1994). Toward a unifying social cognitive 

theory of career and academic interest, choice, and performance. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 45(1), 79-122. doi:10.1006/jvbe.1994.1027  

Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., Brenner, B., Chopra, S. B., Davis, T., Talleyrand, R., & 

Suthakaran, V. (2001). The role of contextual supports and barriers in the choice 

of math/science educational options: A test of social cognitive hypotheses. 

Journal of Counseling Psychology, 48(4), 474-483. doi:10.1037/0022-

0167.48.4.474  

Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., Nota, L., & Soresi, S. (2003). Testing social cognitive interest 

and choice hypotheses across Holland types in Italian high school students. 

Journal of Vocational Behavior, 62(1), 101-118. doi:10.1016/S0001-

8791(02)00057-X   

Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., Schmidt, J., Brenner, B., Lyons, H., & Treistman, D. (2003). 

Relation of contextual supports and barriers to choice behavior in engineering 

majors: Test of alternative social cognitive models. Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 50(4), 458-465. doi:10.1037/0022-0167.50.4.458  

Lent, R. W., Miller, M. J., Smith, P. E., Watford, B. A., Lim, R. H., & Hui, K. (2016). 

Social cognitive predictors of academic persistence and performance in 

engineering: Applicability across gender and race/ethnicity. Journal of Vocational 

Behavior, 94(1), 79-88. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2016.02.012  

http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1006/jvbe.1994.1027
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1016/S0001-8791(02)00057-X
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1016/S0001-8791(02)00057-X
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1016/j.jvb.2016.02.012


 

 

132 

Lent, R. W., Paixao, M. P., da Silva, J. T., & Leitao, L. M. (2010). Predicting 

occupational interests and choice aspirations in Portuguese high school students: 

A test of social cognitive career theory. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 76(2), 

244-251. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2009.10.001 

Lopez, F. G., Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., & Gore, P. A. (1997). Role of social–cognitive 

expectations in high school students' mathematics-related interest and 

performance. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 44(1), 44-52. doi:10.1037/0022-

0167.44.1.44  

Ma, J., Pender, M., & Welch, M. (2016). Education pays 2016: The benefits of higher 

education for individuals and society. Retrieved from 

https://trends.collegeboard.org 

Mann, M. J., Smith, M. L., & Kristjansson, A. L. (2015). Improving academic self-

efficacy, school connectedness, and identity in struggling middle school girls: A 

preliminary study of the "REAL Girls" program. Health Education & Behavior, 

42(1), 117-126. doi:10.1177/1090198114543005 

McWhirter, E. H., Crothers, M., & Rasheed, S. (2000). The effects of high school career 

education on social–cognitive variables. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 

47(3), 330-341. doi:10.1037/0022-0167.47.3.330  

Metheny, J., & McWhirter, E. H. (2013). Contributions of social status and family 

support to college students’ career decision self-efficacy and outcome 

expectations. Journal of Career Assessment, 21(3), 378-394. 

doi:10.1177/1069072712475164 



 

 

133 

Mitcham, M., Greenidge, W., Bradham-Cousar, M., Figliozzi, J., & Thompson, M. A. 

(2012). Increasing career self-efficacy through group work with culturally and 

linguistically diverse students. Journal of School Counseling, 10(22), 1-26. 

Retrieved from http://jsc.montana.edu 

Mudge, S., & Higgins, D. J. (2011). College access programming: Removing higher 

education barriers for underrepresented student populations. International Journal 

of Learning, 17(11), 123-139. Retrieved from http://www.ijlt.org 

Multon, K. D., Brown, S. D., & Lent, R. W. (1991). Relation of self-efficacy beliefs to 

academic outcomes: A meta-analytic investigation. Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 38(1), 30-38. doi:10.1037/0022-0167.38.1.30  

National Center for Education Statistics (2015). Annual earnings of young adults [Data 

file]. Retrieved from https://nces.ed.gov/ 

Nauta, M. M., & Epperson, D. L. (2003). A longitudinal examination of the social-

cognitive model applied to high school girls' choices of nontraditional college 

majors and aspirations. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 50(4), 448-457. 

doi:10.1037/0022-0167.50.4.448  

Nauta, M. M., Epperson, D. L., & Kahn, J. H. (1998). A multiple-groups analysis of 

predictors of higher level career aspirations among women in mathematics, 

science, and engineering majors. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 45(4), 483-

496. doi:10.1037/0022-0167.45.4.483  

Novakovic, A., & Fouad, N. A. (2013). Background, personal, and environmental 

influences on the career planning of adolescent girls. Journal of Career 

Development, 40(3), 223-244. doi:10.1177/0894845312449380  



 

 

134 

Nugent, G., Barker, B., Welch, G., Grandgenett, N., Wu, C., & Nelson, C. (2015). A 

model of factors contributing to STEM learning and career orientation. 

International Journal of Science Education, 37(7), 1067-1088. 

doi:10.1080/09500693.2015.1017863 

O'Brien, K., Bikos, L., Epstein, K., Flores, L., Dukstein, R., & Kamatuka, N. (2000). 

Enhancing the career decision-making self-efficacy of upward bound students. 

Journal of Career Development, 26(4), 277-293. doi:10.1023/A:1022902307328 

O'Brien, K. M., Dukstein, R. D., Jackson S. L., Tomlinson, A. J., & Kamatika, N. A. 

(1999). Broadening career horizons for students in at-risk environments. Career 

Development Quarterly, 47(3), 215-229. http://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-

0045.1999.tb00732.x 

Ochs, L. A., & Roessler, R. T. (2001). Students with disabilities: How ready are they for 

the 21st century? Rehabilitation Counseling Bulletin, 44(3), 170-176. 

doi:10.1177/003435520104400307  

Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) (2016, September). OSPI 

performance indicators-data and analytics: Postsecondary enrollment, 

completion and remediation [Data File]. Retrieved from 

http://www.k12.wa.us/DataAdmin/PerformanceIndicators/PostsecondaryEnrollme

nt.aspx 

Ojeda, L., Piña-Watson, B., Castillo, L. G., Castillo, R., Khan, N., & Leigh, J. (2012). 

Acculturation, enculturation, ethnic identity, and conscientiousness as predictors 

of Latino boys’ and girls’ career decision self-efficacy. Journal of Career 

Development, 39(2), 208-228. doi:10.1177/0894845311405321 

http://www.k12.wa.us/DataAdmin/PerformanceIndicators/PostsecondaryEnrollment.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/DataAdmin/PerformanceIndicators/PostsecondaryEnrollment.aspx
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1177/0894845311405321


 

 

135 

Oliver, L.W., & Spokane, A. R. (1988). Career-intervention outcomes: What contributes 

to client gain? Journal of Counseling Psychology, 35(4), 447-462. 

doi:10.1037/0022-0167.35.4.447  

Osterreich, H. (2000). Characteristics of effective urban college preparation programs 

(Report No. ED448244). New York, NY: Institute for Urban and Minority 

Education.  

Owens, D., Lacey, K., Rawls, G., & Holbert- Quince, J. (2010). First-generation African 

American male college students: Implications for career counselors. Career 

Development Quarterly, 58(4), 291-300. doi:10.1002/j.2161-0045.2010.tb00179.x 

Pajares, F. (1997). Current direction in self-efficacy research. In M. Maehr & P. R. 

Pintrich (Eds.), Advances in motivation and achievement (pp. 1-49). Greenwich, 

CT: JAI Press.    

Pajares, F., & Miller, M. D. (1995). Mathematics self-efficacy and mathematics 

performances: The need for specificity of assessment. Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 42(2), 190-198. doi:10.1037/0022-0167.42.2.190  

Pike, G. R., Hansen, M. J., & Childress, J. E. (2014). The influence of students' pre-

college characteristics, high school experiences, college expectations, and initial 

enrollment characteristics on degree attainment. Journal of College Student 

Retention: Research, Theory & Practice, 16(1), 1-23. doi:10.2190/CS.16.1.a 

Purcell, P. J., Iams, H. M., & Shoffner, D. (2015). Education, earnings inequality, and 

future social security benefits: A microsimulation analysis. Social Security 

Bulletin, 75(3), 15-33. Retrieved from https://www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/ssb/ 

http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1037/0022-0167.35.4.447
https://www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/ssb/


 

 

136 

Radcliffe, R., & Bos, B. (2011). Mentoring approaches to create a college-going culture 

for at-risk secondary level students. American Secondary Education, 39(3), 86-

107. Retrieved from https://www.jstor.org/journal/amersecedu 

Radford, A. W., Berkner, L., Wheeless, S. C., & Shepherd, B. (2010). Persistence and 

attainment of 2003–04 beginning postsecondary students: After 6 years (Report 

No. 2011–151). Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.  

Reese, R. J., & Miller, C. D. (2006). Effects of a university career development course on 

career decision-making self-efficacy. Journal of Career Assessment, 14(2), 252-

266. doi:10.1177/1069072705274985 

Rhodes, J. E., Schwartz, S. O., Willis, M. M., & Wu, M. B. (2017). Validating a 

mentoring relationship quality scale. Youth & Society, 49(4), 415-437. 

doi:10.1177/0044118X14531604 

Rodríguez, C., Inda, M., & Fernández, C. M. (2016). Influence of social cognitive and 

gender variables on technological academic interest among Spanish high-school 

students: Testing social cognitive career theory. International Journal for 

Educational and Vocational Guidance, 16(3), 305-325. doi:10.1007/s10775-015-

9312-8 

Rogers, M. E., & Creed, P. A. (2011). A longitudinal examination of adolescent career 

planning and exploration using a social cognitive career theory framework. 

Journal of Adolescence, 34(1), 163-172. doi:10.1016/j.adolescence.2009.12.010 

Rose, S. (2013, November/December). The value of a college degree. Change: The 

Magazine of Higher Learning, 45(6), 24-32. doi:10.1080/00091383.2013.842101 

https://www.jstor.org/journal/amersecedu


 

 

137 

Ross, T., Kena, G., Rathbun, A., KewalRamani, A., Zhang, J., Kristapovich, 

P,…Manning, E. (2012). Higher education: Gaps in access and persistence study 

(NCES Report No 2012-046). Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing 

Office.   

Scott, A. B., & Ciani, K. D. (2008). Effects of an undergraduate career class on men's and 

women's career decision-making self-efficacy and vocational identity. Journal of 

Career Development, 34(3), 263-285. doi:10.1177/0894845307311248 

Shapiro, D., Dundar, A., Huie, F., Wakhungu, P., Yuan, X., Nathan, A., & Hwang, Y. 

(2017). A national view of student attainment rates by race and ethnicity – fall 

2010 cohort (Signature Report No. 12b). Herndon, VA: National Student 

Clearinghouse Research Center. 

Shoffner, M. F., Newsome, D. W., & Barrio, C. A. (2005). Young adolescents' outcome 

expectations: A qualitative study. Unpublished manuscript, The University of 

North Carolina at Greensboro.  

Snyder, T. D., & Dillow, S. A. (2015). Digest of education statistics 2013 (NCES 2015–

011). Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of 

Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. 

Solberg, V. S., O’Brien, K., Villareal, P., Kennel, R., & Davis, B. (1993). Self-efficacy 

and Hispanic/Latino college students: Validation of the college self-efficacy 

instrument. Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences, 15(1), 80-95. Retrieved 

from http://journals.sagepub.com/home/hjb 

http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1177/0894845307311248


 

 

138 

Speight, J. D., & Rosenthal, K. S. (1995). Medcamp's effect on junior high school 

students' medical career self-efficacy. Career Development Quarterly, 43(3), 285-

296. doi:10.1002/j.2161-0045.1995.tb00869.x 

Stephens, N. M., Hamedani, M. G., & Destin, M. (2014). Closing the social-class 

achievement gap a difference-education intervention improves first-generation 

students’ academic performance and all students’ college transition. 

Psychological Science, 25(4), 943-953. doi:10.1177/0956797613518349 

Super, D. E. (1980). A life-span, life-space approach to career development. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 16(3), 282-298. doi:10.1016/0001-8791(80)90056-1 

Super, D. E., Thompson, A. S., Lindeman, R. H., Jordaan, J. P., & Myers, R. A. (1981). 

Career Development Inventory (Assessment measure]. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting 

Psychologists Press. 

Swanson, J. L., & Woitke, M. B. (1997). Theory into practice in career assessment for 

women: Assessment and interventions regarding perceived career barriers. 

Journal of Career Assessment, 5(4), 443-462. doi:10.1177/106907279700500405  

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2013). Using multivariate statistics (6th ed.) New 

York: Pearson Education.  

Tang, M., Fouad, N. A., & Smith, P. L. (1999). Asian Americans' career choices: A path 

model to examine factors influencing their career choices. Journal of Vocational 

Behavior, 54(1), 142-157. doi:10.1006/jvbe.1998.1651  

Tate, K. A., Fouad, N. A., Marks, L. R., Young, G., Guzman, E., & Williams, E. G. 

(2015). Underrepresented first-generation, low-income college students’ pursuit 

of a graduate education: Investigating the influence of self-efficacy, coping 

http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1177/106907279700500405
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1006/jvbe.1998.1651


 

 

139 

efficacy, and family influence. Journal of Career Assessment, 23(3), 427-441. 

doi:10.1177/1069072714547498 

Taylor, K. M., & Betz, N. E. (1983). Applications of self-efficacy theory to the 

understanding and treatment of career indecision. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 

22(1), 63-81. doi:10.1016/0001-8791(83)90006-4  

Trusty, J. (2004). Effects of students' middle-school and high-school experiences on 

completion of the bachelor's degree (Research Monograph No. 1). Amherst, MA: 

University of Massachusetts Center for School Counseling Outcome Research.  

Trusty, J., Niles, S., & Carney, J. V. (2005). Education-career planning and middle 

school counselors. Professional School Counseling, 9(2), 136-143. Retrieved 

from http://www.schoolcounselor.org 

Turner, S. L., & Lapan, R. T. (2003). Native American adolescent career development. 

Journal of Career Development, 30(2), 159-172. Retrieved from 

http://journals.sagepub.com/home/jcd 

Turner, S. L., & Lapan, R. T. (2005). Evaluation of an intervention to increase non-

traditional career interests and career-related self-efficacy among middle-school 

adolescents. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 66(3), 516-531. 

doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2004.02.005  

United States Bureau of Labor Statistics (2016). Employment status [Data file]. Retrieved 

from https://www.bls.gov/ 

United States Census Bureau (2013). Race data tables [Data file]. Retrieved from 

https://www.census.gov/ 

http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1016/0001-8791(83)90006-4
http://www.schoolcounselor.org/
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.02.005


 

 

140 

United States Census Bureau (2016). Historical reported voting rates [Data file]. 

Retrieved from https://www.census.gov/ 

Usher, E. L. (2009). Sources of middle school students’ self-efficacy in mathematics: A 

qualitative investigation. American Educational Research Journal, 46(1), 275-

314. doi:10.3102/000283120832417 

Vervecken, D., & Hannover, B. (2015). Yes I can! Effects of gender fair job descriptions 

on children’s perceptions of job status, job difficulty, and vocational self-efficacy. 

Social Psychology, 46(2), 76-92. doi:10.1027/1864-9335/a000229 

Whiston, S. C., Sexton, T. L., & Lasoff, D. L. (1998). Career-intervention outcome: A 

replication and extension of Oliver and Spokane (1998). Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 45(2), 150-165. doi:10.1037/0022-0167.45.2.150  

White House Office of the Press Secretary (2009, July 14). Remarks by the President on 

the American graduation initiative [Web log post]. Retrieved from 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Remarks-by-the-President-on-the-

American-Graduation-Initiative-in-Warrne-MI/ 

Wobmann, L., & Schütz, G. (2006). Efficiency and equity in European education and 

training systems. (Report No. 1). European Expert Network on Economics of 

Education (EENEE).  

Zimmerman, B. K., Bandura, A., & Martinez-Pons, M. (1992). Self-motivation for 

academic attainment: The role of self-efficacy beliefs and personal goal setting. 

American Educational Research Journal, 29(3), 663-676. doi10.2307/1163261 

http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.spu.edu/10.1037/0022-0167.45.2.150


 

 

141 

Appendix A- College-Going Self-Efficacy Scale 

Directions: Please read each of the following statements and answer them as honestly as 

possible. Circle the response that best describes how sure you are. There are no right or 

wrong answers. Be sure to answer every statement.  

Attendance Scale  

How sure are you about being able to do 

the following?  

 

Not sure 

at all 

1 

 

Somewhat 

sure 

2 

 

 

Sure 

3 

 

 

Very 

sure 

4 

I can find a way to pay for college 1 2 3 4 

I can get accepted into college 1 2 3 4 

I can have family support for going to 

college 

1 2 3 4 

I can choose a good college 1 2 3 4 

I can get a scholarship or grant for college 1 2 3 4 

I can make an education plan that will 

prepare me for college 

1 2 3 4 

I can make my family proud with my choices 

after high school  

1 2 3 4 

I can choose college courses that best fit my 

interest 

1 2 3 4 

I can pay for college even if my family 1 2 3 4 
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cannot help me  

I can get good grades in my high school 

math classes 

1 2 3 4 

I can get good grades in my high school 

science classes 

1 2 3 4 

I can choose high school classes needed to 

get into a good college 

1 2 3 4 

I can know enough about computers to get 

into college 

1 2 3 4 

I can go to college after high school  1 2 3 4 

Persistence Scale  

If you do go to college, how sure are you 

about being able to do the following?  

 

Not sure 

at all 

1 

 

Somewhat 

sure 

2 

 

 

Sure 

3 

 

 

Very 

sure 

4 

I could pay for each year of college 1 2 3 4 

I could get A’s and B’s in college 1 2 3 4 

I could get my family to support my wish of 

finishing college 

1 2 3 4 

I could take care of myself in college 1 2 3 4 

I could fit in at college  2 3 4 

I could get good enough grades to get or 

keep a scholarship 

1 2  4 
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Gibbons, Melinda M. (2005). College-Going Beliefs of Prospective First-Generation 

College Students: Perceived Barriers, Social Supports, Self-Efficacy and Outcome 

Expectations. Directed by L. Dianne Borders. The University of North Carolina of 

Greensboro. Retrieved from http://libres.uncg.edu/ir/uncg/f/umi-uncg-1049.pdf 

  

I could finish college and receive a college 

degree 

1 2 3 4 

I could care for my family responsibilities 

while in college  

1 2 3 4 

I could set my own schedule while in college  1 2 3 4 

I could make friends at college 1 2 3 4 

I could get the education I need for my 

choice of career  

1 2 3 4 

I could get a job after I graduate from college  1 2 3 4 

I would like being in college 1 2 3 4 

I could be smart enough to finish college  1 2 3 4 

I could pick the right things to study at 

college 

1 2 3 4 

I could do the classwork and homework 

assignments in college classes  

1 2 3 4 
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Appendix B- Approval from Mukilteo School District 

 

From: Rankine Kaley D.  

Sent: Friday, May 05, 2016 3:03 PM 

To: Bylsma Peter J. <BylsmaPJ@mukilteo.wednet.edu> 

Cc: Bailey J. Wesley <BaileyJW@mukilteo.wednet.edu> 

Subject: K. Rankine, Data Collection at Voyager Middle School 

  

Pete Bylsma, 

  

Per our discussion early in the 2016-2017 school year, I would like to formally collect the 

data per out conversation at Voyager Middle School on the college-going beliefs of our 

7th grade students using the College-Going Self-Efficacy Scale (Gibbons, 2005). All of 

the data will be collected in partnership with UW Bothell and within the context of the 

work I do. I would like to be able to use this data for publishing purposes of a 

dissertation. In the beginning of the school year UW Bothell had permission to collect 

this data. As our assessment and research coordinator I would like your approval.  

  

Again thank you for this support. 

  

Kaley Mitchell 

Voyager Middle School 

School Counselor, 7th Grade 
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(425) 366-5333 

 

From: Bylsma Peter J. 

Sent: Friday, May 5, 2016 3:39 PM 

To: Rankine Kaley D. 

Cc: Bailey J. Wesley 

Subject: RE: K. Rankine, Data Collection at Voyager Middle School 

  

Kaley,  

 

Since you are doing this work only within the context of your job and school and have 

the principal’s approval to do so, you don’t need to go through the district process to get 

approval to do the research. Good luck on your work. 

  

Pete 

Pete Bylsma, EdD/MPA 

Director, Assessment & Program Evaluation 

Mukilteo School District 

9401 Sharon Dr 

Everett, WA 98204 

425-356-1354 

bylsmapj@mukilteo.wednet.edu 

  

mailto:bylsmapj@mukilteo.wednet.edu
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Appendix C- Approval to Use Data from Mukilteo School District  

 

From: Mitchell Kaley D.  Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2017 6:22 PM To: Bylsma 

Peter J. <BylsmaPJ@mukilteo.wednet.edu> Subject: Demographic Data 

  

Pete,  

 I hope that you had a great summer! While I did receive approval to collect the data I am 

hoping that I can use some demographic information from the district. I need to report the 

demographic information for = 146 students. I am going to report overall percents: 

free/reduced lunch, race/ethnicity, gender, and parental level of education. I was able to 

get parental level of education off of another student survey. I am able to access all this 

data on my own but would like permission to publish it in group format for the 146 

students. It would look like the table below.  

Characteristics All Participants Intervention Group Control Group 

  N = 146 n = 71 n = 75 

     

Gender    

Male 75 (51.4) 36 (50.7) 39 (52.0) 

mailto:BylsmaPJ@mukilteo.wednet.edu
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Table 1 

Number and Percent’s of All Participants including intervention and control groups by 

Gender, Race, Low-income, and First-generation Status 

Note. percentages are shown in parentheses; percentages are rounded and do not always 

add to 100; PFGCS counts do not include the seven students who had incomplete data  

 __________________________________________________________ 

 From: Bylsma Peter J.  Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2017 8:25 AM To: Mitchell Kaley 

D. <MitchellKD@mukilteo.wednet.edu> Subject: RE: Demographic Data 

  

It’s fine if you report your data in this way. 

 

Pete 

Female 71 (48.6) 35 (49.3) 36 (48.0) 

Race    

Hispanic/Latino 49 (33.3) 24 (33.8) 25 (33.3) 

White 43 (29.5) 24 (33.8) 19 (25.3) 

Black/African American 28 (19.1) 13 (18.3) 15 (20.0) 

Asian American/Pacific Islander 24 (16.4) 9 (12.7) 15 (20.0) 

Other 2 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.3) 

Low-income 89 (60.9) 44 (70.0) 45 (60.0) 

First-generation (PFGCS) 120 (82.19) 59 (83.10) 61 (81.33%) 

mailto:MitchellKD@mukilteo.wednet.edu
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Appendix D- Parent Survey  

 

The purpose of this survey is to determine what percent of students are “prospective first 

generation college students” in the seventh grade at Voyager Middle School. A 

prospective first generation college student is a student whom neither parent earned a 4-

year bachelor’s degree. Our hope to is to understand how to help support prospective first 

generation college students.  

 

Direction: Please circle the answer that is the highest level of education of the adults 

who are the main providers for your seventh grade student at Voyager Middle School.  

 

Student Number:_________________________ 

 

1. Less than a high school diploma 

2. Earned a high school diploma (or GED) 

3. Went to some college 

4. Completed a 2-year degree (community college) 

3. Earned a 4-year college Degree (bachelors)    

 

 

If you have any questions or concerns please contact Kaley Mitchell, (425) 366-5300 or 

Mitchellkd@mukilteo.wednet.edu .  
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Appendix E- IRB Exemption 
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Appendix F- Participant Survey Instructions (Posttest) 

Facilitator reads:  

First, thank you so much for participating in this study. As you know, you are not 

required to participate and you may stop filling out the survey at any time. The goal of 

this study is to look at the college-going beliefs of middle school students. The survey 

will ask about your beliefs about attending and making it through college. It is very 

important to remember that the word “college” means any type of school after high 

school. This might mean a community college like Everett Community College, a 4-year 

university like University of Washington, or other certificate programs like cosmetology 

school. It is also very important that you fill out each question. There are no right and 

wrong answers as this survey is all about your opinion. If you do however get stuck on a 

question or want to understand it more please raise your hand and I will come help you or 

will be able to restate the question. The answers will be confidential which means that no 

one will know that the answers belong to you. Are there any questions now? To begin 

please put your student number on your survey. I will now read each statement out loud 

and ask that you fill in the answer of your choice.  
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Appendix G- Student Consent to Participate 

Dear Voyager Middle School 7th Graders, 

Voyager Middle School is conducting research on your beliefs about college. The 

purpose of this study is to learn more about how students feel about going to college after 

high school. You were selected to participate in this study because you are in the 7th 

grade at Voyager Middle School. The purpose of this research is to use the data to 

develop more effective programs that can help students attend and make it through 

college. The word “college” means any type of school after high school. This might mean 

a community college, a 4-year university, or other certificate programs.  

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. If you agree to 

participate in this study you will complete a short survey that asks you your belief in your 

ability to go to college and persist through college. It is very important to remember that 

the word “college” means any type of school after high school. This might mean a 

community college like Everett Community College, a 4-year university like University 

of Washington, or other certificate programs like cosmetology school. It is also very 

important that you fill out each question. The survey will take about 10 minutes to 

complete. Your participation in this survey is very valuable. Please remember:  

1. Your participation is voluntary  

2. Your identity will remain anonymous and will only be tracked by student 

number. No one will know your answers belong to you.  

3. There are no right or wrong answers. It is based on your perceptions.  

4. If you get stuck on a question or want to understand it more please raise 

your hand and I will come help you or will be able to restate the question. 
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5. The benefits of taking the survey are to help improve education.  

If you have any questions about participating in this study please contact the school.   

After you read this letter, you may leave the classroom if you choose not to 

participate. If you remain seated, you will be given a copy of the survey. Your 

completion of the survey constitutes your informed consent to use your results. If after 

receiving the survey, you choose not to complete it, please return it unanswered. When 

you are finished, return the survey by placing it face down in the designated return area. 

You may keep this letter for your records. 

Thank you very much for your time and effort in completing these surveys. Your 

participation is sincerely appreciated and will ultimately help future educators develop 

better programs for our youth.  

Sincerely, 

UW Bothell and Voyager Middle School  
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Appendix H- North Star University of Washington, Bothell Recruitment Brochure  
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Appendix I- North Star Curriculum Outline 

Session  Topic  

1 Strengths and Barriers  Students will explore barriers to success and 

their strengths to overcome them.  

 

2 College Exploration Students will explore what postsecondary 

education is and types of postsecondary 

education.  

 

3 College Classes and 

Majors 

Students will learn about the types of classes 

and degrees that can be earned. Mentors will 

share with student’s college artifacts and 

course syllabuses. Students will reflect on 

their own beliefs of their academic abilities 

and choose some college courses that fit 

their interest.  

 

4 College Life Students will learn about college life and the 

impact of family, friends, work, school, 

hobbies and community on their success in 

postsecondary education.    

 

5 College Funding Students will learn funding options for 

postsecondary education.  

 

6 Pathway to College Students will create an education plan. 

Students and mentors will connect long-term 

college-going goals and short-term middle 

school goals. Students will discuss resources 

to help them along the way. 

 

7 Life After College Students will connect their interests to 

possible career options and determine course 

of action needed to achieve career.  

 

8 Reflection Students will write a letter about what they 

learned about college and mentor will write 

a letter of advice to the student. The mentor 

and student will exchange letters.  

 

 


