
Introduction and Background

As America's workforce needs continue to 
change, greater emphasis is being placed on 
postsecondary educational achievement. Indi-
viduals with only a high school diploma (or 
less) have limited ability to secure middle-
income level positions. This is particularly 
true in the United States Midwest, where the 
auto industry provided undereducated work-
ers with substantial wages for many decades.

Michigan, once prosperous and the focus of 
this study, was the only state to experience a 
net population loss between 2000 and 2010 
(Berg-Anderson, 2011). In an era of greater 
expectations of employee acumen, a much 
stronger connection between K–12 and higher 

education, and exploration of postsecondary 
educational options during the time students 
are still in high school, needs to be explored.

Postsecondary educational opportunity pol-
icy has been brought to the forefront several 
times by Michigan policymakers as they at-
tempt to improve the state economy via a well-
educated workforce. Nearly a decade ago, 
former Governor Jennifer Granholm formed a 
commission to recommend strategies for alle-
viating the economic crisis that had already 
begun to manifest. This Commission on 
Higher Education and Economic Growth 
(2004) was headed by Michigan Lieutenant 
Governor Jon Cherry (and nicknamed the 
"Cherry Commission"), and was charged with 
exploring changes to secondary and higher 
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education that would help improve state eco-
nomic growth.

The Cherry Commission proposed a sig-
nificant increase in advanced educational op-
portunities for high school students through 
online and classroom-based postsecondary 
education. Specifically, the report recom-
mended that 50 percent of Michigan's high 
school students be enrolled in some form of 
postsecondary education by 2015 (Cherry 
Commission, 2004). One of these forms, dual 
enrollment, was seen as an effective tool to 
create the more-educated population needed 
to successfully navigate the twenty-first cen-
tury job market, and it was the primary focus 
of our study.

Michigan currently recognizes six types of 
postsecondary options for high school stu-
dents, that are codified in the Postsecondary 
Educational Options Act of 1996 (PSEOA) and 
promulgated Department of Education rules 
(Hughes, Jacobs, & Karp, 2006). These in-
clude Advanced Placement courses, Interna-
tional Baccalaureate programs, middle college, 
early college, online college credit courses, 
and dual enrollment. 

At the time of the Cherry Commission's 
2006 report only 7.03% of Michigan students 
were participating in some form of dual en-
rollment (Michigan Department of Education, 
2007). Although this was above the national 
average of about 5 percent (Kleiner, Lewis, & 
Greene, 2005), it was far short of the sug-
gested 50 percent participation goal for 2015. 
Many questioned whether this goal could be 
accomplished under the current funding sys-
tem (Hughes et al., 2006), or with the current 
capacities at colleges and universities. In addi-
tion, no data existed on stakeholder buy-in for 
this postsecondary options policy, and without 
such knowledge, the chances of successful im-
plementation were minimized. It was within 
this context that we began our research study.

Problem Statement and Research      
Questions

Stakeholder theory describes the groups that 
are vested in an organization and provides 

recommendations regarding the best ways to 
incorporate their needs and concerns (Free-
man, 1998; Freeman & McVea, 2001). A criti-
cal component of this theory is that the stake-
holders include a broader group of individuals 
than either the rule makers or individuals fi-
nancially tied to an organization (Donaldson 
& Preston, 1995). Additionally, Fuhrman, 
Clune, and Elmore (1988) indicated that suc-
cessful implementation of policy at the local 
level is more pervasive if the local stakeholders 
are actively engaged in the reform process. As 
a consequence, in order for Michigan (or other 
states) to possibly meet a goal of significantly 
increasing postsecondary dual enrollments, 
the concept must have buy-in by critical ad-
ministrator stakeholders who are charged with 
local implementation. As extracted from vari-
ous national and state reports, several areas of 
concern can hamper such implementation. 

Areas of Concern

Dual enrollment in Michigan places a financial 
burden on participating high schools by re-
quiring that schools use foundation grant 
funds, the per-pupil funds provided by the 
state to the schools for operations, to pay for 
postsecondary tuition (Michigan Department 
of Education, 2006b). No additional funding is 
provided by the state to schools to help cover 
the costs of dual enrollment, and colleges are 
under no obligation to provide services to 
dually enrolled students at reduced costs 
(Michigan Legislative Council, 1996). Al-
though schools and colleges are encouraged to 
develop articulation agreements that reduce 
expenditures (Michigan Department of Educa-
tion, 2012), the mandated burden primarily 
falls on the local school districts. The Cherry 
Commission (2004) had recommended that 
this funding mechanism be revised, but to date 
no such legislation has been enacted in Michi-
gan.

Student access and equitability issues are 
also a concern. Numerous studies have dem-
onstrated a clear link between socioeconomic 
status, high school course selection, and col-
lege readiness (Brand, 2005; Hoffman, 2005; 
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Hughes, Karp, Fermin, & Bailey, 2005; Karp, 
Bailey, Hughes, & Fermin, 2004; Karp, Bailey, 
Hughes, & Fermin, 2005a). Indeed, dual en-
rollment programs nationally have been heav-
ily weighted toward advanced students and are 
often perceived as such by educators (Hoff-
man, 2005; Porter, 2003; Vargas, 2004). And 
although Michigan's program was expanded in 
2000 to allow forms of career and technical 
education, only colleges and universities can 
offer dual enrollment (Michigan Legislative 
Council, 2000). Courses must take place ei-
ther on a college campus or online, or be open 
to regular college students if offered on a high 
school campus. The law also requires that stu-
dents must successfully pass state assessment 
measures prior to participation (Hughes et al., 
2006). 

 A third area of concern involves various 
higher education readiness and faculty issues. 
Classic pedagogical instruction is much more 
teacher-directed and actively fosters depend-
ency on the teacher, whereas andragogical 
(adult learner) instruction focuses on more 
student independence, motivation, and prob-
lem solving. College instructors, as a whole, 
have limited training in pedagogy, and 
younger students may need familiar ways of 
instruction to maximize learning (Hiemstra & 
Sisco, 2007). 

Research Questions

Michigan's Cherry Commission report identi-
fied the aforementioned and other barriers to 
significant expansion of postsecondary op-
tions, but was not charged with discovering 
ways to overcome such barriers. A later state-
level committee provided some recommended 
solutions (Hughes et al., 2006), but there ap-
peared to be little effort to capture the broader 
opinions of key dual enrollment stakeholders 
and the potential solutions they might offer. 
Yet, as Rusaw (2007) notes, successful plural-
istic models of change must have inclusive in-
put of all relevant stakeholders. Only a few 
minor suggestions from this committee have 
been implemented to date.

Within this context of state-level policy 
goals, numerous barriers, and limited stake-
holder input, our study examined the percep-
tions of Michigan school district superinten-
dents, high school principals, and college/
university dual enrollment officers. The pur-
pose of our study was to determine: (1) To 
what degree do high schools and colleges util-
ize postsecondary options programs; and (2) 
How do perceptions of efficacy of postsecon-
dary programs offered in the state vary among 
stakeholder groups with regard to funding, 
student access, programmatic barriers and in-
frastructure issues, and solutions to overcom-
ing the barriers?

This article summarizes the core findings 
from a larger study, with additional data found 
within Wozniak (2010). Although our study 
focused specifically on Michigan, these policy 
issues are also of interest in other states as 
they too make efforts to better link K-12 and 
higher education for students. 

Methodology

Our study utilized a researcher-designed on-
line survey of three Michigan stakeholder 
groups: dual enrollment officers in two- and 
four-year colleges; school district superinten-
dents; and high school principals or their des-
ignees. The survey was developed using prior 
findings regarding barriers and suggested solu-
tions to postsecondary option issues, particu-
larly those noted by Hughes et al. (2006), the 
Secondary to Postsecondary Transition Action 
Team (2006), and Burt and Snyder (2006). 

The instrument consisted of an online skip-
logic questionnaire, distributed through Qual-
tirx that was identical for all participant 
groups, with the exception of demographic 
and dual enrollment acceptance questions that 
were not appropriate for all groups. The sur-
vey included 17 barrier statements and 13 so-
lution statements to which participants were 
asked to indicate their level of agreement us-
ing four- and five-point rating scales. Addi-
tionally, participants were queried regarding 
their institution's participation in the various 
postsecondary modalities available in the state. 
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Open-ended response opportunities allowed 
for unanticipated responses and elaboration. 
Pilot testing enhanced content validity. Fol-
lowing HSRIB approval, participants were con-
tacted via email by the Michigan Department 
of Education's dual enrollment officer and 
asked to participate in the study. 

Results

Responses were received from 411 individuals, 
resulting in an overall response rate of 
29.8percent. This included responses from 
201 district superintendents (36.5 percent re-
sponse rate); 181 high school principals or 
designees (24.1 percent response rate); and 23 
college dual enrollment officers (38.7 percent 
response rate). Respondents provided the zip 
code for their organizations, which allowed us 
to affirm that data included a geographically 
diverse group of districts, high schools, and 
higher education institutions (all throughout 
the state of Michigan). The following sections 
report the key results.

Program Participation

Traditional in-class dual enrollment was iden-
tified as the top postsecondary option, with 89 
percent of superintendents, 83 percent of high 
schools, and 100 percent of colleges indicating 

participation (see Table 1). Online dual en-
rollment programs and AP were utilized to a 
similar degree, with approximately 80 percent 
of superintendents 76 percent of principals 
and 83 percent of colleges indicating utiliza-
tion of these programs. 

Barriers to Greater Program Expansion

Participants were asked to rank 17 possible 
barriers to expansion of postsecondary op-
tions, and Table 2 (next page) summarizes the 
rankings from greatest to least concerns. All 
groups identified poor levels of state funding 
and problems with course schedule alignment 
as concerns, with funding being the most se-
vere issue. Limited acceptance of dual enroll-
ment was also an issue for principals and su-
perintendents, but not for college administra-
tors. 

District superintendents also indicated that 
distance from partner institutions is a concern, 
but this was only a moderate issue for other 
groups. School principals identified options 
for less gifted students as an additional barrier, 
a sentiment somewhat agreed with by superin-
tendents but of only moderate concern to col-
lege dual enrollment officers. 

College administrators primarily identified 
student-based issues as barriers to increasing 
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Table 1

Participation in Postsecondary Programs as Identified by School District, School, and College AdministratorsParticipation in Postsecondary Programs as Identified by School District, School, and College AdministratorsParticipation in Postsecondary Programs as Identified by School District, School, and College AdministratorsParticipation in Postsecondary Programs as Identified by School District, School, and College AdministratorsParticipation in Postsecondary Programs as Identified by School District, School, and College Administrators

Program District
n (%)

School
n (%)

College
n (%)

On-campus dual enrollment 161 (89.0) 142 (83.0) 23 (100.0)

Advanced placement 139 (76.8) 138 (81.2)  23 (100.0)

Online dual enrollment 144 (79.6) 129 (75.9) 19 (82.6)

Early college 36 (20.7) 41 (24.7) 7 (30.4)

International Baccalaureate 10  (5.7) 13  (7.9) 14 (60.9)
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postsecondary numbers. Student maturity, 
study skills, and academic ability were highly 
ranked concerns for college respondents, but 
were only a moderate concern for district and 
school officials. College respondents also iden-
tified limited support staff for dually enrolled 
students as a moderate barrier. 

Although there is agreement among the 
participants that funding poses a problem for 
program implementation, major differences 
are noted between the college administrators 
and other respondents in several areas. These 

include the acceptance of dual enrollment 
credit, student shortcomings, and college in-
structor pedagogical skill. 

Funding Dual Enrollment 

Not surprisingly, administrators identified 
funding shortages as the largest barrier to en-
hancing postsecondary options. District super-
intendents, the holders of the schools' purse 
strings, view the funding issue as a greater 
concern than either high school principals or 
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Table 2

Barriers to Increased Dual Enrollment Rank-ordered Most to Least Significant

DistrictDistrict SchoolSchool CollegeCollege TotalTotal
Barrier Rank x̅ Rank x̅ Rank x̅ Rank x̅

Low state funding levels 1 2.2 2 2.7 3 2.7 1 2.5
Poor schedule alignment 2 2.7 1 2.6 3 2.7 2 2.6
Limited acceptance of dual en-

rollment credit
3 2.9 3 2.9 17 3.9 3 2.9

Limited courses for less-gifted 
students

5 3.0 3 2.9 8 3.3 4 3.0

Excessive distance to partner 
schools

3 2.9 7 3.2 8 3.3 4 3.0

Poor HS student study skills 6 3.1 5 3.0 2 2.6 4 3.0
Poor HS student maturity 7 3.2 5 3.0 1 2.5 4 3.0
Insufficient faculty staffing 7 3.2 10 3.3 7 3.0 8 3.2
Poor HS student academic ability 10 3.3 7 3.2 3 2.7 8 3.2
Insufficient support staff 10 3.3 10 3.3 6 2.9 8 3.3
Poor buy-in by our faculty 7 3.2 14 3.4 8 3.3 8 3.3
Poor college pedagogy 10 3.3 7 3.2 14 3.7 8 3.3
Limited computer infrastructure 15 3.5 10 3.3 12 3.5 13 3.4
Restrictive institutional eligibility 

requirements
13 3.4 14 3.4 12 3.5 13 3.4

Restrictive state eligibility re-
quirements

13 3.4 10 3.3 8 3.3 13 3.4

Safety concerns 16 3.7 16 3.6 14 3.7 16 3.6
Poor buy-in by our administration 17 3.8 17 3.8 16 3.8 17 3.8
Limited facilities* 14 3.7
Note. *Limited facilities question asked only of college respondents. Mean (x ̅) values scale determined using: 1 = 
Serious barrier, 2 = Moderate barrier, 3 = Slight barrier, 4 = Not a barrier. 
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college administrators. As seen in Table 3, 
most superintendents (62.3 percent) perceived 
low state funding for postsecondary education 
as being a serious or moderate barrier, com-
pared to 40.9 percent of high school principals 
and 47.6 percent of college dual enrollment 
officers.

It is interesting to note that 48.9 percent of 
individuals from all subgroups (the sum of 
“slight” and “not a barrier”) do not consider 
the amount of state funding to be a significant 
barrier to expansion of postsecondary options.

Student Access and Acceptance Poli-
cies 

Participants rated statements regarding the 
adequacy of postsecondary options for "tal-
ented" and "less gifted" students. As shown in 
Table 4, most superintendents (69.1 percent), 
principals (80.7 percent) and college dual en-
rollment officers (85.9 percent) strongly or 
moderately agreed that dual enrollment op-
tions were adequate for talented students. 
Only 45.2 percent of superintendents, 47.9 
percent of principals, and 52.2 percent of col-
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Table 3

Low State Funding as a Barrier to Postsecondary Expansion 

 
Serious barrier Moderate 

barrier
Slight barrier Not a barrier Total

n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) x̅ n (%)
District 49 (35.5) 37 (26.8) 25 (18.1) 27 (19.6) 2.2 138 (45.5)
School 31 (21.5) 28 (19.4) 42 (29.2) 43 (29.9) 2.7 144 (47.5)
College 3 (14.3) 7 (33.3) 5 (23.8) 6 (28.6) 2.7 21  (6.9)
Total 83 (27.4) 72 (23.8) 72 (23.8) 76 (25.1) 2.5 303 (100)

Note. Mean (x̅) based on rating scale responses: 1 = Serious barrier, 2 = Moderate barrier, 3 = Slight bar-
rier, 4 = Not a barrier.

Table 4

Adequacy of Dual Enrollment Options by Student Ability 

Strongly 
Disagree

Mod. Disagree Slightly 
Disagree

Slightly Agree Mod. Agree Strongly Agree Total

n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) x̅x̅ N
Adequate Options Exist for Talented Students Adequate Options Exist for Talented Students Adequate Options Exist for Talented Students Adequate Options Exist for Talented Students Adequate Options Exist for Talented Students Adequate Options Exist for Talented Students Adequate Options Exist for Talented Students Adequate Options Exist for Talented Students Adequate Options Exist for Talented Students Adequate Options Exist for Talented Students 
District 14 (8.0) 11 (6.3) 9 (5.1) 20 (11.4) 59 (33.7) 62 (35.4) 4.6 175175
School 6 (3.6) 6 (3.6) 5 (3.0) 15 (9.1) 42 (25.5) 91 (55.2) 5.1 165165
College 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (4.3) 2 (8.7) 7 (30.4) 13 (56.5) 5.4 2323
Total 20 (5.5) 17 (4.7) 15 (4.1) 37 (10.2) 108 (29.8) 166 (45.7) 4.9 363363
Adequate Options Exist for Less-Gifted StudentsAdequate Options Exist for Less-Gifted StudentsAdequate Options Exist for Less-Gifted StudentsAdequate Options Exist for Less-Gifted StudentsAdequate Options Exist for Less-Gifted StudentsAdequate Options Exist for Less-Gifted StudentsAdequate Options Exist for Less-Gifted StudentsAdequate Options Exist for Less-Gifted StudentsAdequate Options Exist for Less-Gifted StudentsAdequate Options Exist for Less-Gifted Students
District 14 (8.0) 18 (10.3) 20 (11.4) 44 (25.1) 50 (28.6) 29 (16.6) 4.14.1 175
School 11 (6.7) 14 (8.5) 16 (9.7) 45 (27.3) 37 (22.4) 42 (25.5) 4.34.3 165
College 2 (8.7) 2 (8.7) 4 (17.4) 3 (13.0) 6 (26.1) 6 (26.1) 4.24.2 23
Total 27 (7.4) 34 (9.4) 40 (11.0) 92 (25.3) 93 (25.6) 77 (21.2) 4.24.2 363

Note. Mean (x̅) values calculated using scalar values of 1 for "strongly disagree" to 6 for "strongly agree."
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lege respondents had the same opinion re-
garding options for less-gifted students. 

Dual Enrollment Acceptance Policies 

Three-quarters of two-year colleges accepted 
other institutions' dual enrollment credits 
without restriction; although no private four-
year institutions did (see Table 5). Public four-
year institutions were essentially equally di-
vided on this point, with five accepting credits 
without restriction and four indicating that 
some restrictions applied. 

Our findings indicate that colleges generally 
accept their own dual enrollment credits with-
out exception, but have varying degrees of ac-
ceptance of credits earned at other institu-
tions. For four-year public colleges there was a 
fairly equal split between institutions that ac-
cepted dual enrollment credit from other insti-
tutions without restriction and those that first 
compared the other institutions' courses with 
their own prior to awarding credit. Public 
community colleges had the highest likelihood 
of accepting dual enrollment credit without 
restriction (75.0 percent), and also the highest 
rate of acceptance by comparing their own 

courses with the dual enrollment courses 
(58.3 percent).

Student Preparedness and College        
Instructor Pedagogical Skill

As noted in Table 1, college respondents 
ranked student maturity and study skills as the 
primary barriers to dual enrollment, with poor 
academic ability tied with two other categories 
for third place. As seen in Table 6 (next page), 
45 percent of college respondents considered 
student study skills to be either a serious or 
moderate barrier to success. Only 27 percent 
of principals and 16.6 percent of superinten-
dents agreed.

Most college participants (75.0 percent) did 
not view college professor pedagogical teach-
ing skills as a serious or moderate problem, 
although only about half of principals (47.1 
percent) and superintendents (50.9 percent) 
agreed. Clearly, expectations of school and 
college respondents vary. Seemingly, colleges 
expect students to conform to a new educa-
tional paradigm and school administrators ex-
pect college instructors to maintain some as-
pect of the teaching methodology to which the 
students are accustomed.

Carl Wozniak & Louann Bierlein Palmer 

Table 5

College Dual Enrollment Acceptance Policies

Does your college… 4-year public 
college

4-year private 
college

2-year public 
college

Total

1) Accept DE credit taken at our own institu-
tion without restrictions

Yes n (%) 7 (87.5) 2 (100.0) 12 (100.0) 21 (95.5)1) Accept DE credit taken at our own institu-
tion without restrictions No  n (%) 1 (12.5) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (4.5)

2) Accept DE credit taken at other institutions 
without restrictions 

Yes n (%) 5 (55.6) 0 (0.0) 9 (75.0) 14 (60.9)2) Accept DE credit taken at other institutions 
without restrictions No  n (%) 4 (44.4) 2 (100.0) 3 (25.0) 9 (39.1)

3) Only accept DE credit from other institutions 
after comparing substance of course to 
own courses

Yes n (%) 4 (44.4) 1 (100.0) 7 (58.3) 12 (54.6)3) Only accept DE credit from other institutions 
after comparing substance of course to 
own courses

No  n (%) 5 (55.6) 0 (0.0) 5 (41.7) 10 (45.4) 

4) Accept DE credits for courses also appearing 
on student's HS transcript

Yes  n %) 3 (37.5) 2 (100.0) 9 (75.0) 14 (63.6)4) Accept DE credits for courses also appearing 
on student's HS transcript No  n (%) 4 (50.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (25.0) 7 (31.8)
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Solutions for Greater Implementation 
of Postsecondary Programs

Participants were offered 13 statements of pos-
sible solutions to issues that inhibit increasing 
postsecondary options for high school stu-
dents, and asked to what extent they believe 
these should be implemented. The solution 
statements were derived from previously pub-
lished studies, articles, and contracted reports 
(Bailey, 2005; Frenette, 2006; Hagedorn & 
Fogel, 2002; High School Leadership Summit, 
2004; Hoffman & Vargas, 2005; Hughes et al., 
2006; Karp, Bailey, Hughes, & Fermin, 2005b; 
Lerner & Brand, 2006; Michigan Department 

of Education, 2006a). Table 7 (next page) of-
fers these solutions as ranked by the overall 
mean, with higher numbers indicating a 
stronger desire to pursue a given solution. 

Both superintendents and principals identi-
fied increasing early and middle college op-
tions (typically a joint venture of the state, a 
college, and schools that are geographically 
close to the college) as the highest-priority so-
lution to increase postsecondary opportunities 
for students. This is part of a broader sugges-
tion by the schools that offerings for less-
talented individuals be expanded, and includes 
expansion in career and technical preparatory 
areas and allowance of organizations other 
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Table 6

Inadequate Student Preparation as a Barrier to Dual Enrollment

A serious 
barrier 
n (%)

A serious 
barrier 
n (%)

A mod. 
Barrier
n (%)

A slight
barrier
n (%)

Not a 
barrier
n (%) x̅

Total
N

Poor HS student academic abilityPoor HS student academic abilityPoor HS student academic abilityPoor HS student academic abilityPoor HS student academic abilityPoor HS student academic abilityPoor HS student academic abilityPoor HS student academic ability
District 8 (5.9) 10 (7.4)10 (7.4) 57 (42.2) 60 (44.4) 3.3 135
School 9 (6.3) 19 (13.4)19 (13.4) 52 (36.6) 62 (43.7) 3.2 142
College 3 (15.0) 5 (25.0)5 (25.0) 7 (35.0) 5 (25.0) 2.7 20
Total 20 (6.7) 34 (11.4)34 (11.4) 116 (39.1) 127 (42.8) 3.2 297
Poor HS student study skillsPoor HS student study skillsPoor HS student study skillsPoor HS student study skillsPoor HS student study skillsPoor HS student study skillsPoor HS student study skillsPoor HS student study skills
District 6 (4.3) 17 (12.3)17 (12.3) 69 (50.0) 46 (33.3) 3.1 138
School 15 (10.5) 23 (16.1)23 (16.1) 58 (40.6) 47 (32.9) 3.0 143
College 4 (20.0) 5 (25.0)5 (25.0) 6 (30.0) 5 (25.0) 2.6 20
Total 25 (8.3) 45 (15.0)45 (15.0) 133 (44.2) 98 (32.6) 3.0 301
Poor HS student maturityPoor HS student maturityPoor HS student maturityPoor HS student maturityPoor HS student maturityPoor HS student maturityPoor HS student maturityPoor HS student maturity
District 6 (4.3) 11 (8.0)11 (8.0) 75 (54.3) 46 (33.3) 3.2 138
School 8 (5.7) 27 (19.3)27 (19.3) 67 (47.9) 38 (27.1) 3.0 140
College 3 (15.0 7 (35.0)7 (35.0) 8 (40.0) 2 (10.0) 2.5 20
Total 17 (5.7) 45 (15.1)45 (15.1) 150 (50.3) 86 (28.9) 3.1 298
Incompatible College Instructor Pedagogical SkillsIncompatible College Instructor Pedagogical SkillsIncompatible College Instructor Pedagogical SkillsIncompatible College Instructor Pedagogical SkillsIncompatible College Instructor Pedagogical SkillsIncompatible College Instructor Pedagogical SkillsIncompatible College Instructor Pedagogical SkillsIncompatible College Instructor Pedagogical Skills
District 4 (2.5) 27 (16.6)27 (16.6) 49 (30.1) 83 (50.9) 3.3 163
School 10 (6.4) 15 (9.6)15 (9.6) 58 (36.9) 74 (47.1) 3.2 157
College 0 (0.0) 2 (10.0)2 (10.0) 3 (15.0) 15 (75.0) 3.7 20
Total 14 (4.1) 44 (12.9)44 (12.9) 110 (32.4) 172 (50.6) 3.3 340

Note. Mean (x̅) derived from the provided scale: 1 = Serious barrier, 2 = Moderate barrier, 3 = Slight bar-
rier, 4 = Not a barrier.
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than colleges to offer dual enrollment. These 
changes would have the greatest impact on 
nontraditional dually enrolled students, 
namely those not typically college-bound. 

School administrators also had a stronger 
belief that students should be responsible for a 
more significant share of expenses related to 
college dual enrollment than college respon-
dents. About a third of principals (33.3 per-
cent) and superintendents (31.8 percent) be-
lieved that students have too little responsibil-
ity for costs associated with postsecondary 
education. Only 5.3 percent of college admin-
istrators shared this belief.

College administrators viewed additional 
financial aid to students as the primary tool to 
increase dual enrollment, but they were also 

supportive of expansion of early/middle col-
leges and career and technical preparatory op-
tions. The findings indicate an operational di-
lemma, however, in that the desire to increase 
program options for less talented students is 
countered by the lack of desire by all respon-
dent groups to effect change at the state level 
that would be necessary to fully implement 
such programs. The lowest ranking options for 
all groups related to eligibility of students who 
are able to participate in dual enrollment. All 
sub-groups ranked elimination of current eli-
gibility and grade-level requirements with the 
lowest priority. 

To fully incorporate postsecondary options 
for all students, particularly to those of lower 
academic ability, policies regarding eligibility 

Carl Wozniak & Louann Bierlein Palmer 

Table 7

Rank-ordered Solutions to Increase Dual Enrollment

Solution DistrictDistrict SchoolSchool CollegeCollege TotalTotal
Rank x̅ Rank x̅ Rank x̅ Rank x̅

Expand early and middle colleges 1 3.3 1 2.6 4 2.1 1 2.7
Provide financial assistance to dual 

enrolled students
5 2.9 3 2.5 1 2.6 1 2.7

Increase Advanced Placement op-
portunities

2 3.2 1 2.6 8 1.9 3 2.6

Expand DE in career and technical 
preparatory courses

3 3.1 3 2.5 2 2.3 3 2.6

Teach college courses in the high 
school

4 3.0 3 2.5 4 2.1 5 2.5

Allow organizations other than col-
leges to offer DE

5 2.9 3 2.5 10 1.6 5 2.5

Provide specialized counseling for 
DE students 

5 2.9 7 2.4 2 2.3 5 2.5

Create a common K-16 database for 
student information

5 2.9 8 2.3 4 2.1 8 2.4

Create a K-16 local council for 
managing DE issues

10 2.7 8 2.3 8 1.9 9 2.3

Create a K-16 state council for 
oversight of DE

9 2.8 8 2.3 7 2.0 9 2.3

Legislatively waive FERPA regula-
tions for DE students

11 2.5 11 2.1 9 1.7 9 2.3

Eliminate academic eligibility re-
quirements

12 2.1 12 1.9 12 1.1 12 2.0

Eliminate grade-level eligibility re-
quirements

12 2.1 13 1.8 11 1.3 12 2.0

Note. Mean (x̅) derived from rating scale: 1 = Very low priority, 2 = Moderately low priority, 3 = Slightly low priority, 
4 = Slightly high priority, 5 = Moderately high priority, 6 = Very high priority. Recoded to 4-point scale for easier 
comparison to barriers.
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and institutional ability to participate need 
modification. Some legislative action address-
ing program shortcomings are in progress in 
the state. At this writing, Michigan Senate Bill 
623 to amend the Career and Technical Prepa-
ration Act has been passed by the Senate and 
is now in the House (Michigan Legislature, 
2011b). Unfortunately, the bill primarily ad-
dresses the inclusion of home-schooled stu-
dents and limits the number of courses stu-
dents can take, and does not change institu-
tional eligibility or student academic eligibility 
requirements.

School participants view expansion of in-
school programs as very beneficial to pro-
grammatic expansion as a whole. There was 
strong consensus among superintendents and 
principals that their own schools should ex-
pand Advanced Placement programming. This 
method of expansion is relatively safe for 
school districts, since it allows the school to 
retain programmatic control and does not re-
quire significant funds to leave the school. 
College administrators viewed this as a less 
desirable option, however.

Mixed results were noted with regard to 
increasing counseling services for dually en-
rolled students, which was highly supported 
by college administrators but was only moder-
ately endorsed by school officials. Creation of 
a common K-16 database of student records 
was only moderately supported by superin-
tendents and college administrators; and 
minimally supported by principals. 

Program Expansion Priority

To gauge the importance of postsecondary 
programs, participants were also asked to rate 
the importance of expanding postsecondary 
options for students at this time, and at some 
point in the future when economic conditions 
improve (utilizing a 10-point scale, see Table 
8). All groups indicated that increasing op-
tions for students is important now (10-point 

scale: x̅ = 7.0), and slightly more important in 
the future once financial conditions improve 

(x̅ = 8.0). College administrators indicated 
that increases in options were more important 
now than either superintendents or principals.

Among the subgroups, superintendents had 
the lowest opinion of program expansion as a 
current priority and the highest priority when 
economic conditions improve, indicating a 
desire for conservation of resources at the cur-
rent time. Principals and college administra-
tors shared the opinion that program expan-
sion should be a slightly increased priority 
when conditions improve. All groups, how-
ever, indicate that postsecondary program ex-
pansion is important, even during stressful 
economic times. 

Discussion and Implications

Overall, our study revealed that administrative 
stakeholders from different organizations per-
ceive different barriers and solutions to post-
secondary option expansion in Michigan. 
These viewpoints arise from the lived experi-

Stakeholder Perceptions of Barriers and Solutions to Significant Expansion of Postsecondary Enrollment Options for High School Students 

Table 8

Importance of Expansion of Postsecondary Options
 DistrictDistrict SchoolSchool CollegeCollege TotalTotal

Current Future Current Future Current Future Current Future
x̅ 6.9 8.1 7.1 8.0 7.7 7.8 7.0 8.0

Note. Mean (x̅) derived from scale: 1 = Not at all Important, to 10 = Extremely Important.
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ences of the individuals involved, combined 
with the real and perceived roles of their coun-
terparts in education.

Connection to Theory and Perceptual 
Differences

Stakeholder theory suggests that those indi-
viduals who either can affect organizational 
achievements, or are themselves affected by 
the policies or practices of an organization, 
have legitimate interests in both the proce-
dural and substantive aspects of organizational 
activity (Carroll, 1996; Donaldson & Preston, 
1995; Freeman & McVea, 2001). Individuals 
accrue some satisfaction by working within an 
organization to improve it, and can positively 
or negatively affect outcomes (Buchholz & 
Rosenthal, 2005; Freeman, 1984). Conse-
quently, externally imposed regulations and 
mandates implemented without perceived 
stakeholder input can be a barrier to effective 
local-level program management 

In our study, stakeholders tended to iden-
tify barriers that were outside their own con-
trol as being the most significant, which aligns 
with expected results from theory. For exam-
ple, school superintendents identified the 
state, colleges, students, and geographical dis-
tance as sources of the greatest barriers. Prin-
cipals identified issues with the colleges and 
students as primary barriers, but also impli-
cated the state. Principals also accepted the 
least blame for their institutions being the 
cause of barriers. College administrators iden-
tified student issues as the primary barriers, 
but were also critical of the state, with little 
self-blame ascribed. 

Specific examples can be found in the 
sorted rankings of barriers (in Table 2) that 
demonstrate some interesting response di-
chotomies between stakeholder groups. One is 
that both superintendents and principals iden-
tified "limited acceptance of dual enrollment 
credit by colleges" as the third most significant 
barrier, whereas college respondents rated this 
last (17th) of all identified barriers. Another 
finding of interest is that college administra-
tors indicated that student-related concerns 

were the most significant barriers, ranking 
student maturity (1), study skills (2), and aca-
demic ability (tied for third) extremely highly. 
Both superintendents and principals rated 
these as mid-level concerns.

Overall, our findings suggest that school 
and college participants interpret barriers to 
increased dual enrollment perceptually differ-
ently. School officials see systemic issues as 
the primary concerns holding back expansion 
and college officials view participant concerns 
as most significant. This difference could be 
reflective of a difference in ideology regarding 
the need to change the existing system, be a 
consequence of differing perceptions of degree 
of stakeholder inclusion, or it could be related 
to different ideas regarding the degree to 
which the current system needs overhaul. 

It is possible that school officials, those 
with the most fiscal liability in postsecondary 
options for high school students, view sys-
temic change as essential to rectify problems 
that cannot be fixed through mere tweaking. 
Conversely, under the current model, colleges 
primarily benefit from dual enrollment 
through increased tuition dollars and in-
creased enrollment, which can mean addi-
tional per capita state funding. From this van-
tage point, any problems with expansion are 
not likely due to a problem with how the pro-
gram is designed, constructed, or imple-
mented, but rather with the quality of the 
population of individuals served. Barriers to 
expansion, therefore, are viewed as arising 
from limitations within the population being 
served.

Identification of Barriers

In reference to the three specific barriers iden-
tified in this report for closer scrutiny, we find 
some support for concerns when compared to 
policy norms across the nation. These topics 
are addressed individually below.

Funding of Postsecondary Options

The funding burden for dual enrollment in 
Michigan falls quite heavily on the local 

Carl Wozniak & Louann Bierlein Palmer 
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school districts. Studies demonstrated that 
only 38 of the states had policies or regula-
tions regarding dual enrollment in the mid-
2000s, and only 18 had mandates regarding 
services. Michigan is in this latter category 
(Karp et al., 2004; Karp, Bailey, Hughes, & 
Fermin, 2005c).

 Barnett and Stamm (2010) examined payor 
mixes for dual enrollment across the U.S. and 
found that the school district in only six states 
(including Michigan) is responsible for these 
costs. In 22 states, the student is responsible, 
in three states the college assumes the burden, 
in an additional three states the funds come 
from a separate state pool, and six states have 
no specified policy. Michigan, therefore, is in a 
minority of states with regard to the funding 
burden placed on schools.

Student Access and Credit Acceptance

As previously noted, the concept of postsec-
ondary coursework during high school has 
historically been viewed in the purview of 
gifted and talented education, and inequalities 
of access due to socioeconomic and ethnic fac-
tors have been identified. In Michigan, partici-
pation in dual enrollment is currently re-
stricted to students who have exhausted high 
school course offerings in a given area, but 
students must have successfully passed profi-
ciency tests in all areas prior to enrolling, not 
just in the fields they wish to dual enroll. The 
regulations and promulgated rules in Michi-
gan are currently fluid, and active legislation 
may change requirements in the state (Michi-
gan Legislature, 2011a, 2011b). 

Several studies suggest that dual enrollment 
is beneficial for a broader range of students 
than traditionally enrolled (Bailey, 2005; Bar-
nett & Stamm, 2010; Brand, 2005; Hughes, 
Karp, Bunting, & Friedel, 2005). Brand 
(2005), for example, found that high school 
students of differing abilities involved in dual 
enrollment all benefited by taking more rigor-
ous courses and developing higher postsecon-
dary aspirations. She also found preliminary 
evidence of increased grades and test scores. 
Given that, a movement toward more inclu-

sive dual enrollment policies may be war-
ranted. 

Karp et al. (2004) indicated that 29 of 38 
states with dual enrollment policies have some 
policy language that addresses student eligibil-
ity, with 17 of these restricting participation 
by grade level. Of these, Michigan is one of 
only two states with proficiency requirements 
(the other being Texas).

In our study, a significant focus was on 
dual enrollment credit acceptance by colleges. 
Karp et al. (2004) found that few states dictate 
the method of credit earning, although most 
imply that the college transcript speaks for it-
self. Only 11 states directly require some level 
of quality control accountability, and Michi-
gan and California are the only two states that 
have program finance reporting requirements.

Other than cases previously cited, the lit-
erature is essentially silent on the issue of 
credit acceptance for the two most common 
forms of credit earning options, advanced 
placement and dual enrollment, although nu-
merous articles in the popular press indicate 
that some colleges have issues accepting cred-
its from the programs (Holloway, 2010; Ro-
viere, 2007). In Michigan, this had led to con-
frontations between colleges and legislators in 
the past (Byrne, 2002). Our findings demon-
strate a potential disconnect between the per-
ceived value of postsecondary programs to 
secondary schools and their associated costs. 
This is in part due to the insecurity of credit 
attainment following course completion. Col-
loquial comments by school officials indicate 
that, with regard to dual enrollment, lack of 
communication about failing students and 
limited credit transference between institu-
tions make the program less optimal.

Student Preparedness and Instruc-
tional Skill 

A dichotomy of perception of student prepar-
edness was demonstrated between college and 
school administrators. College admissions of-
ficers identified concerns with student ability, 
maturity, and study skills as the top barriers to 
increasing postsecondary options for secon-

Stakeholder Perceptions of Barriers and Solutions to Significant Expansion of Postsecondary Enrollment Options for High School Students 
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dary students. District superintendents and 
school principals identified the issues as non-
trivial concerns, and ranked them considera-
bly lower. 

Indeed, 75 percent of college respondents 
in our study did not believe that instructors' 
teaching methodology was an issue with re-
gard to dual enrollment, an opinion shared by 
about half of the superintendents and princi-
pals (Table 6). This difference may be ex-
plained by conflicting beliefs regarding stu-
dent and instructor roles that are inherently 
different between college and high school. 

The primary difference associated with 
teaching in high school and college is that 
high school instruction has been historically 
extrinsic, with instruction being teacher-
centered. College education is more intrinsic, 
with students responsible for much of the ac-
quisition of knowledge (Pew, 2007). In this 
model, college student success depends on the 
student's ability to transform a lifelong learn-
ing pattern in a relatively short time. As noted 
in this article, the burden of change is essen-
tially placed on the student, with research to 
support this primarily focusing on increasing 
motivation (Campbell, Baronina, & Reider, 
2003; Kennelly & Monrad, 2007; Pew, 2007) 
or college readiness (Callan et al., 2006; 
Conklin & Sanford, 2007). The literature is 
essentially silent regarding instructional trans-
formation across the high school-college 
boundary. Given this, it is understandable that 
high school participants believe the burden of 
student success in college unfairly falls on 
them.

Perceived Solutions to Increase            
Participation

In reference to solutions, there was great in-
terest among participants for increasing post-
secondary options to a broader ability-range of 
students, which is essential if a 50 percent par-
ticipation rate is to be achieved (as suggested 
by the Cherry Commission). Nonetheless, su-
perintendents and principals liked the idea of 
increasing AP offerings and teaching college 
courses in high schools, and college respon-

dents favored expanding traditional dual en-
rollment (Table 8), both of which would pri-
marily favor traditional college-bound stu-
dents.

Other highly ranked solutions call for ex-
panding dual enrollment options in career and 
technical preparatory courses, and to allow 
organizations other than colleges to offer dual 
enrollment (although the higher education 
officials were less keen on the latter sugges-
tion). Expanding early and middle colleges 
and offering financial aid to dually enrolled 
high school students were moderately sup-
ported suggestions that would help broaden 
the nontraditional, dually enrolled student 
pool. Such changes are also supported by pre-
vious research. Bailey and Karp (2003) indi-
cated that, although it might seem counterin-
tuitive, providing postsecondary options for 
students other than the most academically 
proficient has benefits. They suggest that in-
creased exposure to college courses raises the 
student's exposure to academic rigor, provides 
a realistic guide to the types of skills needed to 
succeed in college, and allows faculty at the 
high school and college to work more closely 
together to ensure student success. Unfortu-
nately, although espousing increases in pro-
grams for less-talented students, study partici-
pants were diametrically opposed to reducing 
either grade or ability level requirements for 
program participation, effectively negating the 
desire to broaden the scope of dual enroll-
ment.

Improved academic and ancillary advising 
for dually enrolled students was strongly sup-
ported by college respondents, and received 
somewhat strong support from school and dis-
trict officials. This naturally corresponds to 
the college administrator belief that the biggest 
program problems are student-based. No re-
spondents offered concrete suggestions for ac-
complishing this advising, but one superin-
tendent suggested implementing a "transi-
tions" course in the high school to provide 
students with a precursor college experience 
would be helpful; an idea also supported by 
high school counselors in a different unpub-
lished work (Wozniak, 2009).

Carl Wozniak & Louann Bierlein Palmer 
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Conclusion

Our study revealed that there were, despite 
some differences, many similar perceptions 
among stakeholders for moving postsecondary 
options forward in Michigan. Although it is a 
common belief that huge injections of new 
funding would be needed to significantly in-
crease participation, these stakeholders identi-
fied a number of policy changes that would 
require little additional funding to implement, 
but would demand some political will (e.g., 
allowing organizations other than higher edu-
cation to offer dual enrollment, shifting more 
of the current financial burden to higher edu-
cation or the student, and making financial aid 
available to dually enrolled students). The 
principals and superintendents in our study 
frequently perceive their institutions as re-
sponsible for the brunt of adaptation and re-
sponsibility when change occurs in postsec-
ondary options programs. The law is pointed 
most directly at them, they are fiscally respon-
sible for the activities, and partner colleges 
may or may not adapt to make program opera-
tions easier. As legitimate stakeholders, it is 
easy to see how school officials can perceive 
themselves as being outside the sphere of deci-
sion making, and they have a definite interest 
in both the substantive and formative aspects 
of policy (Buchholz & Rosenthal, 2005).

That being said, our study results show that 
all administrator groups believe that postsec-
ondary options expansion is important not 
only in the future, when economic conditions 
improve in Michigan, but also right now, in 
the midst of what is likely the worst financial 
crisis the state has ever had. With the likeli-
hood of forthcoming funding expansion for 
these programs being extremely remote, the 
state should take the gloves off the institutions 
that educate our students and let them inde-
pendently explore novel collaborative possi-
bilities now limited by existing policies. Capa-
ble and caring educators, working together 
toward a common goal, might just come up 
with solutions to many problems without the 
need for vast influxes of new capital. 
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