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ABSTRACT 
 

Hispanic American students represent 9.5% of the total student population in 

higher education.  This is the third lowest rate of participation for any of the 

underrepresented groups.  Hispanic Americans face several unique barriers to academic 

attainment as compared to other groups on predominantly White college campuses.  

Aside from gaining access to higher education, the greatest challenges for Hispanic 

students include a lack of family support; low socioeconomic status; cultural disconnect 

with the educational system; a lack of academic preparation; and a lack of Hispanic 

peers/role models on campus.  Despite these barriers, Hispanic students can and do 

succeed.  Although a growing body of research on college persistence for the 

underrepresented groups (Hispanic American, African American, and Native American) 

does exist, more research is needed to determine the variables which promote academic 

success and retention for the students in these cohorts.  Noncognitive variables have been 

shown to be valid predictors of success for some minority student groups, low-income, 

first-generation, adult students, and students who are specially admitted (Ting & 

Sedlacek, 2000).   

Rendon (1995) maintains that college persistence for minority students depends 

on two critical phases—making the transition to college and making connections while in 

college.  For them it means changing identity, being perceived as different, leaving 

friends and families, and living in two culturally different worlds.  Barriers to minority 

student persistence involve both student and institutional factors.  Student barriers include 

a lack of economic resources, poor academic preparation, tentative or unclear academic 
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goals, low self-efficacy, and a minimal understanding of the higher education system.  

Institutional barriers to minority student persistence include a failure by many institutions 

to welcome and accommodate students from diverse backgrounds; a lack of minority 

faculty and staff; Anglo-centered college curriculums at many institutions; an emphasis 

on competitive rather than cooperative learning methods; a lack of quality faculty-student 

relationships; the expectation that minority students will conform or fit a mold; and the 

institutional climate may be perceived as racist or indifferent to minority students 

(Rendon, 1995). 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether a relationship exists between 

a set of 12 noncognitive variables and the cumulative grade point average (GPA) and 

persistence rates of Hispanic American/first-year college students at two community 

colleges in West Texas.  Seven of the factors are based on Sedlacek’s model of eight 

noncognitive variables (e.g., Tracey and Sedlacek, 1984 and Sedlacek, 2004).  The other 

five variables relate to students’ perceptions of the campus racial climate.   Rendon 

(1996) and Hurtado (1994), among others, highlight the importance of the campus racial 

climate for the educational attainment of Hispanic students.  These five come from a set 

of eleven variables which relate to students’ perceptions of the campus racial climate 

from Sedlacek, Helm, and Prieto (1997) and Helm, Sedlacek, and Prieto (1998).   

The instrument for this study was composed of two parts, the Noncognitive 

Questionnaire (NCQ) and a Campus Climate Survey (CCS).  The study focused on 

freshman to sophomore (year-to-year) persistence and first-year cumulative GPA.  The 

x 



  
 

sample for this study (N = 115) was comprised of first-year freshman level Hispanic 

college students enrolled at two public community colleges in West Texas.   

Results from the multiple regression analysis for all cases indicated that one of the 

independent variables, successful leadership experience, was significantly related to the 

students’ cumulative GPA.  The same variable, successful leadership experience, was 

also shown to be significantly related to students’ cumulative GPA for the female 

respondents (N = 70).  None of the 12 independent variables were found to be 

significantly related to the Hispanic males’ cumulative GPA.  Results of the discriminant 

analysis showed that none of the 12 independent variables were significantly related to 

student year-to-year persistence, for the group as a whole or after the cases were split into 

male and female groups.   
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CHAPTER I 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 

Introduction

Retaining students has become the major challenge for colleges and universities 

today, in part because major changes have occurred in the composition of the students 

now entering institutions of higher education.  Defining the traditional college student has 

become more difficult.  For the past 30 years, the proportion of White students has 

steadily declined while at the same time, the numbers of first-time college students from 

all other ethnic groups has risen.  Greater numbers of students are also attending from 

lower socioeconomic backgrounds.  These changes in the student make-up are due in 

great part to the following: demographic growth of non-White ethnic groups; changes in 

societal views regarding access; changes in governmental policies; and an institutional 

focus on recruiting college-bound individuals from all potential populations (Dey & 

Hurtado, 1995).  Coupled with these changes, we find attrition rates (estimated at 60% 

for two-year colleges) are the highest for students who are non-White, low in 

socioeconomic status (SES), and modest in academic aptitude (Hoachlander, Sikora, & 

Horn, 2003; National Center for Education Statistics, 2003).  Nearly half of all minority 

students in higher education attend community colleges (Rendon, 1995).  Hispanic 

American students are more likely to enter higher education via two-year campuses than 

other groups (55% in 1995 versus 42% for African Americans and 37% for White 

students).  Barriers still exist for students from non-White backgrounds because some 
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individuals and institutions have been slow to accept the changing face of today’s “new” 

American college student.   

Pascarella and Terenzini (1995) highlighted two myths related to community 

colleges.  First, attending a two-year college is detrimental to a student, and second, 

student academic and nonacademic experiences are unrelated areas with regard to student 

learning and development.  An education at a community/junior college is considered to 

be “second best” because of the finding that students from community colleges are 15% 

less likely to earn a four-year degree in the same period of time as similar students who 

began at four-year institutions.  According to Pascarella and Terenzini, the reality is that, 

when looking at similar students, there are only trivial differences in cognitive changes 

for the two types of institutions.  Community colleges provide an advantage by offering 

the first two years of college at a reasonable cost without foregoing the intellectual rigor 

or social aspects of the college experience.  For the second myth mentioned above, the 

reality is that research has not proven that any single experience or group of experiences 

will have the crucial educational impact on students, but rather, it is the net impact of 

attending.  Impact comes from the cumulative result of a set of interrelated experiences, 

which are mutually supporting over time to impact development in the following areas: 

cognitive, value, noncognitive (psychosocial), and attitudinal (Pascarella & Terenzini, 

1995).  The overall breadth of the extracurricular activities students become involved in 

does have a significant impact, particularly when the academic, interpersonal, and 

extracurricular activities are mutually supporting.  Pascarella and Terenzini emphasized 
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the adage, “it takes a village to raise a child” as an analogy to the importance of the entire 

college community in developing a student. 

The bulk of the literature related to student persistence and departure comes from 

Vincent Tinto, whose theories are perhaps the most accepted theoretical paradigm used to 

explain college student retention/persistence.  Tinto based his 1975 model of student 

retention on concepts from Emile Durkheim, a sociological researcher most famous for 

his study of suicide (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1983; 

Summers, 2003).  Durkheim’s systematic study of suicide rates in a number of countries 

found one common underlying factor—individuals are more likely to commit suicide if 

connections with others in the community are weak—thus introducing the key role of 

social integration in society (Henslin, 1997).  Tinto’s model focuses on the “degree of fit” 

between the college student and institutional environment.  According to the model, 

retention is heavily dependent on the student’s background traits (e.g., race, high school 

experiences, academic aptitude, and family dynamic), goal commitment (educational), 

institutional commitment, and the degree of academic as well as social integration.   

Tinto (1982) stated that institutional policies should encourage connections, both 

formal and informal, between the student and the institution.  Retention programs should 

be institution specific, longitudinal, tied to admissions, and involve a wide variety of 

institutional “actors”.  Institutions must ask themselves how far they are willing to go in 

their attempts to reduce student attrition.  Students enter higher education with a 

tremendous variety of educational interests, values, skills, goals, and commitments.  For 

Tinto (1990), successful retention programs use strategies that give emphasis to the 
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outcomes the college or university expects as a result of their efforts.  He proposed that 

three important principles or points of emphasis be kept in mind for retention programs.  

These are an emphasis on community, building bonds, and connectivity; an emphasis on 

an enduring commitment to the students at the institution; and an emphasis on the social 

and intellectual growth of the students.  Members of the faculty play a central role in 

these efforts.  Retention efforts are too often left to members of the student affairs staff 

when in actuality, retaining students is the responsibility of the entire campus.  Pascarella 

and Terenzini (1995) explained that what really matters in student retention is the 

availability and quality of student interactions with faculty inside and outside the 

classroom and an institutional climate and system which promote a welcoming 

environment, values the mind, and facilitates quality academic and social engagement.   

Institutions of higher education often fall into what McNairy (1996) termed 

“retention traps” with regard to students of color.  Colleges and universities often treat 

students from underrepresented populations as if they are all one large homogenous 

group, so the institutions focus on only one aspect of student development (e.g., 

academics).  They design strategies to “fix” the student of color, so they will conform 

rather than adapting the environment to their specific needs.  Also, there is a lack of 

institutional effort to maintain and develop an overall climate which recognizes the value 

of diversity (social, academic, and/or cultural climate) (Carreathers, Beekman, Coatie, & 

Nelson, 1996).  The problem for students of color is a lack of opportunities, challenges, 

and experiences that encourage the development of their talents, which presents a major 

barrier to their persistence.  Institutions must be careful not to generalize and focus on 
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just one particular aspect of these students. Many times, high attrition rates for minority 

students are due to ineffective retention strategies which have been traditionally used at 

predominantly White institutions (PWIs) which have been geared to White students 

(Carreathers, Beekman, Coatie, & Nelson, 1996).  Strategies designed to somehow fix the 

student fall into what is termed a cultural deficit model.  According to this model the sole 

responsibility for retention is placed on the student (blaming the victim).  Programs not 

based on data, without top-down leadership, and without the support of institutional 

research are designed without a proper understanding of the causes for student attrition 

(McNairy, 1996).   

The institutional system still stands as one of the greatest barriers to the 

educational attainment of students of color.  There is a history of institutional racism and 

sexism, which continues today in new forms.  Institutional racism has persisted as the 

system, social structure, and the economy have changed over the years.  The dominant 

class has fostered and continued racism through legal and institutional methods.  Racism 

is perpetuated, sometimes unknowingly, by well intended and naïve individuals carrying 

on what can be termed “business as usual”.  Students confront racism both locally at an 

institution and in the society as a whole (White & Shelley, 1996).  White and Shelley 

(1996) stressed that we have either ignored or we did not recognize or understand the 

overwhelming effect of racism in all forms on members of minority groups; in this case, 

how it relates to educational attainment.  Ancis, Sedlacek, and Mohr (2000) described 

three dimensions of minority student perceptions of discrimination and prejudice (based 

upon research by Cabrera and Nora).  These dimensions consist of the campus racial 
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climate, faculty and staff attitudes towards minority students, and discriminatory 

occurrences in the classroom.   

Tinto (1998) indicated that, based on a wide literature base, we do know the 

factors that most influence student persistence, but we have not seen the necessary 

academic or organizational changes in higher education.  According to Tinto, we know 

the following:  involvement matters; social and academic integration influences student 

persistence (Tinto, 1999); many pathways exist to integration, both inside and outside the 

classroom; and involvement matters most in the first-year or even the first ten weeks 

when connections are being formed (Tinto, 1998).  Institutions, which successfully retain 

students, pay close attention to the backgrounds of their students as well as their needs 

and expectations, and then they use the knowledge to assist and accommodate those 

students.   

Tinto’s model has been criticized by some psychological theorists because it does 

not take into account all of the variables needed to properly examine student departure, 

including the internal perceptions of the students regarding the overall climate of an 

institution.  The validity of the Tinto model has been called into question because it was 

developed using traditional students (White, heterosexual males) (Kraemer, 1997).  Also, 

with regard to minority students, psychological theorists (e.g., Hurtado and Carter in 

1997) reconceptualized Tinto’s idea of integration as “a sense of belonging” (Baird, p. 

71, 2002), which is determined by the students’ perceptions of the environment (Baird, 

2002).  Hurtado and Carter (1997) posed the question about how a “sense of belonging” 

differs from what is termed “integration”.  They posited that, for students who have 

6 



  
 

historically been underrepresented, the students’ sense of belonging may be the real key 

to understanding how they transition both socially and academically.   

William Sedlacek, from the Counseling Center and Department of Counseling 

and Personnel Services at the University of Maryland, asserted that a variety of 

measurements should be used in studying college student admissions, development, and 

persistence.  These include the student’s standardized test scores, their past academic 

record, and a variety of noncognitive variables.  Sedlacek argued that single instruments 

cannot be equally useful for all college applicants due to the diversity of the society 

(Sedlacek, 2003).  According to Ancis, Sedlacek, and Mohr (2000), “research 

demonstrates that students of diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds have divergent 

perspectives regarding features of campus life…” and research findings suggest “that 

investigators must consider students’ varied perceptions of a multidimensional campus 

cultural environment” (p. 180).  Sedlacek (1999) identified eight noncognitive variables 

that he believes should be used to predict educational performance for students from 

nontraditional groups.  The variables include positive self-concept or confidence; realistic 

self-appraisal; understand and deals with racism; prefers long-range goals to short-term 

or immediate needs; availability of strong support person; successful leadership 

experience; demonstrated community service; and knowledge acquired in a field. 

Many theories have been advanced as to why students depart prematurely.  Past 

theories have involved economic, psychological, societal, or institutional factors.  Tinto’s 

theory of academic and social integration is the paradigm that most researchers and 

practitioners in higher education support, which is indicated by approximately 400 
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citations and 170 dissertations investigating his model (Braxton, Milem, & Sullivan, 

2000).  Student attrition has become a matter of survival for some colleges on an 

economic level.  The accepted method for dealing with attrition is early identification 

followed by intervention strategies, which ideally will help the student succeed at the 

institution.  For community colleges, student attrition is largely an unsolved problem 

since students may enter with different educational goals (e.g., degree, certificate, 

transfer, reverse transfer, or training).  Dropping out of a community college may just 

mean the student has met his/her goal or is attending another school.  This is difficult for 

two-year institutions to track.  Attrition has high social and political costs for society, 

which go beyond the economic impact the college endures (Summers, 2003).  Evelyn 

(2004) reported that only about 25% of two-year college students who aspire to earn a 

college degree or certificate eventually reach their educational goal within a six year 

period. 

Retention research may have stalled in the mid-1990s because of the total “buy-

in” of Tinto’s theories, but since that time, others, including Braxton (2002), have called 

for a new focus on retention research based in large part on the changing demographics 

of higher education.  Glynn, Saur, and Miller (2003) noted that, “Persistence is an 

evolutionary process that will be influenced to a greater or lesser extent by a variety of 

variables and constructs that increase or decrease in their relative importance over a 

student’s tenure” (p. 46).  Student and institutional factors both have a major impact on 

whether students decide to persist toward an educational goal or depart from the college 

or university.   
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Hispanic Americans 

Hispanic Americans currently represent 12.5% of the U.S population, and current 

projections put them at 22% by 2015, numbers that will almost double in a 15 year period 

(Laden, 2001).  Hispanics are the fastest growing ethnic group in the U.S, but they are 

continually and grossly underrepresented in institutions of higher education (Brown, 

Santiago, & Lopez, 2003; Hernandez, 2002).  Also, Hernandez (2000) pointed out that, 

“Data on retention and degree completion rates indicate that most colleges and 

universities are not succeeding in retaining Latino students…[and]…our understanding of 

Hispanic college students is not significantly increased by the available student literature” 

(p. 575).   

Community colleges are the primary pipeline for approximately 60% of all 

Hispanics in higher education (Rendon & Nora, 1989).  According to Rendon (1981), 

Hispanic students generally find something special at two-year colleges, including 

sensitive faculty and a close-to-home atmosphere that is welcoming and supportive.  The 

community college is the gateway for social and academic mobility for Hispanic college 

students.  The pressure falls on community colleges to lead the way in developing plans 

to improve the quality of education for high risk (e.g., Hispanic) college students 

(Rendon & Taylor, 1989-1990).  Many believe that educational attainment for minority 

students is the key to the economic future of states with large Hispanic and African 

American populations.  Without an education, Hispanics are not empowered to take part 

in the economic and social future of this nation.  They will not be able to fill the vital 
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professional roles in science, technology, and/or organizational leadership (Rendon & 

Taylor, 1989-1990).   

Rendon (1981) supported the “three R’s” for Hispanic students—recruitment, 

retention, and research (e.g., institutional data).  For the author, accomplishing the three 

R’s means being able to do the following: hiring Hispanic administrators, faculty, and 

admissions staff; diversifying the curriculum; expanding academic and counseling 

support for Hispanic student needs; providing competitive financial aid packages; 

developing a concise guide that details admissions and financial aid processes; building 

relationships with other institutions to promote Hispanic student transfer; studying 

attrition research nationally, regionally, and at the institution; and involving Hispanic 

students in the decisions that affect them.  For continued economic growth in America, 

colleges and universities must be more successful at recruiting, retaining, and graduating 

Hispanic students (Rendon & Taylor, 1989-1990). 

Hispanic students are much more likely to succeed in college if they have the 

support of their families.  Rendon & Taylor (1989-1990) noted that most Hispanic 

students have extremely strong ties with their families, so they feel an obligation to help 

the family survive economically.  Survival, rather than school, is the first priority.  A 

large percentage of Hispanic students are first-generation, so even though the parents 

may value education, they are not knowledgeable about the costs, benefits, and 

consequences associated with the higher education system (Rendon & Taylor, 1989-

1990).  Other factors affecting Hispanic participation and persistence include a lack of 

financial resources; lack of academic integration; lack of commitment to educational 
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goals; poor academic preparation in many inner-city schools; an absence of role models; 

declining literacy demands; and a lack of preparation in reading, writing, and math 

(Rendon & Nora, 1989).   

Fuertas and Sedlacek (1990) stressed that Hispanic students are a very 

heterogeneous group with origins from 20 different countries around the world.  Their 

culture is oriented towards family and community, which is in contrast to individualism, 

the core value of the Euro-American culture.  The authors mentioned that, based on the 

literature, Hispanics have reported that they feel like uninvited guests at predominantly 

White institutions (PWIs).  This is partially due to a lack of Hispanic faculty, staff, and 

student organizations, and the attitudes of the White students.  Hurtado (1994) mentioned 

that researchers and college and university administrators are aware of the need to build a 

supportive climate for minority students, but a 1989 survey of academic administrators 

showed that only 21% rated their campus as “excellent” or “very good” for Hispanic 

students.  Hispanics are more likely than White students, but less likely than African 

Americans, to report feelings of discrimination or prejudice on campus.  Students’ views 

about the campus racial climate are determined by their own perceptions and experiences 

on that campus.  Even within a single ethnic/racial category, these vary due to differences 

in socialization (e.g., social class and family status); attitudes and values; Spanish 

language usage in the home; prior high school experiences (social and academic); and the 

students’ level of ethnic consciousness (Hurtado, 1994).   

Hurtado (1994) studied a national sample of top Hispanic students.  Results 

indicate 68% of respondents said most students know very little about the cultural 
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background of Hispanics.  Approximately 30% indicated there was “a lot” of racial 

conflict on campus and about the same percentage said that they do not “fit in” here.  

Close to 18% were offended by faculty remarks, 15% had been insulted or threatened by 

students in the past, and 13% felt excluded from campus activities because of their 

Hispanic background.  Larger Hispanic numbers on campus were associated with the 

perception of lower racial tension.  

In an article detailing the college transition of Mexican American females in 

southern Texas, Rendon (1996) shared a colleague’s comparison of Chicana students in 

higher education to a “fronteriza”, or border woman living between two cultures, two 

languages, and two spaces.  Stories described a fronteriza as a time traveler who has the 

mental ability to adapt to different environments and negotiate the differences between 

two worlds.  For many Hispanic students, going to college means “living on the border” 

of two worlds (family and academic life).  There is an excitement associated with being 

the first member of the family to attend college, but resistance still exists in traditional 

Hispanic families.  According to Rendon, with the great exhilaration comes a feeling of 

loss as well, which is the decline or change in relationships with family members and 

peers.  The transition to college is often a time of disequilibrium for nontraditional 

students living in multiple realities.  Rendon (1996) noted that, “Negotiating a landscape 

where White lives are the norm and where minorities remain the other is far from easy” 

(p. 19).  According to the author, higher education needs to accommodate these students 

at the border.  They need affirmation that they can be successful in college.   
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Laden (2001) stressed that Hispanic college students need a greater amount of 

attention, sensitivity, and communication from an institution in order to meet the cultural, 

social, curricular, and economic needs of this student population.  Hispanic families live 

by the philosophy that everyone in the community is responsible for shaping the values, 

morals, and behavior of their children.  This communal responsibility is passed on to the 

college faculty, staff, and administration as the child transitions to the college or 

university, so building relationships with the student and the family members is 

extremely important (Valdez, 2004).  Research from Gonzalez (2002) identified five 

sources of support emerging for first-generation Hispanic students at an urban PWI in the 

southwest.  They are family, friends, role models, language usage, and cultural 

connections with similar students. 

Enrollment numbers and completion rates have both increased in the last 20 years 

for Hispanics.  In 2001, Hispanics accounted for 14.5% or 3.6 million of the traditional 

college-age population (18-24 age group) and approximately 11% of the population in 

higher education (Simmons, 2001).  By 2015, Hispanics will be the largest minority 

group (Lane, 2001; Hernandez, 2002), and by 2050, projections put them at 25% of the 

total U.S. population (Simmons, 2001).  Between 1990 and 2000, the U.S. Hispanic 

population grew from 22 million to 35 million.  Projections say in the next 20 years, New 

York, Texas, Florida, and Arizona will have an increase of 1.4 million college students, 

and nearly half of these will be of Hispanic origin (Lane, 2001).  Hispanic students do 

trail other groups in their levels of educational attainment.  Approximately 55% of 

Hispanics over 25 have graduated from high school and/or attended college versus 84% 
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of Whites and 76% of African Americans.  The high school completion percentage for 

this group is only 62%, and the drop-out rate is 30% (Simmons, 2001; Brown, Santiago, 

& Lopez, 2003).  Especially relevant for this study is that just over 50% of all Hispanic 

students who are enrolled in higher education are in Texas and California (Brown, 

Santiago, & Lopez, 2003). 

Problem Statement 

  Educators and other individuals on campus responsible for student retention need 

to know the specific issues, concerns, and factors that influence the rate of persistence 

and academic success for Hispanic students.  This knowledge may enhance their ability 

to meet the specific needs and develop the talents of this subgroup.  A specific knowledge 

about Hispanic students may assist college staff members in building a campus climate 

where students perceive they belong.  Community colleges need to be especially aware of 

the needs of minority students because they serve a higher percentage of students of 

color, low-income, and first-generation students.  Due to the impact that student 

departure has on students, higher education institutions, and the society as a whole, 

finding improved methods for college staff members to aid in student development, 

improve the campus climate, and  increase retention will contribute to the lives of the 

students and improve society.  Several models explore the factors that lead to student 

persistence.  Cognitive factors such as high school grade point average (GPA), 

standardized test scores, and high school rank have been linked to the success of White 

students, but using only cognitive measures has been called into question when studying 

minority students, in this case, Hispanics.  Limited research has examined the 
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noncognitive variables that may impact retention.  For minority students, noncognitive 

variables may be effective predictors of success along with the more traditional measures. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether a relationship exists between 

Sedlacek’s eight noncognitive variables/five variables related to students’ perceptions of 

the campus racial climate and the cumulative grade point average (GPA) and persistence 

rates of Hispanic American/first-year college students at selected community colleges in 

West Texas.  The instrument was composed of two parts, the Noncognitive Questionnaire 

(NCQ) and a Campus Climate Survey (CCS).  The study focused on freshman to 

sophomore (year-to-year) persistence and first-year cumulative GPA.  The NCQ was 

designed by Tracey and Sedlacek in the early 1980s to assess seven noncognitive factors 

(now eight).  The eight factors measured by the current version of the NCQ are positive 

self-concept or confidence, realistic self-appraisal, understand and deals with racism, 

prefers long-range goals to short-term or immediate needs, availability of a strong 

support person, successful leadership experience, demonstrated community service, and 

knowledge acquired in a field.  The NCQ instrument has been found to effectively predict 

the academic performance and student persistence of different student populations, 

including Asian Americans, European Americans, Hispanic Americans, African 

Americans, specially admitted, low-income, and first-generation students (Ting, 2000).   

The CCS (Sedlacek, 2004) was originally developed in 1998 by Helm, Sedlacek, 

and Prieto as the Cultural Attitudes and Climate Questionnaire (CACQ).  The CCS 

measures the following eleven factors, which are components of the campus racial 
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climate.  They are racial tension, cross-cultural comfort, diversity awareness, racial 

pressures, residence hall tension, fair treatment, faculty racism, respect for other cultures, 

lack of support, comfort with own culture, and overall satisfaction.  For this study, the 

researcher will focus on racial tension, faculty racism, lack of support, respect for other 

cultures, and overall satisfaction.   

Research Questions 

The research questions for this study were:  

Research Question 1 

What are the descriptive statistics of the Noncognitive Questionnaire (NCQ)/Campus 

Climate Survey (CCS) scores for the Hispanic American/first-year students participating 

in this study? 

Research Question 2 

Is the NCQ/CCS an effective predictor of GPA for Hispanic American/first-year students 

participating in this study? 

Research Question 3 

Is the NCQ/CCS an effective predictor of year-to-year (first to second year) persistence 

for Hispanic American/first-year students participating in this study? 

Research Question 4 

Does the NCQ/CCS predict GPA and persistence more effectively for either gender? 

Theoretical Perspectives/Framework 

Student persistence has been studied using both a sociological and a 

psychological perspective.  Vincent Tinto’s Model of Student Departure has been one of 
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most widely tested sociological retention models; therefore a large body of research 

exists which supports the model (Morris, 2002).  Tinto (2002) asserted that students enter 

an institution of higher education with certain pre-entry attributes, and that based upon 

these attributes and interactions with the campus environment, they will either strengthen 

their commitment to the institution or will make the decision to depart.  Tinto’s model 

traces the progression from entry to the departure decision based upon the student’s level 

of both academic and social integration (Tinto, 1993).  Astin (1993) developed the Input-

Environment-Outcome Model (I-E-O), which he has used for three decades to study 

college student development and persistence.  This model uses similar principles to the 

sociological parts of the Tinto model as well as accounting for the psychological aspects 

of the student decision to remain at an institution.  Behavioral characteristics, which can 

also be termed sociological characteristics, can be observed based upon the student’s 

interactions with the environment, and the psychological aspects can be studied using 

questionnaires and surveys (e.g., satisfaction survey) (Astin, 1993).   

In turning to a more psychologically based approach, Bean and Eaton (2002) 

combined aspects of four previous psychological theories.  First, the Attitude-Behavioral 

Theory from Fishbein and Ajzen proposes that a person’s beliefs transform to attitudes, 

which leads to intentions and then behavior.  This feedback loop from beliefs to behavior 

completes the model. Bean and Eaton (2002) posited that for students, intention to leave 

is the best predictor of student departure.  Second is Coping Behavioral Theory from 

French, Rodgers, Cobb, Lazurus, Averill, and Opton, which takes into account a person’s 

goodness of fit and his or her ability to adapt to the surroundings.  Bean and Eaton (2002) 
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defined coping as, “the collection of behaviors an individual uses in order to adapt” (p. 

51).  The goal for the student is to reduce stress by using adaptive behaviors to improve a 

difficult situation or to defuse a situation that is potentially dangerous.  Students who 

effectively cope are those who can successfully reduce stress by focusing on positive 

experiences and outcomes.   

Third, is Self-efficacy Theory from Bandura, which is related to the relationship 

between a person’s perceptions of his or her own ability and the person's actual behavior.  

Bean and Eaton (2002) stated that self-efficacy is a predictor of persistence and academic 

performance.  When students have success in dealing with the campus environment, they 

gain confidence in their ability to adapt and their motivation to persist in college 

increases (Bean and Eaton, 2002).   Fourth is Attribution Theory from Weiner, which 

examines a person’s locus of control (internal or external) and how their perception of 

their control over the environment affects their behavior.  Students’ internal attributes are 

significantly related to academic attainment.  In general, students who believe they have 

control over certain situations within their campus environment are more motivated to 

respond when situations arise (Bean and Eaton, 2002). 

The Bean and Eaton (2002) Psychological Model of Student Retention proposed 

“that a given behavior is a choice, and assumes people are motivated to make choices that 

lead to or away from a given behavior” (p. 56), and that past behavior and beliefs do have 

an affect upon how a student interacts within the campus environment and upon their 

decision to persist.  As previously mentioned, Tinto’s Model has been criticized by some 

psychological theorists because it does not take into account all of the variables needed to 
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properly examine student departure including the internal perceptions of the student 

regarding the overall climate of an institution.  Tierney (1999) suggested that Tinto’s 

theory of integration overlooks the history of oppression and discrimination of minority 

students, which makes assimilation extremely difficult, especially for those at 

predominantly White institutions (PWIs).  Tierney (1992) posited that instead of thinking 

about minority student participation in higher education from a social integrationist 

perspective, universities should be “multicultural entities where difference is highlighted 

and celebrated” (p. 604).  With regard to minority students, psychologists have 

reconceptualized Tinto’s idea of integration as “a sense of belonging” (Baird, p. 71, 

2002), which is determined by the students’ perceptions of the environment (Baird, 

2002).  This relates to what Bean and Eaton (2002) referred to as institutional fit or 

goodness of fit.  In taking into account the factors that, according to the literature, affect 

the persistence of Hispanic American students, the cognitive and the noncognitive 

(sociological) factors should each be considered when studying student persistence. 

William Sedlacek (2003) asserted that a variety of measurements should be used 

in studying college student admissions, development, and persistence and asserts that a 

single instrument cannot be equally useful for all college applicants due to the diversity 

of the society.  According to Ancis, Sedlacek, & Mohr (2000), “research demonstrates 

that students of diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds have divergent perspectives 

regarding features of campus life…” and research findings suggest “that investigators 

must consider students’ varied perceptions of a multidimensional campus cultural 

environment” (p. 180).  Based upon research by Cabrera and Nora, there are three 
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dimensions of minority student perceptions of discrimination and prejudice.  These are 

the campus racial climate, faculty and staff attitudes towards minority students, and 

discriminatory occurrences in the classroom (Ancis, et al., 2000).  The theoretical and 

conceptual framework for this study was based on the noncognitive aspects of student 

persistence. 

Hispanic American student persistence and grade point average (GPA) were the 

two dependent variables used in this study.  The researcher was trying to determine if 

GPA and persistence for Hispanic students in community colleges can be predicted using 

the Noncognitive Questionnaire (NCQ) and Campus Climate Survey (CCS) as a 

combined survey instrument.  The eight independent variables measured by the NCQ 

incorporate the critical issues minority students face when advancing to the post-

secondary level as well as the other factors that he has identified as being crucial 

(Sedlacek, 1999).  Ting (1998) referred to Sedlacek’s noncognitive variables as 

psychosocial factors in his study that examined first-generation and low-income students.  

As mentioned previously, the eight noncognitive or psychosocial variables that Sedlacek 

(1999) identified include the following: positive self-concept or confidence; realistic self-

appraisal; understand and deals with racism; prefers long-range goals to short-term or 

immediate needs; availability of strong support person; successful leadership experience; 

demonstrated community service; and knowledge acquired in a field. 

 The five additional independent variables, measured using the CCS, are racial 

tension, faculty racism, lack of support, respect for other cultures, and overall 

satisfaction.  The researcher decided to focus on these variables because, even though 
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they have been identified as noncognitive variables, they encompass both the sociological 

and the psychological factors that the related literature suggests to focus on when 

studying minority student persistence.  Sedlacek (1996) stated that one explanation for 

the validity of the NCQ is that the eight psychosocial factors may accurately measure 

other types of student intelligence.  He specifically identified three types of intelligence 

from Sternberg’s Triarchic Theory of Intelligence.  They are componential intelligence, 

the type of knowledge commonly measured by traditional standardized tests; 

experiential, knowledge relating to the interpretation of information and problem solving 

in different contexts; and contextual, the knowledge a person needs to adapt to the ever 

changing environment (Ting & Robinson, 1998).  Sedlacek (1996) asserted that the NCQ 

measures the experimental and the contextual attributes of student intelligence, and that 

students of color successfully negotiate many of the barriers (cope) within their 

environment using these two forms of intelligence.  According to Sedlacek, students of 

color demonstrate knowledge innovatively within their environment. 

Definition of Terms 

 The definitions of important terms used in this study were the following: 

 Academic Integration.  Kraemer (1997) defined academic integration as “The 

development of a strong affiliation with the college academic environment both in the 

classroom and outside of class.  Includes interactions with faculty, academic staff, and 

peers but of an academic nature (e.g., peer tutoring, study groups)” (p. 163).   

 Academic Success.  For this study, this term was defined based on student grade 

point average (GPA).  The traditional college grading scale uses the following GPA 
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ranges (approximately) to award grades of A (3.5 to 4.0), B (3.0 to 3.49), C (2.0 to 2.99), 

D (1.0 to 1.99), and F (below 1.0).  Because success is a subjective measure based on the 

perception of the students, for this study successful students were those who achieved a 

2.0 or higher and unsuccessful students were those with a GPA lower than 2.0.  

 At-Risk Students.  Students who have a low probability of academic achievement 

and persistence in college, including those who come from certain backgrounds (e.g., 

certain racial/ethnic and low socioeconomic groups); have poor high school academic 

preparation; do not know how to navigate the higher education system; have low self-

efficacy; and those without educational commitment and goals (McNairy, 1996). 

Cognitive and Noncognitive variables.  Cognitive variables are those which can 

be measured using traditional assessment and testing methods (e.g., classroom exams, 

past academic performance, and standardized tests).  Noncognitive are those variables 

that cannot be measured using traditional methods (e.g., self-concept, self-efficacy, and 

other student perceptions).  For this study, they were measured using the Noncognitive 

Questionnaire (NCQ) and the Campus Climate Survey (CCS) from Sedlacek (2004).   

 College Adjustment. College adjustment was determined by a combination of 

student attributes, mental/social stress, and the effectiveness of the student’s coping 

strategies.  It is defined as institutional commitment; the absence of psychological 

distress; a low level of perceived social alienation; and a feeling of academic adjustment 

(Hurtado, Carter, & Spuler, 1996) 
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 Critical Mass. This term referred to the absolute number (not a percentage) of a 

minority group on a college campus and the level of cohesiveness for that group 

(Hurtado, 1994). 

 First-Generation.  College students who are the first members of their family to 

attend an institution of higher education.  They often face barriers that traditional (e.g., 

White and high SES students) students do not face, including a lack of knowledge of the 

higher education system and lower educational self-efficacy (McConnell, 2000). 

 Hispanic.  The term Hispanic was used in this study to refer to a group of 

Americans who share some common cultural characteristics and a language.  Although 

similarities exist, individuals in this group come from diverse nations and backgrounds 

and have distinctive histories and social, economic, and political experiences.  The largest 

three Hispanic subgroups include Cuban Americans, Puerto Ricans, and Mexican 

Americans, but Central and South Americans are included in this category as well 

(Brown, Santiago, & Lopez, 2003).  Latino and Chicano are other terms used in the 

literature to refer to this segment of the population.  Individuals from Spain are also 

included under the blanket term Hispanic (Gregory, 2003). 

 Institutional Racial Climate. According to Hurtado (1994), racial climate is 

determined by student perceptions, which even within a single ethnic/racial category, will 

vary due to differences in socialization (e.g., social class and family status), attitudes and 

values, Spanish language usage, prior high school experiences (social and academic), and 

the student’s level of ethnic consciousness.  The term was originally used to describe the 
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relationships between African Americans and White students on campus.  Hispanics 

became part of the equation as their numbers increased. 

 Institutional Racism.  Sedlacek (2004) defined this as the negative consequences 

which affect a member of a minority group because of how a system or an institution 

operates within society (e.g., the different ways a system affects traditional and 

nontraditional college students). 

 Persistence.  Summers (2003) indicated that the term persistence refers to whether 

or not a student enrolls in college courses at the same institution for the following 

semester.  The term is often used interchangeably with student retention (Summers, 

2003). 

 Retention.  A program outcome in which a student continues to enroll or reenroll 

at that same institution and or eventually earns a degree or certificate.  For this study, 

year-to-year persistence was examined (Spring 2005 to Fall 2005) (Giordano, 1996). 

 Sense of Belonging.  A sense of identification with an institution or a perception 

of a personal fit within the environment (Sedlacek, 1987).  Hurtado and Carter (1997) 

identify the students’ sense of belonging “as the critical measure of the students’ 

institutional experiences” (p. 13).   

Social Integration.  Kraemer defined social integration as a strong affiliation 

within the college social environment inside and outside the classroom.  This includes 

students’ social interactions with faculty, staff, and peers (e.g., extracurricular 

involvement and informal faculty/peer interactions). 

24 



  
 

Student Development.  The ability of an institution to enhance the functioning of 

a college student, build on his/her talents, or improve the condition of the student from 

the beginning of his or her college career to the time of departure (Astin, 1993). 

 
Assumptions/Limitations 

The assumptions of this study were the following: 

1. Students participating in this study will be correctly identified as Hispanic 

American and first-year community college students. 

2. Students filling out the NCQ/CCS instrument will answer each of the 

questions honestly. 

3. Due to the selected instrument (NCQ/CCS) and focus of the study, other 

important variables that can also influence college student retention and 

persistence may not be measured or reported. 

4. Student success and persistence are difficult to define for two-year college 

students because their reasons for initially enrolling vary greatly (e.g., 

transfer, training, certificate, workforce placement, or other goals). 

Delimitations 

The delimitations of this research were the following: 

1. Although, minority groups are frequently studied collectively in the literature, 

recommendations or generalizations for this study will be made specifically 

for Hispanic American students. 

2. The scope of this research will be reduced to include only two-year colleges 

serving Hispanic students in selected areas in West Texas. 
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3. Generalizations can only be made to other two-year colleges with similar 

characteristics. 

Significance of the Study 

  The researcher believes that the analyzed data from the previously mentioned 

research questions will benefit faculty and staff members at community colleges in the 

selected state and improve their ability to aid in the development of Hispanic American 

students at their respective institutions.  The intention of the researcher is that the results 

of this study will be useful to other researchers in higher education and other academic 

areas studying student retention and persistence.  It is also believed that the research 

within this study will aid community college leaders and trustees in the development of 

campus policies, procedures, and methods related to student retention.  This study 

differentiates itself from others because it specifically studies the Hispanic American 

student group within community colleges.   

Conclusion 

This chapter has introduced the basic concepts and foundations of this study, 

which used the Noncognitive Questionnaire along with a Campus Climate Survey to 

measure the relationship between Sedlacek’s eight noncognitive variables/five variables 

related to students’ perceptions of the campus racial climate and the G.P.A and 

persistence rates of Hispanic students at community colleges in West Texas.  In 

establishing the foundation for this research study, this chapter has examined literature 

related to Hispanic American student persistence; sociological and psychological theories 

of student departure; the importance of the overall campus racial climate; and the need 

26 



  
 

for this particular study.  Also addressed were the purpose of the study, the four research 

questions, the important definitions related to the study, as well as the assumptions, 

limitations and delimitations.  Subsequent chapters will review related literature, explain 

the methodology of the research, report findings, and present recommendations for future 

research as well as implications for practice for those working with Hispanics in 

community colleges.   

 This researcher believes this project will be important to all individuals interested 

in access and equity. College administrators, policy-makers, and the public in general 

will be able to use this information to make informed decisions and to understand the 

various ways to identify predictors of student success.  Ideally, the research will play a 

part in improving the academic success and persistence of Hispanic American college 

students.     
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

Introduction 

The review of the literature examines six areas related to student retention and 

success for Hispanics and other underrepresented subgroups in higher education.  The 

chapter begins with an examination of the research related to college student retention 

and persistence and a general overview of research related to disadvantaged groups.  A 

more specific examination follows of three of those groups, including Hispanic 

American, African American, and Native American college students.  The importance of 

the campus climate and the students’ perceptions of college environment will be 

examined throughout this chapter. The final section examines the research of William 

Sedlacek and the conceptual framework Sedlacek and others used to formulate and 

develop the noncognitive variables.  Sedlacek’s eight noncognitive variables along with 

selected variables related to the students’ perceptions of the environment are the basis for 

this study of Hispanic American/first-year college students. 

Retention/Persistence Research 

Tinto’s Influence 

The bulk of the literature related to student persistence and departure comes from 

Vincent Tinto, whose theories are perhaps the most excepted paradigm used to explain 

college student retention and persistence.  Tinto based his 1975 model of student 

retention on the ideas of Spady, who adapted concepts from Emile Durkheim (1858-
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1917).  Durkheim was a sociological researcher most famous for his study of suicide 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1983; Summers, 2003).  

Durkheim’s systematic study of suicide rates in a number of countries found one 

common underlying factor—individuals were more likely to commit suicide if their 

connections with others in the communities were weak—thus introducing the key role of 

social integration in society (Henslin, 1997).  Tinto’s model focused on the “degree of 

fit” between the college student and institutional environment.  According to the model, 

retention is heavily dependent on students’ background traits (e.g., race, high school 

experiences, academic aptitude, and family dynamic); goal and institutional commitment; 

and the degree of academic as well as social integration.  The predictive validity of the 

model was supported by what was termed a “growing body of literature” (Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 1983).   

A longitudinal (1976-1978) study of 773 freshman students at a residential 

college in central New York State heavily supported five of the original 14 constructs of 

Tinto’s model.  These are background characteristics, pre-college goal and institutional 

commitment, academic/social integration, institutional/goal commitment, and 

interactions.  The study found that academic integration strongly influenced goal 

commitment, and that social integration strongly influenced institutional commitment, 

which are both key to persistence.  A limitation of the model was the inability to 

differentiate between students who transferred to another institution and those who left 

higher education completely (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1983).  Tinto (1982) stated that 

models, including his own, are meant to address certain aspects of student departure, not 
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all, and that retention theories are not all-encompassing.  He listed four shortcomings of 

his own model, which are that not enough emphasis is placed on the role of finances; it 

does not distinguish between student transfer and complete departure; it does not 

incorporate the differences in educational paths/careers for students from different races, 

social backgrounds, and genders; and it is not sensitive to the forms of disengagement 

that occur at community/junior colleges.  

Using the same sample mentioned above, Pascarella and Terenzini (1980) found 

that persistence is also influenced heavily by the students’ perceptions of faculty 

members’ concern for their well being and the strong contribution of student/faculty 

relationships.  Also, the results revealed that student attrition rates may be greatly 

influenced by how resources are used and distributed; the timeliness of and the planning 

involved with interventions; and by how accurately the at-risk students are identified 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980).  Institutional policies should encourage connections, both 

formal and informal, between the student and the institution.  Retention programs should 

be institution specific, longitudinal, tied to admissions, and involve a wide variety of 

institutional “actors” (Tinto, 1982).  Tinto went on to discuss the mounting evidence 

related to how the students’ level of academic and social integration impacts their reasons 

for leaving (or for staying).  He stated that institutions must take into account the 

longitudinal nature of student persistence.  The institutions must ask themselves how far 

they are willing to go in their attempts to reduce student attrition.  Students enter higher 

education with a tremendous variety of educational interests, values, skills, goals, and 

commitments.  Not all the students with high ability are equally interested in attainment, 
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and not all of these naturally occurring student differences can come under the influence 

of institutional policy (Tinto, 1982).   

The influences on the student departure decision vary throughout a student’s 

college career, but this is seldom addressed in the research.  The first college semester 

and especially the first six weeks have been deemed as one of the most important time 

periods for colleges and universities to impact student persistence, but students can opt to 

leave an institution at any time during their college career.  Orientation programs are 

generally more effective in the first-year while financial aid package adjustments may 

have more of an influence on persistence later in the student’s collegiate career.  Planning 

for the longitudinal aspect of student attrition should be incorporated into institutional 

policy decisions (Tinto, 1988).   

Taking from anthropological research about tribal rites of membership, Tinto 

(1988) identified three distinct stages that students must pass through over the length of 

their college career.  First, the “rites of passage” to new group membership (e.g., family 

to school and peer communities and then on to the college community) involves 

separation or a dissociation with past affiliations.  Second is the transition stage, which is 

when the student interacts with and begins learning the knowledge and skills necessary to 

be a part of the new group.  Third is incorporation, which is characterized by new 

patterns of interaction with the new group; ceremonies/rituals; competence for the new 

system; and integration.  At this last stage, interactions with past affiliations will take 

place from the perspective of being in the new group.  A student is considered to be in a 

state of normlessness when he or she is at the point of giving up past memberships but 
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not yet integrated and accepted into the new group.  Tinto states that the phases may not 

affect every student in the same way, but that they do apply generally to the process of 

student persistence and departure.  Much like an individual moved through tribal rites of 

membership in past societies, students must incorporate new rituals, norms, beliefs, and 

behaviors to become integrated into the new group (Tinto, 1988). 

Tinto (1990) explained that successful retention programs use strategies that give 

emphasis to the outcomes the college or university expect as a result of their efforts.  He 

proposed that three important principles or points of emphasis be kept in mind for 

retention programs.  There should be an emphasis on the idea that the institution is a 

community where building bonds and connectivity is important; an emphasis on an 

enduring commitment to the students at the institution; and an emphasis on the social and 

intellectual growth of the students with faculty playing a central role in the efforts.  

According to Tinto, education, not retention, should be the central focus.  For example, 

community colleges are often made up of a large number of commuter students, the idea 

of developing a community atmosphere must be built in the classroom.  Retention efforts 

are too often left to members of the student affairs staff when really retaining students is 

the responsibility of the entire campus.  Pascarella and Terenzini (1995) stated that what 

really matters in student retention is the availability and quality of student interactions 

with faculty inside and outside the classroom; an emphasis on cooperative learning and 

student involvement in classroom situations; and opportunities for quality extracurricular 

activities and peer interactions.  According to Pascarella and Terenzini, the institutional 
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climate and system should promote a welcoming environment, value the mind, and 

facilitate quality academic and social engagement.   

Incorporating Nontraditional Students 

Summers (2003) mentioned the Bean and Metzner model from the 1980s.  

According to Summers, Bean and Metzner’s contention was that the previous models did 

not apply as effectively to nontraditional students because they do not have the same 

potential to become socially integrated.  The four key variables associated with this 

model were academic performance (GPA), intent to leave (focusing on psychological 

outcomes and academic variables), student background/educational goals, and 

environmental variables.  Psychological outcomes may be strong enough to supersede the 

academic variables and vice versa.  The Bean and Metzner model adds external factors to 

the retention equation, including student attitudes, finances, the influence of parents, the 

influence of peers, and opportunities to transfer (Summers, 2003).  Astin’s Theory of 

Involvement from 1975 stressed that student involvement is critical as to whether a 

student stays or goes (Glynn, Saur, & Miller, 2003).  Basically, the major models are 

similar in that a student’s decision to persist is based on the student’s social and academic 

interaction working in concert with a multitude of student “input” factors (Summers, 

2003).  Retention related research can be traced back to the 1930s, but two works are 

considered to the seminal or highly influential.  They were both published in 1975—

Preventing Students from Dropping Out, from Astin, and “Dropout from Higher 

Education: A Theoretical Synthesis of Recent Research,” from Tinto (Reason, 2003).   
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Retaining students has become the major challenge facing four-year colleges 

because major changes have occurred in the composition of the students now entering 

institutions of higher education.  These changes have redefined higher education’s 

conception of the “traditional student”.  The proportion of White students has steadily 

declined while at the same time, the numbers of first-time college students from all other 

ethnic groups has risen.  Also, access to a greater number of students from lower 

socioeconomic backgrounds has been a trend for the last 30 years (Dey & Hurtado, 

1995).  Attrition rates (estimated at 67% for two-year colleges in 1995) are the highest for 

students who are non-White, low in socioeconomic status (SES), and modest in academic 

aptitude.  Nearly half of all minority students in higher education (in 1995) attended 

community colleges (Rendon, 1995), but nearly half of students entering community 

colleges and just over a quarter (28.5%) of those entering four-year institutions do not 

return for their second year (Braxton, Milem, & Sullivan, 2000).  Both Native American 

and Hispanic American students are more likely to enter higher education via two-year 

campuses (52% and 55% respectively in 1995 versus 42% for African Americans and 

37% for White students).   Undergraduate students have been traditionally viewed based 

on their background characteristics, including their academic preparation, gender, 

race/ethnicity, and character.  Barriers still exist for students from non-White 

backgrounds because some individuals and institutions have been slow to accept the 

changing face of today’s “new” American college student.  These changes in the student 

make-up are due in great part to the following: demographic growth of non-White ethnic 

groups; changes in societal views regarding access; changes in governmental policies; 
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and an institutional focus on recruiting college-bound individuals from all the potential 

populations (Dey & Hurtado, 1995).   

Rendon (1995) stated that two critical phases for minority students include 

making the transition to college and making connections while in college.  Traditional 

White students see going to college as a normal part of life, but nontraditional students 

see going as a disjuncture in their pattern of life.  For them it means changing identity, 

being perceived as different, leaving friends and families, and living in two different 

worlds.  This is especially true for first-generation students.  Rendon’s second critical 

phase, making connections, means becoming academically and socially integrated.  

Being integrated means getting involved.   

Rendon and Romero (1995) emphasized that nontraditional students lack the 

social and cultural capital to fully use the learning community around them—either social 

or academic.  From a study of Hispanic, African American, and White community 

college students on the East Coast, West Coast, and the Southwest, Rendon and Romero 

determined that those students not likely to get involved include the ones who are afraid 

to fail; feel lost in the environment; do not know what questions to ask; lack a sense of 

direction; and perceive that they do not have a support person.  Barriers to student 

retention involve both student and institutional factors.  Student barriers include low SES, 

poor academic preparation, tentative or unclear academic goals, noncognitive factors 

(e.g., self-esteem, cultural separation, fear of failure, and anxiety), low-self efficacy 

(perceive self to not be college material or not to be talented enough), and/or the students 

are intimidated by the higher education system (Rendon & Romero, 1995).  Institutional 
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barriers to student persistence include that the college or university is not set up to 

accommodate diversity, meaning the students must “fit a mold”; most faculty and 

administrators are White; the curriculum is Anglo-centered; faculty members use passive 

or competitive learning methods; no faculty-student relationships exist; students are 

expected to conform; student development theories used in institutional practice may not 

apply equally to minority students; and the climate may be perceived to be racist or 

indifferent to minority students (Rendon, 1995). 

Pascarella and Terenzini (1995) examined what they believe are 10 important 

myths in higher education today.  Two of these myths are especially related to this study.  

One is that attending a two-year college is detrimental to a student, and two is that 

student academic and nonacademic experiences are unrelated areas with regard to student 

learning and development.  An education at a community/junior college is considered to 

be “second best” because of the finding that students from community colleges are 15% 

less likely to earn a four-year degree in the same period of time as a similar student 

starting at a four-year institution.  According to Pascarella and Terenzini, the reality is 

that, when looking at similar students, there are only trivial differences in cognitive 

changes for the two types of institutions.  Community colleges provide an advantage by 

offering the first two years of college at a reasonable cost without foregoing the 

intellectual rigor or the social aspects of the college experience.  For the second myth, the 

reality is that research has not proven that any single experience or group of experiences 

will have the crucial educational impact on students, but rather, it is the net impact of 

attending.  Impact comes from the cumulative result of a set of interrelated experiences, 
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which are mutually supporting over time to impact development in the following areas: 

cognitive, values, noncognitive (psychosocial), and attitudes (Pascarella & Terenzini, 

1995).  The overall breadth of the extracurricular activities that students become involved 

with does have a significant impact, particularly when the academic, interpersonal, and 

extracurricular activities are mutually supporting.  Pascarella and Terenzini emphasized 

the adage, “it takes a village to raise a child” as an analogy to the importance of the entire 

college community developing a student. 

The challenge is to refrain from trying to “fix” the student of color.  Four 

retention “traps” that institutions fall into are treating students of color as if they are all 

one large homogenous group; designing strategies to fix the student of color by, for 

example, focusing on only one aspect of the underrepresented student (e.g., academic or 

financial); a lack of institutional commitment in terms of appropriate assessment, use of 

human/financial resources, and support from top-level administration; and a lack of 

institutional effort to maintain and develop an overall climate which recognizes the value 

of diversity (social, academic, and cultural climate) (McNairy, 1996).   

The problem for students of color is a lack of opportunities, challenges, and 

experiences that encourage development of their talents, which is a major barrier to their 

persistence (Carreathers, Beekman, Coatie, & Nelson, 1996).  Institutions must be careful 

not to generalize and develop retention strategies that focus on just one particular aspect 

of these students because many times, high attrition rates for students of color are due to 

ineffective retention strategies which have been traditionally used at predominantly 

White institutions (PWIs).  Strategies designed to somehow fix the student fall into what 
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is termed a cultural deficit model.  According to this model the sole responsibility for 

retention is placed on the student (blaming the victim).  Programs not based on data, 

without top-down leadership, and without the support of institutional research are not 

designed with a proper understanding of the causes for student attrition, so they are 

generally not effective (McNairy, 1996).   

Data gathering using formative (on-going) and summative (evaluations done at 

the end of a program, learning unit, semester, etc.) assessment methods should be used.  

Ideally, this will create a genuine multicultural environment that is welcoming and 

sustaining for all students of color (Carreathers, Beekman, Coatie, & Nelson, 1996).  

Carreathers, et al., (1996) discussed exemplary university retention programs, including 

the Center for Academic Achievement (CAA) at the University of Louisville (Thriving 

and Surviving Program).  Using continued data collection and assessment, the center 

administers programs used by 3000 students annually.  The programs target Hispanic 

American and African American students with academic, advising, and personal growth 

activities (e.g., faculty mentoring, financial/scholarship assistance, and career 

exploration).  The study reported that retention rates for program participants are 83.7% 

as compared to approximately 66% for those not in the program.  The Carreathers, et al., 

study emphasized the importance of a campus wide commitment to student retention 

programs.   

Giordano (1996) explained that many may see the students of color as a 

unidimensional group based on one determining characteristic—race, but they are a 

complex, multidimensional population from varying ethnic, economic, religious, and 
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academic backgrounds.  Examples of stereotypes include viewing all students of color as 

“first-generation” or some ethnic groups as academically gifted in a certain area (e.g., 

Asian American students are skilled in math or science).  McNairy (1996) stressed that 

the critical issues affecting the persistence of students of color include student 

characteristics (e.g., study habits and lack of involvement); lack of high school 

preparation; the realization that they are not in the numerical majority at a PWI; 

unrealistic expectations of the student (e.g., expected college to be like high school and 

expected to be appreciated/wanted); lack of goal setting; an imbalance in the number of 

males and females (Hispanic and African American females far outnumber the males); 

the families ambivalent attitude about their children’s advancement to college (Parents 

are happy the student made it, but they fear the student will fail.); and that the students do 

not know how  to “work” the system due to a lack of information.   

The System as a Barrier 

The system is still one of the greatest barriers to the educational attainment for 

students of color.  There is a history of institutional racism and sexism, which continues 

today in new forms.  Institutional racism has persisted as the system and social structure, 

and the economy have changed over the years.  The dominant class has fostered and 

continued racism through legal and institutional methods.  Racism is perpetuated, 

sometimes unknowingly, by well intended and naïve individuals carrying on what can be 

termed “business as usual” (White & Shelley, 1996).  A qualitative study using focus 

groups to gather information from Hispanic, Native American, and African American 

students at PWIs attempted to uncover how the students adapted to the institutional 
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racism they received within the “chilly” climate.  Adaptive behaviors included creating a 

“community among ourselves” at the University of Illinois through an African American 

Cultural Center; one Native American student transferred from Arizona State University 

to a more welcoming environment at Southern Utah State College; and another African 

American student would not have stayed in school if not for reaching out to the people 

around him, joining organizations, and finding/talking to others with similar goals (White 

& Shelley, 1996).  

Attracting more students of color who are academically more capable will not be 

effective if the noncognitive factors (e.g., comfortability, engagement, response, and 

respect) related to retention are not successfully addressed.  Students confront racism 

both locally at the university or college and in the society as a whole.  Based on their 

research and the results of the study, White and Shelley (1996) stated: 

Survival is not an academic skill.  It is learning how to stand alone, 
unpopular and sometimes reviled, and how to make common cause with 
others identified as outside the structures, in order to define and seek a 
world in which we can all flourish.  It is learning how to take our 
differences and make them strengths (p. 26). 
 

White and Shelley stressed that we have either ignored or we did not recognize or 

understand the overwhelming effect of racism in all forms on members of minority 

groups, in this case, how it relates to educational attainment.  Theories in race relations 

posit that racial conflict may arise because of a sense of a threat to “group position”.  The 

dominant group may perceive that they risk losing resources, power, or other 

perceived/real advantages (Hurtado, 1992). 
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 Tinto (1998) and indicated that, based on a wide literature base, we do know the 

factors that most influence student persistence, but that we have not seen the necessary 

academic or organizational changes in higher education.  According to him, we know the 

following:  involvement matters (social and academic under positive circumstances); 

social and academic integration influences student persistence (Tinto, 1999); many 

pathways exist to integration, both inside and outside the classroom; and involvement 

matters most in the first-year or even the first ten weeks when connections are being 

formed (Tinto, 1998).  His proposed changes include extensive use of learning 

communities (residential and other), faculty/faculty and faculty/student collaboration, 

linked courses and programs, and a highlighted first-year that is an entity unto itself.   

A mixed methods study from Tinto (1997) of 287 students in the Coordinated 

Studies Program (CSP) at Seattle Central Community College (a program focused on 

cooperative learning, block classes tied to certain themes, interdependent learning, and 

active involvement with peers) revealed that five variables predicted persistence 

effectively.  These were participation in the CSP, student GPA, hours studied per week, 

perceptions of faculty, and involvement with other students.  Overall, CSP students 

reported a greater range of involvement in academic and social activities over a year’s 

time.  Tinto stressed that the classroom should play a more centralized role in current 

theories of student persistence because the classroom lies at the center of educational 

activity.  It is at the crossroads where the social and academic parts of college meet and 

where faculty-student interactions occur most.  Students need to be able to be a part of a 

cohesive environment where they can make connections with peers, faculty, and staff 
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(e.g., active learning activities and learning communities).  A disconnected “add-on” 

class or an “add-a-course” (e.g., freshman orientation or a diversity studies class) 

mentality is not enough to promote student retention.  The curriculum must be connected 

(Tinto, 1999).   

 Institutions, which retain students, pay close attention to the backgrounds of their 

students as well as their needs and expectations, and then they use this knowledge to 

assist and accommodate those students.  Central Wyoming College, a two-year 

institution, typically lost and average of 66% of their students (typically under-prepared 

and low-income) from one year to the next.  The institution used Title III money to start 

what was named the SUCCESS Program.  A set of courses was developed to teach 

students about campus resources, campus policies/programs, goal development, academic 

skills, and how to work with faculty/advisors.  The institution retained 74% of students in 

2000 who participated in the program (Brotherton, 2001).   

Bruning (2002) studied relationship building (active and interactive relationship 

building) using a quantitative survey of 122 freshman/sophomore participants followed 

by focus groups consisting of 19 students to further examine variables found to be 

significant.  The study focused on the relationship of the student’s attitudes for the 

university and the affect on retention.  The study found that relationship attitudes do 

differentiate the returners from the ones that did not return based on social experiences, 

perceived educational value, community relationship, and personal relationships.    

In a longitudinal study of how remedial education relates to student retention at 

Utah Valley State University, Hoyt (1999) found that as the number of remedial areas a 
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student was taking increased, the persistence rate decreased.  Between 64% and 70% of 

the students in the three cohorts (1993, 1994, and 1995), who were enrolled in at least 

three remedial classes, eventually left the institution.  Minority students tested into the 

remedial programs at the 18,000 student campus (7% minority) at a rate of 62%.  

Remedial education was also statistically associated with having a lower first-term GPA 

(defined as a C average or lower), which was a significant predictor of student attrition 

along with the availability/receipt of financial aid.  A longitudinal study at Patrick Henry 

Community College in Virginia in 1988-1989 (institution is 82% White and 17% African 

American) revealed that semester GPA and cumulative GPA were significant predictors 

of student retention (Zamani, 2000).  Using a historical study at Concordia University in 

California, McDaniel (2000) found that students in the Commitment to Success Program 

with a GPA above 3.0 were more prone to remain at the institution, while students below 

3.0 were more likely to drop out after the first-year of study.   

In a study documenting the ineffective retention rates of Historically Black 

Colleges and Universities (HBCUs), Hurd (2000) found that problems for the students 

ranged from finances to family support, but specific reasons given included institutional 

disorganization, trouble with financial aid, red tape, attitudes of staff, difficulty in 

navigating the system (student reported), and that male and even female African 

American students do not ask for help (reported by an administrator at Morehouse 

College in Atlanta).  Hurd stated that social and academic “adjustment” is a determining 

factor as to whether a student persists or not.  Braxton, Milem, & Sullivan (2000) found 

that student persistence at a highly selective Research I institution (n = 718; first-time, 
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full-time freshman) was affected by student background characteristics, initial 

institutional commitment, active learning behaviors in the classroom, social integration, 

and subsequent institutional commitment.  Faculty classroom behaviors did play a 

statistically significant role in student departure decisions and have a significant influence 

on social integration.   

Impact of Financial Aid 

St. John (2000) reported that research remains mixed and confusing on the impact 

of student financial aid on enrollment and persistence, but a growing body of evidence 

exists that student aid is no longer adequate to support student persistence in many 

situations.  Availability of student aid does appear to be having an impact on first-time 

enrollment decisions, but more research is needed to determine how it impacts continued 

persistence.  This is difficult because of the methodological problems associated with the 

research.  Students base enrollment and persistence decisions on their perceived ability to 

pay, so reliable research must strictly control for family income.  As students go through 

school, the realization of the growing debt burden has an impact on persistence.  

Perceptions of affordability do influence reenrollment decisions.  In a quantitative study 

of institutional “best practice” factors that affect minority student persistence, Hoyt 

(1998) found that financial aid packaging did significantly impact minority student 

retention.   

The burden of paying for college has shifted to students and their families because 

of decreasing amounts of federal and state grant aid and an increased governmental 

expectation for students to take out loans in order to attend school.  This has a 
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disproportional negative impact on minority students, because students from 

underrepresented groups are less likely to take out loans.  Policy makers must be 

informed enough to balance diversity initiatives with pricing strategies, because policies 

(local, federal, and state) should reflect the fact that adequate aid can help to improve 

persistence rates among all groups (Hu & St. John, 2001).  Thayer (1997) found that 

financial aid does seem to equalize access to higher education for students from low-

income backgrounds and allow them to continue from the first to the second year of 

college, but Thayer stated that academic preparedness emerged as a more powerful factor 

affecting persistence across income groups and ethnic categories.   

Burd (2004) reported that at two-year colleges, 20% of all students came from 

families with an annual income under $25,000, and 21% came from families making 

$75,000 or more (59% were in the middle).  For public colleges and universities, 22% of 

the students came from the group making the lowest income while 41% came from the 

group with the highest income (48% were in the middle).  For private colleges and 

universities, the student breakdown was 8% from the lowest income group, 57% from the 

highest, and 35% from the middle group. 

A lack of financial resources is listed as one of several possible barriers that affect 

the initial and continued enrollment of African American, Native American, and Hispanic 

American college students.  Perceived/real affordability is one major reason why 

community colleges have become the major vehicle to postsecondary education for the 

aforementioned underrepresented groups (Zamani, 2000).  Butner, Ferguson, Bean, and 

Huerta (2001) reported that 69% of African American students left college because of 
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high student loan debt, and “A high percentage of students of color that come from 

families that live at or below the poverty line do not know the rules of survival and 

achievement in higher education” (p. 8).  According to the authors, students of color from 

low-income families are not comfortable creating more debt based only on some promise 

of future economic gain.   

Sociological and Psychological Models 

Although retention has been studied using a sociological and psychological 

perspective, no consistent approach to persistence has been developed using psychology 

as a basis (Bean & Eaton, 2002).  Vincent Tinto’s Model of Student Departure has been 

one of most widely tested sociological retention models, so a large body of research 

exists which supports the model (Morris, 2002).  Tinto (2002) asserts that students enter 

an institution of higher education with certain pre-entry attributes, and that based upon 

these attributes and their interactions with the campus environment, they will either 

strengthen their commitment to the institution or will make the decision to depart.  

Tinto’s model (shown in Figure 2.1) traces the progression from entry to the departure 

decision based upon the student’s level of both academic and social integration (Tinto, 

1993).  Astin (1993) developed a model that has been used for three decades to study 

college student development and persistence.  His Input-Environment-Outcome or I-E-O 

Model uses similar principles to the sociological parts of the Tinto Model in that the 

environment plays an important role.  The model includes the psychological aspects of 

the student decision to remain at an institution along with the behavioral aspects.  It takes 

into account the “internal states or traits of the individual; and the behavioral data, 
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relating to directly observable activities” (Astin, p. 9, 1993).  Behavioral characteristics, 

which can also be termed sociological characteristics, can be observed based upon the 

student’s interactions within the environment, and the psychological aspects can be 

studied based on the student’s responding to proposed questions (Astin, 1993).   

 

Figure 2.1 Tinto’s (1993) Model of Student Departure 

 

Tinto’s theory of academic and social integration is the paradigm that most 

researchers and practitioners in higher education still support, which is indicated by 

approximately 400 citations and 170 dissertations investigating his model (Braxton, 

Milem, & Sullivan, 2000).  In one reexamination of Tinto’s theory, Nora (2001) 

interpreted past qualitative and quantitative research regarding Tinto’s “rites of passage” 

and studied it along with the Student Adjustment Model of Nora and Cabrera from the 
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1990s which emphasized the importance of the “significant others” in a college student’s 

life.  The literature does support the validity of the Tinto theory, but for Nora, the 

question is whether Tinto’s idea of rites of passage is culturally and conceptually 

appropriate for today’s diverse students.  The first stage, separation, is defined by the 

student “breaking away” from the communities in the student’s past, but Tinto does 

discuss the importance of family/community support for the student, which seems to be a 

paradox.  Many do question this disassociation with the significant others of the past 

(especially family), because of the support in the literature for importance of significant 

others on minority students’ educational attainment.  Parental support is a major part of a 

student’s social capital.   

Tinto (1988) stated that students should separate themselves from past affiliations 

to some degree in order to successfully navigate the final two stages (transition and 

incorporation) into college life.  As students become socially and academically 

integrated, they build new connections at the college, which helps them overcome the 

separation from past communities and make the successful transition to college.  

Possibly, Tinto is saying that some breaking away is healthy, but during the transition 

from high school to college and the incorporation into the college life, values, and beliefs, 

support from family (or different significant others) does help as new bonds are made 

with faculty, college peers, and academic staff members (Nora, 2001).  Nora’s research 

does substantiate the idea that support from significant others on campus (e.g., faculty, 

staff, and TAs) helped to offset even academic difficulties, the negative affects of family 

responsibilities, and pressure from working.  Nora stated, “Encouragement by those most 
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significant in a student’s life is instrumental in affecting the academic and social 

experiences of students as well as their decisions to withdraw or stay in college” (p. 52).   

Tinto’s Model has been criticized by some psychological theorists because it does 

not take into account all of the variables needed to properly examine student departure 

including the internal perceptions of the students regarding the overall climate of an 

institution.  The validity of the Tinto model has been called into question because it was 

developed around a traditional (White, heterosexual males) students (Kraemer, 1997).  

Also, with regard to minority students, psychologists (e.g., Hurtado and Carter in 1997) 

reconceptualized Tinto’s idea of integration as “a sense of belonging” (Baird, p. 71, 

2002), which is determined by the students’ perceptions of the environment (Baird, 

2002).  Hurtado and Carter (1997) posed the question of how a “sense of belonging” 

differs from what is termed “integration”.  They posited that, for students who have 

historically been underrepresented, the student’s sense of belonging may be the real key 

to understanding how they transition both socially and academically.  According to 

Hurtado and Carter, Spady and Tinto’s constructs of social and academic integration have 

been unclear because their inconsistent application of Durkheim’s theories—Spady did 

originally incorporate psychological dimension, which was the student’s subjective sense 

of whether they “belonged” or “fit in” within the environment; but the Tinto model has 

not distinguished the psychological aspects of the student’s social and academic 

interactions within the environment. This relates with what Bean and Eaton (2002) 

referred to as institutional fit or goodness of fit.  In taking into account the factors that, 

according to the literature, most affect the persistence of minority students, the cognitive 
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and the noncognitive (sociological) factors should each be considered when studying 

student persistence.   

In turning to a more psychologically based approach Bean and Eaton (2002) 

offered what they state is a “heuristic device in order to visualize how individual 

psychological processes can be understood in the retention process” (p. 55).  They 

combine aspects of four previous psychological theories.  They include Attitude-

Behavioral Theory from Fishbein and Ajzen, which proposes that a person’s beliefs 

transform to attitudes, which leads to intentions and then to behavior; Coping Behavioral 

Theory from French, Rodgers, Cobb, Lazurus, Averill, and Opton, which takes into 

account a person’s goodness of fit and his or her ability to adapt to the surroundings; 

Self-efficacy Theory from Bandura, which studies the relationship between a person’s 

own perception of his or her ability in relation to the actual behavior; and Attribution 

Theory from Weiner, which examines a person’s locus of control (internal or external) 

and how their perception of their control over the environment affects their behavior 

(Bean and Eaton, 2002).   

The Bean and Eaton (2002) Psychological Model of Student Retention (shown in 

Figure 2.2) falls into a general category of psychological models that are intended to 

explain behavior.  The model proposed “that a given behavior is a choice, and that 

assume people are motivated to make choices that lead to or away from an given 

behavior” (p. 56), and that past behavior and beliefs do have an affect upon how a student 

interacts within the campus environment and upon their decision to persist.   
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Figure 2.2 Bean and Eaton's Psychological Model of College Student Retention 

 
 

Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) stated that, “Internally directed people tend to 

believe that they can control what happens to them, while externally directed individuals 

believe that their destiny is determined more by luck, chance, or fate” (p. 215).  The 

concept of locus of control is based on social learning theory and refers to whether 

someone believes he or she is the determiner of his or her own fate.  This tends to be 

related to the students’ level of independence and autonomy (Pascarella & Terenzini, 

1991).  Independence from the influence of others indicates a positive level of 

psychosocial maturity.  According to Pascarella and Terenzini, this, in turn, impacts the 

students’ self-concept and self-esteem (academic and social).   
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William Sedlacek, from the Counseling Center and Department of Counseling 

and Personnel Services at the University of Maryland, asserted that a variety of 

measurements should be used in studying college student admissions, development, and 

persistence.  These include the student’s standardized test scores, their past academic 

record, and a variety of noncognitive variables.  He states that single instruments cannot 

be equally useful for all college applicants due to the diversity of the society (Sedlacek, 

2003).  According to Ancis, Sedlacek, & Mohr (2000), “research demonstrates that 

students of diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds have divergent perspectives regarding 

features of campus life…” and that research findings suggest “that investigators must 

consider students’ varied perceptions of a multidimensional campus cultural 

environment” (p. 180).  Based upon research by Cabrera and Nora, there are three 

dimensions of minority student perceptions of discrimination and prejudice—the campus 

racial climate, faculty and staff attitudes towards minority students, and the 

discriminatory occurrences in the classroom (Ancis, et al., 2000).   

Tracey and Sedlacek (1987) stated that there is a clear difference in the academic 

success of African American students and European American students and that the 

attrition rates are much higher for Black students especially at colleges and universities 

that are predominantly White.  The authors also mentioned that there is a need to closely 

examine the dimensions related to the differences in the process of educational success 

and advancement for Black students as compared to Caucasian students.  Tracey and 

Sedlacek asserted that with regard to educational attainment for African American 

students:  
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An area that is getting increasing attention in terms of explaining the differences 
in the educational attainment process between black and white students, 
especially at the post secondary level, is the inclusion of noncognitive predictors 
of academic success.  Although the traditional predictors of high school grades 
and SAT or ACT scores have proven valuable in predicting academic success, 
there is a growing body of research that demonstrates that there are other ‘less 
intellectual’ or noncognitive dimensions that are also highly related to academic 
success (p. 3). 
 
Sedlacek (1999) has identified eight noncognitive variables, which seem to 

incorporate the critical issues African American students face when advancing to the 

post-secondary level as well as the factors that he has identified as being crucial.  The 

researcher has chosen to focus upon these variables because, even though they are 

identified as noncognitive variables, they encompass both the sociological and the 

psychological factors that the related literature suggests to focus on when studying 

minority student persistence.  Ting (1998) refers to Sedlacek’s noncognitive variables as 

psychosocial factors in his study examining first-generation and low-income students.  

The eight noncognitive or psychosocial factors that Sedlacek (1999) identified include 

the following: (A brief definition accompanies the terms, and a more thorough definition 

will be included in subsequent chapters.) 

1. POSITIVE SELF-CONCEPT OR CONFIDENCE. Strong self-feeling, 
strength of character. Determination, independence.  

2. REALISTIC SELF-APPRAISAL, especially academic. Recognizes and 
accepts any deficiencies and works hard at self-development. Recognizes need 
to broaden his/her individuality.  

3. UNDERSTAND AND DEALS WITH RACISM. Realist based upon personal 
experience of racism. Is committed to fighting to improve existing system. 
Not submissive to existing wrongs, nor hostile to society, nor a "cop-out." 
Able to handle racist system. Asserts school or organization role to fight 
racism.  

4. PREFERS LONG-RANGE GOALS TO SHORT-TERM OR IMMEDIATE 
NEEDS. Able to respond to deferred gratification.  
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5. AVAILABILITY OF STRONG SUPPORT PERSON to whom to turn in 
crises.  

6. SUCCESSFUL LEADERSHIP EXPERIENCE in any area pertinent to his/her 
background (gang leader, church, sports, non-educational groups, etc.)  

7. DEMONSTRATED COMMUNITY SERVICE. Has involvement in his/her 
cultural community.  

8. KNOWLEDGE ACQUIRED IN A FIELD. Unusual and/or culturally related 
ways of obtaining information and demonstrating knowledge. Field itself may 
be non-traditional (p. 3). 

The instrument designed by Tracey and Sedlacek to assess these eight psychosocial 

factors is the Noncognitive Questionnaire (NCQ).  Twenty-three test questions (18 

Likert-scale, 3 open-ended, and 2 multiple choice) are included in the survey (Ting & 

Sedlacek, 2000).  The instrument has been determined to effectively predict the academic 

performance minority groups, low-income, first-generation, and students who are 

specially admitted (Ting & Sedlacek, 2000).   

Retain to Survive 

Student attrition has become a matter of survival for some colleges on an 

economic level.  The accepted method for dealing with attrition is early identification 

followed by intervention strategies, which ideally will help the student succeed at the 

institution.  For community colleges, student attrition is largely an unsolved problem, 

because students may enter with different educational goals (e.g., degree, certificate, 

transfer, or training), so dropping out of a community college may just mean the student 

has met his/her goal or is attending another school.  This is difficult for two-year 

institutions to track.  Attrition has high social and political costs for society, which go 

beyond the economic impact the college endures (Summers, 2003).   
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Retention research may have stalled in the mid-1990s because of the total “buy-

in” of Tinto’s theories, but since that time, others, including Braxton (2002), have called 

for a new focus on retention research based in large part on the changing demographics 

of higher education.  Race/ethnicity has been found to be a significant predictor of 

undergraduate student retention (e.g., Asian American and White students have the 

highest retention rates).  Even though women are more likely to persist than men, gender 

may not be a good predictor by itself because gender interacts with other variables, so the 

real effects may be masked (Reason, 2003).  Using student data (n = 5,221) from the 

Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP) Freshman Survey (compiled from 

various campus databases from 1988-1995), the CIRP Senior Follow-Up Survey, a Drop-

out Survey, focus groups, and other ad hoc studies, Glynn, Saur, and Miller (2003) found 

that, out of 62 variables included into a logistical regression model, 16 were effective 

predictors of retention.  Examples include age; off-campus hours worked per week; 

financial concerns; relationships with high school teachers; expectations for academic 

problems; and parent’s educational status.  Variables affecting retention are not 

independent of each other (Reason, 2003).  Glynn, Saur, and Miller (2003) stated that, 

“Persistence is an evolutionary process that will be influenced to a greater or lesser extent 

by a variety of variables and constructs that increase or decrease in their relative 

importance over a student’s tenure…For example, a sophomore may be influenced to 

withdraw for different reasons than a junior” (p. 46).  Student and institutional factors 

both have a major impact on a student’s decision to persist toward an educational goal or 

degree or to leave higher education.  Many theories have been advanced as to why 
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students depart prematurely—whether they involve economic, psychological, societal, or 

institutional factors, but no one theory is applicable for all students.   

Underrepresented, First-Generation, and Disadvantaged Students 

At-Risk Students 

Generally, when student affairs, institutional research, or other campus offices 

collect data on students, the goal is to paint a picture of the “average” student in the 

population, but there are many heterogeneous subgroups on campus that do not fit the 

profile for what is considered the average college student (Minatoya & Sedlacek, 1983).  

Terenzini, Springer, Yaeger, Pascarella, and Nora (1995) explained:   

As college and universities have become increasingly accessible to 
women, people of color, and students from low-income families, the 
profile of the undergraduate student body has changed with respect to 
students’ age enrollment status, attitudes, family conditions, and physical 
and psychological health, as well as gender and race/ethnicity (p. 1). 
 

Minatoya & Sedlacek stated that even a global needs assessment might not examine the 

different needs of minority students; critical differences may be ignored.  A number of 

problems and issues are unique to particular racial/ethnic student populations as 

compared to White students.  Asian American, African American, and Hispanic college 

students differ significantly in experiences, perceptions, and attitudes from White 

students.  Wright (1989) studied 270 full-time African American and Hispanic students at 

Blinn College in Texas and found that inadequate high school preparation; low levels of 

social integration; the lack of family role models; limited knowledge about financial aid; 

and differences in the majority college surroundings were examples of problems and 

issues faced by minority students.  A study of 1,179 freshmen at the University of 
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Maryland suggested that academic preparation, educational aspirations, and 

college/university expectations vary significantly by racial and ethnic groups.  For 

example, most of the Hispanic and Asian students did not expect to identify with any of 

the formal campus organizations during their first-year.  African American students had 

grown up in the city more (51% of respondents) than other minority students (21%) or 

Whites (7%), and staying in school was dependent on some form of part-time 

employment for all minority students significantly more often than for White college 

students (Minatoya & Sedlacek, 1983).   

Nieves (1991) reported that self-esteem, goal development, and English 

proficiency were all issues minority students faced, which either directly or indirectly 

affected retention.  Sakaki (1991) found that, for high-risk persisters and non-persisters at 

California State University, important issues related to minority student retention/success 

included whether the student had a sibling(s) who attended college; the student was 

motivated for family reasons (e.g., “to make my parents proud of me” or “to support my 

family”); the student identified with a particular ethnic group (e.g., African Americans 

are less likely to persist than Asian Americans or Hispanics); and whether the student’s 

families spoke a foreign language in the home.  In order to provide the type of 

environment necessary to work effectively with a diverse student body, McKeon (1989) 

found the most important factors at community colleges included conducting ongoing 

student assessment and institutional research; having strong academic and student support 

services; and using classroom techniques conducive to both minority and White student 

learning.   A study of 500 entering community college students at an institution in 
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northwest Florida examined the heterogeneity of academically under prepared students 

and compared them to “college-ready” students.  Significant differences existed in the 

areas of goal development, social interaction, and self-reported ratings of academic 

ability (Grimes & David, 1999).   

Pascarella, Smart, Ethington, and Nettles (1987) explained that self-concept is one 

noncognitive variable which is crucial for educational attainment, and it is positively 

influenced by student academic success and by the quantity/quality of student 

interactions and involvement with faculty as well as peer groups (academic and social 

experiences), which are different for minority and White students.  In a longitudinal study 

comparing the impact of college on self-concept for White and African American male 

and female students, social leadership experiences were found to have a strong influence 

on African American males’ development of self-concept.  High school accomplishments 

and SES influenced White females, and knowing a faculty member or administrator made 

a significant difference in the development of self-concept for all groups except White 

women.  Academic integration had a high degree of influence on the social self-concept 

of African American women.  Arrington (1987) studied Asian, Black, and Hispanic 

students (145 persistors; 42 non-persistors) at George Mason University.  She found that 

a low level of academic integration did influence the persistence decisions of minority 

students, although neither the persistors nor the non-persistors showed a high degree of 

social integration.  High degrees of academic integration did seem to make up for lower 

levels of social integration in the persistors.  Erazo (1991) found that self-efficacy 

emerged as a significant predictor of academic adjustment and self-esteem and social 
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support emerged as significant predictors of psychological adjustment for minority 

undergraduates at Loyola University in Chicago. 

Institutions of higher education can offer the disadvantaged, poor, and minority 

students an education without bypassing standards of excellence, but admissions 

standards are still very traditional.  Admissions policies designed to attract the aristocracy 

are not the solution to maintaining high standards.  In a survey of 97 college admissions 

offices revealed that 69% of schools used the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) and the 

American College Test (ACT) over high school rank despite the racist nature of the tests.  

Only a few institutions reported using criteria such as recommendation letters, 

extracurricular involvement, or face-to-face interviews when admitting students.  Only 

five of the responding institutions used as many as four criteria to admit students 

(Sedlacek & Brooks, 1970).  Noldon and Sedlacek (1996) emphasized that institutions 

need to look beyond the traditional (stereotypical) definitions of college students, 

including honor students, because subgroups within the population may have differences 

or additional needs that may be unique and require special services and support.  Many 

colleges and universities have established special programs of minority students, but the 

admissions procedures remain very traditional (Sedlacek & Brooks, 1970).  Butner, 

Ferguson, Bean, and Huerta (2001) stressed that education is the key standard which 

establishes an increase in quality of life, and that an educated population strengthens the 

economy and the political system.  The important lesson learned during the 1960s was 

that simply leaving a part of the population behind is not a wise decision because the 

United States faces the possibility of disruption of the economy by the group that has 
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become disenfranchised and it puts a strain on the system of social services.  According 

to Butner et al., only with an education can those disenfranchised individuals find a path 

to new heights in our economic system.  The Hispanic population in Texas accounted for 

32% of the total population in 2000 (compared with 52.4% White), but projections say 

the percentage will rise to 45.7% by 2030 (compared with a projection of 37% White).  

Leaving this population behind would not be a wise decision for Texas; demographic 

issues must be addressed. 

Whether or not they are in selective institutions, the academically talented 

population (e.g., honors students) is becoming more diverse, but little research is 

available on how to serve their specific and varied needs.  Like students who are less 

prepared for college, academically talented students of color face certain risks related to 

race and culture (Noldon & Sedlacek, 1996; McConnell, 2000).  These risks include the 

following: the students must adapt to the prevailing norms of the dominant (White) 

population; they have to struggle to define/understand themselves in the context of the 

larger society; they face “role strain” based on having to live multiple identities 

(especially at PWIs), including racial, cultural, ethnic, gender and giftedness identities; 

they struggle with giftedness because they may be considered “sell-outs” in their own 

cultural groups and they may be discriminated against by students in the majority group; 

and the academically talented are often under-identified as being gifted due to SES 

differences and test bias (e.g., with the SAT or ACT) (Noldon & Sedlacek, 1996; 

McConnell, 2000).  In a study of 325 honor students at a large eastern university, all 

groups selected racism as the most important social problem.  Noldon and Sedlacek 
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reported that Asian American students reported that they had the hardest adjustment 

period to college as compared to African American and White students.  The myth is that 

gifted students can reach their full potential without assistance, but as was shown above, 

gifted students of color face critical issues that affect persistence.  Glenn (2004) indicated 

that Black and Hispanic students with equal academic preparation actually are more 

likely to earn a degree if they attend a selective college or university as compared to a 

nonselective one, because the selective institutions tend to offer more financial aid, 

smaller class sizes, more interaction with faculty members, and a social environment that 

is more “studious”.   

Campus Racial Climate 

The campus racial climate has a direct impact on the academic and social 

experiences of students once they come on campus, but only a small number of empirical 

studies have focused on racial climates at institutions of higher education.  Climate is 

shaped by both external and internal forces (Hurtado, Milem, Clayton-Pederson, & Allen, 

1998).  Hurtado (1992) attempted to identify the different contexts for racial tension on 

campus using data collected on the experiences of a minority student cohort at PWIs 

between 1985 and 1989.  According to Hurtado, this was a time when several incidences 

of racism occurred on college campuses around the nation.  Three general contextual 

themes developed, including the general social context, the institutional context, and the 

student perceptions context.  She stated that campus racial problems are related many 

times to the unresolved racial issues in the society at large, because of historical factors, 

and because of governmental policies.  For example, financial aid policies from the 
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Reagan administration have had a disproportionate affect on the persistence and 

enrollment decisions and African Americans and Hispanics.   

In the study, Hurtado (1992) identified barriers in the institutional context 

included the following: large institutions tend to have an impersonal atmosphere which is 

perceived to be an uncaring one for individual students; and institutional differences exist 

with regard to the priorities placed on recruiting African American students, providing 

nonacademic support, focusing on the interpersonal aspects of race relations, and 

committing to affirmative action.  Campus racial climate also differed depending on the 

type of institution.  She indicated that doctoral institutions reported having the most 

diversity programs; comprehensive universities reported having the most racial tension 

(very similar to doctoral institutions); and private baccalaureate institutions reported the 

least amount of racial tension, but they also have admitted the lowest number of minority 

students.  Within the student perceptions context, personal experiences with 

discrimination (or the perception of discrimination) lead to feelings of alienation for 

minority students at PWIs.  Tension may arise when the student perceives that the 

institution does not have concern for his or her as an individual.  In her study of 2,493 

Black, Hispanic, and White students, Hurtado reported that only 12% of university 

students agreed that racial discrimination is no longer a problematic issue on campuses in 

the United States.  Twenty-five percent perceived “considerable” racial conflict at four-

year institutions.  One other issue within both the institutional and student perceptions 

contexts mentioned above are that traditional notions of institutional quality based on 

student selectivity and reputation fosters perceptions of racial problems (Hurtado, 1992).    
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Based on a study of 578 undergraduates (307 freshmen and 271 juniors) at a large 

mid-Atlantic university, Ancis, Sedlacek, and Mohr (2000) found that Asian and 

Hispanic students experienced stereotyping behavior and prejudice from faculty, teaching 

assistants (TAs), and other students.  Non-White students (respondents were 60% 

minority group members) indicated they felt pressure to conform to the stereotypes in 

order to be accepted.  White students reported most often that there was a high amount of 

faculty and student respect for minority groups.  Clements (2000) stressed that minority 

student retention depends on a multitude of factors, and campus climate definitely has an 

effect on the students comfort level.  Students must perceive that they are accepted on 

campus.  Initiatives at Middlesex Community College which improved the campus 

climate included emphasizing diversity in orientation programs, focusing a part of the 

student affairs activities budget on diversity issues and programs, creating an 

international club, and providing opportunities for student cultural exchange (Clements, 

2000).   

Green (1989) explained that, many times, minority students feel alienated and 

marginalized at a PWI.  She listed several strategies which may be helpful in providing a 

supportive climate.  First and foremost, the importance of the campus climate must be 

highlighted as a major issue.  Student input must be combined with education and 

training programs for faculty and staff.  Recruiting and building a critical mass of 

students of color (suggested goal of 30%) is important along with emphasizing diversity 

in campus activities and programs (Green, 1989).  Green emphasized that minority 
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students should be encouraged get involved and take on leadership roles in campus 

organizations and programs.   

Swail, Redd, and Perna (2003) reported that minority college students face five 

types of stressors at PWIs, which are social climate, racism, interracial stresses, academic 

achievement stresses, and within-group stresses.  Several major issues were identified by 

students, including few minority faculty members, racist policies and practices, 

discrimination and unfair treatment due to race, and difficulty in building relationships 

with White students and faculty.  Swail, Redd, and Perna stated that, “Special 

programmatic efforts, including bridge programs, structured campus residences, 

mentoring, and other ethnic and cultural programs…have eased some of the students’ 

transition to college” (p. 60).  The mindset that increasing minority student enrollments 

means sacrificing academic standards must be changed (Swail, Redd, & Perna, 2003).  

Race on campus has received a great deal of attention in recent years.  College 

admissions financial aid, desegregation, discrimination, harassment, and affirmative 

action are areas where evidence of campus policies and programs exist, but a void is 

evident for policy initiatives in the area of campus life.  Institutional policies have placed 

too much emphasis on standardized tests for admissions criteria.  This situation presents a 

definite obstacle for students from underrepresented groups (Hurtado, Milem, Clayton-

Pederson, & Allen, 1998).  Most institutions will focus on increasing the numbers of 

students from underrepresented groups when implementing diversity initiatives, but the 

state of the campus climate will impact whether institutions can retain those students.  

According to Hurtado et al., another issue is the size of the college or university.  The 
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larger the size of the minority groups on campus, the better the chances are for a battle 

over resources between the majority and minority groups.  If inclusion has not been a 

priority up to this point, the college or university much take steps to make sure diversity 

becomes a central value.  Minority student numbers are growing (from 1.6 million to 3.6 

million between 1976 and 1996), but the rates of educational attainment for those 

students have not kept pace.   

Students bring a “set of tools” to the learning environment, but the system does 

not allow minority students to use their culturally specific tools because it is based on 

Euro-American culture and concepts.  The system was not designed for minority 

students, so it provides an “invalidating” environment for students who do not fit a 

certain mold.  The learning styles of White students are the most closely aligned with 

today’s educational strategies, and minority students are often branded as deficient 

because a Euro-American “yardstick” is used to measure their abilities (Sanchez, 2000).  

A study by Sanchez (2000) examined the learning styles of 240 Hispanic and 206 Native 

American students and compared them to the norms for White students.  Results showed 

that Hispanic and Native American students prefer participation, collaboration, regular 

feedback, and concrete rather than theoretical experiences.  Both groups also prefer 

cooperative group work, and active, hands-on experimentation is preferred especially by 

Hispanic college students.  Sanchez indicated that these were the general tendencies for 

the students in the study, but that these results cannot necessarily be generalized to all of 

the students in the two groups.  Besides inclusion at the institutional level, Sanchez 

highlighted the need for an inclusive learning environment that is a “good fit” for 
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students of color (cooperation over competition).  This will assist with both academic and 

social integration, which will support student retention.   

Clements (2000) reported about a series of initiatives at Middlesex Community 

College (Massachusetts), which attempted to create a campus climate where cultural 

diversity and student value differences are truly appreciated and to set a tone of racial 

harmony.  The goal was to meet this objective by expanding student services for diverse 

students, which would be sustainable without being affected by fluctuations in the 

budget.  The seven initiatives included refocusing the orientation program towards 

valuing diversity; beginning an “easy-access” English-as-a-Second Language (ESL) 

program; restructuring the student activities budget to include a portion for diversity 

programming; developing international student fellowships; changing the freshman 

seminar curriculum; starting an international student club on campus; and initiating an 

improvisational theatre group.  Clements stated that the minority student retention rate 

increased from 40% to 52% over a period from 1989 to 1996.   

First-Generation Students 

A large portion of minority students are also first-generation students.  These 

students face many of the same stressors, including dislocation, anxiety, and cultural 

transitions, but they also typically at-risk in the areas of educational attainment and 

persistence.  Parent’s education level and SES are generally key factors in college student 

persistence, but first-generation students do not have this social capital to build on as they 

attempt to earn a degree.  First-generation students are generally disadvantaged as 

compared to traditional students in their basic knowledge of college, level of personal 
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commitment, and the level of family support (Terenzini, Springer, Yaeger, Pascarella, & 

Nora, 1995).   

First-generation students are most often at a disadvantage to their peers in the 

following ways: family income and support, educational expectations, academic 

preparation, and general knowledge about the higher education system (Pascarella, 

Wolniak, Pierson, & Terenzini, 2003).  In their study of 144 first-generation college 

students at five community colleges, Pascarella, Wolniak, Pierson, and Terenzini (2003) 

examined the results of 21 individual measures of academic and nonacademic 

experiences.  The students participated in three data collections of the National Study of 

Student Learning (NSSL) and the Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency 

(CAAP) test at the completion of their second year.  Results indicated that first-

generation students’ experiences were different from their peers in the following ways:  

they completed fewer credit hours; studied fewer hours per week; enrolled in fewer 

mathematics, natural science, arts, and humanities classes; had lower grades; worked 

more hours per week; were less likely to join a fraternity or sorority; and they were more 

likely to take technical or pre-professional courses (Pascarella et al., 2003).  According to 

Pascarella et al., resiliency may help them overcome their disadvantages and the 

community college environment may be more accommodating and less threatening for 

this cohort of students. 

A study from Terenzini et al. (1995) of 825 first-generation and 1,860 traditional 

students found that, as compared to peers, first-generation students tended to come from 

low-income families; to be lower in reading/math/critical thinking skills; to have lower 
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educational aspirations; to have interacted with peers/teachers less in secondary schools 

(due in part to working); and they tended to be Hispanic.  They also tended to have less 

positive experiences both inside and outside the classroom and they dealt more with 

nonacademic factors than their traditional peers.  McConnell (2000) reported similar 

characteristics for first-generation students (e.g., Hispanic and lack of family support) and 

also stated that first-generation students were likely to be female, working full-time 

(averaged 35 hours a week), and have household dependents.  According to McConnell, 

first-generation students also tended to score lower on social integration scales than other 

students because of having fewer campus friends and faculty contacts outside of class.  

College is an “unchartered cultural territory” (London, 1992, p. 10) for first-generation 

students.  These students, many of them African American, Hispanic, or Native 

American, live on the dividing line of two cultures.  They share the life and traditions of 

two cultures, although most of the time, they are never really accepted into the dominant 

culture.  Membership in the status group is not a realistic possibility (London, 1992). 

Ting (1998) examined how cognitive and psychosocial (noncognitive) variables 

predicted academic performance for students from first-generation and low-income 

groups.  Eight noncognitive variables (from Sedlacek) were used to predict GPA and 

academic progress in the students’ first-year (using the Noncognitive Questionnaire).  

High school rank and ACT scores were also considered in this study of students enrolled 

in student support services (SSS) at a public university in the Midwest.  Results showed 

that a successful leadership experience and the student’s high school percentile rank were 

the most effective predictors in the study.  Even with focused retention efforts, almost 
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half of the students that enter higher education will depart before earning a bachelors or 

an associate degree.  Ting stated that evidence supports the idea that cognitive variables 

alone cannot predict the success of at-risk students effectively.  By using a combination 

of cognitive and noncognitive variables in this study, the researchers accounted for 48% 

of the variance in GPA (compared with 34% for high school rank alone).  Noncognitive 

variables appeared to be a more effective predictor in the second semester than the first in 

this study (29% compared to 0%).  According to Ting, other studies using the NCQ have 

reported a range of between 40% and 60% of the variance when using noncognitive 

variables to predict grades and retention for various student groups, including African 

Americans, White versus African Americans, international students, first-generation, and 

low-income.   

From 1984 to 1994, the numbers of White college undergraduate students 

increased by 5.1%, while numbers for Asian American, Hispanic American, African 

American, and Native American undergraduates students rose by 61%.  Many of these 

students fit into the category of being first-generation students.  Higher education was 

made up of 45% first-generation students in the 1995-1996 academic year, and a majority 

of these students (55%) were enrolled at a community/junior college.  First-generation 

are at a higher risk of leaving school, and the ones who stay are more likely to complete 

an associates degree or certificate program (McConnell, 2000).  Like Tinto, McConnnell 

recommends that learning communities may benefit high-risk or first-generation students, 

but she expresses an “area of concern” about whether Tinto’s academic and social 

integration model applies to community college students because the model is based on 
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traditional students at universities who spend a lot of time on campus.  Community 

college students typically commute to campus and are employed off-campus, so they are 

not able to attend campus activities regularly.   

Diversity and Success 

Colleges and universities must be aware of student needs when planning and 

implementing policies, programs, and student services due to the ever-changing diverse 

student population.  Bryant (2001) reviewed current community college literature and 

analyzed for trends, access issues, and institutional responses (e.g., assessment, tracking, 

and retention efforts).  Community colleges are known for their diverse student 

populations (e.g., 58% female and 31.8% minority—with Hispanic students accounting 

for 12.5% followed by 11.8% Black, 6.2% Asian, and 1.3% Native American).  Two-year 

institutions allow opportunities for disadvantaged students that might not otherwise have 

a chance to attend college.  In her review, Bryant found that the retention of minority 

students was dependent on several factors.  For African American males in community 

colleges, GPA, strength of commitment, number of credit hours, and student perceptions 

of the need for assistance were most important.  For Asian American students, GPA, 

number of credit hours, and financial aid were most important; and for Latinos, the most 

important factors were their attitudes about themselves (self-concept), attitudes about the 

college experience, and their relationships with faculty.  Bryant continued by mentioning 

that student success is difficult to define for two-year college students because their 

reasons for initially enrolling vary greatly (e.g., transfer, training, certificate, workforce 

placement or other goals).  Academic and social integration both affect student 
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persistence at community colleges, whether directly or indirectly because integration 

leads to institutional commitment, which leads to staying in school.  According to Bryant, 

the issue of student involvement is different at community colleges because 75% of the 

full-time students are working and going to college at the same time. 

A great deal of research does support the idea that a variety of institutional, 

individual, and societal benefits are linked to experiences with diversity, but just because 

students encounter others from diverse backgrounds, it does not guarantee meaningful 

group interaction.  Students in the U.S. are not necessarily used to interacting with other 

students different from themselves, so campus policies and programs promoting this 

interaction may go against the grain for a while until diverse peers realize they can learn 

from each other (Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, and Gurin, 2002).  According to Gurin et al., 

diversity in higher education is essential for teaching the students the human relations and 

intellectual skills they need to prosper in the twenty-first century.  

In a study of 241 Black and White students attending a PWI (convenience sample 

in sociology classes), Cureton (2003) found that, actually, African American and White 

students faced many of the same situational circumstances, and they faced similar 

personal issues related to the college and non-college environment, so an assumption 

cannot be made that issues related to campus climate are racially exclusive.  The study 

did find that White students scored higher on questions related to self-concept.   

Commander and Valeri-Gold (2003) described a writing assignment they used at 

Georgia State University which asked at-risk students to write letters to the new freshman 

class and provide to them advice on how to succeed in college.  Ten themes developed 
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from the 176 letters that were written and connections were made between some of the 

at-risk students and the incoming class.  In order to succeed, the at-risk students told them 

to not miss class; be prepared for freedom and independence; develop time management 

skills; be positive, determined, and motivated; be organized; learn and use good study 

habits; hand in assignments when they are due—do not get behind; utilize college 

resources; trust friends and family for support; and interact with your instructors.  

Commander and Valeri-Gold stressed that these themes were already being 

communicated in the orientation class.   

Braxton, Hirschy, and McClendon (2004) discussed the concept of proactive 

social adjustment, which refers to the students’ ability to adjust to the demands and 

pressures of college and university life in a proactive manner.  The student recognizes the 

need for social contacts and memberships, and he or she is prepared to meet stressful 

social challenges.  Ideally, the student will respond to these stressors in a positive 

manner.  This is often determined by the student’s level of psychological maturity and 

self-efficacy.  Psychologically mature students seem to be able to maintain a balance 

between adjusting to the demands of the environment and fulfilling their own needs.  

Braxton, Hirschy, and McClendon posited that, “The more a student perceives the 

potential of community on campus, the greater the student’s level of social integration” 

(p. 23).  Minority students tend to seek out a cultural enclave (group of similar students).  

Without this community, students may fail to establish the needed social connection.  

Students with higher levels of self-efficacy feel more confident in their ability to survive 

and adjust to the social situations they encounter on campus.  According to the authors, 
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the availability of financial aid (perceived and real) as well as the support of parents, 

friends, and spouses also have a significant impact on student persistence.  In order to 

retain minority students, Braxton, Hirschy, and McClendon  suggested that colleges and 

universities should enroll and maintain a critical mass of minority students, embrace a 

diverse student body, affirm the identities of minority students, and incorporate their 

culture into the campus culture (e.g., through Tierney’s model for at-risk students).   

Hispanic American 

Participation and Educational Attainment 

In 1976, Hispanics accounted for 4.8% of all undergraduates in higher education, 

and approximately 59% of those students attended community/junior colleges due in 

large part to cost and proximity.  In that year, Hispanics earned 2.8% of the bachelors 

degrees, 2% of the masters degrees, and less than 1% of the doctoral degrees, so 

Hispanics were grossly underrepresented in all segments of higher education, even 

community colleges (Rendon, 1981).  In 1985, 63% of Hispanic students finished high 

school, 27% attended a college or university, and 3% earned a bachelors degree (Rendon 

& Taylor, 1989-1990).  Rendon (1983) stated that two major factors contribute to the 

extremely low participation rates of Hispanic students in the upper levels of higher 

education.  First, they have an extremely high attrition rate in high school, and second, 

they have a higher than average rate of attrition from undergraduate programs, especially 

community colleges.  She went on to state that, “Poor Chicano participation in higher 

education seriously restricts occupational and social mobility and deprives this student 

cohort from a true opportunity to become a productive member in American society” (p. 
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3).  Educational attainment for minority students is the key to the economic future of 

states with large Hispanic and African American populations.  Without an education, 

Hispanics are not empowered to take part in the economic and social future of this nation.  

They will not be able to fill the professional roles in science, technology, or 

organizational leadership (Rendon & Taylor, 1989-1990).   

Rendon (1981) emphasized the “three R’s” for Hispanic students—recruitment, 

retention, and research (e.g., institutional data).  For the author, accomplishing the three 

R’s means being able to do the following: hiring Hispanic administrators, faculty, and 

admissions staff; diversifying the curriculum; expanding academic/counseling support to 

deal with Hispanic needs; providing competitive financial aid packages; developing a 

concise guide that details admissions and financial aid processes; building relationships 

with other institutions to promote Hispanic student transfer; studying attrition research 

nationally, regionally, and at the institution; and involving the Hispanic students in the 

decisions that affect them.  For continued economic growth in America, colleges and 

universities must be more successful at recruiting, retaining, and graduating more 

Hispanic students (Rendon & Taylor, 1989-1990).  Also, the gap must be closed in the 

percentage of college attendance.  Forty-five percent of White high school graduates 

(ages 18 to 24) entered a college or university between 2000 and 2002, as compared to 

39.9 percent of African Americans and 34 percent of Hispanics (Minority Students Make 

Gains in Education, 2005).   

McCool (1982) examined factors related to Hispanic students’ educational 

attainment in the community college environment.  The sample consisted of 689 students 
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who did not return after the 1978-1979 academic year at El Paso Community College.  

Sixty-one percent of the sample was Hispanic and 55% was female.  Of those surveyed, 

88% indicated that they did not reach their educational goal.  The results highlighted the 

importance of students’ perceptions of the environment.  Students who viewed the 

environment in a positive manner perceived the educational and occupational offerings 

were relevant, instructors were interested in them, and that testing and grading was done 

fairly.  The selection of long- or short-term educational goals was a factor for Hispanics 

and females.  They were both more likely to set and achieve short-term goals, which may 

be due to their lack of confidence in completing long-term goals within the current 

system of education.  Success in initial coursework encouraged the students to continue 

to enroll, especially for Hispanics and females (McCool, 1982).  According to McCool, 

positive reinforcement for success in early courses is important because Hispanics, for 

example, have been conditioned to expect failure in school.   

Rendon and Taylor (1989-1990) stated that Hispanic college students are 

disproportionately affected by unemployment and poverty, and many live in areas where 

social and economic conditions are so deteriorated that no incentive exists to go to 

college because the job opportunities in their proximity do not require a college degree.  

At the time of this article, two-thirds of the Hispanic population lived in three states—

New York, California, and Texas, and 80% lived in metropolitan areas.  Approximately 

55% live in five cities, including New York, Chicago, Los Angeles, Houston, and San 

Francisco (Rendon & Taylor, 1989-1990).  More Hispanics are migrating to less 

populated areas such as Utah, Iowa, Kansas, and Nebraska, because they often fill a 
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major role in certain sectors of the economy—inexpensive, unskilled, and temporary 

labor (Laden, 2001).  Rendon and Taylor also stated that “Poor Hispanic achievement in 

schools and colleges is a symptom associated with a much larger issue: the quality of 

teaching, learning, and counseling for at-risk students” (p. 22).   

Community Colleges 

Community colleges are the primary pipeline for approximately 60% of all 

Hispanics in higher education (Rendon & Nora, 1989).  Fifty-five percent of Hispanics in 

higher education were in community/junior colleges in 1986, with California and Texas 

leading the way in both Hispanic population and in the number of community colleges 

(Rendon & Taylor, 1989-1990).  Only at two-year colleges do Hispanics enter higher 

education at a rate proportional to their population numbers (9.5% in 1992) (de los 

Santos, Jr. & Rigual, 1994).  According to Rendon (1981), Hispanics students generally 

do find something special at two-year colleges, including sensitive faculty and a close-to-

home atmosphere which was welcoming and supportive.  Community colleges do offer 

Hispanic students the opportunity to attend an institution of higher education, which is a 

choice, in many cases, between attending some kind of college and nothing.  Two-year 

institutions offer open admission, convenience (e.g., proximity to home), and 

affordability (Rendon, 1981; Rendon & Taylor, 1989-1990).  Unfortunately, research 

appears to indicate that the amount of access to community/junior colleges has not been 

equaled by Hispanic student educational attainment and persistence (Rendon & Nora, 

1989).   
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Community colleges have been indicted or criticized because two-year college 

students (regardless of background) are far less likely to complete a four-year program 

(56% of Whites and 40% of Hispanics do) (Rendon, 1983).  Rendon and Taylor (1989-

1990) stated that the community college is the gateway for social and academic mobility 

for Hispanic college students.  The pressure is on community colleges to lead the way in 

developing plans to improve the quality of education for high risk (e.g., Hispanic) college 

students.  One way is to encourage student transfer to four-year institutions after the first 

two years.  The community college educational pipeline falters with regard to 

transitioning Hispanics from two- to four-year colleges.  Although 52%-74% of 

Hispanics announce intentions to transfer; only about 15% actually do matriculate.  

Rendon and Nora (1989) stated that poor retention rates for Hispanic students can be 

partially attributed to community colleges limited experience with using data and 

information to improve practice and develop policy.  Colleges, which neglect to take 

advantage of research, may develop ill-conceived and ill-founded programs, assessment, 

and curricular strategies.   

Keys to Success 

Hispanic students are much more likely to succeed in college if they have the 

support of their families.  Most have extremely strong ties with their families, so they feel 

an obligation to help the family survive economically.  Survival, rather than school, is the 

first priority.  A large percentage of Hispanic students are first-generation, so even 

though the parents may value education, they are not well educated about the costs, 

benefits, and consequences associated with the higher education system (Rendon & 
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Taylor, 1989-1990).  Other factors affecting Hispanic participation and persistence 

include a lack of financial resources; lack of academic integration; lower amount of 

commitment to educational goals; poor preparation in inner-city schools; an absence of 

role models; declining literacy demands; and a lack of preparation in reading, writing, 

and math (Rendon & Nora, 1989).  In a study of 227 first-time Hispanic students (full- 

and part-time) from three South Texas two-year colleges, Rendon (1983) found that the 

following items influenced the credit hours earned and degree/certificate attainment for 

Hispanics:  family SES, age, gender, high school grades, employment status of father, 

goal commitment, educational aspirations, perceptions of college services, number of 

similar peers (ethnicity), and perceived/real faculty/staff/administrator encouragement.  

From the study, successful Hispanic students tended to be male and have higher high 

school grades; a working father and a higher family SES; aspired to academic rather than 

vocational degrees; strong and clearly defined goal commitments; little fear of rejection 

or failure; and they had past and current encouragement from college staff, friends, 

family, and high school staff.  Rendon reported that some of the achievers also had an 

external locus of control—they were “system blamers” (influenced highly by SES), 

which pushed them to overcome or beat the system.  This trait can have a positive or 

negative influence on educational attainment.   

Hispanics must be part of the problem-solving process as higher education and the 

greater society works to solve educational and social problems (de los Santos & Rigual, 

1994).  According to de los Santos and Rigual (1994), every state should adopt two goals 

with regards to minority, in this case Hispanic, student participation.  First, minority 
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enrollment in colleges and universities should be proportional to the percentage of that 

subgroup living in the state, and second, graduation rates should be comparable to other 

groups.  The authors posited that this may happen if the following conditions are met: 

higher education should listen to Hispanics and try to understand what is going on in their 

communities; the Hispanic populations must take responsibility for becoming more 

involved in the process; more Hispanic educators/role models are needed in higher 

education (2.2 percent of college professors were Hispanic in 1993); and colleges and 

universities must take a more proactive role with Hispanic students in K-12 education.  

Jose Hurtado, Genera, Ramirez, and Mayall (1990) studied 201 Hispanic students 

at Ohlone College in California to identify the factors that influenced the educational 

success of Hispanic students.  Forty percent of respondents indicated that high school did 

not prepare them properly for college, and 33% believed that the ASSET test 

(placement/entrance exam) was not a good indicator of their English and math abilities.  

Hurtado et al. found a positive correlation between family income and GPA, and 

successful students reported that they used student services (e.g., counseling and financial 

aid) more than other less successful students.  At the institution, Mexican Americans had 

the lowest retention rates after Native Americans.  In a quantitative study of 935 first-

year students at an eastern university (70% White and 3% Hispanic), Fuertas and 

Sedlacek (1990) attempted to create a profile first-year Hispanic students attending PWIs 

by examining their attitudes about the university, extracurricular activities, perceived 

quality of counseling services, and the overall academic life on campus.  The instrument 

was the University New Student Census (UNSC).  Results indicated that the students 
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perceived their weakest academic areas to be math skills (26%), study habits (26%), and 

writing skills (13%).  Twenty-three percent of respondents associated rising college costs 

with the possibility of dropping out of school, and 61% listed “learn job skills” as their 

main educational objective.  Items which the students indicated made them successful 

included social life (32%), friendships (26%), jobs (16%), and teacher contacts (13%).  

Fuertas and Sedlacek stressed that Hispanic students are a very heterogeneous group with 

origins from 20 different countries in the world.  Also, that their culture is oriented 

towards family and community, which is in contrast to the core value of the Euro-

American culture—individualism.  The authors mentioned that based on the literature, 

Hispanics have reported that they feel like uninvited guests at PWIs, due to a lack of 

Hispanic faculty, staff, and student organizations, and because of the attitudes of the 

White students.   

Talented Hispanic students are recruited and have the opportunity to attend some 

of the more selective/elite colleges and universities in the nation.  Hurtado (1994) stated 

that success for the Hispanic student in this environment may be directly related to the 

student’s perceptions of the campus climate.  At PWIs, the social environment remains 

problematic, even if the student is academically talented, because even the high achieving 

students face a multitude of issues, cultural and other, as they transition to college.  

Hurtado mentioned that researchers and college/university administrators are aware of the 

need to build a supportive climate for minority students, but that a 1989 survey of 

academic administrators showed that only 21% rated their campus as “excellent” or “very 

good” for Hispanic students.  Hispanics are more likely than White students but less 
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likely than African Americans to report feelings of discrimination or prejudice on 

campus.  Campus racial climate is determined by student perceptions, which even within 

a single ethnic/racial category, will vary due to differences in socialization (e.g., social 

class and family status); attitudes and values; Spanish language usage in the home; prior 

high school experiences (social and academic); and the level of ethnic consciousness 

(Hurtado, 1994).   

Hurtado (1994) studied a national sample of top Hispanic students (859 

sophomores and juniors at 224 schools).  Factor analysis was used to determine the 

various dimensions of campus climate based on student perceptions, and then multiple 

regression was used to determine the perceptions of different racial/ethnic groups (e.g., 

self-identified Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, and Hispanics).  Results indicated that 68% of 

respondents said that most students know very little about the cultural background of 

Hispanics.  Approximately 30% said there was a lot of racial conflict on campus and the 

about the same percentage said that they do not “fit in” here.  Close to 18% were 

offended by faculty remarks, 15% were insulted or threatened by students.  Larger 

Hispanic numbers on campus were associated with the perception of lower racial tension, 

and 13% felt excluded from campus activities because of their Hispanic background.  In 

the Hurtado study, academically talented students reported occurrences of racial tension 

more often at larger institutions, selective institutions, and ones in small towns.  When 

students perceived that faculty and administrators cared about them, they reported racial 

tension less often.  According to Hurtado, Forty-three percent of the respondents thought 
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that most of the other students perceived the Hispanic students were specially admitted 

students.   

Hurtado, Carter, and Spuler (1996) found that overt forms of discrimination may 

not be as debilitating to the adjustment of students of color as the underlying 

attitudes/behaviors.  The underlying tone has a negative affect on academic adjustment 

and the Hispanic students’ connection with the college or university.  In this study of 203 

“high-potential” Hispanic students at various four-year institutions, results indicated that 

campus climate accounted for more of the variance than background characteristics in 

looking at social and academic adjustment.  A block of measures, including campus 

climate and student behaviors, accounted for 28% of the variance for academic 

adjustment and 26% for the social (9% for background characteristics).  The authors of 

the study stressed that those in higher education who want to improve student adjustment 

must look at aspects of the climate along with individual factors, and that the nature of 

the student affiliations was key to their adjustment. 

Adjustment or Integration 

As mentioned previously, a debate exists between retention theorists about the 

issue of social and academic adjustment and what is termed integration (e.g., Tinto, 

1987).  Kraemer (1997) indicated that generally, studies have supported the importance 

of both when examining the persistence of different student groups, but critics say that 

students from minority groups tend to withdraw from a college or university because the 

students are required to adapt to surroundings which are defined by the Euro-American 

culture.  Also, the students generally must adapt as individuals instead of as a group, 
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which is in direct opposition to their cultural orientation.  Kraemer’s study attempted to 

determine whether Tinto’s operational definitions of social and academic integration are 

appropriate for Hispanic students.  The sample included 217 Hispanic students (78% 

female and all two-year graduates) at a private bilingual community college in the 

Midwest.  Typically, for traditional students, academic integration involves academic 

development; informal interactions with faculty; peer group relations; higher GPA; and 

involvement in extracurricular activities.  According to Kraemer, academic integration 

for Hispanic students is based on the students’ perceptions of their academic experiences, 

including their interactions with faculty, staff, and administrators and whether they feel 

they are being prepared for a career.  Social integration is based on faculty contact 

outside of class; extracurricular involvement; participation in freshmen orientation; 

institutional and educational goal commitments; and interaction with others from the 

same background.   

Results from the Kraemer (1997) study indicated that three themes emerged 

related to the student’s academic integration.  They include frequency of classroom 

participation, library usage (e.g., for tutoring and to use the computer lab), and informal 

faculty/student interactions.  Social integration was indicated by whether they felt at 

home in the environment; Hispanic faculty and staff were available; other Hispanic 

students were available; Hispanic food was served in the cafeteria; and whether Hispanic 

cultural activities were available.  The background characteristics for the students in the 

study were the following: 80% were responsible for raising children; 42% were married 

and 24% were previously married; 92% had household incomes of $25,000 or less and 
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67% were below $15,000; 35% worked 40 or more hours a week; and approximately 

90% were first-generation students.  Furthermore, 50% of the respondents had a GED, 

20% had a high school diploma from a U.S school; and 30% had diplomas from outside 

the U.S.  Seventy percent of the students had aspirations for a bachelors degree or 

beyond.   

 In a national longitudinal study of 272 second- and third-year Hispanic students, 

Hurtado and Carter (1997) studied relationships between academic activities and the 

students’ “sense of belonging”.  Results indicated that students were influenced by the 

frequency of student academic discussions outside of class; interactions with faculty 

outside of class; and membership in student organizations (including past involvement in 

high school), religious organizations, sororities/fraternities, and the social community.  

Student GPA did not appear to affect the students’ feelings of affiliation, but membership 

in ethnically/racially oriented student organizations led to a higher sense of belonging and 

helped to overcome feelings of marginality.  Having a “critical mass” of Hispanic 

students seemed to be important, but when students perceived the climate to be hostile, 

the impact on sense of belonging seemed to be extremely negative.  The model that 

developed from the study is shown in Figure 2.3. 
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Figure 2.3  Hurtado and Carter Final Model of Sense of Belonging 

 

Culture and Student Success 

In an article detailing the college transition of Mexican American females in 

southern Texas, Rendon (1996) stated that a colleague compared Chicana students in 

higher education to a “fronteriza”, or border woman living between two cultures, two 

languages, and two spaces.  According to Rendon, stories explain that a fronteriza is a 

time traveler who has the mental ability to adapt to different environments and negotiate 

the differences between two worlds.  For many Hispanic students, going to college means 

“living on the border” of two worlds (family and academic life).  There is an excitement 

associated with being the first member of the family to attend college, but resistance still 

exists in traditional Hispanic families (e.g., mother expects daughter to work and father 

will not support an education far from home).  According to Rendon, with the great 
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exhilaration comes a feeling of loss as well, which is the decline or change in 

relationships with family members and peers.  The transition to college is often a time of 

disequilibrium for nontraditional students living in multiple realities.  Rendon (1996) 

stated that, “Negotiating a landscape where White lives are the norm and where 

minorities remain the other is far from easy” (p. 19).  According to the author, higher 

education needs to accommodate these students at the border.  They need affirmation that 

they can be successful in college.   

The most distinguishing characteristic for Hispanics is their language (Gandara, 

1986).  Most struggle to learn math, reading, and writing because of the language barrier, 

so when they get to high school, 25 percent are at least two grade levels behind.  

According to Gandara, this partially explains why 40 percent drop out before finishing 

high school while giving the reason that “school just isn’t for me.”  The SAT is a barrier 

to higher education for Hispanics because their average scores are well below the mean 

for all students.  This takes them out of consideration for admission at many colleges and 

universities, which perpetuates the cycle of under-representation.  Gandara stated that a 

college education has become to costly, and that “The concern about debt and the 

reluctance of some students and families to incur those debts inhibit the education of 

many minority youth” (p. 268).  

Laden (2001) stated that Hispanics just need a greater amount of attention, 

sensitivity, and communication from an institution in order to meet the cultural, social, 

curricular, and economic needs of this student population.  Hispanic families live by the 

philosophy that everyone in the community is responsible for shaping the values, morals, 
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and behavior of their children.  This communal responsibility is passed on to the college 

faculty, staff, and administration as the child transitions to the college or university, so 

building relationships with the student and the family members is extremely important 

(Valdez, 2004).   

An increasing awareness has developed for the importance of identity formation 

the Hispanic student group, and unfortunately, attempts have been made to “deconstruct” 

the Hispanic identity.  Self-definition is still an issue today for Hispanic Americans.  The 

term Chicano emerged during the 1960s and was used to describe individuals of Mexican 

heritage, but the reality was that they were neither Mexican or American and neither 

White nor Black.  Identity formation was especially difficult in the 1960s because it was 

a time a great social tension (Pizarro, 1997).  In a study of 158 students of Mexican 

decent (37 university, 37 community college, and 32 high school), Pizarro (1997) 

attempted to determine the themes that were apparent within their complex identity 

formation.  The study examined multiple factors, including ethnic, social, gender, and 

religious.   

Results of the interviews revealed that identity development happened in two 

basic spheres, a school based and a family based sphere.  How the students saw 

themselves in the social world was also important (Pizarro, 1997).  Within the spheres, 

the following themes developed:  religion was not emphasized as playing a central role; 

community played a slightly higher role for 30% of the students (versus 26% for 

religion); sexuality was not considered important by many of the students; gender identity 

was extremely important for 75% of the university students and 62% of the community 
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college students; social class was not listed as important (75% of the students were from 

the working class); and racial/ethnic identification played a large role for 49% of the 

community college students and 73% of the university students.  The students social and 

political identification and their response to perceived/real racism were strongly related to 

their ethnic/racial identity.  The author mentioned the concept of “borders of power”, and 

he stated that Hispanic students are constantly reminded of the “borders” that separate 

them from the dominant society.  Pizarro emphasized the affect that the imbalance of 

power has on how Hispanics define themselves, and the fact that they are constantly 

made aware of their lack of power.  This realization contributes heavily to their identity 

formation and their understanding of their “place” in the world.  Students in the study 

indicated that by the sixth grade, they were already socialized to not make a big deal 

when acts of discrimination happen against them.  Gender bias was actually more of an 

influence than discrimination for some of the females in the study.   

Hanish (1997) studied students perceptions of the campus environment at the 

University of Northern Iowa and found that Hispanic students face distinct issues within 

the environment, including a lack of awareness on campus of Hispanic student issues; 

racial stereotyping and other incidents; and a lack of institutional support programs.  Diaz 

(1998) found that most Hispanic students actually relied on their Hispanic peers and their 

parents to assist them with their personal, social, and academic adjustment.  Diaz posited 

that Tinto should account for Hispanic student background, ethnic/racial identity, and the 

campus racial climate within his retention model.   
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Hernandez (2002) conducted a qualitative study of 10 Hispanic students in a 

mentoring program at a large mid-Atlantic PWI.  Some major themes that emerged 

include that adjustment was difficult due to poor high school preparation; family support 

was extremely important for their success; and that social adjustment was difficult 

because they were not often able to find friends like themselves.  The students in the 

study consistently used the word “adjustment” to describe their academic and social 

transition to university life, and they did not often make the connection between the 

academic and social environments.  According to the study, student adjustment occurred 

in several ways—academically, socially, developmentally, and politically.  The students 

have to live in the margin of two cultures.  They have to balance their ethnic/cultural 

identity, family expectations, and the expectations of their new environment.   

Gonzalez (2002) found that five sources of support emerged for first-generation 

Hispanic students at an urban PWI in the southwest.  They include family, friends, role 

models, language use within own groups, and cultural connections with similar students.  

In a study of 35 Hispanic students at a medium-sized, rural PWI with a small Hispanic 

population, Schneider and Ward (2003) found that it was important to consider the 

students’ awareness of their ethnic identity.  Those students who were more acutely 

aware of their ethnic identity perceived lower levels of support from the environment 

than those who were less aware of their ethnic background.  The study examined five 

types of student adjustment, including overall, social, emotional, academic, and 

attachment in relation to five sources of support, which included family, general peer, 

Hispanic peer, faculty, and institutional.  Results showed that family support was the only 
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measure that, by itself, predicted overall adjustment, and that Hispanic peer support by 

itself did not predict any of the college adjustment measures for the students in the study.  

According to Schneider and Ward, general peer, faculty, and institutional support, were 

significantly related to each other with regard to college adjustment.  Also, based on the 

results of the study, Hispanics who are more aware of their ethnic identity may be more 

at-risk.   

Gandara (2004) stated that most Hispanic families lack the social capital essential 

for their children to make substantial gains in society.  Compared to White families, 

Hispanic families do not know and understand how to negotiate the educational system or 

how to find the needed resources to help their children succeed in college (Gandara, 

2004).  Other barriers for Hispanic students include their parent’s level of education and 

income.  She reported that only 10 percent of Hispanics in the U.S. (2000) have earned a 

postsecondary degree, as compared to 18 percent of African Americans and 34 percent of 

Anglos.  According to Gandara, Hispanic workers earn less then both African Americans 

and Whites at comparable education levels.  Gandara emphasized that many Hispanics 

attended overcrowded and under-funded K-12 schools where a high percentage of the 

teachers were not well qualified.  Fleming (2004) stated that Hispanic students are only 

50 percent as likely to complete a four-year degree as their White counterparts.  The 

college related choices of Hispanic students are impacted by many factors, including 

financial obligations of their families, starting college later, living arrangements while in 

school (generally with their families), and being minimally qualified academically.  

Fleming emphasized that Hispanic parents and students do not know and understand the 
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options available to them in higher education.  As more and more Hispanics enter higher 

education, college personnel must do a better job of informing them about their options 

and supporting them in the process (Fleming, 2004).    

Persistence 

Hispanics currently represent 12.5% of the U.S population, and current 

projections put them at 22% by 2015, which means their numbers will almost double in a 

15 year period.  Hernandez (2000) reported that demographic projections indicate that by 

2005, Hispanics will become the largest of the minority groups in the U.S., but they are 

continually and grossly underrepresented in institutions of higher education.  Also, 

Hernandez emphasized that, “Data on retention and degree completion rates indicate that 

most colleges and universities are not succeeding in retaining Latino students…our 

understanding of Hispanic college students is not significantly increased by the available 

student literature” (p. 575).   

In a qualitative study of 10 Hispanic college students, Hernandez (2000) 

attempted to gain an understanding of the themes that emerged from the students’ 

personal experiences within the college environment and the perceived factors that 

affected their persistence.  Eleven themes became apparent during the study.  Examples 

include the important role of the family; the importance of the support they received from 

friends and peers; benefits of being involved on and off campus (helped to make the 

campus smaller); the importance of adequate financial support; and the importance of 

finding students like themselves.  The Hernandez study focused on the strengths or 

positives for students who were successful rather than barriers.  Butner, Carter, and 
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Brown (2004) identified similar themes in a study of 11 successful Hispanic students in a 

campus organization at large university in the southwest.  Common in both studies was 

the importance of the student realizing that he or she did possess the potential to succeed, 

and that the students realized their personal responsibility (internal locus of control) for 

succeeding within the environment.  Student self-efficacy showed in statements such as 

“I can”, “I want to”, “I am capable”, and “I will finish”.  The drive for some to lead the 

way for the family as a first-generation or make their family proud was evident in the 

Butner, Carter, and Brown study.  The importance of financial aid was also mentioned in 

the study.   

Laden (2001) highlighted what she considers to be an important myth with 

regards to Hispanics and financial aid.  The myth is that Hispanic families do not seek 

financial aid, but the reality is that they are hesitant because of the complexity of the 

financial aid forms; they reluctant to answer certain personal/family financial history 

questions; and they are suspicious about free money and loans.  She advocates financial 

aid workshops directed at Hispanic families to help dispel the myth and assist the 

families.   

Torres and Solberg (2001) used a path model of college outcomes to study the 

persistence and health for 179 Hispanic students at a two-year technical college and a 

four-year university.  The study examined four constructs, including academic self-

efficacy, stress level, family support, and social integration.  Results indicated that family 

support had a positive influence on the college and life transitions and academic self-

efficacy for the students in the study (e.g., students perceived environmental threats and 
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changes as a challenge they could meet).   Self-efficacy directly predicted student 

persistence intentions, stress levels, and social integration.  Stress levels directly 

predicted student health (mental and physical).  The researchers noted that they were 

surprised to learn that social integration did not predict the Hispanic students intentions to 

persist.  Overall, self-efficacy was an important influence for educational outcomes.   

Enrollment and completion rates have increased in the last 20 years.  In 2001, 

they accounted for 14.5% or 3.6 million of the traditional college-age population (18-24 

age group) and approximately 11% of the population in higher education (Simmons, 

2001).  By 2015, Hispanics will be the largest minority group (Lane, 2001; Hernandez, 

2002), and by 2050 projections put them at 25% of the total U.S. population (Simmons, 

2001).  Between 1990 and 2000, the U.S. Hispanic population grew from 22 million to 35 

million.  Projections say that in the next 20 years, New York, Texas, Florida, and Arizona 

will have an increase of 1.4 million college students, and nearly half of these will be of 

Hispanic origin (Lane, 2001).  As was previously mentioned, Hispanic students do trail 

behind other groups in their levels of educational attainment.  Approximately 55% of 

Hispanics over 25 have graduated from high school and/or attended college versus 84% 

of Whites and 76% of African Americans.  The high school completion percentage for 

this group is only 62%, and the drop-out rate is 30% (Simmons, 2001; Brown, Santiago, 

& Lopez, 2003).  The local impact is that just over 50% if all Hispanic students who are 

enrolled in higher education are in Texas and California (Brown, Santiago, & Lopez, 

2003). 
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Institutions of higher education have failed in their attempt to motivate and retain 

Hispanics in undergraduate and graduate programs (Educating the Largest Minority 

Group, 2003).  Only nine percent of all associate degrees, six percent of all undergraduate 

degrees, four percent of all master’s degrees, and three percent of all doctoral degrees 

were awarded to Hispanics in 1999-2000 (Llagas & Snyder, 2003).  A major implication 

for these extremely low percentages is that Hispanics are disproportional in professional 

fields such as engineering and computer sciences (Educating the Largest Minority Group, 

2003).   

In Educating the Largest Minority Group (2003), Laura Rendon commented that 

most colleges and universities do not consider the fact that Hispanic and other ethnic 

groups have complex identities.  They are varied within their ethnic group based on 

multiple factors, including social class, generational status, ethnic identification, sexual 

identification, racial make-up, and gender.  Rendon stressed that a “one size fits all” 

mentality will not work when working with minority groups or even within one ethnic 

group.  She stated that colleges and universities have not fostered the inclusive 

environment necessary to make minority students feel comfortable. Also in Educating the 

Largest Minority Group, Arturo Madrid emphasized that a large number of Hispanic 

college students are first-generation students, so most have no family role models, 

mentors, or advocates to help them along.  They have to depend on those educators they 

come in contact with in the postsecondary system (e.g., counselors, faculty members, and 

student affairs staff).  There are few Hispanic educators, so the Hispanics must form 

relationships with mostly White faculty and staff members.  Madrid believed that many 
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of the successful Hispanic students are those who have shed their own values, attitudes, 

and behaviors and replaced them with ones from the dominant culture.  Hispanic college 

students made the largest enrollment gains in the decade from 1993 to 2003 (10% up 

from 4%) as compared to three percent for both African Americans and Asian Americans 

(Evelyn, 2005).  This has particularly impacted California and Texas, who have the 

highest concentrations of Hispanics.  The successful Hispanic college students are often 

times the ones who learned to negotiate the system long before they began their college 

education (Educating the Largest Minority Group, 2003).   

African American 

Traditional and Alternative Types of Predictors 

The topic of African American student success began to receive a lot of attention 

in the late 1960s and early 1970s (Sedlacek, 1974).  Sedlacek (1974) cited previous work 

from Stanley, 1971, who identified African Americans as disadvantaged students and 

stressed the importance of standardized test scores.  Sedlacek believed there was reason 

to doubt the traditional predictors for minority students and whether any predictors could 

be applied universally.  He stated that current research on the issue is inadequate because 

everyone repeats the same procedure—college grades for African American students are 

correlated with their standardized test scores and high school grades.  The problem with 

the continued use of this methodology is that African Americans currently enrolled in 

higher education are part of what Sedlacek calls the “Black elite”, so they are not 

representative of the majority of African Americans.  There are other African Americans 

beyond that elite group that deserve a college education.  Also, Sedlacek believes that 
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past research relies too heavily on freshmen year grades.  He posited that African 

American freshmen have not had an appropriate amount of time to adjust to the new 

environment, so first-year grades may not paint any accurate picture.  Sedlacek stated that 

African American students will often need a longer adjustment period because they face 

racism and a lack of same-race role models at PWIs.   

Sedlacek (1974) stated that creative research will be needed to find new and 

different variables that predict the educational potential of African American students.  

Ideally, the researchers investigating the issues would be African American and have 

similar characteristics to the non-elite African American students.  Sedlacek stated that he 

was involved in a three-phase research project in association with the Cultural Study 

Center for the University of Maryland, College Park.  The goal of the project was to 

isolate what can be termed the “unique Black experience” which can be measured and 

used in practical research.  The three phases include first, to examine the usefulness of 

current predictors; second, to examine the usefulness of other predictors; and third, to 

isolate the predictors that relate to African American experiences.  According to 

Sedlacek, past research at the University of Maryland has shown that high school grades 

are not effective predictors for African American males, second-year GPA may show a 

more accurate depiction of their ability, and that other empirically developed predictors 

may warrant further scrutiny.  The proposed variables came from using some locally 

developed instruments along with the Vocational Preference Inventory.  Social maturity 

seems to be the binding concept for these proposed variables because they relate to being 

self-assured, independent, realistic, and the ability to adjust to difficulties (Sedlacek, 
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1974).  For this three-phase research project as well as similar studies, Sedlacek believed 

that Type II error is potentially the most damaging.  In this case, Type I error means, 

“saying racial differences in prediction exist when, in fact, none do”, and Type II error 

means, “saying there are no racial differences in prediction when they, in fact, exist” 

(Sedlacek, 1974, p. 515).  According to Sedlacek, making a Type II error has the 

potential to have much broader negative implications for society than Type I. 

Sedlacek and Brooks (1970) supported the idea that colleges and universities can 

open their doors to African Americans, the poor, and the disadvantages while still 

maintaining high standards of excellence.  The authors suggested using nontraditional 

predictors (e.g., extracurricular activities and interviews) in addition to traditional 

cognitive predictors.  Sedlacek and Brooks studied the admissions practices related to 

African Americans at PWIs around the nation.  A four question survey was mailed to 97 

institutions and a total of 87 were returned.  The survey asked colleges and universities 

about their undergraduate enrollments breakdowns, their general admissions policies, 

special programs for African Americans, and special criteria used for admitting African 

American students.  Results showed that the schools were three percent African 

American on average.  All but one of the institutions used a combination of high school 

grades and the SAT/ACT, but only a handful used nontraditional criteria.  Forty-two of 

87 institutions had special programs required for admitted African American students 

(e.g., summer school, special class arrangements, and a fifth year for graduation) 

(Sedlacek & Brooks, Jr., 1970).   
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Of the responding institutions, fewer than 25 provided extra resources for African 

American students (Sedlacek & Brooks, 1970).  Results showed that several institutions 

stood by their “color-blind” admissions policies, which they said eliminated the need to 

give special attention to African American students.  Sedlacek and Brooks contradicted 

this finding by stating, “A point to consider, however, is that perhaps schools should 

discard color-blind policies and recognize the cultural experiences of black students” (p. 

311).  Results also showed that only about 31% of the institutions were doing admissions 

research examining African American students.  Sedlacek and Brooks suggested 

examining self-concept, which is positively related to performance, and conformity, 

which is negatively related.   

African Americans on Campus 

Fleming (1984) conducted a cross-sectional study of 1,069 African American 

freshmen at seven Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) and eight PWIs 

using multiple measures.  Out of 543 students at the HBCUs, 229 were male and 314 

were female.  There were 200 male subjects in the PWI group and 326 females.  Fleming 

stated that, “In most cases, black students fare better in predominantly black institutions.  

By the same token, black students adjust poorly to predominantly white colleges and 

show poor cognitive growth” (p. 129).  She posited that problems in interracial contact 

exist on White campuses, which makes learning difficult for African Americans.  It is 

possible that the academic energies of African American students are frustrated in the 

classroom environment, so the students then turn to extracurricular activities which have 

little if any academic benefit (Fleming, 1984).  The environment at White colleges 
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supports the development of most of the White students, but it acts as a barrier to the 

development of the many African American students.  According to Fleming, 

“Development among white students in white colleges roughly parallels that of black 

students in black colleges” (p. 136).  Fleming stated that African American male 

development suffers the most at a PWI, because the racist influences seem to impact 

them more than the females.   

African American males generally feel more accepted at HBCUs.  One reason is 

that predominantly Black campuses are perceived to be to have a warm and supportive 

environment.  On mostly White campuses, the males do not feel safe and secure, and 

most of their relationships are not comfortable ones (Fleming, 1984).  Results from the 

Fleming (1984) study indicated that the academic problems African American males face 

at PWIs are interpersonal type problems rather than intellectual ones because of the 

hostile reception they generally receive on campus.  For African American females, they 

tend to experience more anxiety in the competitive setting of a PWI.  Fleming stated that 

African American females suffer more from a lack of confidence, and they generally set 

lower goals than there male counterparts.  Assertiveness tends to be an issue for African 

American women on Black campuses, because of their attempts to please the males.  On 

mostly White campuses, African American women are generally able to develop that 

assertiveness because there are fewer African American males.  This assertiveness seems 

to assist them academically (Fleming, 1984).   

Results from the Fleming (1984) study also showed that a supportive community 

is crucial for African American students.  This supportive community is much easier to 
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find at an HBCU.  Students feel a connection and feel welcome to get involved on 

campus, and HBCUs provide greater opportunities for African American students to take 

on leadership roles.  At HBCUs, African American students are more likely to develop 

positive relationships with faculty, so they are more likely to get the extra help they need 

to overcome academic difficulties from high school (Fleming, 1984).  Sedlacek (1987) 

stated that African American self-concept and adjustment are closely related to a feeling 

of belonging.  A sense of belonging correlates with their retention.  African Americans at 

PWIs seem to struggle with self-concept, racism, community development, and other 

noncognitive elements.  They still fight the stereotype in expectations that they are less 

capable than other White students (Sedlacek, 1987).   

Sedlacek (1987) indicated that African American students’ self-concept and 

adjustment is closely related to a feeling of belonging.  Thus, a sense of identification 

with an institution correlates with retention.  Sedlacek explained that African American 

students have different personality profiles on average than White students.  They often 

experience less common or atypical paths on the way to reaching their goals.  African 

American students are often excluded from White-oriented campus communities because 

of intentional unintentional racism, they tend to seek a community like themselves.  

Sedlacek stated that they are more likely to be involved in their own community.  “Thus, 

Blacks need a supportive group that can give them the advice, counsel, and orientation to 

sustain them as they confront the larger, often hostile systems they must negotiate” 

(Sedlacek, 1987, p. 488).  The ability to negotiate the campus system leads to success for 

White and African American students, but White students have an advantage in that the 
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system was designed for them.  African Americans at PWIs seem to struggle with self-

concept, racism, community development, and other noncognitive elements.  Success in 

these areas seems to correlate with academic success for all racial categories, but the 

unique problem for African Americans is the alienating impact of racism (Sedlacek, 

1987).  Sedlacek stated that students in the 1960s and 1980s have both reported exposure 

to racism, but is it the same forms of racism?  He claimed that the research does not tell 

us.   

New- or neo-racism has been examined recently in the literature, but not in the 

context mentioned above.  Gordon (2001) discussed the many changes that the new 

millennium has brought to our society, including social, economic, and political 

transformations (e.g., the booming U.S. economy, increasing corporate profits, domestic 

terrorism, and revamped welfare programs).  She highlighted some of the negative 

impacts these changes have had on African Americans, including racial tension and 

violence when African Americans move in to White neighborhoods; discrimination in 

loan programs, housing, and health services; and the negative media coverage and 

profiling by criminal justice agencies.  In education Gordon discussed that postmodern 

racism (e.g., attacks on affirmative action programs and race-based admissions practices) 

has returned us to a heavy reliance on standardized testing.  According to Gordon, 

affirmative action is now considered reverse discrimination and the urban, suburban, and 

rural school districts most frequented by African American students perpetuate the 

hierarchical structure of society.  She refers to standardized tests and other universal 

measuring tools as part of today’s “Academic Speak” (AcaSpeak), which “represents a 
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sociocultural academic power struggle that plays itself out across racial, class, and gender 

lines” (Gordon, 2001, p. 23).  According to Gordon, this new system is much like the old 

one—the minimally educated underclass will be made up mostly of minorities, including 

a large percentage of African Americans.  These conversations have been going on in 

education for at least the last 30 years (Gordon, 2001). 

Cross (2005) examined how teacher education programs may be inadvertently 

teaching racism in the curriculum.  The typical teacher that goes through today’s teacher 

education programs is White, female, monolingual, and from a suburban or rural area.  

This leads to an extreme mismatch between the teacher and the students she will 

encounter.  Cross stated that issues such as inequities in power, racism, and the privileges 

of the White race are not addressed in these programs.  She uses ideas from Fiske, 1993, 

to define new racism as “the struggle over the power to promote social interests that are 

always racialized” (p. 264).  According to Cross, the White privilege is perpetuated using 

invisible and undetected misuses of power (e.g., privileged knowledge, institutional 

racism, and social capital and power).  Old forms of racism were based on more visible 

signs of prejudice, overt White supremacy ideals/actions, and physical use of power (e.g., 

violence such as lynchings).  Cross emphasized that new forms of racism are practiced 

through societal systems and institutions such as schools.  She stated that teacher 

educators may eventually be termed well-intentioned, but fraudulent because they 

perpetuate racism, inappropriate use of power, and Whiteness without acknowledging or 

addressing them.   
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Gadson-Ford (1985) studied selected personal and educational characteristics of 

African American students at a land grant university (PWI) using a researcher developed 

instrument and Rotter’s Locus of Control Scale.  Successful students tended to have 

better high school grades, higher ACT scores, and to have participated more in 

extracurricular activities in high school and college.  Results also showed that African 

American female students tended to achieve greater success then their male counterparts.  

Stamps (1988) surveyed 120 freshmen at a southeastern HBCU (48 males and 73 

females) using The Coping Instrument.  She wanted to determine whether African 

American students’ coping ability was predictive of their academic success (determined 

by GPA).  Results showed that a significant relationship did exist between the students’ 

coping ability and their GPA.  The more successful students were seemingly able to 

overcome the many social, psychological, and economic barriers to their success.  

According to Stamps, barriers such as racial discrimination do appear to impact the 

students’ levels of level of self-esteem and self-concept as well as their educational 

outcomes.  The coping strategies used in the analysis for this study included the students’ 

ability  to be flexible, realistic, and futuristic.  Also, students with strong coping ability 

are able to filter out disturbing stimuli and change their responses based on the situation.  

Two implications from this study stand out.  One is that coping ability is a learned 

behavior, so potentially, students can develop skills in this area.  Secondly, coping skills 

can be used as a predictor of African American student persistence, so it potentially could 

be used as noncognitive variable in college admissions (Stamps, 1988).   
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A study conducted by Chambers (1991) investigated African American students’ 

perceptions and interactions within the environment at a large public PWI.  The 

researcher used the Environmental Satisfaction Questionnaire and a biographical data 

survey to try and identify factors that impacted the students’ (N = 133) academic success 

and persistence.  Results indicated that junior-level students held the most negative 

attitude about the environment and faculty as compared to students from the other three 

classes.  Other results revealed that students thought more financial resources were 

needed, felt alienated or discriminated against on campus, and believed more African 

American faculty and students should be recruited.  Chambers concluded from the results 

that increased contact with faculty and staff was needed to develop a more supportive 

environment for African Americans.   

Nelson (1989) studied 63 regularly admitted African American students in the 

Minority Student Assistance Program (MSAP) at Northern Illinois University (NIU).  

The MSAP program is a two-semester program designed to facilitate the noncognitive 

needs of the students using a mentoring program and student group meetings.  Students’ 

perceptions were studied using the NCQ, the Student Development Task Inventory 

(SDTI) and the NIU Questionnaire of Satisfaction.  Results showed that MSAP students 

had significantly higher GPAs and retention rates than non-MSAP students, and they had 

significantly higher scores for two factors, the academic self-concept subscale (NCQ) and 

the developing purpose subscale (SDTI).   
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Athletes  

Littleton (2003) stated that the common stereotype is that if an African American 

student is on campus, he or she is there to participate in a sport.  One student indicated 

that non-athletes are neglected and their academic achievements and campus 

involvements are not recognized like the African American athletes are for their talent.  

African American non-athletes often felt like they were outcasts within their own culture.  

Research from Young and Sowa (1992) examined the unique subgroup within a 

subgroup in their study of African American student athletes at a medium-sized PWI 

(NCAA Division I).  They questioned the rationale of using only cognitive measures 

(e.g., standardized test scores and high school grades) to determine players college 

eligibility for NCAA Division I athletics (Proposition 48).  A sample of 136 African 

American student athletes completed the NCQ and a demographic data sheet.  

Researchers examined the relationship between these noncognitive variables, their high 

school rank, their SAT scores and the students’ GPA.  Two noncognitive variables, self-

concept and preference for long-term goals, were significantly related to first-semester 

GPA along with the students’ high school grades.  At the end of year two, knowledge 

acquired in a field and class rank were significantly correlated with college GPA (Young 

& Sowa, 1992).  Based on the results, Young and Sowa suggested using a combination of 

noncognitive and cognitive variables as predictors for African American athletes.  Person 

and LeNoir (1997) reported that one in nine African American male college students at 

PWIs is an athlete.  Graduation rates for African American male athletes and non-athletes 
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is similar, 43 and 40 percent respectively, which dictates that colleges and universities 

must develop strategies to assist African American males whether they are athletes or not.   

Person and LeNoir (1997) also reported that barriers specifically related to 

African American athletes include the following: they are likely to come from a single-

parent (usually the mother) household; 60 percent score in the lowest quartile of the SAT 

and ACT; time dedicated to their sport is greater than time dedicated to school (28 hours 

versus 24 hours on average); at least 50 percent come from the lowest socioeconomic 

sector; they face the dualism of being a student and a student athlete; they face racism 

and discrimination on campus; and they may have a false sense of reality because of the 

myths and family/campus build-up over their athletic ability.  The advantages of being an 

African American male athlete include that the student is highly involved in certain parts 

of the college experience and the campus climate is generally much more accepting of the 

African American male athlete than just the typical African American students (Person & 

LeNoir, 1997).   

Males and Females 

In their study of 31 African American male athletes at 11 different institutions 

(various types of institutions east of the Mississippi), Person and LeNoir (1997) used 

focus groups of students, faculty, and administrators to examine the specific experiences 

of African American males and their retention rates.  Results showed that African 

American males were more likely to persist if they were part of a specific retention 

program, their parents had college degrees, used tutoring services, were involved with 

study groups, and participated in a special summer program.  Faculty relationships did 
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influence the students’ overall level of satisfaction with their institution.  The retention 

rate for this sample was 48 percent (Person & LeNoir, 1997).  Non-persistors were less 

likely to be comfortable in their relationships to faculty and staff.  Interactions between 

faculty and students were much more positive at predominantly African American 

institutions.  Based on the results, Person and LeNoir stressed the need for caring faculty, 

a welcoming climate, committed resources/services, high academic expectations, and 

adequate financial support.   

Shadrick (1995) examined the relationship between GPA, identity, and racial 

identity.  She surveyed 147 African American upperclassmen at a PWI using two identity 

development scales, portions of the NCQ, and one narrative question.  Results showed 

that GPA was positively related to high school grade average, student self-concept, and 

being female.  For this study, GPA was not significantly influenced by identity or racial 

identity variables.  The narratives revealed that 21 percent of the students did encounter 

some form of racism, but they had developed strategies to deal with the problem.  

Overall, students believed in their own ability and valued the support of family, friends, 

faculty/staff, and mentors.  Thirty-three percent cited religion or religious beliefs as being 

crucial to their success.   

Cuyjet (1997) reported that African American women participate in higher 

education in proportionally higher numbers than African American males.  As of 1994, 

African American men had the lowest ratio of males to females in higher education of 

any minority group (38% male).  Forty-four percent of Hispanic college students are 

male, along with 42% of Native Americans and 45% of White students.  Cuyjet stressed 
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that African American males may need some form of special nurturing as they make the 

adjustment to college.  He believed they need a non-threatening environment where 

higher expectations for success are emphasized.  The author identified two broad 

categories of barriers for African American males—those that prevent them from ever 

making it to college and, secondly, those barriers which impact their educational 

attainment once they do make it to college.  Barriers in the first category include higher 

rates of incarceration, higher school drop-out rates, disproportionate homicide rates, and 

their overall health.  Barriers in the second category include a general lack of academic 

preparation due in part to attending poorer K-12 schools, lower academic expectations 

from K-12 educators, financial hardships, racism, a lack of same-race role models, and an 

inferior perception of their own ability.  Overall, African American males are hampered 

by a complex set of historical and social factors (Cuyjet, 1997).   

Using data from the Center for Postsecondary Research and Planning at Indiana 

University, Cuyjet (1997) studied the responses of 6,765 (2,431 males and 4,308 females) 

to the College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ).  The instrument measures 

students’ perceptions of their background, aspirations, and social status in the college 

environment.  Results from the study revealed several differences between African 

American males and females.  In the area of learning and writing, females indicated that 

they take more detailed notes and spend more time studying than the males.  African 

American males tended to come to college without basic study habits and they spent 

much more time in the student union and recreation facilities than females.  Cuyjet  

reported that males tended to set goals for their performance of a skill more often than 

108 



  
 

females (60.5 % versus 35.7 %).  Females were more willing to get involved on campus, 

seek out a supportive friend in time of need, and have someone proofread their writing.  

Self-reported high school grades were higher for the females, but no differences were 

reported in their perceived need for financial resources.  Less than 20 percent of all 

respondents indicated that their parents had graduated from college (Cuyjet, 1997). 

Research has not successfully identified the specific theories, programs, and 

interventions that work best for African American male students (Howard-Hamilton, 

1997).  Howard-Hamilton (1997) stated that African American men have faced a unique 

set of experiences.  Many have witnessed homicide; seen relatives, friends, or others like 

them incarcerated; and have directly or indirectly been impacted by drugs.  According to 

Howard-Hamilton, the ones who have survived may have emotional scars from their 

experiences, may be distrustful of a system filled with institutional racism, and may be 

struggling with their own identity development.  She stressed that traditional student 

development theories may not apply to African American students, so modifications must 

be made to incorporate this cohort into the present theories.  Howard-Hamilton stressed 

that nine dimensions need to be carefully considered as we focus on the successful 

identity development of African American males.  These nine dimensions are the 

following:  self-awareness of their own ethnic/racial identity, interactions with other 

cultures, understanding/awareness of other cultures, developing their own unique and 

diverse characteristics, developing interdependence with the campus community, 

intellectual survival, developing spirituality, remaining affiliated outside the campus 

community, and developing social responsibility (Howard-Hamilton, 1997).  She posited 
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that these dimensions need to be selectively introduced when using developmental 

models from Chickering, Erikson, Bandura, or Kohlberg.   

Howard-Hamilton (1997) suggested using two Africentric models of identity 

development along with the other popular models.  One is Cross’s Nigrescence Theory 

(discussed earlier), which includes five stages—preencounter, encounter, immersion-

emersion, internalization, and internalization-commitment.  According to this theory, a 

healthy Africentric identity means the individuals are able to defend themselves against 

the psychological trauma of the racist environment around them; feel a sense of 

belonging and use their sense of identity as a social anchor; and are able to live and work 

with people from different cultures in the world around them.  The second is the 

Africentric Resistance Model (Robinson and Howard-Hamilton), which combines two 

past theories, Robinson and Ward’s Resistance Modality Model, 1991, and Karenga’s 

Nguzo Saba value model from 1980.  The basis of the Resistance Modality Model is to 

develop healthy ways to resist the messages that attempt to tear down, demean, or 

relegate the African American culture.  Healthy resistance revolves around a personal 

connection with one’s own cultural, historical, and ethnic roots.  The goal is to be secure 

enough to be pro-African but not anti-White (Howard-Hamilton, 1997).  Seven core 

values are stressed in the Nguzo Saba, which is African in origin and intended to assist in 

establishing meaning and direction in people’s lives.  The core values are unity, self-

determination, collective work and responsibility, cooperative economics, purpose, 

creativity, and faith.  Howard-Hamilton stated that colleges and universities should 
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provide African American males with opportunities to strengthen efficacy and develop a 

positive self sense of self.   

Dawson-Threat (1997) expressed that educators need to incorporate student 

development theory specifically related to African American males into teaching and 

learning situations in the classroom.  The student/faculty relationship is crucial at both 

PWIs and HBCUs.  African American males may benefit both socially and academically 

at an HBCU because of availability of same-race faculty members.  The environment of a 

PWI is more supportive to the needs of African American males when the faculty knows 

and understands the unique characteristics of African American students.  Dawson-Threat 

supported the use of Cross’s Theory of Racial Identity Development in the classroom, so 

African American students have the opportunity to explore their own values and compare 

them with those around them.  The author recommended three components which are key 

to the inclusion of African American males in the classroom.  They are encouraging free 

expression of personal experience, facilitating the understanding of differences, and 

providing an opportunity to explore issues related African American manhood.  Students 

must be comfortable to express their point of view, and they should not feel as though 

they have to defend themselves against all the negative perceptions about African 

Americans.   Dawson-Threat stated that faculty can benefit by collaborating with student 

affairs professionals about the specific needs and the identity development issues of 

African American males.  African American males need an immediately established 

connection with a college or university to improve their chances of matriculation.  They 
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seem to benefit from formally organized college and university mentoring programs 

(LaVant, Anderson, & Tiggs, 1997).  

LaVant, Anderson, and Tiggs (1997) cited research from Fleming, 1984; Hughes, 

1987; and Harris, 1996; among others which supported the positive relationship between 

mentoring relationships and minority students.  According to the authors, formalized 

mentoring programs date back to the ancient Greeks.  Mentoring is a relationship 

between a mentor and a protégé intended to foster the growth and development of the 

latter.  It can be a formal or informal relationship, but nurturing and guidance are 

involved with both types.  LaVant, Anderson, and Tiggs listed the Black Man’s Think 

Tank at the University of Cincinnati, The Black Male Initiative at Texas Southern 

University, and the Faculty Mentor Program at the University of Louisville as examples 

of successful university mentoring programs.  Successful programs include some or all of 

the following: committed executive leadership, adequate human and fiscal resources, 

dedicated individuals, training programs for mentors, community support, unbiased 

assessment, positive and innovative intervention techniques, a university wide committee 

dedicated to the program, and a program coordinator who works closely with personnel 

in the admissions and the registrars offices (LaVant, Anderson, & Tiggs, 1997). 

No matter the gender, race, or cultural background, all students on campus need to 

believe that they “matter” on campus.  It is more often the case that the minority students 

feel marginalized (Jackson, 1998).  Jackson (1998) supported the idea that more faculty 

role models and campus programs should be available for minority females.  Jackson’s 

mixed-methods study examined the ways African American females define their own 
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identity in relation to race and gender.  The author posited that colleges and universities 

need to focus policies and practice on race and gender, not just race or gender.  The 

sample included 135 African American at four different institutions (two HBCUs, one 

co-ed PWI and one all female PWI).  Just over 45 percent were sophomores, 16 percent 

were first-generation students, and 61 percent worked while going to school.  Results 

indicated that many female students did say that race and gender were strongly related to 

their self-concept.  Sixty percent used the term “Black Woman” to define themselves 

when asked for their meaning of being a woman.  The African American female students 

in the study discussed dealing with racism, sexism, stereotypes, and feeling marginalized.  

Jackson identified three important themes which were apparent from the results.  First, 

African American women struggle because they continually have to prove themselves.  

They perceive they must work harder than others, and they continually fight the racism, 

sexism, and stereotypes.  Second, problems associated with being an African American 

woman are problematic in many ways.  They live in a male dominated society; are called 

on to represent their race; are accused of not really earning the awards, opportunities, and 

positions that come their way; and are seen as a sell-out in he African American 

community.  And third, being a member of this cohort means being conscious—

conscious of being Black and wishing that it did not matter so much to society.  These 

three are more of a problem at PWIs.  The African American females must strike a 

balance between keeping their own personal identity and living and succeeding in the 

mostly White environment (Jackson, 1998).   
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Campus Participation 

African Americans are often left out of the informal networks on predominantly 

White college and university campuses meant to support students.  They face barriers that 

include racism, feelings of isolation, inadequate support services, inadequate financial 

aid, campus life activities oriented towards only White students, and the difficult 

adjustment to the majority culture (Stewart, Russell, & Wright, 1997).  Stewart, Russell, 

and Wright emphasized that most of these barriers fall within the influence of the student 

affairs professional on campus.  To increase the success rates of African American 

students, the authors suggested pre-college outreach (e.g., Upward Bound), creating 

connections with African American role models, comprehensive orientation programs, 

quality tutoring programs, career planning, and exposure to successful African American 

business professionals.  Adequate financial aid with a focus on grants rather than loans 

was also mentioned.  Stewart, Russell, and Wright stressed that students should have 

enough financial resources so they can work 20 hours or less per week (preferably on 

campus) and still be comfortable.  African American students need encouragement from 

educators, family, and friends around them.  Involving the students’ parents/family 

members and maintaining and ethnically diverse faculty and staff (including diversity of 

gender) are both key to retention of African American students.  In order to promote 

retention for students in this subgroup, the overall institutional climate should focus on 

collaboration, academics, and cultural understanding (Stewart, Russell, & Wright, 1997).   

Sutton and Terrell (1997) discussed that participating in campus organizations and 

being involved with the leadership of those organizations prepares college students for 
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political, civic, and social life after college.  This becomes a barrier for African American 

men at PWIs because, with the exception of Black fraternal organizations, they perceive 

the campus organizations to be hostile and unwelcoming to non-White students.  This 

means that few African American males get involved so they miss out on this valuable 

opportunity.  Sutton and Terrell suggested encouraging African American males to 

become involved in Black fraternities or other African American organizations.  This, in 

turn, may get them involved with other mainstream campus organizations and increase 

their comfort level with those groups.  Then, this involvement may lead some of them to 

campus-wide student leadership opportunities (e.g., student government).  Sutton and 

Terrell’s research sought to determine African American males’ perceptions of leadership 

opportunities at PWIs.  All respondents were members and/or leaders in a Black 

fraternity.  They were given a four-part questionnaire requesting demographic 

information, leadership involvement, and their perceptions of leadership opportunities for 

African American males.  Of the respondents, 27 (49.1%) students held one or two 

positions in other mainstream organizations, 36 (65.5%) were somewhat involved with 

other organizations, and 40 (72.8%) agreed that the mainstream organizations were not 

welcoming to them as African Americans.  Sutton and Terrell reported that 36.4 percent 

of the respondents believed that the initial involvement with Black fraternities did help to 

develop their leadership skills, but nearly half did not believe they received appropriate 

leadership training before taking on the roles in those organizations.  The majority did 

indicate that the experience with their fraternity gave them greater confidence and 

leadership skills.  Respondents identified African American professional staff members 
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as their primary campus role models.  Some identified peers who graduated or were 

working on graduate degrees.  Students indicated that past leadership experience came 

through community organizations such as the YMCA, Boys Club, and the Masonic Order 

rather than through school involvement (Sutton & Terrell, 1997).   

Retention and Persistence 

Lee (1999) stated that colleges and universities, like people, have a distinct 

culture.  In her words, public research universities promote a competitive culture that 

may isolate African American students and make faculty-student relationships difficult.  

Also, African Americans may enter with a lower level of academic preparation and they 

may not know what to expect from the system.  Lee highlights the potential benefits of 

structured mentoring programs.  She stated that mentors and their protégés should be 

matched based on the similarities of their characteristics, but same-race matches may be 

extremely difficult at PWIs.  Lee’s study examines the importance that African American 

college students place on race in faculty-student mentoring relationships.   

The research was conducted at North Carolina State University, which was 81 

percent White and 11 percent African American at the time of the study.  Four percent of 

the faculty was African American (70/2,000).  This qualitative study involved 120 

students from the University Transition Program (UTP) in focus groups averaging seven 

students (Lee, 1999).  The questions attempted to discover how students feel about 

college adjustment and having a faculty mentor.  Results showed that initially, students 

were in favor of having a mentor, but they were worried about the cost of such a 

program.  Then, they became a bit suspicious about getting something for nothing, but 
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eventually, they liked the idea of the potential connection to the university.  Interestingly, 

the students consistently believed that having someone in their career field was actually 

more important than having an African American mentor (Lee, 1999).  Students said they 

could get the cultural connections at home or by other means outside the university 

community.  Students reported that they do not always have good relationships with 

African American faculty members due to cultural differences (e.g., northern born and 

educated African American faculty member and a southern raised student).    

Sleet (2000) examined the retention and achievement of African American 

students from the perspective of successful students in an attempt to identify the ways 

they overcame the barriers they faced.  Focus group interviews revealed that students 

sought to establish a number of support systems on and off campus.  Successful students 

had a supportive campus community and people who could advocate on their behalf.  

Successful African American students also emphasized the importance taking personal 

responsibility for their own circumstances, in other words, having an internal locus of 

control (Sleet, 2000).   

Littleton (2001) examined students who have persisted at small colleges (PWIs) 

in Appalachia.  The qualitative study compared the perceptions of administrators and 24 

African American students about the students’ experiences.  Data analysis revealed 

several common themes.  Persisting students listed faculty influence, campus 

involvement, support from family, peer relationships, and a positive attitude as important 

contributors to their success.  African American females who were not a part of an 

athletic team felt the impact of being minority within a minority.  Students expressed the 

117 



  
 

need for more African American role models on campus and they stated that resiliency 

was a contributing factor in their persistence as well.  In this case, resiliency was defined 

as the personal determination and ability to press on even when faced with negative 

circumstances (Littleton, 2001).   

Results from Benn (2002) cited the importance of a critical mass of African 

American students on campus in order to promote the collective success of each of the 

students.  Community, fitting in, campus involvement, and solidarity were also listed as 

factors that contributed to the success of African American students at a PWI.  Turner 

(2003) studied African American who persisted at Moraine Valley Community College 

(a Vanguard Learning College).   Results from this qualitative study showed five key 

factors which contributed to students’ persistence.  They are access to college resources, 

campus climate, interactions with staff and faculty, inner determination, and family 

support.   

Fleming (2002) stated that African American college students feel concerned 

about whether the SAT actually is able to give a true prediction of their academic ability.  

Although the predictive validity of the SAT for White students has been well 

documented, Fleming posited that we need clearer insights about the predictive validity 

of the SAT for African American college students.  Fleming (1990) found that 

standardized test scores actually predicted the GPA of African Americans more 

effectively at HBCUs.  Fleming (2002) stated that African American students tend to 

adjust better at HBCUs.  In general, they have better faculty relationships, earn higher 

grades, and perceive higher degree of fit in the environment at HBCUs.  Her study 
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examined the relationships between African American students’ SAT scores and their 

academic and psychosocial adjustment at seven HBCUs and eight PWIs.  The sample 

included 746 students from predominantly Black colleges and 739 from the eight PWIs 

(freshmen and senior level students).  Multiple measures were used, including 10 

academic performance measures, seven math and verbal performance measures, two 

academic adjustment measures, seven measures of psychosocial adjustment, and student 

demographic information.   

Results showed that higher test scores on the SAT were actually correlated closer 

with psychosocial attributes (e.g., Black ideology correlates and self-concept) than with 

academic attributes (Fleming, 2002).  Forty percent of the strongest correlates were 

psychosocial, 33 percent were academic performance correlates, and 23 percent were 

academic adjustment correlates.  Findings also revealed that psychological and physical 

health are critical to effective performance.  In summary, Fleming (2002) stated that 

African Americans who scored higher on standardized tests will be more successful if 

they: focus on academic adjustment issues, have better academic backgrounds, and are 

physically and mentally fit.  Colleges and universities differ in their ability to promote 

and develop African American student achievement, results from this study showed 

African American students can be successful if they make the choice to focus on 

academics in college (Fleming, 2002). 

The purpose of Littleton’s (2003) study was to fill a void in the literature about 

the experiences of African American students that persist in small colleges in the 

southern Appalachian region of the U.S.  Twenty-four African American students (13 
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females and 11 males) participated in the qualitative study.  Just over 40 percent were 

first-generation students.  Participants came from four institutions in the region which is 

made up of parts of Kentucky, North Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia.  

The institutions ranged from 900 to 1,600 in student enrollment.  Two themes emerged 

from the research—the sense of community among African American students and the 

minority within the minority (e.g., African Americans on campus who are not athletes).  

The African American communities that developed on the campuses ranged from simple 

association to extremely close-knit.  Students used terms such as “sticking together” or 

“clinging together” (Littleton, 2003).  

As was previously mentioned, the common stereotype is that if an African 

American student is on campus, he or she is there to participate in a sport.  One student 

indicated that non-athletes were neglected and their academic achievements and campus 

involvements were not recognized like the African American athletes were for their 

talent.  African American non-athletes often felt like they were outcasts within their own 

culture (minority within a minority) (Littleton, 2003).  With regard to gender, Littleton 

(2003) stated that athletics provides a sense of community for the African American 

students who do participate.  According to Littleton, one student stated that there existed, 

“a lack of common ground between Black males and Black females on her campus” (p. 

95).  Often, African American females do not get along with each other and relationships 

between bi-racial (White and African American in this case) and those considering 

themselves African American students.  Participants also highlighted the fact that very 

few African American female role models on the campuses, with the exception of some 
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coaches.  Results showed that the most important factors related to persistence for the 

students in this study were faculty influence, campus involvement, family 

encouragement, and having a positive attitude.   

An examination of forty-six of the major universities in the country showed that 

African American student retention rates trailed other groups by an average of 12% in 

1997-98 (e.g., University of South Carolina, 46% to 56%; and the University of 

Maryland, 48% to 64%).  For the nation’s Historically Black Colleges and Universities 

(HBCUs), the retention rate was 46% in 1997-98 (e.g., Alcorn State, 41%; and 

Morehouse College, 48%) (Hurd, 2000).  The HBCUs have a history of poor retention 

rates due to problems ranging from college finances to the lack of family support.  Most 

HBCUs do not have the resources to develop extensive retention plans.  Most of the 

colleges in this category accept students from all social and academic levels and many of 

the students are first-generation, so educational role models are not available in the 

family (Hurd, 2000).   The student’s life circumstances prior to attending college affect 

their academic success at the institution, so a common assumption is that the students 

leave the universities because of academic dismissal, but statistics do not support this 

assumption.  Research shows that only 15% of students actually leave due to academic 

suspension or dismissal.  The majority of students leave due to social, personal, or 

financial difficulties (Cambiano et al., 2000).   This statistic supports the idea that 

retention programs, which have a positive affect on student’s personal development and 

the overall campus environment, will help an institution retain students.  Academic and 

non-academic areas must both be targeted by retention programs.    

121 



  
 

Five Critical Issues 

Five critical issues affect the retention rate of African American students.  First, 

Jones (2001) indicated that they struggle to adjust to the academic environment due to a 

different family value system and a new awareness of their ethnic identity.  For students 

in the majority group, a college education is considered to be a natural step or a rite of 

passage, but for Black students, it often involves a separation from the family culture 

because they are often the first members of the family to attend college.  The student 

must struggle to maintain a relationship with the family members as they try to 

accomplish their personal goals and aspirations to earn a college degree.   For an African 

American student, attending a college that is mainly European American renews the 

student’s awareness of their own ethnic differences with White students (Jones, 2001).   

The students are expected to change their behavior and act like the European American 

students in the classroom and on campus.  African American students may speak 

differently, act differently, and dress differently than their Anglo counterparts, so they 

may not be accepted in the classroom.  Whether the student is academically prepared or 

not, they must adapt to the realization that the way they have been raised is not accepted 

at the traditionally White institutions.  The African American student may not know what 

to expect, especially if they are a first-generation student, because there is no family 

history or “been there, done that” attitude from previous family members with regard to 

higher education.  This is one important factor that has negatively impacted the 

persistence rate at HBCUs as well (Hurd, 2000).   
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Kane (2000) stated that we need to identify common patterns within African 

American families about their culture and how they operate.  Although individual 

differences do exist in African American families, Kane asserted that counselors and 

educators need a frame of reference from which to work.  She believed there is a lack of 

empirical research about African American family dynamics and she maintained we 

should avoid research which compares African and American and White families, 

especially when it is based on the assumption that the White family patterns are the 

comparison norm or standard.  Kane listed five key characteristics from the literature that 

Africentric writers have identified as common for African American families.  They are 

the importance of extended family or kinship networks, egalitarian and adaptable family 

roles, strong religious orientations, strong education and work ethic, and flexibility and 

strong coping skills.   

Kane (2000) identified three common ways that African Americans pool 

household, financial, and human resources.  One was the three generational household.  

Another is when family members live close together but not in the same house while still 

sharing resources.  Family members may also live close together but not in the same 

house while still sharing resources.  Third, Kane discussed fictive kin, and defined it as 

family type relationships forming between unrelated friends and neighbors, who share 

resources and become so close that titles such as aunt or uncle are used.  She stated that 

family, parenting, and financial decisions are often shared in the African American 

household.  African American parents want their children to work hard in school and 

have a better life and ambitious career goals.  Religious services provide a forum for self-
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expression, emotional and financial support, as well as providing leadership opportunities 

for African Americans.  Church teaches important values such as mutual caring, shared 

responsibility, and supporting others through diversity (Kane, 2000).  African Americans’ 

ability to cope and adapt when times are tough stems from the other four key 

characteristics according to Kane.   

Kane (2000) studied 84 African American students from two community colleges 

and three universities (California and Texas).  Thirty-two males and 52 females ranging 

in age from 18-53 made up the sample.  Each student completed the 40 item Family of 

Origin Scale to determine how they viewed the functioning of their family.  Generally, 

respondents had a positive view of their family life dynamic.  Data analysis showed that 

families fostered autonomy, individuality, and intimacy.  Black churches were perceived 

as a forum for genuine self-expression.  Families were rated highest in the areas of 

warmth, nurturing, and expressiveness (Kane, 2000). 

The second critical factor involves financial aid.  Finances are often the primary 

factor that determines whether a student remains at an institution.   A dilemma for 

administrators in higher education is to make sure that a college education is affordable 

for students.  Administrators and policy makers in education differ on the issue of 

whether the amount of aid makes a difference in student retention.  A recent report from 

the Department of Education supported the idea that financial aid has little or no affect on 

student decisions to persist in higher education (E. P. St. John, 2000).  Based on this 

information, policy makers may not support requests from higher education to increase 

funding and grants for college students.  College administrators assert that student aid 
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does affect persistence.  Students must perceive an ability to pay the costs of a college 

education whether through loans, grants, personal funds, or scholarships.  For African 

American students, financial aid is usually the main consideration when deciding to 

attend and or stay at an institution (Jones, 2001).  St. John (2000) noted that they are 

more vulnerable to fluctuations in living costs than other groups, so availability of student 

aid does impact their college choice.  Students consider the types of money awarded, the 

amount of money awarded, and the proportion of grants to the loans.  Federal and state 

funds and grants have declined in the past twenty years, but tuition has increased, so 

grant funding does not cover educational costs.  For students that do not want to take out 

large loan amounts, this affects their decision to continue their education (St. John, 2000).  

When financial stress is coupled with the first critical issue, the student’s feeling of 

alienation or isolation increases.   

A third critical issue involves the academic climate.  Along with other ethnic 

groups, African American students need to perceive that the academic and social climates 

of the institution are inclusive.  This means that each student is valued as a person, and 

his or her ideas, lifestyle, and ethnic background are accepted and valued at the 

institution.  This is especially an issue for Black students when they attend a 

predominantly White college or university.  They face more stress, negative racial 

attitudes, and isolation than students attending the HBCUs (Jones, 2001).  Students form 

their opinions about the atmosphere of a university based upon their interactions with the 

faculty, staff, and students from other ethnic backgrounds.  These opinions strongly 

influence their satisfaction level, academic achievement, and whether they decide to stay 
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at the institution.  The school environment may not be outwardly hostile, but there may 

be very little social or academic support for the African American students.  They may be 

expected to act white to fit in on campus.  The students may develop coping skills that 

allow them to function academically, but they may not be able to adjust to the social 

environment (Alford, 2000).   

Jones (2001) stated that multicultural students often drop out of school when they 

do not perceive that they are a part of the academic and social campus life.  In the 

classroom, African American students feel intimidated and isolated because the 

curriculum is designed around the culture of the majority and faculty use them as 

examples of stereotypes in well intended examples.  Discussions in the classroom that 

center on the majority students remind the Black students of their outsider or guest status.  

Curriculum that is Euro-centric and traditional teaching and testing methods reinforce the 

fact that there is only one truth, so the African American students are expected to adjust 

and fit into the existing system (Jones, 2001).  At PWIs, the African American students 

see very few faculty and staff that are similar to them in color, so establishing a strong 

relationship with them may be difficult.  The lack of role models affects the persistence 

rate and the student’s satisfaction level.  Outside the classroom, the students from the 

majority group may not support the efforts of the multicultural students, so even if the 

information disseminating from the college supports inclusion, the lack of peer support 

may have a negative impact on the psychological well-being of the African American 

students (Jones, 2001).  Students’ perceptions of the environment are a determining factor 

of whether they will stay in the school. 
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A person with a college degree is less likely to commit a crime, less likely to be 

unemployed, more likely to live longer, and generally experiences greater job-related 

prestige.  African Americans are 20 percent less likely to complete a college degree in a 

six-year time span than their White counterparts (Cabrera, Nora, Terenzini, Pascarella, & 

Hagedorn, 1999).  Cabrera, Nora, Terenzini, Pascarella, and Hagedorn (1999) listed the 

following barriers to degree attainment for African American students: lack of academic 

preparation, K-12 experiences in general, and the unwelcoming campus climate at many 

PWIs.  Cabrera, et al. also mentioned the exposure to prejudice and discrimination on 

campus, which, along with the others, is a type of stress that most White students do not 

face.  Overall, the adjustment process for White and minority students may be quite 

similar, but intolerance in the campus climate leads to a lack of connection and 

involvement for African Americans on campus (Cabrera et al., 1999).  The Cabrera et al. 

study looks at the role students’ perceptions of racism play in the college adjustment of 

White and African American students.  The sample consisted of 1,139 White students 

and 315 African Americans at 18 different four-year institutions, all of whom participated 

in the National Study of Student Learning during the fall of 1992.  This quantitative study 

links back to four assertions in the literature: academic preparedness correlates with 

persistence; successful adjustment means breaking away from family and past 

relationships; perceptions of racism are unique to minority students; and accepted models 

fail to incorporate the experiences of minority students.   

Results revealed similarities and differences between the two groups.  African 

Americans reported lower levels of academic preparation upon entering college, but both 
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groups were equally committed to the college or university they were attending.  Parental 

encouragement influenced the academic experiences of African Americans more than 

White students and racism had the largest negative impact on the academic experiences 

of African Americans (Cabrera et al., 1999).  Exposure to racism in the campus climate 

severely lessened the commitment to the institution for African Americans.  Both groups 

did perceive that prejudice and discrimination existed on campus and in the classroom.  

According to Cabrera et al., previous academic ability, parental encouragement, 

perceptions of racism, academic performance, goal commitment, and institutional 

commitment together accounted for 56 percent of the variance in persistence decisions 

for African Americans (39% for White students).  Positive interactions with faculty and 

other students were crucial to the cognitive improvement of African Americans.  

Adjustment to college is a complex process, and for African Americans, encouragement 

and support from significant others helps to ease the stress from racism in the 

environment (Cabrera et al., 1999). 

Jones (2001) added that a fourth critical factor involves the long- and short-term 

goals of the student.  African American and students in the majority group may each have 

difficulty in formulating goals and deciding on a career path, but the African American 

students do not have the same opportunities as the majority students to achieve those 

goals.  Accurate self-appraisal is critical for African American students because they 

must take full advantage of the opportunity to attend college (Jones, 2001).  Retention 

strategies must address the goals of the African American students.  Tinto (1987) stressed 

the importance of the interplay between individual goals and whether a person leaves an 
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institution or higher education all together.  If a student is committed to their goals of 

college completion, they may stay in college and complete their degree even if they are 

not satisfied at the college, or they may transfer to another school.  If their goals have 

been diminished, they may move on to a college that is less selective or academically 

challenging.  If the student is not committed to their goals, then a poor experience at an 

institution may result in them dropping out of college completely.  For African American 

students, successful adjustment to college requires congruency between the goals of the 

student, the academic program, the support services at the college, and the social events 

and activities offered at the institution (Jones, 2001).   

The fifth critical issue is associated with the personal characteristics of the 

African American student.  Many of the characteristics have been mentioned throughout, 

but they are extremely important in determining student persistence and degree 

completion.  First-generation and low-income students are more likely to drop out than 

any other students.  First-generation students do not have the family support or 

experience to know what to expect from higher education (Ting, 1998).  First-generation 

students may feel intimidated and threatened by the college environment and 

expectations placed upon them academically and socially (Jones, 2001).    Another 

personal characteristic, which is important for African Americans, is their self-concept 

and self-awareness level.  Students who know their personal strengths and weaknesses 

will deal more effectively with goal development and be able to cope with the racist 

attitudes on a college campus (Ting, 1998).   
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The educational level of the students’ parents is another important factor, along 

with the students’ individual academic history.  The literature presented here supported 

the idea that admission test scores, high school achievement, and grade point average 

(GPA) are significant factors in determining student retention.  Freshmen entering college 

with a high school GPA of 2.5 or less are considered to be at risk.  A higher GPA means 

the student has a greater chance to stay in school (Cambiano et al., 2000).  Often, African 

American students begin college in remedial courses because they are not academically 

prepared for college level work.  Inadequate high school preparation and poor study 

habits lead to poor retention rates of African American students (Jones, 2001).  Many 

times, African American students who do focus on their studies are considered to be 

acting White by peers and some family members (Alford, 2000).  Hurd (2000) sites poor 

time-management as another factor that affects student retention based on research at 

Hampton University and other HBCUs.  Based on the academic, economic, and social 

background of the student, the question becomes how does the college or university 

design programs and services to fully develop the students and keep them at the 

institution?   

Native American Students 

Participation in Higher Education 

When examining the landscape of higher education in the United States, many 

subgroups or subcultures are evident on college campuses across the nation.  Compared 

to other ethnic subgroups, Native American students comprise the smallest number of 

college students. As expected, Tribal Colleges and Universities (TCUs) are the institution 
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of choice for the largest concentration of Native American students, so predominantly 

White institutions (PWIs) do not generally have a large percentage or critical mass of 

Native Americans students on campus (Ortiz and HeavyRunner, 2003).  Various authors 

warn against making generalizations about all Native American students because there 

are literally hundreds of Indian Nations in North America and they are a very 

heterogeneous population.  Sparks (2000) cautions about over generalizing or 

stereotyping this population because negative stereotypes and racism have perpetuated 

throughout history causing Native students to suffer from low levels of self-esteem.  As 

with other racial groups, the terms used for self-identification vary across the regions of 

the country and by community or individual.  For this study, the term Native American 

was used to identify the subgroup most.  The terms American Indian or Indian were used 

to describe Native Americans only when the word is used by one of the authors cited in 

the study or the term fits the context of the writing appropriately in this researcher’s 

judgment.   

Representation for Native Americans in higher education is extremely small.  

They account for just one percent of the 14.2 million students on college campuses today 

(Ortiz & HeavyRunner, 2003).  As a group, academic indicators fall below those of other 

racial/ethnic minorities.  They have the highest high school dropout rate, the lowest rate 

of secondary school attendance, and at approximately 145,000, they have the lowest rate 

of participation in institutions of higher education (Wilson, 1997).  Native American 

students also consistently have the lowest levels of self-esteem in comparison to the other 

ethnic subgroups. (Filozof, Albertin, Jones, Steme, Myers, & McDermott, 1998).  
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Educators may perceive that low levels of academic achievement and participation 

translates to a lack of motivation, but Pewewardy (2002) stressed that, “Instead, complex 

personal and societal factors such as feelings of injustice and discrimination, poverty, and 

dysfunctional family life may contribute to low self-esteem and feelings of rejection, 

isolation, and anxiety” (p. 39).  As a group, only nine percent of Native Americans 

(males and females) have a four-year college degree or graduate degree (Joe, 2001).  

Ortiz and HeavyRunner (2003) reported that during the 1997-1998 academic year, Native 

Americans earned 0.6% of bachelor‘s degrees, 0.5% of master’s degrees, and 0.4% of 

doctoral degrees.  College dropout rates for Native American students are alarmingly 

high, varying from 50% to 60% (Wilson, 1997) to as high as 75% (Peshkin, 1997).   

Social and Cultural Factors Impacting Persistence 

Social factors have greatly affected the level of Native American educational 

attainment, and there are vast differences in the situations of male and female students.  

Joe (2001) states that population statistics for Native Americans parallel those of a 

developing country—high birth rates, a relatively high percentage in the 20 year old age 

range (approximately 40%) , and a high percentage of people living in poverty 

(approximately 30%).  Because of high mortality rates of young American Indian men, 

females slightly outnumber males (51% to 49%), and projections say this will continue.  

According to Joe, literature relating to young Native American males does not focus on 

education as much as their behavioral and health problems, which include high rates of 

suicide, juvenile delinquency, alcohol abuse, criminal activity, homicide, and mortality.  

Suicide is the fifth leading cause of death for Native American males over 10 years of age 
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and the second leading cause for those between 10 and 24 years of age.  The majority of 

Native American men who are employed hold low paying jobs, and the situation is 

especially difficult for those without a high school diploma (Joe, 2001).  The literature on 

Native American students focused most on the typical college student for the subgroup, 

who is 30 years of age, female, and a single mother (Matthews, 1997).  With these 

barriers working against them, the greatest challenge for the students is just getting to 

college.   

Native Americans, like other college students, must juggle academic, family, and 

community responsibilities, but certain challenges are unique to this subgroup (Ortiz & 

HeavyRunner, 2003).  Preparation at reservation schools can be termed “adequate” at 

best, and in general, the academic preparation of the entering Native American college 

student reflects their background and level of poverty (Wilson, 1997).  Even students 

who attended predominantly White primary, middle, and secondary schools before going 

to college do not receive the college preparatory training they need in many cases 

because they are “tracked” with lower performing students.  Simpson (2001) stated that 

the students in higher tracks are exposed to the math, science, and English they need to 

succeed in college while, “African, Hispanic, and Native Americans are 

disproportionately overrepresented in lower tracks; European and Asian Americans are 

overrepresented in higher tracks” (p. 65).   Rates of alcoholism are not as high as 

mainstream society portrays, but overall, Native Americans exhibit higher average 

drinking behavior than other racial/ethnic groups.  Examples also exist of Native 

Americans that abstain from drinking (Simms, 1999).  As previously stated, a high 
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percentage of the population lives at or below the poverty level, which translates to high a 

percentage receiving welfare aid (Ortiz & HeavyRunner, 2003). Due to the social 

circumstances of young Native males, over 50% of Native American children live with 

one parent (Joe, 2001).  The family situation forces many Native American students to 

drop out or stay out of school entirely to support the family unit or to assist with a family 

responsibility.  Peshkin (1997) stated that Native American students are unique for 

several reasons; one is that family loyalty will lead them to leave school to support the 

family, which is not as common for other groups.   Another characteristic that makes the 

subgroup unique is the special rights of sovereignty which are granted to the American 

Indian Nations by the United States Government.  This is based upon the long history of 

poor treatment that the Native Americans have received from the European and European 

American peoples, which understandably causes Native Americans to view the White 

population as outsiders (Peshkin, 1997).   

Native Americans college students have experienced high levels of cultural 

disconnect between school, their way of life, and their community.  As with other 

subgroups, Native students are more successful when they have role models to follow.  

Unfortunately, a lack of available role models and mentors severely hinders the academic 

attainment of the subgroup (Ortiz & HeavyRunner, 2003).  The students are expected to 

conform to the dominant culture, which in many cases, means leaving their own culture 

behind.  Peshkin (1997) highlights the conflict between the loyalties of the home and the 

school rational that is centered on “non-Indian society”, and he stresses that even in 

Indian schools, the Native students are taught to “Act White”.  Matthews (1997) explains 
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the conflict between family and the mainstream college by voicing the seldom spoken 

pull of the family unit upon the student—“Don’t go beyond us, you will lose yourself, 

forget where you are rooted, who you are.  Stay.  Those outsiders will betray you” (p. 

64).  Simms (1999) related the story of a 27 year-old student named Alita (pseudonym) 

who, because of several family circumstances, ended up in White foster homes and 

mainstream schools (not by her own choice).  When she returned to her home community 

at various times in her life, other Native Americans used the term “apple” to describe her, 

which means red on the outside and white in the middle.  Treatment from mainstream 

society was not any better.  She was perceived to be just “another Indian who gets money 

and free everything from the government” (p. 25).  Cultural disconnect continues to be a 

real problem that Native American students face in society and within the educational 

system.  

Related Research 

Peregoy (1990) studied the experiences of 27 Native American college students 

during the 1989-1990 academic year using open-ended questions, in-depth interviews, 

and participant observation.  Findings revealed that the life of Native American students 

revolves around relationships.  Native Americans who classified themselves as traditional 

used traditional and modern methods to overcome the stressors they encountered 

(Peregoy, 1990).  Some of the stressors involved their family and cultural commitments 

at home.  The experience that seemed to differentiate the students who identified 

themselves as modern Native Americans was the higher level of racism they perceived.  

Overall, the respondents wanted teachers, counselors, and advisors who are culturally 
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sensitive to their needs.  Based on the results, Peregoy recommended certain strategies 

for college counselors, including being award of the family system, focusing on client 

strengths, awareness of biracial heritage, and the utilization of interventions appropriate 

to this cohort of students.   

Harles (1995) examined student perceptions of the campus racial climate at the 

University of North Dakota (UND) during the spring of 1994.  The majority of the 

students indicated that they were treated and graded fairly by faculty members and 

interactions with the staff and administration were positive.  Results also showed that 

racial problems did exist on campus.  Students from different ethnic groups do not 

interact and communicate a great deal, and the faculty, staff, and administration need to 

learn more about racial and ethnic differences among Native Americans.  According to 

Harles, Native American students wanted more courses which used a multicultural 

approach.  The respondents did acknowledge that the UND climate tended to be racially 

insensitive, worsening, and at times, hostile.  Older Native American students tended to 

have more negative views about the climate than did the traditional age students.  May 

(1997) surveyed Native American students at Fort Lewis College (Colorado) to assess 

whether a hypothesized critical pathway existed for Native American students’ academic 

success.  A demographic questionnaire, Acculturation Scale, and campus climate 

measure was completed by 151 Native American students.  Student GPA was used to 

measure academic success.  Results indicated that the mean scores for campus climate 

did vary as a function of student GPA, acculturation status, as well as gender.  No 
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significant relationships existed between student GPA and Acculturation Scale scores, 

gender, age, and urban status (May, 1997). 

A mixed-method study from Healy (2000) examined how the background 

characteristics and college experiences of Native American students at the University of 

Oklahoma (fall of 1995) impacted their second semester persistence.  The pre-college and 

subsequent first semester variables were studied for the entire group of 270 incoming 

Native American freshmen in an attempt to predict retention.  Interviews followed with a 

random sample of 30 students, of which, 13 were non-persisters and 17 persisted to 

second semester.  Findings revealed that, as compared to non-persisters, persisters were 

more likely to have supportive families; more involved in Native American customs; 

connected to a Native American support group; more committed to succeed in school; 

able to maintain their tribal identity; living on campus; and were involved and connected 

on campus (Healy, 2000).  Thompson (1995) was not able to develop a specific profile or 

set of characteristics for the academically successful Native American students at the 

College of Great Falls (Montana) using available institutional data.  According to 

Thompson, general profile of the Native American student at the College of Great Falls 

depicted an unmarried female, less than 40 in age, and a first-generation student, but no 

clear discrimination could be made between successful and at-risk students. 

Most Native American students have to overcome barriers to persist in college.  

These barriers include family stressors, a lack of academic preparation, severe poverty, 

and social/cultural barriers.  Especially at PWIs, Native Americans have to adjust to a 

campus culture that is completely different from their own (Hoover, 2004).  According to 
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Hoover (2004), the majority of Native American families are not able to provide the 

social capital necessary for their students to succeed academically because they do not 

have an understanding of how the system works or how to gather the necessary financial 

and educational resources to assist their children.  Culturally, Native American students 

come from a “we-based” family environment, so making the transition to the more 

competitive “me-based” collegiate culture is very difficult.  Finding a community of 

students like themselves is key for Native American college students, so they are not 

forced, “to sacrifice their identities just to get a degree, even at an elite college” (Hoover, 

2004, p A31).  Huffman (2001) stressed the importance of cultural conflict when 

examining the success and persistence of Native American students at a PWI.  Vast 

differences exist between the values, behaviors, and power-sharing of Native Americans 

and the majority group.  A complex set of social and historical forces are mostly to blame 

for what Huffman terms the disjunction between the two cultures.   

Huffman (2001) conducted a five-year qualitative study of 69 Native American 

students (mostly Lakota) at a small Midwestern university.  Informal 25 question 

interviews and follow-ups uncovered four types of cultural masks (self-constructed 

personal ethnic identities) for the students.  Students who identified themselves as 

assimilated identified with the mainstream culture.  Students who identified themselves 

as marginal perceived some assimilation to the dominant culture but desired to affiliate 

with the with a traditional Indian culture (Huffman, 2001).  Estranged students strongly 

rejected assimilation with the dominant culture, and transculturated  were able to interact 

within the mainstream culture and their own simultaneously.  Transculturated students 
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were generally successful academically because they are able to use their traditional 

cultural background as a strength when functioning on the mainstream campus.  They 

gained strength and confidence from their traditional culture and used their ethnic ability 

to their own advantage.  This ability allows them to engage two cultural settings 

simultaneously.  According to Huffman, this requires that the student understand how the 

system around them works and that they learn to deal with the system in a positive 

manner.  Huffman suggested that  educators need to celebrate and encourage the Native 

American culture and ethnic identity, and colleges and universities need to be able to 

provide culturally sensitive counseling for Native American students.  Native American 

students need to be able to feel free to express their ethnicity in the manner they choose—

traditionally (estranged or marginal), with an assimilated approach, or somewhere in the 

middle (transculturated) (Huffman, 2001).   

Family and Community 

Despite all the challenges, college success can become a reality for Native 

American students, and the chances are improved if certain conditions are met.  These 

include choosing an institution that fits with their Indian identity (Ortiz & HeavyRunner, 

2003), having a strong level of family support (HeavyRunner & Decelles, 2002), 

improving academic performance (Peshkin, 1997), and making connections with college 

faculty, staff, and other students (Wilson, 1997).  There are thirty-three TCU’s in the 

United States and Canada (combined), and the majority these institutions are two-year 

schools (HeavyRunner & Decelles, 2002).  Native American students have traditionally 

attended these and other two-year schools until recently.  College participation for the 
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group has doubled since 1976 with approximately half now attending four-year colleges 

and universities.  This shows that Tribal colleges are having success in transferring 

students to universities, members of the group are eager to earn a degree, and that 

bachelor’s degrees are becoming more accessible for Native American students (Ortiz & 

HeavyRunner, 2003).  Even with this improved forecast, the above statistics show the 

situation is bleak.  The major factor that will continue to be apparent throughout the rest 

of this study is the key role the family plays in the life of the Native American student.   

The family has traditionally played a key role in the identity development of 

Native American students.  The Native American identity is made up of three primary 

attributes including kinship, relations with the land, and community.  Kinship is based on 

a strong family network that stresses responsibility and respect for elders.  Within the 

family culture, individuals are not judged outwardly the way they are in the dominant 

culture, but instead, by the inner self (Fogelson, 1998).  Most Native Americans will 

eventually return to live with or near their family, even if they go away to school.  Native 

American families have been close knit throughout history, and this attitude persists 

today (Ortiz & HeavyRunner, 2003).   The relationship with the land is the second 

primary attribute.  As has been documented throughout history, Native American peoples 

attempt to maintain quality relationships with the land and they consider the land to have 

spiritual importance.  They associate the land with an everlasting cycle of home, life 

lived, and final resting place, and they see themselves as the caretakers of the land.  One 

of the reasons that Native Americans view the Anglo peoples as outsiders is because they 
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were forced from their original lands and either moved westward or restricted to 

reservations (Fogelson, 1998).   

The third aspect of identity formation involves the concept of community, which 

is defined as members united by a shared history, destiny, and moral community.  A 

community attitude persists despite the dismal conditions that exist on reservation lands.  

The concept of community is preferred to the concept of tribe when discussing Native 

American groups (Fogelson, 1998).  Simpson (2001) (using ideas from Ogbu) maintained 

that Native Americans actually have developed an oppositional identity to the dominant 

culture.  This type of identity formation rejects the values and cultural traits of 

mainstream culture and allows a disadvantaged group to unite around a common theme, 

which is “to maintain a positive self-image in the face of harsh treatment and attacks on 

their culture” (p. 68).  Simpson (2001) also asserted that this type of identity formation is 

especially true for African Americans and American Indians because of the severe 

treatment they received from the Anglos throughout history.  The circumstances have 

forced these groups to define their cultural differences with the dominant groups as 

“insurmountable barriers. Conversely, voluntary minorities interpret cultural differences 

as barriers to be overcome…crossing cultural boundaries and assimilating into dominant 

culture” (p. 68).  Ortiz and HeavyRunner (2003) referred to this social disconnect as 

cultural discontinuity.  Educators may be able to serve Native American students more 

effectively if they have an understanding of the identity formation as well as knowledge 

of the family impact on the student’s success.   
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Families can impact Native American students in a number of ways.  Ideally, a 

student will have a brother or sister who attended college and can share the experience.  

In a more modern Native American family with other members who have college 

experience, a student may not feel the cultural disconnect that a first-generation student 

encounters (Ortiz & HeavyRunner, 2003).  In modern families, academic achievement 

may be higher and the student may be more task oriented with regard to school work.  A 

link exists between college persistence, family support, academic achievement, and 

educational attainment (Ortiz & HeavyRunner, 2003).  A desire to help others by sharing 

knowledge (e.g. through elders, parents or siblings) is an important philosophy in the 

culture which supports this link (HeavyRunner & Decelles, 2002).  If other family 

members have attended a college or university, a link between family support and 

academic success may exist. Some form of this link can probably be associated with the 

success of any group of students on a college campus.   

As stated previously, family circumstances may also be a barrier to educational 

attainment.  Ortiz and HeavyRunner (2003) reported in one study that two out of three 

American Indian students had family obligations that affected their school situation.  

HeavyRunner and Decelles (2002) stressed that Native American students will opt to 

leave school to assist their families with problems including, but not limited to, child 

care, alcohol issues, domestic violence, financial concerns, or because of issues with 

transportation.  Financial concerns are common for Native American students because of 

social circumstances.  Matthews (1997) stated that, from 90% to 100% of Native students 

at some colleges (e.g. Sinte Gleska University in South Dakota) qualify for financial aid.  
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Transportation is another issue because families may not be able to afford a vehicle or a 

family member’s driver’s license may be affected by alcohol related problems.  In her 

story about Alita, Simms (1999) discussed how Alita lost her license due to multiple 

driving under the influence of alcohol violations.  Another problem related to 

transportation is that some TCUs are located in desolate areas where harsh climates and 

inadequate roads make it difficult for students to travel to campus.  One example is 

Sitting Bull College in Fort Yates, South Dakota, which is located in secluded area 50 to 

100 miles from most of the students served by the institution (Barden, 2003).   

A second example is Sinte Gleska University, which operates buses for students 

from around the area as far as 80 miles away (Matthews, 1997).   Some students may use 

“res cars” (cars shared by the entire reservation community) to travel to a college 

campus, but these cars are generally not in prime working condition (Barden, 2003).  

HeavyRunner and Decelles (2002) stated the following: 

Poverty and family concerns increase the burdens shouldered by Indian students.  
One may drop out because a car breaks down and there is no money for repairs. 
Another may leave because no one is available to care for the children and 
daycare is unavailable.  Others come with more profound needs.  Counselors 
report that alcoholism, drug abuse, and domestic violence are prevalent among 
students and their family members (p. 29). 
 

These family concerns are different from the typical Anglo student at a mainstream 

institution.  

The Family Education Model has been successful in improving the academic 

achievement of Native American students.  The model is based on integrating the entire 

family, not just the student, into the educational process.  If successful, a real sense of 

belonging will develop for the students.  The institution enlists the family in a partnership 
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with the student and the school.  The program works to help families and students 

develop their strengths and identify needs where services can be of assistance.  The 

model has been very effective in improving educational access to Native American 

students (HeavyRunner & DeCelles, 2002).   

Learning Styles 

 Another difference between European American and Native American students is 

in the preferred learning style.  Native American students prefer to work in small groups 

on projects with peers.  Wilson (1997) defined this learning style as Active 

Experimentation. The students prefer an experience based approach to learning (Concrete 

Experimentation) where personal judgments are valued over theoretical approaches.  

Native American students are oriented more towards peers than authority figures, and 

they dislike passive learning such as class lectures.  Pewewardy (2002) stressed that 

instructors should focus on cooperation rather than competition when teaching Native 

American students, and that they are visual learners, which means that the students tend 

to learn best when the instructor provides a variety of graphs, movies, pictures, and 

demonstrations.  Parents or elders in the Native American communities generally teach 

through demonstration and the children are expected to mimic the skill.  European 

American students are more comfortable with theoretical teaching approaches that 

include lecture and thinking in abstract terms.  Wilson (1997) identified this style as 

abstract conceptualization.  Native American students have a tendency to consider 

options and reflect before responding to an instructor’s question, so educators should use 

more “wait time” when conducting class discussions with students in this group.  
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Alternatives to note taking should be used whenever possible.  Instead, instructors should 

use real life examples to illustrate important lecture topics, provide illustrated notes for 

the students, and encourage audio-taping, so the students can listen to class presentations 

more than once (Sparks, 2000).   

Academic shortcomings for this student group generally involve study skills, 

mathematics, career orientation, and the students’ motivation level (Peshkin, 1997).   

Faculty must be sensitive to the cultural differences between Native American students 

and other groups, and they should strive to develop a one on one relationship with the 

students.  Chances for success will improve if a comfortable rapport exists between the 

student and instructor, and if the student feels comfortable enough, he or she may make a 

real personal investment in the course (Wilson, 1997).  Ortiz and HeavyRunner (2003) 

highlighted the importance of the academic aspirations for Native American students and 

how the aspirations can offset other barriers (e.g. poor academic preparation and cultural 

discontinuity).  Important keys for college instructors include increasing expectations for 

Native American students, studying concepts related to Native spirituality, involving the 

extended family in teaching and learning, being sensitive to language issues, and 

providing extra teacher support to the group (Reyhner & Jacobs, 2002).  Wilson (1997) 

added that faculty members should strive to be accessible, approachable, and available to 

better meet the needs of Native American students.  Also, the students need to perceive 

that the professor is genuinely concerned about their well being.  TCUs may be the best 

place for Native American students to start their college education because the students 
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will receive the specialized attention they need and they will have a critical mass of 

Native American students with which to make connections on campus.    

TCUs and PWIs 

The literature reviewed for this project focused on the drawbacks of Native 

students attending PWIs, but the literature stated that Native American students may 

benefit financially from a four-year degree at a predominantly White institution.  The 

literature stressed that Native American students should start their college careers at one 

of the TCU’s in order to have the proper support network (Ortiz & HeavyRunner, 2003).  

Ortiz and HeavyRunner (2003) mentioned that, in the ideal situation, Native American 

students attending mainstream schools will have the parental support, self-esteem, and 

the academic skills necessary to help them succeed.  The authors also stressed (using the 

ideas of Taylor) that the impression Native American students have about mainstream 

schools is generally negative.  Mainstream schools are associated with capitalistic values, 

a competitive approach, limited definitions of family obligations, a “Christian” 

orientation, and a “Western” orientation.  Wilson (1997) stated that even when Native 

American students were prepared academically for mainstream institutions, “what they 

were unprepared for were racism, large classes, dysfunctional counseling, and the lack of 

interaction with their teachers and their mainstream classmates” (p. 536).   Peshkin 

(1997) validated this point using the “outside world” concept.  He states that the daily and 

ongoing opportunity for American Indian students to develop a sense of self at PWIs does 

not fit with their sense of self that developed in their family units and communities.  

Mainstream institutions would rather focus on diversity and services for all, so they have 
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difficulties focusing upon one group in particular (Nichols & Monette, 2003).  Wilson 

(1997) characterized the learning environment at most PWIs as hostile to Native 

Americans because of the aforementioned racism and a college staff that are not equipped 

to handle services for Native students.  

To overcome the perceived and real challenges existing at predominantly White 

colleges and universities, Native American students should attempt to make immediate 

connections with the faculty and staff at the institution, and they should build 

relationships with other Native American students (Reyhner & Jacobs, 2002).  Using the 

ideas of Tinto, Ortiz and HeavyRunner (2003) emphasized that school choice is 

extremely important for Native American students opting to attend a mainstream higher 

education institution.  They suggested that the students should look for institutions with a 

critical mass of other Native students that they can build relationships with and use as a 

support system.  There must be enough Native Americans on campus to identify the 

group as a subculture on that campus.  Ortiz and HeavyRunner (2003) also provided 

evidence of a study by Pavel that supports the Tinto concept of social and academic 

integration for Native American students.  Colleges and universities can have a positive 

impact with this group if care is taken to learn the aspects of the Native American culture 

and if each party (student and the institution) invests time and effort into the process.  

Again, caution should be used in over generalizing and stereotyping Native American 

students.  Simms (1999) stated that no packaged judgments should be made in reference 

to the group because there are hundreds of American Indian Nations each maintaining 

their own individual beliefs, traditions, and languages.   
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Connectivity was one of the key points mentioned regarding Native American 

student success.  Pavel, Larimore, and VanAlstine (2003) associated connectivity with 

the student perceiving that he or she is a valuable part of the educational process.  

Prevalent in the literature is the idea that Native American students should attend a Tribal 

college before attending a PWI.  HeavyRunner and DeCelles (2002) reported that 

students who attend one of the TCUs first are four times more likely to finish a four-year 

degree.  Cultural sensitivity is the key for predominantly White institutions of higher 

education, according to Sparks (2000).  Instructors need to acquire cultural awareness, 

understand cultural differences, value diversity, and be motivated to provide a quality 

education and services for diverse learners.  Understanding the learning styles of the 

Native American cultures is also extremely important.  Reyhner and Jacobs (2002) 

restated the following quote from a study by Cleary and Peacock: 

The key to producing successful American Indian students in our modern 
educational system…is to first ground these students in their American Indian 
belief and value systems.  After this “grounding,” teachers can implement a 
culturally negotiated curriculum that prepares students to move comfortably 
between different cultures that are of the same world in ways that nurture 
American Indians… (p. 91). 
 
To aid in Native student learning, Pewewardy (2002) emphasized that Native 

Americans learn best from holistic strategies which first present an overall idea and then 

relate the details using information that the students can identify with in real life.  Using 

storytelling, avoiding competition, and allowing students to work with peers on projects 

will also aid the learning process.  Ortiz and HeavyRunner (2003) maintain that the 

college experience for the Native American students will depend upon the type of 

institution that they choose to attend and on their family circumstances.  Other 
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recommendations included aiding the students in negotiating the “policy maze” of higher 

education (e.g. financial aid, course policies, and transfer articulation agreements), 

assisting the students in selecting the college or university that has the best institutional 

fit for them, and TCUs should continually evaluate and improve their student support 

services (e.g. child care, transportation, alcohol counseling services, and 

career/educational goal development) (Ortiz and HeavyRunner, 2003).   

Native American students do face barriers to academic attainment that are unique 

in many ways to other groups on a typical college campus due to their social and family 

circumstances.  Despite these barriers, Native Americans can succeed with the support of 

their families and by making connections with other college students, faculty members, 

and the staff at their institution of choice.  Institutional fit is extremely important for this 

group because they need to be able to succeed at a college or university without having to 

completely break away from their own culture.   

Sedlacek’s Research

Prediction Methods 

 A major fallacy which has led to discrimination within the college environment is 

the assumption that all populations are homogeneous.  The assumption being that, if a test 

or measurement is valid for the population as a whole, then it will also be valid for each 

subgroup within the population (Pfeifer, Jr. & Sedlacek, 1971).  Pfeifer, Jr. and Sedlacek 

stated that, “In light of the increasing societal emphasis on higher education, valid 

prediction of academic success for all racial subgroups is a necessity” (p. 254).  In a study 

of incoming freshman (178 White and 126 African American males and females) from 
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1968, Pfeifer Jr. and Sedlacek found that correlations between high school GPA and their 

college GPA the University of Maryland were lower for African American males than for 

all other groups.  The same study also found that best predictor of success for African 

American males was their SAT-Verbal score, which differed from all other groups.  In 

the second phase of the previous study, Pfeifer and Sedlacek (1974) examined the 

correlation between what they termed nonintellectual variables and African American 

student success at the University of Maryland.  As revealed by the California 

Psychological Inventory (CPI), the African American students’ sense of well-being, 

responsibility, socialization, communality, and intellectual efficiency were each 

significantly correlated with their GPA.  The authors were looking for a better method of 

predicting academic success for African American students, because previous research 

had raised questions about the use of more standardized methods (e.g., standardized tests 

and high school grades) (Pfeifer & Sedlacek, 1974).   

 Sedlacek, Brooks, and Mindus (1973) questioned whether the commonly used 

methods/predictors of admitting students equate to cultural fairness.  They suggested that 

some alternative admissions practices, including student interviews, recommendations, 

and past extracurricular activities.  The authors indicated that monitoring the number of 

minority students entering large universities is important for two reasons.  The first is to 

look at indications for how society is changing (e.g., charts the progress against 

institutional racism), and the second is to examine the predictors used in admitting 

students.  For their study, Sedlacek, Brooks, and Mindus surveyed Admissions Offices at 

109 universities (large PWIs).  Only 13% of the universities surveyed used open 
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admissions policies (high school diploma or equivalent) and 33% used recommendations, 

but interviews were not frequently used.  High school average, high school rank, and 

standardized tests were still the criteria of choice for the majority of responders.  Sixty 

percent of the universities did have special programs which enrolled African American 

students, and 20% used special admission criteria for African Americans.  Three schools 

had recruiters which specifically targeted students of Spanish descent.  According to the 

authors, the biggest potential problem with using special programs or admissions criteria 

for minority students is that the students may be labeled as second class or different.  

Potential new predictors for minority students include student independence, self-

assurance, and an ability to adjust (social maturity) (Sedlacek, Brooks, & Mindus, 1973).  

The authors emphasized that, “There is a vast potential of untapped ability existing 

among Black and other minority citizens.  A great deal more effort could be made by 

many schools to attract and retain Blacks and other minorities” (p. 21).   

Fleming (2002) stated that the SAT can successfully determine whether White 

students will succeed in college, but the predictive validity for SAT scores may be lower 

for African American students.  She also states that, “The bad news is that colleges differ 

in the extent to which they facilitate Black student achievement; and most students, 

unaware of what they are up against, fall victim to the prevailing winds in their college 

setting.” (p. 293)   Gordon (1999) states that we must recognize and enhance upon the 

multiple number of perspectives to which students have been exposed to in their learning, 

and as educators, we must be aware that a student’s perspectives have been shaped by 

their particular background and personal experiences.   
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Noncognitive Variables 

 Tracey and Sedlacek (1984) examined the predictive validity of the Noncognitive 

Questionnaire (NCQ) and the SAT for different racial categories at selected points over a 

four year time period.  They cited research from Farver, Sedlacek, and Brooks, 1975, and 

Wilson, 1980, 1981, and 1983, which highlighted the need to examine the academic 

achievement of minority students beyond just the first-year of college.  A sample of 2,742 

entering freshmen from 1979 and 1980 were given the NCQ.  A total of 2,323 were 

White students and 419 were African American.  The students’ cumulative GPA and 

enrollment status was studied for eight semesters using both multiple regression (to study 

GPA) and discriminant analysis (to study retention).  Results indicated that the eight 

variables measured by the NCQ successfully predicted the GPA of both racial groups 

consistently for all eight semesters (Tracey & Sedlacek, 1984).  The variables were 

especially effective when used in combination with the SAT values.  Results also 

revealed that the NCQ was an effective predictor of persistence for African American 

students at the three, six, and eight semester mark.  Tracey and Sedlacek stated that this 

relationship did not hold true for White students.   

The noncognitive variables seem to be related to the persistence rates of the 

African American students, which may prove useful when making admissions and similar 

type decisions (Tracey & Sedlacek, 1984).  Across all eight semesters, the following 

noncognitive variables were found to be significantly related to African American student 

persistence: positive self-concept, realistic self-appraisal, and academic familiarity.  

During the first two years, having a strong support person and having long-range goals 
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predicted persistence.  Tracey and Sedlacek reported that, in the later semesters, 

demonstrated community service and the ability to understand and deal with racism 

played a significant part in African American student retention. None of the variables, 

including the SAT, were found to be especially related to persistence for White students.  

These results supported the idea that the predictors of success for African Americans and 

White students are different, which should be taken into consideration when making 

admissions, programming, and other campus decisions (Tracey & Sedlacek, 1984).   

Tracey and Sedlacek (1985) posited that increasing evidence indicates 

noncognitive factors are just as important for academic success as are more traditional 

academic measures, especially for minority students.  The authors proposed seven 

noncognitive dimensions which relate to students’ level of academic success.  These 

dimensions include a positive self-concept, ability to deal with racism, a realistic self-

appraisal, long-term goals, availability of a support person, a successful leadership 

experience, and participation in community service activities.  For this study of entering 

freshmen at a major university on the east coast, Tracey and Sedlacek surveyed students 

using the Noncognitive Questionnaire (NCQ) to determine if noncognitive predictors 

were as effective in studying student success as were more traditional methods such as 

the SAT.  From the 1979 sample of 1,995, a total of 243 were African Americans, and 

176 of the 747 in the 1980 sample were African American.  The predictive validity of the 

NCQ was compared with the students’ cumulative GPA and their persistence at various 

points for intervals up to eight academic semesters (Tracey & Sedlacek, 1985).  The NCQ 

for this study consisted of 23 items, which included two categorical items on educational 
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aspirations; 18 Likert scale items covering college expectations and self perceptions of 

educational ability; and three open-ended questions covering present goals, past 

accomplishments, and past activities.  Each of the items had appropriate test-retest 

reliabilities (.70 to .94 range with median of .85) (Tracey & Sedlacek, 1984).  The open 

ended questions on the NCQ (See Appendix A for current version of NCQ) showed the 

following inter-rater reliabilities: long-range goals, .89; academic relatedness of goals, 

.83; degree of difficulty of accomplishments, .88; number of activities, 1.00; leadership, 

.89; academic relatedness of activities, .98; and community involvement, .94 (Tracey & 

Sedlacek, 1985).  Stepwise multiple regression was used to study student GPA and 

stepwise discriminant analysis was used to study persistence.   

 Results from the study showed the NCQ provided similar predictability for White 

and African American students, and this was equal to or better than the SAT.  The most 

accurate predictions of GPA came when both scores were combined (NCQ and SAT) 

(Tracey & Sedlacek, 1985).  In studying the sample of students over several semesters, 

items related to positive self-concept and realistic self-appraisal consistently predicted 

student GPA.  A preference for long-range goals also proved to be a significant predictor 

for GPA in the students’ first and third semesters.  Several trends were apparent based on 

the canonical correlation coefficients for each of the discriminant analysis that were 

conducted.  For African American students in all semesters, persistence was significantly 

related to academic self-confidence, realistic self-appraisal, and academic familiarity.  

The students’ SAT scores showed little relationship to African American or White 

students’ persistence.  According to Tracey and Sedlacek (1985), for measuring 
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persistence after three semesters, having support and a preference for long-term goals 

were significant predictors, and community service experience and  an ability to 

understand racism were significant later in the academic careers of African American 

students.  Based on the study, noncognitive predictors were particularly effective 

predictors of persistence for African American college students, so the authors suggested 

that the NCQ might work well in making admissions decisions.  For minority students on 

a mainly White campus, they must look for support.  The authors posited that this would 

require some effective interpersonal skills—possibly learned through community service 

activities.  It is also important that they perceive a sense of belonging on campus (Tracey 

& Sedlacek, 1985).  

Fifty-eight specially admitted students were given the NCQ prior to enrollment in 

the University of Maryland, College Park.  The students were admitted as part of the 

Individual Admissions Program (IAP), and admission was based on special aptitudes, 

creativity, level of maturity, and other nontraditional methods (White & Sedlacek, 1986).  

Thirty-eight percent of the sample was African American and half were women.  The 

students GPA and enrollment status (persistence) was studied after two, three, and four 

college semesters using multiple regression and discriminant analysis.  White and 

Sedlacek (1986) reported that after two semesters, the two most effective predictors of 

GPA were positive self-concept and having a successful leadership experience, and a 

successful leadership experience and the ability to deal with racism were the most 

effective after three semesters.  For persistence, the authors reported that having a 

successful leadership experience and a positive self-concept were the most effective 
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predictors after the students’ second and fourth semesters.  A successful leadership 

experience and having a support person were the best predictors after three semesters 

(White & Sedlacek, 1986).     

College and university attrition rates have remained constant for the past 60 years.  

On average, 50-60% of four-year college students depart without earning a degree 

(Miville & Sedlacek, 1991).  Historically, the higher education system was built for 

White students (Westbrook & Sedlacek, 1988), but the characteristics of various 

subgroups within the population must be considered in order to raise retention rates for 

minority groups (Miville & Sedlacek, 1991).  Miville and Sedlacek studied 934 students 

in a freshman orientation program at a large university on the East Coast.  The students 

were given a general attitudinal questionnaire along with one question from the NCQ 

(question asked if anything might make them leave school before completing their 

degree).  The goal was to create a profile for persistors and non-persistors to assist 

student affairs professional there.  Students who were potential non-persisters typically 

had academic fears, financial concerns, and a lack of campus involvements.  Ideally, 

student profiles could be used to develop individual development plans (Miville & 

Sedlacek).   

The admission of student athletes has become a more important issue in recent 

years due in part to NCAA policies and propositions (e.g., Proposition 48) relating to 

SAT and ACT scores.  The issue is heightened because of the potential impact on African 

American student athletes (Sedlacek & Adams-Gaston, 1992).  According to the authors, 

SAT and ACT scores do not correlate well with the freshmen grades of minority students 
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possibly due to bias in standardized tests.  Sedlacek and Adams-Gaston (1992) posited 

that a possible reason for the lower correlation is related to Sternberg’s work with 

intelligence from 1985 to 1986.  The students’ level of what Sternberg terms 

componential intelligence (ability to interpret in a hierarchical and taxonomic manner 

within a well-defined context) is measured by standardized tests. The authors posited that 

two other types of intelligence from Sternberg could be better indicators of the potential 

of minority students, but neither experiential (creativity in changing contexts) nor 

contextual intelligence (ability to work within a system and adapt to the environment) can 

be studied using current standardized testing methods Sedlacek, 1994; Sedlacek & 

Adams-Gaston, 1992).  Sedlacek and Adams-Gaston examined the NCQ, SAT scores, 

and first-semester grades of 105 incoming student athletes at a large university on the 

East Coast (80% White, 18% African American, and 4% Hispanic).  The students’ SAT 

Verbal and Math scores showed little to no correlation with first-semester GPA for the 

sample, whereas the following noncognitive dimensions had significant correlation with 

the students’ first-semester GPA (p < .05): availability of a strong support person, 

positive self-concept, community involvement, and a realistic self-appraisal.  Sedlacek 

and Miville-Gaston suggested using a combined method (NCQ and SAT scores) to 

predict the potential of student athletes at the institution.  

Hispanics and Other Minority Groups 

The number of Hispanic students enrolled in colleges and universities grew from 

384,000 to 624,000 from 1976 to 1986, which was a 63% increase.  White student 

numbers grew by only nine percent during the same 10-year period.  Members of the 
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Hispanic subgroup come from approximately 19 different countries, so they are a very 

heterogeneous group (Fuertes & Sedlacek, 1993).  Fuertes and Sedlacek stated that 

colleges and universities have not provided the same opportunities for Hispanics, women, 

African Americans, and the disabled as they have for White males.  According to the 

authors, leadership opportunities in higher education are key to the development of all the 

disadvantaged groups.  Leadership opportunities may also increase retention rates, 

campus/community involvement, and assist the students with career skills.  Fuertes and 

Sedlacek stated that three major barriers exist for Hispanic students.  These include 

institutional racism (e.g., admissions procedures, lack of programs, and lack of Hispanic 

faculty and staff) (Sedlacek, 1996); a lack of visible Hispanic culture on college 

campuses; and differences in socialization between the dominant culture and the 

subgroups (e.g., assertiveness and competition emphasized in European-American 

culture).   

Fuertes and Sedlacek (1995) questioned whether high school grades and 

standardized test scores are the best predictors or academic success for students from the 

Hispanic subgroup.  They theorized that eight noncognitive variables may be more 

effective predictors, but according to the authors, past research has not shown that 

noncognitive factors are valid when predicting the grades and retention of Hispanic 

college students.  For example, Perez (1994) studied 79 Hispanic freshmen (males and 

females) at a large university on the East Coast.  The study examined SAT Verbal and 

Math scores along with the NCQ and the Racial Identity Attitude Scale (RIAS), but none 

of the scores were effective predictors of first semester GPA when considered separately.  
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Follow-up interviews with seven students randomly selected from the sample did 

highlight the importance of noncognitive variables for low socioeconomic and less 

academically prepared Hispanic students (Perez, 1994).   

Awe (1995) used a mixed-methods approach to student retention of minority 

students at an urban PWI.  The study looked at students’ participation in a minority 

intervention program and studied scores from the NCQ and Pascarella and Terenzini’s 

Items Scale Questionnaire along with a Student Perception Questionnaire developed by 

the researcher.  Results from the Awe study showed that there were no significant 

differences in the NCQ variables for students who were retained in the program and those 

not retained.  There was a significant difference between program participants and non-

program participants for two NCQ variables, the ability to  deal with racism and the 

availability of a support person (Awe, 1995).  A study from Gordon (1998) examined the 

relationship between noncognitive variables and minority students’ level of alienation at 

three community colleges.  A group of 350 minority students took the NCQ and the 

University Alienation Scale.  Results indicated that a positive relationship existed 

between noncognitive variables, but the relationship was not consistent across 

institutions, ethnic groups, or gender groups (Gordon, 1998).  Alienation was negatively 

correlated with the students’ level of confidence, realistic self-appraisal, preference for 

long-range goals, strong support person, leadership experience, and demonstrated 

community service.  According to Gordon, results also showed that higher perceptions of 

alienation were strongly associated with lower levels of student confidence.  For this 

study, Hispanic students reported higher levels of alienation than African American 
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students.  Also, they perceived more feelings of powerlessness and they had the lowest 

levels of self-concept (Gordon, 1998).   

Fuertes and Sedlacek (1995) studied 156 entering Hispanic freshmen at a large 

northeastern PWI.  Students were given the NCQ as part of a freshmen orientation visit to 

the counseling center in order to determine if the eight noncognitive (seven previously 

mentioned plus knowledge acquired in a nontraditional field) were effective predictors of 

student GPA and retention using Pearson Product Moment correlations and discriminant 

analysis (p < .05).  According to the authors, only one of the eight noncognitive 

predictors (ability to identify and cope with racism) correlated with student GPA when 

examining the first and third semesters of the students over a four-and-one-half year 

period.  Understanding and dealing with racism seems to encompass what Sternberg calls 

contextual intelligence.  This involves the student adapting to the environment and 

learning to negotiate the system (Sedlacek, 1996).  The NCQ was not an effective 

predictor of retention for the Hispanic students in the sample (Fuertes & Sedlacek, 1995).   

Boldt (2000) studied the predictive potential of cognitive and noncognitive 

variables for first-year college students who were considered to be at-risk.  SAT scores 

and NCQ scores were analyzed for all participants and results were broken down by race 

and gender.  The dependent variables in the study were student GPA and semester 

retention.  The sample (N = 220) included 113 White students, 107 African Americans, 

79 males, and 141 females.  Boldt reported that for the fall semester, the noncognitive 

variable, positive self-concept, predicted student GPA across all groups.  In the results for 

the spring semester, however, positive self-concept was not a significant predictor for any 
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of the groups.  According to Boldt, there actually seemed to be a negative correlation, 

which may suggest that the students had an inaccurate ability to self-evaluate.  It 

appeared that this was corrected after students began to adapt to the environment.  For the 

spring semester, SAT Math scores combined with the noncognitive variable, knowledge 

acquired in a field, predicted male GPA values.  The students’ SAT Math score and the 

ability to deal with racism successfully predicted GPA for female students (Boldt, 2000).  

In examining the dependent variable, retention, the only predictor for African American 

students in the study was preference for long-range goals (for the fall semester).  This did 

not hold true for the spring semester.  The SAT Verbal score was a significant predictor 

for both males and females, which suggested a shift from noncognitive to more academic 

variables (Boldt, 2000).   

Radigan (1998) administered the NCQ to 464 developmental students at a 

community college and then charted their academic progress over a four-year period.  

Student scores on standardized placement tests and demographic data was also analyzed.  

A combination of cognitive and noncognitive variables used in different combinations 

were able to classify persisters and non-persisters in over 70% of the cases.  The results 

from the discriminant analyses indicated that noncognitive variables were three times 

more apt to predict persistence for White males/females and African American 

males/females than cognitive variables.  Boham (1997) administered the NCQ to 93 first-

time freshmen in an Educational Opportunity Program (EOP) at Humboldt State 

University (California).  The EOP program was specifically designed to increase access 

for first-generation and low-income students, many of which are ethnic minorities.  
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Discriminant analysis, stepwise multiple regression, and analysis of variance  were used 

to study credit hours  completed, first-semester GPA, gender/ethnicity, and NCQ scores.  

Results from the study did not support a noncognitive admissions model.  The NCQ 

scores failed to discriminate between high and low GPA for the students in the study.  

The most successful students were ones taking less than 14 credit hours (Boham, 1997).   

Schools and Racism 

 Sedlacek (1977) stated today’s educational system and testing methods tend to be 

barriers for minority groups and women.  The focus should be on racism, because 

unbiased tests cannot be constructed without changing the biased attitudes of society.  

According to Sedlacek, even though it is easier and more comfortable to conduct 

“business as usual” in the current system, it is necessary that educators take some action 

against racism and promote needed change.  The author posited that three types of test 

bias exists in the standardized tests used today—content bias, atmosphere bias, and use 

bias.  The content has been structured for White, middle-class male students on both the 

items and the instructions (Sedlacek, 1977).  Atmosphere bias involves the characteristics 

of the test administration (e.g., the race of the examiner and perceptions of how the test 

will be used).  Use bias relates to how the test results are used.  Emphasis has 

traditionally been on outcomes, so Sedlacek wants educators to consider the impact test 

bias has on minority groups and women.  Sedlacek believed that our biased society has 

brought about biased testing methods.  The author stated that, “If the results of a given 

test result in negative outcomes for a given person because that person is identified with a 

certain group, we have test bias” (p. 17).  As part of a six stage model for eliminating 
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racism, Sedlacek stressed that we must recognize that cultural and racial differences exist 

and we must discuss them openly, because differences are not a negative for society.  

Westbrook and Sedlacek (1988) stated, “Although majority students typically perceive 

the university system as belonging to them…minority students often view the situation in 

the opposite way and fear a reaction from the system…” (p. 87).   

Students from differing backgrounds/cultures experience the campus environment 

in differing ways, and campus climate has a major impact on student success at a college 

or university.  Students from different subgroups may have different perceptions of 

diversity and programs oriented toward diversity (Sedlacek, Helm, & Prieto, 1997; Helm, 

Sedlacek, & Prieto, 1998).  The authors suggested more research is needed to study the 

effectiveness of diversity programs on college campuses, because more often than not, 

diversity programs are just assumed to be effective rather than confirmed through 

measurement.  According to Sedlacek, Helm, and Prieto (1997), diversity initiatives must 

meet three conditions to obtain positive results.  The conditions include the following: all 

groups involved must believe in the value of diversity; power must be shared equally 

among all groups; and the programs must be based on research and assessed for 

effectiveness.  In reference to sharing power, the authors stated that, “This is often 

difficult since one of the primary components of racism is that one group has more power 

than others to influence the environment” (p. 4).   

Sedlacek, Helm, and Prieto (1997) and Helm, Sedlacek, and Prieto (1998) studied 

the relationship between students’ perceptions of diversity and the students’ overall 

campus satisfaction by race.  An anonymous 100 item survey (See Appendix A to view 
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the current version of the Cultural Attitudes and Climate Survey as Part II of the survey 

instrument for this study, which was taken from Sedlacek, 2004.) about cultural attitudes 

and climate was sent to first and third year college students at a large university in the 

east which is engaged in several diversity programs.  Sixty-percent of the students 

returned the survey, of which 14% (131) were African American, 12% (127) were Asian 

American, 6% (76) were Hispanic, and 54% (314) were female.  According to the 

authors, factor analysis revealed the coefficient alpha reliability of the survey was .81 and 

11 factors accounted for 48% of the total variance.  The eleven factors with 

corresponding reliabilities include the following: racial tension (.73), cross-cultural 

comfort (.73), diversity awareness (.61), racial pressures (.60), residence hall tension 

(.69), fair treatment (.74), faculty racism (.77), respect for other cultures (.62), lack of 

support (.63), comfort with own culture (.55), and overall satisfaction (.78) (Sedlacek, 

Helm, & Prieto, 1997; Helm, Sedlacek, & Prieto, 1998).  (To view the individual 

questions under each factor, see Appendix E.)   

Results of the study showed some consistent patterns of student perceptions 

across each of the racial groups.  For Hispanic students, fair treatment by 

students/faculty, cross-cultural comfort, and respect for other cultures each correlated 

with the students’ overall satisfaction.  African American and Hispanic students who 

were comfortable with their own culture tended to have higher overall satisfaction with 

the institution.  Asian Americans and African Americans were more likely to be 

dissatisfied overall when they perceived faculty members to be racist, and all groups 

reported less satisfaction when they perceived race-related pressures existed.  The factor, 
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lack of support, impacted the overall satisfaction for all groups, but it was not significant 

for Hispanic students (Sedlacek, Helm, & Prieto, 1997; Helm, Sedlacek, & Prieto, 1998).  

According to the authors, one internal battle that Hispanics face is how “Latino” to be on 

campus (e.g., the language they choose to speak). 

Longerbeam, Sedlacek, and Alatorre (2004) stated that the unique aspects of 

retention/persistence for Hispanics needs further attention from researchers and 

educators, but studying Hispanic students is a challenge because  of differences in 

culture, language, socioeconomic status, and their varied national origin.  According to 

the authors, Hispanics accounted for 12.5% of the U.S. population in 2004 

(approximately 60% growth in a ten year period), but they earned just 6.1% of bachelor 

degrees and accounted for just 9% of all undergraduate students in 2000.  The stress of 

trying to adapt to the dominant culture (termed acculturation stress) can occur in many 

forms for Hispanic students (e.g., academic stress and stress related to racism).  

Longerbeam, Sedlacek, and Alatorre emphasized that the level of stress can be lessened if 

the campus environment is perceived to be welcoming by the students and if the students 

perceive a lower level of racial tension and hostility.  The authors studied 2,991 entering 

freshmen at a large public university on the east coast to explore differences in attitudes 

about diversity, academic preparation, and student financial situations.  The study used an 

online 110 question University New Student Census (UNSC) to examine student 

perceptions, attitudes, interests, and expectations.  Six percent or 175 students identified 

themselves as Hispanic (4% total Hispanic population overall).   
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Results of the study revealed three categories where differences between 

Hispanics and non-Hispanics were evident, including diversity, cause of departure, and 

finances (Longerbeam, Sedlacek, & Alatorre, 2004).  In examining diversity, Hispanic 

students were more likely to have a friend from a different race, and non-Hispanics were 

more likely to feel irritated by individuals from a different race.  For causes of departure, 

Hispanic students reported that they would be more likely to leave school because of 

expense for the family, lack of academic ability, or to go to the military.  Stress related to 

financial reasons also had a greater impact on Hispanic students.  Hispanic students were 

more likely to work, work longer hours, and report that they would depart from school 

for financial reasons.  They worried more about financial issues overall than did non-

Hispanics, and they were more likely to send money home to help meet family 

obligations.  Overall, Hispanic students were more likely to be concerned about their 

ability to finance their college education  (Longerbeam, Sedlacek, & Alatorre, 2004). 

The Big Tests 

Sedlacek (2004) discusses an alternative form of student assessment which can be 

used successfully with college students from nontraditional and traditional groups.  

Sedlacek posited that the Big Tests (e.g., Scholastic Aptitude Test or SAT) were 

originally designed for White males, so they do not properly assess the abilities of 

students from diverse cultural groups or females from any racial or ethnic group.  The 

author believed that better assessments are needed due to the increasing diversity of 

higher education.  Students come to campuses today with a wider range of abilities, 

interests, and backgrounds than ever before, including cultural differences, racial/ethnic 

166 



  
 

differences, and differences in sexual orientation.  Sedlacek offered a model with a 

variety of assessment methods that he thought would be a more fair alternative for all 

students—rather than the ones based on the Big Tests.  Fleming and Garcia (1998) stated, 

“Opponents of standardized tests allege that they are inherently unfair to disadvantaged 

minorities because they are culturally and educationally inappropriate, …frequently 

wrong in assessing the potential of minorities, and because wide variation in predictive 

validity suggests unfairness” (p. 471).  Sedlacek’s (2004) assessment model is based on 

the measurement of the eight noncognitive variables mentioned throughout this study.   

The Big Tests are extremely popular for a number of reasons.  They supposedly 

provide a common and fair method to evaluate students from varied backgrounds and 

experiences, but Sedlacek (2004) questioned whether it is fair, for example, to give the 

same test to a White student from a rural high school and a Hispanic student from New 

York City.  Sternberg, Grigorenko, and Bundy (2001) stated that, “…instruments 

developed to quantify smartness are culturally based and cannot simply be ‘transplanted’ 

to a culture with different values” (p. 3).  The standardized tests are also popular because 

they produce a numerical score that can be used to compare students against others 

locally as well as nationally.  The results are clearly defined—if a student scores high, 

then he or she is assumed to be smart.  Secondary schools with high standardized test 

scores are assumed to be the schools best at educating students.  Sedlacek stated that 

whether students actually learn or learn how to learn is very seldom assessed.   

For colleges and universities, the Big Tests are extremely popular because they 

are an inexpensive way to gage student abilities, which is important in this time of 
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budgetary shortfalls (Sedlacek, 2004).  In the view of the author, however, assessing 

every student using the same yardstick is not acceptable because students, now more than 

ever, are not entering colleges with a common set of experiences.  When the students take 

that Big Test, they do not have the same level of academic resources, family support, and 

cultural commonalities, so relying solely on one or two standardized assessments does 

not make sense.  Sternberg, Grigorenko, and Bundy (2001) concluded that conventional 

tests can be useful, but they must be interpreted carefully in conjunction with other 

measures because other factors can impact the results.  The authors suggested taking into 

account students’ ability to adapt to the social environment, cope with novel phenomena, 

and persist in spite of frustration.  They termed these types of adaptive behavior as 

practical intelligence and adaptive functioning.   

For nontraditional students (Sedlacek, 2004, defines them as anyone who faces 

discrimination based on cultural experience, sexual orientation, gender, social status, etc., 

and/or those who are not middle-class, white, and of European decent.), they face racism 

on the individual level and/or the institutional level because the system was not designed 

with them in mind.  Sedlacek (2004) does not believe that the Big Tests should be 

ignored all together, but he asserted that colleges and universities should add some new 

methods that expand the potential of assessment.  He stated that his model, based on the 

eight noncognitive variables, provides the necessary alternative because it is court tested 

(e.g. Farmer v. Ramsey in 1998, which allowed the University of Maryland to use 

noncognitive variables as an entrance criteria for its medical school) and has been proven 

effective nationally in colleges, universities, and in other organizations.   
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 In the view of the Sedlacek (2004), higher education institutions are much 

different now than when the SAT and other tests were first developed.  College 

participation has changed to widely include women, people of color, and people with 

disabilities as well as welcoming those who are gay, lesbian, transgender, and bisexual.  

Sedlacek stated that our tests have not kept up with the changing picture of higher 

education.  All of the groups mentioned here face some form of racism on a college 

campus or in the assessment measures that are commonly used.  He labeled this as a 

Three Musketeers Problem or an “all for one and one for all” approach to assessment 

(Sedlacek, 1994; Sedlacek, 2004).  Sedlacek supported the idea that multiple types of 

intelligence exist.  He mentions the ideas of Gardner (1983), from Frames of Mind: The 

Theory of Multiple Intelligences, who proposed that seven relatively independent abilities 

are part of a person’s intelligence (e.g., linguistic, spatial, interpersonal, logical-

mathematical, etc).  He also supported the ideas of Sternberg (1996), from Successful 

Intelligence, who posits that three kinds of intelligence are able to be distinguished.  The 

three include componential, the ability to interpret information hierarchically; 

experimental, the ability to interpret information in changing contexts; and contextual, 

the ability to adapt to a changing environment and handle and negotiate a system.  

Componential intelligence is measured by standardized tests, according to Sedlacek, but 

the other two, which may be the most important to nontraditional students, are not 

measured by a Big Test.   

For students from minority subgroups, the ability to use contextual and 

experimental knowledge may help them survive in racist environments, so for example, 
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African Americans are just as intelligent as any other group, but they may demonstrate 

intelligence in a different manner (Sedlacek, 1996).  A growing body of literature relating 

to diversity does now exist, which has broadened our understanding of diversity issues, 

but results are what counts (Sedlacek, 2004).  Sedlacek (1996) stated that we must 

assume that differences exist between the backgrounds and experiences of our entering 

college students and assess them in such a way as to allow for these differences.   

Sternberg, Grigorenko, and Bundy (2001) stated that although IQ is a fairly 

effective predictor of many types of childhood and adult outcomes, many other factors 

contribute which must also be considered.  For example, standardized tests developed to 

measure verbal reasoning may be problematic because the native language for some 

minority groups is often not English (Sternberg, 1996).  Sternberg (1996) stated that 

those subgroups who grow up with little exposure to the English language will be at a 

disadvantage on the test, no matter the individual’s actual skill level.  Culturally relevant 

tests are needed, because under the current system of testing, those students who are 

acculturated to the Western culture are at a distinct advantage on the conventional IQ and 

standardized tests (Sternberg, 1996).     

 Theories of intelligence share a common assumption, that mental performance 

tests should be able to identify the dimension of intelligence being studied.  The 

assumption is that cognitive ability can be measured successfully using “canned” task 

performance measures (Sternberg, 1985).  Sternberg (1985) discussed three types of 

theories of intelligence.  According to Sternberg, “[Explicit theories of intelligence] are 

based, or at least tested, on data collected from people performing tasks presumed to 
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measure intelligent functioning” (p. 3).  Secondly, information processing theories of 

intelligence are based on cognitive task performance.  This can involve the sheer speed of 

information processing, choice-reaction time, speed of memory access, or speed of 

higher-order reasoning.  According to Sternberg, the third type are the implicit theories of 

intelligence.  They are defined according to people’s perceptions of what intelligence is, 

or the nature of intelligence.  A prototype (ideally intelligent person) is identified and 

others are judged based on their level of similarity to the prototype.  Implicit theories 

encompass a broader scope of measurement.  They incorporate more typical kinds of 

verbal and problem-solving intelligence, but the theories also include items such as 

social-competence, practical intelligence, and abilities exhibited by the intelligent 

prototypes (Sternberg, 1985).   

Sternberg (1985) stressed that no one theory can do justice to all types of 

intelligence.  Sternberg (1996) emphasized that, whether we agree with the theory of 

multiple intelligences or not, it is important to acknowledge the varied nature of 

intelligence.  According to Sternberg (1996), “…theories of a single ability just do not 

take into account the complexity of the human mind” (p. 120).  Typical IQ tests are 

generally narrow in the types of intelligence they measure.  “On the one hand, they 

provide a fairly broad sampling of higher-level cognitive skills; on the other hand, they 

fail to sample the kinds of noncognitive adaptive skills that people (at least in our studies) 

indicate form a part of intelligence in the real world” (Sternberg, 1985, p. 35).  
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Sedlacek’s Model 

Sedlacek (2004) has been developing his noncognitive assessment model for more 

than thirty years.  According to the book, he developed his model based on the facts that 

people from diverse groups have not been served appropriately by the current system; 

standardized test results have not suggested that development may occur; little or no 

research has supported the current Big Tests; and that, in the past, evaluation results have 

not been tied closely to student/institutional outcomes (e.g., grades or retention).  The 

eight variables he uses are termed noncognitive because they relate to a student’s level of 

adjustment, motivation, and perception, rather than the traditional cognitive variables 

(e.g., verbal and quantitative skills).  Measuring the noncognitive variables can be done 

effectively in a number of ways according to Sedlacek, but the most common quantitative 

method is the Noncognitive Questionnaire (NCQ).  

Ting and Robinson (1998) stated that past research about the academic 

performance of college students has focused on cognitive variables, psychosocial 

(noncognitive) variables, or a combination of the two.  According to the authors, 

combined approaches have been found to be effective in predicting the academic success 

of African Americans, European Americans, medical students, low-income, first-

generation, and specially admitted students.  During the fall of 1996, Ting and Robinson 

surveyed 3,216 orientation students using the NCQ and the First-year Student Survey 

(FYSS) at a research university in the southeast.  A total of 2,237 White students (59% 

male) and 221 African American students (55% female) fit into the sample.  The purpose 

of the study was to examine the effectiveness of both cognitive and psychosocial 
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variables for predicting the GPA and retention of first-year college students.  Tracey and 

Sedlacek’s (1989) seven noncognitive variables were considered along with 

socioeconomic, environmental, demographic status, and 12 additional variables from the 

FYSS.  Cognitive variables included the students’ high school grades and SAT Math and 

Verbal scores.  The results of the step-wise multiple regression analysis showed that high 

school grades were the single most powerful predictor of fall GPA of the entire sample.  

According to Ting and Robinson, other variables that effectively predicted fall GPA were 

fathers’ educational level and a positive self-concept.  More psychosocial/noncognitive 

predictors were significant when spring GPA was examined, including positive self-

concept, preference for long-term goals (NCQ), and planning for the highest level of 

education to be reached (FYSS).  High school GPA was still the most effective predictor 

for spring GPA.  Results supported the idea that multivariate models are more effective 

than general models in examining gender and race.  Results showed that for African 

American males to succeed at a PWI, a healthy self-concept is beneficial, and high 

schools grades and SAT Math scores explained 24% of the variance for fall GPA (Ting & 

Robinson, 1998).   

In a study of first-generation and low-income students in a Student Support 

Services program at a public university in the Midwest, Ting (1998) found that a 

combination of cognitive and psychosocial factors effectively predicted student GPA.  

High school rank accounted for 34% of variance for first-semester GPA.  Scores from the 

NCQ indicated that a successful leadership experience, demonstrated community service, 

along with high school rank were effective predictors of second semester GPA for the 54 
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(64% first-generation) students in the study.  Noncognitive variables accounted for 29% 

of variance for the second semester GPA.  The author also provided a definition for what 

may be perceived as Sedlacek’s most confusing variable, knowledge acquired in a field.  

Ting defined the variable in the following way: “Students are familiar with information 

and knowledge to learn in a field and have developed unusual and/or culturally related 

ways to learn in a given subject or field” (p. 17).   

Conceptual Framework 

Model Developed from Research about African Americans 

The final part of this section detailing Sedlacek’s work discusses the conceptual 

framework of his research related to noncognitive variables and the NCQ.  The basis of 

this research revolves around the study of African Americans, because they were the 

largest minority group in the early 1970s.  Also, a critical mass of African American was 

available for study at the University of Maryland, College Park.  Students from other 

minority and disadvantaged groups have been studied using this conceptual framework 

by Sedlacek and others up to the present time.  As research in the African American 

section of this chapter has stated, African Americans enter higher education with unique 

background and cultural characteristics.  The following information was used by William 

E. Sedlacek, Terence J. Tracey, and Glenwood C. Brooks, Jr., among others, to help 

support the need for nontraditional assessment methods for minority students over the 

years.  The literature reviewed in this section was identified specifically by Dr. Sedlacek 

through e-mail correspondence with this researcher (see Appendix D).   
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 The topic of African American student success began to receive a lot of attention 

in the late 1960s and early 1970s.  They were termed a disadvantaged group (Sedlacek, 

1974).  Sedlacek (1974) cited ideas from Stanley, 1971, who felt pessimistic about the 

realistic possibility of remediation for African American students.  Stanley stressed the 

importance of test scores.  Sedlacek believed there was reason to doubt the traditional 

predictors for minority students, in this case African Americans.  He did not believe that 

predictors could be universally applied.  The current research about African American 

students is inadequate because nearly everyone repeats the same procedure—college 

grades for African Americans are correlated with standardized test scores and high school 

grades.  One major problem with this methodology is that African Americans in higher 

education (in and around that time) were generally part of the “Black elite”, so they were 

not representative of the majority of African Americans (Sedlacek, 1974).  Another 

potential problem, according to Sedlacek, is that only freshman grades are typically used, 

which does not allow the African American students time to adjust to the new 

environment they are experiencing.  African American students will often need a longer 

adjustment period at PWIs.  Basically, African American students enter higher education 

with no same-race role models at PWIs and few if any family members who have direct 

knowledge of the higher education system.   

 Sedlacek (1974) stated that there are other African Americans beyond that elite 

group who need and deserve a college education, but traditional predictors may not fit 

them because of cultural, socioeconomic, and background differences.  According to 

Sedlacek, higher education should tap the human resources from the “Black citizenry”, 
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which has not been used before.  Creative research will be needed to find new and 

different variables that predict the educational potential of students in this cohort.  

Preferably the researchers should be African American and have similar characteristics to 

the African Americans who do not fit in the Black elite category (Sedlacek, 1974).  

Sedlacek stated that, although he is not an African American, he is heavily involved in 

research related to African American college students.  One major endeavor was a three-

phase research project through the Cultural Study Center at the University of Maryland, 

College Park.  According to Sedlacek, the goal was to isolate what can be termed the 

unique Black experiences that could be measured and used in practical research.  The 

three-phase project involved (1) examining the usefulness of current predictors for 

African Americans, (2) examining the potential of other variables, and (3) working with 

African Americans on and off campus to identify the predictors that relate to their 

experiences.  Results from past research at the University of Maryland indicated that high 

school grades are not effective predictors for the academic success of African American 

males; retention rates and second year GPA may be more relevant for African Americans 

(after an adjustment period); and a number of empirically developed predictors have been 

found and warrant further scrutiny (Sedlacek, 1974).  The proposed variables came from 

using some locally developed instruments along the Vocational Preference Inventory.  

According to Sedlacek, social maturity seems to be the binding concept because the 

proposed variables seem to measure such factors as being self-assured, independent, 

realistic, and/or able to adjust to difficulties. 
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Eliminating Racism 

 Sedlacek and Brooks (1976) outlined a model for eliminating racism from all 

levels of education.  According to the authors, the model is necessary because racism still 

exists due in part to the realization that Whites control the bulk of the entire educational 

system.  Racism is outcome oriented or behavioral, so racism must be defined in terms of 

behaviors and outcomes.  Well developed goals and assessment procedures are crucial for 

any attempts at change to be effective.  Change always brings about a certain amount 

discomfort and doubt, but the goal of this model is to provide minimum discomfort to the 

people and the institutions (Sedlacek & Brooks, 1976).  A brief explanation for each 

stage of the model follows.  Stage I is to acknowledge that cultural and racial differences 

exist.  In this stage educators must realize that because of years of oppression, minority 

students will react differently (more negatively) to authority figures.  Also, they must 

realize that most White educators are not properly prepared to work with minority 

students.  Students should be allowed and encouraged to express their cultural identity 

and differences should be approached positively in and out of the classroom.  According 

to Sedlacek and Brooks, Stage II highlights the way that institutional racism operates in 

higher education.  Examples within higher education include the prevalence of biased 

admissions standards; student activities are geared toward White students; key decision 

makers are not often from minority groups; and that counselors are not aware of the 

unique characteristics of African American students.  Obviously, individual forms of 

racism exist in the system as well.   
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 In Stage III, a thorough examination for the campus racial attitudes is undertaken.  

The Situational Attitude Scale (SAS) was suggested as an appropriate measure (Sedlacek 

& Brooks, 1976).  In Stage IV, the sources of racial attitudes are considered.  Sedlacek 

and Brooks (1976) stated that, “We all hold racial stereotypes that determine how we feel 

and act toward other races” (p. 7).  The assumption should be that racism exists and that 

change is needed.  The curriculum and textbooks should be examined to see if studies 

directly related to students from minority cultures are included and screened to ensure 

that racial stereotypes are not perpetuated.  For the Sedlacek and Brooks model, Stage V 

is where the institution determines what can realistically be done to change negative 

behaviors.  This includes developing specific operations and strategies to accomplish the 

goals and assessing and adjusting the process as necessary.  Stage VI puts the plan of 

action in place so the behaviors can be influenced and changed.  Examples of specific 

strategies include encouraging open treatment of racial issues (e.g., through humor), 

teaching training and in-services, and focusing efforts on increasing minority faculty and 

staff (Sedlacek & Brooks, 1976).   

Sedlacek and Brooks (1976) stressed that all cultural and racial subgroups should 

be able to define their own existence, rather than being defined by the majority groups in 

control of the system.  They stated that African American students are more likely to 

succeed if they believe they can achieve by their own personal efforts rather than 

believing they are at the mercy of the system (internal versus an external locus of 

control).  Sedlacek and Brooks posited that the idea of the “melting pot” is myth that 

should be put aside.  The authors stated that we actually live in a culturally pluralistic 
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society, which means the various cultures in the U.S. should coexist rather than blend 

together.  Sedlacek and Brooks (1976) cited research from DiCesare, Sedlacek, and 

Brooks, 1972; Sedlacek and Brooks, 1976; and Gurin, Gurin, Lao, and Beattie, 1972, 

which found that African American students were more likely to persist if they 

understood and anticipated racism as being a part of the system.   

According to Sedlacek and Brooks (1976), White racism has been the dominant 

form of racism throughout history and even the Puritan ethic of hard work was used to 

justify slavery and the poor treatment of the Native Americans already in America.  In 

varying forms, racism still exists today in a variety of social institutions, including higher 

education.  Like other minority groups, the African American culture promotes 

cooperation and solidarity, which places it in direct opposition to the dominant culture at 

PWIs.  White students are generally socialized to be highly competitive, and this attitude 

prevails on predominantly White college campuses (Sedlacek & Brooks, 1976).  The 

entire sociocultural process for minority students is different than for White students at 

PWIs.  According to Sedlacek and Brooks, most racism is unintentional.  People and 

institutions do not realize how their behavior negatively impacts those of another race, 

but “We must eliminate the sources of institutional racism which have created our current 

situation” (p. 58). 

College campuses are convergence point for newly expanded access and 

intellectual unrest.  This reality has challenged the central educational mission of many 

institutions.  We are living in what is known as the “campus diversity movement” (Musil, 

Garcia, Hudgins, Nettles, Sedlacek, & Smith, 1999).  This campus diversity movement 
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has focused new attention on the following areas: access, retention, 

admission/recruitment, curriculum, counseling, career planning, and the ethnicity of 

faculty, staff, and administrators.  The higher education system has the opportunity to 

lead the way in working with diverse populations for the next century.  This means 

grappling with prejudice attitudes, access, equal opportunity, and mutual well-being 

(Musil et al., 1999).  Institutions of higher education are now paying more attention to the 

factors that influence the success of the diverse populations and the hiring patterns for 

faculty and staff from underrepresented groups.  Musil, Garcia, Hudgins, Nettles, 

Sedlacek, and Smith (1999) stated that, “They are also recognizing the influence of 

campus climate and intergroup relations and…They are examining traditional structures 

and practices that have created barriers to a diverse student populations” (p. 21).   

Musil, Garcia, Hudgins, Nettles, Sedlacek, and Smith (1999) provided some 

principal arguments for addressing diversity on college and university campuses.  The 

academic argument is that scholarship is greatly enhanced by multiple viewpoints and 

diversity is essential for excellence.  Morally, addressing diversity is just the right thing 

to do.  According to Musil et al., a strong commitment to diversity means a commitment 

to equality as well as equal opportunity.  All students, regardless of ethnicity, deserve an 

educational environment in which they have an equal opportunity to achieve.  The civic 

argument is based on the idea that, if one believes in the importance of an educated 

citizenry, then our democratic system hinges on meaningful participation of all segments 

of society.  Demographically, colleges are charged with educating current and future 

generations, so simple mathematics shows the current and future demographics of the 
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college population (e.g., 30 percent minority students).  And, economically, it is a simple 

matter of economic opportunity and justice.  Educational attainment is directly related to 

family income and living standards.  Poverty is a grave threat to democracy, so it is in 

America’s best interest to educate minority and low SES White men and women (Musil, 

Garcia, Hudgins, Nettles, Sedlacek, & Smith, 1999).   

Musil, Garcia, Hudgins, Nettles, Sedlacek, and Smith (1999) stressed using the 

term mosaic rather than melting pot when discussing the combination of many cultures in 

our society.  According to the authors, institutional redesign needs to take on a mosaic 

approach so no individual or group must sacrifice their way of life to contribute to the 

bigger picture.  The distinctive identities should enhance the bigger picture rather than an 

institution trying to “fix” the minority students or mold them a certain way.  All students 

will benefit when institutions understand, develop, and encourage diversity, and when 

diversity is promoted in the institutional mission.  Musil et al. stated that diversity 

initiatives involve four major areas.  They are faculty development, curriculum models, 

climate and intergroup relations, and campus/community connectedness.  The authors 

credit Bernice Sandler’s work from 1983, entitled “The Chilly Climate for Women on 

Campus,” for first discussing the concept of campus climate.  The term refers to the 

overall campus environment, and educators began to see the correlation between campus 

climate, retention, and educational success.  Musil et al. stressed the need for formal 

climate assessments or audits to ascertain student perceptions and drive policy, practice 

and diversity initiatives.   
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Smith (1995) identified four key dimensions of campus diversity.  They are 

access and success, climate and intergroup relations, education and scholarship, and 

institutional vitality and viability.  Musil, Garcia, Hudgins, Nettles, Sedlacek, and Smith 

(1999) stated that, “Campus climate and intergroup relations focus on the kind of 

environment established and its influence on student success, faculty performance, and 

well-being of staff who are employed there” (p. 56).  America and its educational 

institutions now have the most diverse population of any time in history.  People who 

could once avoid contact with different types of people now work, go to school, and 

share social space with them.  Higher education must lead the way in developing these 

new diversity relations (Musil, Garcia, Hudgins, Nettles, Sedlacek, & Smith, 1999).   

Racism has been one of the most influential factors defining the existence, 

culture, and history of minority peoples in the U.S. (Levey, Blanco, & Jones, 1998).  

According to Levey, Blanco, and Jones (1998), students need to learn how to effectively 

deal with campus racism, because individual and institutional racism are real barriers to 

educational attainment.  Although colleges are suppose to be bastions of knowledge and 

acceptance, ignorance and irrationality still exist.  The rules of the system are such that 

White students understand the system and gain most of the benefits (e.g., cultural 

relevance of standardized tests and prevalence of White faculty and staff).  The authors 

stated that the concept of racism is usually associated with beliefs related to racial 

superiority, which can translate to the use of power against others, and that “…power is a 

crucial component of racism” (Levey, Blanco, & Jones, 1998, p. 93).  A large percentage 

of the White professors and students have little knowledge of the issues and barriers that 
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confront minority students on campus.  Levey, Blanco, and Jones explained that, 

although racism may be unintentional (e.g., standardized tests), the fact remains that it is 

racism.  

Levey, Blanco, and Jones (1998) went on to say that minority students generally 

go through four stages as they try to deal with racism.  Stage one is a lack of critical 

awareness.  In this stage the minority individuals are trying to minimize the affects of 

racism and they are trying to fit in with the dominant group.  In stage two, increasing 

critical awareness and search for self-identity, the individuals discover who they are and 

focus on their own culture.  Often times, they experience something that gives them 

negative feelings about the dominant group (Levey, Blanco, & Jones, 1998).  Stage three 

is entitled, total transfer to one’s own culture.  Individuals at this stage are extremely 

dogmatic about their own culture and they are angry about past oppression.  The fourth 

and final stage is balance and social responsibility, which is when people develop a more 

balanced approach for dealing with other cultures and their own.  They direct anger 

toward more positive channels of change.  Minority individuals have strong motives to 

learn how to cope with racism, because racism impacts them in an extremely negative 

fashion (Levey, Blanco, & Jones, 1998). 

Even now, African American students continue to struggle with self-concept, 

racism, developing a community, and identifying with White faculty members.  They 

tend to view predominantly White campuses as hostile to African American students 

(Torres, Howard-Hamilton, & Cooper, 2003).  Torres, Howard-Hamilton, and Cooper 

(2003) stressed that White students still tend to view African Americans based on 
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preconditioned racial stereotypes.  The two groups have little contact with each other, 

which is evident by the fact that African Americans do not become involved with mainly 

White campus organizations.  According to the authors, African Americans who do 

become involved in extracurricular activities on campus have higher levels of self-esteem 

and cultural identity development.  The dominant theory related the identity development 

of African American students comes from Cross in the early 1970s.  The five stage model 

was detailed earlier in the African American section of this chapter, but it details the 

stages that African Americans go through to become more Africentric or Black (pre-

encounter, encounter, immersion-emersion, internalization, and internalization-

commitment) (Torres, Howard-Hamilton, & Cooper, 2003). 

In turning to Hispanic college students, Torres, Howard-Hamilton, and Cooper 

(2003) emphasized that students in this subgroup are an extremely heterogeneous group 

with origins from approximately 20 different countries.  Land boundaries and 

immigration have defined the contextual history of Hispanics in this country.  The 

theories examining Hispanic identity development tend to focus on one or two groups, 

Mexican Americans and Puerto Ricans.  The ethnicity of Mexican Americans hinges on 

three concepts—cultural awareness, ethnic loyalty (ethnocentric for the Mexican culture), 

and ethnic social isolation (preference for within-culture interactions) (Torres, Howard-

Hamilton, & Cooper, 2003).  According to Torres, Howard-Hamilton, and Cooper, 

cultural awareness may weaken over multiple generations, but they still tend to associate 

within their own cultural group.  The authors stated that three conditions seem to 

determine or influence the ethnic identity development of Hispanic college students in 
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their first-year of college.  These are the environment where they were raised, family 

influence and generational status, and the students’ self-perceived status in society.  

Students who grew up more connected to the dominant White culture adjust more easily 

to the White culture on a college campus.  Educators need to realize the many nuances of 

the Hispanic culture, the historical issues impacting their culture, and the barriers and 

conditions that play a role for Hispanic college students (Torres, Howard-Hamilton, & 

Cooper, 2003).   

Sedlacek (2004) explained that, for programs that impact students (e.g, advising, 

counseling, admissions, etc), research is often an afterthought.  Effective programs must 

be built on sound research, and the research must be relevant to students of color.  

Sedlacek posited that, without research related to minority students, racism may flourish, 

because those decisions (well-intended or not) will not have the proper data to make 

appropriate decisions.  He mentioned three areas of focus for this research—general 

information (e.g., demographic, frequency counts, and correct test answers), attitudes 

(e.g., affective data related to feelings and perceptions), and behavioral.  There are many 

variations within any racial group.  For example, not all Hispanics speak Spanish.  This is 

one of the racist stereotypes about Hispanic students.  Asian Americans are often 

perceived in a more positive light than other subgroups.  They are perceived to be well-

adjusted and academic.  Sedlacek provided one example of an Asian student who had to 

seek counseling because all of his peers expected him to help them with their computers.  

Real change in educational settings requires time, sound research, and persistence toward 

the goal.  Research should be an important part of any initiative to promote change (e.g., 

185 



  
 

in the racial climate). Educators should focus on research and practices that will achieve 

desired behavioral outcomes (Sedlacek, 2004). 

Many colleges were reluctant to recruit and admit minority students in the 1960s 

and 1970s.  At the University of Maryland, African Americans accounted for only about 

one percent of the 32,000 students (Sedlacek, 2004).  Sedlacek and others did a series of 

yearly studies that documented minority student enrollments.  These studies are now the 

only record the university has for its past African American enrollments.  According to 

Sedlacek (2004), the research showed that Maryland was far behind other states, 

especially since the state had a large African American population.  The studies were 

instrumental in establishing the first office on campus dedicated to minority student 

recruitment.  In 2002, the University of Maryland had a 36 percent minority enrollment.  

Fourteen percent of the enrollment was African American.  This is just one example of 

how research drove change and positive outcomes (Sedlacek, 2004). 

Noncognitive Predictors of Success 

Sedlacek and Brooks (1976) posited that certain nontraditional predictors of 

academic performance could be useful for research with minority students because more 

traditional predictors may overlook their academic potential due to cultural differences.  

The nontraditional predictors were based on ideas related to racism and research at the 

University of Maryland Cultural Study Center.  The proposed variables seemed to take 

into account the characteristics unique for minority student experiences and may be 

useful predictors of their academic success.  The first of the seven variables was positive 

self-concept or confidence.  If a student feels as if he or she can “make it” in the school 
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environment, the student will have a better chance to be successful at an institution where 

cultural bias and racism exist (Sedlacek & Brooks, 1976).  The second proposed variable 

was understands and deals with racism.  Minority students strong in this variable are 

realists.  They realize that the system is biased, but they choose to take on the existing 

system and function within it.  They also use an internal locus of control rather than being 

at the mercy of the system (Sedlacek & Brooks, 1976).  Sedlacek (1987) explained that 

the best strategy involves a differential response to racism.  The African American who 

decides to confront all occurrences of racism may be effective in many ways, but college 

success and persistence may be difficult.  A differential response means taking action 

when the student determines it is in his or her best interest, but not taking action when it 

might cause them more trouble than it may be worth (Sedlacek, 1987). 

Third was a realistic self-appraisal, which relates to the students’ ability to 

recognize their own academic or personal deficiencies and works to improve upon them.  

Once again, the concept of internal locus of control applies to this variable (Sedlacek & 

Brooks, 1976).  Self –assessment is related to self-concept as well.  Successful students 

are able to “take readings” and make appropriate adjustments in their academic and social 

environments (Sedlacek, 1987).  Sedlacek (1987) stated that for African American 

students at a PWI, self-assessment in the classroom may be difficult because of a lack of 

rapport with White faculty members.   

Sedlacek and Brooks (1976) stated that the fourth variable was prefers long-range 

goals to short-term or immediate needs.  Minority students strong in this area are willing 

to accept deferred gratification and wait for their chance for success.  The lack of 

187 



  
 

minority role models on college campuses (students, staff, or faculty) makes this difficult 

because the students may have difficulty making the connection between their current 

schoolwork and the ultimate reward of their chosen profession.  The fifth proposed 

variable, according to Sedlacek and Brooks, was the availability of a strong support 

person.  Many minority students do not have a person of strong influence to fall back on 

when struggles occur.  Many White students have family members who have successfully 

navigated the educational system (Sedlacek & Brooks, 1976).  Having a strong support 

person on campus is extremely difficult for African American students at a PWI, because 

it may be difficult to develop bonds with faculty and staff who are mainly White 

(Sedlacek, 1987).   

The sixth proposed variable was a successful leadership experience.  Due to the 

racist system, White students have traditionally been given the opportunity to lead and 

influence others within the K-12 system.  For minority students, leadership may have 

been displayed in other arenas, such as their church, cultural community, peer groups, or 

even street gangs (Sedlacek and Brooks, 1976; Sedlacek, 1987).  The seventh variable 

was demonstrated community service.  According to Sedlacek and Brooks (1976), this is 

closely related to the students’ leadership experience, so any experience in this area 

probably came in the students’ own community rather than in school.  The authors 

stressed that standard admissions applications tend to miss these leadership experiences, 

so a great deal of useful data is missed when evaluating the talent and potential of 

minority students.    
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Conclusion 

 The information in this chapter has examined literature and research related to 

college student retention and persistence, including the theories of Tinto, Bean and Eaton, 

Hurtado, Rendon, and Sedlacek.  The chapter also specifically examined retention 

research related to Hispanic American, African American, and Native American college 

students.  These groups have been traditionally underrepresented in post-secondary 

education, and they face barriers not typical of White students such as racism, a lack of 

campus role models and student peers, unfamiliarity with the system, and a lack of 

financial resources.  The debate continues among retention theorists with regards to 

terminology.  Tinto emphasizes social and academic integration while other theories 

focus on social and academic adjustment or a sense of belonging, but theorists seem to 

agree that minority students need a welcoming environment; adequate financial 

resources; peer and faculty interaction (inside and outside the classroom); and family 

support.  Some theorists (e.g., Sedlacek, Braxton, Hurtado, Rendon, & Tierney) support 

the idea that noncognitive factors must be included along with cognitive factors when 

admitting, evaluating, and supporting students of color.  The system of higher education 

was not necessarily designed with students of color in mind, and they are forced to adapt 

to the system rather than the system changing to incorporate them.  The overall college 

environment or climate plays an extremely important role in student retention.  When a 

student perceives that he or she belongs or fits, the student is more likely to continue to 

reenroll at that institution.  An institution which aspires to improve retention/persistence 

rates for students from underrepresented groups (e.g., Hispanic Americans) needs to 

189 



  
 

design and implement policies and provide services which will support the academic and 

social needs of these students.   
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Introduction 

The information contained in this chapter explains the research methodology 

which was employed for this quantitative study.  The chapter summarizes the overall 

survey design, selected population and sample, survey instrument, 

independent/dependent variables, and the data analysis for the study.  The organization of 

the chapter follows the recommendations of Creswell (2003) for a survey method plan of 

study.  The purpose of the research was to examine the predictive ability of the 

Noncognitive Questionnaire (NCQ) and Campus Climate Survey (CCS) in relation to 

year-to-year persistence and cumulative GPA for Hispanic American/first-year freshmen 

students at selected community colleges in West Texas.  The NCQ measures eight 

noncognitive variables and the CCS measures 11 variables related to the student 

perceptions of the campus racial climate.  This population was identified for study 

because a large percentage of Hispanics in higher education fit into an at-risk category 

due to certain social, academic, and political factors; Hispanic students currently account 

for 10% of students in higher education and 14% of students attending community 

colleges; Hispanics are projected to account for 51% of total U.S. population growth 

between 2000 and 2050 and reach 98 million in number (25% of the U.S. population) 

(National Center for Education Statistics, 2003); and there exists a need for more research 

which studies the factors that affect the persistence and academic success of Hispanic 
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students at community colleges.  The data analysis techniques used for this study 

included descriptive statistics, multiple regression, and discriminant analysis.  The goal of 

the researcher for this quantitative study was to make recommendations to faculty and 

staff members at community colleges for improving the retention and student persistence 

of Hispanic American students on their campuses. 

The research questions directing the study are: 

1. What are the descriptive statistics of the Noncognitive Questionnaire (NCQ)/Campus 

Climate Survey (CCS) scores for the Hispanic American/first-year students 

participating in this study? 

2. Is the NCQ/CCS an effective predictor of GPA for Hispanic American/first-year 

students participating in this study? 

3. Is the NCQ/CCS an effective predictor of year-to-year (first to second year) 

persistence for Hispanic American/first-year students participating in this study? 

4. Does the NCQ/CCS predict GPA and persistence more effectively for either gender? 

Survey Design 

A student survey was determined to be the most effective method to obtain the 

necessary information about students’ perceptions of the educational environment, their 

educational ability, and their educational goals.  Albreck and Settle (1995) stated that 

survey research may be the easiest, fastest, least expensive, and most accurate method of 

obtaining the required information, which the researcher believed to be true in this case.  

Survey research is generally used for one of three basic purposes.  They are the 

following: to influence or persuade some defined audience; to create or modify a product 
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or service provided to the public; or to understand or predict human behavior or 

conditions because it is the focus of academic or professional research work (Albreck & 

Settle, 1995).  This researcher chose a survey research design in order to discover the 

perceptions and demographic information of Hispanic first-year college students and to 

provide college faculty, staff, and administrators information about working more 

effectively with this student subgroup.  The present study examined the relationship 

between student persistence/cumulative GPA and Sedlacek’s eight noncognitive 

variables/five campus racial climate variables.  Participants for the study came from two 

pre-selected community colleges in West Texas.  Colleges in this region were selected for 

several reasons—one of which is because a critical mass of Hispanic American students 

was available for study at each institution (see Figure 3.1). A second reason is because of 

the institutions’ current status as Hispanic Serving Institutions (HSIs), which means they 

have at least 25% Hispanic full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment and 50% are 

considered low-income (U.S. Department of Education, n.d.).   

 

Institution Type Size Student Racial Characteristics Gender 

          

Amarillo College Public Two-Year 10,169 Race-ethnicity unknown: 1.9% Male: 40.1% 

      Black non-Hispanic: 3.4% Female: 59.9% 

      American Indian/Alaskan Native: 0.8%   

      Asian/Pacific Islander: 2.6%   

      Hispanic: 21.4%   

      White non-Hispanic: 69.8%   

          

Cisco Junior College Public Two-Year 3,195 Non-resident alien: 1.0% Male: 40.7% 

      Black non-Hispanic: 9.1% Female: 59.3% 

      American Indian/Alaskan Native: 1.0%   

      Asian/Pacific Islander: 0.7%   

      Hispanic: 15.6%   
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      White non-Hispanic: 72.6%   

          

Clarendon College Public Two-Year 947 Non-resident alien: 1.0% Male: 54.7% 

      Black non-Hispanic: 9.9% Female: 45.3% 

      American Indian/Alaskan Native: 1.3%   

      Asian/Pacific Islander: 1.0%   

      Hispanic: 13.7%   

      White non-Hispanic: 73.2%   

          

Frank Phillips College Public Two-Year 843 Non-resident alien: 1.7% Male: 40.3% 

      Black non-Hispanic: 5.5% Female: 59.7% 

      American Indian/Alaskan Native: 1.2%   

      Asian/Pacific Islander: 0.2%   

      Hispanic: 15.5%   

      White non-Hispanic: 74.3%   

          

Howard College Public Two-Year 2,659 Non-resident alien: 0.1% Male: 35.7% 

     

      Black non-Hispanic: 4.4% Female: 64.3% 

      American Indian/Alaskan Native: 0.3%   

      Asian/Pacific Islander: 0.9%   

      Hispanic: 28.0%   

      White non-Hispanic: 65.6%   

          

Midland College Public Two-Year 5,405 Non-resident alien: 1.1% Male: 42.4% 

      Black non-Hispanic: 4.7% Female: 57.6% 

      American Indian/Alaskan Native: 0.4%   

      Asian/Pacific Islander: 1.1%   

      Hispanic: 29.6%   

      White non-Hispanic: 62.4%   

          

Odessa College Public Two-Year 4,786 Non-resident alien: 0.2% Male: 39.6% 

      Black non-Hispanic: 4.7% Female: 60.4% 

      American Indian/Alaskan Native: 0.6%   

      Asian/Pacific Islander: 0.7%   

      Hispanic: 43.9%   

      White non-Hispanic: 49.8%   

          

South Plains College Public Two-Year 9,636 Non-resident alien: 0.8% Male: 47.0% 

      Black non-Hispanic: 4.1% Female: 53.0% 

      American Indian/Alaskan Native: 0.4%   

      Asian/Pacific Islander: 0.9%   

      Hispanic: 23.3%   

      White non-Hispanic: 70.6%   
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Vernon College Public Two-Year 2,647 Non-resident alien: 0.4% Male: 39.0% 

      Black non-Hispanic: 8.2% Female: 61.0% 

      American Indian/Alaskan Native: 1.2%   

      Asian/Pacific Islander: 1.6%   

      Hispanic: 14.4%   

      White non-Hispanic: 74.0%   

          

Western Texas College Public Two-Year 1,649 Non-resident alien: 0.6% Male: 52.5% 

      Black non-Hispanic: 6.9% Female: 47.5% 

      American Indian/Alaskan Native: 1.6%   

      Asian/Pacific Islander: 0.5%   

      Hispanic: 20.3%   

      White non-Hispanic: 70.0%   

          

* National Center for Education Statistics (Enrollment data is from Fall 2003.) 

Figure 3.1 Description of Two-Year Institutions in West Texas* 

 

Letters explaining the intent of the study and encouraging participation were 

mailed to the Presidents of both institutions (see Appendix C), and both responded 

favorably to the project.  Based on an agreement with both institutions, they are not 

specifically mentioned in this study.  They are referred to as College A and College B.  

Phone and e-mail correspondence followed, and the researcher met with a Presidential 

designee (Vice President for Instruction at College A and Vice President for Student 

Affairs at College B) at each institution to discuss the research.  After receiving the 

permission from the Human Subjects Review Board at Texas Tech University (TTU) (see 

Appendix G for Human Subjects approval letter), the researcher traveled to the colleges 

throughout the Spring 2005 semester to survey Hispanic American/first-year freshmen in 

pre-selected courses (see Appendix A for instrument and consent form).  Surveying the 
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students face-to-face allowed the researcher to meet the students and explain the nature of 

the study personally.   

Upon receiving permission from the students (via consent form) and the 

institution, a check of the students’ cumulative 2004-2005 grade point average (GPA) 

was conducted during the summer of 2005 to determine the relationship between the 

thirteen noncognitive variables and the students’ GPA.  In September of 2005, schools 

were again contacted to determine the students’ enrollment status for the 2005-2006 

academic year.  Institutional researchers at both colleges indicated that the official 

reporting day for the institution was in mid-September, so the intention of the researcher 

was to gather the most accurate retention data possible.  The students were determined to 

be either persisters (returners) or non-persisters (non-returners) and classified 

accordingly.  The results of the survey were then used to determine the relationship 

between the students’ cumulative GPA after a year of college study along with the 

students’ retention or persistence status and eight noncognitive variables and five campus 

climate variables.   

Population and Sample 

The sample for this study came from first-year freshman level Hispanic American 

college students enrolled at College A and College B (2004-2005 academic year), which 

are public two-year colleges in West Texas.  A total of 88 (44 Hispanic) students from all 

racial/ethnic groups were surveyed at College A in five course sections and a total of 681 

(202 Hispanic) were surveyed at College B in 33 course sections.  Student numbers from 

College A were lower because circumstances within the institution limited access to the 
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researcher, while College B made students and classes much more readily available.  

Class sections at College B were selected with the assistance of a professor in the Math 

Department and another in the Social Science Department.  At College A, class sections 

were selected with the assistance of a professor in the History Department and from the 

Office Systems Technology and Legal Assistant areas.  The researcher personally 

attended and gathered data at each of the 38 course sections (five at College A and 33 at 

College B) during the Spring 2005 semester with the exception of two at College B.  For 

these two classes, the instructors explained the directions and administered the surveys.  

Student participation was voluntary, and written consent forms were used in order to 

access student GPA and persistence information during the summer and fall of 2005.  

The target sample size for this study was 300 students (150 from each institution), in 

order to allow an appropriate ratio of subjects per independent variable.  Gall, Gall, and 

Borg (2003) recommend a minimum of 100 participants in each major subgroup of a 

study, and Stevens (2002) states that 15 subjects per variable is desired.  The final sample 

consisted of 115 students (15 from College A and 100 from College B), which was 

combined into one group due to the low numbers from College A.  The number of 

subjects per variable was approximately nine to one.   

Instrumentation 

Part I of the instrument, the Noncognitive Questionnaire (NCQ), was developed 

in the early 1980s by Terrence Tracey and William Sedlacek to assess the noncognitive 

dimensions of college student retention.  The NCQ was originally designed to assess 

seven factors (currently eight) related to minority student retention, which had been 
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hypothesized by Sedlacek and Brooks in a study from 1976 (Tracey & Sedlacek, 1985).  

As previously mentioned in Chapter II, the NCQ has been found to effectively predict the 

academic performance and student persistence of different student populations, including 

Asian Americans, European Americans, Hispanic Americans, African Americans, 

specially admitted, low-income, and first-generation students (Ting, 2000; Ting & 

Sedlacek, 2000).   

The basic NCQ instrument contains 29 test questions (18 Likert-scale, 6 

demographic, 3 open-ended, and 2 multiple choice) (Tracey & Sedlacek,1984; Ting & 

Sedlacek, 2000; Sedlacek, 2004).  The instrument measures eight specific noncognitive 

variables related to the academic success of all students, but especially for students from 

marginalized groups (Boldt, 2000).  The eight noncognitive variables are the following: 

positive self-concept or confidence; realistic self-appraisal; understand and deals with 

racism; prefers long-range goals to short-term or immediate needs; availability of strong 

support person; successful leadership experience; demonstrated community service; and 

knowledge acquired in a field (Sedlacek, 1999).  Tracey and Sedlacek (1984) and 

Sedlacek (2004) reported that the two-week test/retest reliability coefficients ranged from 

.70 (.74 in Sedlacek 2004) to .94, and that the median value was .85 for all items except 

for the open-ended questions.  According to Sedlacek (2004), the interval between the 

initial test and the retest should be long enough that those being sampled do not 

remember exactly how they answered the first time, but the amount of time should not be 

long enough that the respondents’ answers would have changed.  Generally, this is a one 

or two week interval (Sedlacek, 2004).  Reynolds, Livingston, and Willson (2006) stated 
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that there is not an optimum time interval, but if the time between tests is too short, the 

reliability estimate may be inflated due to the respondents’ memory of the questions.  

Sedlacek (2004) stated that, “Test-retest reliability is generally the best form of reliability 

if one can get it…” (p. 20).  An opposing view comes from Reynolds, Livingston, and 

Willson, who emphasized that relying solely on the test-retest reliability estimates has 

significant limitations.  The “carryover” effects between the initial and second data 

collection has the most pronounced impact.  According to Reynolds, Livingston, and 

Willson, “Practice and memory effects result in different amounts of improvement in 

retest scores for different test takers.  These carryover effects prevent the two 

administrations from being independent and as a result the reliability coefficients may be 

artificially inflated” (p. 92).   

Tracey and Sedlacek (1984) and Sedlacek (2004) also reported that the open-

ended items in the NCQ instrument were shown to have the following inter-rater 

reliabilities (rated by three judges): long-range goals (.89); relationship of goals to 

academic goals (.83); degree of difficulty of past accomplishments (.88); community 

involvement (.94); leadership experiences (.89); and the relationship of community 

activities to academic goals (.98).  Stevens (2002) stated that reliabilities above .60 in 

absolute value are reliable with four or more loadings per component.  The NCQ has 

been shown to have validity for a variety of student populations, including Hispanics, 

Asian Americans, international students, and athletes (Sedlacek, 1996).     

Slight modifications were made to the instrument.  References to “university” or 

the “University of Maryland” were changed in the questions to refer to “community 
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colleges” or to the generic term “institution” (for the first set of directions and for items 

9, 11, 12, 18, 21, & 22).  The demographic question about student race (item 6) was 

modified by adding “Mexican American/Latin American”, “South American”, and 

“Spanish” as options under the “Hispanic” choice.  An option was also added for “Black 

(International Student)” and “Asian American” and “Pacific Islander” were listed as two 

separate options.  Item 7 was modified to include options for an “associates degree” and 

“a few college courses”.  For item 9, the percentage in the question was changed from 

50% to 60% to reflect the dropout rate for community colleges.  The original percentage 

was more indicative of the dropout rate at the university level.  

Part II of the instrument, the Campus Climate Survey, was developed by William 

Sedlacek, Edward Helm, and Dario Prieto in 1998 as a measure of students’ perceptions 

of campus racial climate.  The Cultural Attitudes and Climate Questionnaire (CACQ), as 

it was originally named, contained 100 statements for students to evaluate using a Likert-

type scale (Ancis, Sedlacek, & Mohr, 2000).  A total of eleven factors related to campus 

climate were identified using factor analysis.  They are the following: racial tension, 

diversity awareness, racial pressures, residence hall tension, fair treatment, faculty 

racism, respect for other cultures, lack of support, comfort with own culture, and overall 

satisfaction.  The reported coefficient alpha reliability for the instrument is .81 (Sedlacek, 

Helm, & Prieto, 1997).  Reynolds, Livingston, and Willson (2006) indicated that, 

although some researchers endorse reliability coefficients in the .60 range, they strongly 

suggest that the coefficient should be at least .70, because at the .60 mark, 40% of the 

variance can be explained by random error.  Appendix E contains the items under each 

200 



  
 

factor for the CCS and the scale reliabilities as reported by Sedlacek, Helm, and Prieto 

(1997).  For this study, the researcher focused on the following variables from the CCS: 

racial tension, faculty racism, lack of support, respect for other cultures, and overall 

satisfaction.  Helm, Sedlacek, and Prieto (1998) report that results from the CACQ 

revealed a positive relationship between Hispanics, Asian Americans, Anglos, and 

African American students’ positive perceptions of the campus racial environment and an 

overall satisfaction with the institution.  According to the authors, when students perceive 

high levels of racial tension on campus and a lack of support, their overall perception of 

institutional satisfaction is lower.   

The form of the CACQ used in this study was one used at the University of 

Maryland, College Park (University of Maryland Diversity Survey) and provided by 

Sedlacek (2004) as one of several assessment instruments that can be copied, modified, 

and distributed.  References to university were changed to college for the CCS.  Other 

modifications made to this part of the instrument included that demographic questions at 

the end of the CCS were moved and included with the demographic questions from the 

NCQ, and four questions related to the factor, Residence Hall Tension (not used in this 

study) were removed.  These modifications were made to streamline the instrument and 

to improve readability for the students.  

Research from this study will be used to form some conclusions on whether 

Hispanic American college students’ cumulative GPA and retention or persistence can be 

studied effectively using the two-part instrument.  The researcher obtained permission 

from Dr. Sedlacek to use the NCQ for the study (see Appendix D).  Electronic copies of 
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both parts of the instrument were retrieved from the University of Maryland Counseling 

Center web site and Sedlacek (2004).  Scoring information pertaining to the NCQ was 

obtained from Sedlacek’s (2004) book: Beyond the Big Test: Noncognitive Assessment in 

Higher Education (see Appendix F for complete NCQ scoring information) and scoring 

information for the CCS was obtained from Sedlacek, Helm, and Prieto, 1997; Helm, 

Sedlacek, and Prieto, 1998; and Ancis, Sedlacek, and Mohr, 2000 (see Appendix D). 

Variables 

Sedlacek’s (1999) eight noncognitive factors along with five of the 11 factors 

related to the students’ perception of campus racial climate account for the 13 

independent variables in this study.  These variables were measured using the combined 

NCQ/CCS instrument.  The two dependent variables included student GPA (cumulative 

after the 2004-2005 Fall and Spring semesters) and year-to-year persistence.   

Sedlacek (2004), Tracey and Sedlacek (1984), and Sedlacek (1999) have 

identified eight noncognitive variables, which incorporate the critical issues that minority 

students face when transitioning to the post-secondary level.  The eight noncognitive 

variables are the following: positive self-concept or confidence, realistic self-appraisal, 

understands and deals with racism, preference for long-range goals to short-term or 

immediate needs, availability of a strong support person, successful leadership 

experience, demonstrated community service, and knowledge acquired in a field 

(Sedlacek, 2004). Ting (1998) refers to Sedlacek’s noncognitive variables as 

psychosocial factors in his study examining first-generation and low-income students.  

Sedlacek (1999) defined the eight noncognitive or psychosocial factors as follows:  
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1. POSITIVE SELF-CONCEPT OR CONFIDENCE. Strong self-feeling, 
strength of character. Determination, independence.  

2. REALISTIC SELF-APPRAISAL, especially academic. Recognizes and 
accepts any deficiencies and works hard at self-development. Recognizes need 
to broaden his/her individuality.  

3. UNDERSTAND AND DEALS WITH RACISM. Realist based upon personal 
experience of racism. Is committed to fighting to improve existing system. 
Not submissive to existing wrongs, nor hostile to society, nor a "cop-out." 
Able to handle racist system. Asserts school or organization role to fight 
racism.  

4. PREFERS LONG-RANGE GOALS TO SHORT-TERM OR IMMEDIATE 
NEEDS. Able to respond to deferred gratification.  

5. AVAILABILITY OF STRONG SUPPORT PERSON to whom to turn in 
crises.  

6. SUCCESSFUL LEADERSHIP EXPERIENCE in any area pertinent to his/her 
background (gang leader, church, sports, non-educational groups, etc.)  

7. DEMONSTRATED COMMUNITY SERVICE. Has involvement in his/her 
cultural community.  

8. KNOWLEDGE ACQUIRED IN A FIELD. Unusual and/or culturally related 
ways of obtaining information and demonstrating knowledge. Field itself may 
be non-traditional. (p. 3) 

Appendix F matches the NCQ survey questions to the eight noncognitive variables and 

provides scoring information. 

Sedlacek, Helm, and Prieto (1997); Helm, Sedlacek, and Prieto (1998); and Ancis, 

Sedlacek, and Mohr (2000) have identified 11 factors that together account for 48% of 

the total variance when examining students’ perceptions of the campus racial climate.  

They are the following: racial tension, diversity awareness, racial pressures, residence 

hall tension, fair treatment, faculty racism, respect for other cultures, lack of support, 

comfort with own culture, and overall satisfaction.  As previously mentioned, Appendix 

E contains the items under each factor for the CCS and the scale reliabilities as reported 

by Sedlacek, Helm, and Prieto (1997).  For this study, the researcher will focus on the 

following five factors/variables: 

203 



  
 

1. Racial Tension 
2. Faculty Racism 
3. Lack of Support 
4. Respect for Other Cultures 
5. Overall Satisfaction.  
 

The researcher chose to focus upon these 13 variables because, even though they are 

identified as noncognitive variables, they encompass both the sociological and the 

psychological factors that the related literature suggests to focus on when studying 

minority student persistence.   

Data Analysis 

Data was analyzed using the SPSS statistical package.  Descriptive statistics were 

used to answer research questions one, and inferential statistical methods were used to 

answer research questions two, three, and four.   Two types of inferential statistics were 

needed for this study because the two dependent variables, GPA and student persistence, 

are different types of variables.  Multiple regression analysis was used to study the 

relationship between the dependent variable GPA, which is a continuous variable, and the 

thirteen independent variables.  The goal was to identify the variable or subset of 

variables that were the most useful as predictors for the dependent variable and to predict 

values for the dependent variable based on the values of the independent variables (Green 

& Salkind, 2003).  In multiple regression, the equation is developed using the linear 

model form (e.g. Ŷ = B0 + B1X1 + B2X2 + … + BnXn).  The relationship between GPA 

and the thirteen noncognitive variables is summarized by the multiple regression 

coefficient (R2) and the p-value of the multiple regression coefficient (Norusis, 1988).   
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Student persistence is a categorical variable, so the researcher used discriminant 

analysis to study the relationship between persistence and the thirteen independent 

variables.  The Hispanic American students in this study fit into two mutually exclusive 

groups—persistors and non-persistors.  In discriminant analysis, the researcher seeks to 

identify the variables that are most important for distinguishing between the two groups 

(Green & Salkind, 2003).  The discriminant analysis can also be used to develop a 

method for predicting group membership for future Hispanic American students who 

enroll in two-year colleges similar to those in this particular region of Texas.  For the 

purposes of this study, discriminant analysis was used to create a linear combination of 

the independent variables based on new cases (Hispanic American students for this study) 

to one of the two mutually exclusive groups.  The power of the discriminant analysis is 

evaluated by the hit-rate, or the accuracy of prediction, of the discriminant function 

(Norusis, 1988).  Ideally, if the study identifies significant predictors of student GPA and 

retention/persistence, institutions could administer the NCQ to freshmen students and 

then, based upon the results, administrators, faculty, and staff at that institution would 

then be able use the NCQ/CCS variables to predict which of the students may fail 

academically or be at-risk of leaving the institution prematurely.  The CCS could be 

given to students who have been at the institution for at least a semester to determine 

their perceptions of the campus racial climate.  

Before the descriptive and inferential statistics could be run, parts of the raw data 

had to be categorized, reorganized, and recoded according to the scoring keys for the 

NCQ and CCS.  Questions four and five asked respondents to report their fathers’ and 
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mothers’ occupations.  Ninety-five different occupations were identified using a coding 

sheet.  These were condensed into 14 broad categories—laborers, skilled laborers, 

managers, sales, food service, medical, professional, business owners, law enforcement, 

homemakers, deceased, disabled, and unemployed.  Question seven asked participants to 

indicate the amount of education they intended to obtain in their lifetime.  Because the 

survey was originally intended for university students, the option of “an associates 

degree” was not listed as an option.  The researcher added this option, which increased 

the students’ choices from four to five.  To keep with the NCQ scoring key from 

Sedlacek (2004), the 5s were recoded to 4s in question seven, which combined the fourth 

(1-2 years of graduate study) and fifth (doctoral degree) options. A coding sheet was also 

necessary for question eight, which asked the students to list three current personal goals.  

A whole number mean was then calculated for students’ responses to question eight 

based on the scoring key provided in Sedlacek (2004).  Question nine asked respondents 

to provide any eventuality for which they might leave before completing their degree.  

Students who indicated that nothing would keep them from completing their degree were 

given a score of 4, and all other responses were coded as 2.  

Responses to question 10, three things students were proud of having done, were 

also compiled using a coding sheet.  Answers were given a value of 1 if at least 75% of 

applicants to the school could have accomplished that particular goal; a 2 if at least 50% 

of the applicants could have accomplished it, or a 3 if only the top 25% could have 

accomplished it.  These values were assigned based on an average ranking of four 

community college professionals at two different schools, three faculty members and one 
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Student Support Services Specialist.  A whole-number mean was then calculated for the 

students’ three scores based on the Sedlacek (2004) scoring key.  A coding sheet was also 

used for question 13, which asked for the participants’ current major, but that particular 

question was not used in this research.  Responses for question 29, offices held or groups 

belonged to in high school and the community, were compiled using a coding sheet and 

ranked on a scale of 1 to 3 based on whether the responses fit into the category of 

leadership, community service, or knowledge acquired in a field.  Whole-number means 

were calculated for each of these three categories.   

For items 11 through 29 on the NCQ, the negative items were reversed based on 

the Sedlacek (2004) scoring key, in order to give a value of 5 to the most positive 

responses (items 11, 12, 14, 15, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 25, 26, 27, and 28).  For example, 

question 22 asked whether students expected to encounter racism at the institution and 

question 28 asked the students to evaluate the following statement: my high school 

grades don’t really reflect what I can do (please see Appendix A for a complete list of the 

survey questions). A large number of respondents did not provide all three responses for 

questions 8, 10, and 29 of the NCQ, so a 0 was added to all blank responses for questions 

8 and 10 and a 1 was added for blank spaces on question 29.  This did not impact the 

individual scores, but it did make it possible to have completed scores for all cases.  New 

whole-number means were computed for each of the three questions. 

Based on the scoring key from Sedlacek (2004), the eight noncognitive variables 

measured by the NCQ were created.  Items 7, 9, 10, 20, 23, and 28 were added together 

to create the value for the variable, positive self-concept of confidence, for each 
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respondent.  For example, item 20 states, “When I believe strongly in something, I act on 

it.”  The variable, realistic self-appraisal, was calculated using the sum of items 9, 12, and 

21, and the variable, understands and deals with racism, was calculated from the sum of 

items 11, 18 (I expect to have a harder time than most students at this school.), 22, 26, 

and 27.  Items 8A, 13, and 19 were added together to create the variable, prefers long-

range goals to short-term or immediate needs.  The variable, availability of a support 

person, was calculated from the sum of items 15, 24, and 24, and successful leadership 

experience was found using the sum of items 14, 17, and 29A (offices held and groups 

belonged to at school and in the community).  The last two variables, demonstrated 

community service and knowledge acquired in a field, were calculated by using the sum 

of items 16 plus 29B and the sum of items 8B plus 29C respectively (Please see Figure 

3.3 on page 189 for a complete list of the items under each of Sedlacek’s variables.).  

Internal reliability estimates were then calculated for each of the eight variables.  The 

Cronbach’s alpha r values for the eight noncognitive variables were the following: 

positive self-concept of confidence, .16; realistic self-appraisal, -.21; understands and 

deals with racism, .32; prefers long-range goals to short-term or immediate needs, .01; 

availability of a support person, .38; successful leadership experience, -.51, demonstrated 

community service, .23; and knowledge acquired in a field, .32.   

Although Sedlacek (2004) and e-mail correspondence (see Appendix D) with Dr. 

Sedlacek in November, 2005 (see Appendix D), supports the test-retest reliability of the 

NCQ, these extremely low internal reliability estimates for the NCQ created a great deal 

of concern.  This concern was heightened by the lack of reported internal reliability 
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estimates in past literature.  To this researcher’s knowledge (based on an extensive 

literature review), only the test-retest and inter-rater reliabilities have ever been reported 

in articles or other dissertations, and these numbers came from early research using the 

NCQ (e.g., Tracey and Sedlacek, 1984).  Based on these concerns, the decision was made 

to conduct a factor analysis for the NCQ items using the data collected in the current 

study to determine if a more reliable grouping of items could be created for the eight 

noncognitive variables.   

Mertler and Vannatta (2005) explain that factor analysis is a method used to 

determine if shared variance exists for a set of variables.  Basically, the statistical 

procedure considers the variance—defined by inter-correlations between a group of 

measures—and attempts to categorize  the variance using a smaller number of underlying 

variables, which are termed factors.  According to Mertler and Vannatta, the procedure is 

trying to identify variables which cluster into a factor which represent a common 

construct.  Determining the number of factors to retain during the process can be done in 

four different ways.  First, constructs with eigenvalues (the amount of variance attributed 

to each factor based on the total amount of variability and the number of original 

variables) greater than 1 can be retained (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005).  Second, constructs 

can be retained that explain at least 70% of the total variability.  Third, using a scree plot, 

all of the constructs are retained down the sharp descent of the plot until the eigenvalues 

level off.  Fourth and finally, constructs can be retained if only a few of the residuals are 

larger than .05.  The two steps necessary for conducting a factor analysis are called the 

extraction (the different factors are identified from a larger group of variables) and the 
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rotation, which is a complex process where the factor solution is made more 

interpretable, but the underlying mathematical make-up is not changed (Mertler & 

Vannatta, 2005).  For this study, the researcher used orthogonal rotation (varimax), which 

means the factors are uncorrelated from each other (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005).   

Using items from the NCQ that measured the original eight noncognitive 

variables, a factor analysis was conducted using SPSS.  A varimax or orthogonal rotation 

was used.  Three criteria were used to decide on the appropriate number of constructs to 

retain.  These were the descent of the scree plot (see Figure 3.2), eigenvalues (see Table 

3.1), and the variance (see Table 3.1).  The results indicated that seven constructs or 

factors should be retained for further investigation.  After the rotation, the first seven 

constructs accounted for the following percentages of the variance: 8.60%, 7.69%, 

6.23%, 5.71%, 5.10%, 4.53%, and 4.09%.  Together the first seven constructs accounted 

for 41.95% of the variance.   
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Figure 3.2  Scree Plot 

 
 

 
Table 3.1  Total Variance Explained 

 
 

           Initial Eigenvalues 
         Extraction Sums of  
          Squared Loadings 

            Rotation Sums of  
            Squares Loadings 

Factor Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% 

1 3.878 14.914 14.914 2.729 10.498 10.498 2.236 8.601 8.601 

2 2.180 8.384 23.299 1.799 6.919 17.417 1.999 7.689 16.290 

3 1.985 7.633 30.932 2.197 8.450 25.868 1.621 6.233 22.523 

4 1.980 7.616 38.548 1.486 5.715 31.583 1.485 5.713 28.236 

5 1.770 6.809 45.357 1.216 4.676 36.259 1.325 5.098 33.333 

6 1.396 5.367 50.725 0.800 3.076 39.335 1.177 4.528 37.861 

7 1.262 4.856 55.580 0.679 2.611 41.946 1.062 4.085 41.946 

8 1.079 4.151 59.731       

9 1.041 4.005 63.736       

10 1.011 3.887 67.623       

11 0.937 3.603 71.227       

12 0.854 3.283 74.510       

13 0.811 3.118 77.629       

14 0.769 2.958 80.586       

15 0.702 2.701 83.288       

16 0.662 2.547 85.835       

17 0.621 2.389 88.224       

18 0.581 2.235 90.459       

19 0.528 2.030 92.489       

20 0.441 1.698 94.186       

21 0.394 1.517 95.704       

22 0.346 1.330 97.034       
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Table 3.1  Continued 
 

23 0.278 1.071 98.105       

24 0.240 0.922 99.026       

25 0.146 0.560 99.586       

26 0.108 0.414 100.000       

 
 
 

Table 3.2  Rotated Factor Matrix 

NCQ Items    Factors    

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Students' expected level of education. 
 0.058 0.256 0.159 0.270 0.037 0.131 -0.118 
9. Reasons student might leave before completing a 
    degree. 0.006 0.010 0.033 0.256 -0.028 0.028 0.035 
Whole-number mean of 10.1, 10.2, and 10.3. 
 0.003 -0.064 0.356 -0.053 0.086 0.160 0.043 

20. When I believe strongly in something, I act on it. 0.043 0.076 0.285 0.084 0.098 0.669 0.124 
23. People can easily change me even when mind is  
      made up. 0.018 0.125 -0.043 0.525 0.007 -0.183 -0.048 
28. High school grades DO NOT reflect what I can 
      really do. -0.382 -0.144 0.048 0.043 0.001 -0.073 -0.346 

12. Should not be hard to get a B average. -0.011 -0.312 -0.085 -0.128 -0.115 -0.227 -0.009 

21. Am as academically skilled as other applicants here. 0.053 0.146 0.298 0.235 0.003 0.241 0.116 
11. Community colleges should use their influence to  
      improve social conditions. 0.109 0.164 0.121 0.157 0.271 -0.038 -0.178 

18. I expect a harder time than most at this college. 0.100 0.035 -0.093 0.709 -0.002 0.122 0.370 

22. I expect I will encounter racism at this college. -0.065 0.052 -0.161 0.084 0.372 0.075 0.154 
26. I would regularly attend free course tutoring on 
      campus. -0.065 0.066 0.033 -0.166 0.477 0.075 0.086 

27. I want a chance to prove myself academically. 0.116 0.093 0.274 -0.005 0.322 0.156 0.055 

Whole-number mean of 8.1A, 8.2A, and 8.3A. 0.107 0.818 0.043 -0.049 0.013 0.025 0.139 
13. Get easily discouraged when something tried does  
      not work. 0.050 -0.111 0.046 0.422 -0.003 0.074 -0.025 
19. Once I start something, I finish it. 
 0.043 -0.003 0.162 0.013 0.039 0.619 -0.166 
15. When school problems arise, I have someone to help 
       me. 0.116 -0.098 0.121 -0.011 0.781 -0.05 0.053 
24. My friends and relatives DO NOT feel I should go 
      to college. -0.081 -0.047 -0.033 0.131 0.060 -0.225 0.360 

25. My family always wanted me to go to college. 0.133 0.097 0.090 0.018 0.164 0.060 0.587 

14. I am sometimes looked up to by others. -0.096 -0.029 -0.660 0.009 0.052 -0.126 -0.034 

17. In comfortable groups, I am looked to as a leader. 0.194 0.097 0.767 0.229 0.101 0.073 -0.117 

Whole-number mean of 29.1A and 29.2A. 0.973 0.081 0.164 0.116 0.014 0.058 -0.042 

Whole-number mean of 29.1B and 29.2B. 0.624 -0.037 0.144 -0.021 0.058 -0.027 0.048 

Whole-number mean of 29.1C and 29.2C. 0.769 0.141 0.041 0.190 -0.004 0.084 0.026 

Whole-number mean of 8.1B, 8.2B, and 8.3B. 0.083 0.990 -0.074 -0.019 0.042 -0.058 0.033 
16. Doing things for people only leads to getting it in  
       the neck. 0.054 0.064 0.166 0.353 0.299 -0.074 0.383 
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Based on the Rotated Factor Matrix (see Table 3.2), construct number 1 included 

both positive and negative loadings.  The items with the highest positive loadings were 

the whole-number mean of 29.1A and 29.2A; the whole-number mean of 29.1B and 

29.2B; and the whole-number mean of 29.1C and 29.2C.  The item with largest negative 

loadings was 28, but it was not included because it was determined by the researcher to 

not be related to the other three.  The researcher checked the correlation among the items 

with the highest positive loadings.  If a negative correlation existed for any of the items, 

they were reversed.  All correlations were positive for the three items in construct 1.  The 

researcher attempted to name the new factors using the names used for the original eight 

noncognitive variables from Sedlacek.  This held true for five of the factors. Construct 1 

was named demonstrated school and community involvement, which was different from 

the original eight names.  Demonstrated community service was the name used by 

Sedlacek (see Figure 3.3 for a comparison of Sedlacek and Carter’s variable constructs). 

Construct 2 included items with positive and negative loadings.  The highest 

positive loadings for construct 2 were items 7; the whole-number mean of 8.1A, 8.2A, 

and 8.3A; and the whole-number mean of 8.1B, 8.2B, and 8.3B.  The item with the 

highest negative loading was item 12.  Item 12 was reversed because of a negative 

correlation with the other variables.  Construct 2 was named prefers long-range to short-

range or immediate needs.  Construct 3 included items with positive and negative 

loadings.  The items with the highest positive loadings for construct 3 were the whole-

number mean of 10.1, 10.2, and 10.3; 21; 27; 17; and the whole-number mean of 29.1A 

and 29.2A.  The item with the highest negative loading was number 14.  Item 14 was 
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reversed due to a negative correlation with the other items.  Construct 3 was named 

successful leadership experience.  Construct 4 included items with positive and negative 

loadings.  For construct 4, the items with the highest positive loadings were 7; 9; 23; 18; 

13; and 16.  None of the negative factor loadings were large enough to include in this 

construct.  All of these items were positively correlated.  Construct 4 was named positive 

self-concept or confidence. 

Construct 5 included both positive and negative loadings, but none of the negative 

loadings were high enough to use in this construct.  The highest positive loadings for this 

construct were items 11, 22, 26, 27, 15, and 16.  All of these items were found by the 

researcher to be positively correlated.  Construct 5 was named understands and deals 

with racism.  Construct 6 included both positive and negative loadings.  The items with 

the highest positive loadings were 20, 21, and 19.  The item with the highest negative 

loading was 12.  Only the items with the two highest loading were used to form this 

construct.  The other two items were determined by the researcher (based on internal 

reliability estimates) to not be related closely enough.  Like construct 1, construct 6 was 

given a name different from Sedlacek’s eight, inner drive and motivation.  Construct 7 

included both positively and negatively loaded items.  The items with the highest positive 

loadings were 24; 25; and 16.  The item with the highest negative loading was 28.  Item 

28 was recoded because it was negatively correlated with the other three.  Construct 7 

was named availability of a support person.  Two of Sedlacek’s original eight 

noncognitive variable names were not used by this researcher.  None of the constructs 

that resulted from the factor analysis seemed to fit with these two variable themes.   
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Items Under Sedlacek’s Original Constructs 
 

Positive 
Self-
Concept or 
Confidence 

Realistic 
Self-
Appraisal 

Understands 
and Deals with 
Racism 

Prefers Long-
Range Goals to 
Short-Term or 
Immediate 
Needs 

Availability 
of a support 
Person 

Successful 
Leadership 
Experience 

Demonstrated 
Community 
Service 

Knowledge 
Acquired in 
a Field 

7. Students' 
expected 
level of 
education. 

9. Reasons 
student 
might 
leave 
before 
completing 
a degree. 

11. Community 
colleges should 
use their 
influence to 
improve social 
conditions. 

Whole-number 
mean of 8.1A, 
8.2A, and 8.3A. 

15. When 
school 
problems 
arise, I have 
someone to 
help me. 

14. I am 
sometimes 
looked up to 
by others. 

16. Doing 
things for 
people only 
leads to getting 
it in the neck. 

Whole-
number 
mean of 
8.1B, 8.2B, 
and 8.3B. 
 
 

9. Reasons 
student 
might leave 
before 
completing a 
degree. 

12. Should 
not be hard 
to get a B 
average. 

18. I expect a 
harder time than 
most at this 
college. 

13. Get easily 
discouraged 
when something 
tried does not 
work. 

24. My 
friends and 
relatives DO 
NOT feel I 
should go to 
college. 

17. In 
comfortable 
groups, I am 
looked to as a 
leader. 

Whole-number 
mean of 29.1B 
and 29.2B. 

Whole-
number 
mean of 
29.1C and 
29.2C. 

Whole-
number 
mean of 
10.1, 10.2, 
and 10.3. 
 

21. Am as 
academical
ly skilled 
as other 
applicants 
here. 

22. I expect I 
will encounter 
racism at this 
college. 

19. Once I start 
something, I 
finish it. 
 

25. My 
family 
always 
wanted me to 
go to 
college. 

Whole-number 
mean of 29.1A 
and 29.2A. 

  

20. When I 
believe 
strongly in 
something, I 
act on it. 

 26. I would 
regularly attend 
free course 
tutoring on 
campus. 

     

23. People 
can easily 
change me 
even when 
mind is 
made up. 

 27. I want a 
chance to prove 
myself 
academically. 

     

28. High 
school 
grades DO 
NOT reflect 
what I can 
really do. 

       

 
 

 
 
 
 

Items for Carter’s Seven Constructs Based on Factor Analysis 
 

Positive 
Self-
Concept or 
Confidence 

Inner Drive 
or 
Motivation* 

Understands 
and Deals 
with Racism 

Prefers Long-
Range Goals to 
Short-Term or 
Immediate 
Needs 

Availability 
of a support 
Person 

Successful 
Leadership 
Experience 

Demonstrated 
School and 
Community 
Involvement 
** 

Knowledge 
Acquired in 
a Field*** 

7. Students' 
expected 
level of 
education. 
 

20. When I 
believe 
strongly in 
something, I 
act on it. 

11. 
Community 
colleges 
should use 
their influence 
to improve 
social 
conditions. 

7. Students' 
expected level of 
education. 
 

28. High 
school 
grades DO 
NOT reflect 
what I can 
really do. 

Whole-number 
mean of 10.1, 
10.2, and 10.3. 
 

Whole-number 
mean of 29.1A 
and 29.2A. 
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9. Reasons 
student 
might leave 
before 
completing a 
degree. 

19. Once I 
start 
something, I 
finish it. 
 

22. I expect I 
will encounter 
racism at this 
college. 

12. Should not 
be hard to get a 
B average. 

24. My 
friends and 
relatives DO 
NOT feel I 
should go to 
college. 

21. I am as 
academically 
skilled as other 
applicants 
here. 

Whole-number 
mean of 29.1B 
and 29.2B. 
 
 
 

 

23. People 
can easily 
change me 
even when 
mind is made 
up. 

 26. I would 
regularly 
attend free 
course tutoring 
on campus. 

Whole-number 
mean of 8.1A, 
8.2A, and 8.3A. 

25. My 
family 
always 
wanted me to 
go to 
college. 

27. I want a 
chance to 
prove myself 
academically. 

Whole-number 
mean of 29.1C 
and 29.2C. 
 
 
 

 

18. I expect a 
harder time 
than most at 
this college. 

 27. I want a 
chance to 
prove myself 
academically. 

Whole-number 
mean of 8.1B, 
8.2B, and 8.3B. 

16. Doing 
things for 
people only 
leads to 
getting it in 
the neck. 

14. I am 
sometimes 
looked up to 
by others. 

  

13. Get 
easily 
discouraged 
when 
something 
tried does 
not work. 

 15. When 
school 
problems arise, 
I have 
someone to 
help me. 

  17. In 
comfortable 
groups, I am 
looked to as a 
leader. 

  

16. Doing 
things for 
people only 
leads to 
getting it in 
the neck. 

 16. Doing 
things for 
people only 
leads to getting 
it in the neck. 

     

*Inner Drive or Motivation is not a variable name used by Sedlacek. 
**Demonstrated School and Community Involvement is not a variable name used by Sedlacek. 
***Knowledge Acquired in a Field and Realistic Self-Appraisal are not included by Carter. 

 
Figure 3.3  Comparison Between Sedlacek and Carter’s  

     Noncognitive Variable Constructs 
 

 

Following the factor analysis and reorganization of the items tied to the eight 

(now seven) noncognitive variables, the internal reliability estimate values improved 

considerably.  The following list contains the newly formed variables and their 

Cronbach’s alpha r values: demonstrated school and community involvement, .80; 

preference for long-range to short-term  or immediate needs, .58; successful leadership 

experience, .67; positive self-concept or confidence, .57; understands and deals with 

racism, .57; inner drive and motivation, .66; and availability of a support person, .48.  
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Although only one of the newly constructed variables had an internal reliability above the 

desired .70 value, two others were close at .67 and .66, and all of the Alpha r values were 

positive.  So, based on the data for this particular study, using the factor analysis to re-

organize the items that measured each of the noncognitive variables seems to have had a 

positive impact on the overall reliability of the findings.   

Negative items on the CCS were also recoded in order to give the highest values 

(5) to the most positive responses.  In Section A, items 1c, 1d, 1e, 1f, 3b, and 3d were 

reversed.  A sample question from Section A (1e) is the following: I feel pressured to 

participate in ethnic activities at this institution.  For Section B, 2b and 2d (This 

institution does not promote respect for diversity.) were reversed, and 1c was reversed in 

Section C.  In Section D, which dealt with faculty support and racism, 1a, 1d, 1g, 4a, 4b, 

4c, 5a, 5b, 6a, and 6b were reversed.  Based on the scoring key for the CCS from 

Sedlacek, Helm, and Prieto (1997) and Helm, Sedlacek, and Prieto (1998), mean scores 

for the five variables selected for this study (racial tension, faculty racism, respect for 

other cultures, lack of support, and overall satisfaction).  The mean for racial tension was 

calculated using items 1a, 1d (I feel there are expectations about my academic 

performance because of my race.), 1g, 5a, and 5b in Section D along with item 2b in 

Section B.  The mean for faculty racism was calculated using items 5a and 5b from 

Section D, and the mean score for respect for other cultures was found by averaging 1b, 

1c, and 1f in Section D.  Items 4a, 4b, and 4c in Section D were used to calculate the 

mean for the variable lack of support, and 1a, 1b, 1d (I would recommend this institution 

to siblings or friends as a good place to go to college.), 1e, and 1f in Section C of the 
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CCS were used to calculate the mean score for the variable overall support (please see 

Appendix E for a list of the items included for each variable).  Internal reliability 

estimates were then calculated for each of the five variables.  Citing Cortina, 1993, and 

Henson, 2001, Sedlacek (2004) stated that, “One of the best methods for estimating 

internal consistency reliability is Cronbach’s alpha” (p. 20).  Reynolds, Livingston, and 

Willson (2006) endorsed reliability estimates of .70 and above.  Cronbach’s alpha r for 

the five variables measured by the CCS were the following: racial tension, .70; faculty 

racism, .89; respect of other cultures, .70; lack of support, .78; and overall satisfaction, 

.79.  These values compare favorably with the Alpha r values reported for these same 

variables in Sedlacek, Helm, and Prieto (1997) and Helm, Sedlacek, and Prieto (1998), 

which were .73, .77, .62, .63, and .78 respectively.   

After the unexpected detour for the factor analysis, the researcher resumed the 

original plan of action for data analysis in this study (described previously).  A number of 

frequencies and other descriptive statistics were run for the sample (N = 115), including 

the means and standard deviations; gender breakdown; student age; the students’ 

expected level of education; a breakdown by Hispanic ethnic group; mean GPA for the 

entire sample, by gender, and for persistors/non-persistors; parents’ occupation; and the 

students’ level of success as determined by cumulative GPA.  A thorough description of 

the sample is included at the beginning of Chapter IV, before the findings for each 

research question are reported.   

To review, descriptive statistics were used to answer Research Question 1, and  

inferential statistics were used to answer Research Questions 2, 3, and 4.  Multiple 
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regression was used to answer Research Question 2, because GPA is a continuous 

variable.  For Research Question 3, discriminant analysis was conducted because 

persistence is a categorical variable.  Students either returned or they did not.  Both types 

of inferential statistics were needed to answer Research Question 4 which split the data 

by gender.  Findings for each of the four questions will be reported in Chapter IV.   

Conclusion 

Results from this study can be used to evaluate policies related to retention, 

admissions, campus life, curriculum, and enrollment management.  Institutions may also 

consider necessary changes to the college environment, which may currently be a barrier 

for students from underrepresented groups (e.g., Hispanic).  Many current college and 

university policies are based on theories related to integration and conformity rather than 

theories that value the cultural characteristics of different groups.  Due to the impact that 

student departure has on students, higher education institutions, and the society as a 

whole, improving retention will contribute to the lives of the students and improve the 

economic, political, and social aspects of society.   Results from this study may assist 

institutions in finding improved methods to provide support for Hispanic students; aid in 

their development; and improve the overall college climate.  
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether a relationship exists between 

Sedlacek’s eight noncognitive variables/five variables related to students’ perceptions of 

the campus racial climate and the cumulative grade point average (GPA) and persistence 

rates of Hispanic American/first-year college students at selected community colleges in 

West Texas.  Due to the low reliability of the original scoring, the original eight 

noncognitive variables measured by the NCQ were reduced to seven based on the factor 

analysis detailed in Chapter III.  This is the reason why the number of independent 

variables in this study was reduced from 13 to 12.  The instrument used for this 

quantitative study was composed of two parts, the Noncognitive Questionnaire (NCQ) 

and a Campus Climate Survey (CCS).  The study focused on freshman to sophomore 

(year-to-year) persistence and first-year cumulative GPA.  The eight factors measured by 

the NCQ are positive self-concept or confidence, realistic self-appraisal, understand and 

deals with racism, prefers long-range goals to short-term or immediate needs, availability 

of a strong support person, successful leadership experience, demonstrated community 

service, and knowledge acquired in a field (Sedlacek, 2004).  The CCS measures eleven 

factors which make up parts of the campus climate.  They include racial tension, diversity 

awareness, racial pressures, residence hall tension, fair treatment, faculty racism, respect 

for other cultures, lack of support, comfort with own culture, and overall satisfaction 
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(Helm, Sedlacek, & Prieto, 1998).  For this study, the researcher focused on five of the 

eleven—racial tension, faculty racism, lack of support, respect for other cultures, and 

overall satisfaction.  This chapter presents a description of the sample studied in this 

research and the results of the data analysis procedures detailed in Chapter III.  

Description of Sample 

The sample for this study consisted of 115 first-year community college students 

who identified themselves as Hispanic.  Ninety-one (79.1%) of the students identified 

themselves as Latin or Mexican American, 23 (20%) indicated they were of Spanish 

origin, and one (0.9%) was of South American descent.  The mean age for the students in 

the study was 20.03, and the mean GPA (cumulative) for the group was 2.22 (SD = 1.03).  

Seventy (60.9%) were females, and 45 (39.1%) were males.  The demographic portion of 

the instrument asked the students to select one of four expected educational levels.  

Forty-seven, or 40.9%, expected to have one or two years of graduate or professional 

study as their highest level, 40 (34.8%) anticipated they would earn a bachelors degree, 

26 (22.6%) indicated they would earn an associates degree, and two (1.7%) indicated 

they would stop after a few college courses.  The respondents listed 42 different majors.  

Nursing was listed most often (18 or 15.7%), followed by Undecided (15 or 13%), and 

Education (9 or 7.8%).   

Respondents were asked to provide their parents’ occupations.  Ninety-five 

different occupations were listed, which the researcher separated into 14 related 

categories.  A total of 34 (29.6%) indicated that their fathers were laborers, and 18 

(15.7%) listed their fathers as being skilled laborers.  Eight (7%) fathers were managers, 
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seven (6.1%) were in sales, seven were small business owners, and seven were 

unemployed.  For the students’ mothers, 20 (17.4%) were homemakers, 15 (13%) were 

skilled laborers, 13 (11.4%) worked in a professional field, and 12 (10.4%) worked in a 

medical area (e.g., nurses aid or hospital worker).  Eight (7%) worked in a service 

industry, six (5.2%) worked in sales, six were managers, and five (4.3%) worked in a 

food service industry.  Nine of the mothers, or 7.8%, were unemployed.   

As previously addressed in Definition of Terms section of Chapter I, student 

success is subjective based on the perceptions of the individual students.  For this study, 

student success was defined by whether or not the students earned at least a 2.00 GPA.  

For the students in this study, 77 (67%) were identified as successful by the researcher 

because they had a GPA of 2.00 or higher.  Thirty-eight (33%) were defined by the 

researcher as unsuccessful based on a cumulative GPA lower than 2.00.  When asked if 

they planned to return to their respective institutions next year, 99, or 86.1%, indicated 

they planned to return.  Six (5.2%) indicated they did not plan to return, and 10 (8.7%) 

did not know.  Of the 99 that indicated they would return, 66 (66.7%) actually did, and 

out of the six who marked that they would not return, all six did not re-enroll for the fall 

semester.  Eight of the ten undecided students also returned.  Table 4.1 provides a 

description of the sample based on three separate categories.  The following sections 

discuss the findings of the data analysis for each research question.   
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Table 4.1  Comparative Description of Sample 

 Persister Non-Persister Successful Unsuccessful Male Female 
Descriptives       
Number 74 41 77 38 45 70
Mean Age 20.14 19.83 20.43 19.21 19.40 20.43
Mean GPA 2.45 1.79 2.81 1.02 2.05 2.32
       
Expected 
Degree 
 

41.9% 1-2 
years graduate 
study 

39.0% 1-2 
years graduate 
study 

40.3% 1-2 
years graduate 
study 

42.1% 1-2 
years graduate 
study 

48.9% 1-2 
years graduate 
study 

35.7% 1-2 years 
graduate study 
 

 

35.1% 
bachelors 
degree 

34.1% 
bachelors 
degree 

39.0% 
bachelors 
degree 

26.3% 
bachelors 
degree 

31.1% 
bachelors 
degree 

37.1% 
bachelors 
degree 

 

21.6% 
associates 
degree 

24.4% 
associates 
degree 

20.8% 
associates 
degree 

26.3% 
associates 
degree 

17.8% 
associates 
degree 

25.7% 
associates 
degree 

       
Fathers' 
Occupation 

29.7% were 
laborers 

29.3% were 
laborers 

26.0% were 
laborers 

36.8% were 
laborers 

26.7% were 
laborers 

31.4% were 
laborers 

 

16.2% were 
skilled 
laborers 

14.6% were 
skilled 
laborers 

14.3% were 
skilled 
laborers 

18.4% were 
skilled 
laborers 

15.6% were 
skilled 
laborers 

15.7% were 
skilled laborers 
 

 

6.8% were 
managers 
 
 
 

7.3% were 
managers 
 
 
 

7.8% were 
managers & 
small business 
owners 
 

7.9% were 
unemployed 
 
 
 

11.1% were 
unemployed 
 
 
 

7.1% were 
managers, 
professionals, & 
small business 
owners 

Mothers' 
Occupation 
 

21.6% were 
homemakers 
 

12.2% were 
laborers 
 

19.5% were 
homemakers 
 

15.8% were in 
professional 
field 

20.0% were 
skilled 
laborers 

22.9% were 
homemakers 
 

 

13.5% were 
skilled 
laborers 

12.2% were 
skilled 
laborers 

14.3% were 
skilled 
laborers 

15.8% were 
unemployed 
 

13.3% were 
unemployed 
 

11.4% were in 
professional 
field 

 

12.2% were in 
a professional 
field 
 

12.2% worked 
in the service 
industries 
 

13.0% worked 
in a medical 
field  
 

13.2% were 
homemakers 
 
 

11.1% worked 
in a medical 
field & 
professionals 

10.0% worked 
in medical field 
 
 

       
Persister/ 
Non-Persister   

59 returned 
 

15 returned 
 

34 returned 
 

40 returned 
 

   
18 did not 
return 

23 did not 
return 

11 did not 
return 

30 did not 
return 

       
Gender 40 females 30 females 49 females 21 females   
 34 males 11 males 28 males 17 males   
       
Successful/ 
Unsuccessful 

79.7% were 
successful 

43.9% were 
successful   

62.2% were 
successful 

70.0% were 
successful 

 
20.3% were 
unsuccessful 

56.1% were 
unsuccessful   

37.8% were 
unsuccessful 

30.0% were 
unsuccessful 
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Research Question 1 

What are the descriptive statistics of the Noncognitive Questionnaire 
(NCQ)/Campus Climate Survey (CCS) scores for the Hispanic American/first-
year students participating in this study?   

 
 Table 4.2 shows the means and standard deviations for each of the 13 independent 

variables and the dependent variable, students’ cumulative GPA.  The means and 

standard deviations were initially calculated for the entire sample and then they were 

broken down based on three comparison groups (see Table 4.3).    

  

Table 4.2   Descriptive Statistics 
 

Variable Name Mean Std. Deviation N 
    
 
Students' Cumulative GPA  2.2170 1.03041 115
 
Demonstrated High School and Community Involvement 4.7565 1.29839 115
 
Prefers Long-Range Goals to Short-Term or Immediate Needs 10.3420 2.09681 115
 
Positive Self-Concept or Confidence 19.6957 3.41353 115
 
Understands and Deals with Racism 23.5913 3.41281 115
 
Inner Drive or Motivation 8.2870 1.61552 115
 
Availability of a Strong Support Person 15.8435 2.52563 115
 
Successful Leadership Experience 18.8000 2.88820 115
 
Racial Tension 4.2188 0.85623 115
 
Faculty Racism 4.4826 1.13927 115
 
Respect for Other Cultures 3.4957 0.99253 115
 
Lack of Support 3.5913 1.24100 115
 
Overall Satisfaction 3.9983 0.71696 115
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Table 4.3  Descriptive Statistics Based on Persistence, Student Success, and Gender 
 

Non-
Persisters  Variable Name  Male Females  Successful Unsuccessful  Persisters 

  N = 45 N = 70  N = 77 N = 38  N = 74 N = 41 

          
High School/Community 
Involvement Mean 4.6440 4.8286  4.8571 4.5526  4.8514 4.5854 

 SD 1.3636 1.2594  1.3300 1.2236  1.3026 1.2889 

Prefers Long-Range Goals Mean 10.3926 10.3095  10.4502 10.1228  10.3153 10.3902 

 SD 2.1629 2.0683  2.0843 2.1329  2.0827 2.1472 

Positive Self-Concept Mean 19.8000 19.6286  19.7013 19.6842  19.4459 20.1463 

 SD 3.0645 3.6402  3.2730 3.7280  3.2694 3.6576 
Understands/Deals with 
Racism Mean 23.2000 23.8429  23.5844 23.6053  23.3784 23.9756 

 SD 3.5714 3.3085  3.0277 4.1299  3.2759 3.6571 

Inner Drive or Motivation Mean 8.5111 8.1429  8.4416 7.9737  8.4324 8.0244 

 SD 1.4401 1.7134  1.4823 1.8378  1.3042 2.0553 

Strong Support Person Mean 15.2667 16.2143  15.8831 15.7632  15.6757 16.1463 

 SD 2.4808 2.5016  2.3338 2.9079  2.2520 2.9628 
Successful Leadership 
Experience Mean 18.8815 18.7476  19.1797 18.0307  19.0293 18.3862 

 SD 3.0819 2.7781  2.7379 3.0653  2.8332 2.9752 

Racial Tension Mean 3.9704 4.3786  4.3615 3.9298  4.2410 4.1789 

 SD 1.1017 0.6092  0.6440 1.1308  0.7510 1.0283 

Faculty Racism Mean 4.3222 4.5857  4.5584 4.3289  4.5270 4.4024 

 SD 1.2975 1.0214  1.0912 1.2318  1.0595 1.2807 

Respect for Other Cultures Mean 3.3926 3.5619  3.5022 3.4825  3.4324 3.6098 

 SD 0.9674 1.0097  0.9297 1.1223  0.9631 1.0459 

Lack of Support Mean 3.4741 3.6667  3.5931 3.5877  3.5450 3.6748 

 SD 1.1225 1.3139  1.2940 1.1428  1.2195 1.2899 

Overall Satisfaction Mean 3.9244 4.0457  4.0338 3.9263  4.0351 3.9317 

 SD 0.8669 0.6035  0.5735 0.9489  0.6196 0.8702 

 
 
 

Research Question 2 

Is the NCQ/CCS an effective predictor of GPA for Hispanic American/first-year 
students participating in this study? 

 
 A forward multiple regression analysis was conducted to determine how well the 

12 noncognitive variables predicted students’ cumulative GPA for first-year Hispanic 

freshman at two community colleges in West Texas.  The predictor variables were racial 
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tension, faculty racism, respect for other cultures, lack of support, overall satisfaction, 

demonstrated high school and community involvement, prefers long-range goals to short-

term or immediate needs, positive self-concept or confidence, understands and deals with 

racism, inner-drive or motivation, availability of a support person, and successful 

leadership experience.  The dependent variable was students’ cumulative GPA.  A review 

of scatterplots and the histogram showed that the data was normally distributed.  Results 

of the regression analysis indicate that one of the predictor variables, successful 

leadership experience, did significantly predict cumulative GPA, R2 = .066, R2
adj = .058, 

F(1, 113) = 7.965, p < .05.  This variable accounted for 6.6% of the variance in students’ 

cumulative GPA.  A summary of the regression model is shown in Table 4.4, Table 4.5 

depicts the results of the ANOVA, and the standardized and unstandardized regression 

equation between the predictor and the criterion variable of students’ cumulative GPA is 

shown in Table 4.6. 

Table 4.4  Model Summary(b)

 

     Change Statistics 

 Model  R R Square  
Adjusted R 

Square  

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate  
R Square 
Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change 

1 .257(a) .066 .058 1.00031 .066 7.965 1 113 .006

a  Predictors: (Constant), Reconstructed NCQ variable: Successful Leadership Experience. 
b  Dependent Variable: Students' cumulative GPA. 

 
 

Table 4.5  ANOVA(b)

 
Model  Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 7.970 1 7.970 7.965 .006(a)
  Residual 113.070 113 1.001    
  Total 121.039 114     

a  Predictors: (Constant), Reconstructed NCQ variable: Successful Leadership Experience. 
b  Dependent Variable: Students' cumulative GPA. 
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Table 4.6  Coefficientsa 

 Unstandardized Coefficients Standarized 
Coeffiecients 

  95% Confidence Interval for B 

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound 
1    (Constant) 
      Reconstructed NCQ 
       variable: Successful   
      Leadership Experience 

.496 
 

.092 

.617 
 

.032 

 
 

.257 

.804 
 

2.822 

.423 
 

.006 

-.726 
 

.027 

1.718 
 

.156 

a. Dependent Variable: Students’ cumulative GPA 

 

Research Question 3 

Is the NCQ/CCS an effective predictor of year-to-year (first to second year) 
persistence for Hispanic American/first-year students participating in this study? 

 
 A discriminant analysis was conducted to determine the ability of 12 independent 

variables to predict year-to-year persistence of first-year Hispanic college students at two 

community colleges in West Texas.  The predictor variables were racial tension, faculty 

racism, respect for other cultures, lack of support, overall satisfaction, demonstrated high 

school and community involvement, prefers long-range goals to short-term or immediate 

needs, positive self-concept or confidence, understands and deals with racism, inner-drive 

or motivation, availability of a support person, and successful leadership experience.  The 

dependent variable for the discriminant analysis was students’ Fall 2005 enrollment 

status.  The results of the analysis showed that none of the 12 independent variables were 

significantly related to students’ Fall 2005 enrollment status.  The overall Wilks’ Lambda 

was not significant, so there were no significant discriminant functions for the researcher 

to interpret (see Table 4.7).  The overall Eigenvalue was low as well, as is depicted in 

Table 4.8.  Table 4.9 shows the Wilks’ Lambda values for each of the independent 

variables and that none of the group means were significantly different. 
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 Although no significant results were found, the standardized function coefficients 

and the correlation coefficients are shown in Table 4.10 as is suggested by Mertler and 

Vannatta (2005).  Classification results revealed that the original grouped cases were 

classified with a 64.3% overall accuracy.  This means that out of 74 persisters, 64 were 

correctly predicted by the function, and out of 41 non-persisters, 10 were correctly 

predicted, so 74 (64 + 10) out of 115 or 64.3% of the students were correctly predicted by 

the function.  The cross-validated results showed that 57.4% of the original grouped cases 

were correctly classified overall.  Table 4.11 shows the classification results for the 

analysis.   

Table 4.7  Wilks’ Lambda 
 

Test of 
Functions Wilks' Lambda Chi-square df Sig. 
1 0.896 11.749 12 0.466

 
 

Table 4.8  Eigenvalues 

Function Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % 
Canonical 

Correlation 
1 .116(a) 100.0 100.0 .322 

a  First 1 canonical discriminant functions were used in the analysis. 
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Table 4.9  Tests of Equality of Group Means 
 

 
Wilks' 

Lambda F df1 df2 Sig. 
Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Racial Tension. .999 .138 1 113 .711

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Faculty Racism. .997 .314 1 113 .577

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Respect for Other 
Cultures. 

.993 .841 1 113 .361

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Lack of Support. .997 .287 1 113 .593

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Overall Satisfaction. .995 .547 1 113 .461

Renamed/Reconstructed NCQ 
variable: Demonstrated High 
School and Community 
Involvement. 

.990 1.108 1 113 .295

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Prefers Long-Range Goals to 
Short-Term or Immediate 
Needs. 

1.000 .033 1 113 .855

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Positive Self-Concept or 
Confidence. .990 1.112 1 113 .294

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Understands and Deals with 
Racism. 

.993 .807 1 113 .371

Renamed/Reconstructed NCQ 
variable: Inner-
Drive/Motivation. 

.985 1.693 1 113 .196

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Availability of a Strong 
Support Person. 

.992 .916 1 113 .341

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Successful Leadership 
Experience. 

.989 1.312 1 113 .255
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Table 4.10  Correlation Coefficients and Standardized Canonical  
Discriminant Function Coefficients 

 

 
Correlation 
Coefficients 

Standardized Function 
Coefficients 

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Racial Tension. -.078 -.067 

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Faculty Racism. .488 .557 

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Respect for Other 
Cultures. 

-.759 -.754 

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Lack of Support. -.250 -.312 

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Overall Satisfaction. .948 .681 

Renamed/Reconstructed 
NCQ variable: Demonstrated 
High School and Community 
Involvement. 

.190 .247 

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Prefers Long-Range Goals to 
Short-Term or Immediate 
Needs. 

-.098 -.206 

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Positive Self-Concept or 
Confidence. -.065 -.221 

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Understands and Deals with 
Racism. 

-.105 -.357 

Renamed/Reconstructed 
NCQ variable: Inner-
Drive/Motivation. 

.269 .433 

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Availability of a Strong 
Support Person. 

-.078 -.196 

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Successful Leadership 
Experience. 

.112 .324 
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Table 4.11  Classification Results(b,c) 

 
   Predicted Group Membership  
   

Students' Fall 2005        
enrollment status. 

 

Returned for Fall 
2005 

Did not return 
for Fall 2005 Total 

Original Count Returned for Fall 2005 64 10 74
    Did not return for Fall 

2005 31 10 41

  % Returned for Fall 2005 86.5 13.5 100.0
    Did not return for Fall 

2005 75.6 24.4 100.0

Cross-validated(a) Count Returned for Fall 2005 62 12 74
    Did not return for Fall 

2005 37 4 41

  % Returned for Fall 2005 83.8 16.2 100.0
    Did not return for Fall 

2005 90.2 9.8 100.0

          a  Cross validation is done only for those cases in the analysis. In cross validation, each case is classified by the    
              functions derived from all cases other than that case. 
          b  64.3% of original grouped cases correctly classified. 
          c  57.4% of cross-validated grouped cases correctly classified. 
 

 

Research Question 4 

Does the NCQ/CCS predict GPA and persistence more effectively for either 
gender? 
 

 To answer this question, the researcher split the data according to gender and then 

repeated the data analysis used to answer the previous three research questions.  A total 

of 45 males and 70 females participated in this study.  A thorough breakdown of the 

descriptive statistics for males and females was provided earlier in this chapter, so that 

information will not be repeated here.  The following will detail the results of the 

multiple regression analysis and discriminant analysis. 

 A forward multiple regression analysis was conducted to determine how well the 

12 noncognitive variables predicted students’ cumulative GPA for first-year Hispanic 
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freshman male and female students at two community colleges in West Texas.  The 

predictor variables were racial tension, faculty racism, respect for other cultures, lack of 

support, overall satisfaction, demonstrated high school and community involvement, 

prefers long-range goals to short-term or immediate needs, positive self-concept or 

confidence, understands and deals with racism, inner-drive or motivation, availability of a 

support person, and successful leadership experience.  The dependent variable was 

students’ cumulative GPA.  Results of the regression analysis indicated that one of the 

predictor variables, successful leadership experience, did significantly predict cumulative 

GPA for females, R2 = .092, R2
adj = .079, F(1,68) = 6.918, p < .05.  This variable 

accounted for 9.2% of the variance in students’ cumulative GPA.  A summary of the 

regression model for the females is shown in Table 4.12, results of the ANOVA are 

shown in Figure 4.13, and Table 4.14 shows the regression coefficients between the 

predictor and the dependent variable.  None of the 12 noncognitive variables were shown 

to be significant for the male participants.  Tables 4.15 shows summary of the regression 

model for the male respondents, and Table 4.16 shows the results of the ANOVA.  

Because none of the noncognitive variables were significant for the cumulative GPA, the 

coefficient information is not provided for the males.  Therefore, the significant 

relationship between the predictor, successful leadership experience, and students’ 

cumulative GPA observed in the entire group was primarily contributed by the females in 

the sample. 
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Table 4.12  Model Summary(b) for Female Respondents 

     Change Statistics 

Model  R  R Square  
 Adjusted R 

Square 
Std. Error of the 

Estimate  
R Square 
Change F Change df1 df2 

Sig. F 
Change 

1 .304(a) .092 .079 1.00962 .092 6.918 1 68 .011
a  Predictors: (Constant), Reconstructed NCQ variable: Successful Leadership Experience. 
b  Dependent Variable: Students' cumulative GPA. 
 

 
 

Table 4.13  ANOVA(b) for Female Respondents 
 

 
Model 

 Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 7.052 1 7.052 6.918 .011(a)
  Residual 69.315 68 1.019    
  Total 76.366 69     

a  Predictors: (Constant), Reconstructed NCQ variable: Successful Leadership Experience. 
b  Dependent Variable: Students' cumulative GPA. 

 
 
 

Table 4.14 Coefficients(a,b)  for Female Respondents 
 

 Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

  

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 
1         (Constant) 
           Reconstructed NCQ 
           variable: Successful   
           Leadership Experience 

.165 
 

.115 

.829 
 

.044 

 
 

.304 

.199 
 

2.630 

.843 
 

.011 

a  Dependent Variable: Students' cumulative GPA. 
b  Selecting only cases for which 2.0 Students' Gender? =  Female 
 
 

 
Table 4.15  Model Summary(b) for Male Respondents 

 

     Change Statistics 

Model  R  R Square  
 Adjusted R 

Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate  

R Square 
Change F Change df1 df2 

Sig. F 
Change 

1 .543(a) .295 .031 .96954 .295 1.118 12 32 .380

a  Predictors: (Constant), Reconstructed NCQ variable: Successful Leadership Experience. 
b  Dependent Variable: Students' cumulative GPA. 
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Table 4.16  ANOVA(b) for Male Respondents 
 

Model  Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 12.608 12 1.051 1.118 .380(a)
  Residual 30.080 32 .940    
  Total 42.688 44     

a  Predictors: (Constant), Reconstructed NCQ variable: Successful Leadership Experience. 
b  Dependent Variable: Students' cumulative GPA. 

 
 
 

A discriminant analysis was conducted to determine the ability of 12 independent 

variables to predict year-to-year persistence of first-year Hispanic college male and 

female students at two community colleges in West Texas.  The predictor variables were 

racial tension, faculty racism, respect for other cultures, lack of support, overall 

satisfaction, demonstrated high school and community involvement, prefers long-range 

goals to short-term or immediate needs, positive self-concept or confidence, understands 

and deals with racism, inner-drive or motivation, availability of a support person, and 

successful leadership experience.  The dependent variable for the discriminant analysis 

was students’ Fall 2005 enrollment status.  The results of the analysis showed that none 

of the 12 independent variables were significantly related to students’ Fall 2005 

enrollment status for either the male or female participants.   

The overall Wilks’ Lambda was not significant for either group, so there were no 

significant discriminant functions for the researcher to interpret.  Table 4.17 shows the 

overall Wilks’ Lambda results for females, and Table 4.18 shows the eigenvalue results.  

The standardized function coefficients and the correlation coefficients for the female 

respondents are shown in Table 4.19.  Classification results revealed that the original 

grouped cases were classified with a 64.3% overall accuracy.  The cross-validated results 

234 



  
 

showed that 44.3% of the original grouped cases were correctly classified overall for 

females.  Tables 4.20 through 4.22 show similar data for the Hispanic males in the 

sample.  Classification results for the males showed that the original grouped cases were 

classified with 86.7% accuracy.  The cross-validated results showed that, overall, 68.9% 

of the original grouped cases were correctly classified for the males. 

 

Table 4.17  Wilks’ Lambda for Females 
 

Test of 
Functions Wilks' Lambda Chi-square df Sig. 
1 0.883 7.687 12 .809

 
 
 

Table 4.18  Eigenvalues for Females 
 

Function Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % 
Canonical 

Correlation 
1 .132(a) 100.0 100.0 .341 

a  First 1 canonical discriminant functions were used in the analysis. 
 

 

Table 4.19  Correlation Coefficients and Standardized Canonical  
Discriminant Function Coefficients for Females 

 

 
Correlation 
Coefficients 

Standardized Function 
Coefficients 

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Racial Tension. .123 .075 

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Faculty Racism. -.126 -.128 

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Respect for Other 
Cultures. 

.654 .648 

 
Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Lack of Support. .125

 
.165 
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Table 4.19 Continued 
 

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Overall Satisfaction. -.573 -.347 

Renamed/Reconstructed 
NCQ variable: Demonstrated 
High School and Community 
Involvement. 

-.174 -.221 

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Prefers Long-Range Goals to 
Short-Term or Immediate 
Needs. 

.279 .573 

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Positive Self-Concept or 
Confidence. .092 .330 

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Understands and Deals with 
Racism. 

.090 .295 

Renamed/Reconstructed 
NCQ variable: Inner-
Drive/Motivation. 

-.139 -.240 

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Availability of a Strong 
Support Person. 

.028 .070 

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Successful Leadership 
Experience. 

-.058 -.162 

 
 
 

Table 4.20  Wilks’ Lambda for Males 

Test of 
Functions Wilks' Lambda Chi-square df Sig. 
1 0.662 15.238 12 .229

 
 

Table 4.21  Eigenvalues for Males 

Function Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % 
Canonical 

Correlation 
1 .510(a) 100.0 100.0 .581 

a  First 1 canonical discriminant functions were used in the analysis. 
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Table 4.22  Correlation Coefficients and Standardized Canonical  
                 Discriminant Function Coefficients for Males 

 

 
Correlation 
Coefficients 

Standardized Function 
Coefficients 

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Racial Tension. .344 .367 

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Faculty Racism. .358 .441 

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Respect for Other 
Cultures. 

-.721 -.689 

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Lack of Support. -.291 -.329 

Student mean for the CCS 
variable--Overall Satisfaction. .906 .755 

Renamed/Reconstructed 
NCQ variable: Demonstrated 
High School and Community 
Involvement. 

.297 .394 

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Prefers Long-Range Goals to 
Short-Term or Immediate 
Needs. 

.198 .423 

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Positive Self-Concept or 
Confidence. .038 .119 

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Understands and Deals with 
Racism. 

-.035 -.124 

Renamed/Reconstructed 
NCQ variable: Inner-
Drive/Motivation. 

..374 .523 

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Availability of a Strong 
Support Person. 

.008 .019 

Reconstructed NCQ variable: 
Successful Leadership 
Experience. 

.027 .079 
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Conclusion 
 

 The purpose of this study was to determine whether a relationship exists between 

seven noncognitive variables measured by the NCQ/five variables related to students’ 

perceptions of the campus racial climate and the cumulative grade point average (GPA) 

and persistence rates of Hispanic American/first-year college students at selected 

community colleges in West Texas.  Results from the factor analysis detailed in Chapter 

III reduced the number of noncognitive variables to 12.  This chapter presented the 

results of the data analyses.  Results of the multiple regression analysis for all cases 

showed that one of the independent variables, successful leadership experience, was 

significantly related to the dependent variable, students’ cumulative GPA.  The variable, 

successful leadership experience, was also shown to be significantly related to students’ 

cumulative GPA for the female respondents, but it was not significant for the Hispanic 

males.  Results of the discriminant analysis showed that none of the 12 independent 

variables were significantly related to the dependent variable, students’ Fall 2005 

enrollment status, for the group as a whole or when the cases were split into males and 

females.  Chapter V contains a summary of the study along with a discussion of the data 

analysis, limitations, recommendations for further research, and conclusions.     
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, MAJOR FINDINGS, DISCUSSION 
RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
 
 

Introduction 

 Students from underrepresented groups face many barriers as they enter 

institutions of higher education.  Often times, minority students struggle to adjust to the 

campus culture at predominantly White institutions (PWIs) because the campus 

community, curriculum, and programs are geared more towards White college students.  

A multitude of barriers to their academic achievement were discussed in Chapter II.  

Examples of these barriers include a lack of financial resources, lower academic 

preparation, a lack of understanding for the higher education system, lower expectations 

for minority students in the K-12 system, and real and perceived racism at all levels of 

the educational system (Rendon & Nora, 1989).  Like students from other racial and 

ethnic groups, Hispanic students must also deal with a number of cultural barriers.  Many 

Hispanics come to higher education with English as a second language and many are 

first-generation college students.  Their culture is oriented toward the collective of family 

and community, which is in contrast to individualism, the core value of the Euro-

American culture.  Hispanic students often face a culture shock when they arrive at a 

PWI because they share little in common with the rest of the students, faculty, or staff.  

These and other barriers make the adjustment to the college community a challenge for 

Hispanic students.  Fuertas and Sedlacek (1990) stressed that Hispanic students are a very 
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heterogeneous group.  Individuals labeled by the broad term Hispanic can originate from 

at least 20 different countries around the world.   

Individuals on college campuses who work with Hispanic Americans or other 

minority group members need to understand the specific issues, concerns, and factors that 

influence their persistence and academic success.  This study dealt specifically with the 

academic success and persistence of Hispanic American first-year college students at 

community colleges in West Texas.  Cognitive and noncognitive factors play an 

important role in the level of academic attainment for Hispanic college students.  This 

study focused on the noncognitive variables.  

Research Summary 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether a relationship exists between 

a set of 12 noncognitive variables and the cumulative grade point average (GPA) and 

persistence rates of Hispanic American/first-year college students at two community 

colleges in West Texas.  Seven of the factors are based on Sedlacek’s model of eight 

noncognitive variables (e.g., Tracey and Sedlacek, 1984 and Sedlacek, 2004).  The other 

five variables are related to students’ perceptions of the campus racial climate.   Rendon 

(1996) and Hurtado (1994), among others, highlight the importance the campus racial 

climate for the educational attainment of Hispanic students.  These five come from a set 

of eleven variables related to campus climate from Sedlacek, Helm, and Prieto (1997) 

and Helm, Sedlacek, and Prieto (1998).   

The instrument for this study was composed of two parts, the Noncognitive 

Questionnaire (NCQ) and a Campus Climate Survey (CCS).  The study focused on 
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freshman to sophomore (year-to-year) persistence and first-year cumulative GPA.  The 

NCQ was designed by Tracey and Sedlacek in the early 1980s to assess seven 

noncognitive factors (now eight).  The NCQ instrument has been found to effectively 

predict the academic performance and student persistence of different student 

populations, including Asian Americans, European Americans, Hispanic Americans, 

African Americans, specially admitted, low-income, and first-generation students (Ting, 

2000).  The CCS (Sedlacek, 2004) was originally developed in 1998 by Helm, Sedlacek, 

and Prieto as the Cultural Attitudes and Climate Questionnaire (CACQ).   

The sample for this study was comprised of first-year freshman level Hispanic 

college students enrolled at two public community colleges in West Texas.  To preserve 

anonymity of the students and institutions, they were named College A and College B.  

The sample consisted of 115 participants.  The cases were combined into one group due 

to lower numbers from College A, rather than considering both colleges separately.  

Upon receiving permission from the students (via consent form) and the institution, a 

check of the students’ cumulative 2004-2005 grade point average (GPA) was conducted 

during the summer of 2005.  In September of 2005, schools were again contacted to 

determine the students’ enrollment status for the 2005-2006 academic year.  The students 

were classified as either persisters or non-persisters.  The results of the NCQ and CCS 

were then used to determine the relationship between student success (GPA) and 

persistence and the seven noncognitive variables and five campus racial climate 

variables.   
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Data was analyzed using the SPSS statistical package.  Descriptive statistics were 

used to answer Research Question 1, and inferential statistical methods were used to 

answer Research Questions 2, 3, and 4.   Two types of inferential statistics were needed 

for this study because the two dependent variables, GPA and student persistence, are 

different types of variables.  Multiple regression analysis was used to study the 

relationship between the dependent variable GPA, which is a continuous variable, and the 

twelve independent variables.  Student persistence is a categorical variable, so the 

researcher used discriminant analysis to study the relationship between persistence and 

the twelve independent variables.  In discriminant analysis, the researcher seeks to 

identify the variables that are most important for distinguishing between the two groups 

(Green & Salkind, 2003). 

Review of Findings 

 Results of the multiple regression analysis for all cases showed that one of the 

independent variables, successful leadership experience, was significantly related to the 

dependent variable, students’ cumulative GPA, R2 = .066,  R2
adj = .058, F(1, 113) = 

7.965, p < .05.  This variable accounted for 6.6% of the variance in students’ cumulative 

GPA.  The variable, successful leadership experience, was also shown to be significantly 

related to students’ cumulative GPA for the female respondents, R2 = .092, R2
adj = .079, 

F(1,68) = 6.918, p < .05.  This variable accounted for 9.2% of the variance in students’ 

cumulative GPA.   None of the 12 variables were significant for the Hispanic males.  

Results of the discriminant analysis showed that none of the 12 independent variables 

were significantly related to the dependent variable, students’ Fall 2005 enrollment 
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status, for the group as a whole or after the cases were split into males and females.  Next 

is a discussion of these findings followed by the implications for research and practice, 

the limitations of the study, and recommendations for policy, practice, and future 

research.   

Discussion 

 An examination of the results of this study showed that only one of the variables, 

successful leadership experience, was significantly related to students’ cumulative GPA.  

This was true for the group as a whole and for females when the data was split.  The 

reason the variable was not significant for males is unclear.  The overall mean scores for 

the males and females for the successful leadership experience variable were similar 

(18.88 for males and 18.74 for the females), but the number of male cases was smaller at 

45, versus 70 females, which can impact the analysis. The mean GPA was higher for the 

females, 2.32 versus 2.05 for males.   

The importance of a successful leadership experience relates back to several 

pieces of research highlighted in Chapter II.  This variable relates broadly to the 

importance attributed to campus and community involvement (e.g., Astin, 1993; 

Pascarella and Terenzini, 1995; and Tinto, 1998) and more specifically to actual school 

and community leadership experiences.  According to Fuertes and Sedlacek (1993), 

leadership opportunities in higher education are crucial to the development of students 

from all of the disadvantaged groups.  Experience in leadership positions may increase 

retention rates, campus, and community involvement, and it may assist students with 

career skills (Fuertes & Sedlacek, 1993).  White students have traditionally been given 
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the leadership opportunities in the K-12 system.  For minority students, leadership may 

have been displayed in other arenas, such as church, their cultural community, within 

peer groups, and even street gangs (Sedlacek & Brooks, 1976; Sedlacek, 1987).  

Leadership opportunities for African American students on college campuses are limited, 

but some find options within Black fraternal organizations (Sutton & Terrell, 1997).  In 

much the same way, leadership opportunities are limited for Hispanic students on 

predominantly White campuses.   

All students bring what Sanchez (2000) termed a “set of tools” or skills with 

them, when they come to college.  Unfortunately, according to Sanchez, minority 

students are not allowed to use their culturally specific set of tools (e.g., leadership 

abilities) because the educational system is based on a Euro-American cultural model.  

Rendon (1981) mentioned the “three R’s” for Hispanic students—recruitment, retention, 

and research.  To accomplish these three goals, one strategy she mentions is to hire 

Hispanic administrators, faculty members, and admissions staff.  Beyond attracting 

Hispanics, having Hispanics in key positions may encourage college age Hispanic 

Americans to get involved on campus.  This, in turn, may lead them to leadership roles.  

Sutton and Terrell (1997) posited that encouraging African Americans at PWIs to become 

involved in Black fraternities may lead them to leadership roles, and then these leadership 

roles may translate to other leadership opportunities in the more mainstream (mostly 

White) organizations such as student government.  Personal experiences coordinating 

student government organizations at the community college level leads this researcher to 

believe that this cycle of involvement and leadership can be true for African American as 
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well as Hispanic American and Native American students.  Leadership experience within 

groups of same-race peers seems to give them the confidence they need to venture out 

and work in mainly White or multicultural groups.   

Hurtado and Carter (1997) stated that Hispanic students’ sense of belonging 

within the campus community is influenced by membership in student organizations, 

religious organizations, sororities/fraternities, and the social community.  Sedlacek 

(1987) related African American students’ self-concept and ability to adjust to the college 

environment to their feeling of belonging, which he defined as a sense of identification 

with an institution.  Hurtado and Carter identified the students’ “Sense of Belonging as 

the critical measure of students’ institutional experiences” (p. 13).  Sedlacek supported 

the correlation between a sense of belonging and retention.  Hurtado and Carter made the 

connection between the students’ sense of belonging and their perceived membership in 

the campus community.  This researcher supports the idea that each of these concepts is 

interrelated.  A campus connection is established when a student perceives that he or she 

belongs on campus.  This connection can be formally established in a number of ways, 

including involvement or membership in a campus organization; membership in a group 

of friends; through a campus leadership position (e.g., in a student organization); in the 

residence halls; and/or through connections in or out of the classroom with faculty and 

students.  Although membership and leadership are not synonymous, leadership 

opportunities may occur through involvement.  As the results of this study showed, 

though, the variable, demonstrated high school and community involvement, was not 
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significantly related to either dependent variable.  For this group of Hispanic students, 

their GPA was only significantly influenced by actual leadership.   

Two other studies in Chapter II found that a successful leadership experience 

significantly related to educational attainment.  Ting (1998) conducted study of 54 first-

generation and low-come students enrolled in a Student Support Services (SSS) program 

at a public university in the Midwest.  The NCQ, high school rank, and ACT scores were 

used to examine relationship between Sedlacek’s eight noncognitive variables, the 

cognitive measures, and the students’ first-year GPA.  Results show that a successful 

leadership experience and high school percentile rank were the most effective predictors 

of first-year GPA.   

In the second study, 58 specially admitted students (38% African American and 

50% female) were given the NCQ prior to enrollment in the University of Maryland, 

College Park.  The students were admitted as part of the Individual Admissions Program 

(IAP), and admission was based on special aptitudes, creativity, level of maturity, and 

other nontraditional methods (White & Sedlacek, 1986).  White and Sedlacek (1986) 

reported that after two semesters, the two most effective predictors of GPA were positive 

self-concept and having a successful leadership experience.  Having a successful 

leadership experience and the ability to understand and deal with racism were the most 

effective after three semesters.  For persistence, the authors reported that having a 

successful leadership experience and a positive self-concept were the most effective 

predictors after the students’ second and fourth semesters.  A successful leadership 

experience and having a support person were the best predictors after three semesters 

246 



  
 

(White & Sedlacek, 1986).  Although both of these studies were conducted at four-year 

institutions, the students involved can be considered at-risk.  The researcher believes the 

at-risk status of the students in the previously mentioned studies played a key role in the 

similarity of results.   

Other community college studies have found different variables related to the 

academic success of Hispanic students.  McCool (1982) studied 689 students during the 

1978-1979 academic year at El Paso Community College.  Sixty-one percent of the 

sample was Hispanic and 55% was female.  The selection of long- or short-term goals 

was a factor for Hispanic and female respondents.  Both were more likely to set and 

achieve short-term goals.  In her study of 227 first-time Hispanic students at three 

community colleges in South Texas, Rendon (1983) reported that successful students 

tended to be male and to have higher high school grades, a working father, strong and 

clearly defined goal commitments, and encouragement from family, friends, and 

college/high school staff.   

Even though these studies did not use the NCQ, they were conducted in Texas 

with students similar to the ones in the current study, and they did incorporate some 

noncognitive variables in the studies.   The majority of the students in the McCool study 

were identified as having short-term goals, which the author partially attributed to the 

negative experiences the students may have had in their K-12 years.  The majority of the 

students in the current study selected long-term goals (e.g., approximately 40% 

anticipated they would complete one to two years of graduate school), whether they were 

categorized as successful or not.  So, no significant differences were found between 
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successful/unsuccessful or the persisters/non-persisters with regard to their preference for 

long- or short-term goals.  Turning to the Rendon study, the current study did not use the 

students’ high school grades as an independent variable, but data on the father’s work 

status, student gender, types of goals, and the availability of a support person (similar to 

Rendon’s encouragement from family, friends, and college/high school staff) was 

collected.  Rendon’s study found that successful students were male, whereas the current 

study found successful students to be female.  This result may be simply the difference in 

sample size between the females and males (70 versus 45).  Larger or at least equal 

sample sizes are necessary to make this determination.  In the current study, there were 

no real differences between the persisters/non-persisters or the successful/unsuccessful 

with regard to the support they received from support persons around them.  Also, the 

father’s work status was similar for all groups.  Overall, the sample for the current study 

was a very homogeneous one, which seems to have played a role in the failure to find 

significance.   

Past studies using the NCQ to study Hispanic students at four-year institutions 

have also found varying results related to student success and persistence.  Fuertes and 

Sedlacek (1995) studied 156 Hispanic freshmen at a large PWI in the Northeast.  One of 

the eight noncognitive factors was found to be correlated with student GPA—the ability 

to understand and deal with racism.  None of the variables were effective predictors of 

retention in the study.  Perez (1994) conducted a study of 79 Hispanic freshmen at a large 

university on the East Coast using SAT Verbal and Math scores, the NCQ, and the Racial 

Identity Attitude Scale.  None of the scores were significantly related to the first-semester 
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GPA of the sample when they were considered separately.  The Fuertes and Sedlacek 

study highlighted the significance of the students’ ability to understand and deal with 

racism.  Their study was conducted at a large PWI in the Northeast, while the current 

study was done at two community colleges which are both classified as Hispanic Serving 

Institutions.  The overall campus climate will be addressed below, but the review of 

literature seems to support that more incidences of racial tension are reported at large 

research institutions and that community colleges generally are more welcoming and 

comfortable for students of color.  Racial tension does not seem to be an issue for the 

combined group from College A and B, so the ability to deal with it does not play a factor 

for the majority of the Hispanic students in this study.   

In examining the five variables related to the campus racial climate for Colleges 

A and B, none of the 12 were significantly related to either of the dependent variables.  

The good news is that by looking back at the mean scores for these five variables, the 

researcher can provide some positive feedback to one of the participating institutions 

about the racial climate.  The overall mean scores for the variables (overall satisfaction, 

racial tension, faculty racism, respect for other cultures, and lack of support) ranged from 

3.50 to 4.48, which indicate positive responses on the 5-point Likert scale.  Looking even 

more closely at comparison of the successful (2.00 GPA or higher) and the unsuccessful 

(lower than a 2.00 GPA) students, results showed that most of the participants had 

favorable perceptions of the campus climate.  This was independent of the participants’ 

actual GPA.  The range of the mean scores of the five variables for the successful 

students was 3.50 to 4.55, and for the unsuccessful, the means ranged from 3.48 to 4.32.  
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The mean for the variable, overall satisfaction, was 4.03 for the successful and 3.92 for 

the unsuccessful students.  This seems to indicate that the racial climate as perceived by 

Hispanic first-year students at College B is positive.  The researcher is confident in this 

assertion because the study included 100 respondents from College B.  The researcher 

cannot make the same assertion about College A since only 15 participants came from 

that institution.  A larger sample is needed to make that determination.     

Community colleges may not have some of the same problems (e.g., racial 

tension) as the four-year institutions, especially the large PWIs.  The location of the 

institution, the particular college or university being studied, and percentages of the 

minority subgroups being studied may also play an important role in the research 

findings.  For example, if Hispanic students were studied at an institution, whether two- 

or four-year, where the Hispanic student percentage was low (e.g., less than five percent), 

the environment may not feel so welcoming to the students.  When a critical mass exists, 

it would seem the chances for a sense of belonging and campus connection would 

increase.  Location plays an important role as well.  As an example, the community 

colleges in the southwest corner of Kansas are similar in Hispanic percentages to the 

institutions in West Texas, but the ones in the northeast corner do not have a high 

percentage of Hispanic students.  For the last twenty years, the meat packing industry has 

been responsible for a major influx of Mexican immigrants in the southwestern areas, so 

Hispanic students may feel more comfortable at colleges in Liberal (now over 50% 

Hispanic), Dodge City, or Garden City.  Great Bend, Kansas, which is in the lower 

northeast quadrant, is the home of Barton County Community College.  The City 

250 



  
 

Government in Great Bend has continually blocked beef and swine industries from the 

area, so Hispanic students studied in that location may have a completely different view 

of the campus climate.   

Since only one of the independent variables was found to be significant, the 

researcher believes that the real contribution of this current study to the literature is the 

re-evaluation of the NCQ instrument and formation of the seven new noncognitive 

variables.  Going in to the study, the researcher believed that the NCQ was a well-

developed and tested instrument that would be extremely reliable.  As was shown in the 

extensive literature review, the instrument has been used with various college student 

populations since 1984, but concerns should have surfaced in the researcher’s mind when 

none of the previous studies reported the internal reliability estimates (Cronbach’s alpha r 

values).  As was previously stated, the only reliability estimates that have ever been 

provided in the related literature were the test-retest and the interrater reliability estimates 

from the original 1984 study.   

After the extremely low internal reliability estimates were discovered, a couple of 

questions became immediately apparent.  First, is this internal reliability issue an isolated 

problem with the current study, and secondly, has this been an issue for some or many of 

the previous studies?  The researcher senses that other researchers have followed the 

same “trust the instrument because it has been supported in the literature” philosophy of 

the current study.  Without a thorough examination of past studies, the answers to the 

questions mentioned above cannot be determined.  The researcher posits that the real 

strength of this study lies in the fact that these questions were asked about the reliability 
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of this well-used and trusted instrument (the NCQ) with the goal of improving the 

reliability of said instrument.  However, this issue may just be related to the particular 

sample (Hispanic/first-year community college students) used here.  

Barring errors in the data collection, analysis, and/or reporting of the statistics in 

this study, the findings showed that the seven newly formed variables were much more 

reliable than previous eight usually measured by the NCQ.  Providing the process was 

executed correctly, the numbers show that the internal reliabilities for the newly formed 

variables (after the factor analysis described in Chapter III) were the following: 

demonstrated school and community involvement, .80; preference for long-range to 

short-term  or immediate needs, .58; successful leadership experience, .67; positive self-

concept or confidence, .57; understands and deals with racism, .57; inner drive and 

motivation, .66; and availability of a support person, .48.  As compared to the Cronbach’s 

alpha r values for the original eight variables, which were the following: positive self-

concept of confidence, .16; realistic self-appraisal, -.21; understands and deals with 

racism, .32; prefers long-range goals to short-term or immediate needs, .01; availability 

of a support person, .38; successful leadership experience, -.51, demonstrated community 

service, .23; and knowledge acquired in a field, .32.  Although only one of the newly 

constructed variables had an internal reliability above the desired .70 value, two others 

were close at .67 and .66, and all of the Alpha r values were positive.  So, based on the 

data for this particular study, using the factor analysis to re-organize the items that 

measured each of the noncognitive variables seems to have had a positive impact on the 

overall reliability of the findings.  For a comparison of the actual items under each of the 
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Sedlacek and Carter noncognitive variables, please refer to Figure 3.3 on page 190.  The 

internal reliability estimates for the Campus Climate Survey were consistent with the past 

studies from Sedlacek, Helm, and Prieto (1997) and in the acceptable range of .70, so no 

concerns arose for the reliability of that part of the instrument. 

Surprisingly the results of this study did not show a relationship between the 

students’ perceptions of the campus racial climate and the students’ cumulative GPA or 

retention and persistence status.  Chapter II highlighted several studies about the 

relationship between student success and/or persistence and campus climate.  From the 

study mentioned above, McCool (1982) reported that students who viewed the 

environment in a positive manner perceived that the educational offerings were relevant, 

instructors were interested in them, and that testing and grading was done fairly.  Hanish 

(1997) studied Hispanic students’ perceptions of the campus environment at the 

University of Northern Iowa and found that Hispanic American students face a distinct 

set of issues.  These issues include racial stereotyping, a lack of institutional support 

programs, and an overall lack of awareness of Hispanic student issues by students and 

college personnel.  Diaz (1998) found that most Hispanic students actually relied on their 

family and friends to assist with their personal, social, and academic adjustment, instead 

of turning to those in the campus environment.  Traditional White college students view 

going to college as a normal part of life and making connections within the campus 

environment is generally easier for them (Rendon, 1995).  Based on the results from the 

current study, the students seemed to perceive that the overall campus climate was 

supportive and that racial tension was not an issue.   
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Sedlacek, Helm, and Prieto (1997) and Helm, Sedlacek, and Prieto (1998) 

surveyed first and third year college students at a large eastern university using the 

Cultural Attitudes and Climate Survey (same as the Campus Climate Survey used in this 

study) in order to gather students’ perceptions about the campus racial climate.  For the 

314 Hispanics in this cross-cultural study, fair treatment by students and faculty, cross-

cultural comfort, and respect for other cultures were each correlated with their overall 

satisfaction with the campus environment.  The variable, lack of support, impacted the 

overall satisfaction of all of the cultural groups in the study, but it was not statistically 

significant for Hispanics (Sedlacek, Helm, & Prieto, 1997; and Helm, Sedlacek, & Prieto, 

1998).  According to Baird (2002) and Clements (2000), a student’s sense of belonging at 

a college or university is determined heavily by his or her perceptions of the 

environment.  Swail, Redd, and Perna (2003) reported that minority college students face 

five types of stressors in the environment at PWIs.  They are social climate, racism, 

interracial stressors, academic achievement stressors, and with-in group stressors.  

Hurtado, Milem, Clayton-Pederson, and Allen (1998) state that most institutions will 

focus on increasing numbers of diverse students when implementing diversity initiatives, 

but the state of the campus climate will impact whether institutions can retain those 

students.   

The campus climate at community colleges may be more welcoming to students 

from underrepresented groups.  Community colleges have been criticized because 

students (regardless of background) who begin at a two-year institution are far less likely 

to complete a four-year degree (Rendon, 1983), but according to Rendon (1981), 
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Hispanic students generally do find something special at two-year colleges, including 

sensitive faculty and a close-to-home atmosphere which is welcoming and supportive.  

The researcher for this study observed this type of atmosphere at College B.  There were 

Hispanic females in faculty and counseling positions at this institution, and it was 

apparent that they helped to provide a warm and supportive environment for all the 

students, including the Hispanics.  Although, the noncognitive variable, availability of a 

support person, was not significant in this study, discussions with the Hispanic faculty 

and staff members at College B and personal observations seemed to show that they 

provided a great deal of support and guidance for the Hispanic students.  Not enough 

observations and discussion took place at College A to make a subjective judgment about 

the faculty/staff-student relationships there.   

The fact that the course selected at College B were selected by a Hispanic 

Mathematics Instructor and Hispanic Counselor may have played a role in the 

respondents’ favorable opinion of the racial climate.  A large majority of the classes were 

from the Math and Social Sciences Departments.  The Math Department has two 

Hispanic faculty members and one African American faculty member, and although the 

faculty members in the Social Sciences were White, the researcher’s past personal 

observations led him to believe that the relationships between the students and faculty 

members were mostly positive.  Even though the students were asked to evaluate the 

overall climate of the institution, it is possible that they may have made their evaluations 

based solely on the climate in the Math and/or Social Science Departments.   
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The descriptive statistics for this study painted an interesting, yet predictable 

picture of participants.  Ninety-one of the 115 students were Mexican or Latin American, 

which was 79.1% of the sample.  This was actually lower than expected because of the 

high percentage of Mexican Americans in this region.  The next largest subgroup in the 

Hispanic category was of South American decent.  Interestingly, educational expectations 

were high for the group overall.  Each of the groups in the comparison table (e.g., 

persister/non-persister and male/female) in Chapter IV had similar numbers.  

Approximately 40% of all of those surveyed expected to complete 1-2 years of graduate 

study, and nearly 35% expected to earn at least a bachelors degree.  Probably the most 

interesting statistic related to educational expectations was that 48.9% of the males 

expected to have 1-2 years of graduate study, but only 35.7% of the females planned to 

be in school that long.  Ironically, the females led the males in each of the academically 

related categories (based on percentage) (e.g. 70% of the females were successful versus 

62.2% of the males).  McCool (1982) alluded to the idea that Hispanic females may focus 

more on short-term goals, although that did not hold true for this study.  The male and 

female scores for that variable were nearly identical.   

For the parents’ occupations, they were proportioned as expected based on the 

dominant industries in West Texas (e.g., cotton and petroleum) and the traditional nature 

of the Hispanic culture.  The majority of the fathers were laborers, generally in an 

agricultural area or in the oil field.  This held true across all groups (e.g., persisters and 

non-persisters) with an average of 30% of the fathers working as laborers. The next 

largest category for the fathers was the skilled laborers.  The percentages for the mothers 
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were not as predictable.  For the students in the persisters’, successful students’, and 

female students’ groups, approximately 20% of the mothers were homemakers.  The 

Hispanic culture values the traditional family unit, so the high percentage of homemakers 

was not surprising.  For the non-persisters the majority of the mothers worked as either 

laborers or skilled laborers.  For the unsuccessful students, the top three categories were 

split fairly evenly with 15.8% of the mothers working in a professional field, 15.8% 

unemployed, and another 13.2% working as homemakers.  Several potentially valuable 

pieces of data were not collected during the current study.  They were the parents’ 

educational level; whether the students were the first in their families to attend college; 

the language spoken in the home; students’ employment status (e.g., location and number 

of hours per week); whether the students had children; and the parents’ income level.  

Neither of the instruments asked for this information, and due to an oversight by the 

researcher, the questions were not included.  If that information had been collected, the 

researcher would expect to find that a high percentage of the students were first-

generation, working at least 20 hours a week, and were speaking Spanish as their primary 

language at home.  This means that the researcher would not expect to find many fathers 

and mothers with college experience.  

This sample was relatively homogeneous, but Laura Rendon pointed out that an 

important thing to keep in mind is that Hispanics as well as other ethnic groups have very 

complex identities.  They vary within the same ethnic groups based on multiple factors, 

including social class, generational status, ethnic identification, gender, and sexual 
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identification.  She cautions against a one-size-fits-all mentality (Educating the Largest 

Minority Group, 2003).   

Musil, Garcia, Hudgins, Nettles, Sedlacek, and Smith (1999) stressed using the 

term mosaic rather than melting pot when discussing the combination of many cultures in 

our society.  According to the authors, institutional redesign needs to take on a mosaic 

approach so no individual or group must sacrifice their way of life to contribute to the 

bigger picture.  The distinctive identities should enhance the bigger picture rather than 

trying to “fix” the minority students or mold them a certain way.  All students will benefit 

when institutions understand, develop, and encourage diversity, and when diversity is 

promoted in the institutional mission (Musil, Garcia, Hudgins, Nettles, Sedlacek, & 

Smith, 1999).  As was previously stated, each of us brings a set of skills or tools with us 

when entering higher education.  In the opinion of this researcher, one of these tools is 

our cultural make-up, and we should be able to use our cultural tools without fear of 

negative consequences (e.g., racism or being forced to fit a mold).  This researcher agrees 

wholeheartedly with this concept of a cultural mosaic, because no one should have to 

give up their personal identity to fit in to a system. A person’s unique identity should 

only enhance the current system by providing a different perspective and skill-set. 

Limitations 

 Several limitations must be taken into consideration when considering the results 

of this research.  The sample for this study consisted of Hispanic American first-year 

college students at two community colleges in West Texas, so this limits the ability to 

generalize the findings to Hispanic first-year students at other community colleges 
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outside of this region or to Hispanic first-year students at four-year institutions.  Another 

limitation is the size of the sample.  The original goal of 300 participants would have 

safely provided the appropriate case to variable ratio of approximately 25 cases per 

variable.  According to Stevens (2002), 15 subjects per variable are desired.  A total of 

115 participants in this study meant that the case to variable ratio was 10 to 1 (rounded up 

from 9.58).  Another limitation, which is related closely to this one, is that the researcher 

only obtained 15 cases from College A, so the results of the research are mainly 

indicative of one institution.  This means that generalizability to other institutions in West 

Texas may not be possible.   

The sample size for the comparison of males and females in Research Question 

IV is also a limitation.  Strong consideration was given to foregoing the data analysis for 

this research question because of the size and disparity of the sample (N = 70 for females 

and N = 45 for males), but the decision was made to run the analysis with the 

understanding that any significant results would be called into question.  These four 

limitations are in addition to the original limitations discussed in Chapter I.  

Implications and Recommendations 

Based on the results of this study, two implications are apparent—one theoretical 

and one practical.  A number of recommendations for future research also developed out 

this research.  Chapter III explains the unexpected step in this research project, the factor 

analysis.  Based on low internal reliability estimates, the decision was made to conduct a 

factor analysis for the NCQ items to determine if a more reliable grouping of items could 

be created for the eight noncognitive variables in this study.  Although a more reliable set 
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of constructs was created, only one of them was significantly related to educational 

attainment for this group of Hispanic first-year students.  Before the new factor analysis 

was conducted, the researcher did run the multiple regression analysis and the 

discriminant analysis using the original eight noncognitive variables.  None of the 

variables were significantly related to either dependent variable.  What implications this 

may have for the reliability of the NCQ instrument is not known.  The only thing that can 

be said for certain is that for this study, the internal reliability did increase after the factor 

analysis reworked the items under each of the noncognitive variables.  Ultimately, no 

major findings resulted after conducting the factor analysis, but the higher reliability 

estimates do strengthen the reliability of this study.   

The practical implications for the findings of this study may assist those working 

in student affairs or campus life the most.  Having a successful leadership experience did 

positively influence the students’ cumulative GPA, so encouraging campus involvement, 

which is heavily supported in the literature, may lead to leadership opportunities for 

Hispanics and other minority groups.  Realistically, the cycle of involvement that was 

described previously may be the best way to advance students from underrepresented 

groups into organizational and campus leadership positions.  First, students from minority 

groups, who are not comfortable interacting with others outside of their race, can be 

encouraged to get involved in groups of students similar to themselves (e.g., African 

Americans joining Black fraternities).  If these types of campus organizations do not 

exist, then the responsible persons in student affairs should encourage the formation of 

such groups.   
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Then, as the leaders develop within those groups, they need to be encouraged to 

become involved with student government or other similar campus wide organizations.  

Leadership can then be encouraged within these campus wide organizations. Generally, 

these are dominated by White students at PWIs, but this leadership cycle may help to 

change this reality.  In no way is this meant to encourage separation.  This just seems to 

be a reasonable and realistic way to involve more minority students while at the same 

time, encouraging leadership.  For the students comfortable in cross-cultural situations, 

staff members should encourage them to involve themselves in multicultural 

organizations right from the start.  College and universities should train and develop 

leaders in all campus organizations in everything, including managing budgets, running 

meetings, and resolving conflicts.  The study from Sutton and Terrell (1997) about 

African Americans reported that students’ involvement with Black fraternities did help to 

develop their leadership skills.  Unfortunately, nearly half did not believe they received 

appropriate leadership training before taking on those roles in the organizations.  The 

majority of the respondents did indicate that the experience with their fraternity gave 

them greater confidence and leadership skills (Sutton & Terrell, 1997).   

Other leadership opportunities are available for students from underrepresented 

groups on campus besides the ones with student organizations.  At least a dozen are 

easily identifiable in the areas of student affairs, academics, athletics, and campus 

community service agencies.  Leadership opportunities in the classroom include working 

as a group leader on a small-group class project/presentation or for a discussion group.  

Professors just need to make sure that they rotate the group leaders so everyone gets a 
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chance to lead.  Administrators or faculty members can also ask Hispanic and other 

minority students to participate on campus committees, including food service, student 

discipline, academic, strategic planning, etc.  Several leadership opportunities exist 

within the area of campus housing as well.  There are Resident Assistant or Community 

Advisor positions as well as front desk and student security jobs, which are paid 

leadership positions.  Then there are volunteer opportunities on Residence Hall Councils 

and programming committees.   

Summer bridge programs are often coordinated through housing and admissions 

units.  The summer bridge programs at community colleges have a large percentage of 

Hispanic, African American, and Native American students as participants.  Those in 

positions of authority should make sure that the student mentors in these programs have a 

similar background to the student participants.  Student mentor programs, whether they 

are in summer bridge or other types of programs, provide valuable leadership experience 

for the mentors.  Admissions areas use student ambassadors and student tour guides to 

help recruit new students. Minority students visiting campus who are welcomed by 

students of color may feel much more comfortable on campus.  Other leadership 

opportunities where minority students can gain valuable experience include 

campus/community internships, athletic teams, via research assistantships and 

fellowships, and through campus initiated community service projects.  All the students 

need is some encouragement from those around them, including those in the positions of 

authority.  As was shown by the results of this study and others, having a successful 
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leadership experience does significantly impact the GPA of Hispanics and other minority 

students.   

A number of recommendations for future research have become apparent over the 

course of this investigation.  First, the researcher recommends replicating this study with 

a larger sample of Hispanic first-year students, so a more appropriate case to variable 

ratio is available.  Future studies should include a similar (and larger) number of male 

and female respondents, so to allow for more reliable results.  Also, the study could be 

replicated in another region of the country using two-year or four-year colleges that serve 

large Hispanic populations.  For ease of sampling, the researcher recommends that the 

institution have a Hispanic enrollment of at least 25%.  In other regions of the country, 

information about other ethnic groups within the Hispanic category can be collected and 

used to help professionals in those regions.  Replicating this study with other populations 

is also recommended, but this researcher highly recommends collecting data in 

community colleges.  More research is needed in this area and community colleges serve 

a higher percentage of the disadvantaged or at-risk populations.  Also, it is recommended 

that future replications of this study include a demographic questions asking for parents’ 

educational level; whether the students were the first in their families to attend college; 

the language spoken in the home; students’ employment status (e.g., location and number 

of hours per week); whether the students had children; and the parents’ income level. 

Second, another review of the participating students cumulative GPA could be 

done after the students’ second year of study at either College A or B to determine if any 

of the noncognitive or campus climate variables were significantly related at the end of 
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the second year.  Checking the enrollment status of the students after the second year 

would be difficult, if not impossible, so reviewing that part of the study may not be 

realistic.  This could be done if the initial study was conducted at a four-year institution. 

Third, examining the internal reliability estimates of a selected number of past 

studies using the NCQ and the noncognitive model might be helpful, since the 

Cronbach’s alpha r values have not been regularly reported.  It would be interesting to 

know if only the internal reliabilities for this study are low or if it is a more widespread 

issue.  Based on the literature review, there is a great deal of support for Sedlacek’s 

noncognitive model.  In Sedlacek (2004) and in recent correspondence with Dr. Sedlacek 

(see Appendix D), it is clear that he supports the usage of test-retest and inter-rater 

reliability estimates.  Other researchers who have used his model have followed the same 

standards.  Further research is needed to determine if this philosophy of using only the 

test-retest and inter-rater reliability estimates for the NCQ can be called into question.   

 Fourth, racism is a term that has been used throughout this document and heavily 

in the literature.  Sedlacek and Brooks (1976) stated that the assumption should be made 

that racism does exist, but that most of it is unintentional.  Levey, Blanco and Jones, 

(1998) stress though, that although racism may be unintentional (e.g., admissions 

policies), the fact remains that it is still racism.  According to Sedlacek (1987), students 

in the 1960s and 1980s have reported exposure to racism, but Sedlacek asks if it is the 

same forms of racism in both time-frames.  He is specifically referring to African 

Americans in this article, but the statement could apply to other minority groups.  The 

recommendation here is to identify the forms of racism that minority group members 
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have experienced in the 1960s, 1970s, 1980s, 1990s, etc. and determine if the same forms 

of racism persist or if new forms must be identified and addressed on college campuses.  

This could be done quantitatively by surveying Hispanic, African American, or other 

minority group members in each decade, but a more in depth qualitative study using 

focus groups from each decade may be more effective.  This recommendation is related 

to this study because one of the noncognitive variables deals specifically with 

understanding and dealing with racism, and the variables related to the campus climate 

survey deal specifically with campus racial issues.   

New- or neo-racism has been examined recently in the literature, but not in the 

context mentioned above.  Gordon (2001) discussed the many changes that the new 

millennium has brought to our society, including social, economic, and political 

transformations (e.g., the booming U.S. economy, increasing corporate profits, domestic 

terrorism, and revamped welfare programs).  She highlighted some of the negative 

impacts these changes have had on African Americans, including racial tension and 

violence when African Americans move in to White neighborhoods; discrimination in 

loan programs, housing, and health services; and the negative media coverage and 

profiling by criminal justice agencies.  In education Gordon discussed that postmodern 

racism (e.g., attacks on affirmative action programs and race-based admissions practices) 

has returned us to a heavy reliance on standardized testing.  According to Gordon, 

affirmative action is now considered reverse discrimination and the urban, suburban, and 

rural school districts most frequented by African American students perpetuate the 

hierarchical structure of society.  Cross (2005) examined how teacher education programs 
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may be inadvertently teaching racism in the curriculum.  She uses ideas from Fiske, 

1993, to define new racism as “the struggle over the power to promote social interests 

that are always racialized” (p. 264).  According to Cross, the White privilege is 

perpetuated using invisible and undetected misuses of power (e.g., privileged knowledge, 

institutional racism, and social capital and power).  Old forms of racism were based on 

more visible signs of prejudice, overt White supremacy ideals/actions, and physical use 

of power (e.g., violence such as lynchings).  Cross emphasized that new forms of racism 

are practiced through societal systems and institutions such as schools.  She stated that 

teacher educators may eventually be termed well-intentioned, but fraudulent because they 

perpetuate racism, inappropriate use of power, and Whiteness without acknowledging or 

addressing them. 

 Fifth, it is recommended that comparison studies be conducted using different 

racial groups of community college students.  While collecting data for this study, the 

NCQ/CCS instrument was also completed by 172 White first-year college students at 

College A and B.  The plan is to conduct a comparison study using this data to see if any 

of the independent variables are significant for students in the majority group as 

compared to those in the Hispanic subgroup. 

 Sixth, it is recommended that different variables from the Campus Climate survey 

(CCS) be used to study this sample and other groups of students.  All eleven variables 

measured by the instrument could be used if the sample is a large enough, or the results 

of the CCS could be analyzed independently of the NCQ variable scores.  Using all of the 
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variables related to campus climate may paint a more vivid picture of the overall climate, 

and other variables may be significant for this group of Hispanic first-year students.   

 And seventh, other studies using the NCQ (e.g., Ting, 2000; Ting and Robinson, 

1998) have added academic factors along with the noncognitive variables.  For 

community college students, high school grades or class rank could be added along with 

the noncognitive variables.  The students’ SAT or ACT scores could be used if available, 

but many community colleges do not collect this information because the scores are 

generally not a criteria for entry.  The students’ semester or cumulative GPA could also 

be added as a predictor when examining the students’ retention or persistence status. 

Conclusions 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether a relationship existed 

between a set of 12 noncognitive variables and the cumulative grade point average (GPA) 

and persistence rates of Hispanic American/first-year college students at two community 

colleges in West Texas.  Results of the multiple regression analysis indicated that one 

variable, successful leadership experience, was significantly related to the students’ 

cumulative GPA for the sample as a whole.  The same variable was also significantly 

related to students’ cumulative GPA for the female respondents.  Results of the 

discriminant analysis showed that none of the 12 independent variables were significantly 

related to students’ Fall 2005 enrollment status, for the group as a whole or when the 

cases were split into males and females.  The practical implications for the findings of 

this study may assist those working in student affairs or campus life.  Having a successful 

leadership experience did positively influence the students’ cumulative GPA, so 
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encouraging campus involvement, which is heavily supported in the literature, may lead 

to leadership opportunities for Hispanics and other minority groups.  Realistically, the 

cycle of involvement-to-leadership roles described above may be the best way for 

students from underrepresented groups (e.g., Hispanics in this study) to advance into 

organizational and campus leadership positions.  Replicating this study with a larger 

sample of Hispanic students at community colleges in the same region or in other regions 

of the country is recommended along with other related options.  This researcher highly 

recommends collecting data at community colleges, because more research is needed 

about students at two-year institutions.  They serve a higher percentage of the 

disadvantaged or at-risk students than other types of institutions. 
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SURVEY INSTRUMENT AND CONSENT FORM 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Survey Booklet #: 
 

________________________ 
 
 

Student Name: 
 

________________________ 
 
 

Student Number 
 

_________________________ 
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Student Consent Form 
 

I am asking you to be a subject in a research project which will study college students at 
community colleges in West Texas.  My name is Randy Carter and I am a doctoral student in the 
Higher Education Program at Texas Tech University (TTU).   
 
The purpose of this project is to see if there are factors that predict your success as a student 
besides those that can be measured on standardized tests like the ACT/SAT or your high school 
grades.  If you agree to be a subject, we will give you a survey that asks some questions related to 
how you feel about your academic ability, educational goals, the campus climate, and the support 
you receive on campus.  There are about 140 questions.  Part one of the survey will ask you about 
your educational goals and experiences and part two will ask you about the campus climate here 
at the college.   
 
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to provide your Student Number along with your 
name.  You will be given a code number based on your survey booklet number.  During the Fall 
2005 semester, the Student Number will be used to retrieve your cumulative GPA and to 
determine whether you returned for the Fall 2005 semester.  Following this, your name and 
Student Number page will be shredded. 
 
No one but my program advisor, Dr. Bonita Butner, and myself will see your individual answers.  
They will be kept under lock and key at Texas Tech University.  College and/or student names 
will never be used or written down in any of the written information that comes from this 
research.  The researchers will only identify you by your survey booklet code number.  Your 
confidentiality will be maintained, so no one else from this college will ever know what your 
answers were. 
 
Doing this survey is completely up to you.  No one can force you to answer the questions and you 
will not lose anything if you do not answer them.  Also, you can quit anytime you want. 
 
If you sign this sheet, it means that you read this form and that all of your questions were 
answered. 
 
_______________________________________________     ______________ 
Signature of Subject          Date 
 
This consent form is not valid after September 30, 2005. 

 
If you have questions about this project in the future: 
 
L. Randy Carter   Dr. Bonita Butner 
806-543-8260   742-1997 (Ext 266) 
lynn.carter@ttu.edu  bonita.butner@ttu.edu 
 
For questions about your rights as a subject or about injuries caused by this research, contact the 
Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, Office 
of Research Services, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409. Or you can call (806) 742-
3884. 
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Student Consent Form—STUDENT COPY 
 

I am asking you to be a subject in a research project which will study college students at 
community colleges in West Texas.  My name is Randy Carter and I am a doctoral student in the 
Higher Education Program at Texas Tech University (TTU).   
 
The purpose of this project is to see if there are factors that predict your success as a student 
besides those that can be measured on standardized tests like the ACT/SAT or your high school 
grades.  If you agree to be a subject, we will give you a survey that asks some questions related to 
how you feel about your academic ability, educational goals, the campus climate, and the support 
you receive on campus.  There are about 140 questions.  Part one of the survey will ask you about 
your educational goals and experiences and part two will ask you about the campus climate here 
at the college.   
 
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to provide your Student Number along with your 
name.  You will be given a code number based on your survey booklet number.  During the Fall 
2005 semester, the Student Number will be used to retrieve your cumulative GPA and to 
determine whether you returned for the Fall 2005 semester.  Following this, your name and 
Student Number page will be shredded. 
 
No one but my program advisor, Dr. Bonita Butner, and myself will see your individual answers.  
They will be kept under lock and key at Texas Tech University.  College and/or student names 
will never be used or written down in any of the written information that comes from this 
research.  The researchers will only identify you by your survey booklet code number.  Your 
confidentiality will be maintained, so no one else from this college will ever know what your 
answers were. 
 
Doing this survey is completely up to you.  No one can force you to answer the questions and you 
will not lose anything if you do not answer them.  Also, you can quit anytime you want. 
 
If you sign this sheet, it means that you read this form and that all of your questions were 
answered. 
 
_______________________________________________     ______________ 
Signature of Subject          Date 
 
This consent form is not valid after September 30, 2005. 

 
If you have questions about this project in the future: 
 
L. Randy Carter   Dr. Bonita Butner 
806-543-8260   742-1997 (Ext 266) 
lynn.carter@ttu.edu  bonita.butner@ttu.edu 
 
For questions about your rights as a subject or about injuries caused by this research, contact the 
Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, Office 
Research Services, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409. Or you can call (806) 742-
3884. 
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Part I 
Noncognitive Questionnaire (NCQ) 

 
This part of the survey is designed to assess information about your educational/personal 
backgrounds, attitudes, perceptions, goals, and experiences. Results will be reported by code 
number only; no individuals will be identified. Please mark your responses on this sheet. Please 
fill in the blank or circle the appropriate answers.  
 
1. Your Student Number  ______________________  
 
2. Your sex is:      1. Male   2. Female  
 
3. Your age is _____ years  
 
4. Your father's occupation: ______________________  
 
5. Your mother's occupation: _____________________ 
 
6. Your race is: 
  
       1. Black (African-American)  
       2. Black (International Student) 
       3. White (not of Hispanic origin)  
       4. Asian American        
       5. Pacific Islander  
       6. Hispanic (Latin American/Mexican American) 
       7. Hispanic (South American) 
       8. Hispanic (Spanish)  
       9. Native American (Alaskan native)  
     10. Other (Please Specify)  ______________________ 
 
7. How much education do you expect to get during your lifetime? 
  
       1. A few college courses 
       2. An associates degree 
       3. A bachelors degree  
       4. 1 or 2 years of graduate or professional study (Master's degree)  
       5. Doctoral degree such as M.D., Ph.D., Ed.D., etc.  
 
8. Please list three goals that you have for yourself right now:  
 
       1.  
       2.  
       3.  
 
9. About 60% of community college students typically leave before receiving an associates  
    degree. If this should happen to you, what would be the most likely cause?    
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________  
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10. Please list three things that you are proud of having done. 
 
       1.  
       2.  
       3.  
 
11. Do you plan to return to this institution next semester (Fall 2005)? 
  

Yes   No   Don't Know  
 

12. When you finish at this college do you think you will transfer to another college or  
university?  

Yes   No   Don't Know 
 
13. Please indicate your current major:  ____________________________________ 
 
14. Please indicate your cumulative GPA:  

 
3.5 - 4.0  3.0 - 3.4  2.5 - 2.99  2.0 - 2.49  below 2.0  

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following items. 
Respond to the statements below with your feelings at present or with your expectations of how 
things will be. Write in your answer to the left of each item.  
 
1  2  3  4  5  

Strongly Agree           Agree          Neutral            Disagree           Disagree Strongly       
 
_____11. The community college should use its influence to improve social conditions in the 
                state.  
_____12. It should not be very hard to get a B (3.0) average at this institution.  
_____13. I get easily discouraged when I try to do something and it doesn't work.  
_____14. I am sometimes looked up to by others.  
_____15. If I run into problems concerning school, I have someone who would listen to me and 
                help me.  
_____16. There is no use in doing things for people; you only find that you get it in the neck in 

the long run.  
_____17. In groups where I am comfortable, I am often looked to as leader.  
_____18. I expect to have a harder time than most students at this institution.  
_____19. Once I start something, I finish it.  
_____20. When I believe strongly in something, I act on it.  
_____21. I am as skilled academically as the average applicant at this institution.  
_____22. I expect I will encounter racism at this institution.  
_____23. People can pretty easily change me even though I thought my mind was already made 

up on the subject.  
_____24. My friends and relatives don't feel I should go to college.  
_____25. My family has always wanted me to go to college.  
_____26. If course tutoring is made available on campus at no cost, I would attend regularly.  
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_____27. I want a chance to prove myself academically.  
_____28. My high school grades don't really reflect what I can do.  
 
29. Please list offices held and/or groups belonged to in high school or in your community.  
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________  
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Part II 
 Campus Climate Survey 

  
Thank you very much for your cooperation in this important survey.  This part of the study 
examines attitudes and beliefs about issues important to racial and ethnic diversity at this 
institution.  Your honest responses are very important in studying these issues on the campus.  It 
is important that you know your name will not be associated with your responses.  Please read 
each item carefully and circle or check your response.  
 
A. RACIAL AND ETHNIC CLIMATE  
 
1. Please indicate to what degree you agree with the following statements:  

Strongly Disagree: 1 Disagree: 2  Neutral: 3       Agree: 4       Strongly Agree: 5  
Not Applicable: NA  

 
a. My experiences since coming to this institution have led me to become more understanding of 
    racial/ethnic differences.  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
  
b. At this institution getting to know people with racial/ethnic backgrounds different from my  
    own has been easy. 

1  2  3  4  5  NA  
 

c. My social interactions on this campus are largely confined to students of my race/ethnicity. 
1  2  3  4  5  NA 

 
d. At this institution I feel there are expectations about my academic performance because of my 
    race/ethnicity.  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
e. I feel pressured to participate in ethnic activities at this institution.  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 

f. At this institution I feel I need to minimize various characteristics of my racial/ethnic culture  
   (for example, my language and dress) to be able to fit in.  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 

g. My experiences since coming to this institution have strengthened my own sense of ethnic  
    identity. 

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
2. Think about the faculty whose courses you have taken at this institution.  How many of  
     them would you describe as:  
           None: 1  Few: 2   Some: 3  Most: 4        All: 5   Not Applicable: NA 
 
a. Approachable outside of the classroom?  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
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b. Fair to all students regardless of their racial or ethnic backgrounds? 
1  2  3  4  5  NA 

 
3. Think about your experiences in the classroom.  Please indicate to what degree you agree 
     with the following statements:  
     Strongly Disagree: 1      Disagree: 2       Neutral: 3  Agree: 4       Strongly Agree: 5 
     Not Applicable: NA  
 
a. In my experience, students of different racial/ethnic backgrounds participate equally in 
    classroom discussion and learning. 

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 

b. I feel I am expected to represent my race or ethnic group in discussions in class.  
1  2  3  4  5  NA 

 
c. Faculty use examples relevant to people of my race/ethnic group in their lectures.  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
d. In my classes I feel that my professors ignore my comments or questions.  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
4. Please indicate how comfortable you feel in the following situations at this institution:  

Very Uncomfortable: 1  Uncomfortable: 2  Neutral: 3  Comfortable: 4  
Very Comfortable: 5   Not Applicable: NA  

 
a. Going to see a faculty member of my own race/ethnicity.  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
b. Saying what I think about racial/ethnic issues.  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
c. Being with people whose racial/ethnic backgrounds are different from my own.  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 

d. Participating in class.  
1  2  3  4  5  NA 

 
e. Going to see a faculty member of a different race/ethnicity than my own. 

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
f. Being with people whose racial/ethnic backgrounds are the same as my own. 

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 

 
B. HOW WELL IS THIS INSTITUTION DOING ON DIVERSITY?  
 
1. The effort made by this institution to improve relations and understanding between 
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     people of different racial/ethnic background is:  (Please Circle One) 
 
   Too little  About right Too much  Don't know  
 
2. Please indicate to what degree you agree with the following statements:  
    Strongly Disagree: 1     Disagree: 2       Neutral: 3      Agree: 4  Strongly Agree: 5  
    Not Applicable: NA  
 
a. This institution has done a good job providing programs and activities that promote 
     multicultural understanding.  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 

b. At this institution students are resentful of others whose race/ethnicity is different from their   
    own.  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
c. This institution should have a requirement for graduation that students take at least one course  
    on the role of ethnicity and race in society. 

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
d. This institution does not promote respect for diversity.  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 

e. The student newspaper’s coverage of racial/ethnic events and issues is balanced.  
1  2  3  4  5  NA 

 
f. Diversity at this institution was one of the reasons why I chose to come here.  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
3. Have you attended or participated in any diversity programs on this campus?  

 
Yes   No   Don't Know 

  
4. To what degree do you agree that attending programs on diversity contributes to the goal 
    of building community?  

 
Strongly Disagree      Disagree      Neutral      Agree     Strongly Agee     Not 
Applicable  

 
 
C. GENERAL EXPERIENCE AT THIS INSTITUTION  
 
1. Please indicate to what degree you agree with the following statements:  
     Strongly Disagree: 1     Disagree: 2     Neutral: 3    Agree: 4         Strongly Agree: 5  
    Not Applicable: NA  
 
a. This institution provides an environment for the free and open expression of ideas opinions and 
    beliefs.  
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1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 

b. Overall my educational experience at this institution has been a rewarding one. 
1  2  3  4  5  NA 

 
c. The atmosphere in my classes does not make me feel like I belong.  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
d. I would recommend this institution to siblings or friends as a good place to go to college.  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 

e. The overall quality of academic programs at this institution is excellent.  
1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 

f. I feel as though I belong in this campus community.  
1  2  3  4  5  NA 

 
 
D. YOUR EXPERIENCES AT THIS INSTITUTION  
 
1. Please use the scale below to indicate the extent to which you believe each of the following  
    is present at this institution: 
    Little or None: 1  Some: 2  Quite A Bit: 3     A Great Deal: 4   
    Not Applicable: NA  
 
a. racial conflict on campus  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 

b. respect by faculty for students of different racial and ethnic groups  
1  2  3  4  5  NA 

 
c. respect by students for other students of different racial and ethnic groups  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
d. racial/ethnic separation on campus 

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
e. university commitment to the success of students of different racial and ethnic groups 

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
f. friendship between students of different racial and ethnic groups 

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
g. interracial tensions in the classroom  

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
2. How fairly do you believe you have been treated by the following:  
    Very Unfairly: 1          Unfairly: 2        Neutral: 3        Fairly: 4  Very Fairly: 5   
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    No Interaction: NA 
 
a. faculty    1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
b. teaching assistants   1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
c. students    1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
3. In each of these settings to what extent have you been exposed to information about the  
    history culture and/or social issues of racial and ethnic groups other than Whites?  
    Not At All: 1   A Little: 2   Some: 3         Quite A Bit: 4          A Great Deal: 5  
    Not Applicable: NA 

  
a. in course readings lectures and discussions 

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
d. in informal interactions and conversations with friends 

1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
4. How often do you have difficulty getting help or support from:  
    Never: 1  Seldom: 2  Sometimes: 3       Often: 4  Not Applicable: NA  

 
a. faculty    1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
b. students   1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
c. teaching assistants   1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
5. How often have you been exposed to a racist atmosphere created by the faculty?  
    Never: 1  Seldom: 2  Sometimes: 3      Often: 4  Not Applicable: NA  
 
a. in the classroom   1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
b. outside the classroom  1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
6. How often have you been exposed to a racist atmosphere created by other students? 
    Never: 1  Seldom: 2  Sometimes: 3      Often: 4  Not Applicable: NA  
 
a. in the classroom   1 2  3  4  5  NA 
 
b. outside the classroom  1  2  3  4  5  NA 
 
 
 
7. Please indicate whether your experience at this institution has changed your behavior in  
    any of the following ways:  (YES OR NO)  
 
a. I now recognize culturally-biased behavior I had not previously identified.      YES OR NO  
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b. I now discuss topics related to cultural awareness with friends.      YES OR NO 
c. I now stop myself from using language that may be offensive to others.     YES OR NO 
d. I now handle negative language used by another in such a way as to try to educate the other  
    person.         YES OR NO 
e. I now initiate contact with people who are not of my culture or ethnic background.      

YES OR NO 
 
 
 
 
Thank you very much for completing this survey.   Your cooperation will help this 
institution in its efforts to provide a quality education to students. 
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APPENDIX C 

LETTER TO PRESIDENTS 

November 5, 2004 
 
 
 
 
President 
College A and B 
 
 
 
Dr. : 
 
My name is Randy Carter, and I am a doctoral student in the Higher Education Program 
at Texas Tech University.  I have worked in community colleges in Kansas and Arizona 
over my nine year career in higher education.  I am currently working on my dissertation 
proposal, and the members of my committee include Dr. Bonita Butner (Chair), Dr. John 
Murray, and Dr. William Lan.  My study will examine the noncognitive factors that 
affect the persistence of Hispanic American college freshmen.  The purpose of this letter 
is to inquire about the possibility of collecting student survey data on your campus at the 
beginning of the Spring 2005 semester.   
 
I have enclosed an abstract of my proposal for your review, but the following information 
will provide a brief overview of my plan.  I have selected the Noncognitive Questionnaire 
(NCQ) as my survey instrument, which was developed by William Sedlacek in the early 
1980s.  Based on my extensive literature review, the survey instrument has been shown to 
be effective in predicting student success and persistence of underrepresented groups in 
many contexts.  A copy of the survey can be provided upon request.  My plan is to survey 
approximately 150 Hispanic students on your campus.  With the students’ written 
permission, I would then like to ascertain the students’ 2004-2005 cumulative GPA from 
the appropriate campus office.  At the beginning of the Fall 2005 semester, I would like 
to contact your institution again to determine whether the students have reenrolled for the 
Fall 2005 semester.  Based on the survey data, I plan to examine the effectiveness of 
Sedlacek’s eight noncognitive predictors in relation to the students’ G.P.A and 
persistence decision.  I am considering combining the NCQ with a campus climate 
survey, which is also from Sedlacek.   
 
My number one priority will be to maintain the anonymity of the students and the 
institution.  Rather than use the student’s Social Security number, I would like to assign 
the students a code and then provide that code to your Registrar to use to retrieve 
information later in the study.   
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My committee members suggested that I try to survey students in a certain course that all 
freshman generally take (e.g., English I) or survey all of the freshmen classes that meet at 
a particular hour.  They suggested including both day and night classes.  Ideally, by 
surveying this many sections, I would be able to meet the goal of 150 Hispanic students 
and potentially have some comparison data on other student groups for a later study.  I 
am open to any suggestions that you or your staff may have to reach my target number of 
students.   
 
I would like to schedule a time to discuss my study with you (or a designated member of 
your staff) at your convenience.  At the conclusion of the study, I will provide a copy of 
any and all data and information from the study to your institution, which hopefully can 
be used to help Hispanic students succeed in the future.  My goal for this study is not to 
highlight deficiencies at the institution, but to determine whether this survey can be used 
to identify students who are potentially at risk of dropping out of college.  If used, the 
campus climate survey may provide some extremely valuable information for your 
institution. 
 
I really appreciate your time and consideration in this matter.  My contact information is 
below.  I will contact you by phone or e-mail in the next 10 days to verify that my request 
has been received and to discuss it with you further.   
 
Thank you, 
 
 
 
L. Randy Carter 
Graduate Assistant/Jones Fellow 
Texas Tech University 
College of Education 
Box 41071 
Lubbock, TX  79409-1071 
 
lynn.carter@ttu.edu 
806-745-5343 (home) 
806-543-8260 (cell) 
 
 
 
cc: 
 
Vice President for Academic Affairs 
 
Vice President for Student Affairs 
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Dissertation Abstract 
 

Hispanic American students represent 9.5% of the total student population in 

higher education.  This is the third lowest rate of participation for any of the 

underrepresented groups.  They face barriers to academic attainment that are unique in 

many ways as compared to other groups on predominantly White college campuses.  

Beyond gaining access to higher education, the greatest challenges for Hispanic students 

include a lack of family support; low socioeconomic status; cultural disconnect with the 

educational system; a lack of academic preparation; and a lack of Hispanic peers/role 

models on campus.  Despite these barriers, Hispanic students can and do succeed.  There 

is a growing body of research on college persistence for the underrepresented groups 

(Hispanic American, African American, Asian American, and Native American).  Given 

the barriers they must overcome to gain access to college, more research is needed to 

determine what variables promote academic success and retention.  Noncognitive 

variables have been shown to be valid predictors of success for some minority student 

groups, low-income, first-generation, adult students, and students who are specially 

admitted (Ting & Sedlacek, 2000).       

This study will use data collected from the Noncognitive Questionnaire (NCQ) to 

measure the relationship between Sedlacek’s eight noncognitive variables and the 

persistence rate and grade point average of Hispanic students at selected two-year 

colleges in West Texas and the Texas Panhandle.  The researcher has chosen to focus 

upon these variables because, even though they are identified as noncognitive variables, 

they encompass both the sociological and the psychological factors that the related 
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literature suggests are important when studying minority student persistence.  These 

particular colleges were selected for this study because they are representative of the two-

year colleges in West Texas and the Texas Panhandle, and because they enroll a critical 

mass of Hispanic American students, thus providing an appropriate sample for the 

research.  The study will utilize descriptive statistics as well as discriminant analysis, and 

multiple regression to determine the relationship between the noncognitive variables and 

Hispanic American college student academic success and persistence. 
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Faculty Reference Contact Information 

 
Bonita K. Butner, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor, Higher Education 
College of Education 
Educational Psychology & Leadership 
Texas Tech University 
Box 41071 
Lubbock, TX 79409-1071 
(806) 742-1997 Ext. 266 
bonita.butner@ttu.edu 
 
John Murray, Ph.D. 
Professor, Higher Education 
College of Education 
Educational Psychology & Leadership 
Texas Tech University 
Box 41071 
Lubbock, TX 79409-1071 
(806) 742-1997 Ext. 271 
john.murray@ttu.edu 
 
William Lan, Ph.D. 
Professor, Educational Psychology 
College of Education 
Educational Psychology & Leadership 
Texas Tech University 
Box 41071 
Lubbock, TX 79409-1071 
(806) 742-1997 Ext. 296 
william.lan@ttu.edu 
 
Brent Cejda, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor, Higher Education 
College of Education 
Educational Psychology & Leadership 
Texas Tech University 
Box 41071 
Lubbock, TX 79409-1071 
(806) 742-1997 Ext. 273 
brent.cejda@ttu.edu 
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Douglas Simpson, Ph.D. 
Professor 
College of Education 
Division of Curriculum & Instruction 
Texas Tech University 
Box 41071 
Lubbock, TX 79409-1071 
(806) 742-1997 Ext. 242 
douglas.simpson@ttu.edu 
 
Fred Hartmeister, J.D., Ed.D., M.B.A. 
Professor of Education and Law 
Department Chair, Educational Psychology and Leadership  
College of Education 
Texas Tech University 
Box 41071 
Lubbock, TX 79409-1071 
(806) 742-2393 
fred.hartmeister@ttu.edu 
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APPENDIX D 

E-MAIL CORRESPONDENCE WITH WILLIAM SEDLACEK 

Yahoo Mail 
 
From: "William Sedlacek" <wsed@umd.edu> 
To: lynn.carter@ttu.edu 
Subject:  Re: NCQ Usage Inquiry for Dissertation Research 
Date: Wed, 14 Jan 2004 09:18:53 -0500 
 
Randy-your project sound interesting- click below on my website for a copy of the NCQ 
instrument & scoring info- 
I have a book coming out next month that goes into details on the method and contains a 
number of alternative ways to measure the variables- good luck on your project-  
 
Bill Sedlacek, W. E.  (2004).   Beyond the big test:  Noncognitive assessment in higher 
education.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
William E. Sedlacek 
Professor of Education 
Assistant Director, Counseling Center 
Adjunct Professor of Pharmacy 
University of Maryland 
1101B Shoemaker Bldg. 
College Park, MD 20742-8111 
Phone 301-314-7687 
FAX 301-314-9206 
Website  http://www.counseling.umd.edu/sedlacekresearch.html
 
----- Original Message ----- 
 
From: "L. R. Carter" <lynncarterttu@yahoo.com> 
To: <wsed@umd.edu> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 13, 2004 2:46 PM 
Subject: NCQ Usage Inquiry for Dissertation Research 
 
Dr. Sedlacek, 
 
My name is Randy Carter, and I am currently a doctoral student and Jones Fellow at 
Texas Tech University.  I am writing to inquire about the use of the NCQ instrument.  I 
am beginning my final semester of doctoral course work, so I plan to begin my 
dissertation in the Fall of 2004.  My topic is going to be student persistence/retention for 
Native American college students.  I plan to travel to two-year Tribal colleges in North 
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Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota, New Mexico, Montana, and Nebraska to administer 
the survey.  I am curious to know if you will allow your instrument to be used for this 
research and if there are any limitations/rules for using it.  I am currently applying for a 
$15,000 dissertation grant from AIR to aid in my research project.  I noticed that you 
studied at Kansas State.  I am from Liberal, Kansas, and I lived in Junction City and went 
to graduate school at KSU for one semester in 1991 when I was planning to be a building 
principal.  I am currently working on my Ed.D. in Higher Education at TTU. 
 
Thank you for your assistance and I really appreciate your time. 
 
Randy Carter 
Phone # 806-745-5343 
Research Assistant 
Jones Fellow 
Texas Tech University 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
From: "William Sedlacek" <wsed@umd.edu> 
To: tveck@calvin.edu, Tia_Doxey@ncsu.edu, "nr m" <nrmantilla@yahoo.com>,    

Hale@ud.ohio-state.edu, nvb@u.washington.edu,  
Subject: noncognitive assessment book 
Date: Thu, 19 Feb 2004 14:26:23 -0500 
 
To: Individuals who have requested information on noncognitive variables. 
  
The book entitled "Beyond the Big Test: Noncognitive Assessment in Higher Education" 
has been published and is available at the address below. Thanks for your interest. 
  
http://www.josseybass.com/WileyCDA/WileyTitle/productCd-0787960209.html
   
William E. Sedlacek 
Professor of Education 
Assistant Director, Counseling Center 
Adjunct Professor of Pharmacy 
University of Maryland 
1101B Shoemaker Bldg. 
College Park, MD 20742-8111 
Phone 301-314-7687 
FAX 301-314-9206 
Website  http://www.counseling.umd.edu/sedlacekresearch.html 
Thought for today http://www.counseling.umd.edu/SedCal/
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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From: "William Sedlacek" <wsed@umd.edu> 
To: lynn.carter@ttu.edu 
Subject: Re: Inquiry about Dissertation Study 
Date:   Wed, 3 Nov 2004 08:59:50 -0500 
 
Randy- I will be presenting at the Texas Higher Ed Diversity  
Conference in College Station on Nov 4 & 5- I will not be at ASHE- The NCQ should 
work well for your purposes & I would be glad to talk over the phone if we can’t have 
face to face contact- let me know some dates or times if you wish-  
 
My best times would be on Mon or Weds afternoons- good luck on your study-  
Bill 
 
William E. Sedlacek 
Professor of Education 
Assistant Director, Counseling Center 
Adjunct Professor of Pharmacy 
University of Maryland 
1101B Shoemaker Bldg. 
College Park, MD 20742-8111 
Phone 301-314-7687 
FAX 301-314-9206 
Website  http://www.counseling.umd.edu/sedlacekresearch.html 
Thought for today http://www.counseling.umd.edu/SedCal/ 
Latest book "Beyond the Big Test: Noncognitive Assessment in Higher 
Education" 
http://www.josseybass.com/WileyCDA/WileyTitle/productCd-0787960209.html 
 
----- Original Message ----- 
 
From: "L. R. Carter" <lynncarterttu@yahoo.com> 
To: <wsed@umd.edu> 
Sent: Monday, November 01, 2004 5:20 PM 
Subject: Inquiry about Dissertation Study 
 
Dr. Sedlacek, 
 
My name is Randy Carter, and I am a doctoral student at Texas Tech University currently 
working on my Chapters I, II, & III.  I contacted you last year about using the NCQ to do 
research on Native American student persistence.  Based on several factors, I have now 
changed my study to Hispanic American students in West Texas community colleges.  I 
did purchase your latest book and have used it heavily. 
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Via Dr. Louis Miron who spoke recently on our campus, I contacted Dr. St. John about 
my research and he suggested that I contact you because you may be involved in some 
research in Texas.  I was wondering if you would have any suggestions about recent 
literature pertaining to the NCQ and Texas institutions.  I am taking part in the Graduate 
Student Policy Seminar for the ASHE Conference.  I was wondering if you are going to 
be there.  If possible, I would like to meet you. 
 
Sorry for the long e-mail.  Have a good day! 
 
RCarter 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
From: "William Sedlacek" <wsed@umd.edu> 
To: lynn.carter@ttu.edu 
Subject: Re: Dissertation Inquiry 
Date: Wed, 5 Jan 2005 10:05:23 -0500 
 
Lynn-you have my permission to use the measure & to contact me in the future- good 
luck & keep at it- it looks like a good project- Bill 
 
William E. Sedlacek 
Professor of Education 
Assistant Director, Counseling Center 
Adjunct Professor of Pharmacy 
University of Maryland 
1101B Shoemaker Bldg. 
College Park, MD 20742-8111 
Phone 301-314-7687 
 
----- Original Message ----- 
From: "L. R. Carter" <lynncarterttu@yahoo.com> 
To: <wsed@umd.edu> 
Sent: Monday, January 03, 2005 4:52 PM 
Subject: Dissertation Inquiry 
 
Dr. Sedlacek, 
 
My name is Randy Carter and I am from Texas Tech University.  I have been in contact 
with you periodically over the last year about using the NCQ for my dissertation study. 
 
My question relates to the Campus Climate Survey which is attached as an appendix to 
your latest book.  My committee members asked that I add an additional survey to go 
along with the NCQ for my study.  Based on the information in the book, it looked like I 
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could use a form of your instrument.  I just wanted to verify that with you. I will be 
collecting data from approximately 300 Hispanic college students at two community 
colleges in West Texas. 
 
Thank you for your time in this matter, and I would still like to visit with you via phone 
sometime in the coming weeks. 
 
Happy New Year! 
 
RCarter 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
Date: Fri, 9 Sep 2005 14:09:08 -0700 (PDT) 
From: "L. Randy Carter" <lynn.carter@ttu.edu> 
Subject: Inquiry about NCQ Scoring 
To: "William Sedlacek" <wsed@umd.edu> 
 
Dr. Sedlacek, 
 
I want to thank you for hooking me up with Dr. Faubert at St. Thomas University to 
assist me with my Item #10 question on scoring the NCQ.  She has been very helpful. 
 
If possible, I would like to ask you one more question about scoring the NCQ.  In your 
book, "Beyond the Big Test", on page 172-173 you discuss the items 11-28 which should 
be recoded.  Then on the next page, you list the formula for scoring each of the variables.  
If  I have done your suggested recoding, then do I add the (6 - item# ) portion into the 
formula, or is the (6 - item #) just a reminder to recode.  My advisor did not think we 
need to do both. 
 
Thank you again for your time, and I hope to have this bear conquered by mid-October, 
so I will not have to keep bugging you. 
 
Take Care, 
 
Randy Carter 
Texas Tech University 
 
--- William Sedlacek <wsed@umd.edu> wrote: 
 
Randy- I would have some teachers- e.g. at least 3 who are familiar with students from 
the backgrounds in your study & calculate inter-judge agreements.  The simplest would 
be % agreements-more elaborate would be Pearson correlations or Cohen's Kappa- this 
would be best for a dissertation-otherwise you can use your own judgment. Also, check 
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the book for examples & contact Sr. Marie Faubert at St. Thomas University in Texas 
who has done work with Latino students in Dallas & uses the noncognitive variables-she 
may have some insights- good luck & let me know what happens on your study-  
 
Bill 
 
William E. Sedlacek 
Professor of Education 
Assistant Director, Counseling Center 
Adjunct Professor of Pharmacy 
University of Maryland 
1101B Shoemaker Bldg. 
College Park, MD 20742-8111 
Phone 301-314-7687 
 
----- Original Message -----  
From: "L. R. Carter" <lynncarterttu@yahoo.com> 
To: <wsed@umd.edu> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 03, 2005 4:36 PM 
Subject: Inquiry about NCQ Scoring 
  
Dr. Sedlacek, 
 
My name is Randy Carter, and I am currently working on my dissertation at Texas Tech.  
I have contacted you periodically over the last couple of semesters.  I am combining the 
NCQ with the campus climate survey for my study. 
 
If possible, I would like to ask you one question about scoring the NCQ.  For item 10, I 
am a little confused about how I determine how each of the things the students are proud 
of might be categorized using the scale listed on page 172 of your most recent book. 
 
I have surveyed 115 Hispanic students and 185 Non-Hispanics at two community 
colleges for my study.  The answer may be an obvious one, but how do I determine if 
75%, 50%, or 25% of the applicants might have accomplished the items?  I am afraid that 
the colleges may not have records for some of the items besides maybe high school 
graduation, and the students are listing things like their children, having a job, abstinence, 
and staying away from drugs. 
 
Would you have any suggestions? 
 
Thank you for your time.  I really appreciate it! 
 
RCarter 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: William Sedlacek [mailto:wsed@umd.edu] 
Sent: Mon 9/12/2005 11:59 AM 
To: Carter, Lynn 
Subject: Re: Inquiry about NCQ Scoring 
  
Your advisor is correct - keep rolling. 
 
William E. Sedlacek 
Professor of Education 
Assistant Director, Counseling Center 
Adjunct Professor of Pharmacy 
University of Maryland 
1101B Shoemaker Bldg. 
College Park, MD 20742-8111 
Phone 301-314-7687 
 
----- Original Message -----  
From: "L. Randy Carter" <lynn.carter@ttu.edu> 
To: "William Sedlacek" <wsed@umd.edu> 
Sent: Friday, September 09, 2005 5:09 PM 
Subject: Inquiry about NCQ Scoring 
 
Dr. Sedlacek, 
 
I want to thank you for hooking me up with Dr. Faubert at St. Thomas University to 
assist me with my Item #10 question on scoring the NCQ.  She has been very helpful. 
 
If possible, I would like to ask you one more question about scoring the NCQ.  In your 
book, "Beyond the Big Test", on page 172-173 you discuss the items 11-28 which should 
be recoded.  Then on the next page, you list the formula for scoring each of the variables.  
If  I have done your suggested recoding, then do I add the (6 - item# ) portion into the 
formula, or is the (6 - item #) just a reminder to recode.  My advisor did not think we 
need to do both. 
 
Thank you again for your time, and I hope to have this bear conquered by mid-October, 
so I will not have to keep bugging you. 
 
Take Care, 
 
Randy Carter 
Texas Tech University 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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From: "William Sedlacek" <wsed@umd.edu> 
To: lynncarterttu@yahoo.com 
Subject: Re: Theories behind noncognitive variables. 
Date: Thu, 13 Oct 2005 08:50:48 -0400 
 
They work empirically of course- theories of multiculturalism fit in that a person of color 
needs to do certain things to succeed that others may not have to do- see any of the basic 
writings on multicultural issues including the Big Test book -handbook of multicultural 
counseling or the references below-good luck. 
 
McTighe Musil, C., Garcia, M., Hudgins, C. A.,  Nettles, M. T., Sedlacek, W. E., & 
Smith, D. G.  (1999).  To form a more perfect union:  Campus diversity initiatives.  
Association of American Colleges and Universities: Washington, D. C. 
 
Sedlacek, W. E.  (2004).  A multicultural research program.  In F. W. Hale (Ed.).  What 
makes racial diversity work in higher education. (Pp.256-271). Sterling, VA: Stylus 
Publishing. 
William E. Sedlacek 
Professor of Education 
Assistant Director, Counseling Center 
Adjunct Professor of Pharmacy 
University of Maryland 
1101B Shoemaker Bldg. 
College Park, MD 20742-8111 
Phone 301-314-7687 
FAX 301-314-9206 
 
----- Original Message -----  
From: "L. R. Carter" <lynncarterttu@yahoo.com> 
To: <wsed@umd.edu> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2005 8:34 PM 
Subject: Theories behind noncognitive variables. 
 
Dr. Sedlacek, 
 
Randy Carter from Texas Tech again. 
 
I am in the process of analyzing my disseration data for my study of Hispanic community 
college students in West Texas and preparing to draft my Chapter IV.  As I put the 
finishing touches on my Chapter II, one of the improvements I have been asked to add to 
it is a discussion of the actual theories behind the noncognitive variables and NCQ 
questions.  I have discussed Sternberg's theory of multiple intelligence, which you have 
mentioned in some of your writings.  Can you please give me some suggestions of other 
writings or theories that you and/or Dr. Tracey used in developing the variables and 
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survey.  I would guess there is some coping theory added in and I can see some theories 
related to self-regulation/motivation as well. 
 
Thank you for your time.  Your help has been extremely valuable over the last couple of 
years.  I really appreciate it. 
 
RCarter 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
Wed, 26 Oct 2005 15:08:04 -0700 (PDT) 
From: "L. R. Carter" <lynncarterttu@yahoo.com>   
Subject:  Inquiry about NCQ Internal Reliabilities 
To:  wsed@umd.edu 
 
Dr. Sedlacek, 
 
Randy Carter from Texas Tech here again.  Each time I ask you a question, I hope it will 
be the last time I have to bother you, but if possible, could you please provide one more 
piece of guidance. 
I am working on the final data analysis for my study.  My committee has asked me to 
examine the internal reliability of the noncognitive variables before creating the 
composite variable from the items. The Cronbach coefficients of the variables were rather 
low, ranging from .16 for Positive Self-Concept to .38 for Availability of a Support 
Person. 
 
(This is really not meant to be a criticism, just an inquiry.  I certainly do not mean to 
offend you.)  
 
I believe that I followed the scoring and recoding directions closely because my 
means/standard deviations are right in line with the scores in the "Beyond the Big Test" 
book.  
 
I went back to see if the internal reliability of the variables were reported in other studies 
where your instrument was used, but I did not see where anyone had really reported 
them. Most researchers have reported the test-retest reliabilities from the 1984 Tracey 
and Sedlacek study.  
 
I definitely might have missed something. 
 
Would you have any suggestions or comments about the internal reliabilities or why mine 
might be so low?  My committee members are just concerned about me using the 
noncognitive variables as predictors in multiple regression and discriminant analysis to 
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predict community college students' academic performance and persistence without 
higher internal reliabilities. 
 
My reliabilities with the Campus Climate Survey from the “Big Test Book” are very 
consistent with those reported in the previous Sedlacek, Helm, and Prieto study. 
 
Thank you again for your time.  You might need to start charging me a consultation fee.   
 
Randy Carter 
Texas Tech University 
806-742-1822 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
"William Sedlacek" <wsed@umd.edu> 
To: lynncarterttu@yahoo.com 
Subject: Re: Telephone Message Follow-up 
Date: Tue, 1 Nov 2005 13:33:01 -0500 
 
Randy- see attached -good luck on the dissertation- the discussion may help you defend 
your logic- Bill 
 
William E. Sedlacek 
Professor of Education 
Assistant Director, Counseling Center 
Adjunct Professor of Pharmacy 
University of Maryland 
1101B Shoemaker Bldg. 
College Park, MD 20742-8111 
Phone 301-314-7687 
FAX 301-314-9206 
Website  http://williamsedlacek.info/ 
 
----- Original Message -----  
From: "L. R. Carter" <lynncarterttu@yahoo.com> 
To: <wsed@umd.edu> 
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2005 11:51 AM 
Subject: Telephone Message Follow-up 
 
Dr. Sedlacek, 
 
Hope you are doing well. 
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If possible, I would like to ask you a quick question about reporting the internal 
reliabilities for the NCQ variables either through a brief phone meeting or e-mail.  I am 
not finding this reported in the literature.  If possible, I would just like to get your 
thoughts on this issue. 
 
Thank you again for your time. 
 
Randy Carter 
Student Diability Services/TECHniques Center 
Texas Tech University 
806-742-1822 
 
Attachments   
 
Files:    
WSA_ReliabilityReport_101504.doc WSA_ReliabilityReport_101504.doc (236k)  
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APPENDIX E 
 

ITEMS UNDER EACH FACTOR AND SCALE RELIABILITIES FOR CCS 
 
 
Factor: Racial Tension (Alpha r = .73)  
 
There is racial conflict on campus.  
There is racial/ethnic separation on campus.  
There are interracial tensions in the classroom.  
I have been exposed to a racist atmosphere in the classroom.  
I have been exposed to a racist atmosphere outside the classroom.  
Students are resentful of others whose race/ethnicity is different from their own.  
 
Factor: Cross-Cultural Comfort (Alpha r = .73)  
 
I am comfortable going to see a faculty member of my own race/ethnicity. 
I am comfortable speaking with others about my racial/ethnic background. 
I am comfortable being in situations where I am the only person of my racial/ethnic 
group.  
I am comfortable saying what I think about racial/ethnic issues.  
I am comfortable being with people whose racial/ethnic backgrounds are different from 
my own. I am comfortable being with people whose racial/ethnic backgrounds are the 
same as my own.  
 
Factor: Diversity Awareness (Alpha r = .61)  
 
I now recognize culturally-based behavior I had not previously identified.  
I now discuss topics related to cultural awareness with friends.  
I now stop myself from using language that may be offensive to others.  
I now handle negative language used by another in such a way as to try to educate the 
other person.  
I now initiate contact with people who are not of my culture or ethnic background.  
My experiences since coming to the university have led me to become more 
understanding of racial/ethnic differences. 
 
Factor: Racial Pressures (Alpha r = .60)  
 
I feel there are expectations about my academic performance because of my 
race/ethnicity.  
I feel pressured to participate in ethnic activities at the university.  
I feel I need to minimize various characteristics or my racial/ethnic-culture (e.g., 
language & dress) to be able to fit in at the university  
I feel I am expected to represent my race or ethnic group in discussions in class.  
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Factor: Residence Hall Tension (Alpha r = .69)  
 
There are interracial tensions in residence halls.  
University police treat me fairly.  
Residence hall personnel treat me fairly,  
I have been exposed to activities and programs in residence halls about the history, 
culture, and/or social issues of racial and ethnic groups other than whites.  
I have been exposed to other university programs or activities about the history, culture, 
and/or social issues of racial and ethnic groups other than whites.  
 
Factor: Fair Treatment (Alpha r = .74)  
 
Faculty treat me fairly.  
Teaching assistants treat me fairly.  
Students treat me fairly.  
 
Factor: Faculty Racism (Alpha r = .77)  
 
I have often been exposed to a racist atmosphere created by faculty in the classroom. 
I have often been exposed to a racist atmosphere created by faculty outside the 
classroom.  
 
Factor: Respect for Other Cultures (Alpha r = .62)  
 
Faculty respect students of different racial and ethnic groups.  
Students respect other students of different racial and ethnic groups.  
There is great deal of friendships between students of different racial and ethnic groups.  
 
Factor: Lack of Support (Alpha r = .63)  
 
I often have difficulty getting help or support from faculty.  
I often have difficulty getting help or support from students.  
I often have difficulty getting help or support from teaching assistants.  
 
Factor: Comfort with Own Culture (Alpha r = .55)  
 
I am comfortable speaking with others about my racial/ethnic background.  
I am comfortable being in a situation where I am the only person of my racial/ethnic 
group.  
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Factor: Overall Satisfaction (Alpha r = .78)  
 
This university provides an environment for the free and open expression of ideas, 
opinions, and beliefs.  
Overall, my educational experience at this university has been a rewarding one.  
I would recommend this university to siblings or friends as a good place to go to college.  
The overall quality of academic programs at this university is excellent.  
I feel as though I belong in the university community,  
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APPENDIX F 
 

SCORING KEY FOR NONCOGNITIVE QUESTIONNAIRE 
(Sedlacek, 2004; pp. 171-174,178) 

 
Questionnaire  
Item   Variable Name (Number)____________________________ 
 
7    Use to score for Self-Concept (I)  

Option 1 = 1; 2 = 2; 3 = 3; 4 = 4; no response = 2  
 
8    A. Options for Long Range Goals- (IV)  

     Each goal is coded according to this scheme:  
 
1 = a vague and/or immediate, short-term goal (for example, "to 
   meet people," "to get a good schedule," "to gain self  
 confidence")  
 
2 = a specific goal with a stated future orientation that could be  

accomplished during undergraduate study (for example, "to  
join a sorority so I can meet more people," "to get a good  
schedule so I can get good grades in the fall," "to run for a 
student government office") 

  
3 = a specific goal with a stated future orientation that would occur 

after undergraduate study (for example, "to get a good  
schedule so I can get the classes I need for graduate  
school," "to become president of a Fortune 500 company")  

 
B. Options for Knowledge Acquired in a Field (VIII)  
     Each goal is coded according to this scheme:  
 
1 = not at all academic or school-related; vague or unclear (for
 example, "to get married," "to do better," "to become a  

better person")  
 
2 = school related, but not necessarily or primarily education-  
 oriented (for example, "to join a fraternity," "to become  
 student body president") 
  
3 = directly related to education (for example, "to get a 3.5 CPA,"  
 "to get to know my teachers")  
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Find the mean for each dimension (for example, long-range goals) 
and round to the nearest whole number.   

 
9  Use to score for Self-Concept (I) and Self-Appraisal (II)  

Option 1 = 4; 2 through 9 = 2; no response = 2  
 
10    Use to score for Self = Concept (I)  

Each accomplishment is coded according to this scheme:  
1 = at least 75 percent of applicants to your school could have 
       accomplished it (for example, "graduated from high  
 school," "held a part-time summer job")  
 
2 = at least 50 percent of applicants to your school could have 

accomplished it (for example, "played on an intramural 
sports team," "was a member of a school club")  

 
3 = only the top 25 percent of applicants to your school could have 

accomplished it (for example, "won an academic award," "was 
captain of football team")  

 
Find the mean code for this dimension and round to the nearest 
whole number.  

 
For items 11 through 29, positive (+) items are scored as they are. Negative (-) items are  
reversed, so that 1 = 5, 2 = 4, 3 = 3, 4 = 2, and 5 = 1. A shortcut is to subtract all negative  
item responses from 6.  
 
Questionnaire  
Item   Direction  Variable Name (Number)______________ 
 
11    -   Use to score for Racism (III)  
12    -   Use to score for Realistic self-appraisal (II) 
13   +    Use to score for Long-range goals (IV) 
14    -   Use to score for Leadership (VI) 
15    -   Use to score for Availability of strong  

support (V) 
16   +    Use to score for Community service (VII) 
17    -   Use to score for Leadership (VI)   
18   +   Use to score for Racism (III)  
19   -    Use to score for Long-range goals (IV)  
20   -   Use to score for Positive self-concept (I)   
21   -   Use to score for Realistic self-appraisal (II)   
22   -    Use to score for Racism (III) 
23   +   Use to score for Positive self-concept (I)  
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24    +   Use to score for Availability of strong 
support (V) 

25   -   Use to score for Availability of strong  
      support (V)   
26   -   Use to score for Racism (III)     
27   -    Use to score for Racism (III) 
28   -    Use to score for Positive self-concept (I)  
29 Use to score for Leadership (VI), 

Community service (VII) and Knowledge 
acquired in a field (VIII). Each organization 
is given a code for A, B, and C below. Find 
the mean for each dimension (for example, 
Leadership) and round to the nearest whole 
number.  

 
A. Leadership (VI)  
 
1 = ambiguous group or no clear reference to activity performed (for example, "helped in 
      school")  
2 = membership but no formal or implied leadership role; it has to be clear that it's a  
      functioning group and, unless the criteria are met for a score of 3 as described below,  
      all groups should be coded as 2 even if you, as the rater, are not familiar with the  
      group (for example, "Fashionettes," "was part of a group that worked on community  
      service projects through my church")  
3 = leadership was required to fu1fill role in group (for example, officer or implied 
      initiator, organizer, or founder) or entrance into the group was dependent upon prior  
      leadership (for example, "organized a tutoring group for underprivileged children in  
      my community," "student council")  
 
B. Community service relatedness (VII)  
 
1 = no community service performed by group, or vague or unclear in relation to  
      community service (for example, "basketball team )  
2 = some community service involved, but it is not the primary purpose of the group (for  
      example, "Scouts")  
3 = group's main purpose is community service (for example, "Big Brothers/Big Sisters")  
 
C. Knowledge acquired in a field (VIII)  
      
     Same coding criteria as used for item 8B  
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Noncognitive Questionnaire 
Worksheet for Scoring  
 
1. Positive self-concept or confidence  
     item 7* + item 9* + item 10* + (6 - item 20) + item 23 + (6 - item 28)  
 
2. Realistic self-appraisal  
    item 9* + (6 - item 12) + (6 - item 21)  
 
3. Understands and deals with racism  
    (6 - item 11) + item 18 + (6 - item 22) + (6 - item 26) + (6- item 27)  
 
4. Prefers long-range goals to short-term or immediate needs  
    item 8A* + item 13 + (6 - item 19)  
 
5. Availability of a strong support person  
    (6 - item 15) + item 24 + (6 - item 25)  
 
6. Successful leadership experience  
    (6 - item 14:) + (6 - item 17) + item 29A*  
 
7. Demonstrated community service  
    item 16 + item 29B*  
 
8. Knowledge acquired in a field  
    item 8B* + item 29C*  
__________________________________________________ 
* Recoded item. See scoring instructions for these items above.  
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APPENDIX G 
 

HUMAN SUBJECTS CONFIRMATION 
 
 

Texas Tech University 
Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects 

Office of Research Services 
203 Holden Hall / MS 1035 

742-3884 
 
January 18, 2005  
 
 
Bonita Butner  
Ed Psychology & Leadership  
Mail Stop: 1071  
 
Regarding: 100254 Noncognitive Predictors of Academic Success for Hispanic-
American/First-Year College Students at Selected Community Colleges in West Texas 
and the Texas Panhandle  
 
Dr. Bonita Butner:  
 
The Texas Tech University Protection of Human Subjects Committee has approved your 
proposal referenced above. The approval is effective from 01/08/2005 through 
12/31/2005. This expiration date must appear on all of your consent documents.  
 
You will be reminded of the pending expiration approximately eight weeks prior to 
12/31/2005 and asked to give updated information about the project. If you request an 
extension, the proposal on file and the information you provide will be routed for 
continuing review. 
 
Best of luck on your project.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
 
Richard P. McGlynn, Chair  
Protection of Human Subjects Committee  
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Texas Tech University 
Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects 

Office of Research Services 
203 Holden Hall / MS 1035 

742-3884 
 
 
January 11, 2006 
 
 
William Yun Lan 
Ed Psychology & Leadership 
Mail Stop: 1071 
 
Regarding: 100254 Noncognitive Predictors of Academic Success for Hispanic 
American/First-Year College Students at Selected Community Colleges in West Texas 
and the Texas Panhandle 
 
 
Dr. William Yun Lan: 
 
The Texas Tech University Protection of Human Subjects Committee has approved an 
extension for your proposal referenced above. The approval is effective from January 6, 
2006 to December 31, 2006. This expiration date must appear on all of your consent 
documents. 
 
You will be reminded of the pending expiration approximately eight weeks prior to 
December 31, 2006 and asked to give updated information about the project. If you 
request an extension, the proposal on file and the information you provide will be routed 
for continuing review. 
 
Best of luck on your project. 
 

 
Richard P. McGlynn, Chair 
Protection of Human Subjects Committee 
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