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Abstract 

This study explores the factors, attributes, and commitment that contribute to African American 

adult student success, retention, and completion in the community college environment. This 

study explores what factors contribute to African American student retention as opposed to those 

factors that serve as deficit; literature abounds with reasoning why minorities fail at both the 

two-year and four-year college setting. What then are reasons they succeed—are these reasons 

different from other minorities or the larger non-minority student body? Does gender effect 

outcomes? To answer these questions of success and retention, these variables were measured by 

specific components the Community College Student Experience Questionnaire (CCSEQ). The 

CCSEQ is a student self-assessment instrument that provides information on the quality of 

students' educational experience as well as students' progress toward important educational goals 

(Pearson et. al, 2009) based on their effort in academic activities, interaction with faculty, staff, 

and institution as a whole, and the utilization of resources.  The participants in this study were 

graduates of a large Southeastern community college during the fall of 2019. This quantitative 

study consisted of an analysis of the data extracted from the CCSEQ. This analysis compared 

compare graduation participants based on gender and race (as defined as minority or non-

minority). The CCSEQ results and matched samples of fall graduate responses were analyzed by 

ANCOVA addressing seven variables that relate to Tinto’s theory of retention in three broad 

categories (internal retention factors, external retention factors, and success factors). The 

secondary and tertiary purposes of this study are to determine the strength of relationship 

between the students’ tendency to persist and their perception of the collegiate environment, 

perceptions of gains, and quality of effort. While there was no significance found in these seven 

independent variables, controlling for African American students as a covariate, there was 
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significance found for independent variables minority and gender. The study analyzed the effect 

of the gender and the minority variables on each score and studied the interaction effect of 

gender x minority. In addition, this study provides analysis about the effect of being African 

American (defined as covariate AA Black) on each score. Overall, independent variable minority 

had an effect on two scores, but not AA Black. AABlack had basically the same effect as the 

other non-white minorities on these two scores. Otherwise independent variable gender also had 

an effect on two other scores. Some interaction effect between variables gender and minority was 

observed on the mean plots, but the variance in each group is too large to detect a statistically 

significant interaction. 

Keywords: African American student covariate, community college, quantitative 

methodology, retention, success, persistence, CCSEQ, background characteristics, ANCOVA. 
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 

There is ample literature on why African American (AA) students fail in college or are 

not retained and many times the literature casts a negative light on these students in explanation 

of their retention or graduation completion (Allen, 1992; Bean & Metzner, 1985; Ford, et al., 

2011; Tinto, 1975). However, there is limited work on what factors contribute to their success 

and more on the system that is used to frame and stereotype these students as unprepared or 

unqualified (Cooper & Thornton, 1999). Brooks, et al. (2013) purport studying and evaluating 

factors affecting African American success would help college and university retention staffs 

better understand the unique obstacles facing African-American students, and consequently, 

improve retention, however, they note the design and structure of college campuses serve a 

predominately white student body and do not account for the cultural differences of a diverse 

student body.  

Academic factors that contribute to successful student transfer include the quantity of 

courses at the high school level and foundational courses early in the college curriculum (Crisp, 

& Nora, 2010). Thus, successful freshman year academic outcomes predicted degree completion, 

and subsequent academic success at the transfer institution, whereas delaying college enrollment, 

enrolling part-time, and working more hours did not (Crisp, & Nora, 2010). Unfortunately, 

Sandoval-Lucero et al. (2014) note not all college retention models consider the role that culture 

plays in the persistence of diverse students, assuming they will persist if they integrate into the 

college culture. Further, people who are marginalized in higher education often struggle with a 

sense of self-doubt and lack of academic self-efficacy.     

In a review of the literature on African American student success and retention in higher 

education, I was dismayed at the amount of information that exists on why African American 
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students (and other minorities) fail in higher education (Allen, 1992; Cochran, et al., 2014; 

Cokley, 2000; Farley & Frey, 1994; Love, 1993; Strayhorn, 2012). Seidman (2005) reported that 

while minority students are entering college at a higher rate, they continue to leave at a higher 

rate than non-minorities. Libassi’s (2018) analysis of federal data from 2013 through 2015 

suggests through the elimination of graduation gaps at colleges and universities,  the number of 

degrees and certificates earned by black and Hispanic graduates in each degree type as the same 

rate as white students, more than one million more would have earned a bachelor’s degree in just 

those three years. 

“African American men in particular, face specific challenges after enrolling at 

predominantly white campuses” (Perrakis, 2008). Many studies have characterized African 

American males as an endangered species (Cuyjet, 1997; Davis & Jordan, 1994; Jackson, & 

Moore, 2006; Washington, 2013). According to the Chronicle of Higher Education in 2007, 

46,425 African American male students received their undergraduate college degree compared to 

90,996 African American female students (Brooks et al., 2013). However, Brooks et al. (2013) 

indicate the growing ratio of females to males (of all races) graduating from college has been 

expanding since the 1970s and continues to be reflected on college campuses in more recent 

years. In school, black males are disproportionately disciplined, more likely to face expulsions, 

and suspended longer and more frequently than White students (Palmer & Young, 2009; 

Richardson, & Evans, 1992). Black males are also overwhelmingly concentrated in special 

education and are disproportionately tracked into low academic ability classrooms (Epps, 1995). 

Disproportionate representation of ethnic and racial minority students in special education has 

long been a source of concern for educators and policymakers (Vallas, 2009). Cokley, et al. 

(2014) indicate black children are over identified for behavior issues at schools and under 
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identified for mental health concerns. According to the U.S. Department of Education, black 

children are almost three times more likely than white children to be labeled as having a mental 

disorder and almost twice as likely to be labeled as having an emotional/behavioral disorder 

resulting in special education intervention (Epps, 1995; Losen & Orfield, 2002). This 

overrepresentation and segregation of racial minority students in special education is repeatedly 

emphasized by the intersections of race, culture, gender, and disability for urban education 

(Sullivan, & Artiles, 2011). 

Surely there are African American students that do prevail, and they are successful 

despite multiple obstacles. How then can research highlight impediments to success and not find 

out from these students what they say about their own efforts in academia that leads to their 

successes in school?  How can research highlight impediments to success and retention and not 

find out what factors contribute to the student academic retention and ultimate completion? 

Background of this Study 

The U.S. population continues to become more ethnically diverse at an increasing rate. 

College enrollments are becoming more ethnically diverse as a result of these changing patterns. 

The literature on face-to-face student retention, small-scale studies of general online learning, 

provide significant evidence that gender, ethnicity and non-traditional student risk factors can 

impact college persistence (Adelman, 2006; Aragon & Johnson, 2008; Bean & Metzner, 1985; 

Dupin-Bryant, 2004; Moore et al., 2004; Morris et al., 2005; Muse, 2003; Wladis et al., 2015). 

This study looks at what differences might exist between community college students who take 

courses online and those who do not, including an aim at how ethnicities, genders, and student 

status (traditional and non-traditional) are represented.     
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Non-Traditional Enrollment 

Community college leaders need to address the factors that contribute to the attrition of 

all students, especially those classified as nontraditional students. The accepted definition of a 

nontraditional student is based on a Predominately White Institution (PWI) four-year model and 

not a community college paradigm (Davidson & Wilson, 2013; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980, p. 

62). Based on the accepted definition, a nontraditional student is over 24 years old, a commuter, 

and/or in a part-time enrollment status (Bean & Metzner, 1985; Museus & Quaye, 2009). Now 

introduce a marginalized group such as African Americans into the definition and the need to 

identify factors for success increases (Derby & Watson, 2006; DeSousa, 2001).  Derby and 

Watson (2006) identified orientation course structure, setting personal and professional goals, 

creating an academic plan, as well as interaction with faculty and administrators as the 

embodiment of the foundational constructs for student success. 2013a 

Desegregation of public institutions engendered enormous growth of African American 

students at predominantly White higher education institutions (Farley, 2002). However, low 

retention among African American students continued to increase. "African-American students 

experience exclusion, racial discrimination, and alienation on predominantly white campuses" 

(Carter, 1999, p. 20). Despite recent gains in the number of black and Latin youth who attend 

college, black and Latin youth still attend and graduate from college at much lower rates than do 

their White peers (National Center for Education Statistics, 2005). McCabe (2009) reported the 

campus climate is frequently identified as contributing to these educational inequalities.  Past 

research has documented the often difficult experiences of students of color on college campuses 

and has looked at how to improve the campus climate for them (McCabe, 2009).  However, there 

are few studies that compare students’ experiences across race and gender (Hazari, et al., 2013).    



 

5 

Retention rates at Historical Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU’s) were higher than 

that of PWIs (Allen, 1992) and more recently, JBHE (2014) reported a U.S. News ranking lists 

HBCUs’ retention rates for the following HBCU’s: Spelman College (88 percent retention), 

Morehouse College (82.5 percent), Howard University (82.3 percent), Florida A&M University 

(79.5 percent) and Winston-Salem State University (78.3 percent) as the top five HBCUs for 

having students return to campus after freshman year. In this report out of 64 HBCUs reported, 

22 had retention rates of 40 percent or higher. As a comparison, the top 10 predominantly White 

institutions (PWIs), had retention rates that ranged from 97.5 to 99 percent, but the graduation 

numbers for minority students was lower (Lynch, 2014). To quantify lower retention numbers, 

Ginder et al., (2014) reported graduation rates at Title IV institutions where the students started 

as full-time, first-time students in a 2007 – 2010 cohort, the Black/African American graduation 

rate was 36.9 percent.  

Promoting diversity and student success is important (Love, 2008) because it is the right 

thing to do, but also because by 2050, minorities will be the new majority, thus affecting 

economic conditions, societal living, and employment (Colby & Ortman, 2017; Ortman & 

Guarneri, 2009; Wimberly, 2002). Community colleges are the predominant entry point for 

postsecondary instruction for many students of color, including African Americans (Hagedorn et 

al., 2001). “The retention of these students remains an important yet perplexing and complicated 

issue at community colleges, where most students commute, have employment and/or family 

responsibilities, and are generally poorer than traditional four-year college students” (Hagedorn 

et al., 2001, p. 244). Similarly, Glenn (2003) states although black students were graduating from 

high school at higher rates, they were graduating from college at disproportionately lower rates 

than other demographics for myriad reasons including socioeconomic, tuition costs, and financial 



 

6 

needs. The National Center for Education Statistics (2017) reported for the 2010-2013 cohort at 

two-year institutions, African American students were still graduating at a lower rate than other 

demographics. African Americans were graduating at a 25.8% rate versus 32.8% for all other 

demographics.  

PWIs are continually challenged with retaining African American students because of 

barriers to matriculation including racial climate, campus climate, culture, and lack of diverse 

faculty and staff. African American students spend significant time and energy attempting to 

establish their credibility at PWIs (Hunn, 2014). Often, African American students are 

unsuccessful, perceive themselves as unwanted, or receive clear messages that they are not 

wanted at PWIs (Gusa, 2010; Hunn, 2014).  “White students sometimes see themselves as 

superior, more competent, and more intelligent than their African American counterparts and 

will manifest this by excluding African American students from academic and social interaction” 

(Hunn, 2014, p. 304). 

Online Enrollment 

Online enrollment in higher education has continued to grow in recent years (Salvo et al., 

2017).  In fact, the demand by students specifically in online courses at community colleges has 

become greater than the demand for onsite courses (Salvo et al., 2017).  Salvo et al. (2017) 

believe that online courses may become more prominent than onsite courses in the near future. 

The Babson Survey Research Group co-sponsored by the Online Learning Consortium (OLC) 

and Pearson and Tyton Partners, reported the number of higher education students taking at least 

one distance education course in 2014 was up 3.7 percent from the previous year (Faculty Focus 

Company News, 2015). Enrollment in online courses rose at a faster pace between fall 2015 and 

fall 2016 compared to the previous three years (Seaman et al., 2018). In school year 2015 - 2016, 
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the year-to-year addition of 337,016 distance education students represented a 5.6 percent 

increase, which exceeds the gains seen over the past three years. Further Seaman et al. (2018) 

indicated in 2016, 31.6 percent of all students took at least one distance education course (a total 

of 6,359,121 students). Despite the growth of online education in American higher education, 

minimal research has examined the various student populations and institution types of online 

learners (Ortagus, 2017).  

Student retention and completion rates with respect to online course impact needs to be 

study and one segment of the student body has shown a heightened need; the African American 

adult student (Brooks & Steen, 2010; Hagedorn et al., 2001; Hunn, 2014). The U.S. Department 

of Education (National Center for Education Statistics, 2011) reported that African Americans 

are more likely than any other demographic group to take their entire undergraduate program 

online (Salvo et al., 2017).  Convenience was cited as a chief motivating factor for African 

American male college students (Tucker, 2014) to take courses online by allowing “flexibility 

needed to achieve their academic goal(s)” (p.80). Ashong and Comander (2012) state “due to the 

increasing number of African-Americans enrolling in higher education in general, the number of 

African-American students participating in online courses has also seen a corresponding 

increase.” (n. p.). 

In 2013, African American students made up an average of nearly 15 percent of the 

student body in the online bachelor's programs that reported data to U.S. News (Haynie, 2014). 

However, the percentage of African American students among the brick-and-mortar programs 

that submitted data was 12.6 percent (Haynie, 2014). Cristi Ford, director of the Research 

Academy for Integrated Learning at the University of the District of Columbia, a historically 

black university, posits there would likely be higher numbers of African-Americans pursuing 
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online learning as historically black colleges and universities make a greater push to expand their 

online offerings (Haynie, 2014). Because a variety of background characteristics can influence 

postsecondary students' academic achievement (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005), online 

learners cannot be studied as a homogenous group.  

African American Culture and Enrollment 

Cooper and Thornton (1999) asked the rhetorical question "how can African American 

students be prepared for the new millennium?" (p. 1).  The “economic vitality of the United 

States in the 21st century is contingent upon the productivity of well-trained people and the 

steady stream of scientific and technical innovations they produce” (Donnor, & Shockley, 2010, 

p. 44). There is a need to recognize the changes in job distribution and to prepare students with 

the skills needed in a growing number of occupations (Levy & Murnane, 2004). Additionally, 

expansion of international markets through globalization has resulted in a shift in output from 

durable goods to the development of and provider of information technology. These economic 

shifts demand the requisite skills needed to ensure a high-tier workforce (Waks, 2003) including 

soft-skills (Gordon-Nembhard, 2005).  For the African American student (especially the male 

student), the education policies that govern curriculum and instruction are essential to shaping 

the capacity of learning opportunities vital to their collective social and economic advancement 

(Donnor, & Shockley, 2010). 

Cooper and Thornton’s (1999) question remains relevant in the 21st century and had been 

a theme for policymakers and researchers in the past (Boykin, 1985, 1994). According to Boykin 

(1985, 1994), there are nine interrelated dimensions of African-American culture that include 

spirituality, harmony, movement, verve, effect, communalism, individualism, oral traditions, and 

social time perspective that collectively suggest a need for expanded conceptual and research 
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frameworks that more fully capture the range of experiences of African Americans, particularly 

in educational contexts. The use of culturally sensitive research approaches can be a catalyst for 

educational change (Kershaw, 1992).  Lee and Slaughter-Defoe (1995) pointed out:  

Educational research and practices that reflect a cultural paradigm emphasize cultural 

solidarity, education for self-reliance in the African American community, and specific 

ways in which cultural knowledge, practices and values that characterize the historic and 

contemporary African American experience can be drawn upon to improve the education 

of African Americans. (p. 361)  

Tillman (2002) states "culturally sensitive research approaches both recognize ethnicity 

and position culture as central to the research process." (p. 3). Further, Tillman (2002) posits a 

theoretical framework for culturally sensitive research approaches for African Americans based 

on culturally aligned research methods, culturally specific knowledge, cultural resistance to 

theoretical dominance, culturally sensitive data interpretations, and culturally informed theory 

and practice. There is a growing body of literature focused on conducting research under the 

umbrella term people of color that place the cultures of an ethnic group at the center of the 

inquiry (Milner IV, 2007; Tillman, 2002).   

Scholars from African American, Native American, Chicana and Chicano, and Maori 

backgrounds have argued for the use of research approaches that recognize the explicit cultural 

knowledge and norms that exist within a group (Love, 1993; Tillman, 2002). Tillman references 

two journals (The International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education (QSE) and 

Qualitative Inquiry (QI)) who have featured conceptual, theoretical, and empirical work on 

culturally sensitive research approaches. Moving through the current millennium, the economic 

and social barriers to the academic and social success of many African American adult students 
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remain in place (Gordon, et al., 2009; Moore-Thomas & Day-Vines, 2010). This reality provides 

impetus for developing education programs designed to self-empower African American adult 

students for academic and social success under any socioeconomic conditions that exist in their 

lives. 

Statement of the Problem 

While there is research to support the correlation between lower-income groups and their 

ability to stay in college (Aries, & Seider, 2005; Flowers, 2004; Tinto, 1975) and external and 

institutional factors like racial climate, campus climate, culture, and lack of diverse faculty and 

staff (Hunn, 2014; Phinney, et al., 2006; Saenz, et al., 1999) that contribute to their retention rate, 

there is limited research on the positive attributes and experiences African American students 

have in the community college environment that contribute to their retention and success 

(Cochran, et al., 2014; Farmer & Hope, 2015; Yearwood & Jones, 2012).   

Seidman (2005) describes African American student retention at a greater risk of failure 

noting factors from a deficit perspective that contribute to these failures such as low levels of 

parental support, limited resources to pay for college, low self-esteem, and low social 

expectation for going to college and completing a college degree.  Ford, et al. (2001) argue that a 

deficit orientation held by educators hinders access to programs for diverse students including 

African Americans and it is this thinking that hinders the ability and willingness of educators to 

recognize the strengths of African American students. "Too often, educators interpret differences 

as deficits, dysfunctions, and disadvantages; thus, many diverse students gain the ‘at risk’ 

label."(p.52). This deficit thinking sees both male and female African American students as 

lacking parental support and limited resources, which negatively affects college-going rates and 

retention.  Educators must move beyond a deficit mindset in order to recognize the strengths of 
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African American students for changing the educator's thinking about differences for recruiting 

and retaining culturally diverse students.   

Tinto (1975, 1987) proposed that institutions must focus on the integration of students 

into the academic and social spheres of the college environment in order to retain them. 

Academic and social integration are conditions for student success; the more students are 

academically and socially involved, the more likely they are to persist and graduate (Astin, 1993; 

Tinto, 1975, 1987, 1993). Adherence to the norms of the respective social spheres within the 

organization serves as an indicator of the student's level of integration (Smith, 2017). For 

example, academic performance in the classroom is an indicator of a student's degree of 

integration into the academic sphere. Consequently, the degree of a student's involvement in the 

institution's extra-curricular activities demonstrates integration into the social sphere (Smith, 

2017). However, Bean and Metzner (1985) suggested that since most community college 

students are commuters (i.e., nonresidential), opportunities for social integration are limited. Liu, 

et al. (2009) posits social integration at the community college level could be even more limited 

in online settings as research suggests that online course retention rates are low and existing 

research does not provide a clear understanding of the unique characteristics of students who 

persist and succeed in online courses.     

Bean and Metzner’s (1985) research indicated that environmental factors (e.g., work and 

family responsibilities) have the greatest influence on a community college student's decision to 

remain in college or drop out. Tinto’s framework for student integration and its application on 

the nontraditional student population warrants review because nontraditional students are not 

taken in consideration and thus his model is color blind.  Aragón, et al., (2017) note 

“Colorblindness, proposes that differences between groups of people should not matter, and that 
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we all should be equal in regard to treatment, opportunity, and outcomes.” (p. 1). Further, 

“colorblindness might arise from intentions to be sensitive to all students’ needs, but for women 

and people of color who are questioning their sense of belonging, language and cues of 

colorblindness raise concerns.” (p. 2).  

Tinto’s model does not allow for understanding and analyzing how African American 

adult students are able to integrate into the institution academically and socially, but rather views 

them from a deficit perspective. Museus (2014) analyzes Tinto’s (1975, 1993) theory of student 

departure and delineates four major limitation critiques of this model in explaining success 

among racially diverse populations: (1) cultural foundations critique refers to the culturally 

biased foundation of the theory, (2) self-determination critique focus on the limitations of the 

self-deterministic nature of the theory, (3) integration viability critique emphasizes the 

questionable validity of the concepts of academic and social integration as viable predictors of 

success, and (4) psychological dimension critique highlights that much of the theory does not 

account for psychological dimensions of students’ sense of connection to the institution. Dowd, 

et al., (2011) pointed out that reliance on traditional theoretical models and assessments 

instruments, without meaningful consideration of the racial and cultural realities can mislead 

policy makers and educators into thinking that they are developing comprehensive 

understandings of college success. Based on their interviews with experts in the student 

development field, Wolf-Wendel, et al. (2009) observed, that an important concern about the 

major student development theories is “the extent to which they fail to represent the experiences 

of students historically underrepresented in higher education” (p. 422). 
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Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this study is to understand what factors contribute to African American 

adult student course success and retention in the community college environment. Specifically, 

what factors contribute to their success/retention despite the deficit factors traditionally 

associated with African Americans?   This study includes the comparison of African American 

student data to other groups by race, age, gender, and enrollment status. Prior quantitative 

research on student departure is important considering Braxton, et al.’s (2004) reviewed attempts 

to test Tinto’s theory on two-year and other community students. They proposed a theory of 

student departure to apply to commuter institutions. In contrast to residential, four-year 

institutions, they expected academic integration or “academic communities” (p. 48) to play an 

important role in enhancing student commitment beyond major influences like student entry 

characteristics, family, work, and finances. Deil-Amen (2011) stated scholars should rethink how 

to better conceptualize and measure the concepts of two-year college students suggesting 

Braxton, et al. (1997) discussed strengthening Tinto’s model by identifying new sources of 

academic and social integration. Deil-Amen’s (2011) study considered how Braxton, et al.’s 

(1997) concepts should be altered to apply more appropriately to two-year students and the 

relevance of class, race, and ethnicity for their integrative experiences. The CCSEQ addresses 

the two-year environment as well as class, race and the student collegiate experiences. The use of 

self-reported responses from students who answered the electronic version of the CCSEQ were 

analyzed to identify successful strategies which encourage persistence and success among 

African American community college students. 
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Research Question 

This study includes feedback data from the Community College Student Experience 

Questionnaire (CCSEQ). The student information data and statistical design addresses the 

following overarching question: 

Is there a difference between CCSEQ scores using Tinto’s retention and engagement 

theory to examine factors that contribute to adult student community college retention and 

success based on socio-economic characteristics while controlling for whether the participants 

are African American students or not?  

This is a gender and minority/non-minority analysis that looked at differences between 

African American men and women, however, there is limited research on African American 

students in general so there will be occasionally specific references to African American men 

and specific references to African American women. Academic success is a function of both 

personal characteristics such as mental ability, academic skills, motivation, and goals, and the 

characteristics of the environment, which can be conceptualized as a system of nested 

interdependent structures. There are a multiplicity of factors that contribute to the academic 

success of Black students (Cooper & Thornton, 1999). There are different facets of the schooling 

experiences of African American students, including the cultural, social, personal, parental 

involvement to sheer personal determination, thus there is no single explanation for the success 

of this group of students (Cooper & Thornton, 1999).  To support Cooper and Thornton’s 

assertion, Barbatis (2010) identified four themes for success for students of color: (1) precollege 

characteristics, (2) external college support/community influences, (3) social involvement, and 

(4) academic integration. 
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Significance of Study  

This project is significant because it determines which factors have a significant 

difference as related to African American student persistence and success compared to other 

students and provides higher education administrators (especially those in the community college 

sector) with insight on how to influence student retention positively and contribute to a healthy 

academic environment. It is also known that students persist at higher rates when they feel a part 

of a larger community (Astin, 1993; Harper & Hurtado, 2007; O’Keefe, 2013; Schlossberg, et 

al., 1989).   

Engagement in co-curricular experiences such as student organizations, undergraduate 

research, internships, and service-learning projects are examples of such community-building 

that contributes to a healthy academic environment (Houze, 2014). These experiences usually 

apply in traditional classes. Students enrolled in most supplemental online learning programs 

remain in their brick-and-mortar school and are able to maintain personal and social connections 

with most of their teacher and fellow students. However, students served in full-time online 

courses/programs may not have the ability to interact with their teachers and classmates before 

and after class and thus overcoming this perceived sense of social isolation can be a major 

challenge (Barbour & Plough, 2009).  

Holley and Taylor (2009) considered how components of socialization (knowledge 

acquisition, investment, and involvement) are influenced by the online context. Their findings 

suggested the importance of considering non-academic influences in regard to non-traditional 

student experiences. In order to understand undergraduate student socialization in an online 

professional degree program, Holley and Taylor used the framework defined by Weidman, et al. 

(2001), which commonly applied to graduate and advanced professional students. Holley and 
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Taylor (2009) extended the Weidman et al. (2001) theoretical model to undergraduate students 

who were enrolled in a professional academic discipline. "For online students who already hold 

active membership in a professional community, socialization occurs on two levels: first, to the 

student role in the academic context and, second, to an enhanced practitioner role in the 

professional context." (p. 259). Undergraduate students participate in an online professional 

program to gain job security and advancement (Holley & Taylor, 2009). Given the unique 

employment characteristics, age, and demographics of this student population, the framework 

identified by Weidman et al. (2001) is well-suited to support Holley and Taylor's analysis as well 

as this study and Holley and Taylor (2009) concentrated on three areas of their framework 

(involvement, knowledge acquisition, and investment) and this framework aligns with Tinto’s 

(1993) model used in this study. With respect to engagement, Holley and Taylor’s research 

highlighted how engagement with others can facilitate student identity, socialization, and 

learning. “Students not only engage with their academic peers and instructors, but also with 

professionals in their workplace.” (p. 266).  

Campus-based student activities are important for non-traditional, distance-based 

students as well. As the movement to complete online programs expands, virtual student services 

become a critical factor in student satisfaction and retention (Jones & Meyer, 2012). The 

convenience of online student services is not only a necessity for distance students but a 

preference for campus-based students as well (Fontaine & Cook, 2014). “Student affairs 

professionals are adapting student support services to accommodate the growth of online non-

traditional learners.” (Fontaine & Cook, 2014, n. p.).  However, Dare, et al. (2005) provide the 

perspective that although there is an increasing array of online student services available to 
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distance learners, there has been weak relationship between student affairs and distance 

education. 

This study focused on African American adult students and their retention rates in 

community colleges and what factors contribute to their success despite the barriers that 

literature highlights as reasons for failure. This study contributes to the literature because it 

critiques and bridges the gaps in recognizing success factors as they relate to these African 

American students and their success and retention in community colleges.  Acevedo‐Gil, and 

Zerquera, (2016) note community colleges serve high proportions of students from marginalized 

backgrounds including students from low income backgrounds and students of color. However, 

the success rate for community college students completing a degree or certificate within a six-

year timeframe is lower than other institutional pathways at 39% (Shapiro, et al., 2014). 

Exploring factors that aid African American adult students to graduation contributes more than 

statistical enrollment and retention performance for the institution and may serve as a guide for 

future student success and retention. This study adds the perspective from the African American 

adult students who had success in college including successes before and during college that aid 

in the support of enhancing precollege experiences, campus environments, and support systems.  

Higher education institutions can use this study to develop a paradigm to help African 

American students overcome the inequalities that foster disproportionately low graduation 

percentages thereby supporting economic integration into American society as well as celebrate 

and recognize factors that contribute to success. This study can contribute to policy that 

universities/government entities develop to promote success in higher education for African 

American students.  
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Theoretical Framework  

Predicting who will stay in college is a complex challenge because as a theoretical 

concept it can be ambiguous and abstract (Strayhorn, 2012). Tinto’s theoretical model (1975, 

1993) was used as the framework lens through which college student retention was analyzed. 

Prior research has established that the model has predictive validity when applied to analyses of 

attrition from two-year intuitions (Bers, & Smith, 1991, p. 539; Pascarella & Chapman, 1983). 

Tinto’s (1975, 1993) theory on engagement and persistence has been a major 

theoretical/explanatory model. Tinto outlined a theory of college student departure that describes 

the longitudinal process of “dropping out” (Strayhorn, 2012) as a consequence of the meanings 

that students ascribe to their interaction in the academic and social realms of college. Tinto’s 

initial writing focused only on academic and social integration as key factors in determining 

engagement and persistence and finally success at the college level. As the model developed, 

Tinto added pre-college factors that may influence students’ ability to engage, persist, and 

ultimately succeed. While the model has limitations, Tinto’s theoretical model is useful because 

it recognizes factors beyond the control of the academic institution. These factors may influence 

retention and success, including students’ academic abilities, and study skills.   

This study used Tinto’s model to study retention as measured by the CCSEQ. Tinto uses 

the terms academic and social integration to describe student retention and these categories serve 

as predicator variables. However, Davidson and Wilson (2013) state that Tinto’s model, outside 

the residential 4-year environment, the commuter, distance, online, community college, and other 

2-year institutions, as well as nontraditional, racial, and ethnic minorities have proven that this 

terminology is not sufficient and may be even harmful to gaining further clarity to student 

retention. Along with integration, the academic and integration efforts that the student exerts also 
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contributes to their success and retention. Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) noted that Tinto’s 

interactionalist model of individual student departure is “quite similar to Astin’s (Theory of 

Involvement) in its dynamics” (p. 51). Milem and Berger (1997) used longitudinal data to test a 

conceptual model of student persistence that integrated behaviors constructs from Astin’s work 

to further specify aspects of Tinto’s model. Astin’s (1985) theory of student involvement 

complements Tinto’s theory as it is evaluating the amount of energy students dedicate to the 

college environment, they are a part and the level of achievement they experience.   

Students who take advantage of programs offered by an institution based on time 

investment, participation, interaction, and immersion will experience higher levels of academic 

and personal development compared to those who devote much less time (Astin, 1999). Rayfield 

(2012) supports this premise stating, “the more time spent on campus involved in these activities 

all but ensures that these highly-involved students will be spending more time with their peers, 

classmates, and instructors.” (p. 31). Rayfield (2012) goes on to say these students will 

experience a higher level of social development within the college environment as well, and 

higher levels of social involvement can further facilitate the significant impact of the college 

environment on students’ academic and personal development. Figure 1 shows the process of 

dropout from college and the longitudinal process of interactions between the individual and the 

academic and social systems in the college (Tinto, 1993).  
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Figure 1  

Student Integration Model: A Longitudinal Model of Institutional Departure  
 

Note: Student Integration Model: A longitudinal model of institutional departure. (Tinto, 1993, p. 

114) 
 

Assumptions (Data gathering and Participant Characteristics) 

Five basic assumptions have been made concerning the data included in this study.  First, 

student attitudes can be measured with the proper use of validated questionnaires (Hinkin, 1998; 

Schoenfeldt, 1984; Schriesheim, et al., 1993). The CCSEQ has been examined critically and 

empirically for its reliability and validity (Moss & Young, 1995). It is designed to measure the 

amount, scope, and quality of effort students put into their college experience, and to measure the 

amount of progress students estimate they have made toward a set of academic goals 

(Friedlander, et al., 1991). 

Second, students who attend community colleges in the United States have perceptions 
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concerning their college environment (Ethington, 2000; Weaver & Qi, 2005). Third, respondents 

to the questionnaire will answer completely all items on the instrument, which asks for data that 

may be personal in nature. Fourth, secondary data is accurate, including self-reported by the 

student (i.e., age, gender, and race). And fifth, student ages are 18 years and older. 

Limitations 

Limitations associated with this study are due to information not available in the CCSEQ 

data. Student data such as grades in previous courses and socio-economic status (SES) are not 

included in the CCSEQ. This study does not include the roles or responsibilities specific to the 

African American family. Additionally, this study analyzes aggregate data from participants at 

one community college that completed the CCSEQ, therefore, a generalization cannot be made 

about all community colleges or all African American students. 

Delimitations 

This study includes both full- and part-time students. This study includes only students 

who have registered for graduation in fall 2019, completed the CCSEQ, and the findings of the 

research can be generalized to degree-seeking students at a non-residential (commuter) 

community college.   

Definition of Terms 

Throughout the dissertation, various theoretical terminologies are utilized. This section provides 

brief definitions.  

• Adult Learner: The adult student category is commonly defined as a subset of the 

nontraditional student category to refer to nontraditionally aged students who are 

participating in higher education for career-related reasons while having other major 

responsibilities and roles (Panacci, 2015). Adult students are engaged in multiple roles 
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which impact both the time and the energy they can devote to their role as student 

(Polson, 1993). 

• Attrition. Failure of a student to enroll in consecutive semesters is referred to as attrition 

(Berger, et al., 2012). Attrition may result from graduation, voluntary withdrawal, or 

involuntary withdrawal. 

• Background factors. Background factors include variables related to the personal 

characteristics of the students established prior to entry into college (e.g., age). 

• Campus Ecology: The study of the aspects that account for the climate of an institution of 

higher education 

• Community college. Public or private higher education institutions whose primary 

mission is to award associate degrees typically through a two-year program of study 

(Cohen & Brawer, 2003). 

• Community College Student Experience Questionnaire (CCSEQ). The CCSEQ is a self-

assessment instrument that provides information on the quality of students’ educational 

experiences as well as students’ perception of progress toward important educational 

goals (Murrell & Glover, 1996; Preston, 1993). 

• Degree-seeking. Students who have officially selected a program of study that leads to 

college degree (e.g., associate or bachelor’s) are considered degree-seeking. 

• Estimate of Gains. Self-assessment made by students that indicate their perception of the 

progress they have made toward achieving educational goals. 

• Nontraditional student: Over 24 years old, a commuter, and/or in a part-time enrollment 

status (Bean & Metzner, 1985; Museus & Quaye, 2009). 
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• Scale. A scale is a group of questions or items provided in the CCSEQ designed to 

measure how much and how often students engage in various activities provided by the 

community college they attend (Pearson, et al., 2009). 

Chapter Summary 

Chapter one provides an overview of the purpose of the study including background 

information and context, a brief overview of the theoretical framework, the statement of the 

problem, and an outline of the research design. The remainder of the chapter provides an in-

depth explanation of the reason to study from a student’s perspective, the factors that contributed 

to their completion of their degree program. 
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Chapter 2 - Literature Review 

The following review of the relevant literature is comprised of several components. 

Because the study was designed in an effort to determine success and retention factors of 

students based on gender and minority status with a focus on the African American student in the 

community college environment, the chapter will begin with a broad overview of the 

nontraditional student, the impact of the growing demand of online learning, and retention 

factors relevant to African Americans.  The literature evaluates Tinto’s retention model as the 

theoretical framework for this research and how the Community College Student Experience 

Questionnaire (CCSEQ) is used to evaluate the retention and success of students in the 

community college environment.  

Trends in Online Enrollment in Higher Education 

Online education enrollment in higher education has continued to grow in recent years 

(Salvo et al., 2017).  In fact, the demand by students for online courses at community colleges 

has become greater than the demand for onsite courses (Lokken & Mullins, 2014).  Salvo et al., 

(2017) state that online courses may become more prominent than onsite courses in the near 

future. The primary reason cited for online course popularity among all students regardless of 

color was convenience (Salvo et al., 2017). Other reasons cited for online course popularity were 

schedule flexibility, institutional flexibility, time limitations, enjoyment of computer technology, 

and access to higher education by students who otherwise were unable to attend college (Boyd, 

2004; Hannay, & Newvine, 2006; Salvo et al., 2017; Xu, & Jaggars, 2011).  

The convenience of online learning was particularly valued by students with multiple 

responsibilities and highly scheduled lives, helping them return to school to complete their 

education (Bourne et al., 2005; Cole, et al., 2014; El Mansour & Mupinga, 2007; Salvo et al., 
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2017). In the fall 2016, there were 6,359,121 students taking at least one distance education 

course, comprising 31.6% of all higher education enrollments (Seaman, et al., 2018).  This 

portion of students taking online classes represented the total number of students taking all of 

their courses at a distance, and those who are taking a combination of distance and non-distance 

courses.  The proportion of the higher education student body taking advantage of distance 

education courses increased four years in a row between 2012 and fall 2016 (Seaman, et al., 

2018).  It stood at 25.9% in 2012, at 27.1% in 2013, 28.3% in 2014, and 29.7% in 2015 (Seaman, 

et al., 2018). For each one-year period from 2012 to 2016, the largest numeric increase in the 

number of distance students occurred at public institutions, compared to private non-profit and 

for-profit schools (Seaman, et al., 2018). While the year-to-year increase in the number of 

distance students for the public sector had been the largest among the three sectors, the size of 

this advantage varied from year to year.  Public institutions saw the largest gain between 2015 

and 2016, with an enrollment growth of over 200,000 more than the increase observed among 

private non-profit institutions (299,855 vs 76,406) (Seaman, et al., 2018). 

Despite the growth of online education in American higher education, minimal research 

has examined the various student populations and institution types of online learners (Ortagus, 

2017). Because a variety of background characteristics can influence postsecondary students' 

academic achievement (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005), online learners cannot be studied as 

a homogenous group. 

The Importance of Understanding the Adult Learner 

Changing demographics saw growth in the 25 to 44-year-old student population while the 

number of 14 to 21-year-old students decreased (Castillo, 2013; Kasworm, 2003). In the fall of 

2011, the average community college student was 28 years old and 60% of community college 
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students across the United States were over the age of 21 (American Association of Community 

Colleges, 2013a). From 2001 to 2015, the total enrollment in degree-granting postsecondary 

institutions increased 25 percent. This is a jump from 15.9 million versus 20.0 million. This 

number is projected to increase 13 percent, to 22.6 million, from 2015 to 2026, a period of 11 

years (Hussar & Bailey, 2018). Enrollment in degree-granting postsecondary institutions of 

students who are 18 to 24 years old increased 26 percent between 2001 and 2015; and is 

projected to increase 17 percent between 2015 and 2026. Enrollment in degree-granting 

postsecondary institutions of students who are 25 to 34 years old increased 35 percent between 

2001 and 2015; and is projected to increase 11 percent between 2015 and 2026 and enrollment in 

degree-granting postsecondary institutions of students who are 35 years old and over increased 

13 percent between 2001 and 2015; and is projected to increase 11 percent between 2015 and 

2026 (Hussar & Bailey, 2018). 

However, there is the beginning of a new statistical trend (Tomar, 2019). According to 

Inside Higher Ed, 2019 marked the eighth consecutive year-to-year enrollment decline (Fain,  

2019). In spring 2019, overall postsecondary enrollments decreased 1.7 percent from the 

previous spring (NSC Research Center, 2019). The 12-month percentage change (fall-to-fall and 

spring-to-spring) for each term over the last three years, enrollments increased 3.2 percent at 

four-year private nonprofit institutions, but this increase was largely due to the recent conversion 

of a large for-profit institution to nonprofit status (NSC Research Center, 2019). Enrollments 

decreased among four-year for-profit institutions (-19.7 percent), two-year public institutions (-

3.4 percent), and four-year public institutions (-0.9 percent). Taken as a whole, public sector 

enrollment (2-year and 4-year combined) declined by 1.9 percent in spring 2019 (NSC Research 

Center, 2019). 
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College enrollment represents more age groups now than in the past, although 18- to 24-

year-olds still hold the edge, at an estimated 12.2 million in 2016. This is up from 12.1 million a 

year earlier, according to the NCES (National Center for Education Statistics, 2016). An older 

cohort in 2016 moved to participate in higher education; 25- to 34-year-olds numbered 4.6 

million (National Center for Education Statistics, 2016). This was above 2015’s total of 4.4 

million. Students age 35 and over are an increasing presence, with 3.5 million enrolled in 2016, a 

slight uptick from 2015. All these age groups, according to NCES, remain on track to grow by 

2025 (Acrobatiq, 2017). 

As more of the non-traditional students (ages 25 and older) decide to enter higher 

education, colleges and universities must adjust their focus to meet the needs of these learners 

(Hunnicutt, 2014). Due to the changing demographic of students from what had been considered 

the traditional age for entering college students to the 25 to 44 year old demographic, it is 

important to consider what motivational factors can assist faculty and institutional administrators 

in addressing this shift. 

Defining Student Retention 

Defining "retention" is complex and problematic.  This is reflected in the large body of 

research containing inconclusive and often contradictory results (Berge & Huang, 2004).  

Retention studies typically address degree completion versus non completion (IRP, 2003).  

However, retention in terms of program completion is only relevant for some classes of students 

(Berge & Huang, 2004).  For others, learning success is most pertinent to achieving their 

objectives of participation (Kerka, 1988).  Defining retention is further complicated by different 

measures adopted by the respective organization and Berge and Huang (2004) adopted working 

definitions of retention, attrition, and persistence as follows:  
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• Retention: is continued student participation in a learning event to completion, which in 

higher education could be a course, program, institution, or system. 

• Attrition: is a decline in the number of students from the beginning to the end of the 

course, program, institution, or system under review. 

• Persistence: is the result of students' decisions to continue their participation in the 

learning event under analysis.  

 In the Psychological Model of Student Retention, Bean theorized that retention was a 

function of how a student’s background characteristics influenced interaction with the college 

environment (Bean & Eaton, 2000). For example, a student’s past experiences may have led to a 

certain locus of control or level of self-efficacy. This in turn influenced how the student initially 

interacted with the college environment. As the student is exposed to new stimuli, she learns new 

strategies for navigating the new environment. If the student is successful in navigating this new 

environment, this leads to the development of a higher self-efficacy and a stronger feeling of 

fitting in, which increases the likelihood of the student remaining in college. 

Trends in African American Adult Student Retention in Community Colleges  

More students are enrolling with less than adequate academic preparation to be successful 

(Burt, 2009).  Burt (2009) African Americans enter higher education with low high school grade 

point averages (GPA), a need for remedial education in one or more subject areas and African 

American females outperform their African American male counterparts in GPA (Saunders, et 

al., 2004). Tsoi-A, and Bryant (2015) reinforce this point suggesting one of the biggest 

challenges that must be addressed through college and career readiness reform is the disparity in 

preparation for certain racial and ethnic sub-groups, as well as low-income and first-generation 

college students. African American students in high poverty schools are the least likely to be 
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prepared for college (ACT, 2013). These persistence struggles and risk factors among African 

American students are of particular interest to institutions of higher education that have 

embraced an open-enrollment admissions philosophy such as community colleges that often 

attracts a greater proportion of academically underprepared students because of relaxed entrance 

criteria in support of a desire to promote broader access to education. Roman (2007) states: 

"Policymakers will likely look to community colleges to accommodate the enrollment demands 

[in community colleges] since expenditures per student at community colleges are less than at 

baccalaureate institutions” (p. 20). Even though the community college serves as a means of 

controlling tuition costs and creates a gateway for more non-traditional students to attend a 

higher learning institution, African Americans are about 22 percent more likely than their white 

counterparts to leave college prior to goal completion (Hagedorn et al., 2001; Ottinger, 1991). 

Among African American males in community colleges, the retention is less than 10 percent 

(Hagedorn et al., 2001). In more recent research, Tate (2017) found college completion rates 

varied widely along racial and ethnic lines, with black and Hispanic students earning credentials 

at a much lower rate than white and Asian students do according to a report released by the 

National Student Clearinghouse Research Center for the fall of 2010. The report found African 

American and Hispanic students nationwide who entered a college or university in both two- and 

four-year showed a disparity in graduation rates by race.  

Tate (2017) showed 54.8 percent of those students completed a degree or certificate 

within six years of entering a postsecondary institution, but that rate fluctuates when broken 

down by race and ethnicity. White and Asian students completed their programs at similar rates 

of 62 percent and 63.2 percent, respectively yet Hispanic and black students graduated at rates of 

45.8 percent and 38 percent, respectively. Dougherty and Kienzl, (2006) found retention, 
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completion, and transfer rates are lower for marginalized students than White and more affluent 

counterparts.  

Despite the higher number of African American students enrolled in two-year 

institutions, there is a scarcity of educational literature and research about the community college 

system in general and African American students specifically (Bush & Bush, 2010; Hagedorn et. 

al., 2001). Harris and Wood (2013) noted there was a substantial body of scholarship on men of 

color in postsecondary education since the late 1990s, yet only recently have scholars begun to 

pursue empirical insights about the status of men of color who attend community colleges. There 

is an apparent scarcity of literature concerning African American men and the effects of 

community college education. Harris and Wood’s (2013) research concluded that little attention 

has been paid to men of color (MOC) in community colleges as only two pieces were published 

between 2004 and 2006. Harris and Wood’s research revealed there was an increase in 

scholarship on this demographic in community colleges between 2007 and 2009 when five 

pieces were published in 2008 and 2009 in peer-reviewed journals with scholarly considerations 

on MOC in community colleges remaining limited until 2010. They found half (14) of the 24 

research pieces reviewed were published between 2010 and 2012 (Harris & Wood, 2013). Of the 

14 publications, 12 were published in peer-reviewed specialized journals that focused on 

community colleges or students of color. Of the remaining 16 total peer-reviewed articles were 

published in journals not necessarily consider “mainstream like Journal of College Student 

Development, Review of Higher Education, Journal of Higher Education, and Research in 

Higher Education.” (p. 176). 
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Hagedorn et al. (2001) wrote:  

The under-representation of African American men has serious repercussions not only for 

the men themselves, but also for our nation as a whole. Whenever a group of individuals 

is not interacting and achieving at optimum levels, the country is robbed of talent that 

could enrich the lives of many. (p. 245) 

Retention rates among African American students are some of the lowest in the country 

(Hagedorn et al., 2001). It is therefore important to research this important population and to 

determine factors and subsequent policy to contribute to academic success. A good number of 

African American students begin postsecondary instruction at community colleges (Pope, 2002), 

so it seems intuitive that the identification of factors that promote retention and subsequent 

success in these institutions is an important endeavor. Past research on the African American 

male’s experiences in U.S. higher education was mostly concerned with exploring the 

quantitative indicators of enrollment and attrition (Farmer & Hope, 2015). Given the social and 

economic problems African American males face in the United States, their experiences in 

college should become a concern and challenge for institutions of higher education.   

As graduation rates among African American students in higher education remain 

disproportionately lower than the graduation rates of their White male counterparts, outcomes of 

Black students at PWIs deserve attention (Matthews, 2017). Allen (1992) investigated 

relationships between student outcomes and academic achievement, social involvement, and 

occupational aspirations, and students’ educational backgrounds, educational goals, demographic 

characteristics, and personal adjustment to college and the college environment.  Results 

suggested that students with high educational aspirations, who were confident that their college 

choice was correct and who reported positive relationships with faculty exhibit the highest 
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academic achievement (Matthews, 2017).  Black students who attend HBCUs reported higher 

academic achievement than students who attend PWIs (Matthews, 2017; Nelson-Laird, et al., 

2007).  

In 2004, HBCUs accounted for fewer than 2% of U.S. higher education enrollment yet 

they awarded nearly 22% of the bachelor’s degrees earned by African Americans (Burt, 2009).  

Students who feel that they attended the right college reported greater social involvement, while 

students at predominantly White institutions report substantially lower levels of social 

involvement (Allen, 1992). Tinto (1975) believed social interaction had a positive effect on 

grade performance when students establish friendships with persons who have strong academic 

orientations. Furthermore, a student’s initial level of goal commitment is thought to influence 

academic integration, which in turn affects subsequent goal commitment (Lotkowski et al., 

2004). 

African American Student Online Retention in Higher Education.  

Although minority students are contributors to the increase in online enrollment and they 

entered college at a higher rate than in previous years, they continued to leave at a higher rate 

than non-minorities (Seidman, 2005).  The Consortium for Student Retention Data Exchange 

(CSRDE) revealed (regardless of institution type) Whites were retained from the first year to the 

second year at an 80.3 percent rate; African Americans were retained at a 74.7 percent rate and 

Hispanic and Asians were retained at higher rates than African Americans. “The only other 

demographic less than blacks were American Indians at 67.2 percent.” (Seidman, 2005, p. 8). 

The U.S. Department of Education (National Center for Education Statistics, 2011) 

reported that African Americans are more likely than any other demographic group to take their 

entire undergraduate program online (Salvo et al., 2017). African American online students tend 
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to have lower grades, fewer posting behaviors, less sense of a learning community, and lower 

satisfaction scores (Salvo et al., 2017). Cochran et al. (2014) discovered African American 

students were more likely than other ethnic groups to have a cumulative GPA below 3.0, which 

may have led to lower scores in online courses. 

Characteristics of African American Online Learners. Pascarella and Terenzini 

(1991, 2005) reported that student characteristics are significant predictors of postsecondary 

students' college experiences and learning outcomes. Ortagus (2017) supports these predictors of 

college experiences and outcomes:  

As calls to provide generalizable evidence of the quality of online instruction become 

louder (Bowen, 2013), the changing profile of online students in the U.S. has become 

increasingly important given that certain student populations and institution types may 

engage disproportionately with online education. (p. 48) 

African American students who enrolled in online courses are older (Collins, 2014; 

Williams, 2015), female (Williams, 2015), full-time students (Williams, 2015), who either 

worked full-time or were unemployed (Williams, 2015). African American online learners had 

higher incomes (Collins, 2014), were independent (Collins, 2014) and unmarried with 

dependents (Williams, 2015), had a strong sense of positive racial identity (Collins, 2014), and 

had a high degree of cultural awareness (Rovai & Gallien, 2005). Williams (2015) found that a 

majority of online-only African American students attended private for-profit institutions. 

 Attitudes of African American Online Learners.  The attitudes of African Americans 

were of interest in a study conducted by Okwumabua et al. (2011) because little research was 

available about this population and their attitudes toward online learning experiences. They used 

The Online Tutoring Attitudes Scale (OTAS), adapted from the Computer Attitudes Scale (CAS) 
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(Graff, 2003) to identify psychological factors related to students’ attitudes toward online 

learning/tutoring. Graff, in his overall findings suggested that attitudes toward computers are not 

related to performance on each of the online tasks employed although there are some connections 

between cognitive style and performance of these tasks, however, Okwumabua, et al. (2011) 

“depicted a less than promising outlook for African American students in a growing 

technological age.” (p. 247). The implications of the African American students’ attitudes are 

relevant to intervention, education achievement, and technological advancement with respect to 

minority population. The OTAS is a 54-item scale that measures attitudes toward online 

learning/tutoring on four major subscales. These four subscales results were:  

(1) Favorable attitudes toward online learning: “In general, students reported negative 

attitudes toward online learning. A significant number indicated that they were not 

interested in using the computer and did not believe that online learning experiences 

would have a positive influence on their academic experiences.” (p. 246). 

(2) Computer anxiety: “Students did not report experiencing an anxiety toward 

computers; however, they stated that there was some discomfort when engaging in 

online learning experiences.” (p. 246). 

(3) Computer Confidence: “Students did not report high levels of confidence in working 

online. Sixty-seven percent of students were not confident in their use of computers. 

Eighty-eight percent of students believed that they would never like being tutored 

online.” (p. 246). 

(4) Usefulness of computers and online learning. Students’ attitudes toward computers 

differed from their attitudes toward the usefulness of online learning. Fifty-five 

percent of students understood that computers could be frequently used in multiple 
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settings, including home, school, and work, however, only 38% stated that online 

learning and tutoring were valuable.  

The goal of this study was to provide exploratory research findings in an effort to 

contribute to a better understanding of African American students’ attitudes toward online 

learning and tutoring. Okwumabua, et al.’s (2011) findings showed a less than promising outlook 

for African American students in a growing technological age. The inconsistency between 

attitudes toward computers and attitudes toward online learning and tutoring warrant further 

discussion as they pertain to African American enrollment in online education and implications 

toward their impact on intervention, educational achievement, and technological advancement. 

Traditional Perspective on Retention: Review of Tinto’s Retention Theories 

Braxton et al. (2000) wrote "Tinto's interactionalist theory of college student departure 

enjoys near-paradigmatic status, as indicated by more than 400 citations and 170 dissertations 

pertaining to this theory" (p. 569).  Aljohani (2016) supports the statement about the popularity 

of Tinto’s Model of Institutional Departure (1975, 1993) as a subject of  “extensive testing and 

examination over the last four decades and has been cited in many studies investigating the 

attrition problem in which the constructs, hypotheses and postulations of the models were 

empirically used, tested and critiqued.” (p. 7).  Aljohani (2016) posits that multiple studies 

adopted and tested Tinto’s model in different college systems and environments, giving the 

model more credibility and validity. An initial review of Tinto's (1975, 1987, 1993) work in 

student departure and engagement sets the stage for this study on the retention of degree-seeking 

African American adult community college students.   
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Longitudinal Model of Dropout (Tinto, 1975) 

Tinto’s (1975) theoretical model attempted to explain the processes of interaction 

between the individual and the institution that lead different individuals to drop out from 

institutions of higher education.  This also distinguishes between those processes that result in 

definably different forms of dropout behavior. Tinto’s (1975) model (published in the article 

Dropouts from Higher Education: A theoretical Synthesis of the Recent Literature) on college 

dropout sought to explain the longitudinal process of interactions that lead differing persons to 

varying forms of persistence and/or dropout behavior (Smith, 2017). The model built in sets of 

individual characteristics and dispositions relevant to educational persistence in addition to 

background characteristics of individuals (such as those measured by individual attributes 

including sex, ability race, and ethnicity) that had direct and indirect impacts upon performance 

in college.  Importantly, these background characteristics and individual attributes also influence 

the development of the educational expectation, motivation, and commitment to career goals. 

Tinto’s (1975, 1993) model took a sociological approach to the issue and posited that it was the 

interaction between the two variables (i.e. the college and student), that influenced staying or 

leaving behavior. This model also takes in consideration “a variety of external forces that may 

affect a person’s decision to stay in college” (Tinto, 1975, p.98). These external factors include 

the supply and demand of the job market and its impact on whether a student perceives there are 

no viable jobs in a given market and thus, what is the need to continue in pursuit of a degree that 

will not contribute to theirs (Tinto, 1975).  Another factor that is external to the institution that 

also may affect retention is a person may withdraw from college for reasons that have little to do 

with their interactions within the college systems, but Tinto (1975) suggested that those impacts 

will be best observed through the person's changing evaluations of commitment to the goal of 
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college completion and to the institution in which he or she is registered. Still the ownership falls 

back on the individual student.  

This theoretical model of dropout argues that the process of dropout from college “can be 

viewed as a longitudinal process of interactions between the individual, the academic and the 

social systems of the college during which a person's experiences in those systems” (Tinto, 1975, 

p. 94).  Tinto references “individuals” as entering higher education institutions with a variety of 

attributes including “sex, race, ability” (p. 94), precollege experiences (e.g., grade-point 

averages, academic and social attainments), and family backgrounds (e.g., social status 

attributes, and value climates).  

Integration. Tinto’s model (1975) measures normative and structural integration.  

“Integration refers to the state of being unified, a state in which the parts are brought together 

into a whole" (Shepherd, 1995, p. 70).  Structural integration refers to the positions of the 

members of the organization; each members' position includes title, duties, responsibilities, to 

whom that person reports, who reports to that person, and related information (Shepherd, 1995). 

When members of an organization have very different conceptions of the structural system, their 

agreement is low and that expectations of each other’s' position or role may be in conflict. 

"Normative dimension includes norms and expectations of self and others' behavior as a member 

of the organization not officially stated nor sanctioned." (Shepherd, 1995, p. 72). Many norms 

are unstated and are probably not known by newcomers or those outside the inner circle of 

members. When perceptions of the norms (of the inner circle) are different and not shared, 

people will violate expectations of each other and attributing such behavior to presumed 

motivations or attitudes. Structural dimension directs attention to positions, statuses, roles, and 
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their accompanying rights, duties, and rewards. The normative dimension directs attention to 

informal perceptions and expectations. 

Given prior levels of goal and institutional commitment, it is the person's normative and 

structural integration into the academic and social systems that lead to new levels of 

commitment. “Other things being equal, the higher the degree of integration of the individual 

into the college systems, the greater will be his commitment to the specific institution and to the 

goal of college completion” (Tinto, 1975, p. 96). Continually modifying the student’s goal and 

institutional commitments leads to persistence and/or to varying forms of dropout (Tinto, 1975).  

As this model applies to community colleges, Tinto’s model was first widely validated in the 

university setting (Davidson & Wilson, 2013; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980, p. 62). Tinto (1982) 

had already stated that his [Tinto’s] original model “is not very sensitive to forms of 

disengagement that occur within the two-year college sector” (p. 689), although Halpin (1990) 

was among the first to suggest Tinto's model could be applied to two-year colleges. Attinasi and 

Nora (1992) cited previous research (Cabrera, et al., 1992; Nora, 1990) that focused specifically 

on Hispanic student persistence. Their findings suggested Tinto's model was a reliable model for 

persistence among not only traditional college students, but also two-year college students, as 

well as for groups of minority students. 

Tinto’s (1975) model was further developed (Tinto, 1988, 1993). In this model, the 

likelihood of an institution retaining an individual student is a function of the match between the 

student's academic ability and motivation or commitment and the school's academic and social 

characteristics. This theoretical model of college dropout provided the framework for this study, 

which includes four components: (1) Background Characteristics, (2) Expectations and 

Motivational Attributes, (3) Individual Educational Expectations, (4) Institutional Manifestation. 
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This study incorporates the Community College Student Experience Questionnaire (CCSEQ) 

(Pace et al., 1990) overlaying Tinto’s model.  

Theory of suicide (Durkheim, 1961). Tinto’s Model of Dropouts from Higher 

Education (Tinto, 1975) has its roots in Durkheim’s (1961) theory of individual suicide. 

According to Durkheim, “suicide is more likely to occur when individuals are insufficiently 

integrated into the fabric of society. Specifically, the likelihood of suicide in society increases 

when two types of integration are lacking-namely, insufficient moral (value) integration and 

insufficient collective affiliation.” (Tinto, 1975, p. 91).  Durkheim referred to this type of suicide 

as egoistic suicide. Other types of suicide classified as altruistic and anomic, were viewed as the 

result of value orientations which give special meaning to suicide (e.g., as exemplified in certain 

religious sects), and in the latter instance, as the outcome of insufficient regulation of the 

individual by society during time of significant social upheaval. 

These forms of malintegration (defective integration) are seen, in the former instance (i.e. 

values), as the outcome of one’s holding values highly divergent from those of the social 

collectivity, and, in the latter instance, as the result of insufficient personal interaction with other 

members of the collectivity (Tinto, 1975). Spady (1970) explains when one views the college as 

a social system with its own value and social structures, one can treat dropout from that social 

system in a manner analogous to that of suicide in the wider society (Tinto, 1975). 

Sociological model of student dropout in higher education (Spady, 1970). Spady 

(1970) first recognized that there are two different definitions of attrition generally accepted 

when conducting research on persistence in higher education (Kerby, 2015). The first definition 

includes all individuals who leave a college or university where they are registered (Spady, 

1970). The second definition refers only to those individuals who never receive a degree (Spady, 
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1970). Spady also added two other dimensions to attrition; those who are forcibly dismissed 

from a college or university for academic or disciplinary reasons and those who voluntarily 

withdraw.  

Predictive models and equations that involve college or university grade point average 

(GPA) can be applied directly to retention only if failure or dismissal is the issue at hand. 

Conversely, the analysis of withdrawal phenomenon rather than dismissal phenomenon requires 

a more complex prediction model. Spady proposed a Durkheimian model that Tinto (1975) used 

to frame his Longitudinal Model of Dropout. 

Spady’s work both implied temporal order and depicted the assumed direct causal 

connections between pairs of variables. “Because familial association influences both academic 

potential and normative congruence, family background provides the foundation for the 

remainder of the model” (Kerby, 2015, p. 147).  The model also suggested the broad range of 

attributes have a direct influence not only on the student’s friendship support and social 

integration but also on grade performance and intellectual development (Kerby, 2015). “Spady’s 

path model suggested the result of the entire model may lead to changes in students’ attitudes, 

interests, goals, or motivation that will have either positive or negative effects at later stages of 

the college or university career” (Kerby, 2015, p. 147).      

Working from Spady’s (1970) “conceptual model of the dropout process, Tinto asserted 

that theoretical models developed in the past sought to simply describe, not explain the processes 

that bring individuals to leave institutions of higher education”  (Kerby, 2015, p. 147). Tinto also 

noted, as did Spady, that it was not uncommon for research on attrition to fail to distinguish 

between academic dismissal and voluntary withdrawal. Tinto (1975) agreed that colleges and 

universities comprise both academic and social systems and that it is important to distinguish 
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between normative and structural academic integration of the college or university and that of the 

social domain of the college. “Structural integration entails the meeting of explicit standards of 

the college or university, whereas normative integration pertains to an individual’s identification 

with the normative structure of the academic system” (Yorke & Longden, 2004, p. 90). 

Kerby (2015) contrasted Spady’s conceptual model of attrition to Tinto’s arguing that 

Durkheim’s (1961) theory of suicide was not an adequate means of theoretically describing how 

varying individuals adopt different forms of withdrawal behavior. Instead, he posited that Tinto 

contended that Durkheim’s theory only created a descriptive model that specifies conditions 

under which varying types of withdrawal behavior may occur—that “Durkheim’s largely 

structural model of suicide was not sufficient in explaining suicidal behavior within society 

among differing individuals.” (p. 147). 

Longitudinal Model of Student Departure (Tinto, 1987) and Longitudinal Model of 

Departure from Institutions of Higher Education (Tinto, 1993) 

 The research of investigators such as Bean (1980) and Pascarella and Terenzini (1980) 

addressed the weaknesses of Tinto's early model of persistence (Metz, 2002). These criticisms of 

Tinto’s (1975) study led Tinto to emphasize the applicability of his model. This included stages 

of separation, transition, and incorporation, and to suggest these factors were integral in 

understanding why students leave college. “Tinto consequently expanded on his 1975 work by 

acknowledging the need to include additional ethnographic information as background variables 

and to assess the role academics and social integration factored into his conceptual model of 

persistence.” (Metz, 2002, p. 8). Tinto's later revision of his 1975 work set the framework for 

five major theoretical bases for developing and understanding the evolving nature of student 



 

42 

persistence research (Tinto, 1987). Those bases included psychological, societal, economic, 

organizational, and interaction factors.  

Scholarship on college persistence has focused extensively on the application and testing 

of Tinto’s (1987, 1993) theory of student integration. Tinto’s model posits that undergraduates’ 

levels of integration into the academic and social systems of their respective campuses shape 

those students’ commitments to their goals and institution, which, in turn, determine their 

likelihood of persistence (Museus & Quaye, 2009). While empirical research employing Tinto’s 

(1987, 1993) model as a conceptual framework has typically focused on testing the validity of 

the hypothesized relationships between students’ academic and social integration into campus 

communities, commitments to their institutions and goals, and persistence, Tinto’s integration  

theory is partly based on cultural foundations originating in the field of anthropology (Museus & 

Quaye, 2009).  Further Tinto’s integration theory (1987, 1993) is, in part, based on Van 

Gennep’s (1960) stages of cultural transition. Specifically, Tinto’s work builds on Van Gennep’s 

theory that individuals go through three stages of transition (separation, liminality, and 

incorporation: Separation includes a detachment from their former selves, liminality  

encompasses  the  transition  from  one status  to  the  next,  and incorporation  includes  the  

adoption  of  the  cultural values and norms associated with the newly acquired status.” (Museus 

& Quaye, 2009, pp. 69-70). 

 Further building on Van Gennep’s three-stage process, Tinto (1993) asserted that 

students must “physically as well as socially dissociate from the communities of the past” to 

fully integrate into academic life.” (p. 96). Thus, an assumption that underlies Tinto’s theory is 

that students who fail to sever ties with their communities of origin and integrate into their 

campus cultures are less likely to persist (Hurtado & Carter, 1997; Museus & Quaye, 2009).  
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Although Tinto’s  (1987, 1993) theory helped advance knowledge regarding the persistence  

process for college students, researchers have critiqued the underlying assumptions of Tinto’s 

integration theory for their cultural bias and inadequacy in explaining the departure of students of 

color (Hurtado & Carter, 1997; Museus & Quaye, 2009; Nora & Cabrera, 1996). Receiving 

scrutiny is the assumption that students must dissociate from their home cultures and adopt the 

values and norms of the dominant campus culture to succeed (Museus & Quaye, 2009).  

Reason (2003) indicated that Tinto’s model has become outdated. The changing 

demographics of college require the model be altered. As an increasing number of students from 

formerly underrepresented groups come to campus, the effects of race, gender, ethnicity, age, 

and other demographic variables will change (Cox, 2012). “New studies must reexamine our 

understanding of these variables and their relationships to retention” (Reason, 2003, p. 187). 

Reason (2003) insisted that the increasing diversity of the nation’s institutions of higher learning 

and the commitment to increase retention nationwide demands a reevaluation of the model. 

Tinto’s notion that students need to assimilate to be successful in college was inaccurate 

according to Guiffrida (2003). Cox (2012) instead, emphasized the need for African American 

students to be involved in African American student organizations to become socially integrated 

into the institution. Guiffrida (2003) insisted that the students’ affiliation with African American 

organizations enabled the students to establish relationships with African American faculty, help 

other African American students at the institution, and to interact with other African American 

students.  

Guiffrida (2003), however, did agree with Tinto’s model that social integration impacts 

student retention and satisfaction. Guiffrida's (2006) qualitative study involving 88 African 

American undergraduates, recommended that Tinto needed to revise his theory to be more 



 

44 

culturally sensitive to minority students even though the results largely supported Tinto's (1993) 

theory of student departure. Much of Tinto’s retention research centered on the longitudinal 

process of college student departure, examining the trajectory of the student’s entry into the 

institution and subsequent, degree completion (Nora, et al., 2005; Simmons, 2013; Tinto, 1993). 

However, embedded in this pathway are individual and institutional determinants that shape 

student departure and persistence decisions (Simmons, 2013). These determinants can enable 

higher education institutions to develop practices or policies that retain more of its enrolled 

students (Simmons, 2013; Tinto, 1993). 

Tinto’s (1993) Retention and Success Factors 

Like Tinto’s first model, his 1993 version labels four elements that contribute to retention 

and success. The first phase consisting of pre-entry attributes include elements related to family 

background, skills, abilities, and prior schooling (Connolly, 2016). Connolly (2016) states 

“Although one cannot underestimate the significance of post-entry educational experiences, to a 

certain extent it is the pre-entry attributes associated with students, which provide insight into 

understanding how they will ultimately respond to their educational environment and persist.” 

(n.d.). Tinto (1993) develops the theory that intellectual attributes shape an individual’s ability to 

meet academic demands. Intellectual attributes are influenced by background factors. Further 

developing this theory that background serves as a linchpin in student retention and success, 

Heilbrun, (1965), Rossmann and Kirk, (1970), and Waterman and Waterman (1972) stress the 

roles personality, motivation and disposition play in influencing the student’s willingness to meet 

those demands. Bean’s (1982) work also lays foundation for Tinto establishing the condition that 

the background characteristics of students must be considered to understand the student’s 

interactions within the environment of the higher educational institute. 
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At the second element of the Tinto model is the acknowledgement that external 

commitments to others like family, friends, and work obligations and an ongoing effect on the 

student during his or her time at college. The external factors serve as supportive or negative 

influences on the student achieving goals, interactions with others, and profoundly, on deciding 

to stay or leave the institution (Tinto, 1993).  In this second stage of the Tinto model is 

introduced the acknowledgment that external commitments to others and entities outside of the 

institution, such as family, friends, and work obligations, have an ongoing effect throughout the 

time spent in college. The external forces can either be supportive or have a negative influence 

on a student’s goals and commitments, subsequent interactions with the institution, and 

ultimately, his or her departure decision (Tinto, 1993). Primary to Tinto’s original model was the 

degree to which students are successful in their pursuits determines the degree to which they are 

committed to their career and educational goals as well as to the institution. Connolly (2016) 

notes in Tinto’s original model that the degree to which students are successful in their pursuits, 

determines the degree to which they are committed to their career and educational goals as well 

as to the institution; success and accomplishment serve at impetus for future success. Pace 

(1979b) states the combined influences of the college environment as perceived by the student 

and the effort expended by the student lead to student development. 

Supporting this premise, Bean’s (1980) research established conditions that resulted in 

similar outcomes stating: 

…the student interacts with the institution, perceiving objective measures, such as grade 

point average or belonging to campus organizations, as well as subjective measures, such 

as the practical value of the education and the quality of the institution, and that these 

variables are in turn expected to influence the degree to which the student is satisfied 
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with the institute of Higher Education. The level of satisfaction is expected to increase 

the level of commitment (p.160) 

The third element of Tinto’s model serves to address the academic and social systems of 

the institution, the institutional experiences, and the interactions within. Academic and non-

academic staff are both seen as having the ability to influence the departure decision (Connolly, 

2016). Tinto’s (1993) model stresses overtime, the external community, made up of individuals 

or entities with which the student interacts, continues to be a factor. Braxton et al. (1995) has 

shown that institutional characteristics and culture have both direct and indirect effects on the 

student’s tendency to become involved in both academic and non-academic activities. Clagget 

(1992) aligns with Braxton et al. (1995) noting the college as an impact on determining the 

amount of student involvement and thus the gains and retention. Levin and Levin (1991) note the 

institution affects minority student academic success serving as a contributor to the prediction of 

student performance stating it is the student’s interactions with peers, advisers, and faculty that 

increase satisfaction with the institution, create a sense of belonging, and strengthen commitment 

to the institution’s educational goals and standards.   

The fourth element of Tinto’s (1993) model is the refinement idea that a student’s 

involvement in the social environment as well as the academic environment is critical to success 

in college. This idea was proposed by Spady (1970) in his study of retention and attrition. As 

previously noted, Spady’s model was based on Durkheim’s theory of suicide, which suggests 

that, when people are not sufficiently involved with society in terms of interpersonal 

relationships (affiliations) and values or morals, the likelihood for probable self-inflicted death 

exists. Spady too used family background as the foundation for his model on social integration.  
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Tinto (1993) found that a student’s sense of academic and social belonging impacts 

retention and graduation, and this impact is increased or decreased by interactions with the 

environment at the college or university. His findings on student expectations were further 

extended by Braxton et al. (1995). The integration of academic and social elements results in the 

student/institutional experiences, which effect or modify student intentions, commitment to self 

and institution, and ultimately to the goals of the student. The institution plays a significant role 

in this integration as positive campus experiences tend to increase integration in both academic 

and social systems. Conversely, negative experiences tend to weaken integration (Tinto, 1993). 

Yet, to compensate for the effects of the institution, Tinto emphasized that a strong inner drive, 

internal motivation two career and academic goals, can offset negative experiences based on the 

culture or environment of the institution. Likewise, taking an excerpt from the poem by John 

Donne (1624), “no man is an island, no man stands alone”, positive interactions can be mitigated 

by external community and forces that are beyond the institution’s ability to influence (Tinto, 

1993). 

Kember (1995) claims that the testing of Tinto’s model by a number of researchers has 

confirmed its validity, although some have found that factors external to the institution play a 

greater role in student drop-out than the model suggests (Kember, 1995). It has also been found 

that Tinto’s model was not as effective in predicting persistence in commuter colleges, as it had 

been at residential institutions (Pascarella et al., 1983). Tinto’s original model was found to not 

be as effective in studying community college students as many of these students do not live on 

campus and thus, do not have the opportunity for full college life social integration. This factor 

can influence the community college student’s decision to withdraw or persist differently 
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(Connolly, 2016). This emphasizes the impact of pre-enrollment attributes like background on 

student retention and success (Pascarella, et al., 1983). 

During the last two decades, retention or attrition theory has begun to guide research 

efforts. One of the most notable theories on retention or attrition in the last two decades has been 

Tinto’s model of student departure (Connolly, 2016). Tinto (1993) proposed that students enter 

college with pre-existing attributes and experiences and previously noted. These attributes and 

experiences chart the course for their academic journey of formal and informal socialization, 

interaction, and integration. Very much like a ship on the sea is impacted by winds and currents 

external to the ship, this charted academic course is affected by external forces and as a result of 

this interactional process, the student ultimately decides either to stay involved or to leave the 

educational environment. 

Non-Traditional Student Description 

Non-traditional students are defined in many ways. A nontraditional student was 

identified by the presence of one or more of the following seven characteristics: (1) delayed 

enrollment into postsecondary education, (2) attended part time, (3) financially independent, (4) 

worked full time while enrolled, (5) had dependents other than a spouse, (6) was a single parent, 

or (7) did not obtain a standard high school diploma (Horn, 1996; Wyatt, 2011). Bean and 

Metzner (1985) defines non-tradition students as over 24 years old, a commuter, and/or in a part-

time enrollment status. Jones and Watson (1990) define non-traditional students typically as 

older adults, minorities, and individuals of low socioeconomic status.  

Horn (1996) conducted research using data from the three administrations of the National 

Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS) conducted in 1986-87,1989-90, and 1992-93 

(NPSAS:87, NPSAS:90, and NPSAS:93 respectively) to examine enrollment trends of 
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nontraditional students. The nontraditional student was characterized into three (3) categories 

based on these seven characteristics: (1) minimally nontraditional (one characteristic), (2) 

moderately nontraditional (two or three characteristics), or (3) highly nontraditional (four or 

more characteristics).  

Most often age (especially being over the age of 24) is the defining characteristic for this 

population (i.e. nontraditional). Overall, students who are identified as nontraditional according 

to these criteria are more likely to be women, to belong to a racial ethnic minority group, and 

have less educated parents than traditional students (Horn, 1996). The enrollment trends 

identified by Horn (1996) over the 6-year period from 1986 to 1992 of these surveys, indicated 

that the prevalence of nontraditional students with two or three non-traditional characteristics,  

increased over the time period from one in four undergraduates in 1986 to almost one in three in 

1992. The proportion of highly nontraditional students (those with four or more characteristics), 

on the other hand, declined. 

Toynton (2005) states “the terms mature student and adult learner are used synonymously 

to define those whose prior knowledge includes a significant element derived from work or life 

experience in addition to, or instead of any prior formalized study” (p. 107).  Prior knowledge 

and work experience define Toynton’s population of students, age serves as the defining criteria 

for classifying students as traditional or nontraditional. “Today’s literature supports two 

characteristics for classifying students as either traditional or nontraditional: age and enrollment 

status.” (Wyatt, 2011, p. 13).  These two characteristics are the most widely used in defining 

student populations at higher educational institutions throughout the United States. Horn (1996) 

identified nontraditional students by reviewing their enrollment patterns.  This identification of 
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nontraditional students was supported in the findings of the National Center for Education 

Statistics (2002) (NCES) study on nontraditional undergraduates.  

Bean and Metzner (1985) defined the nontraditional student as someone who possesses 

one of three characteristics: over 24 years old, part-time enrollment, or commuter. The definition 

is based on what is considered atypical for a four-year institution; however, it describes the 

typical community college student (Smith, 2017). Bean and Metzner proposed that external 

environmental factors (i.e., life factors) are more influential in the decision to persist or withdraw 

than are academic factors. In the initial presentation of Bean and Metzner's (1985) definition, 

part-time enrollment was recognized as a characteristic of the nontraditional student. Horn and 

Carroll (1996) also list part-time attendance as a characteristic of the nontraditional student. 

While the typical student at a four-year institution may enroll on a full-time basis (i.e., at least 12 

credit hours per semester), part-time enrollment is more common in the community college 

environment (Smith, 2017). 

Cultural Frameworks for Persistence and Retention 

Museus and  Quaye (2009) offer three important alternative cultural frameworks for 

understanding the experiences and persistence of students of color:  

(1) The concept of cultural integrity: Expecting college students to sever ties with their 

traditional cultural heritages places an unnecessary burden on nontraditional (i.e., students who 

are not White, middle-class, and ages 18–24) college students to assimilate to their respective 

campus environments (Museus & Quaye, 2009; Tierney, 1992, 1999). The responsibility should 

be on the institution to facilitate student socialization. Tierney (1999) highlighted the importance 

of “cultural integrity,” which is focused on the affirmation of students’ cultural identities and 

propelled by “programs and teaching strategies that engage students’ racial/ethnic backgrounds 
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in a positive manner toward the development of more relevant pedagogies and learning 

activities” (p. 84). Persistence 

(2) A cultural perspective of student departure: Braxton, et al. (1997) noted while 

Tierney’s assessment of Tinto’s (1987, 1993) theory held merit, he failed to move beyond his 

critique to articulate a more valid perspective of the persistence process. Kuh and Love (2000) 

subsequently offered a different cultural perspective of student departure by outlining eight 

culturally based propositions that seem to be especially instructive for understanding minority 

student persistence built on the premise that the level of incongruence between students’ 

precollege cultures and dominant campus culture is inversely related to persistence. This premise 

also includes students for whom there exists a high level of distance between those cultures must 

either acclimate to the dominant campus culture or become immersed in one or more enclaves 

(i.e., subcultures) to successfully find membership in and persist through college. 

(3) The concept of cultural agents: empirical research conducted on college students 

establishing connections with cultural agents (e.g., faculty and peers) on their campuses. Those 

cultural agents can be grouped into two different, but not mutually exclusive, categories: 

collective and individual. 

Retention  

Berger et al. (2012) stated  the 1990’s might have been called the era of the emergence of 

persistence. They recognize persistence and retention are distinct concepts. More scholars had 

begun to recognize that retention is important for students and campuses themselves, many 

students attend more than one college as a means of earning an undergraduate degree.  Berger, et 

al. (2012) defines persistence as “the desire and action of a student to stay within the system of 

higher education from beginning through degree completion” (p. 12). Rovai (2003) states that 
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persistence is “the behavior of continuing an action despite the presence of obstacles” (p. 1). 

Both definitions suggest that persistence is a perceptive concept seen through the efforts of the 

student.  “The student’s efforts or action to persist involves an internally processed commitment 

to acclimate into their collegiate environment towards degree attainment.” (Johnson Sr., 2014, p. 

43). Conversely, Berger, et al. (2012) define retention as a focus on the ability of a particular 

college or university to successfully graduate the students who initially enroll at that institution.” 

(p. 8). Retention includes an institution’s efforts, and ability to keep the student’s interest. 

Hagedorn (2012) defines retention as “staying in school until completion of a degree” (p. 83). 

These two perspectives provide a better understanding of student retention and student 

persistence. These definitions should aid researchers in their categorization of persistence studies 

of college students. Berkner and Hunt-White (2008) provides insight on this topic: The 

difference between these two perspectives reflects the fact that many students transfer out of the 

first institution attended. When beginning students leave the institution where they first enrolled 

and then enroll at a different institution, they continue to persist in postsecondary education, but 

from the perspective of the institution where they started, they have no longer been retained. 

“Students may “stop out” by leaving an institution for a semester or more, and then returning to 

that or a different institution later.  Students who have “stopped out” can only be identified as 

such after they have returned” (p. 15). 

Low persistence rates among African American students at PWIs is a troublesome 

concern for the nation (Love, 1993). PWIs are challenged with retaining African American 

students because of barriers to matriculation including racial climate, campus climate, culture, 

and lack of diverse faculty and staff (Hunn, 2014; Love, 1993). African American students spend 

significant time and energy attempting to establish their credibility at PWIs (Love, 2008). Many 
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times, students are not successful because they perceive themselves as unwanted or receive clear 

messages that they are not wanted at PWIs (Hunn, 2014). 

Seidman (2005) describes African American student retention factors from a deficit 

perspective stating contributing factors such as low levels of parental support, limited resources 

to pay for college, low self-esteem, and low social expectation for going to college and 

completing a college degree. Further noting “For both male and female African American 

students, lack of parental support and limited resources negatively affect college-going rates and 

retention.” (p. 8).  Ford et al. (2001) state reactions to differences among students such as a 

deficit perspective, manifest themselves in various ways and they exert a powerful influence in 

educational settings. Ford et al. (2001) go on to posit others have studied the cultural styles of 

African American students, noting such characteristics as verve, mobility, oral tradition, 

communalism, spirituality, and affect and deficit thinking can exacerbate misunderstandings of 

these cultural characteristics.  “Many African American college students are first-generation, and 

from single-parent homes, and do not have a positive parental role model” (Seidman, 2005, p. 

16). While there is research to support the correlation between lower-income groups and their 

ability to stay in college (Flowers, 2004; Tinto, 1975) and external and institutional factors like 

racial climate, campus climate, culture, and lack of diverse faculty and staff (Hunn, 2014) that 

contribute to the retention rate, there is an opportunity to look at what positive experiences 

African American students bring to the college experience and are exposed to in the community 

college setting that contribute to their retention. There have been studies on African American 

student success; Love (1993) found that while 22 of the 27 program elements in these studies 

focused on success, none of them focused on the students as leaders, as those that succeed, or as 

winners. "The victim perspective pervades the programs." (Love, 1993, p. 34).  
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There is a need for research and programs developed from a success perspective as little 

research exists that distinguished between successful and unsuccessful African American 

students, but rather again, more focus on the deficit mindset. For instance, Ford, et al. (2001) 

noted “deficit thinking contributed to past beliefs about ethnicity and intelligence.” (p. 53). In 

their research, they lead readers back two centuries to demonstrate how a priori assumptions and 

fears associated with different ethnic groups -- in particular African Americans, “led to conscious 

fraud-dishonest and prejudicial research methods, deliberate miscalculations, convenient 

omissions, and data misinterpretation among scientists studying intelligence” (p. 53). These 

assumptions and practices gave way to the prevailing belief that human races could be ranked in 

a “linear scale of intrinsic and unalterable mental worth” (Gould, 1996, p. 20).  

Solorzano and Yosso (2001) state there are at least four general theoretical models used 

to explain the lower educational attainment of minority students: (1) genetic determinist, (2) 

cultural determinist, (3) school determinist, and (4) societal determinist. Each model uses Whites 

as the benchmark to compare people of color.  

Factors Affecting Retention of Community College Students 

Derby and Watson (2006) assert that African American students maintain lower 

enrollments within community colleges versus four-year institutions as compared to other 

ethnicities, but a significant proportion of African American students attend community colleges. 

Coley (2000) states that African American students contributed 12% to community college 

enrollments in 1995 - 1996, and Kazis (2002) posits the African American student represent 16% 

of the community college population are of 15-18 years of age and possess a 10% completion 

rate.  A more recent report from the U.S. Department of Education (National Center for 

Education Statistics (2017)  offered data on enrollments in higher education in the fall of 2016 
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reporting there were 853,215 Black students attending two-year colleges. They made up 13.7 

percent of all students at two-year educational institutions (total = 6,206,013 students). 

Between the retention and integration theories of Tinto (1975, 1982, 1987) and Bean and 

Metzner's (1985) definition of nontraditional students and the Complete College America (2011) 

report Time is the Enemy, four factors emerge as having the greatest impact on the persistence of 

community college students (Smith, 2017). These factors are age, enrollment intensity, residency 

status (i.e. commuter student versus a student who resides on campus), and academic progress 

(Smith, 2017), however, most community colleges students do not live in college housing. While 

over a one quarter (28%) of community colleges have some form of residential facility (Turk, & 

González Canché, 2019), according to the American Association of Community Colleges (2016), 

only 1% of students live in college housing. Thus, 99% of community college students are 

commuters. Therefore, the remaining factors (i.e., age, enrollment intensity and academic 

progress) are the primary influences when addressing the community college student's 

persistence and attrition.  

The college student persistence literature has indicated that on-campus housing positively 

affects student persistence (Turk & González Canché, 2019). This evidence, however, has 

largely been based on the experiences of students at 4-year institutions—not community 

colleges. Turk & González Canché conducted a study aimed to address this gap in the literature 

by comprehensively evaluating the impact of both living at and simply attending a community 

college that offers on-campus housing options. Their findings indicated that after matching on 

individual and institutional characteristics, students living on campus were more likely to 

transfer to the 4-year sector and more likely to earn a bachelor’s degree, however, they were no 

more or less likely to earn an associate degree along the way. Their findings suggest that students 
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who are using the community college as a steppingstone toward a 4-year degree were positively 

influenced above random chance by living on campus. They “hypothesized that the lack of an 

effect on associate degree completion may be explained by students’ decisions to transfer to the 

4-year sector or enter the workforce without “cashing in” their credit hours on an associate 

degree first.” (p. 4). 

Race and Retention. With the increased diversity on university and college campuses 

nationwide, it is important to recognize this surge in diversity does not necessarily translate to 

increased harmony and less discordant interactions within and across faculty, students, and staff 

(Clauss-Ehlers & Parham 2014).  What this increase in diversity does presents are new 

challenges for colleges and universities as well as faculty and staff, to retain their recorded 

diversity gains against a backdrop of major social and political issues that influence resultant 

campus profiles. 

Newman, et al. (2015) note "Black men are often portrayed in the scholarly literature in a 

monolithic manner" (p. 565).  They provide an example of scholars having often conducted 

analyses on these men that have failed to be attentive to within-group differences (e.g., class, 

generation, status).  Moreover, Harper and Nichols (2008) contend that African American men 

are a heterogeneous group, as different as the institutions serving them. For instance, Newman, et 

al. (2015) examined background differences between Black men in two- and four-year colleges. 

Based on national data, they found that Black men in two-year colleges were more likely to be 

older, married, to have delayed their enrollment into postsecondary education, were less likely to 

have high degree aspirations, and have adequate levels of preparation for college. An example of 

out and within-group differences noted were “some Black men experience institutional climates 

as being supportive and nurturing. In contrast, many Black college men are targeted by peers, 
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administrators, and faculty members through negative stereotypes and out-right racism.” (p. 

565). These differences contribute to disproportionate rates of degree completion (Newman et 

al., 2012, p. 97). 

Campus Connectedness / Culture.  Gay's (2010) assertion that "Eurocentric orientations 

and emphases are more inappropriate than ever before for students from culturally, racially, and 

ethnically diverse backgrounds" (p. 143). This situation exists for a number of reasons, among 

them being that "most culturally diverse students and their teachers live in different worlds, and 

they do not fully understand or appreciate one another's experiential realities" (p. 144). Tierney 

(1999) proclaimed that Tinto failed to take into consideration that many of higher education’s 

policies and models are based on Eurocentric, not African American, concepts which differ 

dramatically. In higher education, Tierney (1999) stated higher education should “not view the 

academic world as a place into which students need to fit and assimilate or face intellectual 

suicide” (p. 83). 

It is a widely accepted notion that attending college for the first time can be 

overwhelming (Woldoff, et al., 2011); the first year experience brings with it ambivalence as 

"students feel both excitement and apprehension upon arrival to a new place away from home" 

(p. 1048).  However, African American students who attend college at PWIs face special 

challenges (Feagin, et al., 1996). These special challenges include living in a predominantly 

White environment. African American students who find themselves attending PWIs in rural 

areas have to also deal with acclimating to rural life and meeting students who come from mostly 

rural areas versus the urban areas they may be more familiar with. Woldoff, et al. (2011) notes: 

Contrary to the notion of the United States as a harmonious melting pot, many Black 

college students come from racially segregated, predominantly Black residential 
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environments (Denton & Massey 1993; Massey 2004). Adjustment to a White 

community atmosphere, not to mention a rural one, brings with it challenges to adapting 

to life in another culture. (1048) 

Retention is and remains a critical issue for many years to come (Mertes, 2013). While 

many community colleges have developed programs aimed at increasing retention rates, these 

programs often are built on theories that focus on the White majority (Mertes, 2013). While a 

review of the literature shows that these foundational theories are applicable in two-year college 

environments (Pascarella, & Terenzini, 1980; Tinto, 1975; Tinto, 2006), little consideration has 

been given to the marginalizing effects retention theory and associated interventions have had on 

underrepresented students. Tinto (2006) writes: 

Like any early body of work, the study of student retention lacked complexity and detail. 

Much of the early work was drawn from quantitative studies of largely residential 

universities and students of majority backgrounds.  As such it did not, in its initial 

formulation, speak to the experience of students in other types of institutions, two- and 

four-year, and of students of different gender, race, ethnicity, income, and orientation. (p. 

3) 

The colorblind approach taken by many community college retention programs, 

deemphasize the significance of exploring the needs and experiences of underrepresented 

students (Mertes, 2013). Neville et al. (2013) characterize color-blind racial ideology (CBRI) "as 

consisting of two interrelated domains: color-evasion (i.e., denial of racial differences by 

emphasizing sameness) and power-evasion (i.e., denial of racism by emphasizing equal 

opportunities)" (p. 455). They go on to say mounting empirical data suggest that the color-

evasion dimension is ineffective and in fact promotes interracial tension and potential inequality. 
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CBRI may be conceived as a legitimizing ideology used to justify the racial status quo. Neville et 

al. (2013) suggest there are four types of CBRI: denial of (a) race, (b) blatant racial issues, (c) 

institutional racism, and (d) white privilege.  

African American Student Success 

The argument is made that researchers and policymakers have denounced the use of 

deficit models to explain the negative schooling experiences of African Americans (Cooper & 

Thornton, 1999). They are engaged in research exploring and isolating the multiplicity of factors 

that contribute to the academic success of Black students. These researchers have chosen to shift 

the framing of their inquiries from a focus on the academic failure of African American students 

to an examination of alternative structures, organizations, and practices that lead to greater 

academic achievement. Similarly, Winfield (1991) states “in the past, theories focusing on risk 

and deficiencies implied the need for a series of educational practices and policies based on 

remediation in order to make non-White racial/ethical groups “equal” to their White middle-class 

counterparts” (p. 6).  

There has been some focus on African American student success rather than failure, 

viewing educational resilience not as a fixed attribute of some individuals, but rather as the 

culmination of processes, mechanisms, and conditions that can be replicated across various 

school and family contexts (Cooper & Thornton, 1999; Sandoval-Lucero et al., 2014; Winfield, 

1991). Utilizing such an approach helps to identify potential individual, school, and community 

factors that lead to and foster academic success among African American students (Cooper & 

Thornton, 1999). 

Past studies on African American students at PWIs have concentrated on attrition and its 

causes (Barnett, 2004). These causes or factors include academic under-preparedness (Loo & 
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Rolison, 1986), who stated their survey “confirmed previous findings that the academic 

alienation of many black and Chicano students was due to poorer academic preparation in high 

school and the "culture shock" of encountering a class and culture instinctively different from 

their background” (p. 72), socioeconomic status in which Ottinger (1991), stated 

“Socioeconomic status still affects persistence even when ability is taken into account” (p. 8) and 

negative campus climate where Mabry (1991) states “An increasing number of African-

American students are deciding that an education at a predominately white school isn’t worth the 

racial hassle” (p. 78); all of these factors contribute to student attrition. In more recent studies, 

researchers have focused less on attrition as an end result and more on the factors that facilitate 

persistence from the entry points of college through to graduation (Choy, 2002; Fries-Britt & 

Turner, 2002). 

Perrakis' (2008) analysis reinforces how much students are alike in their fundamental 

desire to succeed in college despite the stereotypes about differences that researchers assume 

serve as obstacles to their success.  Perrakis (2008) conducted a study seeking to isolate factors 

associated with academic success, using grade point average (GPA) and course completion, 

among two male student populations within the Los Angeles Community College District 

(LACCD): these populations were African American and white men. In order to determine the 

factors associated with academic success, two levels of analysis were conducted. The first 

analyses set determined if gender was a significant factor in course completion and GPA for all 

students in the LACCD. Then the study sample was split by gender, and secondary analyses 

were conducted to determine if race was a significant factor for men in the LACCD, and if so, 

what similarities and differences could be noted between African American and white male 

students with regard to course completion and GPA. This study employed a quantitative 
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approach to research by using data collected from five thousand surveys distributed by the 

Transfer and Retention of Urban Community College Students (TRUCCS) project team at the 

University of Southern California.  

At the outset of the study Perrakis (2008) expected variables related to socioeconomic 

status, employment status, and race to be significant for men but not for women. This turned out 

not to be true. He stated what was significant to men in the sample was a feeling of belonging on 

campus. This was not significant for women.  Race, age, high school GPA, calculus completion, 

reasons for enrollment, and dedication to persistence were significant for both genders in the 

sample. For the variables of significance to men, a t-test was conducted to determine mean 

differences between the African American and white men in the sample.  White and black men 

were similar in age and both are similarly unsure whether they belong on campus (Perrakis, 

2008).  The main difference between African American and white men on these nine campuses is 

in academic preparation and performance. This study found that a series of factors alone and in 

combination predict the academic success of male students (regardless of race) in the LACCD.  

"It was surprising to learn that academic preparation was more significant than race or 

gender for students in this sample. The majority of the literature in higher education focuses on 

differences that have historically divided students; the findings of this study highlight the 

unexpected homogeneity of the LACCD student population" (p. 20). African American students 

(like their White counterparts) want a sense of belonging--a sense of community and factors such 

as their intellect, finances, and social status do not define successful African American students.   

Despite the literature of why African American adult learners are not successful (lacking 

in both personal skills and social support (Terenzini, et al., 1996), family conflict (Miller & Lu, 

2003; Tseng, 2004), and first generation college students (Owens, et al., 2010), Richardson and 
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Skinner’s (1992) study showed strategies for success for ethnic minority, first generation, college 

students despite their initial shortcomings, noting many minority students who are the first in 

their families to attend college do very well. Ethnic minority young people from lower 

socioeconomic backgrounds often see education as the means to better their lives and avoid the 

difficult lives of their parents (Lopez, 2001). 

The argument is made in the Dennis et al. (2005) study that there is an intersection in the 

aspects of the person and of the environment in predicting achievement in college. According to 

ecological theory, development is the result of interactions between characteristics of the person 

and the environment over the course of one’s life (Bronfenbrenner, 2004; Bronfenbrenner & 

Morris, 1998). Academic success is a function of personal characteristics (Dennis et al., 2005). 

This includes characteristics such as mental ability, academic skills, motivation and goals.   

Academic success is also a function of environmental characteristics, which can be 

conceptualized as a system of nested interdependent structures (Dennis et al., 2005).  

Environment includes many systems of influence (Bronfenbrenner, 2004; Bronfenbrenner & 

Morris, 1998; Dennis et al., 2005) which have focused on proximal processes that involved 

patterns of interaction between the person and the immediate environment. The most common 

and important proximal processes for adolescents and young adults are face-to-face interaction 

with, and support from, family members and peers; these processes play an important role in 

academic outcomes. Dennis et al.’s (2005) study found that “non-cognitive variables such as 

positive self-concept and the availability of supportive individuals are predictive of academic 

success in college for minority students, and can sometimes be even more important than 

traditional measures of cognitive skills such as the SAT” (p. 224). In selecting aspects of the 

person and the environment to measure, this study sought to include non-cognitive variables that 
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have been shown to be important for ethnic minority students who are the first in their family to 

attend college.  

Although background characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic status 

(SES), and high school GPA were expected to be related to college outcomes (Fry, 2002; Tinto, 

1993; Yan, 1999), the goal of Dennis et al.’s (2005) study was to investigate the extent to which 

personal characteristics of students, specifically their motivations to attend college, and 

contextual factors, namely, the availability of social support from family and peers, influence 

college outcomes over and above the effects of these background characteristics. 

Herndon and Hirt (2004) found that family is also tied to African American student 

success. Their research on the relationship between Black college students and their families 

showed evidence that families lay the foundation for a successful college experience with Black 

students. They concluded the family is a conduit for educational attainment for several reasons; 

Families are primary sources of academic potential (the family is the first unit to develop and 

nurture the student’s capacity for learning); families set the parameters of community standards 

within the home environment; parents are influential in creating the context in which events and 

phenomena are evaluated. 

Museus and Quaye (2009) researched ways to promote success among African American 

students.  Their results found eight intercultural propositions that emerged from the analysis:  

(1) Students from different racial backgrounds can experience the same environment in 

different ways (p. 77). 

(2) Minority students’ cultures of origin mediate the importance of college attendance 

and degree completion (p. 79). 
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(3) Knowledge of both racial/ethnic minority college students’ cultures of origin and 

cultures of immersion are required to understand their abilities to negotiate their 

respective campus cultures (p. 80). 

(4) Cultural dissonance is inversely related to minority students’ persistence (p. 81). 

(5) Minority students who experience a substantial amount of cultural dissonance must 

acclimate to the dominant campus culture or establish significant connections with 

cultural connections with cultural agents at their institution to persist (p. 82). 

(6) The degree to which campus cultural agents validate minority students’ cultures of 

origin is positively related to reduced cultural dissonance and greater likelihood of 

persistence (p. 84). 

(7) The quality and quantity of minority students’ connections with various cultural 

agents on their respective campuses is positively associated with their likelihood of 

persistence (p. 86). 

(8) Minority students are more likely to persist if the cultural agents to whom they are 

connected emphasize educational achievement, value educational attainment and 

validate their traditional cultural heritages (p. 87).  

The results of the Museus and Quaye’s (2009) study suggests that an increased 

understanding of culture can provide researchers with valuable insights in regard to promoting 

persistence for minority students. “Future research should be designed to understand the role of 

individual cultural agents in the experiences of racial/ethnic minority students, understanding, 

supporting and nurturing cultural conclaves on college campuses, capitalizing on students’ 

voices as a means for improving practice” (p. 35). Administrators and staff should seek to make 

the “strange seem familiar” (p. 35) early in students’ college experiences. 
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Contributing factors for African American Student Success – Self-esteem / Resilience.   

Self-esteem and self-concept significantly affect students' academic performance; those 

with positive self-images or self-perceptions are more likely to do well in school than those who 

have negative perceptions of themselves. (Flowers, et al., 2003; Moore, et al., 2005). Likewise, 

“those who have positive self-images are likely to have more positive social skills and 

relationships.” (Ford, et al., 2011, p. 245). Miller and MacIntosh (1999) conducted research on 

the protective factors that contribute to resilience in school. Protective factors are critical 

elements in the development of resilience. These factors fall into three categories: individual 

characteristics, supportive family and positive relationship with at least one parent or relative, 

and available and useful external community supports. Their research yielded the need for 

additional research on factors relevant to ethnic minorities.  

Miller and MacIntosh (1999) reported in their investigation of these factors the findings 

of an exploratory study investigating the influence of culturally unique protective factors on 

resilience in urban African American adolescents. With educational involvement as an indicator 

of resilience, their study explored the moderating effect of protective factors on competence and 

mastery in the educational domain in the presence of environmental risk factors.  

 Contributing Factors for African American Student Success – Engagement. 

According to the National Survey of Student Engagement (2009), “Engagement yields larger 

payoffs in terms of grades and retention for underprepared students and historically 

underrepresented students relative to otherwise comparable peers” (p. 7). Although 

approximately 85 percent of students in higher education commute to campus (Horn, et al., 

2006), there is very little research about the levels of engagement and learning among commuter 
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students. There is even less research about black students who commute (Yearwood & Jones, 

2012). 

Kuh et al. (2010) asserted that “decades of research studies on college impact and 

persistence suggest a promising area of emphasis: student engagement” (p. 7). They defined 

student engagement as a two-part phenomenon that includes the time and energy students devote 

to educationally purposeful activities and the extent to which the institution gets students to 

participate in activities that lead to student success (Kuh et al., 2008), thus engagement is simply 

“a two way street” (Kuh, 2009a, p. 696). 

Yearwood and Jones (2012, pp. 117-118) conducted research that focused on analyzing 

black student success and its relation to levels of engagement at commuter schools. Their 

research yielded the following results: 

• Members of fraternities and sororities are significantly more engaged in the areas 

of Active and Collaborative Learning, Student–Faculty Interaction, and Enriching 

Educational Experiences than students who are not members of a fraternity or 

sorority. 

• Students who interact with faculty often are significantly more engaged in the 

areas of Active and Collaborative Learning, Enriching Educational Experiences, 

and Supportive Campus Environments than those who do not interact with faculty 

often. 

• Students who participate in co-curricular activities often are significantly more 

likely to have higher levels of engagement in the areas of Level of Academic 

Challenge and Student–Faculty Interaction than students who do not participate in 

co-curricular activities. 
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Because commuter students often view the institution as a place to visit (Yearwood & 

Jones, 2012), “administrators should conduct a needs assessment to consider student perspectives 

and determine co-curricular activities that are most meaningful to them” (p. 121).  Another way 

to enhance participation is by marketing (Yearwood & Jones, 2012). First, commuter colleges 

and universities can improve marketing by utilizing on-campus media (such as Facebook and 

Twitter) Administrators should encourage each department to create an account on at least one of 

the social networking sites. 

Greene, et al. (2008) conducted a study whose primary aim was to  understand  the  

relationships between minority status and student engagement and minority status and academic 

outcomes in two-year colleges—they sought to determine whether students from various racial 

and ethnic groups attending two-year colleges differ in the amount of time and energy they 

devote to educationally effective practices and to determine the extent to which  this investment, 

net of the effect from various pre-college variables, contributes positively to desired outcomes. 

“Overall results were consistent with findings from previous research: African American 

students reported being more engaged and demonstrated generally lower academic outcomes 

than their White peers.” (p. 527). Results for the Hispanic community college students exhibited 

a weak consistency with previous findings. Hispanic students exhibited higher levels of 

engagement only on mental activity factors and Hispanic students earned significantly lower 

grades than their White students. In addition to race variables, GPA was negatively associated 

with hours employed, credit hours enrolled in a term, in addition to being positively associated 

with reading placement, writing placement, mathematics placement, delayed entry to college, 

and total credit hours prior to the current semester.  
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African American students’, self-reported levels of engagement may represent an Effort 

Outcome Gap (EOG); the result of having to put forth more effort in attempting to compensate 

for a pervasive combination of academic and institutional barriers to educational success. The 

EOG reflects the possibility that African American students are working harder to persist and 

achieve educational goals that their peers, who generally are less academically “at-risk” (p. 529) 

and who face fewer institutional barriers, can reach with less effort and engagement. 

Contributing Factors 

Leadership 

Leadership development has long been considered an important outcome of higher 

education, but the patterns of leadership development among students of color have not been 

widely studied (St. John, et al., 2009). St. John et al. (2009) developed a theory of leadership as 

an outcome of engaged learning. Findings from this study of high-achieving, low-income 

students of color included: academic and social engagement were positively associated with 

holding leadership positions; compared to other minority groups, African Americans were more 

likely to be engaged academically and socially and to hold leadership positions as a consequence 

of engagement; and the amount of grant/scholarship aid was positively associated with holding 

leadership positions. 

Three compelling findings emerged from this study that add substantially to the general 

understanding of engagement and leadership development among high-achieving minority 

students: (1) Scholarships make a substantial difference in opportunities for academic and 

community engagement; (2) academic and community engagement are significantly associated 

with holding leadership positions; and (3) African Americans are more likely to hold leadership 

positions than students from other race/ethnic groups, a consequence of their more substantial 
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engagement. Each of these findings merit consideration in future research and have implications 

for public policy and student affairs administration. 

Faculty Interaction 

Following Tinto’s (1993) theory of academic integration, some researchers posit that 

interaction with faculty exerts a mostly indirect effect on student learning, by encouraging 

students to become more involved in the academic aspects of campus life (Twale & Sanders, 

1999). Other researchers connect faculty interaction with strengthening students’ critical thinking 

skills, teaching them “how to think rather than what to think,” or “learning to think like a  

professional” in one’s field (Light, 2001, p. 117). Others connect faculty interaction with 

particular learning styles of students (Zhang & Sternberg, 2001). And finally, faculty  

interactions  with  students  may  be predictive of student learning because of the expectations 

conveyed to students about their ability to succeed—the Pygmalion Effect; the self-fulfilling 

prophecy that influences students to achieve in ways that  confirm  those  expectations  (Tauber, 

1997). In Lundberg and Schreiner’s (2004) research, satisfying relationships with faculty 

members and frequent interactions with faculty members, especially those that encourage 

students to work harder, were strong predictors of learning for every racial group. However, 

there were limitations to Lundberg and Schreiner’s research because information about the race 

of the faculty members was missing. It is reasonable to assume that they were predominately 

White, but the data is not available to confirm this assumption. In the limited research that has 

investigated the quality of relationships between faculty and African American students, two 

primary factors emerged as influencing these relationships (Guiffrida, 2005). The first is Black 

students may experience difficulty connecting with White faculty because they do not perceive 

them as realistic role models. Tinto (1993) concluded that while mentor program are generally 
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effective in increasing college retention for all students, the availability of “like-person role 

models” was especially important to the success of students of color (p. 186). Second, research 

indicates that students often perceive faculty at PWIs as culturally insensitive (Guiffrida, 2005). 

Feagin et al. (2014) concluded that African American students attending PWI perceived while 

faculty as unapproachable because of their stereotypical comments, insensitivity to African 

American culture, and generalization of students’ opinions as representing those of all African 

Americans. 

Social Capital 

How can African American students be prepared for the new millennium? Researchers 

and policymakers have asked the question of how African American students can prepare for a 

new millennium (Cooper & Thornton, 1999). This question is posed as if "successful African 

American students constitute a rare, and only rarely sighted, species that had not yet been 

classified. They seem to accept almost intuitively that successful African American students are 

somehow different from their peers and from their non-African American counterparts" (Cooper 

& Thornton, 1999, p. 1). Research produced on the sociological factors that contribute to this 

presumed difference includes factors such as poor and underfunded schools, economically 

depressed communities, single-parent families-all aimed at explaining the seemingly inevitable 

failure of large numbers of African American students (Cooper & Thornton, 1999). Yet, some of 

these students do succeed.  

Cooper and Thornton (1999) offered a different perspective on this often-neglected 

population contending that the successful African American student is more than a statistical 

anomaly. They considered factors why African American students are successful in their 
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literature review of nine articles that explored different facets of the schooling experiences of 

high-achieving African American students, including the cultural, social, and personal.  

The first three articles investigated the importance of the family and community context. 

Yan (1999) began this discussion by exploring the role of parental involvement in the academic 

success of African American students. Yan (1999) used social capital theory and the concept of 

educational resilience as the bases of his conceptual framework. He contends that variables 

influencing parental involvement, which may make social capital more readily available to more 

students, may enhance African American students' opportunities for academic success. 

Social capital refers to the social networks and social interactions that facilitate 

educational attainment (Coleman, 1988), particularly those established between parents, 

students, and schools. There is considerable evidence that social capital leads to improved 

student achievement, better school grades, and reduced dropout rates. (Yan, 1999). 

Community College Student Experience Questionnaire (CCSEQ) 

Since the 1970’s instruments have been available for assessing some aspects of student 

engagement (Kuh, 2009). These include the College Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ) 

(Kuh et al., 1997; Pace, 1990). There were a few other national surveys with similar types of 

questions, such as the Cooperative Institutional Research Program’s Entering Student Survey and 

its follow-up version, the College Senior Survey (Astin, 1993). These instruments were designed 

and primarily used for research purposes rather than accountability and improvement (Kuh, 

2009). Many of these surveys were long and cumbersome to administer. This resulted in lower-

than-desired responses rates (Kuh, 2009). 
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CCSEQ – History and Description 

Pace’s (1984) theory of quality of effort is based on the premise that students’ ability to 

learn, and their development, is highly dependent on their level of involvement in the college 

experience. This experience is made up of curricular and extra-curricular activities taking place 

both inside and outside of the classroom (Rayfield, 2012). According to Pace’s theory, students 

expending more effort in the college experience will be more likely to attain college-related 

goals and achieve higher levels of development (Pace, 1984). This success, however, is 

contingent upon an adequate opportunity for students to put forth a high quality of effort 

provided by the institution, thus positive student outcomes are a joint effort. Pace (1984) explains 

that “accountability for achievement and related student outcomes must consider both what the 

institution offers and what the students do with those offerings” (pp. 6-7). 

The CCSEQ is a standardized self-reporting survey instrument that offers the opportunity 

to self-examine the degree of interaction between the learner and the college (Murrell & Glover, 

1996). While used in both four-year and two-year institutions the CCSEQ is designed to gather 

information from community college students in four areas: “amount, breadth, and quality of 

effort in both in-class and out-of-class experiences, progress toward important educational 

outcomes; satisfaction with the community college environment’ and demographic and 

background characteristics.” (p. 199). The college activities assessed in the CCSEQ are like 

those of the CSEQ, however, they focus on activities that are most available and pertinent to 

community college and two-year students.  

The CCSEQ is used to determine the self-reported scores from the survey in all four of 

the components previously noted. The CCSEQ obtains information from the students about their 

community college experiences and “measures the amount, breadth, and quality of efforts 
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students put into taking advantage of resources and opportunities available in the college 

setting.” (Friedlander & MacDougal, 1992,  p. 20). It also measures through self-evaluation, the 

quality of effort students put into course related activities (Friedlander & MacDougal, 1992). As 

an instrument, it serves as a measure of the student’s perceptions of college programs, college 

courses, their estimate of gains in their course progress, the college environment, college 

activities, and a students’ quality of effort. (Johnson, 2014). The CCSEQ is a survey instrument 

that measures the quality of student effort in both in- and out-of-class activities (Johnson, 2009). 

Murrell (2004) defines the CCSEQ as a self-reporting standardized instrument that is used to 

examine the degree of interaction between students and the community college. More 

specifically, the CCSEQ has also been used to measure students’ self-reported levels of 

participation in specific courses, activities (Balest, 2001), and by gender, and age (Rayfield, 

2012), to examine the differences in self-reported quality of effort and estimates of gains scores 

(Frakes, 2005), and African American male perceptions of the collegiate environment (Johnson, 

2014). CCSEQ information can be used to study certain programs or to identify groups for 

comparison. The CCSEQ “provides institutions and researcher with information about student 

academic and social integration into the 2-year college setting.” (Douzenis, 1994, p. 262).  

According to Lundberg (2014) the CCSEQ measures student learning by success and 

retention, dependent on the quality of effort students invest in the college experience. This 

quality of effort is measured mostly by the frequently the student engages in interactions with 

peers, faculty, curriculum, and campus facilities (Ethington & Polizzi, 1996; Lundberg, 2014). 

Social environment is critical to student success so in addition to quality of effort variables, the 

CCSEQ contains questions about the quality of the college social environment that measures 

certain characteristics of the institution and student. Measurement includes “frequency that 
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students use the facilities, courses, programs, and activities offered by the college and measures 

about the types of conversations and discussions in which students engage.” (Lundberg, 2014, 

pp. 83-84). Perceptions of the quality of the social environment are measured including to 

students’ perceptions of other students, faculty, and administrative personnel.  

Development of the CCSEQ  

The CCSEQ was developed by Friedlander et al. (1990) to measure student engagement 

via in-class and out-of-class activities and examine students’ self-perceptions of their educational 

outcomes. The CCSEQ provides information pertaining to students’ personal, social, and 

academic integration, and connects the concept of persistence to what the student does with what 

the campus provides. These connections explores personal, social, academic events that may 

appear to be significant to the student and correlate those experiences to student outcomes.  

Similar to the College Student Experience Questionnaire (CSEQ) (Pace, 1979a, 1984), 

which was developed for the assessment of the college experience at four-year institutions, the 

CCSEQ is derived from Pace’s (1976b) model for studying student learning and development. It 

is a self-report instrument that assesses the level of student involvement in a variety of in-class 

activities, as well as background information, perceptions of the institutional environment, and 

self-assessments of progress and gains in 23 areas (Ethington, 2000). The CCSEQ was promoted 

as being appropriate for assessing both part- and full-time students, older and younger students, 

and both transfer and vocational students (Ethington & Polizzi, 1996). The CCSEQ is well suited 

for the community college research environment considering the unique characteristics of the 

students who attend community colleges (Summers, 2003) including older students, ethnic 

students, and students working both full- and part-time work schedules. Since its publication, the 

CCSEQ has been administered to students in several community colleges for purposes of 
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institutional assessment, evaluation, and improvement efforts as well as research on community 

college students (Ethington & Polizzi, 1996). Friedlander et al. (1993) surveyed 26 community 

colleges across the U.S. that had administered the CCSEQ and reported the efforts initiated by 

these institutions toward enhancing students' growth and development after assessing their 

students' responses to the CCSEQ.  

Content of the CCSEQ 

The CCSEQ provides a window through which it is possible to observe the quality of 

student involvement in the educational opportunities at the college and to observe the reactions 

of students to their experiences (Sworder, 1992). The idea behind this research tool is the 

concept of Quality of Effort and that all learning requires time and effort by the student 

(Mohammadi et al., 1996). Pace (1979) and Astin (1984, 1991) (cited in Mohammadi et al., 

1996) argue that “what the students learn in college will depend to a considerable degree on the 

quality of effort they invest in their college experience” (p. 4). The CCSEQ contains six sections. 

The premise of the CCSEQ is that student learning is dependent on the quality of effort 

students invest in the college experience, measured mostly in terms of how frequently they 

engage in interactions with peers, faculty, curriculum, and campus facilities (Lundberg, 2014).  

In addition to quality of effort variables, the CCSEQ contains questions about the social 

environment, measures about characteristics of the institution and student, frequency with which 

students use the facilities, courses, programs, and activities offered by the college, and measures 

about the types of conversations and discussions in which students engage (Lundberg, 2014).  

The quality of the social environment measures students’ perceptions of other students, faculty, 

and administrative personnel. To support the use of the CCSEQ in this research, Barnett (2010) 

states that community college students are three to four times more likely to exhibit factors that  
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affect their ability to attain a degree as compared with their four-year college counterparts. 

Barnett included many factors supporting his statement that are part of the CCSEQ including, but 

not limited to age, part-time status, representation of members of racial and ethnic minorities, 

and families, with lower incomes. To further support the use of the CCSEQ, Liao et al. (2012) 

indicated most research on persistence centers around the college experience outside of the 

classroom including interactions with faculty, involvement with extracurricular activities, and 

overall engagement with the college environment. The following are select categories of the 

CCSEQ.  

Background, Work, and Family. This section provides an overview of the student’s 

physical and social characteristics and lays the foundation for the other segments of the 

questionnaire. Items in questionnaire include age, gender, ethnicity, language, employment, 

hours worked and if this work how does affect school, family responsibilities and their effect on 

schoolwork, and work study programs. 

College Programs. This section of the CCSEQ includes survey items designed to 

provide information about the amount of time and effort students put forth in their academic 

endeavors, their productivity in completing these endeavors, and the rationale for attending the 

institution.  

College Courses. This section of the instrument contains two parts (Rayfield, 2012). The 

first part indicates the types of courses the student will participate and the frequency in which 

they will participate. The second allows the student to specify the degree or certificate they are 

pursuing (e.g. degree, diploma, certificate).  

College Activities. The CCSEQ measures how much students capitalize on what the 

college offers regarding courses, library resources, writing, arts, music, theatre, science, athletics, 



 

77 

faculty contacts, college activities, career/occupational skills, computer technology, clubs and 

organizations, career planning.   

Estimate of Gains. The questionnaire also measures the estimate of gains.  Rayfield 

(2012) state the estimate of gains section of the CCSEQ allows students to express their 

perceptions concerning the amount of progress or gains they believe they have experiences in the 

pursuit of educational goals. Examples of the goals are included in the actual CCSEQ.  The 

estimate of gains expresses the amount of progress or development students believe they have 

experienced academically and professionally.  

College Environment. This section of the CCSEQ is aimed at determining the level of 

students’ satisfaction with the institution. Students are able to share their opinions of specific 

aspects of the college they are attending, the availability of college facilities, effectiveness of the 

instructors, and the students’ experiences and interaction with their peers.  

Uses Past and Present 

The CCSEQ has been used in the past by institutions and scholars alike as a means of 

gathering data for research that addresses a host of community college environment related 

topics on student participation and development (Rayfield, 2012).  The CCSEQ has been used 

by institutions to: 

• Gather information from students on their quality of efforts and gains in self-

reported progress (Murrell & Glover, 1996) 

• Community college student persistence (Preston, 1993) 

• Prepare for self-study and accreditation review 

• Assess institutional effectiveness (Ethington & Polizzi, 1996) 

• Evaluate general education, transfer and vocation programs (Ethington & Polizzi, 
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1996) 

• Measure student interests, impressions and satisfaction (Dowd et al., (2011) 

• Discuss methods to improve and increase student involvement (Dowd et al., (2011)  

• Encourage dialogue between academic and student affairs (Rayfield, 2012)  

Higher education scholars have used the instrument for similar reasons in recent years. Both 

dissertations (Frakes, 2005; Rayfield, 2012; Williams, 2015) and research articles 

(Lundberg, 2014; Moss, & Young, 1995; Preston, 1993; Sworder, 1992) exploring issues 

from ethnicity to program participation have been produced using the CCSEQ as the 

primary means of acquiring data. 

The CCSEQ seeks to inquire about factors that lean themselves to student success and 

retention. This questionnaire takes an anti-deficit inquiry approach to answering the success and 

retention questions and is suitable for the theme of this research. Similarly, Harper (2010) 

constructed an anti-deficit achievement framework customized for the study of students of color 

in STEM. The framework included a series of possible questions that researchers could explore 

to better understand how students of color persist and successfully navigate their ways to and 

through various junctures of the STEM pipeline. These questions shed light on three specific 

points (pre-college socialization and readiness, college achievement, and post-college persistence 

in STEM). His anti-deficit achievement framework is informed by the theories from psychology, 

sociology, and education. One relevant to this study are theories on college student retention 

(Swail et al., 2003; Tinto, 1993). An anti-deficit inquiry explores the undercurrents of retention 

in STEM and factors that keep students of color enrolled through degree attainment instead of 

concentrating on the social, academic and cognitive, financial, and institutional barriers to 

persistence. In sum, Harper's (2010) "framework is mostly about the questions researchers ask. 
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Implicit is an important overarching assumption: those who endeavor to improve student success 

in STEM would learn much by inviting those who have been successful to offer explanatory 

insights into their success." (p. 71-72). 

Summary 

The relevant research which relates to retention and success is important because there is 

an overwhelming amount of literature on why African American student fail in higher education. 

This study looks at retention and success in the community college environment using the 

Community College Student Experience Questionnaire to measure effort and gains aligning with 

Tinto’s Model of Retention. As community colleges are a vehicle to higher education for 

attainment for African American students it is important to understand the factors that contribute 

to their success and retention. It is also important to compare these factors to those of other 

demographics to look for similarities or differences. 

  



 

80 

Chapter 3 - Methodology 

Introduction 

This quantitative study consisted of an analysis the data extracted from the results of the 

Community College Student Experience Questionnaire (CCSEQ), which is a researcher-

developed survey instrument to address associated research questions that was administered in 

fall 2019 to graduates at a large Southeastern community college. The analysis compared fall 

2019 graduation participants based on gender and race (minority or non-minority) while 

controlling for the covariate African American. The time frame of this study was limited to the 

fall of 2019. The CCSEQ results and matched samples of fall graduate responses compared 

retention and completion between these demographic populations. 

The purpose of this study is to identify factors that contribute to African American 

student success and persistence in the community college environment. This was achieved by the 

comparison of perceptions of graduating students using the CCSEQ. The secondary and tertiary 

purposes of this study are to determine the strength of relationship between the students’ 

tendency to persist and their perception of the collegiate environment, perceptions of gains, and 

quality of effort in maintaining retention and achieving success. This chapter provides a 

description of the major elements of the study including research design, instrumentation, 

variables, participants, data collection procedures, and data analysis procedures. 

Research Method 

This study employed a quantitative data analysis design to access descriptive findings, 

without changing or manipulating the environment to describe characteristics (Nassaji, 2015). 

The CCSEQ used in this quantitative design, evaluated descriptions of trends, attitudes, or 

opinions of a population by studying a sample of that population. A quantitative design can use 
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existing numerical data to examine relationships through statistical analysis and provides 

direction for further investigation and/or understanding.  Results may be generalized to the 

population studied, thereby providing statistical validity. The research method used to investigate 

African American students’ perceptions compared means scores of scales based on socio-

economic factors utilizing a factorial ANCOVA.    

Factorial ANCOVA 

The two-way ANCOVA (also referred to as a "factorial ANCOVA") is used to 

determine whether there is an interaction effect between two independent variables in terms of a 

dependent variable (i.e., if a two-way interaction effect exists), after adjusting/controlling for 

one or more continuous covariates (Laerd Statistics, 2018). The ANCOVA determines whether 

there is a statistically significant two-way interaction effect; its results determined whether the 

research is misleading or incomplete.  

The two-way ANCOVA was used for this experimental study design. In this type of 

study design, the two independent variables were manipulated so that different participants are 

measured by different conditions in the Tinto model framework (internal retention, external 

retention, and success factors). This study wants to know if there is an interaction effect between 

the two independent variables “minority” and “gender”.  A covariate (AABlack) was used to 

statistically control for other independent variables that are thought to influence this interaction 

effect. If there is a statistically significant two-way interaction effect, this indicates that the 

effect that one independent variable has on the dependent variable depends on the level of the 

other independent variable, after controlling for the covariate.  The tests performed determined 

if any statistically significant difference existed in the relationship between the seven scaled 

variables that were divided into three groups based on Tinto’s model. The variables were 
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identified by one of three variable name prefixes: (IR = Internal Retention Factors, ER = 

External Retention Factor, and Success = Success Factors). These seven scale variables were 

then coded as (1) IR_Career, (2) IR_Computer, (3) ER_Counseling, (4) Success_Courses, (5) 

Success_Writing, (6) Success_Faculty, and (7) Success_Library.  

Gender and minority were selected as dichotomous independent variables in this model 

(gender = male or female and minority = minority or non-minority). To address the focus on 

African American students, a covariant, dichotomous variable called AABlack was created 

(AABack = African American, yes and African American, no). The justification for using 

AABlack as a covariate instead of an independent variable is because of unequal sample size (n 

= 21). Minority includes the following specific ethnicities (black/African American, Hispanic, 

Asian, Native American Indian, Pacific Islander) and non-minority includes White/Caucasian 

ethnicity.    

The original data files from the questionnaire results were exported into Microsoft 

Excel, which allowed for an efficient way to create the new scale seven variables. These seven 

scale dependent variables were created because the original number of questionnaire questions 

within each of the CCSEQ subcategories varied in number from seven to ten. To correct for 

these differences, these new scale variables combined the questions for each scale into one 

overall report for each factor. The scale definitions remained consistent with the original 

questionnaire structure (very often = 4, often = 3, occasionally = 2, and never = 1).  These 

Excel files were then exported back into SPSS with the revised factorial dependent variables. 

The ANCOVA is a statistical technique that assesses potential differences in a scale-level 

independent nominal-level variable having two or more categories. This study seeks to identify 

factors contributing to success and retention at the community college based on components of 
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Tinto’s (1993) framework, which include: (1) background characteristics, (2) expectations and 

motivational attributes, (3) individual educational expectations, and (4) institutional 

manifestations, which represent interactions that lead students to varying forms of persistence 

and/or dropout behavior (Tinto, 1993). Tinto states “students choose to persist when they 

perceive intellectual and social congruence, or a normative fit between the student and the 

values, social rules, and academic quality of the college community.” (Deil-Amen, 2011, p. 2).   

The ANCOVA allowed for the measurement of more than two groups. However, 

dichotomous variables were created in case the assumptions of the ANCOVA were so violated 

that validity was affected and to examine group differences. Dichotomous variables can account 

for some differences in statistical models while several variables may differ across a wider range 

of racial groups if they were used. “Although using dichotomous variables can account for some 

differences, in statistical models where several variables differ across racial and ethnic groups, a 

single statistical model can eclipse circumstances under which some variables may differ across 

groups.” (Carter, & Hurtado, 2007, p. 29).  This model uses two independent variables and one 

covariate. This required hypotheses or rationale for each interaction (these hypotheses addressed 

each socio-economic group: minority, gender, and African American). The independent 

variables (gender and minority) in the ANCOVA are categorical (nominal) variables because 

they are not ordered.     

Population 

In this study, dual enrollment students, non-degree-seeking students, and certificate-

seeking students were excluded from the population before a descriptive analysis was performed. 

The community college in this study serves a community of dual enrolled students (i.e., 

concurrently enrolled in both high school and college courses). Generally, dual enrolled students 
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are in college classes taught by college faculty. With dual enrollment classes, the high school 

administration (and not the student) chooses the higher education institution that offers the 

courses. In addition, the high school may place restrictions on the student’s ability to withdraw 

from a course, since the course counts for high school credit. Because of these restrictions on the 

student's ability to voluntarily attend or withdraw, this study did not consider dual enrollment 

students as part of the general student population. In addition, students under 18 at the start of the 

specific semester were removed, as these students are considered minors. Only degree-seeking, 

graduating students remained in the dataset. The population for this study includes those 

graduating during the fall 2019 semester at this Southeastern urban community college that 

persisted to graduation and completed the CCSEQ.  

Community colleges often attract students who seek to take specific courses, but do not 

intend to complete a degree or certificate. These students were excluded from the study 

population as they had not indicated an intention to persist beyond the term of enrollment. In 

addition, students who were certificate-seeking were excluded from the study population. 

Certificate programs at the institution are one year or less in length, do not have the same 

admission requirements as degree programs, and do not have general education course 

requirements.  Finally, this population included students who were in their last semester of 

college and enrolled in fall 2019 in four, eight, twelve, or sixteen week courses and had 

registered for graduation with an associate general education, college transfer (AA, AS, AFA), or 

associate in applied science (AAS) degree.  A raw data set was extracted from the fall 2019 

semester. All participants were enrolled in designated online, traditional, hybrid or classes or 

were enrolled in a combination of classes at completion of their degree.   
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Sample 

The survey was sent out to 493 graduating students and 109 students responded and of 

these 109 respondents, there were 72 usable records as some students did not complete the 

questionnaire in its entirety or had selected zero (0) for a questionnaire response. The data 

analysis consisted of masked student identity information. All students who participated in the 

survey were either full- or part-time. Only students who had registered for graduation in the 

given semester (fall 2019) and completed the CCSEQ were included in this study. 

The institution classifies students into various types: continuing students, new students, 

dual enrolled students (i.e., high school students enrolled in a college class), previously enrolled 

(i.e., readmitted) students, and transfer students. In this study, all individuals from the population 

that were included in the sample group possessed a common characteristic: graduating in fall 

2019.  

This study was conducted in a manner that ensures the privacy of the student data and 

compliance with the Federal Education Right Protection Act (FERPA) guidelines. FERPA is a 

federal law that protects student educational records and prohibits the release of personally 

identifiable information associated with educational records (United States Department of 

Education, 2011). In this study, personal identifiable information was removed by the institution 

prior to providing the data to the researcher.  

Research Context 

The research method in this study is in relation to the specific research context including 

the research question posed and the resources available for the research, which includes the 

community college graduating class of 2019 data and the CCSEQ. Wilhelm Dilthey in the 19th 

century argued that human and natural sciences make up two separate, but equal moods of 
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scientific knowing. In this context he distinguished between explanation and understanding 

(where understanding means descriptions of meaning contents (Allenwood, 2012). 

This research seeks to link “explanation” to the quantitative approach, but also using the 

CCSEQ, to “understand” some of the differences in groups. Quantitative analysis documents 

occurrences based on hypotheses and theories that have already been established and are being 

evaluated (Tinto’s model of retention). The use of multiple variables in this research is to 

document factors influencing student outcomes; focusing on overarching “truths” that are 

applicable to a range of settings and populations (Lucas et al., 2007). In addition to testing 

hypotheses and theories, this quantitative research seeks to contribute to the improvement of the 

academic success of diverse, underrepresented populations in higher education. Generalizability 

must also be considered in this research approach as it might be difficult to accept an “average 

finding” (Carter & Hurtado, 2007) when considering a diverse student body. It is prudent to 

provide evidence that a finding is applicable in other contexts and student populations. 

Data Collection 

This study collected data from the CCSEQ with support from the University of Memphis 

(U of M) Center for the Study of Higher Education (CSHE) and the Center for Research in 

Educational Policy (CREP). The CSHE granted permission to use the CCSEQ instrument (see 

Appendix D).  Approval was also granted from the U of M Institutional Review Board (IRB) 

(protocol # PRO-FY2020-27) for research involving human subjects classified as exempt (see 

Appendix B). This IRB approval also included the use of secondary data if needed from the 

subjects of this study. Secondary data, graduate identification, and subsequent student contact for 

the administration of the questionnaire to participants was granted by the institutional research 

department of the community college examined in this study (See Appendix C). 
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Dependent variable categories from the CCSEQ for this study include: (1) 

career/occupational skills, (2) computer technology, (3) counseling and career planning, (4) 

course activities, (5) writing activities, (6) faculty interaction, and (7) library activities. Each of 

these variables is important because of their impact on the quality and amount of time that 

students spend in their academic environment and the effort they exhibit in activities, developing 

and improving skills (Frakes, 2005). These variables align under one of Tinto’s retention or 

success factors ((1) internal success factors = career/occupational skills and computer 

technology, (2) external retention factors = counseling and career planning, and (3) success 

factors = course activities, writing activities, faculty interaction, and library activities. The 

independent variables are gender and minority. Gender is relevant to distinguish differences in 

minority and non-minority students while controlling for African American students as the 

covariate in this study.  The gender independent variable also allows for the comparison of 

African American men and women to other demographics.  

Variables 

Independent  

Tinto background/internal factors listed as background characteristics are independent 

variables (gender and minority) and they are categorical, nominal. A dichotomous variable 

(minority) was developed to distinguish black/African American, Asian, Latino, Pacific Islander, 

Native American/Alaskan, and other students from non-minority students (those identified as 

white or Caucasian). This variable was created because the sample sizes of minorities (other than 

white) were small, and the creation of this dichotomous variable equalizes the two groups (coded 

minority = 1 and non-minority = 2). Student race/ethnicity was included in this study because 

prior research with CCSEQ data found differences in gains based on student race/ethnicity (Horn 
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& Ethington, 2002) and this study seeks to evaluate African American students’ success and 

retention. Thus, a covariate was created to compare African American students to all other 

demographic students. This covariate is AABlack coded AABlack Yes = 1, and AABlack No = 

2.  In the ANCOVA should consist of at least one categorical independent variable and at least 

one interval independent variable. In ANCOVA, the categorical independent variable is termed 

as a factor, whereas the interval natured independent variable is termed as a covariate. The task 

of the covariate in ANCOVA is to remove the extraneous variation from the dependent variable.  

Dependent 

In Tinto’s triad of success and retention factors are the internal retention characteristics,  

“expectations and motivational attributes”. The CCSEQ questions that align with these 

characteristics are (1) career/occupation skills, and (2) computer technology and they were 

selected as two of the seven dependent variables. Both variables address reasons, drive, and 

commitment along with the use of aids (i.e. technology) that serve as vehicles to enhance 

retention. The second component of Tinto’s success and retention triad used in this study are the 

external retention factors under institutional manifestation characteristics. The CCSEQ questions 

that align with these characteristics are counseling and career planning.    

The quality of institutional manifestation perceived by the student is expressed by the 

level of engagement in the college experience as in the social environment. This engagement was 

be measured through a Likert-type scale about student perceptions of their relationships with 

faculty, counselors, and administrative staff. This measurement included the student’s efforts 

discussing vocational interests, career opportunities, ambitions, abilities and fostering 

relationships with counselors and staff.     

Success represent the third component of Tinto’s triad of retention and success factors. 

Individual educational expectations characteristics are manifested by the effort exerted by 
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specific activities. The CCSEQ measures these activities in this study by the following four 

dependent Likert scaled dependent variables: (1) course activities, (2) writing activities, (3) 

faculty interaction, and (4) library activities. All these success factors are interval variables on a 

scale measurement. In ANCOVA, the dependent variables are categorical/nominal variables. 

Even though these seven scale variables are ordinal Likert-scale, there is no analysis for the 

ANCOVA or two-way ANOVA for non-parametric analysis, but the variables are going to be 

treated as continuous (Carifio & Perla, 2008; Pallant, 2020). 

The four success scaled variables include measures self-reported effort in intellectual 

learning and study skills include variables such as gains in writing, developing the ability to learn 

on one’s own, and presenting information clearly in speech. Examples of items in work and 

study habits include hours dedicated to study. Career preparation includes learning related to 

career goals and opportunities. 

The seven variables developed from the CCSEQ rely entirely on students’ self-report 

(Lundberg, 2014). Self-reports lack the internal validity of a pretest–posttest design (Bowman, 

2010, 2011), but self-reported data are considered valid if the information given is known to the 

students, if the questions are phrased clearly, and if students consider the question worthy of a 

thoughtful response (Pace, 1984). CCSEQ validity is also strengthened in the CCSEQ if survey 

items satisfy these conditions: (1) students are asked to recall only experiences that have 

occurred in the current school year, (2) assessments of student’s knowledge about the items 

indicate that they understand the questions, and (3) 95% of the students answer all of the 

questions on the instrument, indicating that they are taking the questionnaire seriously 

(Lundberg, 2014). 
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Hypothesis 

The null hypotheses for the ANCOVA assumed no significant difference among the 

study groups. The alternative hypotheses assume that there is at least one significant difference 

among the groups.  After cleaning up the data, it was tested for the assumptions of the 

ANCOVA. The F-ratio then be calculated as well as the associated probability value (p-value). 

In general, if the p-value associated with the F is smaller than .05, then the null hypotheses is 

rejected, and the alternative hypothesis is supported. If the null hypotheses are rejected, the 

conclusion is made the means of all the groups are not equal. The research question: Is there a 

difference between CCSEQ scores using Tinto’s retention and engagement theory to examine 

factors that contribute to adult student community college retention and success based on socio-

economic characteristics while controlling for whether the participants are African American 

students or not?  

1. H0: There are no differences in students’ CCSEQ scores based on minority status as 

they relate to Tinto’s internal and external retention factors compared to other 

students after controlling/adjusting for the covariate African American students.  

Ha: There are differences in students’ CCSEQ scores based on  minority status as 

they relate to Tinto’s internal and external retention factors compared to other 

students after controlling/adjusting for the covariate African American students.  

2. H0: There are no differences in students’ CCSEQ scores based on minority status as 

they relate to Tinto’s success factors compared to other students after 

controlling/adjusting for the covariate African American students.  
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Ha: There are differences in students’ CCSEQ scores based on minority status as they 

relate to Tinto’s success factors compared to other students after controlling/adjusting 

for the covariate African American students.  

3. H0: There are no differences in students’ CCSEQ scores based on gender as they 

relate to Tinto’s internal and external retention factors compared to other students 

after controlling/adjusting for the covariate African American students.  

Ha: There are differences in students’ CCSEQ scores based on gender as they relate 

to Tinto’s internal and external retention factors compared to other students after 

controlling/adjusting for the covariate African American students.  

4. H0: There are no differences in students’ CCSEQ scores based on gender as they 

relate to Tinto’s success factors compared to other students after controlling/adjusting 

for the covariate African American students.  

Ha: There are differences in students’ CCSEQ scores based on gender as they relate 

to Tinto’s success factors compared to other students after controlling/adjusting for 

the covariate African American students.  

This quantitative analysis associated with the primary research question used specific 

scores from CCSEQ scores of 2019 fall graduates from the Southeastern community college in 

relation to Tinto’s internal and external success and retention factors. The list of students emailed 

the survey were provided by the community college’s graduation office and the survey was 

administered by the Center for Research in Educational Policy at the University of Memphis. 

The purpose of the analysis determined if differences in the academic performance of students 

based on demographic groups. The matched sample used gender and race (i.e. minority) CCSEQ 
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composite scores.  Completion and retention data was provided by the community college’s 

institutional research department.  

Data Analysis 

This study used statistical procedures and hypothesis testing to analyze data related to the 

research topic of factors. The goal of the study is to analyze the effect of the categorical variables 

Gender, Minority, AA Black on each score. This research design allowed for the explanation of 

results, and predict outcomes, thus, this study sought to describe the association or relationship 

among variables. A frequency distribution analysis was performed on the independent variables.  

Measures of central tendency (i.e., mean and median), range, standard deviation, skewness, and 

kurtosis was computed. These served as a descriptive analysis of the variables. In addition, a 

frequency polygon was generated to provide a graphical representation of variable distribution. 

Due to the sample size (n = 72), normality of distribution and homogeneity of variance 

are assumed. This is because of the central limit theorem. The central limit theorem gives a 

mathematical basis for assuming that large sample sizes exhibit normal distributions and have 

homogeneity of variance (Hinkle, et al., 2003). 

Inferential statistics using univariate measures were employed to analyze students’ scores 

from the CCCSEQ.  These scores were used to evaluate the factors that influence students’ 

perceived gains as well as their success in graduating from the community college. The results 

from the CCSEQ instrument were processed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS) software. Descriptive statistics presented means, standard deviations, and frequencies. 

Descriptive statistics were produced to permit a descriptive look at the variations in dependent 

variables due to gender and race (minority) controlling for African American students. Type III 

method was used for computing sums of squares in the event of an unbalanced number of 
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individuals on each cell of the ANCOVA analysis. In this research unequal numbers in the cells 

of the statistical analysis occurred because of random incidences, not because the study was 

designed that way. Sum of squares analysis was used to measure variation or deviation from the 

mean. The interpretation of the statistical findings determined by the effect sizes. Post hoc 

analyses was not used in this study. 

Validity and Reliability 

Reliability and Validity: The confidence interval of a statistical test provides the ability to 

estimate the likelihood of a range of values containing the population metric (Smith, 2017). A 

confidence interval (CI) of 95% suggests that there is a 95% chance that the sample result 

represents the population. The CI and corresponding confidence level (i.e., p value) are used to 

draw conclusion based on the sample value. The CI associated with a confidence interval of 95% 

is stated as p = 0.05 (Creswell, 2014). This study used a p-value of 0.05 and a confidence interval 

of 95%. If the scores of the set of questions are reliable, then they can be combined in one unique 

score. Then analyze this unique scoring summarizing all the scores of the set.  Cronbach's alpha 

is the most common measure of internal consistency (reliability). It is most used when there is an 

ordinal question in a survey/questionnaire that forms a scale and there is a need to determine if 

the scale is reliable. For example for the Expectations and Motivational Attributes, there are two 

CCSEQ categories: (1) Career/Occupational Skills and (2) Computer Technology that can be 

combined into another variable (a new variable for each category) if the questions within the 

categories are related (a high Cronbach’s alpha). If they are reliable then they can be combined 

into a score.  Since all the scores of the CCSEQ are ordinal (4 levels), a Cronbach’s alpha’s 

technique can be used to measure the reliability between the scores. 
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A reliability analysis was performed for all seven scales of the internal and external 

retention and success factors by computing their individual and collective Cronbach’s alpha 

scores. Cronbach’s alpha estimates the proportion of variance in the test scores that can be 

attributed to true score variance. Cronbach’s alpha is used to estimate the proportion of variance 

that is systematic or consistent in a set of test scores. The Cronbach’s alpha can interpret score 

variance reliability and unreliability. If the Cronbach’s alpha is high (more than 0.70), then 

combine the seven different scales used in the CCSEQ questions by either summing them up or 

taking the average to create a summarizing success score. 

Ethington and Polizzi (1996) conducted a study obtaining data from the CCSEQ from its 

initial development in 1990 through 1994. The analyses focused on 61 activity items comprising 

the eight quality of effort scale factors in the survey. Students indicated how often they had 

participated in each of the 61 areas during their current school year. The first stage of these 

analyses involved the examination of the dimensionality of the 61 quality of effort items. The 

second stage of analyses examined the structure of each of the eight sets of quality of effort 

items/factors separately. These analyses were conducted using the entire sample of students and 

then repeated with subgroups.   

The eight factors only explained 53.3% of the common variance among the items. The 

major factors underlying the items would be expected to have much greater reliability than the 

entire set of items. This was substantiated with the analyses of each of the eight sets of quality of 

effort items. For each set, a one-factor solution was the most appropriate and interpretable 

solution and the Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency reliabilities exceeded .82 for each scale. 

The sample consisted of 510 students selected by a stratified random sample from the 

population of students attending a southeastern Texas community college. The CCSEQ was the 
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survey instrument used to conduct the research. Preston (1993) developed a manual to 

accompany the CCSEQ, which gave the internal consistency reliability correlations, results of 

factor analysis, and Cronbach's alpha for the various sections of the questionnaire (CCSEQ).The 

Cronbach's alpha was calculated on the scales so that the factors obtained in the study could be 

compared with the results presented in the CCSEQ user's manual. 

Assumptions (ANCOVA) 

Parametric or hypothesis testing was employed based on the assumption that the observed 

data are distributed normally to make probable inference. ANCOVA is based on the F-statistic, 

which requires that the dependent variable is normally distributed in each group. Thus, 

ANCOVA requires that the dependent variable is normally distributed in each group. Aside from 

data distribution normality, ANCOVA assumes homogeneity of variance, which means that the 

variance among the groups should be approximately equal. If the variances of each group differ 

from the outset, then the null hypothesis will be rejected. The assumption of homogeneity of 

variance is an assumption of ANCOVA stating that all comparison groups have the same 

variance. 

The ANCOVA utilized F statistics and is robust to violations if group sizes are relatively 

equal (one of the reasons a dichotomous variable was created for minorities). If the ratio of group 

sizes is vastly unequal, then the F statistic will be biased. Before ANCOVA is applied, the data is 

tested for normality and homoscedasticity using the Levene’s tests, which tests if k samples 

have equal variances (Huck, 2012). When large sample variances are associated with small 

group sizes, the significance level is underestimated, and this can result in the null hypothesis 

being falsely rejected. ANCOVA also assumes that the observations (samples) are from a 

population where they are independent of each other and that they were random. If not, then it 
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will be necessary to address any extraneous or confounding variables that impact internal 

validity.   

• Assumption #1: Dependent variable should be measured at the continuous level (i.e., it is 

an interval or ratio variable). The dependent variables are ordinal Likert-scale. In 

principle a non-parametric analysis should be performed, but there is no such analysis as 

the ANCOVA or two-way ANOVA for non-parametric data. With that said, the variables 

will be treated a continuous. 

• Assumption #2: Independent variables should each consist of two or more categorical, 

independent groups. The independent variables in this study are nominal, binary 

variables. 

• Assumption #3: The one or more covariates, also known as control variables, are all 

continuous variables. The AABlack covariate is a binary variable, but will be used.  

• Assumption #4: There should be independence of observations, which means that there is 

no relationship between the observations in each group or between the groups 

themselves. All the observations are independent, which means all the participants are 

different.    

• Assumption #5: The covariate should be linearly related to the dependent variable for 

each combination of groups of the independent variables (i.e., each cell of the design). 

The covariate is not continuous, so this assumption does not apply. 

• Assumption #6: There should be homogeneity of regression slopes. Since the covariate is 

binary, this assumption will not apply.  

• Assumption #7: There should be homoscedasticity; the assumption of the two-way 

ANCOVA is that the variance of the error is identical for all combinations of the values 
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of the independent variables and covariate.  From the histograms of residuals, the 

assumption made is the variance of the residuals to be constant because the histograms 

look normally distributed in most cases.  

• Assumption #8: There should be homogeneity of variances. All the Levene’s tests’ p-

values are higher than 0.05.   

• Assumption #9: There should be no significant unusual points in any combinations of 

groups of two independent variables. This assumption is met, even if there are some 

outliers.   

• Assumption #10: Residuals should be approximately normally distributed for each 

combination of groups of the independent variables. This assumption is met.  

 Ethical Considerations 

In the 1970s, the U.S. Congress created a commission to articulate the philosophical and 

ethical foundations that should underlie and guide any rules to protect human subjects in research 

(Keteian, 2015). These guidelines included (1) respect for person, (2) beneficence, and (3) justice 

(Keteian, 2015).  Respect for person assumes that individuals are autonomous beings and respect 

is due to them because of that fact; the individual can make their own judgements as to what will 

be done to them. Beneficence means the researcher will do good by the human subject—in fact 

there is an obligation to do good by the subject in research. Justice has several meanings, but 

relevant to this student is providing justice to those who benefit from the research, ensuring a 

sense of fairness is provided to those who bear the heaviest burden in the research, and who will 

benefit the most from the research. 

The institution identified graduating students for fall 2019. Once these graduates were 

identified, the CCSEQ was administered to the participants via email. These students received an 
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email from the institution containing a link to the CCSEQ instrument and a login password. The 

students were given a period of two weeks to take the questionnaire. Survey questions were 

multiple choice (scaled, Likert) and yes/no. Quantitative research questions inquire about the 

relationship among variable that are sought to be answered (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). “They 

are frequently used in social science research and especially in survey studies.” (p. 136). A 

sample of the questionnaire consent letter that is sent to participants can be found in Appendix A. 

Student anonymity was managed by both the University of Memphis and the community college 

where the graduating participants attended.  The author of this research was not privy to student 

identifiable information. 

Tinto and the CCSEQ 

Student success and retention in Tinto’s model is broken into three broad categories: (1) 

retention-external, (2) retention-external, and (3) success. Under these three headings, there are 

four sub-categories (1) individual education expectations under success, (2) intuitional 

manifestation under retention-external, and (3) background and (4) expectations and 

motivational attributes under retention-internal) (see Figure 2).  

Tinto – Success Factors 

Individual Educational Expectations. The success scores are represented by the four 

scales developed from the CCSEQ which fall under the Individual Educational Expectations 

(Table 5). Each scale was tested to see if they are impacted by gender and minority controlling 

for African American participants. Individual expectations contribute to the student’s overall 

success in college as outlined by Tinto (1975). The CCSEQ aligns specific skills and activities 

with this notion of individual expectations that were analyzed in this study.   
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Course, Faculty, Writing, Library Activities. The skills and activities are (1) course 

activities, (2) faculty interaction, (3) writing activities, and (4) library activities. Numerical 

values were assigned to the four possible outcomes for this activity section and they are: 4 = 

Very often, 3 = Often, 2 = occasionally, 1 = Never. These expectations result in perceived 

returns based on the noted activities, leading to persistence or to differing forms of dropout 

behavior (Tinto, 1975). In the model of dropout (Figure 1), educational and institutional 

commitments are placed both at the beginning and the end of the model and become both input 

and process variables that provide the dynamic component of an individual's progression through 

the educational system.  

Individual educational expectations are an important outcome to study because research 

has consistently found they are powerful predictors of eventual educational attainment 

(Feliciano, 2006; Haller & Portes 1973; Sewell et al., 1969).  Expectations mediate the 

relationship between socioeconomic background and attainment, as well as exercising an 

independent effect on attainment (Sewell et al., 1969; Feliciano, 2006). While individual 

educational expectations are interchangeability is related between the concepts of educational 

aspirations and expectations, there are important distinctions (Feliciano, 2006). Educational 

aspirations may capture general goals or ambitions for the future, whereas expectations more 

explicitly capture realistic plans (Feliciano, 2006). Since educational expectations involve 

concrete goals and are thus more likely to correspond to eventual attainment, student activities 

such as those highlighted in the CCSEQ section on course activities, serve as a vehicle to see 

educational expectations realized.  These experiences or expectations in the CCSEQ contained 

content that (a) evaluates students’ expectations of learning, (b) evaluates student learning 

experiences, and (c) assesses course outcomes (learning achievements, course satisfaction). 
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Students evaluate statements describing positive or negative learning experiences. Tinto refers to 

the theory of cost-benefit analysis, stating individual decisions regarding any form of activity can 

be analyzed in terms of the perceived costs and benefits of that activity relative to those 

perceived in alternative activities. “This theory states that individuals will direct their energies 

toward that activity that is perceived to maximize the ratio of benefits to costs over a given time 

perspective.” (Tinto, 1975, p. 97). Nayak and Rao, (2008) assert Tinto makes the case that “a 

person will tend to withdraw from college when he perceives that an alternative form of 

investment of time, energies, and resources will yield greater benefits, relative to costs over time 

than will staying in college” (p. 36). Nayak and Rao conclude if external activities become more 

attractive than college completion, a student will drop out.   

Tinto - Retention External Factors 

Institutional Manifestation. The CCSEQ category used in this study that aligns with 

Tinto’s institutional manifestation characteristic in this study is (1) counseling and career 

planning. The outcome of the Tinto model is the drop out decision (Figure 1). Tinto states 

individual characteristics, prior experiences, commitments, and the individual's integration into 

the academic and social systems of the college most directly relates to continuance in college 

(1975). “Given prior levels of goal and institutional commitment, it is the person's normative and 

structural integration into the academic and social systems that lead to new levels of 

commitment.” (p. 96). Swanson et al. (2003) indicate the relation between normative 

developmental transitions, contextual influences, and life-stage illustrate how structural 

conditions provide opportunities for successful academic outcomes. 

Swanson, Cunningham, and Spencer’s research indicated that negative stereotyping and 

tracking from early experiences in educational settings influence African American males' 

scholastic achievement. Tinto (1975) postulates, the higher the degree of integration of the 
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individual into the college systems, the greater will be the commitment to the specific institution 

and to the goal of college completion, noting “it is the interplay between the individual's 

commitment to the goal of college completion and his commitment to the institution that 

determines whether or not the individual decides to drop out from college” (p. 96).  

Kuh (2009) identified ways engagement in the college experience predicted learning for 

community college students who were members of a student organization. Kuh identified 

institutional practices that increased student engagement in the college experience, particularly 

through interaction with peers and faculty around educationally meaningful tasks. The 

identification of these practices is grounded in and expands upon Astin’s (1996) involvement 

theory, which states that students benefit more from the college experience when they are more 

deeply and meaningfully involved in it. Kuh’s engagement model also focuses on the 

institution’s responsibility for creating an engaging college environment. Lundberg (2014) 

suggests that both involvement and engagement are central to the notion that student investment 

in the college experience, particularly with peers and faculty, pays off in terms of student 

learning. While the CCSEQ characteristics of clubs and organizations, counseling and career 

planning, and college environment are measures of institutional manifestation, this study focused 

on counseling and career planning. 

Counseling and Career Planning. In the counseling and career planning section of the 

questionnaire, the student answered eight questions that were developed into a new scale to 

equalize responses with a scaled range of: 4 = Very often, 3 = Often, 2 = occasionally, 1 = 

never.  

Tinto’s external factor institutional manifestation is based on several components that 

make up the college environment. The environment can be categorized into two broad features 
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(Fleming, et al., 2005). The first involves the physical aspects of the college (buildings, 

university grounds, and the sense of community they evoke). Environment also includes the 

composition of the student body, which can be defined by gender, race, socioeconomic status, 

geographic origins, and demographics and determining the values, makeup, attitudes, and 

personality of the individuals within the student body. However, one does not obtain a “feel” for 

the campus environment by strictly looking at these specific characteristics alone (Fleming, 

Howard, et al., 2005), but rather a combination of the physical and the secondary category 

including the psychological or cultural feel of the campus itself. Cultural feel is more easily 

defined as the campus climate, which includes campus, faculty, staff, career services, advisor 

accessibility. Tinto (1999) states “to be serious about student retention, institutions must 

recognize that the roots of attrition lie not only in their students and the situations they face, but 

also in the very character of the settings, now assumed to be natural to higher  education, in 

which they ask students to learn.” (p. 5). Tinto asks the questions, what should students look like 

during the critical first year of college when student persistence is in question, what sorts of 

educational settings should institutions construct to promote student retention?  

Tinto - Retention Internal Factors 

Expectations and Motivational Attributes. The CCSEQ categories in this study that 

aligned with Tinto’s expectations and motivational attributes are (1) career/occupational skills 

and (2) computer technology.  

Career/Occupational Skills. Survey participants were asked to respond to nine questions 

related to their participation in college career/occupational programs or a course in which they 

learned occupational skills. These nine questions were developed into a new scale to equalize 

responses with a scaled range of  4 = very often, 3 = often, 2 = occasionally, and 1 = never.  
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Computer technology. Supporting career and occupational skills in the ability to 

maneuver the internet as well as use computer skills. This section of the survey also askes 

participants about their ability to use a computer for analysis, communication, gathering 

information, database management, and serving as a learning tool.  There are 10 scaled questions 

that were developed into a new scale to equalize responses with a scaled range of: The rating 

scale is 4 = very often, 3 = often, 2 = occasionally, and 1 = never.  

Expectations are the act or state of expecting or anticipation of something happening, 

however, Johnson (2009) states that merely expecting something to happen will not make it 

happen. Happening is the manifestation of an outcome.  Expectations can take the form of 

expecting others to do something, but for this study expectations are what the individual sees as a 

projected outcome, expectations drive motives.  In this study the intention of the motive is 

retention and success as outlined by Tinto. Tinto purported that students’ background 

characteristics, initial intentions, and aspirations towards college, influence their academic and 

social integration, which in turn affect their persistence (Neuville et al., 2007).  

Preston (1993) used the CCSEQ to build a foundation for developing a two-year student 

persistence model. His study examined one independent categorical variable, goal commitment, 

and six dimensions of the student's perception of gains construct as the dependent variables. 

These six dimensions were Likert-type scales which measured the gains a student had perceived 

they had made on twenty-three general education goals. Of these goal-commitment variables 

included “(1) preparing to transfer, (2) those who were preparing for a new career, (3) trying to 

remain current or upgrade their skills, (4) attending for personal interest, and (5) trying to 

upgrade their basic English skills.” (p.20). 
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Tinto – Background Characteristics 

The CCSEQ components associated with Tinto’s background characteristics are 

background, work, and family. Students’ backgrounds and personal characteristics impact the 

college experience. Personal characteristics are presumed to impact students’ status in college, as 

measured by whether they attend college on a full-time or part-time basis. Status is hypothesized 

to later influence students’ quality of effort in social activities as well as academic activities. 

Effort in academic and social activities lead to perceptions of the environment manifested by 

perceptions of the institution, faculty, and staff, as being stimulating, challenging, and helpful 

and supportive, respectively. These perceptions coupled with quality of effort lead to perceived 

gains in personal and social development (Ethington, & Horn, 2007). 

Background, work, family: In this portion of the questionnaire the student was asked to 

provide demographic and background information that was important in the analysis of the 

survey responses. The CCSEQ produced a wealth of demographic and socio-economic self-

reported data, but this study is focused on gender and race (defined as minority).  

Since this research is looking at differences between male and female students’ retention 

and success, when gender is taken into account, grade performance tends to be more important 

for male students than for female students as males tend to drop out more frequently during the 

first year of college (Tinto, 1975; Saunders, et al., 2004; Tsoi-A & Bryant, 2015). Tinto (1975) 

states “it is difficult to determine whether grade performance is simply a proxy for this difference 

or whether it further distinguishes between males and females in specific categories of dropout 

behavior.” (p. 105). The gender variable is coded 2 = Female and 1 = Male.  

Two dichotomous variables were created to analyze minority students to all other 

students. The first dichotomous variable asked the question if the student was a minority or note: 
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(Yes) = 1 and minority (No) = 2. To address the need to look specifically at African Americans 

students, a covariate was created coded as “AABlack” (African American): AABlack-yes = 1 and 

AABlack-no = 2. Additionally, these variables were created because there were 21 black /African 

American respondents and 39 non-minority respondents. Creating this “minority” variable 

equalized the groups resulting in 38 minorities (21 AABlack and 17 other minorities) and 39 

non-minorities. Figure 2 is a diagram of Tinto’s internal and external retention factors and 

success factors with corresponding CCSEQ categories. 

 

Figure 2  

Tinto retention and success factors and CCSEQ variables 
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Data were collected from specific categories in the CCSEQ (see Table 1) as related to Tinto’s 

model of internal retention, external retention, and success factors used on this study.   

 

Table 1 

CCSEQ Variables Related to Tinto’s Retention and Success Factors 

Community College Students Experience 

Questionnaire Categories 

Tinto Retention and Success 

Categories 

Background, work, family Internal: Background Characteristics 

Career/Occupational skills Internal: Expectations and 

Motivational Attributes 

Computer technology Internal: Expectations and 

Motivational Attributes 

Table 1 (Continued) 

 

CCSEQ Variables Related to Tinto’s Retention and Success Factors 

 Community College Students Experience 

Questionnaire Categories 

Tinto Retention and Success 

Categories 

Course activities Success: Individual Educational 

Expectations 

Library activities Success: Individual Educational 

Expectations 

Faculty involvement Success: Individual Educational 

Expectations 

Writing activities Success: Individual Educational 

Expectations 

Counseling and career planning External: Institutional Manifestation 

 

Table 2 represents each of the independent dichotomous variables for this study listing 

the coding used in SPSS. Tables 3 through 5 represent the dependent scale variables coded very 

often = 4, often = 3, occasionally = 2, and never = 1.  These tables represent Tinto’s internal 

retention, external retention, and success factors.   
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Table 2 

Background Characteristics - Background, Work, and Family 
 

Independent Variables: Description 

Gender Gender 

1 = Male 

2 = Female 

Minority Race – dichotomous variable breaking race into minority and 

non-minority 

1 = Minority (Yes) 

2 = Minority (No) 

AABlack Race – covariate to identify African American students from all 

other minorities 

1 = African American (yes) 

2 = African American (no) 

Table 3 

Internal Retention Factor - Careers/Occupations and Computer Technology  

Variable Description Categories 

IR Career Scale Questions:  Actions related to career 

development  

1 = Never 

2 = Occasionally 

3 = Often 

4 = Very Often 

Internal 

Retention 

IR 

Computer 

 

Scale Questions: Activities students do to improve 

computer proficiency     

1 = Never 

2 = Occasionally  

3 = Often  

4 = Very Often 

Internal 

Retention 

 

Table 4 

External Retention – Institution Manifestation – Counseling and Career Planning 
 

 

Variable 

 

Description 

 

Categories 

ER Counseling Scaled questions: Taking advantage of counseling 

services and resources at the college 

1 = Never 

2 = Occasionally 

3 = Often 

4 = Very Often 

External 

Retention 
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Table 5 

Individual Education Expectations 

Variable Description Categories 

Success_Courses Scaled questions - active and engaging course and 

class participation activities 

1 = Never 

2 = Occasionally 

3 = Often 

4 = Very Often 

Success 

Success_Library Scaled questions – utilize library reach resources, 

technology, and staff to develop and improve 

academic performance  

1 = Never 

2 = Occasionally 

3 = Often 

4 = Very Often 

Success 

Success_Faculty Scaled questions – Engaging with faculty to 

enhance academic performance 

1 = Never 

2 = Occasionally 

3 = Often 

4 = Very Often 

Success 

Success_Writing Scaled questions – Developing writing skills 

through practice, research, and technology 

1 = Never 

2 = Occasionally 

3 = Often 

4 = Very Often 

Success 

 

Summary 

This chapter provided insight into the methods and procedures used to evaluate the effect  

on seven dependent variables based on gender and race (defined as minority) while controlling 

for whether The dependent variables are based on Tinto’s retention and success characteristics 

comprised of Background Characteristics, Expectations and Motivational Attributes, Individual 

Educational Expectations and Institutional Manifestation (Tinto, 1993). Race and gender are 

used to compare success and retention at a public community college.  Justification for the use of 

a post-positivistic, explanatory research design was given along with the research question and 
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hypothesis. An overview of the institution, population, and sample group was provided to 

establish the research setting. Finally, the intended data collection and data analysis methods 

were outlined, including a description of the research variables. 
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Chapter 4 – Results 

Introduction 

This study examines whether there were significant differences between gender and race 

(with race defined as minority) with respect to student retention and subsequent success 

(success as defined by graduation) based on specific factors. Minority is comprised of 

Black/African American, Hispanic, Asian, Native American Indian, and Pacific Islander. 

Specific combined scales based on internal retention factors (career/occupational, computer 

technology), external retention factors (counseling), and success factors (course activities, 

faculty interaction, library activities, and writing activities) were used to evaluate any 

differences based on the Community of College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CCSEQ) 

scores of graduating students from fall 2019 at a large Southeastern community college. The 

conceptual model and theory used for this study was Tinto’s (1993) model of retention. The 

conceptual models examine student characteristics prior to enrollment at their higher education 

institution, their persistence at the institution, interactions at the institution, and their retention 

and success self-perceptions leading to graduation.    

Preliminary Analysis 

Seven new numerical discrete scale variables were created to represent the seven self-

reported CCSEQ factors, which include: (1) career/occupational, (2) computer technology, (3) 

counseling, (4), course activities, (5) faculty interaction, (6) library activities, and (7) writing 

activities in the study in order to test differences between the independent variables minority 

and gender, and the introduction of a covariate (AABlack) representing the African American 

portion of the minority population. This was done by finding the mean scores for each student 

from each of the seven scales used in the study (see Table 6).  
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Table 6 

Descriptive Statistics 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 

N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error Statistic 

Std. 

Error 

IR Career 72 0 4 1.81 1.160 1.347 .253 .283 -.809 .559 

IR Computer 72 1 4 2.66 .668 .446 .126 .283 -.813 .559 

ER Counseling 72 1 4 2.33 .837 .701 .524 .283 -.552 .559 

Success Courses 72 2 4 3.07 .588 .346 -.201 .283 -.537 .559 

Success Writing 72 1 4 2.99 .681 .464 -.283 .283 -.175 .559 

Success Faculty 72 1 4 2.41 .715 .511 .394 .283 -.553 .559 

Success Library 72 1 4 1.91 .736 .542 .709 .283 .184 .559 

Valid N 

(listwise) 

72 
         

A Tukey post hoc test is not necessary because the independent variables minority and 

gender are dichotomous and there are no more than two choices in response to determine which 

pairs are statistically significant. Because of the unequal (n = 21) of African American students 

and other student ethic groups, the hypotheses tested were on minority and gender. African 

American students were coded in SPSS as AABlack were used as a covariate for this analysis 

(see Table 7). There was a total of 34 minorities as opposed to 38 non-minorities in this study. 

African American students accounted for 61.8% of all minorities. Other minorities reporting in 

this study were identified as Hispanic or Latino, American Indian/Alaskan Native, Other / 

Multi-Racial. No students identified as Asian. 
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Table 7 

African American to Other Minority Ratio 

AA/Black 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid      

Yes 21 61.8 61.8 56.4 

No 13 38.2 38.2 92.3 

     

Total 34 100.0 100.0  

 

The two-way ANCOVA (also referred to as a "factorial ANCOVA") is used to 

determine the interaction effect between two independent variables on each of seven dependent 

variables, after adjusting/controlling for one or more continuous covariates (Laerd Statistics, 

2018). The ANCOVA determines whether there is a statistically significant two-way interaction 

effect; its results determine whether the research is misleading or incomplete.  

In this type of study design, the two independent variables were manipulated so that 

different participants are measured by different conditions in the Tinto model framework ((1) 

internal retention, (2) external retention, and (3) success factors). This study examined if an 

interaction effect between the two independent variables and one or more of the dependent 

variables (if a two-way interaction effect) existed. A covariate (AABlack) was used to 

statistically control for other independent variables that were thought to influence this 

interaction effect. The tests were performed to determine if any statistically significant 

difference exist in the relationship between the seven scaled variables that were divided into 

three groups based on Tinto’s model: (1) IR = Internal Retention Factors, (2) ER = External 

Retention Factor, and (3) Success = Success Factors). These seven scale variables were coded as 

(1) IR_Career, (2) IR_Computer, (3) ER_Counseling, (4) Success_Writing, (5)Success_Courses, 
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(6) Success_Faculty, and (7) Success_Library. Gender and minority were selected as 

dichotomous independent variables in this model.  

The original data files from the questionnaire results were then exported into Microsoft 

Excel, which allowed for an efficient way to create the new scale variables.  Seven scale 

dependent variables were created because the number of questions in each original category of 

the CCSEQ varied from seven to eleven. To correct for these differences, these new scale 

variables combined the questions for each scale into one overall report for each factor. The scale 

definitions remained consistent with the original questionnaire structure (very often = 4, often = 

3, occasionally = 2, and never = 1). These Excel files were then exported back into SPSS with 

the revised factorial dependent variables. 

Covariates 

Covariates variables are used in ANCOVA models to test the main effect and interaction 

effects of these variables on the dependent variable. Adding covariates can greatly improve the 

accuracy of the model and may significantly affect the final analysis results and can reduce the 

error in the model to increase the power of the factor tests (Glen, n.d.). Examples of common 

covariates include ambient temperature, humidity, and characteristics of a part or subject before 

a treatment is applied.  A covariate is a variable, a group of like variables, or several variables 

used to control or account for a portion of the variance in the dependent variable, thus allowing 

the researcher to test for group differences while controlling for the effects of the covariate 

(Urdan, 2017). The variable AABlack was used as the covariate to control for that portion 

(African American) of variance that might be attributable to this minority population because of 

the unequal sample size of African American students alone. 
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This covariate was used to adjust the means of the groups of the two categorical 

independent variables. In an ANCOVA the covariate is generally only there to provide a better 

assessment of the differences between the groups of the categorical independent variables based 

on each of the scaled interval dependent variables (Laerd Statistics, 2018). 

Fisher’s Exact Test 

Because of the unequal sample sizes in African American (AA) students, (approximately 

70%, n = 51 all students excluding AA compared to 30%, n = 21 AA only, it is more common in 

the ANCOVA to have a continuous variable rather than a categorical one like AABlack. While 

African American students are a focal point of this factorial ANCOVA study (compared to a 

two-way ANOVA) there is a high correlation between minority and AABlack (African 

American) students, where the latter serves almost as a subset of the entire minority population. 

This can create more ANCOVA assumption violations than the 70% - 30% imbalance.  

The factorial ANCOVA is a variation of a multiple linear regression. However, one 

problem arising here is that in one of the assumptions of the multiple linear regression, there 

should not be independent variables that are highly correlated. In the case of this study, minority 

and AABlack are highly correlated. A Fisher’s exact test yielded a p-value below 0.001 

indicating a high correlation (See Table 8). This is not a concern because including AA Black as 

a covariate took into account three categories of minority: the white non-minority, the minority 

that is not AA Black, and the AA Black minority (See Figure 8). 
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Table 8 

Fisher’s Exact Test 

Minority * AA/Black Crosstabulation 

 

AA/Black 

Total Yes No 

Minority Yes 21 13 34 

No 0 38 38 

Total 21 51 72 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) Exact Sig. (2-sided) Exact Sig. (1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 33.135a 1 .000   

Continuity Correctionb 30.213 1 .000   

Likelihood Ratio 41.690 1 .000   

Fisher's Exact Test    .000 .000 

Linear-by-Linear Association 32.675 1 .000   

N of Valid Cases 72     

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 9.92. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

 

 

Figure 3 

AA Black Covariate Minority Count Versus All Other Minority Count 
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To solve for the imbalance in sample sizes in future studies, it might be possible to 

remove some participants randomly in the non-minority group and run a two-way ANOVA. 

However, in this study, the imbalance is not a significant factor, thus this study does show the 

intended results to answer the research question and hypotheses. This study could have benefited 

from a larger sample size and more than one graduating year of participants. Larger samples 

sizes have the advantage of providing more data for research to work with, however, large 

sample-size experiments require larger financial and time commitments. 

Cronbach’s alpha 

Cronbach’s alpha is an important concept in the evaluation of assessments and 

questionnaires. Researchers should estimate the quality of the questionnaire to add validity and 

accuracy to the interpretation of their data (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). Cronbach's alpha was 

used to measure internal consistency (reliability) of the model because the CCSEQ consisted of 

a 4-point multiple Likert question scale in order to understand whether the questions in this 

questionnaire reliably measure the same latent variable (Laerd Statistics, n.d.). Cronbach’s 

alpha was 0.770 (see Table 9), which indicates a high level of internal consistency for the scale 

variables. A reliability coefficient of .70 or higher is considered acceptable (George & Mallery, 

2003). As the estimate of reliability increases, the fraction of a test score that is attributable to 

error decreases (Nunnally & Bernstein,1994). The closer Cronbach’s alpha’s coefficient is to 

1.0, the greater the internal consistency of the items in the scale (Gliem & Gliem, 2003). 

Table 9  

Cronbach’s alpha Reliability Statistics 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach’s Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.770 7 
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A Cronbach’s alpha analysis was performed for each of the newly created seven 

independent variables scores that utilized questions from the CCSEQ. From each of these 

question groups (IR_Careers, IR_Computer, ER_Counseling, Success_Courses, 

Success_Faculty, Success_Writing, and Success_Library) the questions were aggregated by 

taking the total number of questions for each score group and then divided by that number, 

maintaining the original 4-point Likert scale range (4 = very often, 3 = often, 2 = occasionally, 

and 1 = never). This allowed SPSS to evaluate each score as one question per score. Individual 

Cronbach’s alphas for each of the seven variables is provided in their respective analyses. 

Levene’s Test 

For each analysis of covariance (each of the seven scales), a Levene’s test was conducted 

to test the assumption of homogeneity of variance of the respective scale between the two groups 

of the independent variables: gender and minority. A series of Levene’s F tests indicated that 

there was no statistical significance found and homogeneity of variance assumption was satisfied 

(p > .05) for all seven measures between gender (See Table 10) or minority (See Table 11). 

Table 10 

Levene’s Test Gender and Minority Results Matrix (Gender) 
 

Levene’s 

test genders 

IR 

Computer 

IR 

Career 

ER 

Counseling 

Success 

Courses 

Success 

Writing 

Success 

Faculty 

Success 

Library 

F-value 1.303 1.317 2.292 0.972 0.965 1.454 1.219 

 

p-value 0.278 0.274 0.108 0.383 0.386 0.240 0.301 

 
Table 11  

Levene’s Test Gender and Minority Results Matrix (Minorities) 

 
Levene’s test 

minorities 

IR 

Computer 

IR 

Career 

ER 

Counseling 

Success 

Courses 

Success 

Writing 

Success 

Faculty 

Success 

Library 

F-value 0.126 0.001 0.152 0.499 0.063 0.020 0.020 

 

p-value 0.723 0.976 0.698 0.482 0.803 0.887 0.889 
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Variable Profile Plots  
 

Appendix G (Figures G1 – G7) are profile plots that highlight possible interaction between 

independent variables gender and minority for each scale variable, however, it is important to 

note these plots cannot determine a definitive interaction effect based  on parallel or non-parallel 

lines in the plots from these variables because the profile plot is based on the sample data 

collected (Fox, 2015).  If lines in the profile plot are not parallel (i.e., if they have different 

patterns or they cross or overlap each other) there might be an interaction effect. Alternatively, if 

the lines are parallel, this might indicate there is not an interaction effect. 

In order to determine the effect, a formal statistical test is required to test for the presence of an 

interaction effect (i.e., via statistical significance testing). With that said, profile plots are still 

very useful in getting an initial impression of data and are particularly useful when deciding how 

to follow up a statistically significant two-way interaction (i.e., whether to interpret and report 

main effects in addition to simple main effects) (Laerd Statistics, 2018). Further, the profile plots 

can be very useful not only in showing where there might be a two-way interaction effect, but 

also in describing and highlighting possible patterns in the data, furthermore determining 

whether there is an ordinal interaction or disordinal interaction meaning determining how 

statistically significant interaction effect (i.e., whether reporting main effects in addition to 

simple main effects) will take place (Laerd Statistics, 2018).  

Univariate Analysis of Variance: IR_Career Scores 

From the Tests of Between-Subjects effects IR_Careers reported in Table 12, the 

independent variable minority has a slight statistically significant effect on IR_Career score (F-

value=3.765, p-value=0.057)., i.e. a statistically significant effect with confidence level 90%) 

while controlling for whether or not the participants were African American students (AABlack). 
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The covariate African American ethnicity does not have any statistically significant effect on the 

IR_Career score (p-value=0.143). The descriptive statistics in Table 13 shows if a student is in a 

minority group, their score will likely decrease when the student is a woman rather than a man. If 

the student is not in a minority group, the score will increase when the student is a woman. The 

variable IR_Career measures the effort the student enrolled in a career/occupational program or a 

course exhibits in which he or she learns occupational skills, contributing to their retention. 

Table 12 

Test of Between-Subjects Effects - IR_Career 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:   IR Career   

Source 

Type III Sum 

of Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Observed 

Powerb 

Corrected 

Model 

6.744a 4 1.686 1.271 .290 .071 5.084 .377 

Intercept 20.941 1 20.941 15.787 .000 .191 15.787 .975 

AABlack 2.918 1 2.918 2.200 .143 .032 2.200 .310 

Gender .003 1 .003 .002 .962 .000 .002 .050 

Minority 4.994 1 4.994 3.765 .057 .053 3.765 .481 

Gender * 

Minority 

1.432 1 1.432 1.079 .303 .016 1.079 .176 

Error 88.872 67 1.326      

Total 331.543 72       

Corrected Total 95.616 71       
a. R Squared = .071 (Adjusted R Squared = .015) 

b. Computed using alpha = .05 
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Table 13 

Descriptive Statistics – IR_Career 

Dependent Variable:   IR Career   

Gender Minority Mean Std. Deviation N 

Male Yes 1.71 1.235 12 

No 1.83 1.128 18 

Total 1.79 1.152 30 

Female Yes 1.55 1.133 22 

No 2.14 1.179 20 

Total 1.83 1.180 42 

Total Yes 1.60 1.154 34 

No 1.99 1.150 38 

Total 1.81 1.160 72 

The Levene’s test of equality of Error Variances for IR_Career (Table 14) does not reject 

the assumption of homogeneity (F-value=0.169, p-value=0.917). This assumption can then be 

validated. 

Table 14 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances - IR_Career 

Dependent Variable:   IR Career   

F df1 df2 Sig. 

.169 3 68 .917 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + AABlack + Gender + Minority + Gender * Minority 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), the 

IR_Career score is not different between males and females (See table 15).  
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Table 15 

Estimated Marginal Means – IR_Career - Gender 

1. Gender 

Dependent Variable:   IR Career   

Gender Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Male 1.799a .215 1.369 2.228 

Female 1.812a .179 1.455 2.169 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

A statistically significant mean effect was found for IR_Career-minority so an estimated 

marginal means (EMM) test was run to compare the group means adjusted for covariate 

AABlack. If differences were not statistically significant, then controlling for the covariate did 

not make a difference in the outcomes (i.e., the means being compared).  In that case there would 

be a report the Descriptive Statistics for outcomes that were not statistically significant. When 

removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), the IR Career 

score is different between Minority and White (non-minority), but not statistically different (the 

95% confidence intervals overlap) in Table 16. The first confidence interval is 0.965 to 1.927 

(Yes minority) and the second confidence interval is 1.721 to 2.609 (No minority). These two 

confidence intervals overlap because 1.927 is above 1.721. 

Table 16 

Estimated Marginal Means – IR_Careers - Minority 

2. Minority 

Dependent Variable:   IR Career   

Minority Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Yes 1.446a .241 .965 1.927 

No 2.165a .223 1.721 2.609 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

 



 

122 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there does not seem to be any statistically significant interaction effect between Gender and 

Minority. There is no interaction here because whether you are male or female, the minority 

group has a lower mean than the non-minority group. (See Table 17). 

Table 17 
 

Estimated Marginal Means – IR_Careers - Gender * Minority 

3. Gender * Minority 

Dependent Variable:   IR Career   

Gender Minority Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Male Yes 1.585a .343 .900 2.271 

No 2.012a .297 1.419 2.605 

Female Yes 1.306a .294 .720 1.893 

No 2.318a .284 1.750 2.885 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

 

The Cronbach’s alpha is very high (0.971) among the IR_Career items collectively and 

individually as noted in Table 18. Therefore, a variable Career Score based on the mean of the 

Career items was constructed and used for further analysis. 

Table 18 

Reliability Analysis – Cronbach’s alpha – IR_Career 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.971 9 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if Item 

Deleted 

Scale Variance if Item 

Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Career1 14.94 87.614 .862 .968 

Career2 14.64 84.577 .918 .966 

Career3 14.65 84.231 .906 .967 

Career4 14.95 85.234 .891 .967 

Career5 14.99 88.381 .830 .970 
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Table 18 (Continued) 

 

   

Reliability Analysis – Cronbach’s alpha – IR_Career   

     

 

Scale Mean if Item 

Deleted 

Scale Variance if Item 

Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Career6 15.00 85.921 .919 .966 

Career7 15.00 87.368 .867 .968 

Career8 15.03 86.920 .884 .967 

Career9 15.36 90.971 .799 .971 

 

Univariate Analysis of Variance: IR_Computer Scores 

The Tests of Between-Subjects for IR_Computer effects in Table 19, shows there is no 

statistically significant effect on IR_Computer score from any independent variables (Gender 

and Minority) while controlling for whether or not the participants are African American 

students: all the p-values are above 0.05 and the F-values are small. The covariate African 

American ethnicity does not have any statistically significant effect on the IR_Computer score 

(p-value=0.821) either. The p-value for the interaction between Gender and Minority is large (p-

value=0.217). The descriptive statistics in Table 20 shows if the participants belong to a minority 

group, then the scores are likely to be different between men and women: the score is much 

lower for female participants. If the participants are not in a minority group, then the score will 

be the same between men and women. The IR_Computer variable reflects the self-reported effort 

to utilize computer, Internet, social media, and email technologies student demonstrate 

contributing to their retention.  
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Table 19 

Test of Between-Subjects Effects – IR_Computer 

Dependent Variable:   IR  Computer   

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Corrected Model 2.401a 4 .600 1.374 .252 .076 

Intercept 17.515 1 17.515 40.109 .000 .374 

AABlack .023 1 .023 .052 .821 .001 

Minority 1.101 1 1.101 2.521 .117 .036 

Gender .654 1 .654 1.499 .225 .022 

Minority * Gender .678 1 .678 1.553 .217 .023 

Error 29.258 67 .437    

Total 542.366 72     

Corrected Total 31.658 71     

a. R Squared = .076 (Adjusted R Squared = .021) 

Between-Subjects Factors 

 Value Label N 

Gender 1 Male 30 

2 Female 42 

Minority 1 Yes 34 

2 No 38 

Table 20 

Descriptive Statistics – IR_Computer 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:   IR  Computer   

Minority Gender Mean Std. Deviation N 

Yes Male 3.06 .575 12 

Female 2.65 .700 22 

Total 2.79 .679 34 

No Male 2.55 .616 18 

Female 2.55 .684 20 

Total 2.55 .644 38 

Total Male 2.75 .643 30 

Female 2.60 .686 42 

Total 2.66 .668 72 
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The Levene’s test of Equality of Error Variances for IR_Computer in Table 21 does not 

reject the assumption of homogeneity (F-value=0.522, p-value=0.668). This assumption can then 

be validated. 

Table 21 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances for IR_Computer 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:   IR  Computer   

F df1 df2 Sig. 

.522 3 68 .668 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + AABlack + Minority + Gender + Minority * Gender 

 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is no statistically significant difference in IR Computer score between both minorities 

because the 95% confidence intervals below overlap (See Table 22). 

Table 22 

Estimated Marginal Means – IR_Computer - Minority 

 

1. Minority 

Dependent Variable:   IR  Computer   

Minority Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Yes 2.869a .138 2.593 3.145 

No 2.532a .128 2.277 2.786 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is no statistically significant difference in IR Computer score between both genders 

because the 95% confidence intervals below overlap (see Table 23). 
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Table 23 

Estimated Marginal Means – IR_Computer-Gender 

2. Gender 

Dependent Variable:   IR  Computer   

Gender Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Male 2.799a .124 2.553 3.046 

Female 2.602a .103 2.396 2.807 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is no statistically significant interaction in IR Computer score between gender and minority 

because the 95% confidence intervals below overlap (See Table 24). 

Table 24 

Estimated Marginal Means – IR_Computer-Minority * Gender 

 

3. Minority * Gender 

Dependent Variable:   IR  Computer   

Minority Gender Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Yes Male 3.068a .197 2.675 3.462 

Female 2.670a .169 2.333 3.006 

No Male 2.530a .170 2.190 2.870 

Female 2.533a .163 2.208 2.859 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

 

The Cronbach’s alpha is high (0.853) among the Computer items collectively and 

individually. Therefore, a variable Computer Score based on the mean of the Computer items can 

be constructed and used for further analysis (See Table 25). 
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Table 25 

Cronbach’s alpha – IR_Computer 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.853 10 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if Item 

Deleted 

Scale Variance if Item 

Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Computer1 24.38 45.422 .460 .848 

Computer2 25.40 42.586 .415 .853 

Computer3 24.35 46.204 .319 .856 

Computer4 25.00 41.184 .546 .841 

Computer5 25.18 38.519 .703 .825 

Computer6 25.09 38.873 .747 .822 

Computer7 24.99 40.039 .712 .826 

Computer8 25.01 40.381 .695 .828 

Computer9 25.99 42.592 .400 .855 

Computer10 25.91 40.084 .608 .835 

 

Univariate Analysis of Variance: ER_Counseling Scores 

From the tests of Between-Subjects effects in Table 26, there is no statistically significant 

effect on ER_Counseling score from any independent variables (Gender and Minority) while 

controlling for whether or not the participants are African American students: all the p-values are 

above 0.05 and the F-values are small. The covariate African American ethnicity does not have 

any statistically significant effect on the ER_Counseling score (p-value=0.322) either. The 

descriptive statistics in Table 27 shows if the participants belong to a minority group, then the 

ER_Counseling score is likely to be much lower for female participants. If the participants are 

not in a minority group, then the score will be relatively stable and similar between men and 

women. An increasing trend can be seen from men to women in the non-minority group. The 

ER_Counseling (external retention counseling) score reflects the self-reported effort a student 
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demonstrates in communicating with school counselors, discussing career goals, reading 

literature on four-year colleges, and discussing school performance. 

Table 26 

Test of Between-Subjects Effects – ER_Counseling 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:   ER Counseling   

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Corrected Model 1.658a 4 .414 .577 .680 .033 

Intercept 21.191 1 21.191 29.493 .000 .306 

AABlack .715 1 .715 .996 .322 .015 

Minority .050 1 .050 .069 .793 .001 

Gender .509 1 .509 .708 .403 .010 

Minority * Gender .776 1 .776 1.081 .302 .016 

Error 48.141 67 .719    

Total 439.469 72     

Corrected Total 49.799 71     

a. R Squared = .033 (Adjusted R Squared = -.024) 

Between-Subjects Factors 

 Value Label N 

Minority 1 Yes 34 

2 No 38 

Gender 1 Male 30 

2 Female 42 

 

Table 27 

Descriptive Statistics – ER_Counseling 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:   ER Counseling   

Minority Gender Mean Std. Deviation N 

Yes Male 2.57 .749 12 

Female 2.24 .799 22 

Total 2.36 .787 34 

No Male 2.28 1.052 18 

Female 2.32 .743 20 
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Table 27 (Continued) 

 

Descriptive Statistics – ER_Counseling 

 
Dependent Variable:   ER Counseling   

Minority Gender Mean  

 

Std. Deviation N 

 
Total 2.30  .890 38 

Total Male 2.40  .939 30 

Female 2.28  .764 42 

Total 2.33  .837 72 

The Levene’s test of equality of Error Variances for ER_Counseling (see Table 28) does 

not reject the assumption of homogeneity (F-value=1.962, p-value=0.128). This assumption can 

then be validated. 

Table 28 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:   ER Counseling   

F df1 df2 Sig. 

1.962 3 68 .128 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + AABlack + Minority + Gender + Minority * Gender 

 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is no statistically significant difference in ER Counselling score between both minorities 

because the 95% confidence intervals below overlap (See Table 29). 

Table 29 

Estimated Marginal Means – ER_Counseling - Minority 

1. Minority 

Dependent Variable:   ER Counseling   

Minority Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Yes 2.315a .177 1.961 2.669 

No 2.387a .164 2.060 2.714 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 
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When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is no statistically significant difference in ER Counselling score between both genders 

because the 95% confidence intervals below overlap (See Table 30). 

Table 30 

Estimated Marginal Means – ER_Counseling - Gender 

2. Gender 

Dependent Variable:   ER Counseling   

Gender Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Male 2.438a .158 2.122 2.754 

Female 2.264a .132 2.001 2.527 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is no statistically significant interaction in ER Counseling score between minority and 

gender because the 95% confidence intervals below overlap (See Table 31). 

Table 31 

Estimated Marginal Means – ER_Counseling – Minority * Gender 

3. Minority * Gender 

Dependent Variable:   ER Counseling   

Minority Gender Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Yes Male 2.510a .253 2.005 3.014 

Female 2.120a .216 1.689 2.552 

No Male 2.366a .219 1.930 2.803 

Female 2.407a .209 1.990 2.825 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

 

The Cronbach’s alpha is high (0.916) among the Counseling items collectively and 

individually as noted in Table 32. Therefore, a variable Counseling Score based on the mean of 

the Counselling items can be constructed and used for further analysis. 
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Table 32 

Cronbach’s alpha - ER_Counseling 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.916 8 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if Item 

Deleted 

Scale Variance if Item 

Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Counseling1 16.23 36.471 .717 .905 

Counseling2 16.60 34.507 .740 .903 

Counseling3 16.32 35.459 .755 .902 

Counseling4 16.12 35.736 .672 .909 

Counseling5 16.65 34.178 .800 .898 

Counseling6 16.31 35.586 .652 .911 

Counseling7 16.83 34.195 .788 .899 

Counseling8 17.12 36.078 .662 .909 

 
Univariate Analysis of Variance: Success_Courses Scores 

From the Tests of Between-Subjects Effects in Table 33, there is no statistically 

significant effect on the Success_Courses score from either independent variables (Gender and 

Minority) while controlling for whether or not the participants are African American students 

with confidence level 95%: all the p-values are above 0.05 and the F-values are small. However, 

Gender has a statistically significant effect on the Success_Courses score with confidence level 

90% (F-value = 3.080, p-value=0.084 < 0.10). The covariate African American ethnicity does 

not have any statistically significant effect on the Success_Courses score (p-value=0.304). The p-

value for the interaction between Gender and Minority is large (p-value=0.678), which shows no 

interaction. The descriptive statistics in Table 34 shows whether the participants are in the 

minority group or not, the scores will be higher for the female participants than the male ones  

The Success_Courses score reflects the self-reported effort exhibited in participation, instructor 

engagement, critical thinking application, Socratic dialogue during courses.  
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Table 33  

Test of Between-Subjects Effects – Success_Courses 

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:   Success Courses   

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Corrected Model 1.856a 4 .464 1.369 .254 .076 

Intercept 30.137 1 30.137 88.899 .000 .570 

AABlack .364 1 .364 1.073 .304 .016 

Minority .028 1 .028 .082 .775 .001 

Gender 1.044 1 1.044 3.080 .084 .044 

Minority * Gender .059 1 .059 .174 .678 .003 

Error 22.713 67 .339    

Total 703.530 72     

Corrected Total 24.569 71     

a. R Squared = .076 (Adjusted R Squared = .020) 

Between-Subjects Factors 

 Value Label N 

Minority 1 Yes 34 

2 No 38 

Gender 1 Male 30 

2 Female 42 

 

Table 34 

Descriptive Statistics – Success_Courses 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:   Success Courses   

Minority Gender Mean Std. Deviation N 

Yes Male 2.98 .481 12 

Female 3.20 .574 22 

Total 3.12 .547 34 

No Male 2.86 .681 18 

Female 3.17 .550 20 

Total 3.02 .627 38 

Total Male 2.91 .602 30 

Female 3.19 .556 42 

Total 3.07 .588 72 
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The Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances for Success_Courses in Table 35 does 

not reject the assumption of homogeneity (F-value=0.563, p-value=0.642). This assumption can 

then be validated. 

Table 35 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances  – Success_Courses 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:   Success Courses   

F df1 df2 Sig. 

.563 3 68 .642 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + AABlack + Minority + Gender + Minority * Gender 

 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is no statistically significant difference in Success Courses score between both minorities 

because the 95% confidence intervals below overlap (See Table 36). 

Table 36 

Estimate Marginal Means – Success_Courses - Minority 

1. Minority 

Dependent Variable:   Success Courses   

Minority Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Yes 3.025a .122 2.782 3.268 

No 3.079a .112 2.854 3.303 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is no statistically significant difference in Success Courses score between both genders 

because the 95% confidence intervals below overlap (See Table 37). 
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Table 37 

Estimate Marginal Means – Success_Courses – Gender 

 

2. Gender 

Dependent Variable:   Success Courses   

Gender Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Male 2.927a .109 2.710 3.144 

Female 3.177a .091 2.996 3.357 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is no statistically significant interaction in Success Courses score between gender and 

minority because the 95% confidence intervals below overlap (See Table 38). 

Table 38 

Estimate Marginal Means – Success_Courses – Minority * Gender 

 

3. Minority * Gender 

Dependent Variable:   Success Courses   

Minority Gender Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Yes Male 2.930a .174 2.583 3.276 

Female 3.120a .148 2.824 3.417 

No Male 2.924a .150 2.625 3.224 

Female 3.233a .144 2.946 3.520 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

 

The Cronbach’s alpha is high (0.854) among the Activities items collectively and 

individually as noted in Table 39. Therefore, a variable Activities Score based on the mean of the 

Activities items can be constructed and used for further analysis. 
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Table 39 

Cronbach’s alpha – Success_Courses 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.854 10 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if Item 

Deleted 

Scale Variance if Item 

Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Activities1 27.23 30.524 .402 .852 

Activities2 27.10 30.726 .433 .850 

Activities3 27.26 29.616 .482 .846 

Activities4 27.60 26.323 .683 .828 

Activities5 27.77 28.076 .555 .840 

Activities6 27.62 27.790 .588 .837 

Activities7 28.30 27.265 .508 .847 

Activities8 27.64 26.629 .678 .829 

Activities9 27.71 26.733 .668 .830 

Activities10 27.61 27.873 .573 .839 

 

Univariate Analysis of Variance: Success_Writing Scores 

 

From the Tests of Between-Subjects Effects (see Table 40), there is a strong statistically 

significant effect of Minority on the Success Writing score (F-value=9.169, p-value=0.003<0.01, 

i.e. a statistically significant effect with confidence level 99% as opposed to a confidence level of 

95%) while controlling for whether or not the participants are African American students. 

Gender has a statistically significant effect as well, but with confidence level 90% only (F-

value= 2.939, p-value=0.091). The covariate African American ethnicity does not have any 

statistically significant effect on the Success_Writing score (p-value=0.155). The p-value for the 

interaction between Gender and Minority is large (p-value=0.335), showing no statistically 

significant interaction effect. In the descriptive statistics in Table 41 the score increases for 

female participants whether they are in the minority group or not. The Success_Writing variable 
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reflects the self-reported efforts demonstrated by the student in development of writing, 

grammar, reading, and computer assisted writing activities.  

Table 40  

Test of Between-Subject Effects - Success_Writing Scores 
 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:   Success Writing   

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Corrected Model 5.743a 4 1.436 3.535 .011 .174 

Intercept 15.214 1 15.214 37.452 .000 .359 

AABlack .841 1 .841 2.070 .155 .030 

Minority 3.725 1 3.725 9.169 .003 .120 

Gender 1.194 1 1.194 2.939 .091 .042 

Minority * Gender .383 1 .383 .943 .335 .014 

Error 27.218 67 .406    

Total 676.469 72     

Corrected Total 32.961 71     

a. R Squared = .174 (Adjusted R Squared = .125) 

Between-Subjects Factors 

 Value Label N 

Minority 1 Yes 34 

2 No 38 

Gender 1 Male 30 

2 Female 42 

 

Table 41 

Descriptive Statistics – Success_Writing 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:   Success Writing   

Minority Gender Mean Std. Deviation N 

Yes Male 3.18 .613 12 

Female 3.23 .608 22 

Total 3.21 .601 34 

No Male 2.57 .642 18 

Female 2.99 .694 20 

Total 2.79 .694 38 
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Table 41 (Continued) 

 

Descriptive Statistics – Success_Writing 
 
 

Minority Gender Mean Std. Deviation N 

Total Male 2.81 .690 30 

Female 3.12 .654 42 

Total 2.99 .681 72 

 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is a statistically significant difference in Success Writing score between both minorities 

because the 95% confidence intervals do overlap: The mean score for the minority is above that 

of the non-minority group (3.303>2.683) and the 95% confidence interval for Success Writing 

for the minority group (3.037 - 3.569) is above that of the non-minority group (2.437 - 2.928) 

(Table 42). 

Table 42 

Estimated Marginal Means – Success_Writing - Minority 
 

1. Minority 

Dependent Variable:   Success Writing   

Minority Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Yes 3.303a .133 3.037 3.569 

No 2.683a .123 2.437 2.928 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is no statistically significant difference in Success Writing score between both genders 

because the 95% confidence intervals below overlap (although they are almost disjoint: the upper 

bound of the Male interval (3.097) is just above the lower bound of the Female interval (2.929)) 

(See Table 43). 
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Table 43 

Estimated Marginal Means – Success_Writing - Gender 

 

2. Gender 

Dependent Variable:   Success Writing   

Gender Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Male 2.860a .119 2.622 3.097 

Female 3.126a .099 2.929 3.324 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is no interaction between gender and minority in Success Writing score. The scores of the 

males are always below the scores of the females (See Table 44). 

Table 44  

Estimated Marginal Means – Success_Writing – Minority * Gender 

 

3. Minority * Gender 

Dependent Variable:   Success Writing   

Minority Gender Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Yes Male 3.246a .190 2.866 3.625 

Female 3.361a .163 3.037 3.686 

No Male 2.474a .164 2.145 2.802 

Female 2.892a .157 2.577 3.206 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

 

The Cronbach’s alpha is high (0.862) among the Writing items collectively and 

individually as noted in Table 45. Therefore, a variable Writing Score based on the mean of the 

Writing items can be constructed and used for further analysis. 
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Table 45 

Cronbach’s alpha – Success_Writing 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.862 8 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if Item 

Deleted 

Scale Variance if Item 

Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Writing1 20.86 23.414 .648 .842 

Writing2 20.99 22.224 .682 .837 

Writing3 20.52 24.069 .660 .841 

Writing4 20.84 23.607 .617 .845 

Writing5 20.08 26.231 .518 .857 

Writing6 21.06 23.062 .584 .850 

Writing7 20.78 23.859 .579 .849 

Writing8 21.23 22.524 .629 .844 

 

Univariate Analysis of Variance: Success_Faculty Scores 

From the Tests of Between-Subjects Effects in Table 46, there is no statistically 

significant effect on the Success_Faculty score from any independent variables (Gender and 

Minority) while controlling for whether or not the participants are African American students 

with confidence level 95%: all the p-values are above 0.05 and the F-values are small. The 

covariate African American ethnicity does not have any statistically significant effect on the 

Success_Faculty score (p-value=0.909). The p-value for the interaction between Gender and 

Minority is large (p-value=0.878), which shows no interaction. The descriptive statistics in Table 

47 shows  that whether the participants are in the minority group or not, the score will be both 

higher for the female participants rather than the male ones. The Success_ Faculty variable 

scores reflect the effort exhibited by the student in interacting with the faculty, participating in 

college activities, inquire about college-related activities. 
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Table 46 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects – Success_Faculty 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:   Success Faculty   

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Corrected Model .571a 4 .143 .268 .897 .016 

Intercept 14.254 1 14.254 26.754 .000 .285 

AABlack .007 1 .007 .013 .909 .000 

Minority .237 1 .237 .445 .507 .007 

Gender .141 1 .141 .264 .609 .004 

Minority * Gender .013 1 .013 .024 .878 .000 

Error 35.696 67 .533    

Total 454.086 72     

Corrected Total 36.267 71     

a. R Squared = .016 (Adjusted R Squared = -.043) 

 

Between-Subjects Factors 

 Value Label N 

Minority 1 Yes 34 

2 No 38 

Gender 1 Male 30 

2 Female 42 

 

Table 47 

Descriptive Statistics – Success_Faculty 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:   Success Faculty   

Minority Gender Mean Std. Deviation N 

Yes Male 2.42 .590 12 

Female 2.53 .777 22 

Total 2.49 .709 34 

No Male 2.30 .859 18 

Female 2.37 .592 20 

Total 2.34 .721 38 

Total Male 2.35 .753 30 

Female 2.45 .692 42 

Total 2.41 .715 72 
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The Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances for Success_Faculty (see Table 48) 

does not reject the assumption of homogeneity (F-value=2.273, p-value=0.088>0.05) with 

confidence level 95%. This assumption can then be validated. 

Table 48 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variance – Success_Faculty       
 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:   Success Faculty   

F df1 df2 Sig. 

2.273 3 68 .088 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + AABlack + Minority + Gender + Minority * Gender 

 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is no statistically significant difference in Success Faculty score between both minorities 

because the 95% confidence intervals below overlap. The non-minority confidence interval is 

included in the minority confidence interval (See Table 49). 

Table 49 

Estimate Marginal Means – Success_Faculty - Minority 
 

1. Minority 

Dependent Variable:   Success Faculty   

Minority Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Yes 2.482a .153 2.178 2.787 

No 2.326a .141 2.044 2.607 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is no statistically significant difference in Success Courses score between both genders 

because the 95% confidence intervals below overlap (See Table 50). 
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Table 50 

Estimate Marginal Means – Success_Faculty - Gender 

 

2. Gender 

Dependent Variable:   Success Faculty   

Gender Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Male 2.358a .136 2.086 2.631 

Female 2.450a .113 2.223 2.676 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is no interaction in Success Faculty score between Gender and Minority: the male scores 

are always below the female scores whether the participants are in the minority group or in the 

non-minority group (See Table 51). 

Table 51 

Estimate Marginal Means – Success_Faculty – Minority * Gender 
 

3. Minority * Gender 

Dependent Variable:   Success Faculty   

Minority Gender Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Yes Male 2.423a .218 1.988 2.857 

Female 2.542a .186 2.170 2.914 

No Male 2.294a .188 1.918 2.669 

Female 2.358a .180 1.998 2.718 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

 

The Cronbach’s alpha is high (0.898) among the Faculty items collectively and 

individually as noted in Table 52. Therefore, a variable Faculty Score based on the mean of the 

Faculty items can be constructed and used for further analysis. 
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Table 52 

Cronbach’s alpha – Success_Faculty 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.898 9 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if Item 

Deleted 

Scale Variance if Item 

Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Faculty1 19.08 34.678 .683 .885 

Faculty2 19.34 33.727 .795 .877 

Faculty3 20.09 33.636 .677 .885 

Faculty4 19.75 33.741 .750 .880 

Faculty5 19.74 33.590 .664 .887 

Faculty6 19.83 33.642 .729 .881 

Faculty7 19.92 35.362 .561 .895 

Faculty8 20.01 33.302 .776 .878 

Faculty9 18.65 39.310 .323 .908 

 

Univariate Analysis of Variance: Success_Library Scores 

From the tests of Between-Subjects effects in  Table 53, there is no statistically 

significant effect on the Success_Library score from any independent variables (Gender and 

Minority) while controlling for whether or not the participants are African American students 

with confidence level 95%: all the p-values are above 0.05 and the F-values are small. The 

covariate African American ethnicity does not have any statistically significant effect on the 

Success_Library score (p-value=0.591). The p-value for the interaction between Gender and 

Minority is large (p-value=0.463), which shows no interaction. The description statistics in Table 

54 shows a participant in a minority group will have a score tending to be higher if the 

participant is a female. If the participant is not in a minority group, the score will tend to be 

higher if you are a male. The Success_Library variable score reflects the self-reported efforts by 

the student in the use of the library and its services, resources, materials, and staff. 
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Table 53 

Test of Between-Subjects Effects – Success_Library 
 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:   Success Library   

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Corrected Model .740a 4 .185 .328 .858 .019 

Intercept 7.092 1 7.092 12.579 .001 .158 

AABlack .164 1 .164 .291 .591 .004 

Minority .372 1 .372 .660 .420 .010 

Gender .016 1 .016 .028 .868 .000 

Minority * Gender .307 1 .307 .545 .463 .008 

Error 37.773 67 .564    

Total 301.918 72     

Corrected Total 38.512 71     

a. R Squared = .019 (Adjusted R Squared = -.039) 

Between-Subjects Factors 

 Value Label N 

Minority 1 Yes 34 

2 No 38 

Gender 1 Male 30 

2 Female 42 

 

Table 54 

Descriptive Statistics – Success_Library 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:   Success Library   

Minority Gender Mean Std. Deviation N 

Yes Male 1.89 .761 12 

Female 2.03 .772 22 

Total 1.98 .760 34 

No Male 1.90 .860 18 

Female 1.80 .583 20 

Total 1.85 .719 38 

Total Male 1.90 .808 30 

Female 1.92 .691 42 

Total 1.91 .736 72 
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The Levene’s test of equality of Error Variances for Success_Library (see Table 55) does 

not reject the assumption of homogeneity (F-value=0.169, p-value=0.633). This assumption can 

then be validated. 

Table 55 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances – Success_Library 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:   Success Library   

F df1 df2 Sig. 

.576 3 68 .633 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + AABlack + Minority + Gender + Minority * Gender 

 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is no statistically significant difference in Success Library score between both minorities 

because the 95% confidence intervals below overlap (See Table 56). 

Table 56 

Estimate Marginal Means – Success_Library  – Minority  

 

1. Minority 

Dependent Variable:   Success Library   

Minority Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Yes 2.006a .157 1.693 2.320 

No 1.810a .145 1.520 2.100 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is no statistically significant difference in Success Library score between both genders 

because the 95% confidence intervals below overlap (See Table 57). 
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Table 57 

Estimate Marginal Means – Success_Library  – Gender 

2. Gender 

Dependent Variable:   Success Library   

Gender Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Male 1.893a .140 1.613 2.173 

Female 1.923a .117 1.690 2.156 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

When removing the effect of AA Black (i.e. adjusting for AA Black = the covariate), 

there is no statistically significant interaction between gender and minority for the 

Success_Library score due again to the overlapping of the confidence intervals (See Table 60).  

Table 58 

Estimate Marginal Means – Success_Library – Minority * Gender 

3. Minority * Gender 

Dependent Variable:   Success Library   

Minority Gender Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Yes Male 1.923a .224 1.476 2.370 

Female 2.089a .191 1.707 2.471 

No Male 1.862a .194 1.476 2.249 

Female 1.758a .185 1.388 2.128 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: AA/Black = 1.71. 

 

The Cronbach’s alpha is high (0.840) among the Library items collectively and 

individually as noted in Table 59. Therefore, a variable Library Score based on the mean of the 

Library items can be constructed and used for further analysis. 

Table 59 

Cronbach’s alpha – Success_Library 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.840 7 
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Table 59 (Continued) 

 

Cronbach’s alpha – Success_Library 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if Item 

Deleted 

Scale Variance if Item 

Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Library1 11.51 17.595 .698 .801 

Library2 11.84 19.475 .621 .815 

Library3 11.97 19.736 .631 .814 

Library4 11.18 18.677 .565 .824 

Library5 10.88 19.999 .449 .842 

Library6 12.00 20.053 .558 .824 

Library7 11.96 18.748 .665 .807 

 

Validating the Assumption of Residual Distribution Normality 

In order to validate the factorial ANCOVA for each score, the residuals of each model 

need to be roughly normally distributed, and if not, at least that they are not too skewed to be 

able to use a parametric test for this factorial ANCOVA. The Kolmogrov-Smirnov test as well as 

the graphical representation of the distribution of those residuals (histogram or QQ plot) was 

used to verify the assumption of normally distributed data. The output table of the normality tests 

for the seven columns of residuals. Since the number of participants is 72 in the study, the 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (see Table 60) was used because the number of participants was 

greater than 50 (Field, 2018; Mishra et al., 2019).  All the p-values are above 0.05 except for 

ER_Counseling (.043) and Success_Faculty (.042). However, these two variables have a p-value 

that are just under 0.05 so the assumption will be validated as well. By looking at the histograms 

for these variables in Appendix F, they are not highly skewed so for that reason parametric tests 

(such as the ANCOVA) can be conducted. The variables can be taken as alright to do parametric 

tests (such as the ANCOVA). The other five variable results were .200 meaning their p-values 

are larger than 0.20 so they are normally distributed.  
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Table 60  

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test 
 
     Kolmogorov-Smirnova 

 Statistic df Sig. 

Studentized Residual for Int_Retention_Career .092 72 .200* 

Studentized Residual for Int_Retention_Computer .074 72 .200* 

Studentized Residual for Ext_Retention_Counseling .106 72 .043 

Studentized Residual for Success_Courses .054 72 .200* 

Studentized Residual for Success_Writing .086 72 .200* 

Studentized Residual for Success_Faculty .106 72 .042 

Studentized Residual for Success_Library .091 72 .200* 

 

Normality: Normality is evaluated using a Q-Q scatterplot (Bates et. al., 2014; DeCarlo, 

1997; Field, 2013). The Q-Q scatterplot compares the distribution of the residuals with a normal 

distribution (a theoretical distribution, which follows a bell curve). The solid line in each variable 

Q-Q scatterplot in Appendix F (Appendix Tables F1 – F7) represents the theoretical quantiles of 

a normal distribution. Normality can be assumed if the points form a relatively straight line. Any 

residual in these plots is shown in the histograms and Q-Q plot variable scores in Appendix F as 

well.  The only histograms and Q-Q plots revealing a skewed distribution significance are (1) 

ER_Counseling, (2) Success_Faculty and (3) Success_Library scores. But these distributions are 

not so skewed to prevent conducting a parametric test, thus the factorial ANCOVA was ran for 

all the scores.  

Conclusion 

The independent Minority variable has a statistically significant effect on the 

Success_Writing score (F-value = 9.169, p-value=0.003) and a slightly statistical significant 

effect on IR_Career (Internal Retention Career) score (F-value = 3.765, p-value=0.057) after 

adjusting for the covariate AABlack “being an African American student”. Gender has a slightly 

statistical significant effect on the Success_Courses score (F-value = 3.080, p-value = 0.084) and 
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the Success_Writing score (F-value=2.939, p-value=0.091) after adjusting for the variable 

AABlack “being an African American student”.  No statistically significant interaction between 

Minority and Gender has been found due to a large variance in each cross category, however, it 

is worth mentioning interactions observed in mean plots: 

• The External Retention Counseling score (ER_Counseling) is higher for minority 

students in general, but decreases from male participants (Mean = 2.57) to female 

participants (Mean = 2.24). The participants who are not in the minority group 

preserve the same score whether they are men (Mean = 2.28) or women (2.32). 

• In the minority group, the Success_Library score is greater for women (Mean = 

2.03) than men (Mean = 1.89). In the non-minority group, the Success_Library 

score is greater for men (Mean = 1.90) than women (Mean = 1.80). 

  



 

150 

Chapter 5 - Recommendation 
Introduction  

This chapter presents a discussion of the findings in chapter 4 and links these findings to 

existing literature.  This study was grounded in the theoretical framework of Tinto’s (1975, 

1993) models of retention. Tinto determined there are four general factors contributing to 

retention and success. In this study these four factors were measured by seven Likert scaled 

variables. The purpose of the study was to determine if African American students’ perceived 

efforts in retention and success activities differ from those of other minorities, non-minority, 

gender, and specifically African American students.   

This dissertation examined African American community college students’ perceptions 

benefit derived from the quality of their efforts in their interactions with collegiate faculty and 

staff, the utilization of resources such as technology, participation in the class, and research on 

career development. Further, the study addressed the strength of relation between student gender 

and race based on the previously noted seven dependent variables. Gender and minority were 

identified as the independent variables. The African American student (AABlack variable 

identifier) was identified as the covariate.  

Summary of Study 

This study was initiated to find out if there were differences or similarities in 

characteristics exhibited by African American students that contribute to their long-term success 

in the community college environment.  To support this inquiry, the research question asked if 

by using the Community College Student Experience Questionnaire (CCSEQ) to measure 

students’ efforts in seven self-reported scores, if there were any differences in retention and 

success based on socio-economic characteristics. The two characteristics measured were 

minorities and gender controlling for African American students. This study went through 
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several iterations to finally focus on a streamlined set of variables that addressed all four of 

Tinto’s characteristics model, which included (1) background characteristics, (2) expectations 

and motivational attributes, (3) institutional manifestations, and (4) individual educational 

expectations. My desire became to determine if the results of previous studies were applicable 

when considering opposing demographic parameters, such as students’ race and gender. Such 

demographic changes could possibly present a juxtaposition to existing literature on minority 

student retention.  

Seven two-way ANCOVA derived from the CCSEQ were assigned one of Tinto’s four 

characteristics previously mentioned. This study looked at the effect the two independent 

variables (minority and gender) had on the seven scaled variables taken from the CCSEQ while 

controlling for the covariate AABlack (African American students). The four Tinto 

characteristics represented either an internal retention (coded “IR”), external retention (coded 

“ER”), or success (coded “Success”) factor. Finally, the seven scaled dependent variables were 

assigned one of the three factors: (1) IR_Career, (2) IR_Computer), (3) ER_Counseling, (4) 

Success_Courses, (5) Success Writing, (6) Success_Faculty, and (7) Success_Library (see  

Figure 2). There was no analysis on the effect of each dependent score on each other as this 

would have been a Spearman’s Rho test to measure the strength of association between 

variables.  

Summary of Findings  

The study analyzed the effect of the gender and minority variables on each of the seven 

scores and studied the interaction effect of independent variables (gender x minority). In 

addition, this study provides an analysis about the effect of being African American (defined as 

covariate AA Black) on each score. Overall, independent variable minority had an effect on two 
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scores [IR_Career] and [Success_Writing]. However, the covariate AA Black did not have any 

extra effect compared with the other minorities. AABlack had basically the same effect as the 

other non-white minorities (as coded minority = 1) on these two scores. Likewise, independent 

variable gender also had an effect on two other scores ([Success_Writing] and 

[Success_Courses]). Some interaction effect between variables gender and minority was 

observed on the mean plots, but the variance in each group was too large to detect a statistically 

significant interaction. Covariate AA Black had no significant effect on any of the seven scores 

compared to other minorities. Therefore, the minority independent variable can have an effect on 

some of the seven scores, but in those cases, it is all the minorities, black (African American) 

included. In summary, for cases where the independent variable minority had an effect on the 

score,  the fact of being black having an effect was because AABlack counts as part of the 

minority population, but not as a stand-alone covariate. Based on this study, there were 

differences found in one retention score and two success factors based on gender or whether the 

student was from a specific minority. In alignment with Tinto’s model, this study showed 

relevance to specific components of this theoretical framework in the internal retention realm 

which included expectations and motivational attributes. That particular internal retention factor 

was careers [IR_Careers]; as many community college students are non-traditional working 

students, college serves as a motivator to advance on the job or secure a job through the 

achievement of a degree or certification.  

Tinto’s student integration model explains the student integration process as mostly a 

function of academic and social experiences in college. It measured successful academic 

integration by grade point average (Rovai, 2003). This study measured success considering 

Tinto’s (1993) individual educational expectations using the CCSEQ variables course, faculty, 
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library, and writing activities. Student success as relating to the study hypothesis was discovered 

in the statistically significant results from the writing [Success-Writing] and course 

[Success_Courses] factors as noted in Dependent Variable Analysis Matrix in Table 61. These 

areas are described as self-reported effort begging the question do students’ efforts based on race 

(minority or not) and/or gender influence perceived college experiences and outcomes. These 

findings demonstrate that effort in academic activities, utilization of resources, and developing 

relationships within the institution, contribute to both gender and minority success and retention.   

This study aligns with Tinto’s model because it addressed gender and race as two of its 

independent variables. The characteristics that Tinto highlighted in his theory as being important 

in influencing the individual’s goal and institutional commitment are their individual attributes, 

precollege experiences, and family background. Individual attributes covers variables such as 

race, gender and academic ability (McCubbin, 2003). 

Overall, the results suggest that Tinto’s (1993) Student Integration Theory was useful in 

analyzing student retention at the community college that was involved in this study. However, 

not at its maximum potential, as the variables in the model accounted for only a modest amount 

of variance in retention. In addition, only three variables had a direct effect on retention. The 

largest direct effect on retention was accounted for by individual educational expectations (Tinto, 

1993) demonstrated by efforts in writing activities and course participation an engagement. 

While Tinto’s model does not specifically highlight African American students, the study did not 

show any significant difference in these student’s progress from other students.  

Research Question 

The research question asks what factors contribute to student success and retention 

expressed in three key realms of Tinto’s retention model: college environment and interaction 
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(external retention), application, study, and academic activities (success), and the utilization of 

resources (internal retention). This study had interest in minority students and  sought to 

highlight African American students as many times literature presents these students as 

challenged in their college completion more so than other groups. The study also assessed the 

role gender played in self-evaluation of retention and success. 

The research question specially asks: Is there a difference between CCSEQ scores using 

Tinto’s retention and engagement theory to examine factors that contribute to adult student 

community college retention and success based on socio-economic characteristics while 

controlling for whether the participants are African American students or not? To summarize, 

this factorial ANCOVA sought to show if results are significant, it means that whether you are 

African American or not, minority (race) or gender will have an effect on the measurement. If 

the results are not significant, then minority or gender will have no effect whether African 

American or not. Three areas showed statistical significance related to this question and 

supporting hypotheses.  

H0: There are no differences in students’ CCSEQ scores based on minority status as they relate 

to Tinto’s internal and external retention factors compared to other students after 

controlling/adjusting for the covariate African American students. The null H0 is rejected 

because statistical significance was found in internal retention factor [IR_Career] for 

independent variable minority.  

(1) Minority retention continuity in the community college is impacted by developing a 

strategy to a career path; this strategy includes exploring career opportunities, consulting with 

faculty, engaging in work related scenarios, exploring occupations, and conducting research. 

These efforts serve as impetus to seek a career after college completion. There are implications 
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that differences in retention in minority male and female students where minority female 

students’ scores will decrease more so than minority male students. African American students 

showed no effect based on solely on being African American. Non-minority female students 

showed a score increase.  

H0: There are no differences in students’ CCSEQ scores based on gender as they relate to Tinto’s 

success factors compared to other students after controlling/adjusting for the covariate African 

American students. The null H0 is rejected because statistical significance was found in success 

factor [Success_Writing] for independent variable gender. 

H0: There are no differences in students’ CCSEQ scores based on minority as they relate to 

Tinto’s success factors compared to other students after controlling/adjusting for the covariate 

African American students. The null H0 is rejected because statistical significance was found in 

success factor [Success_Writing] for independent variable minority. 

(2) Both minority and gender show statistical significance when it came to the benefit of 

efforts in writing activities such as seeking feedback from instructors on writing skills, reading, 

organizing writing activities, and while there was no significance found in the dependent variable 

IR_Computer based on gender or minority, it is important to note the use of technology and 

computers in enhancing writing skills was shown to make a difference contributing to the 

minority students’ overall success at the community college. Controlling for the African 

American students specifically, there was no significance revealed.  Gender and minority 

significance is based on their scores individually and not based on their interaction. Female 

students (whether minority or not) trended toward higher scores.  

H0: There are no differences in students’ CCSEQ scores based on gender as they relate to Tinto’s 

success factors compared to other students after controlling/adjusting for the covariate African 
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American students. The null H0 is rejected because statistical significance was found in success 

factor [Success_Courses] for independent variable gender.  

(3) Gender has statistically significant effect based on the Success_Courses score. Course 

success centers on efforts in classroom participation and engagement, developing good study 

habits, asking questions during or after class, and applying learning in real life scenarios. Again, 

female students’ scores were higher than males regardless if the student was in a minority group 

or not. There was no statistically significant effect for African American students.  

Table 61 is a dependent variable analysis matrix of the findings for the seven dependent 

variables (1) IR_Careers, (2) IR_Computer, (3) ER_Counseling, (4) Success_Courses, (5) 

Success_Writing, (6) Success_Faculty, and (7) Success_Library. In cases where significance was 

found (internal retention factor IR_Career for minorities, success factor Success_Writing for 

both minorities and gender, and success factor Success_Coureses for gender), it means that 

whether the students are African American (AA) or not, the minority status or gender will have 

an effect on the measurement. In results that were not significant, then being a minority or 

controlling for gender had no effect, whether the student was African American (AA) or not.  

While no significance interaction was found for minority/gender interaction (column four in 

Table 25), the graphical mean plot interaction (see Appendix F) represented in column five of 

Table 25 showed otherwise. However, the 95% confidence bars (or variance) are big, which 

means there is too much heterogeneity in each group (Male Minority, Female Minority, Male 

Non-minority, Female Non-minority) to conclude that there is a statistically significant effect. 

Heterogeneity is the opposite of homogeneity and means members of a population or sample 

have a different value from the dependent variable of interest.  
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Table 61 

Dependent Variable Analysis Matrix 
 

Dependent 

Variable 

Independent 

Variables 

(Minority-

Gender) 

significance 

African 

American 

Minority/Gender 

Interaction 

Effect 

Observation 

from the 

interaction plot  

(Mean plot) 

Summary 

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 Column 6 

IR_Careers1 Yes: minority 

No: gender 

No significance No significance Yes Minority group score 

decreased if woman. 

Non-minority group 

scores increase if 

woman. 

IR_Computers2 No: minority 

No: gender 

No significance No significance Yes Minority group scores 

differ between men and 

women. If minority, 

scores will be the same 

for men and women. 

ER_Counseling3 No: minority 

No: gender  

No significance No significance Yes Non-minority group 

scores indicate lower 

for women. Non-

minority group scores 

show stability for men. 

Success_Courses4 No: minority 

Yes: gender 

No significance No significance Yes Whether the 

participants are in the 

minority group or not, 

the scores will be 

higher for the female 

participants than the 

male ones. 

Success_Writing5 Yes: minority 

Yes: gender 

No significance No significance Yes Female scores increase 

whether in a minority or 

non-minority group. 

Success_Faculty6 No: minority 

No: gender 

No significance No significance Yes Whether minority or 

not, female scores 

higher than men. 
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Table 61 (Continued) 
 

Dependent Variable Analysis Matrix 
Dependent 

Variable 

Independent 

Variables 

(Minority-

Gender) 

significance 

African 

American 

Minority/Gender 

Interaction 

Effect 

Observation 

from the 

interaction plot  

(Mean plot) 

Summary 

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 Column 6 

Success_Library7 No: minority 

No: gender 

No significance No significance Yes Participants in a 

minority group will 

have a score tending to 

be higher if the 

participant is a female. 

If the participant is not 

in a minority group, the 

score will tend to be 

higher if you are a 

male. 
1 = Internal Retention Factor – Careers                                        5 = Success Factor – Writing 

2 = Internal Retention Factor – Computers 6 = Success Factor – Faculty 

3 = External Retention Factor – Counseling 7 = Success Factor – Library 

4 = Success Factor – Courses  

 

Implications 

Theoretical Implications 

Tinto’s model has been an integral source of student retention research, but literature 

indicates there is need for cultural advancement (Guiffrida, 2006). Aside from the four 

characteristics (1) background, (2) expectations and motivational attributes, (3) intuitional 

manifestations, and (4) individual educational expectations that make up the retention and 

success factors outlined in this study taken from the Tinto model (see Figure 2), there is a need 

for minority students to remain connected to supportive members of their personal communities 

even those within the community college environment such as family or socio-economic groups. 

Tinto’s theory does recognize the impact of family, but rather emphasizes the significance of the 

student / institution interaction (Young‐Jones et al., 2013), however, family was not explored in 

this study as a factor of pre-college commitment. This theoretical framework would benefit by 

recognizing the social system influences of family and friends in supporting and encouraging 

student retention upon arrival at college. This assertion is based on studies that minority students 
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benefit from the support of their circle of influence including friends and family (Cabrera et al., 

1999; Nora & Cabrera, 1996). Tinto’s model suggests students integrate into the institution’s 

culture as represented by the institutional manifestation component of the model used in this 

study, but according to Kuh and Love (2000) integration implies a student becomes socialized in 

the dominant culture of the institution, while abandoning their own. Thus, the institutional 

manifestation phase of the external retention component of this model might be better served if 

focused on connection with the institution rather than integration. Connection is more of a 

supportive posture allowing the student to maintain his or her identity, support, and social 

systems, while making the association with the college. Adding a distinct category highlighting 

the importance of maintaining cultural connections at college would be a modification in moving 

Tinto’s theory away from an integration perspective to one that values diversity and encourages 

colleges and universities to affirm and honor diverse student cultures. Relating this statement to 

the literature, Aragon et al. (2017) notes institutions must be sensitive to differences including 

women of color as two of the four significant findings in this study were relevant to gender and 

minority gender. This current study attempted to put emphasis on both gender and ethnicity 

utilizing Tinto’s model of engagement. While Tinto (1993) highlights gender and race as 

background factors contributing to retention, the model does not pay specific attention to the 

African American student. This study gave focus to this demographic.  

Practical Implications 

In addition to testing hypotheses and theories, this quantitative research sought to 

contribute to the academic success of diverse, underrepresented populations in higher education. 

However, generalizability must also be considered in this research approach as it might be 

difficult to accept an average finding (Carter & Hurtado, 2007) when considering a diverse 
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student body. It is prudent to provide evidence that a finding is applicable in other contexts and 

student populations. As an increasingly diverse population is entering community colleges, there 

is a need to recognize differing academic needs (Castillo, 2013). It will therefore be the job of 

the college to find ways for students of diverse backgrounds and genders to have access to high-

quality and forward-thinking education. This study did show differences based on both gender 

and race, but it did not address student age as literature in this study highlighted the trend in 

older students attending community colleges (Acrobatiq, 2017; Castillo, 2013; Hunnicutt, 2014; 

Kasworm, 2003.  Five of the seven scale variables in this study focused on the integral role 

technology plays in the support of student retention, success, and career development. If used 

properly, online technologies can help community colleges meet the changing needs and 

expectations of today’s tech savvy students in conjunction with bringing efficiencies and 

economies of scale to the college. Comparing this reality to the literature (Salvo et al., 2017), 

there is a growing need for colleges to address technological and online resources for students 

and particularly students of color who may have limited access to adequate electronic and 

technology resources.  This study did show that access to and use of technology in coursework 

and writing activities did show significance as related to student success and retention based on 

gender and race.  This is even more relevant in the midst of the 2020 coronavirus pandemic that 

has resulted in educational institutions (K-12, community college, four-year) to offer most of 

their curriculum online for the foreseeable future.   

The Impact of COVID-19 on Student Success and Retention. Students are at 

various stages in their academic programs—some are completing their coursework, and some are 

in the final stages of completing their degree. Each student brings a unique professional and 

personal perspective of coronavirus (AKA COVID-19) and their abrupt shift to remote working 
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and learning in 2020 (Bal et al., 2020). It is important to understand student challenges during 

the pandemic and capture strategies for success. The coronavirus has caused death and infection 

throughout the world and has deeply affected the global economy. This tragedy has also 

disrupted the education sector as the impact resonates globally (Dhawan, 2020). The outbreak of 

this virus in 2020 has forced may schools and colleges to remain closed temporarily or having to 

switch to a totally online format, discontinuing in-person teaching (Dwahan, 2020). Several areas 

are affected worldwide and there is a fear of losing academic year 2020 or even more in the 

coming future (Dhawan, 2020). As social distancing is preeminent at this stage, this will have 

negative effects on learning opportunities. Thus, educational units are struggling to find options 

to deal with this challenging situation and this scenario is creating a need for academic 

institutions to plan contingencies in an urgent manner.  

COVID-19 and Online Technology. While there are a number of technologies available 

for online education, they sometimes create difficulties ranging from downloading errors, 

software installation, login problems, audio and video glitches, poor internet connection, 

excessive broadband traffic slowing down connections, resulting in buffering or frozen screens 

(Aboagye, 2020). These issues represent technical/mechanical problems, however, there are 

others that impact learning and ultimately student retention and success.  

COVID-19 and Pedagogy. Sometimes student find online teaching to be boring and 

unengaging. Some students are not disciplined to handle an online learning environment because 

of the time and flexibility that come with this format, that many students never find time to do 

their work because they do not allot time for study or engagement.  Students want two-way 

interaction (Dhawan, 2020) and sometimes it can be difficult to create in an online environment. 

Additionally, many students and especially adulty learners, learn by practice, doing, and making 
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relevant connection with abstract concepts. These conditions can conceivably lessen a student 

opportunity to reach his or her full potential. Mediocre course content is also a major issue. 

Students feel that lack of community, technical problems, and difficulties in understanding 

instructional goals are the major barriers for online learning (Song et al., 2004). 

COVID-19 and Its Emotional and Psychological Effects on Learning. Aside from the 

technical/mechanical and pedagogical problems associated with online learning, these challenges 

are exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic. Situations of crisis and conflicts are also 

impediments in the path of education as many students and teachers face psychological problems 

during crisis including stress, fear, anxiety, depression, and insomnia that lead to a lack of focus 

and concentration (Di Pietro, 2017).  

COVID-19 and Its effect on Learning Resources. There is another area that the 

pandemic will dramatically impact in terms of technology and access to resources including the 

internet and computers and that is many of the minority communities. “Lack of access to fast, 

affordable and reliable internet connections hinders the process of online learning especially for 

those who  are living in rural as well as  marginalized communities” (Adnan, & Anwar, 2020, p. 

46). Many times, students of color access  the  internet  through  smartphones and are  unable  to  

take  advantage  of  online  learning because a significant amount of online content is not 

accessible via smartphones (Adnan & Anwar, 2020). A few recent research studies have 

explored the challenges and opportunities associated with e-learning during pandemics 

(Almanthari et  al.,  2020) from the perspective of the stakeholder. The study conducted by 

Almanthari et al., (2020), suggested that students’ voices (as well as  the teacher’s) are important 

on this  issue. Thus, institutions could gain from future research investigating students’ opinions 
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regarding online learning to examine the challenges faced by students, thus hindering their 

ability to achieve learning goals.   

COVID-19 and Its Impact on Socio-Economic Resources. Bacher-Hicks, et al. (2020) 

show the pandemic substantially widens the socioeconomic gaps in searches for online learning 

resources, which are critical for research and contribute to student success. During this pandemic 

year found search intensity for school-related resources “increased by 15 percent for each 

additional $10,000 in mean household income and by roughly 50 percent for each 10 percentage 

point increase in the fraction of households with broadband internet and a computer” (p. 2). 

Areas with more rural schools and African American students saw lower increases in search 

intensity.  In many cases, however, many students are trying to management how to get basic 

necessities and not for academics.   

Recommendations 

Tinto’s (1993) Student Integration Theory explained only a portion of variance in student 

retention and success. This suggest that more important predictors were not identified or properly 

evaluated in this theory. Therefore, a more in-depth research study would be recommended in 

order to identify and specify any additional predictors. Such an effort would need a larger sample 

from multiple institutions rather than the one profiled in this study. The retention issue can also 

be better understood when investigated from a longitudinal period of several years. This would 

certainly allow for taking a “before and after” look at retention and factors contributing to or 

limiting success as measured be completion. In addition, this study was based solely on Tinto’s 

model. Further research could consider additional factors such as alternative learning, variation 

in teaching styles and modalities, as well as new technologies that could be employed to assist 

with these teaching approaches. These suggestions could improve the understanding of the 
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variance in retention and completion.  The approach used within this study of combining 

questionnaire responses with enrolment and completion data provides a pathway to looking at 

new ways of detailing various segments of the student population including first year and whole 

study student behavior patterns and their links to retention, progression and attainment.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

Qualitative and Quantitative Study. While this is a quantitative study, which allows for  

collecting and analyzing numerical data, qualitative studies provide breadth and depth of analysis 

often missed by quantitative studies (Palmer et al., 2011). Future studies on student involvement 

need to examine both qualitative and quantitative data by other socio-economic characteristics 

that were not explored in this study to analyze what factors contribute most to gains in general 

education at the community college as well as employing a phenomenological methodology. 

Another approach could be a longitudinal study of a cohort group to identify which activities 

contribute most to student involvement in the community college and the university. A study 

measuring before and after results of students enrolled in general education courses could 

compare the gains in given subject areas and earned grades of students in the community college.   

Defining Success. The community college presents unique achievement objectives based 

on the characteristics of much of the study body (non-traditional, working, family 

responsibilities). As a result, success might mean community college serves as a vehicle to career 

advancement or job placement rather than the immediate degree, however, results vary 

depending on how broadly the pool of potential completers is defined and how success is 

measured. Acquiring a degree is certainly a measurement of success and a notable goal and 

accomplishment, but success can be measured in different ways; success can be achieving a 

certain GPA (this is probably the most common measurement of success) (York et al., 2015), a 
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career advancement, a degree or certificate designation (although a certificate could be seen as a 

alterative award for students promoted by institutional advising in lieu of an associate degree or 

transfer programs), transfer to a 4-year institution, or a personal non-academic related 

achievement (intrinsic). A future study might look at how these measurements compete against 

each other based on definition.  

Kuh et al. (2006) recognized that students do not come to their college experiences 

without preprogramed characteristics and expectations and therefore some are better prepared to 

succeed academically than others. However, their external experiences, pedagogies, and contexts 

can, and do, have measurable effects on students’ academic success (York et. al., 2015).  Kuh et 

al. (2006) defined student success as “academic achievement, engagement in educationally 

purposeful activities, satisfaction, acquisition of desired knowledge, skills and competencies, 

persistence, attainment of educational outcomes, and post-college performance.” (p. 5).  

In measuring success, future studies may consider how community colleges frame 

success not only based on completion rather than enrollment (Goldrick-Rab, 2010), but on the 

individual’s definition of what long-term success looks and feels like (Rennie Center, 2020). 

Future studies must take a comprehensive, holistic, and equitable approach in evaluating student 

process. Schools must be better equipped to understand students’ goals and intention via  

multiple pathways to success such as career planning and self-exploration skills, coupled with 

evaluating whether they have the needed competencies needed to advance in college or a career. 

Upon defining success, measurement can include two- and four-year graduation rates, time to 

degree completion, next term persistence, number of related degree credits, and employment to 

graduate ratios (Venit, 2019). 
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First Generation Students. First generation status has an effect on student retention 

rates as evident in Soria and Stebleton’s (2012) study, finding statically significant (p > 0.05) 

differences between first generation and non-first generation students in academic measures. 

Young-Jones et al. (2013) found first generation college students need additional support to 

succeed within the academic setting in comparison to peers who have spent more time in college. 

A subgroup of first generation students are first generation students of color. Despite recent gains 

in access to higher education, first generation students of color are at risk of note completing 

their college degree (Ramos, 2019). Students of color face academic and non-academic 

challenges including financial, educational, and economic barriers. Future research must focus 

not only on the first generation student, but diverse subgroups in order to help these students 

recognize and develop their full potential. Research should consider the complexity of the 

experiences of these student of color subgroups and how they intersect with the institution, 

success, and retention (Santa-Ramirez et al., 2020). Intersectionality describes the 

interconnectedness of individuals and groups (Ramirez, 2017) and how they draw from multiple 

group experiences from socially constructed identities (Manuel, 2006) within society including 

race, gender, religion, sexual orientation that “do not function independently, but rather act in 

tandem as interlocking or intersectional phenomena” (Manuel, 2006, p. 175).   Community 

colleges draw students from diverse backgrounds (Chen, 2019).  The  American Association of 

Community Colleges reported, approximately 36 percent of first-generation students are 

members of minorities including half of all Hispanic college students are first-generation, while 

43 percent of Native Americans and 41 percent are African Americans (Chen, 2019). In contrast, 

the percentages of white and Asian students that are first-generation are typically much lower 

(Wilbur & Roscigno, 2016). These statistics lend themselves to exploring another subset of 
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student inequality. Given the impact first generation diversity plays on enrollment and 

subsequent completion, studies of this group are important because of the implications they hold 

for long-term labor market opportunities, life course outcomes, and more traditional sociological 

concerns regarding mobility and the status attainment  process. A study of first generation 

patterns from other general effects of socio-economic status could further highlight inequalities 

this group faces including completion, the transition from the community college to a four-year 

institution, and identifying patterns that serve as predictors of success. Future themed studies 

could explore first generation students’ confidence in their academic abilities as measured 

through their efforts in stepping forward and participating in college activities and/or seeking 

academic assistance when needed.   

Despite the obstacles that first generation students face, 23 percent obtain an associate 

degree or certificate, and 24 percent achieve a bachelor’s degree or higher (Falcon, 2015). 

Multiple elements contribute to the success of these students and are the subject of discussion in 

literature (Bers & Schuetz, 2014; Sandoval-Lucero et al., 2014; Stephens, et al., 2014). Future 

studies could explore high school and college readiness programs, academic and social 

integration, personal characteristics, and family support. 

Minority Groups. While some researchers focused on specific ethnic groups, 

opportunities still exist for further exploration of the basic theoretical concepts of Tinto’s model 

(Metz, 2002) as related to other minority groups including the physically challenged, gay and 

lesbian students, and subgroups of nontraditional students. Further research could explore the 

existence of gaps in the research as evidenced by the movement from the four-year perspective 

to the two-year level and inclusion of groups not included in previous research studies. Tinto’s 

(1993) model of institutional departure explains student success for White students relatively 
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well, however, its relevance to students of color has been called into question (Lundberg, 2010). 

This model may underestimate the cost of social and academic integration for students of color, 

as the model focuses on integration into an environment that can feel foreign and alienating to 

students who are different from the dominant culture. 

Tinto’s model and the variables he described are important for evaluating retention, yet 

due to the variety of possible goals that a diverse student body presents, individual differences in  

goal commitment play a prominent part in understanding dropout rates (Henderikx et al., 2017). 

Understanding minority students’ college relations contributes to engagement, which Tinto’s 

models center on in the form of engagement. Therefore, failing to consider essential sociological 

elements of students’ decision-making processes that are a result of their relationships external to 

their institutions can have impact on engagement and retention (Stuart et al., 2014). 

Understanding the student’s perceptions on opportunities and risks in the job market and the 

student’s socio-economic and academic exchanges in and outside of the institution are relevant 

in evaluating perceptions and actions to stay in school, transfer, drop out, get a job, and the value 

these students place on credentials and how they perceive their chances of getting a job.  

Relevant to minorities who attend two-year institutions, Tinto’s model focused on 

residential four-year, predominately White institutions where students ranged in age from 18 to 

23 years old rather than non-residential, non-traditional aged community college students 

(Lundberg, 2010; Stuart et al., 2014), thus Tinto’s model works differently among community 

college students than it does among other institutions (Deil-Amen, 2011). There is a need for an 

alternate model of student persistence to fill in gaps not addressed by Tinto’s framework given 

the non-residential, two-year colleges that are in existence today. Tinto’s (1993) theory of 

student retention does offer examination of how mentoring can serve as an effective strategy to 
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assist African American students with the social adjustment in the institution when the institution 

makes a conscious effort to make connection with the student (Sinanan, 2016). Previously in this 

study, it was noted that institutions should make connections rather than integration. Styron, 

2010) notes an important factor that affects college students’ persistence is that of being socially 

integrated and connected with others, especially other students. Tinto’s (1993) model of 

institutional departure explains student success for White students relatively well, however, its 

relevance to students of color has been called into question (Lundberg, 2010). This model may 

underestimate the cost of social and academic integration for students of color, as the model 

focuses on integration into an environment that can feel foreign and alienating to students who 

are different from the dominant culture. 

Recommendations for Future Practice 

Updated Surveys. The CCSEQ used in this study is a validated instrument with proven 

validity and reliability in surveying community college students on retention and success related 

factors (Ethington & Polizzi, 1996; Strayhorn & Johnson, 2014). However, the survey needs 

updating to meet many of the changes in the college environment such as a growing international 

student population, the technological explosion that has occurred since the creation of the 

CCSEQ, certainly the growing online learning platform, the growing disparity in income, which 

impacts quality of life, and the number of jobs a student may hold at one time. Researchers at 

North Carolina State University designed and encouraged students to participate in the Revealing 

Institutional Strengths and Challenges (RICS) survey (Smith, 2017).  

Revealing Institutional Strengths and Challenges Survey (RICS). This RISC survey 

asks students about the challenges they faced during the current semester in five broad areas: 

academic support services, campus environment, finances and financial aid, succeeding in their 
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courses, and work and personal issues (Porter & Umbach, 2019). Like the CCSEQ, the RISC has 

multiple sections with unique challenges to address, but has focus on root causes such as errors 

in paperwork, not being advised properly, difficulty using course technology in an online course, 

and the student’s overall perceptions of the college. The RICS survey uses a branching approach 

that leads students down pathways to survey completion, thus reducing the overall completion 

time (Porter & Umbach, 2019). More granular topics in the survey include work, paying college 

expenses, family and friends, online classes, parking on campus, developmental classes, faculty, 

health and disability, doing college level work, and registering for class/courses.  

College Persistence Questionnaire (CPQ). Understanding the unique composition of the 

student population attending college. Tinto  (2006-2007) recognized the need to tailor 

assessments to a changing world, specifically when it came to differentiating types of institutions 

students attended stating “We have come to understand how the process of student retention 

differs in different institutional settings, residential and non-residential, two-  and  four-year”  (p.  

4). Metz  (2004-2005) made a similar assessment after reviewing years of retention research and 

urged that schools develop an understanding of predictors that operate specifically within their 

institutions. Davidson et al. (2009) joined Tinto and Metz in arguing against a “one size fits  all” 

approach to retention (p. 2). Instead, Davidson et al. (2009) advocated for individualization, both 

at the level of  the student and the institution stating “An effective system for reducing attrition 

must not only target at-risk students; it must also  facilitate the design of effective interventions” 

(p. 2). Thus, they created the College Persistence Questionnaire (CPQ). 

The purpose of this questionnaire (CPQ) is more predictive and preventative in nature 

enabling the  users to: (a) identify students at risk of dropping  out, (b) discover why an 

individual student is likely to discontinue his or her education, and (c) determine the variables 
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that best distinguish undergraduates who will persist from those who will not persist at their 

institutions (Davidson et al., 2009). 

The CPQ is a self-reported instrument that integrates 34 items evaluating six dimensions: 

(1) academic integration, (2) social integration, (3) supportive services satisfaction, (4) 

institutional commitment, (5) degree commitment, and (6) academic conscientiousness (the 

student’s interest in academic work and the effort he or she applies to that work). The items are 

answered on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = “very dissatisfied”, to 5 = “very 

satisfied” (García-Ros et al., 2019).  

The questionnaire assists in identifying at-risk students and allowing college support 

personnel to concentrate their energies on those most in need of their services. From a root cause 

perspective, the CPQ allows for the examination of factors scores and single items that often 

reveal the circumstances prompting a particular student’s departure (Davidson et al., 2009). In 

this study, the importance of evaluating the first year student was stressed. The CPQ can be 

administered to this group of students and using scale scores, predict whether these students 

return for their second consecutive year. Using the CPQ as a screening tool to identify students at 

academic and social risk is a new concept (Betts et al., 2017). As a screening tool, the CPQ has 

been used successfully in liberal arts colleges for new students in their first semester to try and 

determine persistence and attrition rates (Betts, 2017). Identifying differences bases on 

demographic variables coupled with the scaled CPQ  questions, could allow academic coaches 

and faculty member to distinguishing At Risk (AR) and Non at Risk (NAR) students. 

Identify Vulnerable Populations and Intrinsic Retention Factors. Retention of college 

students is a critical issue in Higher Education (Tinto, 1993). Universities continue to work to get 

a grasp on this issue as persistence has generally been seen as a problem in completing college 



 

172 

(Graham et al., 2013; Tinto, 1993) as wells as attribution rates, which are of fundamental 

importance to these academic institutions. Of importance is the ability of the institution to 

identify early in their academic program and accurately when and why they considered dropping 

out or withdrawing from school. The ability to identify the population at greater risk can increase 

the ability to retain a student population. Likewise, identifying retention factors such as, 

resiliency, self-efficacy, and persisting characteristics of successful students and first-generation 

students can benefit college administrators in developing recruitment and retention programs to 

facilitate student success (Garza et al., 2014). "As enrollment continues to rise and the funding 

for programs continues to shrink, the significance of identifying factors that assist in student 

success and retention plays an integral part in the overall success of institutions of higher 

learning (Garza et al., 2014, p.3). 

Social Inequalities Affecting Community College Success. Future research could 

impact college practices by the further exploration of root causes of low rates of completion 

among community college students based on social inequalities. Social inequality is linked to 

variables such as race, gender, language, income, and wealth (Ford, 2014). This persistence of 

social inequalities in higher education, seriously compromises the potential of higher education 

to serve as a vehicle for social mobility (Boliver, 2017). These inequalities could be bases on 

institutional policies, procedures, and practices that are biased and discriminatory like designated 

cutoff scores, weighted matrices, sibling preferences, the time of year when students are tested, 

the age/grade level when students are evaluated that tend to give specific groups advantage over 

others (Ford, 2014). 

Future research on social inequalities gathering socio-economic data could identify, 

describe, and analyze the substantial barriers community college students face and therefore the 
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challenges that institutions must overcome to help students succeed in earning degrees. Some 

community college practitioners argue that insufficient attention is given to the wide variation in 

students’ preparation and educational expectations that can lead to inaccurate assessment of 

success and consequently, focus on factors outside of colleges’ control (Bailey et al., 2005). 

Therefore, community colleges can develop policies that address social inequalities based on 

student characteristics. Relative to other undergraduates, students attending the nation’s two-year 

public/ community colleges come from a wider range of family backgrounds (Goldrick-Rab, 

2010). These wider strata of family backgrounds are often identified as social and economic 

characteristics of community college students and are often termed demographic (implying that 

they are hereditary rather than reflecting a position in a stratification system). Greater racial, 

socioeconomic, and gender diversity among community college students is often treated as an 

explanation for institutional outcomes. Moving beyond simple explanations of diversity and 

identifying root causes might serve to identify social inequalities in the community college 

system. There is a correlation between students’ characteristics and college outcomes, but this 

correlation does not identify mechanisms through which those relationships operate. The college 

and its policies play a role in managing institution and student relationships. Beyond the analysis 

of socioeconomic backgrounds and related statistics on completion, there needs to be policies 

and institutional practices that instead discuss the underlying reasons why such a relationship 

exists. Doing so increases the potential for acting on underlying inequalities. 

One way to stimulate a shift in policy reform is to reorient the measurement of student 

success to account for structural and institutional constraints. An example might be a shift from 

measuring institutional graduation rates based solely on the financial needs of the student and 

adjust the measurements for relative state support or institutional expenditures. This type of shift 
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to performance-based funding and greater institutional accountability could work in tandem with 

shifts in the measurement of success. 

Conclusion 

There are limitations in this study to consider for future research. Most of the data for the 

study, including all the predictor variables, were based on self-report measures. While it is 

important to understand the students’ own perceptions of their efforts toward degree completion, 

future research would benefit from a more ecological approach that would include measures of 

the social environment including feedback from family members and peers, evaluating the 

influence of work and first generation student status. While data was initially gathered on first 

generation status for this study, it was not used due to unequal sample sizes. Although main 

effects of ethnicity were included as a control, ethnic differences in the relations between 

variables was not examined. This study was also conducted at one urban community school 

where a large number of the minority students were from one ethnic background (African 

American). The ethnic minority participants in this study are likely to be typical of many 

students who attend minority-serving community colleges, rather than minority students 

attending mainly white community colleges where research has typically been conducted.  

African American students still maintain the stigma of lower graduation rates. A study 

with a larger population would possibly yield more statistical power for analysis, however, 10 – 

15 participants per predictor continuous variable, or per category of any categorical variable 

should be sufficient (Field, 2013). As is true with any study, the findings of this study must be 

interpreted based on the specific population that was sampled. Generalizations to other ethnic 

minority college student populations must be made with caution. Finally, this study was not 

longitudinal having covered only one graduating semester. It would be beneficial to determine 
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the length of time the students are enrolled in the community college from their initial enrollment 

to graduation and if there were any breaks in their attendance. This would be interesting to know 

given many community college students are non-traditional, have families, and many times work 

one or more jobs. These factors could serve as predictors of outcomes later in college, including 

persistence in finishing a degree.  
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Appendences 

Appendix A. Email Solicitation / Consent Statement 

Dear CPCC Graduate: 

I am a faculty member at __________ Community College and I am in the initial stages of 

completing my dissertation for a doctorate in adult education from the University of Memphis. 

My research deals with identifying factors that contribute to community college student success 

and retention. As a result, you are being asked to participate in a research study. I am the lead 

investigator of this project and my doctoral advisor is Dr. Wendy Griswold. 

The purpose of this research is to understand what factors enhance the student’s experiences at 

school and contribute to academic success.  The results of this survey can contribute to the 

community college’s development of academic and social programs, strengthen the academic 

environment, and allow for the analysis of positive factors that contribute to student life. You are 

invited to participate because you are or will be graduating from CPCC (fall 2019).   

Should you agree to participate you will be asked to complete an online survey. This survey will 

take 20 to 30 minutes to complete.  While this may seem like a long time, the survey flows very 

quickly and your input is invaluable. Participating in this study is completely voluntary and if 

you decide to participate now, you may change your mind and stop at any point. You may 

choose not to answer any survey question or continue with the survey. As a participant in this 

research study, you will be contributing to your academic legacy and help future graduates in 

their experiences at the school.  

You will not be paid for taking part in this study, however, you do have the opportunity to win 

one of four $50 gift cards (four cards awarded in the fall 2019). Four names will be drawn from a 

pool of survey participants from each semester noted. 

There are no foreseeable risks involved in participating in this study. You will not be asked to 

identify yourself by name or school student ID on the survey. 

If you have questions about the research you may contact me, Shawn Allison at 

sdallisn@memphis.edu or 704-502-4624. You may also contact me at my CPCC email at 

shawn.allison@cpcc.edu. You may also contact my doctoral chair (Dr. Wendy Griswold) at 

wgrswold@memphis.edu or 901-678-5439. If you have questions about your rights as a research 

subject, please contact the University of Memphis Institutional Review Board at 901-678-2705. 

You may print a copy of this consent document for your records. You will be agreeing that you:  

• Have read the above information 

• Voluntarily agree to participate 

• Are 18 years of age or older 

___ I agree 

___ I prefer not to respond 

We will make every effort to keep the information collected from you private. We will protect 

the confidentiality of your research records.  

Thank you, 

Shawn Allison 

For entry in the $50 gift card raffle, please indicate your student ID number: 

_______________________ 

___Prefer not to respond 
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(Please note in order to be entered in the raffle to receive one of four $50 gift cards (four gift 

cards per fall 2019 semester), it will be necessary to include your student ID number. Your 

student ID number will only be used to identify and contact the gift card winners. This 

information will remain confidential and will only be viewed by the study researcher and his 

advisor. 
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Appendix C: Central Piedmont Community College IRB Approval 

 

Appendix D: Permission to use the CCSEQ Instrument 
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Appendix E: Community College Student Experience Questionnaire 
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Appendix F Histograms and Q-Q Plots for Variable Scores 

 

 

Figure F1: Studentized Residual for Int_Retention_Career 
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Figure F2: Studentized Residual for Int_Retention_Computer 
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Figure F3: Studentized Residual for Ext_Retention_Counseling 
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Figure F4: Studentized Residual for Success_Courses 
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Figure F5: Studentized Residual for Success_Writing 
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Figure F6: Studentized Residual for Success_Faculty 
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Figure F7: Studentized Residual for Success_Library 
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Appendix G  Profile Plots for Variable Scores 

 

 

Figure G1: Profile Plot for IR_Career 

 

 

 
 

Figure G2: Profile Plot for IR_Computer 
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Figure G3: Profile Plot for ER_Counseling 
 
 

 
 

Figure G4: Profile Plot for Success_Courses 
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Figure G5: Profile Plot for Success_Writing 
 

 
 

Figure G6: Profile Plot for Success_Faculty 
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Figure G7: Profile Plot for Success_Library 
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