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This study evaluated the relationship between college and university attributes 

and success of their minority student populations in terms of enrollment, graduation, 

and completion. Data regarding institution status as a minority-serving institution, 

support and services designed to target nontraditional and disadvantaged student 

populations, percentage of staff and faculty classified as a racial or ethnic minority, and 

whether or not it has targeted supplemental funding were captured from the National 

Center for Education Statistics Integrated Postsecondary Data System (IPEDS) and 

United States Department of Education. Institutional data was sub-divided into three 

geographic context categories: rural, suburban, and urban.  

Analyses were used to establish a functional relationship between the 

independent variables and minority student rates of enrollment, graduation and 

completion within each geographic context category. Based upon the IPEDS academic 

outcomes definitions, graduation refers to the rate at which students earn 

postsecondary credentials within 150% of the standard time and completion refers the 
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rate at which students earn those same credentials, regardless of their length of study 

or other variables (www.ipeds.gov/glossary). Together, these relationships were used to 

develop a model of successful strategies for providing the most effective support system 

for minority students attending a rural college. 

http://www.ipeds.gov/glossary
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Purpose of the Study 

Through a better understanding of institutional design constructs and how they 

correlate to patterns of increased minority student success, rural colleges and 

universities will be better positioned to implement effective interventions supportive of all 

student demographics. For decades, colleges and universities have shaped their 

support programming by literature evidencing the need to address racial disadvantage 

as a primary factor in success disparity across student demographics. While a vast 

body of research is available regarding the need to support student development of a 

healthy racial identity as a means of facilitating a higher degree of success in 

postsecondary education, this population also presents an overwhelmingly high 

percentage of students who also meet low-income and first-generation-in-college 

classifications. Disaggregating the impact of race and racial identity from the other 

indicators of disparity has not been clearly addressed in the literature, leaving higher 

education professionals tasked with providing separate interventions. Ironically, it is 

often institutions challenged to serve student populations with the largest concentration 

of these demographics that have the most limited resources available to support such 

disperse student interventions. Rural colleges and universities, especially those with 

open-access and less-restrictive admission policies, serve some of the most 

disadvantaged student populations in all of higher education. Quite often their minority 

student populations come from severe poverty, generations of low-educational 

attainment, and decades of socio-economic oppression; however, students in the racial 

minority often indicate many of those same disadvantages. Administrators at those 



 

18 

institutions must decide how best to allocate their precious resources in an effort to 

effectively support the largest cross-section of students.  

Given the national trend to expand access to higher education, it is only 

reasonable to assume that higher education must be poised to serve an increasingly 

non-traditional student population. Increasing emphasis on ensuring equitable success 

equates to increased institutional pressure to implement strategies and interventions in 

support of those populations. This research effort investigated the relationship between 

commonly tracked institutional programs and institution-wide success of minority 

student populations. Through analysis of support programs for disadvantaged students 

at rural colleges, this study will provide data regarding the characteristics that most 

highly correlate with improved minority student success.  

Purpose statement. The purpose of this study is to evaluate the nature of the 

relationship between institution student support programs and the academic success of 

minority students, controlling for institution geographic context. The independent 

variables include geographic context (rural, suburban, or urban), HBCU designation 

(Historically Black College or University), existence of support services and special 

programs, presence of minority faculty and staff, and targeted supplemental funding. 

The dependent variables are minority student retention rates, graduation rates (within 

150% of the standard time), and completion rates (with no time limit). It is expected that 

these analyses will generate correlational data regarding a model of interventions that 

best support minority student success at rural-serving institutions. These data are also 

expected to provide the higher education community with greater insight as to those 

factors which most substantially impact success for this student demographic.  
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Research Questions 

The purpose of this empirical study is to evaluate the relationship between 

institution geographic context and academic outcomes of minority college students. A 

two-phase multivariate methodology will be utilized to compare institution-level 

academic outcome data for minority students, disaggregated by institution geographic 

context. Graduation (within 150% of the standard time) and completion rates (with no 

time limit) will be evaluated for minority students enrolled in public institutions of higher 

education. Successful academic outcomes will be correlated to specific institution 

attributes, as well as the presence of institution-identified special services and learner 

support programs. Analyses will be conducted to answer the following research 

questions: 

1. To what extent do academic success outcomes (enrollment, graduation, and 
completion) of minority college students vary based upon institution geographic 
context (rural, suburban, and urban)?  

2. Which special services and learner support programs correlate to higher 
academic outcomes for minority students in rural institutions?  

3. What institutional attributes correlate with an institution’s ability to effectively 
serve minority students in a rural geographic context?  

 
Statement of the Problem 

Serving close to 2.5 million students annually, rural colleges and universities are 

emerging as an important link in America’s vast higher education network (National 

Center for Education Statistics, 2012). Often tasked with being more than merely 

providers of education, rural institutions play a central role in their communities. Cultural 

enrichment, lifelong learning, economic development, and cultivation of local resources 

represent just a handful of the hats they wear (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). Most 
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importantly, perhaps, rural colleges and universities are valued for what they represent 

– the promise of education and prosperity for those far-removed from the long-standing 

ivy clad walls of America’s higher education tradition.  

For many decades education has been recognized as the great economic 

equalizer – our nation’s universal answer to personal independence and financial 

freedom (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). America’s higher education system has evolved from 

an enclave of elitist schools built on the European liberal arts model to a diverse 

network of institutions ranging from small, technical education centers to massive 

research intensive universities. The first major paradigm shift came with the land-grant 

institutions of the late nineteenth century. They represented a new face for higher 

education – expanded access and a focus on innovation and excellence in technical 

fields. They would also become America’s foundation for phenomenal growth and 

prosperity as an emerging industrial power (Mellow & Heelan, 2008). As American 

industries witnessed nearly exponential growth in technology, they demanded 

employees with more than a high school education. They needed a highly-skilled 

workforce, and education became the indirect economic catalyst for expanded access 

to higher education. Just as the types of institutions changed, so did the programs they 

offered and the students they served. Higher education was focused on accessibility, 

with the assumption that access alone would be the solution. The 1960’s would usher in 

the era of the community college, with open-admission two-year institutions being 

constructed in cities and towns nationwide (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). Originally intended 

to focus on the first two years of the liberal arts model, they expanded into 

comprehensive schools with transfer as only one of their many missions. Open-access 
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colleges would make the dream of higher education a reality for nontraditional students 

in a vast range of communities, from urban to rural (Mellow & Heelan, 2008). In tandem, 

legislation was passed guaranteeing federal student financial aid funding and racial and 

gender equality within the campus culture. On the global stage, the exponential growth 

of American higher education catapulted the country to a new level of international 

prestige and economic dominance (Mellow & Heelan, 2008). The United States had 

education at every level, from advanced research and innovation in the universities, to 

small-scale workforce training at the local community colleges and technical centers 

(Cohen & Brawer, 2008).  

It quickly became apparent that access alone was not the solution. As colleges 

were pushed to diversify their student bodies, it quickly became apparent that certain 

populations of students did not thrive in a traditional higher education culture. 

Predominantly white institutions were challenged to serve students of color. Low-income 

and first-generation-in-college students often arrived academically-underprepared and 

struggled to balance school with work and family obligations. Institutions were pushed to 

do more and did; however, the traditional baccalaureate model seemed amiss as 

colleges scrambled to split resources between student services, support programs, and 

academic departments. The rising cost of higher education and concerns over 

achievement gaps resulted in a national call for academic accountability which 

challenged colleges to do more with less (Guskin & Marcy, 2002). Rural colleges were 

already struggling to do more with less (Pennington et al). 

Closing the widening racial achievement gap in higher education has become a 

point of critical concern. Institutions, practitioners, policy groups, and even the federal 
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government have supported research on interventions and best practices to improve 

success for these non-traditional students. While there does exist a robust body of 

research regarding success of traditionally-recognized disadvantaged student groups – 

racial and ethnic minorities, low-income, and first-generation-in-college students. The 

literature is weak in regards to meeting needs of these students in the rural college 

environment. Rural colleges need contextually-based effective practices for improving 

success of their disadvantaged student groups. They are experiencing explosive 

enrollment changes while struggling to serve unique student populations, making best 

practice models of interventions for minority rural college students an issue of growing 

importance.  

Minority Students in a Rural College Context 

There is no single descriptor for rural colleges. They range in size from small 

community colleges to large universities. What they do have in common is a rural 

geographic context which equates to lower-quality academic feeder systems, greater 

demands on the institution, and limited external resources (Budge, 2010; Laskey & 

Hetzel). They are also the most common entry point for rural students, and are often 

challenged to serve some of the most disadvantaged populations in higher education 

(Laskey & Hetzel). Given the vague definition in the literature regarding what constitutes 

a “rural college,” for purposes of this research, the term refers to a rural-serving 

institution.  

Understanding rural communities and students is crucial to understanding rural-

serving colleges and universities, because the external cultural environment deeply 

impacts the internal culture of an educational institution (Gregory & Noblit, 1998). Rural 

students represent perhaps one of the least studied demographics in higher education. 



 

23 

While racial and economic achievement gaps dominated much of higher education 

research, challenges faced by rural students oft went unnoticed or were subsumed by 

other non-traditional student classifications, such as low-income and first-generation in 

college descriptors. Rural students, and as a result, rural colleges, did not receive 

interest until data emerged showing unique retention, transfer, and graduation patterns 

that appeared to be specifically related to rurality (Downey, 1980; Ali & McWhirtier, 

2006; Peters, 1990). Understanding the unique intersection of factors affecting rural 

students is crucial to understanding rural colleges and the rural community 

environments in which they exist. The longstanding assumption that struggles faced by 

rural college students was attributable to poor academic preparation has been replaced 

by a deeper understanding of the complex social, academic, and familial factors that 

impact their development (Demi, Jensen, & Snyder, 2010; Schonert, Elliott, & 

Bills,1991; Laskey & Hetzel, 2011). Regardless of race and economic status, rural 

college students present characteristic social and academic patterns. As products of 

quaint communities with small high schools, they thrive in highly-engaging and 

interactive social and academic circles, often struggling to assimilate to the culture of a 

large university (Schonert, Elliott & Bills, 1991; Downey, 1980; Freeman, 2006). A 

comparison of withdrawal and transfer patterns of urban and rural students paints a 

telling picture. While urban students who withdraw often stop attending entirely, rural 

students tend to transfer to smaller, more intimate institutions (Aylesworth & Bloom, 

1976; Schonert, Elliott, & Bills, 1991; Guiffrida, 2008). Rural students attending large 

universities also report social and personal concerns as their most common reason for 

withdrawal (Peters, 1990).  
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The familial background for rural students is often much more structured and 

autocratic, engendering stronger ties to home and the family unit (Demi, Jensen, & 

Snyder, 2010). While the strength of the family unit can be a benefit to students, it has 

been shown to be the source of conflict for rural students torn between family needs 

and educational aspirations. Rural students develop socially with a strong sense of 

place and ties to their geographic roots (Guiffrida, 2008). Their tendency to place home 

and family above personal educational goals may be a result of limited early exposure 

to careers and opportunities, especially for women and minorities (Gibbs, 1989).  

Minority Student Success 

A wealth of research exists regarding factors relating to success of minority 

college students and institution-level interventions demonstrated to improve minority 

student retention and graduation. Minority students have emphasized the need for a 

visibly diverse and welcoming campus culture that provides a combination of academic, 

social, and emotional support (Museus, 2008; Price, Hyle, & Jordan, 2009; Loo & 

Rolison, 1986; Jenkins, 2007). Minority students report feelings of isolation and 

exclusion within predominantly white institutions. The presence of social and cultural 

organizations focused strongly on the needs of minority students have been recognized 

as crucial support mechanisms in helping students of color adjust to the college campus 

culture, because they provide a culturally-familiar home base (Museus, 2008). Minority 

college students do not thrive in a color blind campus environment, needing the campus 

culture to recognize that race relationships are important in the racial identity 

development process (Jenkins, 2007). They need a campus culture that embraces 

discourse and diversity, promoting communication and collaboration in a healthy 

environment.  
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The presence of minority faculty and staff also play an important role in minority 

students’ attitudes toward the campus. A visibly diverse campus faculty and staff are 

important for two reasons. They not only improve student connections to and 

engagement with the campus culture, but they also send a strong message to students 

of color that the campus supports diversity and is committed to the success of all 

students. Multiple studies have evidenced that low rates of persistence and success of 

minority college students are more directly related to sociocultural alienation than any 

other factor (Loo & Rolison, 1986; Jenkins, 2007; Orozco, Alvarez, & Gutkin, 2010). The 

combination of poor academic preparation, limited economic resources, and a unique 

set of psychosocial development factors position rural students as an at-risk population 

in higher education (Laskey & Hetzel, 2011; Schonert, Elliott, and & Bills, 1991; Peters, 

1990).  

Rural Minority Students: The Intersection of Disadvantage 

Many of the factors negatively impacting minority college students align closely 

with problems faced by rural students. For rural minority students, however, they 

compound to create a perfect storm. While rural students have a higher rate of poverty 

than their urban peers, the poorest demographic nationally are rural minorities, with 

rural black families reporting the most extreme poverty levels (United States 

Department of Agriculture, 2011; Lichter, Parisi, Grice, & Taquino, 2007). In addition to 

the micro-social development common for rural youth, rural minority students must also 

overcome psychosocial development in communities steeped in hierarchies of race and 

class-based discrimination (Farmer, Dadisman, Latendresse, Thompson, Irvin, & 

Zhang, 2006). In contrast to growing trends of integration and suburbanization 

experienced by urban minorities, rural minorities still remain largely segregated (Lichter, 
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Parisi, et al.). Rural minority adolescents are also much more likely to be raised in 

single-parent families and, if they pursue higher education, be first-generation-in-college 

students (Harris & Zimmerman, 2003). The environmental factors experienced by many 

rural minority students during crucial emotional and social development periods 

predicate them for internalizing a negative racial self-identity (Evans, Forney, Guido, 

Patton, & Renn, 2010).  

The college environment, however, is not an escape from the negative, 

oppressive experiences at home. While rural institutions draw many of their students 

from their geographic regions, institutional elements such as athletics and specialized 

majors continue to draw diverse students together, forcing them to adjust to new 

experiences and relationships (Diver-Stamnes & Lomascolo, 2006; Woldoff, Wiggins, & 

Washington, 2011). Rural minority college students report experiences of two-fold 

discrimination – feelings of isolation within a predominantly white environment and 

alienation by their more urbanized minority peers (Woldoff, Wiggins, & Washington, 

2011). Rural minority student alienation exists in higher education across institution 

type, from the student-centered environment of a community college, to the academic 

rigor of a university setting. Given that rural students attend rural colleges at a much 

higher rate than urban or suburban institutions, it is necessary to develop an 

intervention model best suited for the environmental constraints and internal culture of a 

rural institution.  

Deficiencies in Previous Literature 

The literature contains significant research regarding minority student 

populations; however, studies pertaining to rural students are significantly limited by 

comparison. A majority of the studies regarding rural students focus more on pre-
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collegiate education and the impact of psychosocial development within the rural 

community context. While understanding these factors is crucial to developing support 

mechanisms for rural college students, information about the rural college itself is 

equally important; however, the division between institutional aspects and student 

development is very blurred within the literature. Little research is available regarding 

rural colleges as unique organizational entities. The limited scope of literature that is 

available refers almost exclusively to rural community colleges. While these studies 

provide a foundation of information, selective admission universities and four-year 

colleges serve a different student demographic.  

Significance of the Study 

Serving the needs of minority students in an urban context can be markedly 

different than within a rural setting. While evidence of racial disadvantage exists across 

almost every demographic sector in American society, racial stratification is magnified, 

for all intents and purposes, by other factors of disadvantage within the rural context. 

Developing a successful rural college model supportive of minority student success 

begins with first recognizing that publicly-funded rural colleges exist in a different 

environmental context than their urban and suburban counterparts.  

While plenty of research has been conducted regarding methods for improving 

success of minority students, many of the proposed steps are extremely difficult for rural 

colleges. The literature is robust with recommendations to hire minority faculty and staff, 

however, in a rural predominantly white community this is not an easy task (Pennington, 

Williams, & Karvonem, 2006). It is even more difficult when framed by the academic 

requisites needed, given the low degree attainment rates in rural communities. At times, 

securing adequate faculty to cover the breadth of courses listed in the catalog is 
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challenging in its own right, much less meeting racially-driven quotas. Recruiting 

minority faculty and staff to relocate to rural, predominantly white communities steeped 

in racial and ethnic segregation is equally challenging.  

White administrators are often not oblivious to the challenges faced by minority 

students on their campuses. Yet despite their recognition of the value-added aspect an 

enhanced focus on diversity affords the campus community, they are often at a loss as 

to how such services should be implemented. Tackling diversity obstacles often means 

going beyond internal factors and overcoming external forces that shape the campus 

culture. Despite their professed awareness of obstacles faced by minority students and 

the need to promote a campus environment more conducive to broad-based student 

success, they tend to be largely unaware of how the campus culture is truly perceived 

by their minority students (Diver-Stamnes & Lomascolo, 2006). Dwindling minority 

enrollment rates, particularly among male students in rural-serving institutions highlights 

the need to develop a paradigm of support services tailored to their needs; however, 

their low numbers place colleges in a difficult position to justify allocating precious 

resources without a proven rural college model.  

Historical Perspective 

Beginning with passage of the Morrill Act in 1862, American higher education has 

witnessed a trend towards expanded access over the last one hundred and fifty years. 

While initial steps focused on physical access and development of a massive land-grant 

university system, subsequent steps such as the Civil Rights Acts of 1964, Higher 

Education Act of 1965, and the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 put into place 

a framework supportive of equitable racial, ethnic, socio-economic and cultural access 

to education. According to the American Association of University Professors, despite 
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significant federal effort on this front, a comparison of enrollment statistics to the overall 

population indicates that minority students are actually “less equal” today than thirty 

years ago (Renner, 2003). While data do indicate that overall degree attainment rates 

for black and Native American populations should be proportional to their population 

demographics by 2030, this positive trend is primarily due to achievement of females, 

with males falling substantially behind (Longtime & Jones, 2011). Hispanic and Latino 

males are categorized by Saenz and Ponjuan (2011) as all but disappearing from 

American colleges and universities. Trend data indicate that by 2030, Hispanic student 

achievement will be at best two-thirds of their population representation, positioning 

them to enter a long-term cycle of underrepresentation in higher education. Long-term 

underrepresentation holds potential for a self-sustaining cycle of disparity that becomes 

increasingly difficult to dismantle (Longtime & Jones, 2011).  

Contribution to Higher Education Research and Practice 

According to Renner (2003), “There is massive physical (geographic) and 

qualitative (institutional type) segregation in higher education…” (p. 38). Analyses of 

minority student postsecondary enrollment trends nationwide indicates that they 

demonstrate enrollment cluster patterns in racially-based institutions, such as 

Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) and Hispanic-Serving Institutions 

(HSIs), and in institutions located adjacent to major metropolitan areas (Renner, 2003). 

Despite their low enrollment patterns at rural and suburban, predominantly-white 

institutions (PWI), it is these institutions that pose the greatest potential impact on 

achieving educational equality. The economic downturn of 2008 has launched a series 

of socio-economic shifts that will serve to push academic equality in non-metro 

institutions to the forefront of higher education research.  
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The Brookings Institute reports that as of 2011, 57% of the U.S. black population 

resides in the South – a 50-year high (2011). This population redistribution is being 

largely attributed to financial trends impacting the North and Northeastern industrial 

sectors. Financial constraints, massive lay-offs, and loss of personal wealth resulted in 

a pseudo-reversal of the “great racial migration” witnessed during the 1970’s (The 

Brookings Institute, 2011). With its lower cost of living and opportunities for employment 

in a growing number of professional fields, America’s coastal and rural south have 

become ideal relocation options. Lifestyle, salary, and employment opportunity gaps 

between metropolitan and non-metropolitan regions have all but closed for individuals 

with a Baccalaureate or higher degree (United States Department of Agriculture, 2011). 

Those same gaps, however, have widened for individuals at the bottom of the 

educational strata (United States Department of Agriculture, 2011). As minority families 

spread away from their former metropolitan centers, developing networks and 

infrastructure supportive of their education needs will become more pressing for 

suburban and rural colleges and universities.  

Organization of the Study 

The analyses of institutional support programs and their relationship to increased 

minority student success is organized into five chapters. Chapter two will provide a 

review of relevant literature, including current research on minority student populations, 

rural minority student populations, and rural colleges and universities as a unique 

subset of higher education institutions. Chapter three will outline the research 

methodology employed in this study, which includes the regression equation, its 

variables, data collection, and analytic techniques. Chapter four will present findings 

from this research, including minority student population trend data for more than 1,800 
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rural-serving institutions of higher education. Chapter five will present implications for 

the study’s findings and areas of further research to promote this body of work. This 

final chapter will emphasize this study’s contribution to the field and its implications for 

shaping student support efforts in the rural-serving institution context.  

Definition of Terms 

Data sets obtained for this research effort are secured through the Integrated 

Postsecondary Educational Data System (IPEDS). As stipulated in the Higher 

Education Act reauthorization, all institutions receiving federal financial aid funding will 

submit annual institution-level data. The definitions listed below are based upon data 

parameters and definitions provided by IPEDS and utilized as universal definitions for all 

reporting institutions.  

1. Academic Success refers to a student’s completion of an educational degree 
program. For purposes of this study, degree completion generally refers to 
attainment of either a two-year or four-year degree. Institutions granting more 
than a Master’s degree or less than an Associate’s degree were not included in 
these analyses.  

2. Applicant refers to a student who meets an institution’s requirements for 
admission and has been notified of one of the following actions by the institution: 
admission, non-admission, wait-listing, or withdrawal.  

3. Graduation refers to completion of the degree or credential within 150% of the 
standard time (i.e. a two-year degree within four years; a four-year degree within 
six years).  

4. Completion refers to completing the degree or credential without regard to a 
defined timeframe.  

5. Campus culture is the combination of various cultures on campus created jointly 
by all university person and accumulated in the long-term practice of school-
running. It consists of three aspects, namely, material culture, institutional culture 
and spiritual culture. Campus material culture, commonly taken on in the form of 
environment and facility, is the general name of external form of materialization in 
the development of university. Institutional culture includes the system shared in 
common and the distinctive system, which mainly refers to rule and regulation 
system, management and operation rule and restriction mechanism. Spiritual 
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culture refers to how campus person take part in cultural activities and what 
results are achieved, thus reflecting the ideology, values, psychological quality 
and aesthetic consciousness, etc. It includes written culture, behavior culture and 
mental culture. Material culture is the external symbol of campus culture. 
Institutional culture guarantees the orderly development of campus culture. 
Spiritual culture is the core and spirit of campus culture. 

6. Degree of Urbanization indicates the population density and proximity of the 
institution’s physical mailing address to a recognized metropolitan center. Rural, 
Suburban, and Urban indicators are based upon IPEDS classifications, which 
utilize 2004 U.S. Census Bureau designations.  

7. Rural and Rural Geographic Context are classifications that designate an 
institution of higher education physically removed from metropolitan population 
centers. For purposes of this research, the category encompasses five IPEDS 
classifications as follows: Rural Remote indicates an institution located in a 
Census-defined rural territory that is more than 25 miles from an urbanized area 
and is also more than 10 miles from an urban cluster; Rural Distant indicates an 
institution located within a Census-defined rural territory that is more than 5 miles 
but less than or equal to 25 miles from an urbanized area, as well as rural 
territory that is more than 2.5 miles but less than or equal to 10 miles from an 
urban cluster; Rural Fringe indicates an institution located within a Census-
defined rural territory that is less than or equal to 5 miles from an urbanized area, 
as well as rural territory that is less than or equal to 2.5 miles from an urban 
cluster; Town Remote indicates an institution located within a territory inside an 
urban cluster that Is more than 35 miles from an urbanized area; and Town 
Distant indicates an institution located within a territory inside an urban cluster 
that is more than 10 miles and less than or equal to 35 miles from an urbanized 
area.  

8. Suburban and Suburban Geographic Context are classifications that designate 
an institution of higher education located within reasonable proximity to a 
metropolitan population center, yet distant enough to maintain a separate identity 
from the more densely populated region. This category encompasses four IPEDS 
classifications as follows: Town Fringe indicates an institution located in a 
territory inside an urban cluster that is less than or equal to 10 miles from an 
urbanized area; Suburb Small indicates an institution located within a territory 
outside a principal city and inside an urbanized area with population less than 
100,000; Suburb Midsize indicates an institution located within a territory outside 
a principal city and inside an urbanized area with population less than 250,000 
and greater than or equal to 100,000; and Suburb Large indicates an institution 
located within a territory outside a principal city and inside an urbanized area with 
population of 250,000 or more.  

9. Urban and Urban Geographic Context are classifications that designate an 
institution of higher education as being located within a recognized population 
center. This category encompasses three IPEDS classifications as follows: City 
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Small indicates an institution located within a territory inside an urbanized area 
and inside a principal city with population less than 100,000; City Midsize 
indicates an institution located within a territory inside an urbanized area and 
inside a principal city with population less than 250,000 and greater than or equal 
to 1,000,000; and City Large indicates an institution located within a territory 
inside an urbanized area and inside a principal city with population of 250,000 or 
more.  

10. Enrollee is a student who applied, was admitted, and subsequently enrolled.  

11. First Generation in College (FGIC) denotes a student from a household in which 
no parent has earned a Baccalaureate or higher credential. For students whose 
parents do not reside in the same household, FGIC status is determined by the 
education level of the custodial parent.  

12. First Time in College (FTIC) refers to a student enrolled in college for the first 
time. This includes both academic and professional track students, students 
granted early admission, enrollees in the summer term prior to their first fall 
semester, and students who enter with advanced standing or accrued credits via 
dual-enrollment, Advanced Placement, and International Baccalaureate.  

13. Historically Black College or University (HBCU) The Higher Education Act of 
1965, as amended, defines a HBCU as: “…any historically black college or 
university that was established prior to 1964, whose principal mission was, and 
is, the education of black Americans, and that is accredited by a nationally-
recognized accrediting agency or association determined by the Secretary [of 
Education] to be a reliable authority as to the quality of training offered or is, 
according to such an agency or association, making reasonable progress toward 
accreditation.” Federal regulations (20 USC 1061 (2)) allow for certain exceptions 
to the founding date (www.ipeds.gov).  

14. Racial/Ethnic Minority designates students whose primary racial or ethnic identity 
is non-white. For purposes of this study, this classification specifically includes 
Hispanic and Latino, American Indian and Alaskan Native, Asian, Black/African 
American, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and students indicating two 
or more races.  

15. Hispanic & Latino: A person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central 
American, or other Spanish culture of origin, regardless of race.  

16. American Indian & Alaskan Native: A person having origins in any of the original 
peoples of North and South America (including Central America) who maintains 
cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community. 

17. Asian: A person having origins in any of the peoples of the Far East, Southeast 
Asia, or the Indian Subcontinent, including for example, Cambodia, China, India, 
Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand, and Vietnam.  

http://www.ipeds.gov/
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18. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander: A person having origins in any of the 
original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands.  

19. Racial/Ethnic Majority Designates students whose primary racial identity is white. 
The term majority is utilized not as a numerical representation, but rather an 
indication of the dominant socio-cultural group within the field of higher 
education.  
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CHAPTER 2 
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Institutional Factors and Minority Student Success 

Developing a model that accurately describes the relationship between college 

factors and minority student academic success hinges on a number of variables that 

work together to create a complex institutional environment. While some of these 

variables represent commonly understood definitions used widely in literature regarding 

higher education, others, however, are less clearly-defined. This literature review will 

begin with a review of key terms found in the literature, including a discussion of the 

environmental context of rurality and how it impacts the institutional environment. It will 

then include a review of recent research in student services, learner support, and 

targeted funding as institutional interventions used to enhance success of 

disadvantaged student populations.  

Rurality. There is no simple definition of what constitutes “rural.” According to 

the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), “…policymakers and researchers 

employ a dizzying array of definitions” (Cromartie & Bucholtz, 2008). The one thing that 

federal agencies and researchers can agree on is that rural is really a multidimensional 

quality that can be used to describe population concentration, geographic isolation, 

economic power, and access to resources. In a dynamic, globally-connected society, 

the delineation between rural and urban has become less-defined. Rurality has evolved 

to represent more of a spectrum than distinct classifications. For purposes of this 

research effort, the twelve geographic classifications as defined by the U.S. Census will 

be broken down into three primary categories that best represent rural, suburban, and 
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urban-serving institutions. These geographic strata are based on physical location, as is 

the primary definition used throughout the literature.  

Psychosocial development. Psychosocial development encompasses the 

process of human personality development, including “…the important issues people 

face as their lives progress, such as how to define themselves, their relationships with 

others, and what to do with their lives” (Evans, Forney, Guido, Patten, & Renn, p. 42). 

Psychosocial development theories are most commonly associated with cognitive 

structural theories, such as Piaget’s genetic epistemology, William Perry’s research on 

the cognitive development of college students, Lawrence Kohlberg’s concept of Justice, 

and Carol Gilligan’s theory of gender-related moral development (Evans et al. 44). In 

addition to cognitive development theories, psychosocial development also 

encompasses learning style theory and identity development (Evans et al.). Identity 

development research is closely tied to research and support models for serving 

nontraditional student demographics.  

Erikson’s Identity Development Theory forms the cornerstone of psychosocial 

identity theories. Erik Erikson identified eight stages of the individual’s personal identity 

development which are shaped by the social and historical context experienced by the 

individual (Evans et al.). Since the initial theory proposed by Erikson, a number of other 

researchers have built upon his foundation of identity development, particularly in 

respect to minority and female populations.  

Racial identity development. Research regarding racial identity development 

began to emerge in the mid-1990’s. Most notably, perhaps, is Cross’ theory of 

Psychological Nigrescence, which would later evolve into the Nigrescence lifespan 
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approach developed by Cross and Fhagen-Smith (Evans et al.). They proposed distinct 

patterns of black racial identity development, with particular emphasize on the identity 

development process as it is experienced by black adolescents who develop a negative 

self-perception, or internalized racism, and how that manifests in young adulthood – a 

crucial developmental period for college students. In addition to the work of Cross and 

Fhagen-Smith, Rowe, Bennett, and Atkinson developed the White Racial 

Consciousness Model; Ferdman and Gallegos established a model of Latino Identity 

Development, Jean Kim proposed the Asian American Identity Development Model; and 

Horse developed a model for American Indian Identity Development (Evans et al.). 

Research evidencing a clear connection between patterns of racial identity development 

and student academic success has not emerged; however, the body of work in this field 

“…implies that oppression is at the core of identity rather than factors such as language, 

country of origin, and culture that can also shape identity (as cited in Evans et al. p. 

269). Higher education’s student demographic is rapidly changing. “Not only is there an 

increased need for theoretical perspectives that address diverse student populations, 

closer scrutiny of nonwhite racial identity theories is also necessary to better understand 

the rapidly growing student populations that are increasingly becoming the majority in 

U.S. institutions of higher education” (Evans et al.). 

Minority-Serving Institution. In addition to Historically-Black Colleges and 

Universities (HBCUs), the United States Department of Education allows colleges and 

universities characterized as “Minority-Serving Institutions (MSIs) to also qualify for 

additional support funding. According to the U.S. Department of Education, MSIs 

include the following institutions: Hispanic-serving institutions, Alaskan-Native-serving 
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institution, Hawaiian-native-serving institutions, Tribal colleges, predominantly black 

institutions, Asian-American and Native-American/Pacific Islander-serving institutions, 

and Native American non-tribal institutions (USDOE, 2007). To fall into these 

categories, colleges and universities must meet criteria related to enrollment thresholds 

for identified minority groups or historical criteria, as is the case for HBCUs. 

Cultural Barrier Theory. Cultural Barrier Theory was first proposed by Leong et 

al. in 1995 (Ramos-Sanchez & Atkinson, 2009). It posits that certain Latino/a cultural 

attributes preclude help-seeking behavior and has been applied within higher education 

to account for Hispanic and Latino/a student reluctance to participate in advising and 

other support services commonly offered on college campuses. It parallels the cultural 

association of academic success with “whiteness” as noted by Tatum (1997, 2004), 

which she used as a framework for understanding why black children, especially males, 

tend to purposefully shun education, in her landmark book Why are all of the Black 

Children Sitting Together in the Cafeteria? Cultural Barrier Theory is relevant to this 

discussion of institutional support efforts for minority students, because it provides a 

useful framework for understanding how minority student populations perceive the 

campus culture, and how those perceptions may vary across generations.  

Education in the Context of Rurality 

Rural colleges exist as a unique entity within the spectrum of higher education 

institutions. Yet despite their shared environmental context, they also represent a 

surprisingly diverse cadre of institutions from community colleges to tier one research 

universities. The impact of rurality is often not realized in institutional typology, but 

rather in the role it will take within the local community, in its resources, flexibility it will 

have, and through the programs and services it can offer.  
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It is not uncommon for rural colleges to exist as the primary, if not sole provider 

of postsecondary and lifelong learning opportunities in their immediate area. Because of 

this they often embody a more interactive and robust role within their local communities. 

In their qualitative study of ten Kansas community colleges, Pennington et al. (2006) 

investigated challenges faced by rural colleges. Through a series of interviews, they 

determined that rural community colleges face challenges common throughout higher 

education; however, those issues are exacerbated by rural environmental factors. Their 

lower budgets, higher community demands, and a higher rate of students needing 

enhanced support services place them at a disadvantage among their peer institutions 

(Pennington et al, 2006).  

The rural institution’s campus culture is often one limited by a lack of diversity. 

While there are examples of rural institutions that enroll high percentages of minority 

students due to the composition of their local community populations, many serve 

primarily ethnic majority student populations. In their qualitative study of minority student 

perceptions of a rural university campus environment, Diver-Stamnes and Lomascolo 

(2006) found that minority and majority students commonly perceived the campus 

culture differently. They evaluated student perceptions regarding diversity within 

curricula and feelings of social marginalization within the campus culture. They found 

that 74% of majority students found the curriculum to be diverse, while only 13% of 

minority students felt the same. 58% of majority students reported experiencing 

marginalization, while 86% of minority students reported isolation and marginalization 

within the campus culture. Diver-Stamnes and Lomascolo (2006) determined that many 

of the majority students they surveyed had little or no history of experience with 
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discrimination and diversity measures. They also concluded that the rural college 

administrators they evaluated were generally oblivious to how their different sub-

populations interacted with each other and the campus environment.  

Serving Students in the Rural Institution 

Understanding rural students and their development needs is a key factor in 

understanding the challenges faced by rural institutions. Research indicates that rural 

students present a unique psychosocial developmental pattern. Through quantitative 

analysis of retention patterns of 115 students in the Conditional Acceptance Program, 

Laskey & Hetzel (2011) found that their distinct psychosocial development impacts how 

students interact with the campus environment. Through their research, they 

determined that the demographic should be recognized as a unique subset of students 

and that the institutions serving rural students must be prepared to tailor their support 

programs around those unique developmental needs. Additional studies have also 

produced a body of evidence that indicates the need for higher education to recognize 

the uniqueness of the rural student demographic. In her ethnographic study of rural high 

school and college students, Maltzan (2006) concluded that rurality functions as a factor 

that negatively impacts a student’s academic success. Through a series of student 

interviews, she determined that both high schools and colleges must be prepared to 

support these students through targeted services designed to overcome rural obstacles 

(Maltzan, 2006).  

While institutions must be prepared to meet their needs, the literature does 

indicate that as a group, rural students tend to self-select colleges and universities that 

better match their needs. Using data captured through the National Longitudinal Survey 

of Youth, Gibbs (1989) determined that while youth did indeed attend college at slightly 
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lower rates than their urban peers, both groups tended to graduate at comparable rates. 

A key difference he found – one that is perhaps indicative of the different psychosocial 

needs of rural and urban students – was in their ideal institution typology. Rural youth 

were more likely to attend rural colleges or institutions that offered a less “competitive” 

collegial environment (Gibbs, 1989). In short, they appeared to thrive in collegiate 

environments that mimicked cultural elements of the rural communities they called 

home. Guiffrida (2008) supports the work of Gibbs (1989) and other rural education 

researchers by proposing that social and cultural adjustment issues faced by rural 

students, position community colleges as their ideal starting point in higher education.  

Evidence of rural student psychosocial development is the key to establishing a 

deeper understanding of their enrollment, graduation, and transfer patterns. Rural 

communities and their residents operate in “micro-circles” of interaction. What are 

colloquially-referred to as “quaint” or “close-knit” communities actually represent highly-

interactive social enclaves. Youth transitioning through social and psychological 

development periods in such environments establish psychosocial behavioral norms. By 

the time they enter late adolescence and early adulthood, they have embraced highly-

involved social circles. First noted by Downey (1980), this psychosocial framework for 

understanding rural youth educational patterns, aspirations, and success for rural youth 

has been reinforced in a number of studies over the past thirty years.  

While research indicates that the college-going rate of rural students is slightly 

lower than their urban peers, overall the difference is not viewed by scholars as being 

statistically different; however, distinct differences have been noted in persistence and 

transfer patterns. In an effort to evaluate institutional factors related to withdrawal of 
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freshman university students from rural communities, Peters (1990) conducted a mixed 

methods study of 462 students at the University of Northern Colorado. Using 

institutional enrollment data and a student survey, Peters noted that rural students 

dropped-out at a rate significantly higher than urban students. Through data reported 

via the survey, rural students indicated a substantially higher withdrawal rate due to 

personal and social reasons (Peters, 1990). Coincidentally, rural and urban students 

reported nearly equivalent rates of withdrawal due to financial or academic reasons.  

Additional studies have both reinforced these findings and provided greater 

insight regarding types of rural students most at-risk in the traditional higher education 

environment. In a study of cognitive and psychosocial factors impacting 124 freshman 

students at a Midwest university, Ting (1997) found that traditional academic indicators 

of postsecondary success, such as grade point average and standardized test scores, 

were not accurate predictors of rural student success. In their five year study of rural 

Iowa youth, Schonert, Elliott, & Bills (1991) found similar results. It is often the most 

academically successful rural high school students that withdraw from college at the 

highest rates (Schonert, Elliott, & Bills, 1991; Ting, 1997).  

Laskey and Hetzel (2011) analyzed student-level data for 115 students at a 

private Midwestern university. They found that the most academically “successful” high 

school students were also the most socially-extraverted, and that for the population 

studied, there existed an inverse relationship between extraversion and retention in 

higher education. They concluded that grade point averages and test scores may not be 

the best predictors of rural student success. All three studies propose that this pattern is 

a result of the highly-involved cultural community within rural high schools. The micro-
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social school environment often places the academically-promising students in multiple 

social roles, resulting in a highly-engaging developmental period. It is the same core 

group of students involved in multiple circles throughout the school and often 

community spheres. Transitioning from an environment of high-engagement to the often 

diffuse, low-engagement atmosphere of higher education can leave this demographic 

feeling isolated and disconnected from the field of student persistence and completion, 

engagement with the campus community has a profound impact on student success 

(Tinto, 1993; Tinto & Russo, 1994; Tinto, 2012).  

Beyond the micro-social academic communities and social circles commonly 

experiences by rural youth, family and community constructs have also been indicated 

as a factor impacting academic trajectory. In their study of postsecondary enrollment 

patterns of rural youth, Demi, Jensen, and Snyder (2010) noted that the strict family 

hierarchical structures commonly reported by rural youth made the transition to higher 

education more difficult. Through analysis of student responses to the Rural Youth 

Education (RYE) longitudinal study, they found a pattern of self-limited behavior justified 

by a need to remain geographically close to the nuclear family. While factors such as 

grade point average, financial status, and FGIC classification were noted as having an 

impact, they were mediated by the family context. Demi, Jensen, and Snyder (2010) 

determined that common attributes related to rural communities and their families 

places a stronger emphasis on intergenerational bonds and the role of families within 

community social circles. Rural youth expressed a high degree of hesitance related to 

separating from the family unit and deference to the desires of older generations. When 
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forced to choose between educational aspirations and family aspirations, rural youth 

were inclined to go with the latter.  

The negative impact of psychosocial development factors is even more 

pronounced for rural minority youth. In their multimodal qualitative study regarding 

educational and professional conceptions of Black families in the rural Deep South, 

Farmer et al. (2006) identified that historical context of racially-based discrimination 

enhanced by other factors such as low-income and FGIC statuses, lack of career 

exposure, and limited community support mechanisms, served to severely skew black 

student attitudes regarding higher education. They noted collective socialization 

patterns that in effect redefined “success” within their community infrastructure – a 

similar trend to patterns of educational aspiration documented in rural, white 

Appalachian communities (Farmer et al., 2006; Ali & McWhirtier, 2006). Most parents 

indicated they simply hoped their children would secure employment and the ability to 

make a financial contribution to the family. Aspiring to leave the community often 

equated to abandoning the family and social circles. Pursuing advanced education and 

career options beyond their immediate communities was viewed as breaking 

generational bonds and shedding age-old values structures. Through their research in 

the Mississippi Delta region, Farmer et al. (2006) determined that generations of de 

facto segregation combined with a lack of exposure to career options and role models, 

academic support programs, and connections to a diverse community only served to 

magnify the negative aspects of rural psychosocial development. In his research on 

improving minority student education success in rural Kentucky, Stern (2010) proposes 

that the key factor in developing a “college-going culture” is a paradigm shift from 
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emphasizing access to success. He presents a case study of Jefferson Community 

College and its success in reaching out to the region’s black and Hispanic communities 

to build education pathways that positioned rural minority youth for success in higher 

education.  

While severely impoverished communities of the Mississippi Delta and 

Appalachian regions represent extreme examples, collective research on rural minority 

students presents evidence that even in comparison to lower success rates experienced 

by minority students throughout higher education, rural minority students are at a 

disadvantage. In an evaluation of differences in transfer rates for urban, suburban, and 

rural student groups, Castenada (2010) found that while rural students transferred at a 

lower rate than other student groups, rural minority students achieved even lower 

success. She recommends targeted support services specifically designed to meet their 

unique needs.  

In addition to overcoming racially-based social and identity development 

patterns, minority students also report strong feelings of isolation within the college 

campus environment. Corley, Goodjoin, and York (1991) conducted mixed-methods 

research comparing the relative academic success of rural and urban black students 

attending South Carolina State College. Through quantitative analysis of group SAT 

scores and grade point averages, they determined that while urban minority students 

entered with higher standardized test scores, they earned relatively lower grade point 

averages through both high school and college. Despite academically-outperforming 

their urban peers, rural youth demonstrated difficulty assimilating to the social 

environment of a college campus. Rural minority youth in their study reported feelings of 
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isolation and difficulty “fitting in” with their urban peer group. Twenty years later, 

Woldoff, Wiggins, and Washington (2011) built upon the work of Corley, Goodjoin, and 

York (1991) with a phenomenological study of rural black student experiences in the 

university environment. Through a series of focus groups and short surveys, they 

collected a body of evidence regarding black collegians’ collective experiences, 

meaning-making, interpretations, and interactions within a rural, predominantly white 

university. They compared data collected from both rural and urban black students. 

While both groups reported feelings of isolation within the campus culture, rural black 

students reported additional feelings of alienation from their urban peer group. They 

collectively reported an in-group pecking order related to rurality, with a higher degree of 

“blackness” associated with urban black students.  

Learner Support Programs in the Rural Institution 

The negative impact that rural youth psychosocial development has on 

educational success is often exacerbated by lower quality educational preparation. 

While not all rural K-12 systems underperform in comparison to their urban peer groups, 

as a whole, they commonly have fewer resources to provide the same breadth of 

services and support mechanisms offered by larger, urban districts. Restricted access 

to educational opportunities for growth, advanced achievement, and exposure to 

diverse experiences translates to a different academic pathway to higher education for 

rural youth. In some measures, rural youth outperform their urban counterparts. In a 

comparative study of rural and urban youth test scores and grade point averages, 

Corley, Goodjoin, and York (1991) attributed the higher grade point averages of rural 

youth as an academic survival tactic in the college admissions process. They propose 

that rural youth actually develop better academic work habits to counter their lower test 
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scores and lack of access to Advanced Placement and International Baccalaureate 

coursework. Despite developing a stronger academic skill set to manage college 

coursework, rural youth often enter the higher education environment less prepared for 

advanced discipline courses than urban and suburban student groups.  

Research regarding rural youth educational trends also indicates a strong pattern 

of academically-self-limiting behavior. Through analysis of survey responses of 338 

rural Appalachian students on a Social Cognitive Career Theory battery, Ali & 

McWhirtier (2006) determined that educational self-efficacy served as the strongest 

predictor of rural youth postsecondary enrollment. They propose that lack of access to a 

breadth of vocational and professional options combined with restrictive family and 

social constructs results in a strong pattern of self-limiting behavior. To break through 

these perceived barriers, colleges must communicate to rural youth that not only is 

higher education a viable option, but that educational aspirations need not preclude 

maintaining personal and familial ties. Through his analysis of National Center for 

Education Statistics (NCES) Beginning Postsecondary Students Longitudinal Study 

(BPS) on rural youth from 1996-2011, Freeman, Conley, and Brooks (2006) found that a 

strong pattern of self-limiting behavior connected to a lack of exposure to career and 

educational options. The study found the strongest pattern in rural minority youth, which 

he attributed to a lack of diverse role models in certain professional categories. Rural 

women and minorities potentially self-limit simply because they lack personal 

connections and self-actualization in many career fields.  

What Really Matters for Rural Minority Students 

Historically, literature regarding minority student support programs is rife with 

recommendations to address minority status – development of a negative racial identity, 
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lack of engagement with the predominantly white campus community, and lack of 

diversity as a visible element with the campus culture – as the primary obstacle to 

student success. For example in their phenomenological study of academically 

successful black males, Hrabowski, Maton, and Greif (1998) found six common 

developmental experiences for black males in the top 2% of national academic 

rankings. Participants universally reported development of positive race and gender 

identities as key factors in their success. Based upon their findings and the larger body 

of literature regarding facilitating success for black students, the researchers proposed 

that providing programs which engage minority male students in experiences to 

overcome internalized racism as a much-needed and valid initiative on college 

campuses.  

More recent studies have supported the need for a focus on developing minority-

inclusive campus environments. Orozco, Alvarez, and Gutkin (2010) conducted a 

qualitative study of 363 California community college students in an effort to evaluate 

the impact of academic advising on minority students. They concluded that minority 

students demonstrated stronger patters of engagement and connection to the college 

campus when they had access to advisors with shared racial, cultural, or ethnic 

attributes (Orozco, Alvarez, & Gutkin, 2010). Through analysis of transfer and retention 

data on 5,000 students in the Los Angeles Community College District, Chang (2005) 

found that older students were more likely to interact with the campus community and 

also more likely to complete their educational goals. Younger minority students 

demonstrated a strong pattern of disconnection from the campus community, indicating 
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the need for environmental attributes designed to build connections with them (Chang, 

2005).  

In a study to evaluate the role of ethnic student organizations as vehicles for 

promoting an increased level of engagement in the campus community, Museus (2008) 

conducted a phenomenological study of twenty-four students at a mid-Atlantic 

university. Through student interviews, Museus (2008) concluded that ethnic student 

organizations played an important role in the campus community by serving as a liaison 

for students in a period of cultural adjustment and acting as a vehicle for healthy 

expression and cultural validation. They can also build bridges between minority 

subpopulations within a campus culture. The case study of Heritage College in rural 

Washington serves as one such example. According to Ross (1999), Heritage College 

utilized its minority student organizations as a vehicle to bridge communication and 

camaraderie between campus factions and quell rising racial tensions.  

Regardless of their impact on the campus community, ethnic, and minority 

students organizations largely represent activities funded by students, not the 

institutions. To date, there has been little empirical evidence that institutionally-funded 

programs specifically targeting minority students with a focus on facilitating ethnic and 

cultural identity development and engagement with the campus are effective. This lack 

of clear evidence is primarily due to the strong overlap between minority student 

populations with low-income and FGIC student populations. In the quantitative study to 

identify institutions successfully serving minority students, Jenkins (2007) used ordinary 

least squares regression analysis to evaluate institutional factors and student success 

data for six Florida community colleges. He identified three “high-impact” institutions 
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and through follow-up data, determined that those model colleges had tailored support 

programs for their minority student populations. Jenkins (2007) concluded that perhaps 

the most significant impact was realized at an institution with a federally-funded Student 

Support Services program, which focuses on intensive intervention and services for low-

income and first-generation-in-college students. At this particular institution, the SSS 

program population also represented a significant percentage of the institution’s minority 

student population. While the study is limited in that the researcher did not disaggregate 

the population based upon socio-economic status, FGIC classification, and race, it does 

evidence the need to support disadvantaged populations through specific, intentional, 

interventions and services (Jenkins, 2007).  

Those studies that have disaggregated low-income and FGIC variables from race 

and gender present evident that race and gender are not the most indicative variables in 

predicting student success. In their mixed-methods quantitative study of factors related 

to completion of returning college students, Berkovitz and O’Quin (2006) used Chi 

Square analysis and logistic regression to evaluate the impact of race, gender, 

academic preparation, and participation in a readmission support program. Their results 

indicated that race and gender were not significant predictors of student success; 

however, participation in the support program was significant. They concluded that the 

most significant factors were most likely variables not captured in the study, but that the 

comprehensive nature of the support program addressed those issues, leading to 

improved success.  

Research conducted by Nguyen, Hays, and Wetstein (2010) regarding 

persistence trends for 5,427 freshmen at San Joaquin Delta College supports earlier 
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findings that race and gender may not be as significant as previously thought. Using 

logistic regression, Nguyen, Hays, and Wetstein (2010), determined that when 

controlling for race, participation in an orientation course made the biggest impact on 

long-term academic persistence. They proposed that the significant number of minority 

students who are also low-income and FGIC has resulted in trend data indicating that it 

is their minority status which serves as the primary obstacle to success.  

Additional studies have provided the educational community with greater insight 

regarding the impact of various programs targeting minority students. Wohlgemuth et al. 

(2006) used logistic regression to evaluate environmental factors impacting retention 

and graduation of minority students at a major university. They found that despite a 

support program specifically designed for the university’s minority students, that 

demographic was still performing well below white students. They found that minority 

students typically arrived with substantially weaker academic preparation, which served 

as their most significant obstacle in higher education (Wohlgemuth et al., 2006). They 

postulate that purely focusing on racially-grounded supports does not address the full 

spectrum of interventions needed by the demographic. Wohlgemuth et al. (2006) also 

conclude that academic skills should serve as the strongest predictor of success in 

higher education, and that any support program for disadvantaged students must 

address the skills gap to be effective in promoting long-term student success. Another 

key finding from their research is that the most critical point of minority student 

departure from higher education occurs between the first and second years, indicating 

that factors such as financial aid and advising have a strong impact on student 

persistence through that juncture (Wohlgemuth et al., 2006).  
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The case of New Mexico State University (NMSU) – Grants Campus adds to the 

literature regarding effectively improving minority student academic success without 

specifically addressing race as an obstacle. NMSU-Grants is a prime example of the 

significantly disadvantaged student populations that many rural community colleges are 

challenged to serve. The college is the country’s only double MSI, with substantial 

Native-American and Hispanic student populations and its district falls within the bottom 

10% of socio-economic strata nationally (Blanchard, Casados, & Sheski, 2009). Its high 

proportion of racial and ethnic minority students facilitated a naturally diverse campus 

community, yet those students substantially underperformed in comparison to white 

peers. Instead of focusing on traditional minority student interventions, NMSU-Grants 

made the decision to support its students in ways meaningful to their unique needs 

(Blanchard, Casados, & Sheski, 2009). They evaluated how and why students were not 

completing academic programs or transferring, and determined that financial factors 

had the strongest impact. Students were only completing what they needed to meet 

employment goals. They transformed academic programs to create more realistic 

pathways, providing options for vocational and short-track programs as well as on-site 

Bachelor of Applied Science degrees (Blanchard, Casados, & Sheski, 2009). In total, 

they redefined success by creating multiple academic options that would allow students 

to achieve “academic success” that met their needs and their financial capacity.  

In an effort to build a better foundation of knowledge surrounding how minority 

student populations interact with the college campus environment, Ramos-Sanchez and 

Atkinson (2009) conducted a quantitative study of 262 Mexican-American community 

college students in California. They compared student responses to surveys designed 
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to assess cultural values and help-seeking behavior patterns across generations. 

Students in the older generation expressed a closer association with traditional Mexican 

cultural values, which the researchers classified as enculturated individuals, while the 

younger generation, which more closely associated with dominant American culture, 

was classified as acculturated (Ramos-Sanchez & Atkinson, 2009). Using hierarchical 

regression analyses, the researchers evaluated differences in attitudes towards help-

seeking behaviors between the two generations. In contrast to Cultural Barrier Theory, 

which validates lower incidence of help-seeking behavior and general engagement with 

the campus community among certain ethnic minority groups as a conflict with their 

engrained cultural norms, participants with stronger ties to Mexican cultural values 

actually had more positive reactions to engagement with the campus community 

(Ramos-Sanchez & Atkinson, 2009). The younger generation of Mexican-American 

students indicated they were less likely to engage in help-seeking behavior than the 

more “enculturated” older generation. Through careful analysis of individual regressions 

and correlations between variables, the researchers determined that another variable – 

unrelated to cultural or ethnic affiliation – was negatively impacting the manner in which 

Mexican-American students interacted with the college community (Ramos-Sanchez & 

Atkinson, 2009).  

The larger body of research on minority students indicates that they do indeed 

experience a higher rate of success in the unique environment of an HBCU or HSI 

(Renner, 2003). When coupled with data gathered by Muses (2008) and Orozco, 

Alvarez, and Gutkin (2010), the literature indicates that there certainly is a value-added 

component for campus environment which truly embraces an ethnically and culturally-
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diverse community. However, the work of Jenkins (2007); Wohlgemuth et al. (2006); 

Blanchard, Casados and Sheski (2009); and Ramos-Sanchez and Atkinson (2009), 

indicate that a gap exists between the scholarship and practice. Most likely previous 

research has simply been limited or skewed by the significant overlap between 

variables. That is, an overwhelming majority of the minority student population is also 

classified as low-income or FGIC – and quite often, both.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2-1. Intersection of disadvantage experienced by rural minority students. 

 
Given the body of work regarding the benefit of supporting college students in 

development of a healthy racial identity as an attribute beneficial throughout academic 

and life pursuits, educators would be remiss to disregard it moving forward in the design 

of support programs, however, substantial evidence has emerged that those 

interventions alone are not enough. Minority students, especially those attending rural-

serving institutions, must have access to more robust programs designed to support 

them in overcoming their most substantial obstacles.  
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Theoretical Framework 

Given the complex nature of institutions, multiple theoretical frameworks will be 

applied to make sense of institutional trend data evaluated in this study. 

Bronfenbrenner’s equation of developmental ecology will serve as the overarching 

framework to guide this study. Through application of ecology systems theory, the 

institution is a function of its subsystems. The subsystem through which students 

interact with the institution is shaped by their reflection of self; therefore, theories of 

identity development will also be applied as guiding principles in understanding how 

student groups interact with, interpret, and apply the institutional environment.  

Bronfenbrenner’s theory. This study will be framed by Bronfenbrenner’s 

equation of developmental ecology as follows: Development is a function of the 

interaction of the person and the environment (Evans, Forney, Guido, Patton, & Renn, 

2010). Bronfenbrenner proposed that development occurs as a result of the interaction 

between process, person, context, and time (Evans et al.). At the heart of the model is 

the construct of “process,” which basically refers to the individuals’ many layers of 

interaction with the environment (Evans et al.). Notable scholars in the field of higher 

education student affairs equate Bronfenbrenner’s process component “…to Astin’s 

(1994) theory of student involvement and Sanford’s (1966) theory of challenge and 

support” (as cited in Evans et al.). By “person” Bronfenbrenner means the person or 

people which facilitate interaction with the immediate environment. This includes college 

faculty and staff with whom the student interacts, as well as student organization 

members. Bronfenbrenner’s “time” refers to different layers of the time span during 

which the student interacts with the environment. “Context” actually serves as the most 

well-known part of the model and the cornerstone of the ecological system. Ecological 
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context, which is comprised of micro-, meso-, exo-, and macrosystems, has emerged as 

the most important element of his theory in relation to the field of college student 

development, most particularly regarding how the student interacts with multiple layers 

of the college environment. It is an assumption of the model that elements represented 

by the system evolve over time. For purposes of this study, the student will represent 

the microsystem and the institution will represent the mesosystem.  
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Figure 2-2. Conceptual model of how the ecological system framework describes the 
interaction between a college student and support programs within the 
campus environment.  
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Application of Bronfenbrenner’s equation of developmental ecology provides a 

frame to interpret the relationship between psychosocial development, college 

environment, and community and family structures that shape the college experiences 

of rural minority students.  

The Micro-System: Rural, Minority Psychosocial Development. Maltzan 

(2006) found a negative relationship between rurality and academic success. 

Psychosocial development in the micro-social environment of rural communities and 

schools does not adequately prepare students for the less-involved, more independent 

culture common in postsecondary education (Gibbs, 1989; Maltzan, 2006).  

In addition to growing up in the highly-involved, micro-social rural community 

environment, rural, minority students must overcome a milieu of additional 

developmental obstacles. They often come from communities with entrenched patterns 

of race and class-based discrimination (Farmer et al. 2006). The literature indicates 

significant, long-term implications for racial identity development within such an 

oppressive and negative environmental context. Cross and Fhagen-Smith identified  

three distinct patterns of racial identity development with pattern B representing 

individuals who develop in the absence of a healthy black racial identity (Evans et al.). 

This lack of positive racial identity often manifests in low race salience and eventual 

internalized racism (Evans et al.). Preadolescence and adolescence are crucial 

developmental sectors for individuals in this pattern, because it is at this juncture that a 

negative racial self-concept will either be challenged or reinforced. While their research 

specifically focused on black racial identity development, later research on other 
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minority student populations supports similar patterns of challenge versus reinforcement 

(Evans et al.). 

Rural minority students are also more likely to come from the poorest social 

strata, be raised in single-parent homes, and be the first in their families to attend 

college (USDA, 2011; Lichter, Parisi, Grice, & Taquino, 2007; Harris & Zimmerman, 

2003). This combination of developmental and environmental factors shape their self-

perception, academic trajectory, professional aspirations, and interactions with peers 

and college faculty and staff.   In short, the micro-system determines how the student 

will interact with the meso-system (campus environment). College administrators must 

first understand the unique rural, minority student micro-system before they can develop 

an effective meso-system.  

The Meso-System: The Rural College Campus. Rural colleges are frequently 

challenged to do more with less. They typically have fewer resources available, yet 

must serve the most disadvantaged student populations (Budge, 2010; Laskey & 

Hetzel, 2011). According to Pennington et al. (2006) they tend to have lower budgets, 

more community demands, and a higher percentage of students in need of special 

services. Rural college administrators must determine the most effective allocation of 

resources to promote broad-based rural student success. Application of the ecological 

systems equation frames interaction of both the micro-system (student) and the exo-

system (community and family) contexts with the meso-system (campus community and 

culture). Campus-based supports must balance unique rural student development 

patterns. To some extent, rural colleges and universities naturally do this, as evidenced 

by rural student enrollment and transfer patterns published by Peters (1990). However, 
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more effective service patterns must still be established to support rural minority 

students, as they remain the most at-risk demographic across institution geographic 

context (Harris & Zimmerman, 2003). 

The Exo-System: Rural Communities and Families. According to Gregory and 

Noblit (1998), the external community profoundly shapes the internal culture of a college 

or university. Therefore, understanding the nature of rural communities is a crucial 

factor in understanding rural colleges and universities. Rural communities place a 

strong emphasis on intergenerational bonds and family involvement in the community 

(Demi, Jensen, & Snyder, 2010). The families themselves often function within a strict, 

authoritarian hierarchy, which promotes a strong expectation to place family 

responsibilities above personal academic and career aspirations (Gibbs, 1989; Demi, 

Jensen, & Snyder, 2010). There are also strong patterns of collective socialization and 

deference to older generations’ definitions of “success” (Farmer et al.; Ali & McWhirtier, 

2006; Demi, Jensen, & Snyder, 2010). Across all academic variables, the 

family/community unit has been identified as the mediating factor in predicting rural 

student academic success (Demi, Jensen, & Snyder, 2010).  

This study builds upon the previous literature regarding the campus meso-

system by evaluating the impact of the following new variables: placement services, 

employment services, campus-based day care, evening and weekend courses, and 

distance education options. These variables combined with the traditional variables of 

academic/career counseling and remedial services. 
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Figure 2-3. Application of the ecological systems framework to the factors impacting 
rural minority student success in the college/university environment.  

Macro-System: Society 

Exo-System: Rural Community and Families  

 
Typically highly-structured, autocratic, and involved enclaves that commonly establish unique 
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exposure to diverse role models, experiences, professions, and educational options.  
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A program that most effectively supports rural, minority students has 

yet to be identified, hence the purpose of this study.  
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this empirical study is to evaluate the relationship between 

institution geographic context and academic outcomes of minority college students. A 

two-phase multivariate methodology will be utilized to compare institution-level 

academic outcome data for minority students, disaggregated by institution geographic 

context. Student graduation (within 150% of standard time) and completion (with no 

time limit) will be evaluated for minority students enrolled in public institutions of higher 

education. Successful academic outcomes will be correlated to specific institution 

attributes, as well as the presence of institution-identified special services and learner 

support programs. Analyses will be conducted to answer the following research 

questions: 

1. To what extent do academic success outcomes (student graduation and 
completion) of minority college students vary based upon institution geographic 
context (rural, urban, and suburban)? 

2. Which special services and learner support programs correlate to higher 
academic outcomes for minority students in rural institutions? 

3. What institutional attributes correlate with an institution’s ability to effectively 
serve minority students in a rural geographic context? 

The presented research questions were answered through regression analyses 

of institution-level data collected by the Integrated Postsecondary Educational Data 

System (IPEDS) and U.S. Department of Education Office of Postsecondary Education. 

Results of these analyses are intended to provide practitioners with a best practices 

model for improving minority student academic success in rural colleges and 

universities. Crucial data for developing this model include how indicators of academic 

success for minority students vary in relationship to the degree of rurality for the 
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institution’s geographic context; which institution attributes, special services and learner 

support programs are effective in the rural institution environment; and key institution 

attributes contributing to the implementation of those programs and services. As part of 

the process to answer the proposed research questions, three hypotheses were also 

proposed.  

Hypotheses 

While substantial research exists regarding factors impacting minority students, 

and proven interventions to increase their success in higher education, there is limited 

literature evaluating successful methods to support these students specifically within the 

rural college context. Some of the most highly promoted approaches to improving 

minority student success, such as hiring minority faculty and staff, targeted support 

programs, and a substantial minority student organization presence within the campus 

community, may not be feasible on the rural college campus (Pennington et al., 2006). 

Hiring diverse faculty is often difficult in rural communities, which generally have lower 

rates of degree attainment and offer limited appeal in the recruitment process. The 

smaller overall enrollment in rural colleges yields smaller minority student populations, 

making it harder for minority students to make connections with each other (Woldoff, 

Wiggins, & Washington, 2011).  

Recent research on rural colleges has identified characteristic trends justifying 

further investigation of effective interventions in their specific environmental context. 

Rural institutions, most specially community and technical colleges, have been 

recognized as serving unique student sub-populations (Gillet-Karam, 1995). The micro-

social development and strong familial ties of rural students have been proven to 

negatively impact their success (Aylesworth & Bloom, 1976; Downey, 1980; Peters, 
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1990; and Schonert, Elliott, & Bills, 1991). The academic and social environment typical 

of rural high schools often yields graduates unprepared or underprepared for the 

increased academic rigor and less socially-interactive collegiate environment (Schonert, 

Elliott, and Bills, 1991; Maltzan, 2006). Based upon factors impacting rural, minority 

students presented in the literature, the following null hypotheses were presented:  

 Hypothesis 1: There are no differences in graduation and completion for 
minority students enrolled in rural, suburban, and urban institutions.  

 Hypothesis 2: There is no difference in the impact of institutional characteristics, 
services, and learner support programs on graduation and completion of minority 
students enrolled in rural, suburban, and urban institutions.  

 Hypothesis 3: There is no significant correlation between institution attributes 
and minority student success.  

Data Sources 

This study utilized secondary institution-level data available through the 

Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) and U.S. Department of 

Education Office of Postsecondary Education. The sample is comprised of publicly-

funded institutions within the thirty Carnegie Classifications between “Assoc: 

Associate’s” to “S-Doc/ED: Single doctorate (education)” and “S-Doc/Other: Single 

doctorate (other)” (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, n.d.). 

Institutions falling into the five types of Carnegie Classifications indicating dominance in 

doctoral programs, research, and professional degrees were excluded from the sample.  

In accordance with the Higher Education Act of 1965, all institutions of higher education 

participating in the federal student financial aid programs must submit annual data 

pertaining to student enrollment, indicators of academic success, institutional 

characteristics, and financial aid (National Center for Education Statistics, 2012). IPEDS 

serves as the primary data collection tool for the National Center for Education 
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Statistics. Analyses conducted for this study utilized IPEDS ad hoc reporting tools and 

data sets for 2010 and 2011. Additional comparative data from the National Survey of 

Student Engagement (NSSE), the Career and Technical Education Statistics (CTES), 

and the NCES Beginning Postsecondary Students and Baccalaureate and Beyond 

tables was also utilized.  

This study seeks to develop a model of effective higher education practices for 

serving minority students in a rural geographic context. The intent is not to provide 

empirical evidence of the impact of interventions at the student level, but rather a 

framework for which institution attributes correlate with higher levels of minority student 

success in the rural college context. This study utilized secondary data pertaining to 

institution characteristics, performance, and aggregate outcomes for sub-sets of their 

student populations. While these outcome data alone may not generate sufficient policy 

implications, the study’s large sample size and robust design provides meaningful 

evidence to support further, student-level research.  

Dependent Variables 

Based upon the definition of academic success presented earlier, the following 

dependent variables were identified.  

1. overall institution minority student enrollment percentage 
2. overall institution minority student graduation rate  
3. overall institution minority student completion headcount 
4. black student enrollment percentage 
5. black student graduation rate 
6. black student completion headcount 
7. Hispanic student enrollment percentage  
8. Hispanic student graduation rate 
9. Hispanic student completion headcount 

 
Minority enrollment is defined as the percentage of total enrollment comprised of 

the following racial/ethnic groupings: American Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian/Native 



 

66 

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Black non-Hispanic, and Hispanic. White non-Hispanic 

student enrollment was included in the denominator as part of the overall institution 

enrollment. Black student enrollment percentage and Hispanic student enrollment 

percentage are defined as those students self-identifying in those two demographic 

classifications divided by overall institution enrollment. Graduation rate is defined as the 

total number of graduates completing within 150% of the standard time divided by the 

adjusted cohort. The standard times for degree completion as defined by IPEDS are 

four years for a two-year degree and six years for a four-year degree (National Center 

for Education Statistics, 2012). Completion headcount is defined as the number of 

students meeting requirements for completion of an educational credential, regardless 

of the amount of time to completion (National Center for Education Statistics, 2012).  

Table 3-1. Summary table of dependent variables 

Dependent Variables Data  
Source 

Variable 
Type 

Scale 
Range 

Minority Student Enrollment Percentage IPEDS Interval 0-100 
Minority Student Graduation Rate IPEDS Interval 0-100 
Minority Student Completion Headcount IPEDS Interval 0-100 
Black Student Enrollment Percentage IPEDS Interval 0-100 
Black Student Graduation Rate IPEDS Interval 0-100 
Black Student Completion Headcount IPEDS Interval 0-100 
Hispanic Student Enrollment Percentage IPEDS Interval 0-100 
Hispanic Student Graduation Rate  IPEDS Interval 0-100 
Hispanic Student Completion Headcount IPEDS Interval 0-100 

 

Independent Variables for Preliminary Analyses 

Independent variables were comprised of a series of institutional characteristics. 

Data was grouped by geographic context, with separate regression models developed 

for urban, suburban, and rural institutions. The independent variables within each model 

were as follows: HBCU designation, support services and special programs, minority 

faculty and staff, and targeted supplemental funding.  
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Geographic Context 

This study evaluated the relationship between institution geographic context and 

success of minority student populations in an effort to determine successful practices for 

supporting minority students in the rural college environment. As part of the annual 

IPEDS data collection process, institutions report their degree of urbanization by 

selecting one of twelve descriptors, including city (large, midsize, and small), suburb 

(large, midsize, and small), town (fringe, distant, and remote), and rural (fringe, distant, 

and remote). For purposes of this study, the three sub-sets within each category were 

combined into three groupings. The three city categories were combined to form the 

“urban” designation. The three suburb categories and the three town categories were 

combined to form the “suburban” designation. The suburb and town designations 

naturally align, as suburb categories refer to locations inside or immediately adjacent to 

an urbanized area and town categories refer to areas inside an urbanized cluster 

(National Center for Education Statistics, 2012). The three rural categories were 

combined to form the “rural” designation. For purposes of these data analyses 

processes, “urban” will designate principal cities with a population of 250,000 or more 

and the surrounding areas with a population of 100,000 or more, suburban will 

designate urban clusters of 100,000 or more (not one municipality of 100,000 or more) 

and surrounding areas within thirty-five miles, and urban will designate areas more than 

ten miles from a cluster or with a population of 50,000 or less (National Center for 

Education Statistics, 2012).  

Separate regressions were established within each grouping. This separation 

was intended to generate correlational data regarding which interventions have the 
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strongest relationship to improved minority student outcomes in that particular 

geographic context.  

HBCU, Tribal, and HSI Designation 

Institutions designated as a Historically-Black College or University (HBCU) and 

Alaskan native or tribal colleges report these descriptors as part of their institutional 

characteristics in IPEDS. Hispanic-Serving Institution (HSI) designation is a calculated 

variable based upon the percentage of students classified as Hispanic. Literature 

indicates that minority students experience significantly higher success rates in the 

HBCU environment, even students presenting attributes typically associated with lower 

performance in higher education, such as lower high school G.P.A. and test scores, 

first-time-in-college status, and low socio-economic status (Rodgers & Summers, 2008). 

HBCU, HSI, and tribal institutions are also eligible for additional sources of federal 

funding, potentially providing them with a better network of resources to support at-risk 

students.  These designations will be included as independent variables, given that 

minority students attending HBCU, HSI, and tribal institutions should experience 

significantly higher successful academic outcomes. HBCU, HSI, and tribal institution 

status will be treated dichotomous binary variables. 

Support Services and Special Programs 

According to Pennington, Williams, and Karvonem (2006), rural institutions are 

more likely to serve a higher population of students that fall into multiple non-traditional 

student classifications. The breadth of literature about improving success of 

nontraditional students in higher education promotes creative, alternative support 

mechanisms. Rural college students are more likely to be FGIC, low-SES, and 

challenged to balance work and family demands with the rigor of postsecondary 



 

69 

academics. During the IPEDS data submission process, institutions are asked to 

indicate the presence of specific support services and special programs that exist on 

their campuses. The following variables from that IPEDS table has been identified as 

most relevant to the success of students in rural colleges, given that they address 

problems faced by this demographic in the literature: coop (work study) programs, 

distance learning programs, programs offered entirely via distance learning media, 

weekend/evening college, remedial services, academic/career counseling, employment 

services for students, placement services for completers, and on-campus day care. 

Each of these attributes will be treated as a dichotomous binary variable. 

Minority Faculty and Staff 

The presence of minority faculty and staff has long been recognized as a key 

factor in success of minority college students. An ethnically-diverse faculty helps 

students of color make connections to the college, increasing their engagement with the 

campus community (Guifridda & Douthit, 2010). Rural institutions are overwhelmingly 

predominantly white institutions (PWIs) that generally face challenges with hiring 

minority faculty. The IPEDS Human Resources table tracks full-time and part-time 

faculty (including tenure track status) and staff by gender, race, and ethnicity.   

Targeted Supplemental Funding 

In response to recognition that minority groups were performing at a significant 

disadvantage in higher education, a number of major federal funding streams have 

been designated to target programs and interventions specifically for those student 

groups. Often these funds are made available through national grant competitions; 

however, some are guaranteed supplements for certain institution types, such as tribal 

and Alaskan native colleges. 
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Federal TRIO funding includes Student Support Services and MacNair grants to 

provide targeted support for low-income, FGIC students. These grants can amount to 

over $400,000 annually (U.S. Department of Education Office of Postsecondary 

Education, 2012). Title V funding for Hispanic-Serving Institutions provides colleges with  

Table 3-2. Independent variables. 

Independent Variables Value 

MINORITY INSTITUTION 
HBCU 
HSI 
Alaskan, Native Hawaiian, or Tribal College 

 
0 = No*, 1 = Yes  
0 = No*, 1 = Yes  
0 = No*, 1 = Yes 

SUPPORT SERVICES & SPECIAL PROGRAMS  
Distance Learning Programs 0 = Not Available*, 1 = Available 
Weekend/Evening College 0 = Not Available*, 1 = Available 
Remedial Services 0 = Not Available*, 1 = Available 
Academic/Career Counseling 0 = Not Available*, 1 = Available 
Employment Services for Students 0 = Not Available*, 1 = Available 
Placement Services for Completers 0 = Not Available*, 1 = Available 
On-Campus Day Care 0 = Not Available*, 1 = Available 

MINORITY FACULTY & STAFF Continuous (Range, TBD) 
TARGETED FUNDING 

TRIO Funding 
 
0 = No*, 1 = Yes 

Title V Funding 0 = No*, 1 = Yes 
Title III Funding 0  = No*, 1 = Yes 

*Denotes reference group 

Hispanic enrollment of 25% or more with the opportunity to compete for grants that 

range from $450,000-775,000. Funds are intended to provide institutions with the 

necessary resources to develop and implement programs to improve success of their 

Hispanic students (U.S. Department of Education Office of Postsecondary Education, 

2012).  

Title III funding provides an annual automatic allocation for tribal and Alaskan 

native colleges. Funds are designated for projects that strengthen the institution, but the 

colleges have autonomy to determine how funds will be spent (U.S. Department of 

Education Office of Institutional Service, 2012). Data on institution supplemental funding 
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will be obtained from the U.S. Department of Education and added to the institution 

characteristics table as dichotomous variables. 

The geographic context variable is treated as a categorical variable and used to 

split the population of institutions (N = 1,861) into three sub-groups. The population 

includes 561 urban institutions (30.10%), 750 suburban institutions (40.30%), and 550 

rural institutions (29.60%). The variable for minority-serving institution has three sub-

designations. All three were “dummy-coded,” with no minority-serving institution status 

(HBCU, HSI, or Tribal College) as the reference group. Support services and special 

programs include coop/work study opportunities, distance learning options, the ability to 

enroll entirely online, weekend and evening course options, remedial services, 

academic and career counseling, employment services, placement services, and the 

existence of on-campus day care. All nine variables in this vector are “dummy-coded,” 

with lack of that support service or program serving as the reference group. The 

variable for minority faculty and staff represents the percentage of the institution’s 

overall faculty and staff considered to be classified as a racial or ethnic minority. The 

numerator consists of all racial and ethnic minority faculty and staff members. The 

denominator is the institution’s overall number of faculty and staff. Both faculty and staff 

are included in this variable, given that both interact with the student body and both 

contribute to the overall campus climate. Targeted funding represents the existence of 

three special funding streams with substantial potential impact on non-traditional 

student populations. The vector for targeted funding includes TRIO, Title III, and Title V 

grants. These three variables are treated as dichotomous variables, “dummy-coded” 

with lack of funding as the reference category.  
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Analytic Methods 

Preliminary analyses consisted of both basic statistical analyses processes and 

advanced multivariate analyses. Data will be divided into three primary comparison 

groups: rural, suburban, and urban institutions. Initial data analyses will be comprised of 

basic descriptive statistics and t-tests for the population and each grouping, one-way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) to measure variation within and between groups, and if 

between-group variation is determined, a series of three post hoc tests with a Bonferroni 

Adjustment will be conducted to determine the nature of the variation. Chi Square Tests 

of Independence will be performed to determine if there is a relationship between 

geographic context and the existence of the list of support services. Analyses will be 

conducted to measure the relationships between these variables and each of the three 

geographic contexts. The Chi Square Tests of Independence will be utilized in addition 

to the multivariate approach, because it will allow the researcher to assess those 

relationships using nominal variables.  

Regression was used as the multivariate analyses methodology. Multiple 

regressions were utilized to evaluate the relationship of MSI status, special services and 

support programs, and targeted supplemental funding on minority student enrollment, 

graduation (within 150% of the standard time), and completion (with no time limit).  

Rural Colleges 

                                                                         
                                                                            
                                                                         
 

Suburban Colleges 
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Urban Colleges 

                                                                        
                                                                           
                                                                        
 

Figure 3-1. Regression functions by geographic context 

The same set of three equations was replicated for minority enrollment, graduation, and 

completion at both suburban and urban institutions, resulting in a total of nine individual 

regression functions.  

Independent variables were blocked into five groups of related factors: MSI 

status, Learner Support and Special Services, Minority Faculty and Staff, Targeted 

Funding, and Geographic Context.   ,                represent the vector of coefficients 

in each of their respective variable blocks. Multiple regressions were used to evaluate 

the relationship of MSI status, support and services, presence of minority faculty, 

targeted supplemental funding, and geographic context on minority student enrollment, 

graduation, and completion rates. In an effort to provide the most meaningful data in 

development of an effective intervention model for rural minority students, the 

researcher also evaluated linear regressions of each dependent variable on each 

primary independent variable individually, as well as examined the regressions between 

the independent variables (McDonald, 2008).  

Rationale for analytic methodology. For advanced multivariate analyses, the 

researcher used multiple regression analyses. This methodology was selected because 

it allows the researcher to understand the functional relationships between multiple 

independent variables and each of the dependent variables. Multiple regression is 

recognized as a common social science analytic process in evaluating the impact of 

multiple, dichotomous, independent variables, treating each of the independent 
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variables as an outcome predictor (Rossi, Lipsey, & Freeman, 2004). This approach has 

been chosen over other multivariate methodologies, because it is expected to produce 

the best data regarding functional relationships between the institutional attribute 

variables and minority student success. While multiple regression can serve as a 

predictive tool (McDonald, 2008), that is not the intended use for this study. Multiple 

regression can also be useful as a form of selection modeling (selection bias control) 

(Mendoza, Villarreal, & Gunderson, 2014); however, because student level data is not 

being utilized and potential variables impacting a student’s choice of institution are not 

tracked in these data sources, it was not used in that manner.  

This study includes numerous dichotomous binary variables. The researcher is 

aware that use of multiple dichotomous binary variables can potentially violate linear 

regression assumptions of normality and homoscedasticity (Pampel, 2000); and that 

utilizing linear regression with samples that violate the assumption of homoscedasticity 

has the potential to yield incorrect standard errors and tests of significance, increasing 

the likelihood of the researcher making a Type I error (Pampel, 2000). When 

dichotomous categorical dependent variables are predicted by a linear function of 

categorical and continuous variables, logistic regression is considered to be the 

appropriate quantitative methodology (McDonald, 2008; Long, 1997). Generally, logistic 

regression analysis is commonly utilized in quantitative research regarding student 

persistent, retention, and graduation because it generates predictive relationships 

between variables; however, it is not the appropriate methodological choice for this 

study, given the researcher’s decision to use institutions as opposed to individual 

students, as cases. Therefore, the researcher has chosen multiple least squares 
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regression, as it provides the most robust analytic approach appropriate for the types of 

included variables.  

Delimitations 

The population of institutions for this study will be limited to publicly-funded 

institutions with a primary degree offering that includes at least the associate’s degree 

but does not have a dominant doctoral or professional degree focus. Non-public 

institutions are afforded a different degree of financial liberties than their publicly-funded 

counterparts. They also have internal and external factors which impact the organization 

and its culture. In order to generate useful trend data, institutions will be limited by 

IPEDS “sector” designation as public. Institutions with substantial research functions as 

is indicated by a dominant focus in the doctorate and professional degree fields are 

expected to have a different combination of resources and financial support at their 

disposal, which served as the determining factor in limiting the institutions by degree 

offering and mission.   

The independent variables identified for use in the regression analyses are 

primarily limited to secondary data available through IPEDS. The researcher recognizes 

that additional variables not tracked by IPEDS are also relevant to the regression 

equation; however, the robust sample size and scope of institutions used for analyses 

will generate meaningful results and trend data sufficient to establish a foundation for 

further research.  

This study seeks to explore the potential relationship between institutional 

geographic context and minority student success rates. It is recognized in the literature 

that rural colleges may serve some unique student sub-populations, and because of 

this, have a greater potential need for additional resources. The quasi-experimental 
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design of this study presents the possibility of garnering results subject to selection 

effect, however, selection modeling was not utilized to control for this. The researcher 

recognizes that there are factors impacting student choice of postsecondary institution, 

such as geographic location, cost of attendance, major programs of study, institutional 

prestige, selectivity of admissions processes, and pre-collegiate exposure to and 

engagement with the college. Statistical controls for selection effect are not appropriate 

in the context of this study. Initial data analyses will be used to evaluate institution-level 

data. Factors impacting student selection of postsecondary institution would need to be 

evaluated using student-level data; and therefore would not fit with this approach. Data 

for this study are captured from IPEDS and the U.S. DOE, and neither database tracks 

student-level data. A large sample for the study was utilized to mitigate the impact of 

selection bias (Dooley, 2001). IPEDS makes data available on all institutions receiving 

federal funding. This study will use data submitted on publicly-funded colleges and 

universities (N = 1,861). Analyses will compare publicly-funded rural institutions (n = 

550) with non-rural urban and suburban institutions (n = 1,311). 

Potential Limitations of This Study 

IPEDS cohort data for graduation and completion involve students attending 

college during the economic crisis of 2008-2010. The researcher recognizes that this 

external variable could positively or negatively skew data, resulting in a larger cohort 

effect than would normally be expected.  
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CHAPTER 4 

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

This study evaluates the relationship between institution attributes and the 

academic success of minority students while controlling for institution geographic 

context. The independent variables include geographic context (rural, suburban, or 

urban), MSI status (HBCU, HSI, or Tribal College), existence of support services and 

special programs, presence of minority faculty and staff, and targeted supplemental 

funding. The dependent variables are minority student enrollment, graduation rates, and 

completion rates. These analyses were used to generate correlational data regarding a 

model of interventions that best support minority student success at rural-serving 

institutions.  

This chapter begins with a discussion of the data, including preliminary and 

advanced multivariate analyses, followed by a discussion of the results. Preliminary 

analyses includes basic descriptive statistics and t-tests, one-way analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) to measure variation within and between groups, and Chi Square Tests of 

Independence to evaluate the relationship between geographic context and the 

existence of support services. 

Preliminary Analyses 

Preliminary analyses of the variables, including basic descriptive statistics, 

ANOVA, and Chi-Square Tests of Independence are presented as a foundation for 

interpreting the more advanced regression analyses.  The preliminary analyses section 

begins with a discussion of the frequency distribution of institutions by geographic 

context (urban, suburban, and rural), distribution of MSI colleges and universities, and 

distribution of student enrollment. That is followed by a discussion of the descriptive 
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analyses of the independent variables, ANOVA, and Chi Square Tests of 

Independence.  

Descriptive Statistics of Population 

A total of 1,861 institutions, representing a total student headcount of 

16,831,099, were included in this study. Of those institutions, suburban institutions 

comprised the largest percentage of the population at 40.30% (n=750), while rural 

institutions represented the smallest group at 29.60% (n=550). Suburban institutions 

comprised the remaining 30.10% (n=561).  

The Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) was used to 

evaluate the frequency of HBCU and tribal colleges among the population. Of those, 

2.5% (n=50) were classified as an HBCU (Table 4-1). The fifty HBCU institutions 

included twenty-nine urban institutions (58% of the overall HBCU population). With only 

26% (n=13) listed as suburban and 16% (n=8) as rural, the HBCU institutions in this 

study fall most heavily within the urban geographic context.  

Table 4-1. Frequency of HBCU institutions 

Institutions   Frequency Percent Geographic 
Group 

Percent of 
Population 

Urban 29 5.3 1.5 

Suburban 13 1.7 0.7 

Rural 8 1.4 0.4 

Total 50  2.6 

 
Frequency data regarding the distribution of tribal colleges within this population 

was also investigated. Among the 1,861 institutions in the population 1.30% (n=25) is 

classified as a tribal college. Of those, 84.00% (n=13) were rural colleges and 16.00% 

(n=4) were suburban colleges. No urban tribal colleges were included in the population. 
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Table 4-2. Frequency of tribal colleges 

 
Frequency data regarding the distribution of Hispanic-Serving Institutions was 

also investigated. The majority of HSIs were located in urban areas. Of the HSI 

population, 50.43% (n=117) were classified as urban, 36.21% (n=84) were classified as 

suburban, and 13.36% (n=31) were classified as rural.  

Table 4-3. Frequency of HSIs 

Institutions   Frequency Percent 
Geographic Group 

Percent of Population 

Urban 117 21.3 6.3 

Suburban 84 11.2 4.5 

Rural 31 5.5 1.6 

Total 232   12.4 

 

Distribution of Student Enrollment by Racial Groups 

Rural Institutions 

The distribution of student enrollment by racial groups was evaluated for each 

geographic group. The 550 rural institutions represented a total enrollment of 2,575,589 

students, with an average institution headcount of 4,682.89. Minority students 

represented 37.15% (n=956,733) of the total rural college student population. The 

average rural institution minority student enrollment was 28.27% (n= 1,530). 

Rural tribal colleges, HBCU institutions, and Hispanic-Serving Institutions 

indicated the highest concentration of minority student enrollment. Of the 21 rural tribal 

colleges, 14 reported minority enrollment of 90.00% or higher. 

Institutions   Frequency Percent Geographic 
Group 

Percent of 
Population 

Urban 0 0.0 0.0 

Suburban 4 1.6 .5 

Rural 21 1.4 1.1 

Total 25  1.6 
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Table 4-4. Rural college enrollment distribution by racial grouping   

Racial Grouping   Headcount Mean 
Headcount 

Percent of Total 
Population 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 55,909 101.65 2.17% 

Asian 69,077 125.59 2.68% 

Black 357,887 650.70 13.89% 

Hispanic 268,117 487.49 10.41% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 7,813 14.21 0.29% 

Two or More Races 43,648 79.36 1.69% 

Unknown 134,394 244.35 5.22% 

White 1,618,856 2,943.37 62.85% 

Total Enrollment 2,575,589 4,682.89 100.00% 

 
Haskell Indian Nations University in Lawrence, Kansas, had the highest 

percentage of minority student enrollment (100%). Even Bay Mills Community College, 

which reported the lowest overall minority student enrollment (61.00%) of the rural tribal 

colleges, was still home to a significant minority student population. On average, the 21 

tribal colleges hosted student populations with a minority enrollment rate of 88.15%. 

While those student populations were substantially comprised of Native American and 

Alaskan Native students, they did report serving students from a range of racial groups.  

Table 4-5. Rural minority serving institution enrollment distribution 

Institution 
Type 

Number Total  
Enrollment 

Mean 
Enrollment 

Mean 
Minority 

Enrollment 

Mean Percent 
Minority 

Enrollment 

Rural Tribal    
    Colleges 

21 17,047 811.76 734.95 88.15% 

Rural HBCUs 8 31,333 3,916.63 3,288.87 80.91% 

Rural HSIs 31 262,465 8,466.61 4,689.61 56.58% 

 
The rural institution population included eight HBCU institutions. Of those eight 

colleges and universities, Central State University located in Wilberforce, Ohio, reported 

the highest overall minority student enrollment (97.00%). Bluefield State College, 

located in Bluefield, West Virginia is the only rural HBCU to report low minority student 

enrollment (13.00%). While this institution’s origin places it into the HBCU category, its 
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83.76% white student enrollment indicates the current campus culture and student body 

composition are more representative of a predominantly white institution. On average, 

the rural HBCUs have larger student enrollment ( ̅=3,917) and are more racially-

diverse. 

There were thirty-one HSIs included in the rural institution population. Of those 

institutions, Texas A & M International University reported the highest concentration of 

minority students (94.00%) and the highest concentration of Hispanic students 

(92.00%). Clovis Community College in Clovis, New Mexico, reported the lowest 

concentration of minority students within the HSI classification (36.00%) with a total 

Hispanic population of 25.18%.  

Suburban Institutions 

The 750 suburban institutions represented a total enrollment of 6,032,310 

students, with an average institution headcount of 8,043.08.The total suburban college 

student population is 41.23% minority (n= 2,487,136). On average, the suburban 

institution student populations were 28.42% minority (n=2,716). 

Table 4-6. Suburban college enrollment distribution by racial grouping 

Racial Grouping   Headcount Mean 
Headcount 

Percent of Total 
Population 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 56,896 75.86 0.94% 

Asian 266,459 355.28 4.42% 

Black 771,353 1,028.47 12.79% 

Hispanic 793,160 1,057.55 13.15% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 24,924 33.23 0.41% 

Two or More Races 124,423 165.90 2.06% 

Unknown 347,003 462.67 5.75% 

White 3,545,174 4,726.90 58.77% 

Total Enrollment 6,032,310 8,043.08  

 



 

82 

The suburban college sub-group (n=750) included the lowest number of both 

tribal colleges and HBCUs, but the largest number of HSIs of the three geographic 

contexts. Of the four suburban tribal colleges, Southwestern Indian Polytechnic Institute 

in Albuquerque, New Mexico, reported the highest overall percentage of minority 

student enrollment at 100.00%. In stark contrast, Fond du lac Tribal and Community 

College in Cloquet, Minnesota, while technically meeting the definition of a tribal 

college, reported a minority student enrollment rate of only 21.00%.  

The suburban sub-group included thirteen HBCUs. Denmark Technical College 

in Denmark, South Carolina, reported the largest minority student enrollment at 96%. In 

contrast, West Virginia State University in Dunbar, West Virginia, reported a mere 16% 

minority student enrollment.  

Table 4-7. Suburban minority serving institution enrollment distribution 

Institution Type N Total 
Enrollment 

Mean 
Enrollment 

Mean Minority 
Enrollment 

Mean Percent 
Minority 

Enrollment 

Suburban Tribal  
Colleges 

4 4,487 1,121.75 524.75 73.77% 

Suburban HBCUs 13 56,174 4,321.08 3,480.23 78.53% 

Suburban HSIs 84 1,092,708 13,008.43 7,867.25 60.19% 

 
HSIs comprised the largest family of minority-serving institutions in the suburban 

sub-group. Of the eighty-six suburban HSIs, San Diego State University Imperial Valley 

Campus reported the highest minority enrollment at 86.3%. South Plains College in 

Levelland, Texas reported the lowest overall minority enrollment at 32.00%.  

Urban Institutions 

The urban college sub-group (n=561) represented a total enrollment of 

10,825,683 with an average institution headcount of 16,994.79. The total urban college 
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student population is 48.78% minority (n=5,280,364). On average, the urban institution 

student populations were 39.52% minority (n=6,808). 

Table 4-8. Urban institution enrollment distribution 

Racial Grouping   Headcount Mean 
Headcount 

Percent of Total 
Population 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 58,815 104.84 0.68% 

Asian 533,398 950.80 6.89% 

Black 1,279,620 2,280.96 13.73% 

Hispanic 1,517,109 2,704.29 16.44% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 25,702 45.81 0.29% 

Two or More Races 163,339 7,093.80 2.03% 

Unknown 468,414 291.16 5.17% 

White 3,979,624 834.96 51.22% 

Total Enrollment 8,223,200 14,658.11  

 
The urban sub-group included no tribal colleges, but it did encompass the largest 

concentration of both HBCU (n=28) and HSI colleges (n=119). It also included the only 

double-MSI institutions with two HBCU institutions - Amarillo College and East Valley 

Institute of Technology - also reporting a large enough Hispanic student enrollment to 

meet HSI status.  

Table 4-9. Urban college minority-serving institution enrollment distribution 

Institution Type N Total 
Enrollment 

Mean 
Enrollment 

Mean Minority 
Enrollment 

Mean Percent 
Minority 

Enrollment 

Urban HBCUs 29 276,722 9,542.14 6,275.86 72.50% 

Urban HSIs 117 2,478,724 21,185.68 14,006.61 66.06% 

 
Graduation Rates 

Graduation is defined as completion of the degree or credential within 150% of 

the standard time. 94.00% of the colleges and universities (n=1,753) reported 

graduation data. Overall, suburban institutions reported the largest aggregate 

graduation rate at 40.71%, urban institutions reported the lowest at 31.70%. Composite 

minority graduation rates lagged behind overall graduation rates and non-minority 
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graduation rates in suburban and rural institutions. Rural institutions reported the lowest 

overall minority student graduation rate at 26.57%. Black students represented the 

demographic with the lowest graduation rate across all three geographic contexts. In 

contrast, institutions across all three contexts reported graduation rates for Asian 

students to be equivalent to or slightly higher than non-minority students.  

Table 4-10. Distribution of graduation rates by racial groupings across geographic 
context 

Geographic Region White 
Students 

Black 
Students 

Hispanic 
Students 

Asian 
Students  

Total 
Minority 

Urban  31.89% 21.72% 27.02% 32.72% 31.00% 

Suburban 36.33% 19.37% 30.54% 35.23% 27.88% 

Rural 32.60% 20.86% 27.67% 32.67% 26.57% 

 
Completion Data 

99.78% (n=1,857) of the institutions reported completion data. In contrast to the 

enrollment and graduation data which was presented as percentages, completion data 

is calculated in headcount. This difference is due to the fact that completion is not time-

limited, and therefore, not calculated using a cohort format. Students are counted as 

completers when all graduation requirements are met and the credential is conferred, 

regardless of the length of time. In comparison, the graduation statistic refers to the 

percentage of that group completing the degree requirements within an allotted 

timeframe. White students comprised the majority of completers across all geographic 

contexts. Hispanic students accounted for the smallest percentage of the minority 

completers (Table 4-11). 

Table 4-11. Mean completers by racial category for each geographic context  

Geographic 
Region 

 ̅  Total 
Comp 

 ̅ White 
Comp 

 ̅ Black 
Comp 

 ̅ Hispanic 
Comp 

 ̅ Asian 
Comp  

 ̅ Minority 
Comp 

Urban  1,848 1,056 229 5 117 386 

Suburban 940 630 94 3 36 154 

Rural 523 371 63 1 10 89 
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Support Services and Special Programs 

All of the support services and special programs were present in the rural 

colleges sub-group. The service with the largest representation was Academic and 

Career Counseling, which was reported by 97.70% (n=543) of the rural colleges. On-

Campus Day Care was the most infrequently reported service, with only 35.80% 

(n=199) of the colleges indicating they offered that program for students. In comparison 

to the suburban and urban colleges, rural colleges reported a lower frequency for each 

support service, with the exception of remedial services. 93.90% (n=522) of the rural 

colleges indicated that they offered remedial services, as compared to 89.10% (n=668) 

of suburban colleges and 85.40% (n= 479) of urban colleges. 

Table 4-12. Frequency of support services and special programs in rural colleges 

Independent Variables Frequency Percent of Rural Colleges 

Distance Learning Programs 411 74.70% 
Weekend/Evening College 235 42.70% 
Remedial Services 517 94.00% 
Academic/Career Counseling 537 97.60% 
Employment Services for Students 449 81.60% 
Placement Services for Completers 449 81.60% 
On-Campus Day Care 193 35.10% 

 
Suburban colleges also reported all of the support services. The most frequently 

reported services was Academic and Career Counseling at 98.50% (n=739), while the 

least frequently reported services was On-Campus Day Care at 40.10% (n=301). 

Table 4-13. Frequency of support services and special programs in suburban colleges 

Independent Variables Frequency Percent of Suburban Colleges 

Distance Learning Programs 587 78.30% 
Weekend/Evening College 330 44.00% 
Remedial Services 668 89.10% 
Academic/Career Counseling 739 98.50% 
Employment Services for Students 637 84.90% 
Placement Services for Completers 606 80.80% 
On-Campus Day Care 301 40.10% 
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In a pattern similar to rural and suburban colleges, urban colleges as reported all 

support services, with Academic and Career Counseling having the highest frequency 

at 99.30% (n=557). Urban colleges were the only sub-group to report the option of 

Weekend and Evening College as their most infrequent service at 54.70% (n=307). 

Urban colleges also reported the highest rate of On-Campus Day Care at 57.80%.  

Table 4-14. Frequency of support services and special programs in urban colleges 

Independent Variables Frequency Percent of Urban Colleges 

Distance Learning Programs 492 87.70% 
Weekend/Evening College 307 54.70% 
Remedial Services 479 85.40% 
Academic/Career Counseling 557 99.30% 
Employment Services for Students 507 90.40% 
Placement Services for Completers 483 86.10% 
On-Campus Day Care 324 57.80% 

 
Minority Faculty and Staff 

Of the 1,861 institutions at total of 1,484 reported faculty data for 2011. Urban 

colleges reported the highest average percentage of minority faculty at 25.78% 

(n=44,708).  Rural colleges reported the lowest mean percent of minority faculty at 

11.49% (n=6,157). Suburban colleges reported and mean percent of minority faculty at 

17.01% (n=20,766).  

Table 4-15. Distribution of faculty by geographic region 

Geographic Region   Total 
Faculty 

Minority Faculty Percent 
Minority Faculty 

Mean Percent 
Minority Faculty 

Urban  169,781 44,708 26.32%  25.78% 

Suburban 110,047 20,766 18.87%  17.01% 

Rural 36,560  6,157 16.84%  11.49% 

 

Targeted Funding 

796 grant programs were funded among the 1,861 institutions included in the 

sample. Grant programs fell most heavily within the rural group of institutions; however, 
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given that they are designed to target at-risk populations and high-need institutions, this 

distribution is as expected.  

Table 4-16. Targeted funding by geographic context 

Geographic 
Context 

  Title III 
Funding 

Title V 
Funding 

TRIO Student 
Support 

Services 

Total 
Awards 

Percent of 
Group 

Urban  19 14 172 205 36.54% 

Suburban 23 32 250 305 40.67% 

Rural 33 49 204 286 52.00% 

 
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to determine if a relationship exists 

between geographic context and graduation rates. The ANOVA models were 

specifically used to evaluate whether or not variation in overall graduation rate and 

minority student graduation rate were statistically significant across the three 

geographic contexts.  

Overall Graduation Rate 

The first ANOVA model evaluated the relationship between overall institution 

graduation rate and geographic context (urban, suburban, and rural). Analysis of index 

score variation between the three geographic context groups suggested that the 

relationship between institution geographic context and overall graduation rate is 

statistically significant (F=23.108; p ≤.05).  

Table 4-17. One-way ANOVA of mean differences in graduation rate by geographic 
context 

   Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig 

Between Groups 26093.352 2 13046.676  23.108 .000*** 
Within Groups 1001029.850 1773 564.597    

Total 1027123.202 1775     

***p≤.001 
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In order to determine the nature of the relationship between geographic context 

and overall graduation rate, a series of post hoc comparisons were conducted. A 

Bonferroni Adjustment was used to keep the family-wise error rate at .05. All three 

between group comparisons were evaluated: urban and suburban, urban and rural, and 

suburban and rural.  

Table 4-18. Post hoc tests using Bonferroni Adjustment for mean differences in 
graduation rate by geographic context  

***p≤.001 

Through the series of pairwise comparisons, significant differences in mean 

graduation rate were found to exist between both urban and rural and suburban and 

rural institutions. Results of the ANOVA indicate that rural institutions have a 

significantly lower overall graduation rate than both urban institutions (7.314, p≤.05) and 

suburban institutions (9.008, p≤.05). No significant difference in graduation rate was 

found between urban and suburban institutions.  

Minority Graduation Rate 

The second ANOVA model evaluated the relationship between minority student 

graduation rate and geographic context (urban, suburban, and rural). Analysis of index 

score variation between the three geographic context groups suggested that the 

relationship between institution geographic context and overall graduation rate is 

statistically significant (F=35.976; p ≤.05).  

(I) Geo_Context (J) 

Geo_Context 

Mean 

Difference (I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 

Urban 
Suburban -1.694 1.355 .635 

Rural 7.314* 1.465 .000*** 

Suburban 
Urban 1.694 1.355 .635 

Rural 9.008* 1.367 .000*** 

Rural 
Urban -7.314* 1.465 .000*** 

Suburban -9.008* 1.367 .000*** 
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Table 4-19. One-way ANOVA of mean differences in minority student graduation rate by 
geographic context 

   Sum of Squares df Mean 
Square 

F Sig 

Between 
Groups 

24935.186 2 12467.593 
 

35.976 .000*** 

Within Groups 561069.805 1619 346.553    

Total 586004.991 1621     

***p≤.001 

In order to determine the nature of the relationship between geographic context 

and minority graduation rate, a second series of post hoc comparisons were conducted.  

Table 4-20. Post hoc tests using Bonferroni Adjustment for mean differences in 
graduation rate by geographic context  

***p≤.001 

The same Bonferroni Adjustment was used to keep the family-wise error rate at .05. All 

three between group comparisons were evaluated: urban and suburban, urban and 

rural, and suburban and rural. 

Through the series of pairwise comparisons, significant differences in mean 

graduation rate were found to exist between both the suburban and urban and suburban 

and rural institutions. Results of the ANOVA indicate that suburban institutions have a 

significantly higher minority graduation rate than both urban institutions (9.359, p≤.05) 

and rural institutions (5.789, p≤.05). No significant difference in minority student 

graduation rate was found between rural and urban institutions.  

(I) Geo_Context (J) 

Geo_Context 

Mean 

Difference (I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 

Urban 
Suburban -9.359* 1.145 .000*** 

Rural -3.570* 1.232 .011 

Suburban 
Urban 9.359* 1.145 .000*** 

Rural 5.789* 1.092 .000*** 

Rural 
Urban 3.570* 1.232 .011 

Suburban -5.789* 1.092 .000*** 
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Minority Completers 

The fourth ANOVA model evaluated the relationship between minority student 

completion numbers and geographic context (urban, suburban, and rural). Analysis of 

index score variation between the three geographic context groups suggested that the 

relationship between institution geographic context and minority student completion 

numbers is statistically significant (F=136.534; p ≤.001).  

Table 4-21. One-way ANOVA of mean differences in minority completers by geographic 
context 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 27623240.762 2 13811620.381 136.534 .000*** 

Within Groups 187953221.696 1858 101158.892   

Total 215576462.458 1860    

***p≤.001 

In order to determine the nature of the relationship between geographic context 

and minority completion numbers, a fourth series of post hoc comparisons were 

conducted. The same Bonferroni Adjustment was used to keep the family-wise error 

rate at .05. All three between group comparisons were evaluated: urban and suburban, 

urban and rural, and suburban and rural.  

Table 4-22. Post hoc tests using Bonferroni Adjustment for mean differences in 
completers by geographic context  

(I) 

Geo_Context 

(J) Geo_ 

Context 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Rural 
Suburban -64.60861* 17.85508 .001** -107.3920 -21.8252 

Urban -296.32642* 19.08518 .000*** -342.0574 -250.5955 

Suburban 
Rural 64.60861* 17.85508 .001** 21.8252 107.3920 

Urban -231.71781* 17.75380 .000*** -274.2586 -189.1770 

Urban 
Rural 296.32642* 19.08518 .000*** 250.5955 342.0574 

Suburban 231.71781* 17.75380 .000*** 189.1770 274.2586 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

** p≤.01, ***p≤.001 
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Pearson Chi Square Test of Independence 

A Pearson Chi Square Test of Independence was utilized to evaluate the 

potential relationship between geographic context and the seven institutional support 

services. The Pearson Chi Square test allows for comparison of categorical variables.  

Table 4-23. Chi Square analysis of geographic context and support services  

*p≤.05, ** p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Significant differences in the existence of support services were found across the 

three geographic contexts. Rural institutions demonstrated a significantly lower rate of 

distance learning programs, weekend and evening courses, and remedial services. 

Urban institutions demonstrated a significantly lower rate of employment services, 

placement services, and on-campus day care. Suburban institutions demonstrated a 

significantly higher rate of all support services with the exception of on-campus day 

care. Rural institutions had a significantly higher rate of on-campus day care services.  

Linear Regression 

Regression served as the multivariate analyses methodology. Multiple 

regressions were interpreted to evaluate the relationship of MSI status, special services 

and support programs, and targeted supplemental funding on minority student 

enrollment, graduation (within 150% of standard time) and completion (with no time 

limits). The same set of three equations will be replicated for minority enrollment, 

 Value df Sig. 

Distance Learning Programs 34.989 4 .000*** 

Weekend/Evening College 22.793 4 .000*** 
Remedial Services 23.610 4 .000*** 
Academic/Career Counseling 8.799 4 .066 
Employment Services for Students 20.702 4 .000*** 

Placement Services for Completers 9.570 4 .048* 
On-Campus Day Care 68.191 4 .000*** 
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graduation, and completion at both suburban and urban institutions, resulting in a total 

of nine individual regression functions as follows: 

Rural College Regression Functions 

                                                                         

                                                                            
                                                                         
 
Suburban College Regression Functions 

                                                                      

                                                                         
                                                                      
 
Urban College Regression Functions 

                                                                        

                                                                          
                                                                        

Figure 4-1. Regression functions 
 

Independent variables were blocked into four groups of related factors: MSI 

status, Learner Support and Special Services, Minority Faculty and Staff, and Targeted 

Funding.   ,                represent the vector of coefficients in each of their respective 

variable blocks. Multiple regressions will be used to evaluate the relationship of MSI 

status, support and services, presence of minority faculty, and targeted supplemental 

funding for minority student enrollment, graduation, and completion rates within each 

geographic context. In an effort to provide the most meaningful data in development of 

an effective intervention model for rural minority students, the researcher will also 

evaluate linear regressions of each dependent variable on each primary independent 

variable individually (minority enrollment, minority graduation rate, minority completion 

numbers), as well as examine the regressions between the independent variables 

(McDonald, 2008). 
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Results of Linear Regression Functions 

Linear regressions for each variable block were evaluated to determine their 

appropriateness for inclusion in the multivariate model. All for blocks of predictor 

variables were found to have a significant relationship. The strongest relationship 

presented was for campus services with an R Square value of .389, indicating that it 

accounted for 38.9% of the variance in the model.  

When evaluating the relationship between the four blocks of predictor variables 

and student graduation without controlling for geographic context, MSI status (HBCU, 

HSI, and tribal colleges), the presence of placement services for graduates, and 

targeted supplemental funding (SSS, Title III, and Title V) were all found to be 

significant predictors of higher overall graduation rates. The percentage of minority 

faculty was found to have a negative relationship to overall institution graduation rates, 

indicating that with each percentage point increase in minority faculty, the graduation 

rate decreases. The presence of distance education, weekend and evening courses, 

remedial services, employment services, and child day care all presented significant 

negative relationships, indicating that institutions offering those services had lower 

graduation rates. 

HSI status was also found to correlate to higher graduation rates for black and 

Hispanic student populations as was the presence of placement services for graduates. 

In contrast to the negative relationship found between the percentage of minority faculty 

and overall graduation rates, a significant, positive relationship was found between the 

percentage of minority faculty and Hispanic student graduation rates. While the 

percentage of minority faculty did not present a relationship to black student graduation 

patterns, a significant relationship was found between the percentage of black faculty 
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and black student graduation rates. All three targeted funding programs were found to 

have a significant, positive relationship to black student graduation rates, while only the 

SSS grant program and Title V funding presented a relationship to increased rates of 

Hispanic student graduation. Appendix B presents a summary table of the predictor 

variables and their relationship to graduation rates.  

Multiple Linear Regression Functions by Geographic Context 

 Multiple linear regression functions were established for each of the following 

independent variables: student enrollment percentages (overall minority, black, and 

Hispanic), graduation rates (overall minority, black, and Hispanic), and completion 

headcount (overall minority, black, and Hispanic).  

Rural Colleges 

Minority student enrollment, graduation, and completion patterns in rural 

institutions.  Within the rural institutions, the regression function for minority student 

enrollment indicates that at a p-value of p≤.001, minority-serving institution status 

(HBCU, tribal, and Hispanic-Serving Institution) and the presence of minority faculty are 

significant predictors of minority student enrollment.  

Of the fourteen predictor variables, three were found to have a p-value of less 

than .001 (Table 4-24). All three MSI classifications as well as the presence of minority 

faculty were indicated as having a significant relationship to minority student enrollment. 

Minority-serving institution status was found to have an overall negative relationship to 

minority student enrollment. Specifically, rural tribal institutions had minority student 

enrollment lower than peer institutions (β* = -.318, p≤.001), and HSIs had lower 

enrollment (β* = -.203, p≤.001). In contrast, the percentage of minority faculty 
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Table 4-24. Rural institution variables regressed for minority student enrollment 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

was found to have a significant positive relationship. As the percentage of minority 

faculty increased, overall minority student enrollment increased (β* = .574, p≤.001). 

Table 4-25. Results of regression function for minority enrollment in rural institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

Β Std. Error β* 

 

      

Hbcu -.077 .064 -.040 -1.195 .232 

Tribal -.318 .043 -.262 -7.311 .000*** 

HSI_Status -.205 .036 -.203 -5.631 .000*** 

Undergrad_Distance -.028 .018 -.052 -1.525 .128 

Weekend_Eve .001 .014 .002 .065 .948 

Remedial .046 .031 .047 1.470 .142 

Academic_Career .025 .049 .016 .502 .616 

Emplyment_Svc -.005 .019 -.008 -.252 .801 

Placement_Svc -.010 .019 -.016 -.519 .604 

Day_Care -.024 .014 -.049 -1.681 .093 

Percent_Min_Faculty .848 .061 .574 13.849 .000*** 

SSS_Grant .019 .015 .038 1.278 .202 

Title_III_Grant -.007 .035 -.006 -.205 .838 

Title_V_Grant .060 .052 .041 1.164 .245 

 (Constant) 1.197 .230  5.195 .000*** 
***p≤.001 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. 

Error of 

the 

Estimate 

 Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .675 .456 .453 .17266 .456 151.698 3 544 .000*** 

Services .681 .464 .454 .17249 .008 1.155 7 537 .327 

Faculty .778 .605 .597 .14822 .141 191.263 1 536 .000*** 

Funding .779 .607 .597 .14818 .002 1.109 3 533 .345 
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The variable blocks for MSI status, campus services, and percent of minority 

faculty were all found to have a significant relationship to rural minority student 

graduation (Table 4-26).  

Table 4-26. Rural institution variables regressed for minority student graduation  

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R Square 

Std. 

Error of 

the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .210 .044 .037 13.709 .044 6.431 3 419 .000*** 

Services .327 .107 .085 13.365 .063 4.125 7 412 .000*** 

Faculty .359 .129 .105 13.214 .022 10.457 1 411 .001** 

Funding .370 .137 .107 13.203 .008 1.233 3 408 .297 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Table 4-27. Results of regression function for minority graduation at rural institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

β Std. Error β* 

 

(Constant) 53.247 24.788  2.148 .032** 

Hbcu -5.549 5.880 -.054 -.944 .346 

Tribal 6.311 4.293 .094 1.470 .142 

HSI_Status -.073 3.568 -.001 -.020 .984 

Undergrad_Distance -.612 2.316 -.014 -.264 .792 

Weekend_Eve -2.347 1.327 -.084 -1.769 .078 

Remedial -20.690 4.788 -.202 -4.321 .000*** 

Academic_Career -7.648 13.738 -.027 -.557 .578 

Emplyment_Svc -3.719 2.173 -.086 -1.712 .088 

Placement_Svc 2.488 2.000 .065 1.244 .214 

Day_Care 1.423 1.378 .050 1.032 .303 

Percent_Min_Faculty -20.349 5.876 -.237 -3.463 .001** 

SSS_Grant -.066 1.374 -.002 -.048 .962 

Title_III_Grant 4.571 3.241 .066 1.410 .159 

Title_V_Grant -6.260 4.765 -.080 -1.314 .190 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

When evaluated individually, none of the predictor variables correlated to a 

significant positive relationship to rural minority student graduation rates. The presence 
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of remedial services (β* = -.202, p≤.001) and the percentage of minority faculty (β* =      

-.237, p≤.001) presented a significant negative relationship to rural minority graduation 

rates. This indicates that institutions offering remedial services are more likely to have 

lower minority graduation rates. The negative relationship presented for minority faculty 

indicates that as the percent of minority faculty increases, the rural minority student 

graduation rate decreases. The same three variable blocks were found to be significant 

to rural minority completions (Table 4-28).  

Table 4-28. Rural institutions variables regressed for minority student completion  

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .220 .048 .043 150.64142 .048 9.227 3 544 .000*** 

Services .343 .118 .101 146.01197 .069 6.006 7 537 .000*** 

Faculty .413 .170 .153 141.71228 .053 34.081 1 536 .000*** 

Funding .420 .176 .155 141.58496 .006 1.321 3 533 .267 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

 While there were no variables indicating a positive relationship to increased 

levels of minority graduates, five variables were found to have a significant relationship 

with minority completers. Tribal institutions had a significant, positive relationship 

(β*=.167, p≤.01). Undergraduate distance education (β*=.112, p≤.05), weekend and 

evening course options (β*=.084, p≤.05), and placement services for graduates 

(β*=.096, p≤.05) were all found to have a significant relationship to higher numbers of 

minority completers in rural institutions. The percentage of minority faculty present had 

the strongest relationship to increased minority completers (β*=.356, p≤.001). 
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Table 4-29. Results of regression function for minority completers in rural institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

β Std. Error β* 

 

(Constant) -444.741 220.179  -2.020 .044* 

Hbcu -46.596 61.507 -.036 -.758 .449 

Tribal 133.720 41.528 .167 3.220 .001** 

HSI_Status 29.755 34.798 .045 .855 .393 

Undergrad_Distance 39.746 17.469 .112 2.275 .023* 

Weekend_Eve 26.122 13.126 .084 1.990 .047* 

Remedial -27.459 29.683 -.042 -.925 .355 

Academic_Career 2.930 46.978 .003 .062 .950 

Emplyment_Svc -.907 18.076 -.002 -.050 .960 

Placement_Svc 38.141 17.890 .096 2.132 .033** 

Day_Care -5.614 13.627 -.017 -.412 .681 

Percent_Min_Faculty 347.483 58.515 .356 5.938 .000*** 

SSS_Grant -6.127 14.245 -.018 -.430 .667 

Title_III_Grant 28.716 33.754 .034 .851 .395 

Title_V_Grant 88.260 49.338 .091 1.789 .074 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

There is a distinct difference in the relationship these variables present between 

graduation and completion. These findings indicate that they do promote higher levels 

of student success, just not within the traditional graduation timeframes.  

Black student enrollment, graduation, and completion patterns in rural 

institutions.  The regression function for black student enrollment indicates that at a p 

value of p≤.001, there is a significant relationship between minority-serving institution 

status, presence of minority faculty, and some support services with black student 

enrollment rates (Table 4-30).  

Analysis of the enrollment predictors indicated five variables with a significant 

relationship to enrollment patterns. Rural black student enrollment increased with 

flexible course scheduling and percentage of minority faculty (Table 4-31). Rural  
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Table 4-30. Rural institution variables regressed for black student enrollment 

***p≤.001 

black student enrollment increased with each percentage point increase in minority 

faculty (β*=.342, p≤.001), if the institution offered weekend or evening courses 

(β=.155,p≤.001), and if distance education options were available (β*=.099, p≤.05) 

(Table 4-31). In terms of preference for MSI colleges and universities, rural black  

Table 4-31: Results of regression function for rural institution Black student enrollment 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

 T Sig. 

β Std. Error β*  

 

(Constant) -4466.246 1892.804   -2.360 .019 

hbcu -627.547 528.754 -.056  -1.187 .236 

tribal 1606.789 357.005 .229  4.501 .000*** 

HSI_Status 700.908 299.150 .120  2.343 .019* 

Undergrad_Distance 305.291 150.171 .099  2.033 .043* 

Weekend_Eve 422.602 112.842 .155  3.745 .000*** 

Remedial 191.632 255.178 .034  .751 .453 

Academic_Career -303.610 403.852 -.034  -.752 .453 

Emplyment_Svc 41.131 155.390 .012  .265 .791 

Placement_Svc 201.103 153.790 .058  1.308 .192 

Day_Care -45.376 117.145 -.016  -.387 .699 

Percent_Min_Faculty 2921.823 503.035 .342  5.808 .000*** 

SSS_Grant -110.343 122.461 -.038  -.901 .368 

Title_III_Grant 169.656 290.169 .023  .585 .559 

Title_V_Grant 452.485 424.142 .053  1.067 .287 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .251 .063 .058 1308.119 .063 12.222 3 544 .000*** 

Services .390 .152 .137 1252.305 .089 8.082 7 537 .000*** 

Faculty .450 .202 .186 1216.084 .050 33.466 1 536 .000*** 

Funding .453 .205 .184 1217.158 .003 .685 3 533 .562 
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students were more likely to enroll in a tribal institution (β*=.229, p≤.001) and to attend 

an HSI (β*=.120, p≤.05). 

Table 4-32. Rural institution variables regressed for black student graduation 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. 

Error of 

the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .105 .011 .003 21.653 .011 1.438 3 388 .231 

Services .460 .211 .190 19.515 .200 13.814 7 381 .000*** 

Faculty .464 .216 .193 19.486 .004 2.134 1 380 .145 

Funding .475 .226 .197 19.436 .010 1.646 3 377 .178 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Rural black student enrollment increased with each percentage point increase in 

minority faculty (β*=.342, p≤.001), if the institution offered weekend or evening courses 

(β=.155, p≤.001), and if distance education options were available (β*=.099, p≤.05) 

(Table 4-32). In terms of preference for MSI colleges and universities, rural black 

students were more likely to enroll in a tribal institution (β*=.229, p≤.001) and to attend 

an HSI (β*=.120, p≤.05). 

Services offered by rural institutions were found to have a significant relationship 

to black student graduation patterns (Table 4-33). Of the five campus services found to 

be significant to black student graduation patterns, only placement services for 

completers was indicated to have a positive relationship (β*=.128, p≤.01). 

Undergraduate distance education (β*=-.263, p≤.001), weekend and evening classes 

(β*=-.140, p≤.01), remedial services (β*=-.134, p≤.01), and academic and career 

counseling (β=-.182, p≤.01) were all found to have a negative relationship to rural black 

student enrollment. These findings indicate that when evaluated in comparison to the 

other variables in the equation, the presence of flexible course scheduling options, 
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remedial services, and academic and career counseling correlate to lower black student 

graduation rates.  

Table 4-33. Results of regression function for black student graduation in rural 
institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

β Std. Error β* 

 

(Constant) 178.738 38.149  4.685 .000*** 

Hbcu -13.723 8.929 -.090 -1.537 .125 

Tribal -8.157 10.696 -.042 -.763 .446 

HSI_Status -3.121 5.288 -.036 -.590 .555 

Undergrad_Distance -23.318 4.351 -.263 -5.359 .000*** 

Weekend_Eve -6.059 2.023 -.140 -2.995 .003** 

Remedial -20.468 7.122 -.134 -2.874 .004** 

Academic_Career -78.348 21.818 -.182 -3.591 .000*** 

Emplyment_Svc -4.390 3.521 -.063 -1.247 .213 

Placement_Svc 7.695 2.928 .128 2.628 .009** 

Day_Care -1.260 2.097 -.029 -.601 .548 

Percent_Min_Faculty -14.570 9.412 -.098 -1.548 .122 

SSS_Grant 3.607 2.070 .082 1.743 .082 

Title_III_Grant 5.858 4.662 .058 1.256 .210 

Title_V_Grant -1.300 7.158 -.011 -.182 .856 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

While only campus services were found to be significant to rural black student 

graduation, MSI status, services, and the percentage of minority faculty were found to 

be significant for the number of rural black student completers (Table 4-34).  

Table 4-34. Rural institution variables regressed for black student completion 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .272 .074 .069 135.729 .074 14.462 3 544 .000*** 

Services .362 .131 .115 132.341 .057 5.030 7 537 .000*** 

Faculty .410 .169 .151 129.563 .038 24.271 1 536 .000*** 

Funding .415 .172 .150 129.664 .003 .724 3 533 .538 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 
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Six of the fourteen predictor variables were indicated to have a significant 

relationship to black student completers in rural institutions. For the MSI status block, 

HBCUs were found to have a negative relationship (β*=-.101, p≤.05), while tribal 

institutions were found to have a positive relationship (β*=.184, p≤.001). This indicates 

that black students attending a tribal institution are more likely to complete their degree 

than those attending an HBCU. Three of the campus services demonstrated a 

significant positive relationship. Rural institutions offering undergraduate distance 

education options (β*=.100, p≤.05), weekend and evening course options (*β=.101, 

p≤.05), and placement services for completers (β*=.101, p≤.05) had significantly higher 

numbers of black completers. The most significant positive relationship was found for  

Table 4-35. Results of regression function for black completers in rural institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

β Std. Error β* 

 

(Constant) -290.990 201.640  -1.443 .150 

Hbcu -118.085 56.328 -.101 -2.096 .037* 

tribal 134.563 38.032 .184 3.538 .000*** 

HSI_Status 57.771 31.868 .095 1.813 .070 

Undergrad_Distance 32.332 15.998 .100 2.021 .044* 

Weekend_Eve 28.823 12.021 .101 2.398 .017* 

Remedial -14.872 27.184 -.025 -.547 .585 

Academic_Career .407 43.022 .000 .009 .992 

Emplyment_Svc -7.952 16.554 -.022 -.480 .631 

Placement_Svc 36.628 16.383 .101 2.236 .026* 

Day_Care -17.362 12.479 -.059 -1.391 .165 

Percent_Min_Faculty 266.009 53.588 .299 4.964 .000*** 

SSS_Grant -7.166 13.046 -.024 -.549 .583 

Title_III_Grant 23.367 30.912 .030 .756 .450 

Title_V_Grant 54.535 45.184 .061 1.207 .228 
*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 
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the percentage of minority faculty (β*=.299, p≤.001). This indicates that the strongest 

predictor of rural black student completion is the percentage of minority faculty.  

Hispanic student enrollment, graduation, and completion patterns in rural 

institutions.  The regression function for rural Hispanic student enrollment indicated 

that at a p value of p≤.001, minority-serving institution status and percent of minority 

faculty were significant predictors (Table 4-36).  

Analysis of rural Hispanic student enrollment indicated five variables with a 

significant relationship to enrollment patterns.  The strongest predictor was presence of 

minority faculty. Rural Hispanic student enrollment increased with each percentage 

increase in minority faculty (β*=.178, p≤.001). Surprisingly, rural Hispanic student  

Table 4-36. Rural institution variables regressed for Hispanic student enrollment 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

 Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .623 .389 .386 4397.343 .389 156.755 2 493 .000*** 

Services .631 .399 .388 4392.750 .010 1.147 7 486 .332 

Faculty .644 .415 .403 4336.705 .016 13.643 1 485 .000*** 

Funding .659 .435 .419 4276.561 .020 5.579 3 482 .001** 

**p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

enrollment patterns indicated a positive relationship to HBCU institutions (β*=.130, 

p≤.01), yet a negative relationship was found for HSIs (β*=-.521, p≤.001), which 

indicates that rural Hispanic students are more likely to enroll at an HBCU than at an 

HSI. In the targeted funding block, presence of a Student Support Services grant (β*=-

.106, p≤.01) and presence of a Title III grant (β*=-.083, p≤.05) were found to have a 

negative relationship to Hispanic student enrollment in rural institutions. This result 
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indicates that the presence of either one of those grant programs correlates to lower 

Hispanic student enrollment. 

Table 4-37. Results of regression function for rural institution Hispanic student 
enrollment 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

Β Std. Error β* 

 

(Constant) 16157.635 3452.933  4.679 .000*** 

hbcu 3148.246 993.760 .130 3.168 .002** 

HSI_Status -7100.566 613.852 -.521 -11.567 .000*** 

Undergrad_Distance -451.261 848.067 -.023 -.532 .595 

Weekend_Eve 662.889 405.404 .060 1.635 .103 

Remedial 499.496 595.901 .032 .838 .402 

Academic_Career -1147.621 1788.291 -.028 -.642 .521 

Emplyment_Svc -84.480 888.985 -.004 -.095 .924 

Placement_Svc 913.098 646.792 .057 1.412 .159 

Day_Care -193.766 412.435 -.017 -.470 .639 

Percent_Min_Faculty 5290.285 1264.833 .178 4.183 .000*** 

SSS_Grant -1207.157 404.035 -.106 -2.988 .003** 

Title_III_Grant -1868.618 783.277 -.083 -2.386 .017* 

Title_V_Grant -1199.751 814.506 -.063 -1.473 .141 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Of the four variables blocks, only campus services were indicated to have a 

significant relationship to Hispanic student graduation rates in rural institutions (Table 4-

38).  

Table 4-38. Rural institution variables regressed for Hispanic student graduation  

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .095 .009 .001 26.478 .009 1.162 3 382 .324 

Services .411 .169 .149 24.440 .160 12.064 6 376 .000*** 

Faculty .417 .174 .152 24.403 .005 2.132 1 375 .145 

Funding .418 .174 .146 24.491 .001 .100 3 372 .960 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 
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No predictor variables were found to positively correlate to Hispanic student 

graduation in rural institutions. Undergraduate distance education options (β*=-.301, 

p≤.001) and remedial services (β*=-.134, p≤.01) were both were found to have a 

negative relationship. These findings indicate that when evaluated with all of the other 

variables distance education options and remedial services resulted in lower Hispanic 

student graduation rates. 

Table 4-39. Results of regression function for Hispanic student graduation rates in rural 
institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

β Std. Error β* 

 

(Constant) 57.654 51.766  1.114 .266 

Hbcu -9.299 11.623 -.047 -.800 .424 

Tribal 20.308 18.218 .055 1.115 .266 

HSI_Status -.089 6.660 -.001 -.013 .989 

Undergrad_Distance -32.976 5.701 -.301 -5.784 .000*** 

Weekend_Eve -2.990 2.576 -.057 -1.161 .246 

Remedial -24.945 8.991 -.134 -2.774 .006** 

Emplyment_Svc -.460 4.460 -.005 -.103 .918 

Placement_Svc 6.041 3.750 .080 1.611 .108 

Day_Care -4.669 2.659 -.087 -1.756 .080 

Percent_Min_Faculty -17.445 11.763 -.094 -1.483 .139 

SSS_Grant .928 2.641 .017 .351 .726 

Title_III_Grant 2.388 6.013 .019 .397 .692 

Title_V_Grant -.879 8.864 -.006 -.099 .921 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

The only variable block indicating a significant relationship to Hispanic 

completers in rural institutions was the percentage of minority faculty (Table 4-40). In 

addition to the significant relationship presented for the percentage of minority faculty, 

Minority-Serving Institution status was also a significant predictor of Hispanic student 

completers. HBCU status resulted in an increase in Hispanic student completions 

(β*=.111, p≤.05) as did tribal classification (β*=.127, p≤.05).  
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Table 4-40. Rural institution variables regressed for Hispanic completers 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .075 .006 .000 5.154 .006 1.015 3 544 .386 

Services .150 .022 .004 5.143 .017 1.324 7 537 .236 

Faculty .190 .036 .016 5.112 .014 7.570 1 536 .006** 

Funding .198 .039 .014 5.118 .003 .562 3 533 .640 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Table 4-41. Results of regression function for Hispanic completers in rural institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

β Std. Error β* 

 

(Constant) -20.552 7.960  -2.582 .010* 

Hbcu 4.749 2.223 .111 2.136 .033* 

Tribal 3.413 1.501 .127 2.273 .023* 

HSI_Status -.582 1.258 -.026 -.463 .644 

Undergrad_Distance .306 .631 .026 .484 .628 

Weekend_Eve .738 .475 .071 1.554 .121 

Remedial .411 1.073 .019 .383 .702 

Academic_Career -.217 1.698 -.006 -.128 .898 

Emplyment_Svc -.170 .653 -.013 -.259 .795 

Placement_Svc .215 .647 .016 .332 .740 

Day_Care .427 .493 .040 .866 .387 

Percent_Min_Faculty 5.978 2.115 .183 2.826 .005** 

SSS_Grant .217 .515 .020 .421 .674 

Title_III_Grant .459 1.220 .016 .376 .707 

Title_V_Grant 1.973 1.784 .060 1.106 .269 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

For rural institutions, the percentage of minority faculty present was found to 

correlate to higher enrollment, graduation, and completion for all minority populations 

evaluated. For rural black students, flexible course options, such as distance education 

and evening and weekend courses, were significant predictors of higher enrollment. 

Rural black students were also more likely to enroll in a tribal college or HSI than in a 
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HBCU or PWI college or university. In contrast Hispanic students were more likely to 

enroll in an HBCU than in the other MSI institutions or a PWI. No campus services were 

found to correlate to higher Hispanic student enrollment patterns in rural institutions.  

Several variables were found to correlate to improved rural minority student 

success. Only one variable was found to have a positive relationship to graduation. 

Rural institutions offering placement services for graduates had significantly higher rates 

of black student graduation. In contrast, several variables were found to have a 

significant relationship to minority student completion. Placement services for 

graduates, tribal college status, and evening and weekend courses were all significant 

predictors of both overall minority completion as well as black student completion. 

Institutions offering remedial services for graduates were more likely to have higher 

overall minority graduation rates; however, that relationship was not found for black and 

Hispanic student completion patterns. No campus services correlated to higher Hispanic 

student completion; however, Hispanic students were found to be more likely to 

complete their degree HBCUs and tribal colleges than at other institution typologies. 

Appendix A presents a summary of each variable with a significant, positive relationship 

to minority student enrollment, graduation, and completion for each geographic context.  

Suburban Colleges 

Minority student enrollment, graduation, and completion patterns in 

suburban institutions.  The regression function for minority student enrollment in 

suburban institutions indicated that the variable blocks for MSI status and presence of 

minority faculty were significant predictors (Table 4-42).  

Analysis of the fourteen individual predictor variables resulted in five predictors 

with a significant relationship to suburban minority student enrollment patterns  



 

108 

Table 4-42. Suburban institution variables regressed for minority student enrollment 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. 

Error of 

the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .648 .420 .417 .16412 .420 140.462 3 583 .000*** 

Services .657 .432 .422 .16337 .012 1.760 7 576 .093 

Faculty .813 .661 .654 .12634 .229 388.132 1 575 .000*** 

Funding .813 .661 .653 .12658 .000 .272 3 572 .846 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

(Table 4.43). The percentage of minority faculty presented the strongest positive 

relationship (β* = .591, p≤.001). Institutions offering weekend and evening course 

options were also found to have a significant relationship to minority enrollment patterns 

(β* = .078, p≤.01). Significant negative relationships were found for HBCU institutions 

(β* = -.096, p≤.01), HSIs (β = -.322, p≤.001), and institutions offering employment 

Table 4-43. Results of regression function for minority enrollment in suburban 
institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t  Sig. 

β Std. Error β*  

 

(Constant) 1.123 .205  5.488  .000*** 

Hbcu -.140 .041 -.096 -3.385  .001** 

Tribal -.119 .083 -.040 -1.437  .151 

HSI_Status -.215 .022 -.322 -9.806  .000*** 

Undergrad_Distance .023 .024 .025 .955  .340 

Weekend_Eve .034 .011 .078 3.129  .002** 

Remedial .029 .020 .036 1.447  .148 

Academic_Career -.100 .099 -.027 -1.006  .315 

Emplyment_Svc -.048 .024 -.057 -2.017  .044* 

Placement_Svc .016 .016 .028 1.024  .306 

Day_Care -.007 .011 -.016 -.621  .535 

Percent_Min_Faculty .820 .042 .591 19.478  .000*** 

SSS_Grant .005 .011 .012 .489  .625 

Title_III_Grant .017 .027 .015 .605  .545 

Title_V_Grant -.012 .029 -.013 -.419  .675 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 
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services (β = -.057, p≤.05). These findings indicate that suburban HBCU and HSI 

institutions were more likely to have lower minority enrollment percentages than other 

institution types, and that employment services correlated to lower minority enrollment.  

The variable block for campus services was the only vector with a significant 

relationship to minority student graduation rates within the suburban geographic context 

(Table 4-44).  

Table 4-44. Suburban institution variables regressed for minority student graduation 
rates 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .149 .022 .017 19.145 .022 4.334 3 570 .005** 

Services .434 .189 .174 17.548 .166 16.504 7 563 .000*** 

Faculty .436 .190 .174 17.547 .002 1.060 1 562 .304 

Funding .440 .194 .173 17.557 .003 .778 3 559 .506 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

The strongest positive relationship was found for institutions offering placement services 

for completers (β* = 8.011, p≤.001). Within the MSI status block, Hispanic-Serving 

Institutions were correlated to higher minority student graduation rates (β* = .108, 

p≤.05). Undergraduate distance education options (β* = -.14.077, p≤.001) institutions 

offering weekend and evening course options (β* = -5.271, p≤.01), remedial services (β* 

= -20.121, p≤.001), and employment services (β* = -9.437, p≤.01) were found to have a 

significant negative relationship to suburban minority graduation rates. These findings 

indicate that suburban institutions offering those services had lower minority student 

graduation rates.  
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Table 4-45. Results of regression function for minority graduation rates in suburban 
institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

β Std. Error β* 

 

(Constant) 49.844 28.473  1.751 .081 

Hbcu -6.052 5.782 -.047 -1.047 .296 

Tribal 11.063 11.530 .041 .959 .338 

HSI_Status 6.452 3.074 .108 2.099 .036* 

Undergrad_Distance -14.077 3.490 -.162 -4.034 .000*** 

Weekend_Eve -5.271 1.507 -.137 -3.497 .001** 

Remedial -20.121 3.021 -.259 -6.660 .000*** 

Academic_Career .251 13.758 .001 .018 .985 

Emplyment_Svc -9.437 3.430 -.120 -2.751 .006** 

Placement_Svc 8.011 2.221 .154 3.607 .000*** 

Day_Care 2.481 1.538 .064 1.613 .107 

Percent_Min_Faculty -6.006 5.926 -.048 -1.013 .311 

SSS_Grant 1.241 1.508 .032 .822 .411 

Title_III_Grant .805 3.804 .008 .212 .832 

Title_V_Grant -5.329 4.095 -.062 -1.301 .194 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Table 4-46. Suburban institution variables regressed for minority completers 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .165 .027 .022 300.49031 .027 5.424 3 583 .001** 

Services .280 .079 .063 294.21588 .051 4.590 7 576 .000*** 

Faculty .374 .140 .123 284.55784 .061 40.763 1 575 .000*** 

Funding .381 .145 .124 284.36083 .006 1.266 3 572 .285 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

The regression function for minority completers at suburban institutions indicated 

that the variable blocks for MSI status, campus services, and presence of minority 

faculty were significant predictors (Table 4-46). 

Of the fourteen predictor variables, six were found to have a significant 

relationship to the number of minority completers at suburban institutions. The percent 
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of minority faculty had the strongest positive relationship (β* = .309, p≤.001). Weekend 

and evening course options (β* = .119, p≤.01) and day care (β* = .089, p≤.05) were the  

Table 4-47. Results of regression function for minority completers at suburban 
institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

T Sig. 

Β Std. Error β* 

 

(Constant) -765.093 451.066  -1.696 .090 

Hbcu -3.316 94.992 -.002 -.035 .972 

Tribal 283.102 187.625 .066 1.509 .132 

HSI_Status -78.447 121.064 -.034 -.648 .517 

Undergrad_Distance 12.758 53.133 .010 .240 .810 

Weekend_Eve 72.282 24.221 .119 2.984 .003** 

Remedial -167.243 45.346 -.147 -3.688 .000*** 

Academic_Career 120.236 222.688 .023 .540 .589 

Emplyment_Svc 64.794 53.913 .054 1.202 .230 

Placement_Svc -25.254 35.385 -.031 -.714 .476 

Day_Care 53.864 24.994 .089 2.155 .032* 

Percent_Min_Faculty 606.510 97.573 .309 6.216 .000*** 

SSS_Grant -7.295 24.329 -.012 -.300 .764 

Title_III_Grant -4.298 61.589 -.003 -.070 .944 

Title_V_Grant 123.058 63.432 .091 1.940 .053 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

services identified as having a significant impact on suburban minority completers. MSI 

status and targeted funding were not found to be significant predictors of suburban 

minority student completion. Remedial services presented a negative relationship to 

suburban minority student completion (β* = -.147, p≤.001). Given that remedial services 

are generally offered by open-access institutions that accept students academically 

underprepared for higher education, this finding is not unexpected. It can be attributed 

to the lower probability of long-term success for those student demographics.  

Black student enrollment, graduation, and completion patterns in suburban 

institutions. The regression function for suburban black student enrollment indicated 
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that MSI status, campus services, and the presence of minority faculty are significant 

factors in predicting black student enrollment (Table 4-48).  

Table 4-48. Suburban institution variables regressed for black student enrollment 

**p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Table 4-49. Results of regression function for black student enrollment in suburban 
institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

 

(Constant) -6844.663 3623.181  -1.889 .059 

Hbcu -459.237 734.341 -.029 -.625 .532 

Tribal 2168.264 1468.549 .065 1.476 .140 

HSI_Status -324.816 387.782 -.044 -.838 .403 

Undergrad_Distance 884.846 419.071 .088 2.111 .035* 

Weekend_Eve 860.830 190.750 .182 4.513 .000*** 

Remedial -149.238 357.687 -.017 -.417 .677 

Academic_Career 1231.582 1755.943 .030 .701 .483 

Emplyment_Svc -93.201 424.688 -.010 -.219 .826 

Placement_Svc -141.780 279.092 -.023 -.508 .612 

Day_Care 338.941 195.236 .071 1.736 .083 

Percent_Min_Faculty 3686.471 745.540 .241 4.945 .000*** 

SSS_Grant 55.900 191.639 .012 .292 .771 

Title_III_Grant -16.784 485.603 -.001 -.035 .972 

Title_V_Grant 1188.398 520.300 .112 2.284 .023* 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Four variables were found to have a significant relationship to suburban black 

student enrollment patterns. In similar fashion to urban black student enrollment, the 

presence of minority faculty had the strongest relationship to suburban black student 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

 Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .167 .028 .023 2342.558 .028 5.581 3 583 .001** 

Services .280 .079 .063 2294.598 .051 4.518 7 576 .000*** 

Faculty .344 .118 .101 2246.397 .040 25.984 1 575 .000*** 

Funding .356 .127 .105 2241.722 .008 1.800 3 572 .146 
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enrollment (β* = .241, p≤.001). Suburban institutions offering flexible course options via 

distance education (β* = .088, p≤.05) and weekend and evening courses (β* = .182, 

p≤.001) were also correlated to higher rates of black student enrollment. For variables in 

the targeted funding block, only the presence of a Title V grant had a significant 

relationship to suburban black student enrollment (β* = .112, p≤.05).  

Table 4-50. Suburban institution variables regressed for black student graduation  

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .263 .069 .053 31.554 .069 4.351 2 117 .015* 

Services .457 .209 .152 29.865 .140 3.268 6 111 .005** 

Faculty .469 .220 .156 29.798 .011 1.504 1 110 .223 

Funding .470 .221 .133 30.193 .001 .046 3 107 .987 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Table 4-51. Results of regression function for black student graduation rates at 
suburban institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t  Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta  

 

(Constant) 255.513 86.430  2.956  .004** 

Tribal -106.433 33.444 -.300 -3.182  .002** 

HSI_Status 1.641 9.115 .022 .180  .857 

Undergrad_Distance -39.563 14.680 -.306 -2.695  .008** 

Weekend_Eve -3.915 6.406 -.059 -.611  .542 

Remedial -15.251 15.404 -.103 -.990  .324 

Emplyment_Svc 15.167 12.191 .141 1.244  .216 

Placement_Svc 10.493 7.626 .134 1.376  .172 

Day_Care -6.872 6.556 -.105 -1.048  .297 

Percent_Min_Faculty -21.360 17.235 -.117 -1.239  .218 

SSS_Grant -.336 6.046 -.005 -.056  .956 

Title_III_Grant 7.757 22.121 .031 .351  .727 

Title_V_Grant 1.621 11.786 .014 .138  .891 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 
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The regression function for black student graduation at suburban institutions 

indicated that MSI status and services were significant predictors (Table 4-50).  Two 

predictor variables were found to have a significant relationship to black student 

graduation rates in suburban institutions; however, both were negatively related. Tribal 

institutions correlated to a lower graduation rate (β* = -.300, p≤.05) as did 

undergraduate distance education options (β* = -.306, p≤.05). 

Two predictor variables were found to have a significant relationship to black 

student graduation rates in suburban institutions; however, both were negatively related. 

Tribal institutions correlated to a lower graduation rate (β* = -.300, p≤.05) as did 

undergraduate distance education options (β* = -.306, p≤.05). 

The regression function for black completers at suburban institutions indicated 

that the variable blocks for MSI status, campus services, and the percentage of minority 

were all significant (Table 4-52). The percentage of minority faculty was indicated to  

Table 4-52. Suburban Institution variables regressed for black completers 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. 

Error of 

the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .262 .069 .064 203.159 .069 14.354 3 582 .000*** 

Services .328 .107 .092 200.132 .038 3.535 7 575 .001** 

Faculty .373 .139 .122 196.732 .032 21.043 1 574 .000*** 

Funding .378 .143 .122 196.813 .004 .842 3 571 .471 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

have the most significant relationship to the number of black completers (β* = .214, 

p≤.001). Weekend and evening classes (β* = .144, p≤.001) and undergraduate distance 

education (β* = .088, p≤.05) were also found to have a significant positive relationship. 
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A negative relationship was found for HBCUs (β = -.163, p≤.001) and remedial 

services (β = -.086, p≤.05), which indicates that when evaluated in conjunction with all 

fourteen predictor variables, suburban HBCUs and institutions offering remedial 

services had fewer black student complete their degrees.  

Table 4-53. Results of regression function for black completers at suburban institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

T Sig. 

β Std. Error β* 

 

(Constant) -150.392 318.130  -.473 .637 

Hbcu -232.680 64.472 -.163 -3.609 .000*** 

Tribal 139.771 128.933 .048 1.084 .279 

HSI_Status 38.104 34.054 .059 1.119 .264 

Undergrad_Distance 77.757 36.793 .088 2.113 .035* 

Weekend_Eve 60.312 16.762 .144 3.598 .000*** 

Remedial -67.475 31.404 -.086 -2.149 .032* 

Academic_Career 111.548 154.164 .031 .724 .470 

Emplyment_Svc 20.839 37.286 .025 .559 .576 

Placement_Svc -7.169 24.505 -.013 -.293 .770 

Day_Care 11.192 17.157 .027 .652 .514 

Percent_Min_Faculty 290.224 65.457 .214 4.434 .000*** 

SSS_Grant 12.215 16.837 .029 .725 .468 

Title_III_Grant 6.152 42.634 .006 .144 .885 

Title_V_Grant 61.794 45.680 .066 1.353 .177 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Hispanic student enrollment, graduation, and completion patterns in 

suburban institutions.  The variable blocks for MSI status, campus services, and the 

percentage of minority faculty were all significant indicators of Hispanic student 

enrollment for suburban institutions (Table 4-54). 

Five of the fourteen individual predictors were found to be significant (Table 

4.54). Within the MSI block, HBCUs were found to correlate to higher Hispanic student 

enrollment (β = .116, p≤.01), while HSI status had a negative relationship (β = -.538, 
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p≤.001) indicating that suburban Hispanic students were actually less likely to enroll in 

an HSI than in other types of institutions. Two campus services, weekend and evening  

Table 4-54. Suburban institution variables regressed for Hispanic student enrollment 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

1 .604b .365 .361 2199.150 .365 111.496 3 583 .000*** 

2 .635c .403 .392 2145.189 .038 5.243 7 576 .000*** 

3 .654d .428 .417 2101.114 .025 25.419 1 575 .000*** 

4 .657e .431 .418 2100.130 .004 1.180 3 572 .317 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Table 4-55. Results of regression function for Hispanic student enrollment in suburban 
institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

T Sig. 

β Std. Error β* 

 

(Constant) -2294.226 3394.333  -.676 .499 

Hbcu 2167.198 687.958 .116 3.150 .002** 

Tribal 2132.530 1375.792 .055 1.550 .122 

HSI_Status -4592.169 363.289 -.538 -12.641 .000*** 

Undergrad_Distance 305.465 392.602 .026 .778 .437 

Weekend_Eve 597.277 178.702 .109 3.342 .001** 

Remedial 72.019 335.095 .007 .215 .830 

Academic_Career 30.542 1645.034 .001 .019 .985 

Emplyment_Svc 216.763 397.864 .020 .545 .586 

Placement_Svc 76.003 261.464 .010 .291 .771 

Day_Care 754.412 182.904 .137 4.125 .000*** 

Percent_Min_Faculty 3422.088 698.450 .192 4.900 .000*** 

SSS_Grant 63.538 179.534 .011 .354 .724 

Title_III_Grant -5.106 454.932 .000 -.011 .991 

Title_V_Grant 888.650 487.437 .072 1.823 .069  

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

classes (β = .109, p≤.01) and day care (β = .137, p≤.001), were also found to have a 

significant positive relationship to suburban Hispanic student enrollment. Interestingly,   
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this was the only demographic for which child day care would be a positive predictor of 

enrollment. Hispanic student enrollment was also found to increase with the percentage 

of minority faculty (β = .192, p≤.001).  

The regression function for suburban minority student graduation indicated that 

MSI status and campus services were significant factors (Table 4-56).  

Table 4-56. Suburban institution variables regressed for Hispanic student graduation  

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R Square 

Std. 

Error of 

the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .209 .044 .039 16.768 .044 8.689 3 569 .000*** 

Services .502 .252 .238 14.928 .208 22.279 7 562 .000*** 

Faculty .506 .256 .241 14.897 .004 3.308 1 561 .069 

Funding .512 .262 .244 14.874 .006 1.588 3 558 .191 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Hispanic-Serving Institutions (β* = .145, p≤.01), placement services for 

completers (β* = .171, p≤.001), and day care services (β* = .091, p≤.05) had a 

significant relationship with suburban minority student graduation. Four services were 

found to have a negative relationship, specifically, undergraduate distance education (β* 

= -.170, p≤.001), weekend and evening course options (β* = -.193, p≤.001), remedial 

services (β* = -.280, p≤.001), and employment services for students (β* = -.104, p≤.05) 

When blocked, the only vector with a significant impact on suburban Hispanic 

completion was the percentage of minority faculty (Table 4-57). However, the more in-

depth analysis of individual predictor variables indicated that a number of campus 

services presented a significant positive relationship to the number of minority 
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Table 4-57. Results of the regression function for Hispanic student graduation in 
suburban institutions. 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

T Sig. 

β Std. Error β* 

 

(Constant) -9.843 30.149  -.326 .744 

Hbcu 8.776 4.904 .076 1.790 .074 

Tribal 22.941 10.812 .079 2.122 .034 

HSI_Status 7.650 2.605 .145 2.937 .003** 

Undergrad_Distance -13.229 3.005 -.170 -4.402 .000*** 

Weekend_Eve -6.612 1.281 -.193 -5.161 .000*** 

Remedial -19.257 2.562 -.280 -7.516 .000*** 

Academic_Career 3.244 15.026 .008 .216 .829 

Emplyment_Svc -7.300 2.933 -.104 -2.489 .013* 

Placement_Svc 7.884 1.891 .171 4.170 .000*** 

Day_Care 3.106 1.308 .091 2.374 .018* 

Percent_Min_Faculty -9.220 5.061 -.083 -1.822 .069 

SSS_Grant -1.195 1.278 -.035 -.935 .350 

Title_III_Grant 4.509 3.224 .052 1.399 .162 

Title_V_Grant -4.893 3.470 -.065 -1.410 .159 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Table 4-58. Suburban institution variables regressed for Hispanic completers  

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .037 .001 -.004 22.303 .001 .261 3 582 .854 

Services .151 .023 .006 22.194 .022 1.813 7 575 .082 

Faculty .317 .100 .083 21.315 .077 49.439 1 574 .000*** 

Funding .319 .102 .080 21.354 .001 .301 3 571 .825 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

When blocked, the only vector with a significant impact on suburban Hispanic 

completion was the percentage of minority faculty (Table 4-58). However, the more in-

depth analysis of individual predictor variables indicated that a number of campus 

services presented a significant positive relationship to the number of minority  
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Table 4-59. Results of regression function for Hispanic completers at suburban 
institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

β Std. Error β* 

 

(Constant) -124.369 34.516  -3.603 .000*** 

Hbcu 30.011 6.995 .199 4.290 .000*** 

Tribal 20.560 13.989 .066 1.470 .142 

HSI_Status 9.666 3.695 .140 2.616 .009** 

Undergrad_Distance -5.267 3.992 -.056 -1.319 .188 

Weekend_Eve 2.841 1.819 .064 1.562 .119 

Remedial .657 3.407 .008 .193 .847 

Academic_Career 9.698 16.726 .025 .580 .562 

Emplyment_Svc 3.630 4.045 .042 .897 .370 

Placement_Svc -6.456 2.659 -.109 -2.428 .015* 

Day_Care -1.344 1.861 -.030 -.722 .471 

Percent_Min_Faculty 49.851 7.102 .347 7.019 .000*** 

SSS_Grant -1.718 1.827 -.038 -.940 .347 

Title_III_Grant .442 4.626 .004 .095 .924 

Title_V_Grant -.414 4.956 -.004 -.083 .934 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

completers (Table 4-59). Just as there were a limited number of variables with a positive 

significant relationship to suburban Hispanic student graduation, only three predictors 

were found to be significant in regards to suburban Hispanic completers (Table 4-59). 

Within the MSI status block, HBCUs were found to have a significant relationship 

to the number of Hispanic suburban completers (β* = .199, p≤.01). HSIs were also 

found to have a significant positive relationship (β* = .140, p≤.01).  No campus services 

were found to have a positive relationship. Placement services was found to have a 

negative relationship (β* = -.109, p≤.05).  The percentage of minority faculty was found 

to have the most significant relationship (β* = .347, p≤.001).   
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 Urban Colleges 

Urban College Minority Student Enrollment, Graduation, and Completion 

Patterns. The results of the regression function for minority student enrollment in urban  

Table 4-60. Urban institution variables regressed for minority student enrollment 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

 Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .647 .418 .416 .18687 .418 177.092 2 493 .000*** 

Services .657 .431 .421 .18607 .013 1.609 7 486 .131 

Faculty .883 .779 .775 .11598 .348 765.954 1 485 .000*** 

Funding .884 .781 .775 .11591 .002 1.173 3 482 .319 

**p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

institutions indicates that at a p value of p≤.001, MSI status and the presence of minority 

faculty were significant predictors of enrollment (Table 4-60).  

Of the thirteen predictor variables, two were found to have a significant 

relationship to minority student enrollment patterns.  A negative relationship was found 

for HSI status, which indicated that minority student enrollment was lower (β* = -.278, 

p≤.001) at a HSI college or university. A positive relationship was found for the 

percentage of minority faculty, indicating that with each percentage increase in minority 

faculty (β* = .730, p≤.001), urban minority student enrollment increased. No services or 

targeted funding programs were indicated as having a significant relationship to urban 

minority student enrollment.  

The regression function for minority student graduation rate at urban institutions 

indicated that MSI status was a significant predictor (Table 4-62).   
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Table 4-61. Results of regression function for minority student enrollment in urban 
institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t  Sig. 

β Std. 

Error 

β*  

 

MSI       

Hbcu -.027 .027 -.026 -1.019  .309 

HSI_Status -.165 .017 -.278 -9.908  .000*** 

Services       

Undergrad_Distance .015 .023 .017 .640  .523 

Weekend_Eve .012 .011 .026 1.136  .256 

Remedial -.002 .016 -.003 -.110  .913 

Academic_Career -.024 .048 -.013 -.492  .623 

Emplyment_Svc .009 .024 .011 .393  .695 

Placement_Svc .011 .018 .016 .624  .533 

Day_Care .008 .011 .015 .673  .501 

Minority Faculty       

Percent_Min_Faculty .945 .034 .730 27.556  .000*** 

Targeted Funding        

SSS_Grant -.004 .011 -.009 -.408  .683 

Title_III_Grant -.008 .021 -.009 -.400  .689 

Title_V_Grant -.039 .022 -.047 -1.789  .074 

 (Constant) .593 .094  6.340  .000*** 

***p≤.001 

Table 4-62. Urban institution variables regressed for minority student graduation rate 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

 Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .145 .021 .017 14.592 .021 4.907 2 455 .008** 

Services .408 .167 .152 13.553 .146 13.077 6 449 .000*** 

Faculty .409 .168 .151 13.561 .001 .420 1 448 .517 

Funding .419 .175 .153 13.543 .008 1.405 3 445 .241 

**p≤.01, ***p≤.001 
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Table 4-63. Results of regression function for minority student graduation rates in urban 
institutions  

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t  Sig. 

β Std. Error β*  

 

(Constant) 18.853 11.513  1.638  .102 

Hbcu 5.517 3.215 .088 1.716  .087 

HSI_Status 4.866 1.993 .138 2.442  .015* 

Undergrad_Distance -4.812 3.775 -.056 -1.275  .203 

Weekend_Eve -6.465 1.318 -.216 -4.905  .000*** 

Remedial -13.359 2.197 -.268 -6.081  .000*** 

Emplyment_Svc -1.497 3.702 -.019 -.404  .686 

Placement_Svc 5.010 2.194 .104 2.284  .023* 

Day_Care -1.382 1.370 -.045 -1.009  .313 

Percent_Min_Faculty 1.887 4.157 .024 .454  .650 

SSS_Grant .387 1.304 .013 .297  .767 

Title_III_Grant 3.568 2.494 .063 1.431  .153 

Title_V_Grant -3.643 2.644 -.074 -1.378  .169 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Analysis of the individual predictors indicates that at a p value of p≤.05, HSI 

colleges and universities and institutions offering placement services for completers had 

a slightly higher graduation rate for minority students (Table 4-63). Institutions offering 

weekend and evening course options (β* = -.216, p≤.001) and remedial services (β* = -

.268, p≤.001) had slightly lower graduation rates for minority students.  

Table 4-64. Urban institution variables regressed for minority completers 

**p≤.01, ***p≤.001, 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .146 .021 .017 467.97097 .021 5.368 2 493 .005** 

Services .281 .079 .062 457.26946 .058 4.335 7 486 .000*** 

Faculty .352 .124 .106 446.37949 .045 25.002 1 485 .000*** 

Funding .369 .136 .113 444.63148 .012 2.274 3 482 .079 
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The regression function for urban minority completers indicated that MSI status, 

campus services, and the presence of minority faculty all presented a significant 

relationship to the number of minority completers (Table 4-64). Of the thirteen predictor 

variables, six had significant relationships to minority student completion. The strongest 

predictor of minority student completion was the percentage of minority faculty at the 

institution (β* = .279, p≤.001). 

Table 4-65. Results of regression function for minority completers at urban institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t  Sig. 

β Std. Error β*  

 

(Constant) 507.588 358.999  1.414  .158 

Hbcu 10.114 103.321 .005 .098  .922 

HSI_Status 24.835 63.822 .022 .389  .697 

Undergrad_Distance 242.649 88.173 .145 2.752  .006** 

Weekend_Eve -16.029 42.150 -.017 -.380  .704 

Remedial -169.138 61.956 -.130 -2.730  .007** 

Academic_Career -244.638 185.928 -.070 -1.316  .189 

Emplyment_Svc 37.167 92.427 .022 .402  .688 

Placement_Svc 180.424 67.247 .133 2.683  .008** 

Day_Care 87.577 42.881 .093 2.042  .042* 

Percent_Min_Faculty 697.269 131.504 .279 5.302  .000*** 

SSS_Grant -64.051 42.007 -.067 -1.525  .128 

Title_III_Grant -172.229 81.437 -.091 -2.115  .035* 

Title_V_Grant 11.592 84.684 .007 .137  .891 
*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Three campus services correlated to higher levels of minority student completion, 

including distance education options (β* = .145, p≤.01), placement services for 

completers (β* = .133, p≤.01), and child day care (β* = .093, p≤.05). Two variables 

presented a negative relationship. Remedial services (β* = -.130, p≤.01) and Title III 

grant funding (β* = -.091 p≤.05) both correlated to lower minority student completion. 
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Black student enrollment, graduation, and completion patterns in urban 

institutions. The regression function for urban black student enrollment indicated that 

all four variable blocks were significant predictors. At a p-value of p≤.001, MSI status, 

minority faculty, and targeted funding programs were found to be significant (Table 4-

66).  

Table 4-66. Urban institution variables regressed for black student enrollment 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

 Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .203 .041 .037 3246.100 .041 10.550 2 493 .000*** 

Services .281 .079 .062 3203.616 .038 2.880 7 486 .006** 

Faculty .401 .161 .143 3061.915 .081 47.024 1 485 .000*** 

Funding .450 .203 .181 2993.191 .042 8.509 3 482 .000*** 

**p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Analysis of the individual variables indicates that of the thirteen predictors, five 

were found to be significant. With each percentage point increase in the presence of 

minority faculty, black student enrollment increased (β* = .382, p≤.001). Black student 

enrollment increased (β* = .119, p≤.01) at institutions offering weekend and evening 

courses at those providing placement services for completers (β* = .100, p≤.01). 

Targeted funding was found to a have a slightly negative impact on black student 

enrollment. The presence of a Student Support Services grant (β* =-.173, p≤.001) and 

the presence of a Title III grant resulted in a decrease (β* = -.121, p≤.01) in black 

student enrollment. Although Student Support Services grant projects are focused on 

helping disadvantaged students succeed, they are not designed as recruitment 

programs. While they may serve as valuable tools in helping students stay enrolled and  
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Table 4-67. Results of regression function for black student enrollment in urban 
institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t  Sig. 

β Std. Error β*  

 

(Constant) 3597.389 2416.729  1.489  .137 

Hbcu 189.310 695.539 .013 .272  .786 

HSI_Status 760.914 429.639 .095 1.771  .077 

Undergrad_Distance 871.943 593.567 .074 1.469  .142 

Weekend_Eve 772.751 283.745 .119 2.723  .007** 

Remedial -215.518 417.075 -.024 -.517  .606 

Academic_Career -1920.802 1251.636 -.078 -1.535  .126 

Emplyment_Svc 312.164 622.206 .026 .502  .616 

Placement_Svc 945.919 452.693 .100 2.090  .037* 

Day_Care -160.374 288.666 -.024 -.556  .579 

Percent_Min_Faculty 6690.641 885.265 .382 7.558  .000*** 

SSS_Grant -1164.788 282.787 -.173 -4.119  .000*** 

Title_III_Grant -1603.751 548.220 -.121 -2.925  .004** 

Title_V_Grant 132.455 570.078 .012 .232  .816 
*p≤.05,**p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Table 4-68. Urban institution variables regressed for black student graduation rates 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

 Change Statistics 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .171 .029 .025 17.416 .029 6.841 2 457 .001** 

Services .292 .085 .069 17.017 .056 4.611 6 451 .000*** 

Faculty .295 .087 .069 17.019 .002 .884 1 450 .348 

Funding .312 .097 .073 16.982 .010 1.662 3 447 .175 
*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

achieve higher levels of success, the findings of this study indicate they are not 

programs successful in recruiting black students to urban institutions.  

The regression function for urban black student graduation rate indicated a 

significant relationship between MSI status and graduation patterns (Table 4-68).  
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Table 4-69. Results of regression for black student graduation rates at urban institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t  Sig. 

β Std. Error β*  

 

(Constant) 3.560 13.964  .255  .799 

Hbcu -3.055 4.030 -.041 -.758  .449 

HSI_Status 6.375 2.494 .152 2.556  .011* 

Undergrad_Distance 2.439 4.178 .028 .584  .560 

Weekend_Eve -6.126 1.647 -.172 -3.720  .000*** 

Remedial -7.183 2.637 -.126 -2.724  .007** 

Emplyment_Svc 3.699 4.010 .046 .922  .357 

Placement_Svc 2.490 2.696 .045 .923  .356 

Day_Care -2.535 1.713 -.069 -1.480  .140 

Percent_Min_Faculty 3.738 5.196 .041 .719  .472 

SSS_Grant 2.786 1.627 .078 1.712  .088 

Title_III_Grant 4.531 3.121 .066 1.452  .147 

Title_V_Grant .045 3.258 .001 .014  .989 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Analysis of the thirteen individual predictors indicates that three variables had a 

significant relationship to urban black student graduation patterns. Black students 

attending a Hispanic-Serving Institution graduated at a higher rate than their peers at 

other institutions types (β* = .152, p≤.05). Urban institutions offering weekend and 

evening course options (β* = -.172, p≤.001) and remedial services (β* = -.126, p≤.01) 

had a slightly lower black student graduation rate. 

The regression function for black completers at urban institutions indicates that 

the variable blocks for MSI status, campus services, and percentage of minority faculty 

all have a significant relationship (Table 4-70).   

Analysis of the thirteen predictor variables indicates that the strongest predictor 

of black student completion was the percentage of minority faculty present at the 

institution (β* = .329, p≤.001). Both of the MSI typologies included in the urban model 
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demonstrated a significant relationship; however, only Hispanic-Serving Institutions 

were found to have a positive relationship (β* = .144, p≤.01). Two campus-based 

Table 4-70. Urban institution variables regressed for black completers 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .302 .091 .088 307.297 .091 24.724 2 492 .000*** 

Services .357 .128 .113 302.937 .036 3.377 6 486 .003** 

Faculty .439 .193 .178 291.672 .065 39.265 1 485 .000*** 

Funding .449 .202 .182 291.034 .008 1.710 3 482 .164 

**p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Table 4-71. Results of regression function for black completers at urban institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

T Sig. 

β Std. Error β* 

 

(Constant) 376.731 231.333  1.629 .104 

Hbcu -175.787 67.629 -.126 -2.599 .010* 

HSI_Status 112.620 41.775 .144 2.696 .007** 

Undergrad_Distance 143.148 57.714 .111 2.480 .013* 

Weekend_Eve 53.069 27.589 .082 1.924 .055 

Remedial -71.097 40.553 -.075 -1.753 .080 

Emplyment_Svc -26.666 60.498 -.020 -.441 .660 

Placement_Svc 126.808 44.016 .128 2.881 .004** 

Day_Care -14.366 28.068 -.022 -.512 .609 

Percent_Min_Faculty 558.970 86.076 .329 6.494 .000*** 

SSS_Grant -37.168 27.496 -.057 -1.352 .177 

Title_III_Grant -85.230 53.305 -.066 -1.599 .110 

Title_V_Grant -49.838 55.430 -.045 -.899 .369 

*p≤.05,**p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

services were indicated to have a positive correlation with higher numbers of black 

completers. Undergraduate distance education options (β* = .111, p≤.01) and 

placement services for completers (β* = .128, p≤.01) demonstrated significant 

relationships. Surprisingly, HBCU institutions were found to have a significant negative 
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relationship (β* = -.126, p≤.05), indicating that black students attending an HBCU 

graduated at a lower that at other institution typologies.  

Hispanic student enrollment, graduation, and completion patterns in urban 

institutions.  The function for urban Hispanic student enrollment indicated that three of 

the blocks were significant predictors of enrollment (Table 4-72).  

Table 4-72. Urban institution variables regressed for Hispanic student enrollment 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R Square 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

 Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .623b .389 .386 4397.343 .389 156.755 2 493 .000*** 

Services .631c .399 .388 4392.750 .010 1.147 7 486 .332 

Faculty .644d .415 .403 4336.705 .016 13.643 1 485 .000*** 

Funding .659e .435 .419 4276.561 .020 5.579 3 482 .001** 

**p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Table 4-73. Results of regression function for urban Hispanic student enrollment  

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t  Sig. 

β Std. Error β*  

 

(Constant) 16157.635 3452.933  4.679  .000*** 

Hbcu 3148.246 993.760 .130 3.168  .002** 

HSI_Status -7100.566 613.852 -.521 -11.567  .000*** 

Undergrad_Distance -451.261 848.067 -.023 -.532  .595 

Weekend_Eve 662.889 405.404 .060 1.635  .103 

Remedial 499.496 595.901 .032 .838  .402 

Academic_Career -1147.621 1788.291 -.028 -.642  .521 

Emplyment_Svc -84.480 888.985 -.004 -.095  .924 

Placement_Svc 913.098 646.792 .057 1.412  .159 

Day_Care -193.766 412.435 -.017 -.470  .639 

Percent_Min_Faculty 5290.285 1264.833 .178 4.183  .000*** 

SSS_Grant -1207.157 404.035 -.106 -2.988  .003** 

Title_III_Grant -1868.618 783.277 -.083 -2.386  .017* 

Title_V_Grant -1199.751 814.506 -.063 -1.473  .141 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 
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Analysis of the thirteen predictor variables indicates that HBCU institutions and 

institutions with a higher percentage of minority faculty reported higher levels of 

Hispanic student enrollment. A significant negative relationship was found for HSI status 

(β* = -.521, p≤.001), Student Support Services grant funding (β* = -.106, p≤.01), and 

Title III grant funding (β* = -.083, p≤.05) (Table 4-97), which indicates that Hispanic 

students enrolled at institutions with these programs at a lower rate.  

 The regression function for urban Hispanic student graduation indicated that 

only the variable block for campus services had a significant relationship (Table 4-74).  

Table 4-74. Urban institution variables regressed for Hispanic student graduation  

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. 

Error of 

the 

Estimate 

 Change Statistics 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .095 .009 .001 26.478 .009 1.162 3 382 .324 

Services .411 .169 .149 24.440 .160 12.064 6 376 .000*** 

Faculty .417 .174 .152 24.403 .005 2.132 1 375 .145 

Funding .418 .174 .146 24.491 .001 .100 3 372 .960 

***p≤.001 

No variables were found to have a significant, positive relationship with urban 

Hispanic student graduation rates. Two campus services, however, were found to have  

a significant negative relationship with urban Hispanic graduation rates. These findings 

indicate that those services correlate to lower Hispanic student graduation rates. 

Institutions offering distance education options (β* = -.301, p≤.001) and remedial 

services (β* =-2.774, p≤.01) yielded significantly lower rates. This negative relationship 

does not indicate that those services result in lower rates. Given the time parameters 
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Table 4-75. Results of regression function for Hispanic student graduation rate at urban 
institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t  
 

Sig. 

β Std. Error β* 

 

(Constant) 57.654 51.766  1.114  .266 

Hbcu -9.299 11.623 -.047 -.800  .424 

Tribal 20.308 18.218 .055 1.115  .266 

HSI_Status -.089 6.660 -.001 -.013  .989 

Undergrad_Distance -32.976 5.701 -.301 -5.784  .000*** 

Weekend_Eve -2.990 2.576 -.057 -1.161  .246 

Remedial -24.945 8.991 -.134 -2.774  .006** 

Emplyment_Svc -.460 4.460 -.005 -.103  .918 

Placement_Svc 6.041 3.750 .080 1.611  .108 

Day_Care -4.669 2.659 -.087 -1.756  .080 

Percent_Min_Faculty -17.445 11.763 -.094 -1.483  .139 

SSS_Grant .928 2.641 .017 .351  .726 

Title_III_Grant 2.388 6.013 .019 .397  .692 

Title_V_Grant -.879 8.864 -.006 -.099  .921 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

associated  with the definition of graduation, these results can be interpreted to indicate 

that urban Hispanic students who either need remedial courses or who access their 

courses via distance education take more than the standard time to complete.  

The regression function for urban Hispanic completers indicated that a significant 

relationship existed with MSI status, campus services, and funding ( Table 4-76). While 

there were no variables correlating to a significantly higher urban Hispanic student 

graduation rate, two variables did significantly correlate to a higher number of urban 

Hispanic completers. HBCU institutions correlated to a higher number of Hispanic 

completers (β* = .145, p≤.01) as did institutions offering day care services (β* = .127, 

p≤.01). A negative relationship was found for institutions offering evening and weekend 

courses (β* = -.119, p≤.01) and those with a Student Support Services grant 
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Table 4-76. Urban institution variables regressed for Hispanic completers 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R Square 

Std. 

Error of 

the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

MSI .115 .013 .009 11.847 .013 3.269 2 492 .039* 

Services .244 .059 .044 11.637 .046 3.984 6 486 .001** 

Faculty .252 .063 .046 11.624 .004 2.049 1 485 .153 

Funding .306 .093 .071 11.471 .030 5.344 3 482 .001** 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

program (β* = -.114, p≤.01). These findings indicate that the number of Hispanic student 

completers decreased at urban institutions offering evening and weekend course 

options and those with a Student Support Services grant program in place.  

Table 4-77. Results of regression function for Hispanic completers at urban institutions 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t  Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta  

 

(Constant) -6.580 9.118  -.722  .471 

Hbcu 7.465 2.666 .145 2.801  .005** 

HSI_Status -1.855 1.647 -.064 -1.127  .260 

Undergrad_Distance 2.787 2.275 .058 1.225  .221 

Weekend_Eve -2.847 1.087 -.119 -2.618  .009** 

Remedial .120 1.598 .003 .075  .940 

Emplyment_Svc 3.599 2.385 .074 1.509  .132 

Placement_Svc -1.193 1.735 -.033 -.688  .492 

Day_Care 3.097 1.106 .127 2.799  .005** 

Percent_Min_Faculty 6.290 3.393 .100 1.854  .064 

SSS_Grant -3.490 1.084 -.144 -3.221  .001** 

Title_III_Grant -3.813 2.101 -.080 -1.815  .070 

Title_V_Grant 3.432 2.185 .085 1.571  .117 

*p≤.05, **p≤.01, ***p≤.001 

Summary of Data Analysis 

The data analyses provided in this chapter are intended to evaluate the 

relationship between common institutional attributes and minority student enrollment, 
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graduation, and completion across the three geographic contexts. The descriptive 

statistics indicate that significant differences in minority student graduation rates exist 

across the three geographic context classifications. Rural institutions have a 

significantly lower minority student graduation rate than their urban and suburban peer 

institutions.  

The multiple regression analysis functions indicated that the greatest impact of 

the variables measured was on minority student enrollment and completion, not on 

graduation. This trend was evidenced across all three geographic contexts.  

Enrollment 

The strongest factor impacting minority student enrollment patterns was the 

presence of minority faculty at the institution. Flexible course scheduling options, 

specifically evening and weekend courses and distance education options were the 

most significant campus services. Minority-Serving Institution status presented an 

interesting relationship to enrollment. Tribal institutions and HSIs had a significant 

impact on rural minority student enrollment patterns. Surprisingly, HBCUs did not have 

a significant impact on black student enrollment patterns; however, they did have a 

significant relationship to Hispanic student enrollment patterns. That relationship was 

evidenced across all three geographic contexts.  

Graduation 

Only two variables really presented a strong relationship to minority student 

graduation patterns. Hispanic-Serving Institutions presented a strong relationship to 

urban and suburban minority student graduation rates. Placement services for 

completers was also indicated as a significant factor in minority graduation patterns. 

Campus based child care services were indicated as a significant factor impacting 
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graduation rates for suburban Hispanic students only. None of the targeted funding 

programs were found to be significant factors related to minority student graduation 

patterns.  

Completion 

The percentage of minority faculty presented the strongest relationship to 

minority student completion numbers. Options for more flexible course offerings, such 

as weekend and evening course options and distance education were significant 

variables in minority completion patterns. HBCUs, while not significant in regards to 

minority student graduation, were a significant factor in completion numbers across 

geographic groupings. Tribal institutions presented a strong relationship to completion 

patterns for all three rural minority classifications. None of the variables in the targeted 

funding block were found to be significant factors in minority completion.  

The same variables found to be significant in minority enrollment patterns were 

also significant in minority completion patterns. This is possibly due to the process for 

calculating graduation and completion statistics. Graduation includes a time frame for 

completing the credential, whereas completion does not. Those factors attracting 

minority students to the institution appear to coincide with completion of the degree or 

credential at a slower pace than is encompassed by the graduation measure.   
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

America’s rural colleges and universities, but most particularly rural community 

colleges, serve some of the most disadvantaged students in higher education. 

Education has long been viewed as the pathway out of poverty – the great social 

equalizer. The increased push for access and rising tide of interest in accountability has 

left institutions that serve large numbers of nontraditional students struggling to keep up 

with external pressures. Findings from this study demonstrate that when evaluating the 

impact and focus for support services designed to impact rural minority students, the 

emphasis should be placed on completion (with no time limits) as opposed to 

graduation (within 150% of the standard time).  

This research builds upon the existing body of literature regarding minority 

student success in higher education, by providing insight into not only those institution 

attributes that do correlate with achievement, but also how achievement for this student 

demographic should possibly be measured.  

The study specifically addressed three questions. The first was to what extent 

minority student academic success outcomes, such as graduation (within 150% of the 

standard time) and completion (with no time limits), vary based upon institution 

geographic context. The proposed hypothesis was that no differences in minority 

student academic success exist between the three geographic contexts. Second, this 

study sought to determine which of seven special services and learner support 

programs correlated to higher academic outcomes for minority students in rural-serving 

institutions. It was proposed that no services would specifically correlate to increased 

minority student success in rural colleges and universities. Finally, this study 
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investigated which institutional attributes, such as MSI status, percentage of minority 

faculty, and presence of targeted supplemental funding, correlated with higher minority 

student achievement in rural-serving institutions. The hypothesis was that no 

institutional attributes correlated to enhanced minority student achievement in a rural 

context.  

Minority Student Success across Geographic Contexts 

To what extent do academic success outcomes (graduation and completion) of 

minority college students vary based upon institution geographic context (rural, urban, 

and suburban)? 

Graduation 

The findings of this study conflict with the proposed hypothesis that no 

differences exist in minority student achievement across the three geographic contexts. 

The results indicate that suburban institution graduation rates (completion of a degree 

or credential within 150% of the standard time)outpace rural and urban institutions. 

These findings were held constant for both overall graduation rate and minority student 

graduation rate. Specifically, analysis of overall graduation rate alone indicated that 

rural institutions are significantly lower than urban and suburban institutions. While 

suburban institutions did indicate the highest overall graduation rate, it was not indicated 

to be significantly higher than urban institutions.   

In comparison to the findings for overall graduation rate, evaluation of minority 

student graduation rates indicated that suburban institutions had a significantly higher 

rate than both urban and rural institutions. No significant difference was found between 

urban and rural institutions. These results infer that the combination of variables present 

in the suburban institution context (student population, institution attributes, support 
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services, and funding programs) provide the best probability of degree completion within 

150% of the standard time frame (a two-year degree within four years and a four year 

degree within six years).  

Completion 

The hypothesis that no differences in academic outcomes would exist across the 

three geographic contexts was not supported by analysis of completion data (earning 

the degree or credential without regard to time limits) either. Results indicate that urban 

institutions present a significantly higher number of completers than both suburban and 

rural institutions. This finding held constant for both overall completers and minority 

completers. While urban institutions presented the most significant difference in 

completers, suburban institutions were also found to have a significantly higher number 

of completers than rural institutions.  

Analysis of the minority student completion data indicated similar findings to the 

overall completion data. The only difference was presented in the comparison of 

suburban and rural student completion data. The difference in institution typology for 

minority completion data was not as strong as that presented for the overall completion 

comparison. These findings indicate that while suburban institutions present the best 

combination of variables to support degree completion within 150% of the standard 

time, urban institutions present the best combination of factors to support degree 

completion without regard to a timeframe. Regardless of timeframe, rural institutions 

present the lowest probability of student graduation and completion.  

Analyses of student academic outcome data across the three geographic 

contexts presents findings in support of the existing literature that rural students 
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underperform (Pennington et al., 2006; Maltzan, 2006; Laskey & Hetzel, 2011; Ting, 

1997; Schonert, Elliott, & Bills, 1991).  

Impact of Special Services and Learner Support Programs in a Rural Context 

Which special services and learner support programs correlate to higher 

academic outcomes for minority students in rural institutions?  

Flexible Course Offerings: Distance Education and Weekend/Evening Courses 

Results conflict with the proposed hypothesis that no services would correlate to 

higher minority student academic outcomes in rural institutions. Findings indicate that 

undergraduate distance education options and weekend and evening courses options 

both correlate with significantly higher rates of minority enrollment in rural institutions, as 

well as significantly higher minority student completion numbers across all three 

geographic contexts. Specifically, further analyses by racially grouping provided a more 

in-depth view of the impact of both of the course scheduling options. Distance education 

and weekend and evening courses were found to positively correlate to increased levels 

of rural black student enrollment and completion.  

Distance education has substantially increased access to higher education. 

While it may encompass a wide variety of forms, at its heart, it breaks down the 

traditional geographic obstacles to education often faced by rural students. In addition to 

the 74.70% (n=411) of rural institutions in this study who reported offering 

undergraduate distance education options (Tables 4-12, 4-13, and 4-14), students 

residing in their service areas also have the option to access courses and degree 

programs at a wealth of other institutions nationwide.  

Weekend and evening courses basically expand access to traditional higher 

education to a wider sector of society. While students who attend evening and weekend 
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courses may not be purely part-time students, they are generally students who cannot 

attend a traditional Monday-Friday daytime schedule, indicating they have extenuating 

commitments outside of education. Just as with distance education, evening and 

weekend students most likely have many different profiles. 

The strong relationship presented between alternative course delivery formats 

and enrollment and completion, but not graduation, most likely correlates to the 

nontraditional nature of the typical students choosing to complete their education using 

these options. Given the background in the literature regarding the unique psychosocial 

development of rural minority students, and the additional variables impacting their 

choice of educational program, it is logical to conclude that flexibility in course delivery 

would be a key factor in their academic success.  

Placement Services for Completers 

Results of this study also indicate that placement services for completers have a 

strong correlation to increased success of rural minority students. This relationship was 

not only found for rural minority students, but also for urban and suburban students as 

well. It was the only campus service with a positive relationship to both graduation and 

completion. This connection speaks to the unique psychosocial development and 

environmental context that shapes the educational experience for many rural, minority 

students. A distinct education-to-workforce connection has emerged as a key variable in 

improving graduation and completion numbers for this demographic.  

According to Neault and Pickerell (2008), the literature is lacking in research to 

support expanded access and funding for career services, internships, and placement 

programs within higher education. While there are no cases present in the literature 

evidencing the use of placement services, including internships and cooperative 
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agreements, as a direct strategy to improve the overall success of a college-wide 

student demographic, there are examples where those approaches have significantly 

impacted a specific program of study or division.  

In 2007, Baylor University’s Information Systems degree program launched a 

three-part program to address its waning enrollment trends (Koch & Kayworth, 2009). 

The program engaged in a series of activities designed to specifically focus on student 

recruitment, retention, and placement to support both short-term and long-term gains in 

student enrollment. Within the area of graduate placement, department staff 

strategically focused on both job coaching for students, as well as relationship building 

with potential employers (Koch & Kayworth, 2009). These activities were targeted for a 

degree program with very positive job market and employment potential; however, the 

administration and faculty realized that students were not making those connections on 

their own. They were struggling to recruit new students and current students were not 

persisting at desired levels. As a result, the program experienced a 293% increase in 

enrollment (Koch & Kayworth, 2009). Another example is the Northern Michigan 

University Freshman Fellowship Program, which implemented the use of research 

placement experiences as a strategy to improve student recruitment and retention 

(Wozniak, 2011). Evaluation of the NMU student cohorts from 2006-2010 revealed that 

while the program did not have a significant impact on student recruitment, it did have a 

positive, significant impact on student retention and graduation (Wozniak, 2011). These 

programs serve as examples of the impact placement programs have on student 

completion.  
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The presence of programs that build an education-to-work connection is perhaps 

even more important for rural students than for their suburban and urban peers 

(Hutchins & Akos, 2013). In their comparison of school-to-work programs across 

geographic context, Hutchins and Akos (2013) found that while rural institutions are 

more likely to have vocational internship and placement programs available, rural 

students are less likely to be able to access placement programs for academically-

oriented programs of study. Given the lack of career exposure, geographic limitations, 

and higher probability of being low-income and FGIC, school-to-work programs are 

even more crucial for rural students (Hutchins & Akos, 2013).  

Beyond the impact placement services have on rural student perceptions of 

education and the connection to their long-term goals, there is also evidence that these 

programs fundamentally impact the student learning process. In her qualitative analyses 

of student perceptions of experiential learning, Cooper (2013) found that participating in 

internship and experiential learning programs “…gave participants a strong scaffold on 

which to build from the foundation knowledge imparted in the classroom and enabled 

participants to move to a higher level of understanding” (p. 297).  

Placement programs have also been evidenced to have a directly positive impact 

on the institution. In his study of comparable university programs, Weible (2010) found 

that the presence of internship and placement programs resulted in an increase in the 

number of graduates starting their own businesses, stronger community connections, 

improved institutional reputation, and enhanced student recruitment.  

Connection between Campus Services and Academic Success 

This study suggests that three key campus services – distance education 

options, weekend and evening course schedules, and placement services for 
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completers – strongly correlate to higher levels of rural minority student success. 

Results place these three services above a wealth of other supports commonly offered 

by colleges and universities, including remedial education, academic and career 

counseling, employment services, and even campus-based child care. This is not to 

imply that the other services and support efforts should be discontinued, but rather 

which services should be added to achieve the highest levels of minority student 

success in a rural context.  

The existing literature on rural and minority students provides a valuable 

foundation for interpreting these findings. Laskey & Hetzel (2011) proposed that the 

unique psychosocial development of rural students shapes how those students interact 

with and interpret the campus environment, and therefore, rural institutions must provide 

tailored programming (Castenada, 2010; Corley, Goodjoin, & York, 1991). In order to 

really understand why specific campus services have the greatest impact on rural, 

minority students, college and university administrators should go beyond traditional 

indicators of academic success, such as grade point average, courses, and test scores, 

and instead, look at rural family and social constructs.  

Studies have evidenced that rural youth present a strong pattern of self-limiting 

behavior driven by a need to remain geographically close to their nuclear family (Demi, 

Jensen, & Snyder, 2010). They have also been found to have a strong deference to the 

perceptions and desires of the older generations in their familial and social circles 

(Demi, Jensen, & Snyder, 2010). Studies have found the for rural youth, leaving the 

community, or even aspiring to do so, is often viewed as abandoning the family and 

breaking those generational bonds that are held in such high esteem within the rural 
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community structure (Farmer et al., 2006; Ali & McWhirtier, 2006; Freeman, Conley, & 

Brooks, 2006). Flexible course delivery options, such as distance education and 

weekend and evening courses provide options for rural students struggling to balance 

their strong family and community bonds with pursuit of an education career. Distance 

education makes education accessible without the need to break geographic ties. 

Weekend and evening course schedules give students attempting to balance a 

commitment to family needs with their education.  

Literature regarding rural students’ strong deference to the family unit is also 

valuable in interpreting the correlation between student success and placement 

services.  Studies have indicated that it is common within poor, rural communities which 

often have different definitions of success (Ali & McWhirtier, 2006; Farmer et al., 2006). 

Whereas higher education often equates to a measure of success in suburban and 

urban communities, poor, rural families often push employment and a financial 

contribution to the family as the ultimate goals (Ali & McWhirtier, 2006; Farmer et al., 

2006). Stern (2010) proposed that the key factor in developing a “college-going” culture 

in the low-income, rural regions is by emphasizing success. The findings from this study 

support those previous works. There exists a definitive relationship between placement 

services for completers and academic outcomes (graduation and completion) for rural 

minority students. By offering a campus-based service which directly connects earning 

a degree or credential and placement in employment, colleges and universities are 

possibly able to help rural minority students synthesize their familial and social 

pressures with educational opportunity.  
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Impact of Institutional Attributes in a Rural Context 

MSI status, the presence of minority faculty, flexible course scheduling options 

(evening and weekend courses and distance education options), and placement 

services for graduates were evidenced to have a significant relationship to higher levels 

of minority student enrollment and completion.  

The results of this study conflict with the proposed hypothesis that no institution 

attributes would correlate to higher minority student academic outcomes (graduation 

and completion) in rural institutions. Findings indicate that there is a strong relationship 

between the presence of minority faculty and minority student enrollment and 

completion across all three geographic contexts. Additionally, MSI status was also 

found to positively correlate to increased levels of minority student enrollment and 

completion. Targeted funding was not found to have a positive relationship to any of the 

minority student academic outcomes evaluated. None of the institution attributes were 

found to positively correlate to increased graduation rates for rural minority students.  

Results of this study largely support the existing body of literature regarding 

minority student success in higher education. Minority students thrive in a minority-

inclusive campus environment (Hrabowski, Maton, & Greif, 1998; Chang, 2005; 

Museus, 2008; Orozco, Alvarez, & Gutkin, 2010). MSI status, in particular being a 

HBCU or tribal college, was found to have a significant positive relationship to rural 

minority student enrollment and completion. In addition to MSI status, as the percentage 

of minority faculty increased, so did the minority enrollment percentage and the number 

of minority completers. In contrast, as the percent of minority faculty increased, the 

minority student graduation rate declined. This contrast follows the same pattern as 
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evidenced for the other variables presenting a strong relationship to rural minority 

enrollment and completion.  

Implications for Practice 

While models of success for serving low-income, FGIC students have received 

substantial attention in the literature, the impact of geographic context often goes 

unmentioned; yet, geographic context bears a strong connection to both the culture of 

the institution and the nature of the students it is most likely to serve.  In contrast with 

much of the current literature which presents research on the impact of programs and 

services on various categories of disadvantaged students, this study presents three key 

recommendations for serving those disadvantaged students within the environmental 

context of the institution. Through application of Bronfenbrenner’s equation of 

developmental ecology (Evans et al.), which states that “development is a function of 

the interaction of the person and the environment,” this study has generated useful 

recommendations regarding the relationship of rural minority students and the 

environmental factors they commonly interact with in the college campus environment.  

First, colleges and universities serving rural, minority students can work to offer 

flexible course scheduling options which support the students’ need to maintain strong 

geographical ties and a connection with the nuclear family.  While this study specifically 

evaluated undergraduate distance education and evening and weekend courses, there 

are certainly other options which colleges and universities may want to explore. Most 

likely, the more options available, the more probable it will be that these students will 

enroll and complete their programs of study. It is advisable that this flexibility go beyond 

the mere physical course scheduling and permeate the culture of the institution. By 

recognizing the conflict many of these students must navigate to synthesize their 
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educational plans with familial and social perceptions, the institutions are more likely to 

help students bridge those issues and complete their program of study.  

Second, rural-serving institutions can explore building  strong connections 

between their educational programs and the local job market. Results of this study 

evidence a strong link between rural minority student graduation and completion with 

placement services for completers. In fact, placement services was the only campus 

service included in this study with a positive correlation to minority student graduation 

rates, which builds a strong case for expanding the prevalence of placement services.  

Building a solid connection between the educational programs and direct employment is 

evidenced to help students better navigate those pressures to enter the job market and 

contribute to the family unit. 

The literature evidences a strong connection between the rural community job 

market context and success of rural students. While a strong connection between the 

job market and education options is being recommended, that recommendation must be 

contextualized within the limitations that the rural job market may present. By building 

strong connections with the local job market and specifically targeting promising 

employment sectors within their local geographic region, this approach may also quell 

fears of human capital loss and severing family ties which have been documented in the 

literature as a growing concern for rural communities.  

Third, rural colleges and universities must work to really foster inclusive campus 

environments that promote an expectation of excellence from their minority student 

populations. For example, in their study of ethnic student alienation at a predominantly 

white university, Loo and Rolison (1986) found that when minority students observed a 
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lack of services and activities specifically tailored to them, they equated it to lack of 

support. Feelings of sociocultural alienation outpaced other factors in leading to lower 

minority student persistence (Loo & Rolison, 1986). They found that through campus-

based efforts such as residential learning communities, strong student support services, 

minority faculty, academic supports, and efforts to counteract negative racial identity, 

those feelings of alienation could be overcome even in a predominantly white university 

environment (Loo & Rolison, 1986). It is important to note, however, that the pathway to 

fostering a minority-inclusive campus environment should be expected to vary from one 

institution to another, given the interaction between the students, the campus, and the 

larger community. As administrators take steps to create a more minority-inclusive 

campus environment, it will be important for them to contextualize those efforts and 

evaluate their impact within the larger context of the institution and surrounding 

community.  

While this study specifically validated the relationship between minority student 

outcomes and the presence of minority faculty, it also recognized that the literature 

presents a strong case as to the obstacles rural colleges often face in recruiting and 

retaining minority faculty. If developing a diverse faculty is identified as a key factor in 

promoting rural minority student success, then there is a strong case to equip rural 

college administrators with more tools to make that happen. Possibilities include 

flexibility in salary and benefits packages that meet market rates, making positions at 

rural colleges more attractive to faculty at urban institutions. In addition to more 

competitive salary structures, rural college administrators may need the ability to 

negotiate more freely with candidates. Rural college may also want to consider other 
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avenues that can be attractors to faculty, such as dual-career hiring initiatives. A key 

factor in the faculty recruitment processes may also be the investment by those 

institutions in seeking out racially and ethnically diverse faculty through connections to 

universities.  

The evidence supporting diversity within the faculty can certainly be extended to 

other campus attributes that would provide a comparable support for the students. The 

presence of minority faculty, particularly in relationship to rural minority students, 

provides those students with access to role models and mentors that they may not be 

readily able to access through other avenues in their communities. The literature has 

documented that one of the key factors impacting nontraditional rural student 

populations is the lack of access to diversity, most specifically in respect to role models. 

Given that rural institutions may not have the same ability to recruit and hire minority 

faculty as their suburban and urban peer institutions do, it is critical that they explore 

other avenues. Minority student organizations have been found to be valuable assets in 

both facilitating the transition to college life for minority students and supporting their 

own cultural validation process (Museus, 2008).   

Rural colleges should also explore mentoring initiatives as another avenue to 

help their minority student population foster relationships with role models. In cases 

where the number of minority faculty and staff are not sufficient to really connect with 

their minority student population, community mentoring projects can be a valuable tool 

to help at-risk students build connections with role models. Examples of such projects 

are My Brother’s Keeper at Santa Fe College in Gainesville, Florida (J. Sasser, personal 

communication, August, 2010) and the BOSS Male Mentoring Program at Roanoke-
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Chowan Community College in Ahoskie, North Carolina (Ruffin-Barnes, W., Elam, M., & 

Kwasikpui, T., 2014)  

 

 

 

 
   
 

 

 

Figure 5-1. A new model for supporting rural minority students.   

 
Administrators at rural colleges and universities must take steps to actively foster 

a minority-inclusive campus culture. All of the recommended additions to the campus 

meso-system indicated in Figure 5-1 are only possible through administrator action. 
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While increasing the numbers of minority faculty and staff may not always be feasible as 

is evidenced in the literature, the other recommended changes are possible through 

strategic planning, budgeting, and reallocation of resources.  

Policy Recommendations 

Assessment and Accountability. Higher education, and community colleges in 

particular, are facing increasing pressure to meet accountability standards “…to improve 

public understanding about the function and operations of public colleges and 

universities while affirming the significance of the great variety of approaches and 

missions of U.S. higher education” (Voluntary System of Accountability Program, 2011). 

As evidenced by the findings of this study, traditional measures of higher education 

institutional effectiveness, such as basic enrollment, retention, and graduation rates, 

may not be the most effective means of measuring institutions that serve large 

populations of nontraditional students. For those who enter higher education 

academically under-prepared, or who are FGIC, low-income, or socially or racially dis-

engaged from the campus community, degree completion within the traditional time 

parameters may not be achievable.  

The Voluntary Framework of Accountability (VFA) metrics proposed by the 

American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) pushes a new approach to 

measuring community colleges. The VFA position is that when looking to assess 

community colleges, graduation rates really provide very little information (American 

Association of Community Colleges, 2012). The AACC proposes three spheres of 

assessment: Student Progress and Outcomes; Workforce Economic, and Community 

Development; and Student Learning Outcomes (AACC, 2012). The AACC approach to 

assessing student success uses a cohort tracking approach that includes both two-year 
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and six-year measures of student progress towards completion of a degree, certificate, 

or other credential, which allows a much more generous time period for non-traditional 

and disadvantaged students to finish their educational plans (AACC, 2012).  

The Voluntary System of Accountability (VSA) sponsored by the Association of 

Public and Land Grant Universities and the American Association of State Colleges and 

Universities offers colleges and universities an alternative to the federal graduation rate 

in measuring undergraduate student success and progress (Voluntary System of 

Accountability, 2013). In the VSA model, participating institutions report cohort progress 

at four-year, five-year, and six-year marks for enrollment, graduation, transfer, and 

unknown status (VSA, 2013). Institutions can separately measure different “custom 

cohorts,” including, for example, low-income, FGIC, veterans, and other special 

populations (VSA, 2013). While the VSA clearly proposes a more robust and holistic 

approach to assessing student success, those traditional degree completion timeframes 

still form the foundation of its model. As colleges and universities diversify their student 

populations to include more low-income, FGIC, and minority students, it may become 

more appropriate for those institutions to embrace an assessment model more similar to 

that proposed by the AACC.  

Funding. There is precedent within the current approach to higher education 

funding programs to allocate targeted funding streams for special institution 

classifications that have been identified as disadvantaged. The Title III Strengthening 

Institutions program allocates a percentage of its annual funds for tribal and Alaskan-

native-serving institutions. Title V funding is solely dedicated to special projects and 

initiatives at Hispanic-serving institutions. Additionally, HBCU and HSI status are 
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frequently targeted as priority institutions throughout other Department of Education 

funding programs. Given their significant difference in student success outcomes, 

particularly with minority student groups, rural institutions also present a case for 

receiving targeted funding designed to strengthen their ability to serve students.  

Another point of potential concern for rural colleges is the move towards state 

funding models that include a performance component. For example, Florida is currently 

evaluating implementation of a funding platform that will include a portion of institution 

funding based upon achievement of student performance measures. The Florida model 

does not equate performances based on peer institution status, but rather a statewide 

benchmark which pits vastly different institutions against one another in a competition 

for funding. Based upon the findings of this study, there is evidence to validate 

geographic context as a factor in determining institution groupings.  

Suggestions for Further Research 

This study presents preliminary findings that will hopefully spur a wealth of future 

research on institution attributes that best support minority students as well as 

differences in student success across geographic context. There are a number of 

specific areas in which the current literature regarding minority student success can be 

expanded.  

This study utilized aggregate, institution-level data regarding factors that 

correlate to minority student success; however, before an effective model of minority 

student support can truly be established, I recommend further research, both qualitative 

and quantitative, that pairs student-level success data with the identified campus-based 

services and support programs. The theoretical framework for this study views the 

campus environment as an interaction of many ecological layers, making it impossible 
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to simplistically view the impact of one layer without considering the greater institution 

and community environment. Gaining more holistic knowledge of how students interact 

with those factors in their respective micro-, meso-, and exo-systems will generate a 

replicable model. In similar fashion, I also recommend further qualitative and 

quantitative research regarding the factors that create a minority-inclusive rural campus 

environment. PWI rural campuses are the entry point for countless rural, minority 

students. Evidence of effective campus-based interventions to create a more diverse 

and minority student-friendly campus culture will better position those institutions to 

serve a broader student demographic.  

Because this study used institution-level student success data based upon racial 

demographic groupings, low-income and FGIC students were not disaggregated. The 

literature provides ample evidence as to the disadvantages those student populations 

face in higher education, as well as the substantial overlap between the low-income, 

FGIC, and minority student classifications. Therefore, I recommend further research that 

disaggregates those special populations, especially with regard to low-income status, 

within the minority student demographics in an effort to gain greater insight as the best 

interventions and campus-based support programs. In addition to understanding trends 

within the different sub-classifications of students, given the strong body of evidence in 

the literature regarding the unique rural student psychosocial development and strong 

connection with the nuclear family unit, further research is needed regarding successful 

approaches to fostering family support and involvement with the educational process.  

Conclusion 

As higher education moves forward with efforts to meet the looming national 

agenda to rapidly increase the number of graduates at all postsecondary levels, valid 
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approaches for enrolling and retaining nontraditional students will become increasingly 

more important. These results generate a body of evidence that can be used to develop 

a greater understanding of both the factors that support rural, minority students and how 

colleges can best structure their services and programs to help these students succeed. 

This study builds upon the previous body of research regarding student success by 

recommending a new model of campus services for supporting rural minority students. 

This new model recommends rural colleges offer an academic platform that embraces 

flexible course formats, builds a strong education-to-work connection, and promotes 

student activities and student services that embrace diversity.  
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APPENDIX A 
SUMMARY OF FACTORS WITH POSITIVE RELATIONSHIP TO MINORITY 

STUDENT SUCCESS 
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Enrollment 

Urban Minority            X    
Urban Black     X    X  X    
Urban Hispanic X          X    
Suburb Minority     X      X    
Suburb Black     X X     X   X 
Suburb Hispanic X    X     X X    
Rural Minority  X X X X      X    
Rural Black  X X X X      X    
Rural Hispanic X  X        X    

Graduation 

Urban Minority    X      X      
Urban Black   X            

Urban Hispanic               
Suburb Minority   X      X      

Suburb Black               
Suburb Hispanic   X      X X     
Rural Minority               

Rural Black         X      
Rural Hispanic               

Completion 

Urban Minority     X     X X X    

Urban Black   X X     X  X    
Urban Hispanic X          X    
Suburb Minority     X     X X    
Suburb Black    X X      X    
Suburb Hispanic X  X        X    
Rural Minority  X  X X    X  X    
Rural Black X X  X X    X  X    

Rural Hispanic X X         X    
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APPENDIX B 

SUMMARY OF FACTORS RELATED TO HIGHER GRADUATION RATES 

  

 Variable Overall Graduation Black Graduation 
Rate 

Hispanic 
Graduation Rate 

 
MSI Status 

Tribal College     

HBCU     

HSI Status       

 
 
 
 
 
 
Campus 
Services 

Distance Education    

Weekend & 
Evening Courses 

   

Remedial Services    

Academic & Career 
Counseling 

   

Employment 
Services 

   

Placement 
Services for 
Graduates 

 

  
 
  

 
  

On Campus Day 
Care 

   

Faculty Percent of Minority 
Faculty 

    

 
Funding 

SSS Grant       

Title III Grant      

Title V Grant       
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