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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study identified prevailing characteristics that might facilitate 

the presence of online learning at HBCUs in two ways, in comparison to a stratified 

sampling of non-HBCU counterparts and with respect to institutional support at HBCUs. 

First, the status of online learning at HBCUs was determined by comparing the number 

of online degree programs at HBCUs and non-HBCUs.  In addition, this research 

surveyed Learning Management Systems (LMS) administrators at HBCUs to assess 

institutional support and the length of use of LMS at HBCUs. Finally, the study explored 

the subordinate elements of the institutional support types for differences.  

The results showed that online degree programs are more prevalent at non-

HBCUs.  For institution type, HBCUs offer more bachelor’s online degree programs, 

while non-HBCUs offered more associate’s online degree programs.  For institution size, 

medium sized HBCUs offered more online degree programs while small sized non-

HBCUs offered the most online degree programs. For institution location, HBCUs and 

non-HBCUS offer more online degree programs in the South.  

Examining online learning at HBCU by institutional support, the four different 

support types (i.e., administrative, faculty, student support interaction, and student 

support resources) were not significantly different while the administrative support had 

the highest mean, and the facuty support was the lowest. For all of the institution support 

subscales (administrative, faculty, student support interaction, and student support 

resources), institutions using a LMS for more than 10 years yielded the highest mean, 

while those using a LMS for one to five years yielded the lowest mean.   
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The final research question examined the level of the subordinate subscale 

elements of each institutional support type. For administrative support, there was a 

significant effect for the subordinate elements, with the governance structure support 

level was higher than all other elements. For faculty support, there was a significant 

effect for the subordinate elements, with the  level of the technical assistance significantly 

higher than all other elements. For student support interaction, there was a significant 

effect for the subordinate elements, with the technology standards support was 

significantly higher than all other elements. For student support resources, there was a 

significant effect for the subordinate elements, with the means for student communication 

having the highest mean. 

The overall findings of this study add to the body of literature regarding HBCUs 

and online learning. The development and implementation of online learning at HBCUs 

need expansion because online learning is the next step in providing educational 

opportunities for the underserved at HBCUs to broaden the reach. Institutional support is 

a key factor in online learning. Further research is necessary to determine the impact of 

LMS usage length on institutional support with the maturity of online learning growth at 

HBCUs. The findings of the analysis of the subordinate support elements also warrants 

further exploration to delve deeper into how these elements are impactful to online 

learning and institutional support. Specifically, the area of online learning at HBCUs is 

ripe of exploration as that area due to the limited amounts of previous or current research 

in existence.  
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 

Significant growth in the deployment and acceptance of online learning has been 

constant over the past decade. However, this growth has been less evident at Historically 

Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) offering only 24 online or blended degree 

program as of 2012 (Beasley, 2014; Hawkins, B, 2013; Ingeno, 2013). Some researchers 

have attributed this slow growth in online learning to the lack of satisfaction HBCU 

faculty have experienced from teaching online courses (Carthan, 2007; Miah & Omar, 

2011). Additionally, the slow progress of HBCUs compared other counterpart institutions 

can be attributed to technology and budgetary issues  (Harper, 2007). Nevertheless, it is 

likely that HBCUs will eventually adopt online learning to stay competitive with other 

universities (Armstrong, 2002).   

Statement of Problem 

Despite the many institutions offering online learning, HBCUs ventured into this 

viable market between 2000 to 2010 (Stuart, 2011). According to Patterson, Dunston, and 

Daniels (2011), HBCUs struggled to prove themselves equal to the mainstream 

counterparts in offering equitable education to learners, in both face-to-face courses and 

online learning. Many members of the HBCUs community (i.e., faculty and 

administrators) perceived that the instructional integrity of online degree programs is 

lower than that of face-to-face programs (Burnsed, 2010). Faculty at HBCUs note a 

primary reason for the lack of willingness to teach online is reluctant to support 

incorporating technology in the classroom (Carthan, 2007). To understand this slow 
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growth of online learning at HBCU and hesitation of these institutions to incorporate 

online learning, this study was conducted.  

Background 

The percentage of U.S. institutions of higher education that offered online 

learning (degree programs and/or courses) grew from 33% in 1995 (Cook, Ley, 

Crawford, & Warner, 2009) to approximately 90% in 2003 (Stewart, Bachman, & 

Johnson, 2010). Unfortunately, this growth was thwarted at HBCUs because they were 

much more hesitant to adopt online learning. For instance, in 1995, there were no HBCUs 

offering full degree programs online, and few offered online courses. This aversion 

toward online learning remained through 2010 when only 21% of HBCUs offered full 

online degrees (Burnsed, 2010). 

The hesitation of HBCUs to enter the burgeoning arena of online learning is 

curious as this arena is consistent with the mission of HBCUs—provide educational 

opportunities for minority and underserved learners (Allen, Jewell, Griffin, & Wolf, 

2007). HBCUs are also referred to as non-traditional or minority-serving institutions 

because the focus is on minority and underserved populations. According to Carthan 

(2007), HBCU faculty is hesitant to incorporate technology into the classroom and 

venture into teaching online. This faculty hesitation warrants exploration and HBCUs 

need to know, understand, and appreciate faculty's attitudes towards online learning. The 

hesitation has also been attributed to the lack of technology at HBCUs. These institutions 

are either not wired for or are ill-equipped financially to maintain the technology 

infrastructure required to offer online learning (Burnsed, 2010; Harper, 2007; Stuart, 

2010). 
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Purpose of the Study  

The purpose of this study was to examine the current state of online learning at 

HBCUs and a stratified subsample of non-HBCUs, specifically looking at the number of 

online programs offered at those institutions and institutional support for online learning 

at HBCUs. The Carnegie Classification was explored to gauge the state of online degree 

programs at HBCUs and non-HBCUs counterpart institutions. In addition, the HBCU 

LMS Administrators survey instrument examined institutional support for the influence 

of length of time using a learning management system (LMS) for HBCUs on online 

learning. Finally, the data gathered by the HBCU LMS Administrators instrument on the 

elements of institutional support (administrative, faculty, student support interaction, and 

student support resources) were examined for the impact at HBCUs on online learning.  

Research Questions 

Through the course of conducting this research, three questions were answered: 

1. Is there a difference between the number of online degree programs 

offered at HBCUs and non-HBCUs, with respect to institutional type, 

institutional size, and institutional location? 

2. When focusing on years of using a LMS by an institution, are there 

differences in the opinions about four types of institutional support, 

including administrative support, faculty support, student support 

interaction, and student support resources?? 

3. In examining HBCU administrators ' attitudes about support 

(administrative support, faculty support, student interaction support, and 
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student resource support), are there differences among subscale means of 

HBCU LMS Administrators instrument? 

Significance of the Study 

This study examines the current state of online learning at HBCUs and the 

stratified subsample of non-HBCUs, specifically the number of online programs offered 

at those institutions. The findings of this study should assist in identifying characteristics 

that may contribute to the growth of online learning at HBCUs by identifying elements 

that will support online learning at HBCUS. This will lead to improved enrollment and 

lower faculty resistance to online learning. The mission and focus of HBCUs are to offer 

educational opportunities to underserved populations (Allen & Seaman, 2011). The 

appeal of online learning for higher education institutions is the ability to reach diverse 

populations of learners seeking a higher education or advanced training. This is an 

essential element for HBCUs as they are responsible for contributing a disproportionately 

high percentage of Black political leaders, lawyers, doctors, and PhDs educated at 

HBCUs (Davenport, 2015; Strayhorn, Williams, Tillman-Kelly, & Suddeth, 2015; 

Wiggan & Scott, 2015). The lack of online degree programs is limiting access for 

HBCUs to provide opportunities those learners that want to gain higher education. 

Assumptions and Limitations 

The following section describes the assumptions and limitations of the research 

design as well as potential limitations of the findings. 
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Assumptions of the Study 

All institutions categorized by the 2012 White House Initiative on Historically 

Black Colleges and Universities as HBCUs and another 10 HBCUs from the U.S. 

Department of Interior’s Cultural Resources Diversity Program were examined for this 

study. The HBCUs and the online learning at HBCUs were evaluated during the spring 

semester of 2014. 

Limitations of the Study 

The Carnegie Classification, specifically data available in the 2010 database, was 

used to answer research question one. The latest version of the database, the 2015 

version, was released in early 2016 after the data for this study were collected. This study 

focused only on the online learning (online degree programs) offered at HBCUs and a 

stratified subsample of non-HBCUs. The individuals at the HBCUs that completed the 

survey questions based responses on the respondents’ perceptions and interpretations.   

Definitions of Terms 

The relevant terms used in this research study are defined as follows: 

Administrative support. Administrative support refers to an institution providing 

the infrastructure for online learning offering support for online learning which includes 

advertising and promoting online learning through enable access and mobility, providing 

a range of services, promoting participation, and identifying the institution’s vision for 

online learning (Brogden & Couros, 2002). 

Digital divide. The digital divide refers to the technological inequality that exists 

between those that have benefited from digital resources, such as the Internet, and those 
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that have limited access to digital resources due to socioeconomic status and other 

inequalities (Carthan, 2007). 

Faculty support. Faculty support refers to resources provided to faculty for 

developing and teaching an online course as well as polices, support structure, training, 

and mentoring for online learning (Shelton, 2011). 

Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs). The term HBCUs refers 

to institutions founded prior to 1964 to provide collegiate education to Blacks  (Harper, 

2007). 

Institutional support. Institutional support is resources provided to support 

online learning which can be categorized into administrative support, faculty support, 

student support (interaction and resources) (The Sloan Consortium, n.d.). 

Online degree programs. Online degree programs are programs utilizing 

technology that integrates and enhances learning with web-based approaches (Basta, 

2013). 

Online learning. Online learning is an organized educational process in which 

the instruction occurs with the learner and the instructor at different locations and at 

different times, utilizing Internet technology as the vehicle to link the instructor and the 

learner (Shelton, 2011). 

Student support interaction. Student support interaction refers to those supports 

that encourage interaction in an online course as it relates to motivation in the course and 

drives students to change students behavior for success (Fisher & Baird, 2005). 
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Student support resources. Student support resources are supports such as 

advisement, counseling, library access, materials, online learning delivery, student 

training, test proctoring, and other resources (Berge, 1998). 

Summary 

This research study examined the current state of online learning at HBCUs in 

comparison with non-HBCU counterparts, addressing three main research questions. This 

chapter introduced the purpose of the study: to examine the current state of online 

learning at HBCUs in comparison with non-HBCU counterparts. Finally, this chapter 

identified the assumptions and limitations of the study. 
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CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

This chapter presents related literature in which this study is grounded. The 

purpose of this study was to examine the current state of online learning at HBCUs in 

comparison with a stratified subsample of non-HBCUs and to examine institutional 

support for online learning at HBCUs. This chapter provides the method for the review of 

the literature. It also presents a review of literature in the following areas: (a) an overview 

of the history of historically Black colleges and universities (HBCUs); (b) an overview of 

online learning; (c) the growth and acceptance of online learning at HBCUs: (d) an 

overview of learning management system (LMS), and (e) research on institutional 

support. 

Methods of Review 

The research studies chosen for this literature review focused on online learning at 

HBCUs and non-HBCUs in the US, specifically looking at the growth of online learning 

at these institutions. The review of literature also looked at institutional support for online 

learning, specificly looking at administrative support, faculty support, and student 

support.  Three main databases were employed to search for relevant research studies. 

These databases included JSTOR, Google Scholar, and ProQuest Direct. In addition, the 

following online journals and organizational websites were reviewed for online research 

articles including, but not limited to: Academic Exchange Quarterly, British Journal of 

Educational Technology, Chronicle of Higher Education, Computers and Education, 

Distance Education, Diverse Issues in Higher Education, Educational Technology 
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Research and Development, European Journal of Open, Distance and E-Learning, the 

Journal for Asynchronous Learning, International Journal of Distance Learning 

Administration, Journal of Distance Learning Administration, American Journal of 

Distance Education, Journal of Negro Education, Journal of Computing in Higher 

Education, and Online Learning Consortium. In selecting literature to review, the author 

attempted to review research that was relatively current and no older than 20 years. Thus, 

the range of dates for the research studies was between 1990 and 2016, with the majority 

of studies chosen from 2009 to 2014. 

Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) 

History of HBCUs 

The formation of HBCUs began as a means for underserved populations to realize 

the American dream of attaining a higher education. The term HBCUs referred to 

institutions founded prior to 1964 that provides a collegiate education to Blacks (Harper, 

2007). According to Allen and Seaman (2007), “Historically Black Colleges and 

Universities (HBCUs) grew out of and were shaped by this striving of Blacks for 

education” (p. 242). However, HBCUs served as a means for not only Blacks but also 

other minorities (e.g., Native Americans, Hispanic Americans) to have access to higher 

education.  

The very first HBCUs, Cheyney University in Pennsylvania (established in 1837) 

and Wilberforce University in Ohio (established in 1856), were founded in the North by 

independent religious institutions or philanthropic Christian missionaries. The push for 

higher education opportunities for Blacks was further prompted by major legislation and 

court decisions that led to the inception of many institutions as well as the demise of a 
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few institutions (Brown & Davis, 2001; Cohen & Nachmias, 2006; Davenport, 2015; 

Houser & Frymier, 2009; Redd, 1998). The First Morrill Act, also known as the National 

Land-Grant Colleges Act of 1862, made postsecondary education accessible to a broader 

population of American citizens, but it did not recognize the needs of Black students. For 

this reason, the Freedman’s Bureau was established to provide support to a small number 

of HBCUs (Brown & Davis, 2001; Redd, 1998). The Freedman’s Bureau was organized 

to establish schools for recently freed slaves in the states of the former Confederacy 

(Finley, 1996; Forman, 2005).  

The Second Morrill Act of 1890, spearheaded by the segregation movement in the 

South that provided the momentum for Black higher education, led to the establishment 

of 19 additional HBCUs in the United States (Harper, 2007). The second act made 

provisions for land grant institutions for Black students in states with racially segregated 

institutions of higher education. Because of the Second Morrill Act, public land-grant 

institutions for Black institutions were founded. It also led to many former private Black 

institutions becoming under public control with 16 Black institutions becoming land-

grant institutions (Brown & Davis, 2001; Davenport, 2015). 

In 1896, with the passage of the Supreme Court decision in Plessy v. Ferguson, 

the segregation movement in the South provided the impetus for Black higher education. 

This law set up separate but equal schools for Blacks (Allen et al., 2007; Allen & Jewell, 

2002; Snyder, Sonnenberg, & Hoffman, 1996; Venkatesh, Davis, & College, 2000). 

Plessy v. Ferguson cemented the movement to provide an atmosphere for change and led 

to the growth and expansion of HBCUs in the US (Carthan, 2007; Richardson & Harris, 

2004). 
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From inception, the number of HBCUs grew to more than 100 in 1973 

(Provasnik, Shafer, & Snyder, 2004).  Until the mid - 20th century, more than 90% of the 

Black students enrolled in higher education in this country were educated at HBCUs 

(Kim & Conrad, 2006).  Conversely, in the early 1960s, due to public pressures to 

desegregate higher education, the percentage of African-American pursuing college 

degrees at HBCUs dramatically declined—with only 17% of Black students enrolling in 

the HBCUs in the United States (Provasnik et al., 2004). About 30% of the Bachelor of 

Arts degrees awarded to African-Americans per annum are produced by HBCUs (Hussar 

& Bailey, 2013). Among African-American college graduates, a disproportionately high 

percentage of political leaders, lawyers, doctors, and Ph.D. recipients have graduated 

from HBCUs (Mawakana, 2011; Smith, 2010).  

At the time of writing, there are 109 HBCUs in the nation including public and 

private, 2-year and 4-year institutions, medical schools, and community colleges. These 

institutions are located in 19 states, the District of Columbia, and the U.S. Virgin Islands 

(Hussar & Bailey, 2013). Of the 109 HBCUs, 53 are public institutions and 56 are private 

nonprofit institutions. The number of students enrolled at HBCUs rose by 32% between 

1976 and 2014, from 223,000 to 294,000 (Hussar & Bailey, 2013; Provasnik et al., 2004). 

In comparison, total enrollment in degree-granting institutions increased by 84%, from 11 

million to over 20 million during that period (Hussar & Bailey, 2013). 

When looking at enrollment, HBCUs was 61% female in 2014, up from 53% in 

1976 (Provasnik et al., 2004). In 2014, 87% of HBCU students attended a 4-year 

institution, while 13% of HBCU students attended a 2-year institution. More HBCU 
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students attended public institutions than private nonprofit institutions (76% vs. 24 %) 

(Hussar & Bailey, 2013).  

In 2014, HBCUs conferred 48,200 degrees - bachelor's degrees (70%) and 

master's degrees (16%). Of those degrees conferred, 83% of bachelor’s degrees conferred 

were earned by Blacks (33,700) in that year. For master's degrees, Black students at 

HBCU students earned 72% of the degrees conferred (Hussar & Bailey, 2013).  

Online Learning  

Online learning is learning that occurs with the instructor and the learner at 

different locations and at different times. The terms e-learning and distance education 

have been used interchangeably in referencing online learning. In the early inception, 

online learning began as a means to allow individuals in remote and rural areas to gain 

access to higher education. Online learning has evolved significantly over time due to 

technological advancements, forever changing K-12 and post-secondary education as 

well as business training (Johnson, Hornik, & Salas, 2008; Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen, & 

Yeh, 2008; Wagner, Hassanein, & Head, 2008). This study focuses on post-secondary 

education, specifically the growth of online learning at HBCUs. 

Online learning can be asynchronous or synchronous. Asynchronous instruction is 

an instruction that does not require that the instructor and student be present at the same 

time. This format allows students to study at their own pace, at their own time, and in 

various locations. Synchronous instruction is the instruction that occurs in real time, 

requiring learners to be present at the time of content delivery (Wagner et al., 2008).  

According to Bates and Poole (2003), there are five educational media: direct 

face-to-face contact, text and still graphics, audio, video, and digital multimedia. Face-to-
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face contact refers to lectures (synchronous), lecture notes (asynchronous), and 

workshops/seminars (asynchronous). Text can be books and/or mail with both considered 

as asynchronous. Audio includes radio, cassettes, audio-conferencing, which may be 

synchronous or asynchronous. The video includes TV, video cassettes, and video 

conferencing, which can be both synchronous or asynchronous. Digital multimedia 

includes webcasting, websites, CD-ROMS, DVDs, Web conferencing, email, discussion 

forums, and learning objectives, which may be synchronous, or asynchronous (Bates & 

Poole, 2003).  

Online learning can be entirely individualized or incorporate elements of group 

learning such as discussion forums or chat rooms. These courses can be delivered entirely 

electronically or take a more blended approach by integrating online and classroom 

delivery (Sun et al., 2008).  

Growth of Online Learning in Post-Secondary Education  

The continued progress of information and communication technology 

development has led to the widespread adoption of online learning in post-secondary 

education. The development of communication technology has created boundless 

prospects and boundless challenges for academic institutions to discover ways to provide 

access to educational opportunities (Cohen & Nachmias, 2009a; Khan, 2001; Mazon, 

2009). The World Wide Web has changed communication, e-commerce, research, 

teaching, and instruction.  

Traditional academic institutions have had to rethink the approach to providing 

educational opportunities to fit the needs of a different type of student. Today’s student is 

mature, working, or transitioning to a new career, which demands the convenience of 
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online learning. According to Beyrer (2010), there are several advantages to online 

learning: (a) the ability to teach and learn anytime/anyplace; (b) the assistance to 

homebound students and life-long learners; and (c) the general extension of the classroom 

to the world. Additionally, online learning permits for an amplified level of collaborative 

learning.  

The present technologically driven, global economy of the 21st century has added 

to the advent of online learning and the growth of online learning institutions of higher 

learning. The most prevalent of these institutions include the University of Phoenix 

Online, American Public University, Liberty University, DeVry University, and Walden 

University. These online programs, which are also referred to as asynchronous studies, 

distributed learning, online instruction, web-based course instruction, or e-learning are 

now being offered extensively to the academic community. Access to online learning has 

also extended to traditional academic institutions such as University of Massachusetts, 

Harvard, University of Maryland, Pennsylvania State University, Arizona State 

University, Washington State University, and Grantham University (McGrath & Kelly, 

2016). 

According to Hussar and Bailey (2013), the number of learners enrolled in at least 

one online learning course increased significantly between 2002 and 2006, rising from 

1.1 million to 12.2 million. This expected growth for college-aged students (ages 18 to 

24) will increase 15% between 2010 and 2021; for students ages 25 to 34, the expected 

growth is 20% between 2010 and 2021; and for students ages 35 and older, the expected 

growth is 25% between 2010 and 2021 (Hussar & Bailey, 2013).  
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The significant growth in post-secondary online learning has been less evident at 

HBCUs. According to the National Center for Education Statistics (Churchill, 2004), in 

1995 approximately 30% of all higher education institutions offered online learning. As 

of 2014, 22% of HBCUs throughout the nation offered online degree programs (Beasley, 

2013, 2014; Clinefelter & Aslanian, 2014; Miller, 2002; Shelton & Saltsman, 2005; 

Stuart & Yep, 2012). 

Online Learning at HBCUs 

HBCUs have faced many obstacles in staying relevant and competitive in today’s 

educational landscape. One of the greatest challenges is attaining and staying connected 

with technology. HBCUs are significantly behind predominantly White institutions 

(PWI) in computer technology and Internet usage (Snipes, Ellis, & Thomas, 2006). This 

lack of resources, which can be attributed to administrative support, has been a subject of 

contention, separating higher education into the haves (mainstream institutions) and 

have-nots (HBCUs) and leaving HBCUs ill prepared to compete with non-HBCU 

counterparts in the online learning arena (Burnsed, 2010; Buzzetto-More, 2008). 

According to Omar (2011), all types of learners benefit from technology-facilitated 

instruction. Historically, minority learners from lower socioeconomic backgrounds are 

more likely to have experienced drill and practice, while White learners from higher 

socioeconomic backgrounds are more likely to have benefited from using technology, 

which requires the use of higher-order thinking skills. This lack of resources, and, 

therefore, lack of opportunity, put HBCUs at a disadvantage in competing with 

mainstream institutions that provide technologically laced educational opportunities to 
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learners such as hybrid and online courses (Allen & Seaman, 2007; Buzzetto-More, 

2008). 

Many HBCUs have seen a decrease in enrollment as well as faced the threat of 

closing the doors because of lagging behind the trend curve. In 2009, Ben Chavis 

founded the Education Online Services Corporation (Mazon, 2009). The focus of the 

organization is increasing the financial stability and long-term growth of educational 

institutions partners and to lead in academic excellence in online learning using 21st-

century technology (Mazon, 2009). Education Online Services Corporation's goal is to 

assist HBCUs and other colleges across America with utilizing the latest innovations in 

online higher education (Mazon, 2009). 

In 2010, Tom Joyner, a syndicated radio host, invested about $7 million to start 

HBCUsOnline.com, an educational service. The focus of HBCUsOnline.com is two-

fold—eliminating loss of enrollment faced by HBCU and launching HBCUs into offering 

online courses and degrees so they can compete with mainstream counterparts as well as 

for-profit institutions like the University of Phoenix (McClellan, 2016; Montgomery & 

Montgomery, 2012; Walker, 2010). According to Burnsed (2010), less than 35% of 

HBCUs engage in online learning initiatives. In contrast, enrollment at for-profit 

institutions is increasing. According to Shropshire (2010), "Over 500,000 learners attend 

the University of Phoenix; a full third of them are Blacks, mostly adults . . . .  However, 

most of them do not graduate” (p. 1). 

According to the National Center for Education Statistics (Churchill, 2004), in 

1995 approximately 30% of all higher education institutions offered online learning to 

more than 700,000 learners. Online learning offerings have continued to increase at all 
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institutions of higher education except HBCUs. According to Burnsed (2010), “As of fall 

2010, 19 of the 89 HBCUs with 4-year undergraduate programs offered full online 

degrees at the bachelor's or master's levels” (para. 1). That is an increase from 12 HBCU 

institutions in 2006. 

Online learning has transformed higher education as more institutions have begun 

teaching online courses, using the Internet to reach a broader learner population. “A 

national survey report by Netday in 2003, which was jointly sponsored by the U.S. 

Department of Education, revealed that learners today are very knowledgeable in the use 

and application of technology” (Joseph, 2004, p. 84). In response to this trend, many 

colleges and universities have implemented quality online learning systems to meet the 

tech-savvy needs of incoming freshman and working professional learners (Duderstadt & 

Womack, 2004). 

As this growth continues across America, HBCUs are not keeping up with non-

HBCUs counterparts in offering distance courses and programs. Expanding the number 

of online degree programs aligns with the mission of HBCUs—to provide educational 

opportunities for minority learners. Improving opportunities for minorities is a bold 

venture into the online learning arena for HBCUs with many lacking the resources and 

knowledge to enter this market. For these reasons, many HBCUs are hesitant to offer 

online learning. Some of this hesitation is due to faculty support towards incorporating 

online learning into instruction (Buzzetto-More, 2008; Snipes et al., 2006). 

Lack of Institutional Support 

Many attribute HBCUs’ slow entrance in the online learning to lack of 

institutional support due to lack of resources, which causes a disconnect between 
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minority universities and mainstream counterparts (Carthan, 2007; Cohen & Nachmias, 

2009a; Zee, Sandra, & Lillian, 2007). The disconnect is a technological inequality that 

exists between those that have benefited from digital and technological resources, such as 

the Internet, and those that have not been given access to digital and technological 

resources due to socioeconomic status and other inequalities (Carthan, 2007; Davenport, 

2015; McClellan, 2016).  

Unfortunately, many HBCUs rank amongst the digitally illiterate. These 

institutions find themselves ill equipped with respect to Internet access, computer 

equipment, technical training for faculty, and technological support (Harper, 2007; Stuart, 

2010; Zee et al., 2007). Challenges such as these, coupled with decreased public funding 

and increased operations costs, have placed the HBCUs at a disadvantage when it comes 

to online learning.  

These challenges affect the competitiveness of HBCUs. This ability to stay 

competitive includes a focus to incorporate online learning. HBCUs have had to outline 

ambitious agendas for funding equity and degree program distributions to stay 

competitive. Because of historically documented financial disparities in public funding to 

HBCUs, many of these institutions do not have the funding to support online learning, 

and many of the desegregation settlements, which sought to fix these disparities, have 

expired in most states. For instance, in Louisiana, there are two publicly funded HBCUs, 

Grambling State University and Southern University. Grambling has one campus located 

in the northern part of the state, while Southern has three campuses throughout the state 

including a law school. Up until June 2006, these institutions receive line item funding in 
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addition to funding provided to Louisiana public colleges and universities due to prior 

underfunding to public HBCUs (Amani, 2010; Burnette, 2014; Lum, 2001).   

However, many HBCUs have been successful in offering online degree programs 

because of collaborating with strategic partners. Nearly half of the HBCUs offering 

online degree programs in 2012 did so with the assistance of strategic partners. These 

partners provided capital for the initial investment required to market, endorse, and 

operate the online degree programs. With the investment, the partners get a portion of the 

student tuition revenue (Stuart, 2010, 2011; Stuart & Yep, 2012). 

The most visible HBCUs in online degree programs is Hampton University 

located in Virginia. Hampton is a private, four-year institution, which offers the largest 

number of online degree programs – three associate, nine bachelors’, and two masters’, 

and three doctorate degree programs. Hampton’s online degree programs are offered and 

funded through tuition and private funding from the endowment (Beasley, 2014; Stuart & 

Yep, 2012).  

Virginia University of Lynchburg is the second most visible HBCU, which is a 

public four-year institution, which offers the second largest number of online degree 

programs – one associate, five bachelors’, and two master’s degree programs. Online 

degree programs are offered and funded by EOServe Corporation (Beasley, 2012). 

The third most visible HBCU is North Carolina A & T State University, which is 

also a public, 4-year institution - four bachelor’s, three masters’, and one doctorate degree 

program. They are able to offer and fund the online degree programs with a wide-ranging 

assortment of online degree programs through a consortium with the other North Carolina 

colleges and universities along with four of North Carolina's other five public HBCUs: 
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North Carolina A&T State University, Winston-Salem State University, Fayetteville 

State University, and North Carolina Central University (Beasley, 2014; Stuart & Yep, 

2012). 

Faculty Support of Online Learning at HBCUs 

The role and function of the college professor have been redefined by technology 

(Kelly, Brian, & Howell, 2005). Teaching an online course is a point of resistance by 

some faculty members that are not comfortable with technological skills level (Jones, 

Lindner, & Murphy, 2002; Schoepp, 2010). Faculty members that are comfortable with 

the use and application of technology are enthusiastic, while many others display 

attitudes of indifference due to the lack of technology skills (Carliner, 2003). According 

to Carthan (2007), HBCU faculty are hesitant to incorporate technology into the 

classroom and to venture into teaching online. According to previous research, the quality 

of an instructor is an important determinant for effective online learning (Bolliger & 

Wasilik, 2009; Khan, 2005; Wang, 2006).   

In 2007, Sloan National Commission on Online Learning surveyed members of 

National Association for Equal Opportunity in Higher Education concerning online 

learning. NAFEO is comprised of the presidents and chancellors of the Black colleges 

and universities: public, private and land-grant, 2-year, 4-year, graduate and professional, 

historically and predominantly Black colleges and universities located within the US 

(National Association for Equal Opportunity in Higher Education, n.d.). Slightly more 

than 84% of respondents stated that online learning is a critical component to the long-

term strategy. Almost 71% reported that online learning is a means for attracting students 
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from outside the traditional student pool and that using online learning will student access 

(Smith III, 2011).  

In addition, the Sloan report provides some insight into why HBCU institutions 

are hesitant to go online. According to the report, 78% of the respondents believe that 

students need more discipline to succeed in online courses. They also acknowledge that 

there are higher costs associated with online learning course development (70%) and that 

that a lack of acceptance exists amongst HBCU faculty towards online learning Allen et 

al., 2007; Smith III, 2011). 

Learning Management System (LMS) 

Learning management systems (LMS) are an integral element of online learning. 

A LMS is an integrated learning system (ILS). An ILS is “a complete software, hardware, 

and network system used for instruction” (Paulsen, 2002, p. 2). These systems provide 

curriculum and tools (assessments, record keeping, report writing, and user information 

files) used to assist with identifying learning needs, monitoring progress, and maintaining 

student records. The LMS assists instructors to provide students with learning materials 

and activities, with tracking participation and gauging the student progress through data 

systems and assessments (Falvo & Johnson, 2007). LMS systems, also referred to as 

learning platforms, organize and provide access to online learning services for students, 

teachers, and administrators such as access control, provision of learning content, 

communication tools, and user groups organization (Paulsen, 2002).  

The LMS was initially intended for use with online learning. The scope has 

broadened to include face-to-face instruction and blended delivery. With the expansion of 

the use of the LMS, the need arises for the development of students’ learning skills that 
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use technology to allow learners to identify and acknowledge information at the learner's 

own pace. Also, instructors need to incorporate the LMS into the instruction and teaching 

practices (Emelyanova & Voronina, 2000). As the role of a LMS evolves, the view of 

LMS has expanded with the LMS being a “nexus for learning activities and a set of tools 

that support and permit management, within a closed environment, of teaching and 

learning processes (García-Peñalvo & Alier Forment, 2014). 

The role of the LMS includes integrating emerging innovations into online 

learning as Web 2.0 tools, social networks, and cloud services are used to enhance 

learning (Conde, Garcia-Penalvo, Rodriguez-Condo, Casany, & Piguillem, 2014). The 

inclusion of these elements is normally outside of the institutional LMS and must 

transition into the LMS seamlessly. This is why the selection of a LMS is very important 

to an institution. A LMS investment by an institution, especially the resources to adapt 

the LMS to the needs of the institution, is broached carefully to ensure the LMS meets 

the needs of all stakeholders - the learner, the instructor, and the institution. It is also 

important that the LMS can evolve to meet the emerging needs of the stakeholders and to 

guarantee the continued educational relevance to the stakeholders (García-Peñalvo & 

Alier Forment, 2014). 

The LMS market is diverse. According to the Docebo Report (2014), LMS 

systems revenues should reach almost $51.5 billion by 2016.  The investment into e-

learning has been driven by startup dot-com entrepreneurs, large corporations, and 

universities. In 2012, the largest investment in e-learning was made by a developer that 

invested $80 million in Desire2Learn. The market has been further expanded by the 

entrance of colleges and universities into the e-learning market that offers non-profit 
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models with massive open online courses (MOOC). MOOC provide inexpensive and 

flexible ways for learners to acquire new skills, to pursue interests, and to deliver quality 

education. MOOCs are offered by institutions either completely free or at a minimal cost.  

The e-learning market is made up of over 3,000 e-learning companies offering a 

variety of products and services (Docebo Report, 2014). The most popular for-profit 

LMS at colleges and universities are Blackboard/WebCT and Desire2Learn (Capterra, 

2016; Pappas, n.d.; e-Learning Infographics, 2015). The other popular LMS is a nonprofit 

version, Moodle, which is a free LMS. These systems take “learning content and organize 

it in a standard way, as a course divided into modules and lessons, supported with 

quizzes, tests, and discussions, and in many systems today, integrated into the college or 

university's student information system” (Downes, 2005, para. 10). 

Blackboard, founded in 1997, offers a variety of online learning web-based 

software products. It is user-friendly for both designers and users and is used in higher 

education, in K-12 schools, and in corporate training environments. Blackboard has 

grown through expansion in recent years by acquiring WebCT in 2005: Angel in 2009; 

and in 2012 Moodlerooms Inc. In order to use Blackboard, a university would need to 

contract with Blackboard through proprietary licensing (Falvo & Johnson, 2007; Unal, 

2011).  

Desire2Learn (D2L), founded in 1999 and known as D2L Corporation until 2014, 

provides cloud-based learning management systems solutions for higher education, for 

K-12 and for business organizations. D2L is user-friendly and supports many online 

needs for teaching and learning such as distributing class materials, hosting online 
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discussions, collecting assignments, and administering quizzes and grades (Ballentine, 

2012).  D2l also requires a university to acquire licensing for use. 

Moodle is an open-source learning management system, which was founded in 

1999 in Australia by Martin Dougiamas, a graduate student, at Curtin University. 

Dougiamas decided to trademark the word Moodle which allowed the LMS to grow 

quickly. Because Moodle is open source and free, the setup costs associated with it can 

be as low as the cost of the hardware. Universities have the option to install and support 

the LMS, which also lower the cost of using Moodle. A unique feature element for 

universities that deploy Moodle institution-wide is the option to become Moodle Partners, 

which can also lower the cost associated with using Moodle (Costello, 2013) 

Institutional Support 

Previous research on institutional support for online learning primarily centers on 

institutional policies (Tallent-Runnels et al., 2006), and provide a rationale for the 

establishment of policies for gauging success in online learning (Moloney, 2010; Shelton 

& Saltsman, 2005). Much of the research on institutional policies have sought to establish 

the most effective institutional support benchmarks. For example, research conducted by 

the Institute for Higher Education (2000) identified the importance of a documented 

technology plan as one of the benchmarks. The plan should include the acquisition of a 

reliable technology delivery system, a centralized support system for building and 

maintaining the online learning infrastructure, and a course materials copyright 

ownership policy (Fresen, 2005; Merisotis, & Phipps, 2000; Shelton, 2010; Wang, 2006).  

Institutional support must also be flexible when an institution makes the decision 

to adopt online learning. This decision will cause a shift in the culture of the organization. 
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This cultural change will continue to change over time, and the online learning will need 

to adapt and be sensitive to these changes (Chaney, Chaney, & Eddy, 2010). Online 

learning is either driven or hindered by the institutional culture, institutional support and 

institutional resources, of the institution. An institution, when making the decision to 

incorporate online learning into the curriculum, must also incorporate the core values of 

the institution into online learning courses/programs (e-learning strategy). This includes 

allocating financial resources for online learning activities and materials, providing 

financial resources for technology support, training and support services, facilitating 

faculty incentives and compensation, providing and maintaining instructional resources, 

and incorporating evaluation research and tools (Chaney et al., 2010; Johnson et al., 

2008; Sun et al., 2008). 

The Online Learning Consortium (OLC) identifies institutional support in three 

different levels: institution, faculty, and student. After further investigation, Shelton and 

Isernhagen (2012) further identified institutional support related to online learning into 

two categories: administrative and academic. This study looked at institutional support as 

administrative, faculty, student support (resources and interaction). 

Administrative Support 

Administrative support is essential to successful online programming. It goes 

beyond having a documented institutional technology plan. This stems from a reliable 

infrastructure to providing resources to faculty and students (governance structure). 

Administrative support is also present in providing training for faculty and students and 

ongoing evaluation and maintenance of the technology delivery system (Khan, 2011; 

Nicolle & Lou, 2008; Shelton & Isernhagen, 2012).  
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Administrative support for online learning is the support provided by the 

institution, which facilitates the academic success of the learner and faculty. Supporting 

the users of online learning, such as the faculty and students, shows that the institution is 

in support of the programming. Providing administrative support to the faculty, as an 

institution, means equipping faculty with the training and skills necessary for teaching in 

an online environment, addressing all aspects of how to teach at a distance, how to 

develop and design online courses, and establishing adequate class size to promote the 

success of the faculty and students. Providing administrative support to the learners, as an 

institution, means making elements like tutoring, advising, and library resources available 

(Jewell, 2007; Khan, 2011; Shelton, 2010; Wang, 2006). Administrative support is 

essential and necessary for online learning for the smooth planning and flow of online 

learning courses/programs (Hattangdi, Jha, & Ghosh, 2010). 

Academic Support 

Academic support is support provided by the institution, which facilitates the 

academic success of the learner and faculty. This refers to providing the users of online 

learning, faculty, and learners, with the tools, resources, and policies, which shows that 

the institution is in support of the online degree programming. Providing academic 

support to the faculty as an institution means equipping faculty with the training and 

skills necessary for teaching in an online environment such as how to teach at a distance, 

how to develop and design courses, and establishing adequate class size to promote the 

success of the faculty and students.    

Academic support also involves establishing safeguards to ensure that the learner 

that registers in a distance course or program is the same learner that participates in, 
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completes the course or program, and receives academic credit. Some established 

safeguards used by institutions are the use of a secure login and pass code (authentication 

policies), proctored examinations, and new or other technologies and practices for student 

verification (Bakia, Jones, Means, Toyama, & Murphy, 2010). Providing academic 

support to the learners as an institution means making elements like tutoring, advising, 

and library resources available (Jewell, 2007; Khan, 2001, 2011; Shelton, 2010; Wang, 

2006).  

Faculty Support 

Faculty support is an important component of institutional support, especially as it 

applies to training for online course development. Providing support for online instructors 

can be taxing and requires more effort than the training required for traditional course 

development (Graham, 2011). Faculty support is also vital because the online 

environment requires a change in mindset —the promotion of both teacher–student and 

student–student interactions to help learners construct knowledge has to be applied in an 

online setting (Tallent-Runnels et al., 2006). Faculty also need other supports such as 

upgraded faculty office computers, adjusted salaries, and course-loads, and enhanced 

faculty development programs (Jewell, 2007). 

According to Bishop (2006), institutional support of faculty is also cost effective. 

Implementation of a well-organized course management system enables faculty to handle 

more competently administrative functions related to online courses. It also empowers 

faculty to manage faculty time better because they spend less time on administrative 

tasks.  It provides them with mechanisms to share resources, such as revised curricula and 

course materials, to increase faculty productivity. Sharing resources reduces the need for 
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redundancy in course design by eliminating duplicative efforts and streamlining 

processes (Cohen & Nachmias, 2006, 2009a; Wang, 2006). 

Student support. Student support is another important component of institutional 

support. Student support should include recognizing the learner as the customer 

(Moloney, 2010). Students at a distance should have access to the same support services 

as students on campus, including access to the registrar, business office, financial aid, and 

program advising—essentially a one-stop shop for students (Chapman, 2006; Jewell, 

2007; Khan, 2011; Koenig, 2011; Nicolle & Lou, 2008). For the purposes of this study, 

this type of student support (access to the registrar, financial aid, advising, etc.) is 

identified as student support resources. 

According to Bishop (2006), institutional support for students is also cost 

effective. Development and implementation of online tutorials, including definitions of 

key concepts and discussion points to spark student participation, lend consistency and 

facilitate more efficient use of both student and faculty time. Online tutorials also boost 

student retention by improving drop-failure-withdrawal rates (Ertmer & Ottenbreit-

Leftwich, 2010; Ertmer, Sadaf, & Ertmer, 2011; Murray, Pérez, Geist, & Hedrick, 2012; 

Wechsler, Seibring, Liu, & Ahl, 2004). For the purposes of this study, this type of student 

support was identified as student support interaction. 

Summary 

This chapter provided background information for this study as well as the 

rationale for conducting this research. This study examined the current state of online 

learning at HBCUs by comparing them to non-HBCUs and examined institutional 

support for online learning at HBCUs. This review of literature highlighted an overview 
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of the history of historically Black colleges and universities (HBCUs). It discussed the 

cultural, political, and social dynamics that led to the formation of HBCUs. It also 

discussed online learning at HBCUs, highlighted those HBCUs that have embraced 

online learning, and provided some rationale for this slow growth at HBCUs, such as the 

lack of faculty support and lack of institutional support. Based on the current body of 

literature, HBCUs should adopt online learning as a means of reaching an underserved 

population, which is the cornerstone of HBCU establishment and existence. HBCUs 

could use online learning to overcome those woes and use it to aid in competitiveness and 

continued growth by implementing online learning for the underserved population of 

minorities.  

This review also provided an overview of online learning. It focused on defining 

online learning and how it has evolved through the 20th and 21st century. It provided 

insight into the type of learners that benefit from online learning. Online learning has 

grown and evolved over the past 20 years and will continue to expand in academic 

institutions throughout the US and the world. The bounds of online learning are limitless 

and should be embraced by HBCUs. This review also discussed the champion institutions 

in online learning both online and traditional institutions. 

The research on learning management systems focuses on defining a LMS and 

how it relates to online learning. Learning management systems were first introduced for 

use in online learning and has evolved for use with face-to-face instruction and blended 

learning. The market for LMS is a profitable one, which has also gone through some 

changes as many of the frontrunners have gone from competitors to partners. The newest 
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innovation is the introduction of MOOCs, which has added a nonprofit option to the 

market. 

This review of the literature provided an examination of the research on 

institutional support. It discussed the merits of institutional support, which were 

examined in this study: (a) administrative support, (b) faculty support, (c) student support 

interactions, and (d) student support resources. These elements are essential to online 

learning and were examined to assess the levels at the HBCUs surveyed that utilize 

online learning at HBCU institutions.   
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH METHODS 

The data collected for this study was used to examine the current state of online 

learning at HBCUs and a stratified subsample of non-HBCUs, specifically looking at the 

number of online programs offered at those institutions. In addition, the HBCU LMS 

Administrators survey instrument assessed the level of institutional support at HBCUs on 

online learning based on the number of years (no LMS, LMS 1 – 5, LMS 6 -10, more 

than 10) using a LMS. To further assess the institutional support at HBCU, this study 

examined specifically the subordinate elements of institutional support (administrative, 

faculty, student support interaction, and student support resources). Within this chapter, 

the methodology, research questions, sample, data collection, and data analysis are 

described in detail. Descriptive and inferential analysis of data was conducted to gain 

insight on attributes that might assist in explaining why HBCUs have not fully adopted 

online learning. 

Research Design 

This study used quantitative methods to examine the current state of online 

learning at HBCUs and non-HBCUs by identifying certain characteristics of those 

institutions that offer online degree programs, such as institution type, size, and location. 

Creswell (2014) described quantitative research as “an approach for testing objective 

theories by examining the relationship among variables” (p. 4). In addition, the study 

examined the relationships between the years of using LMS and institutional support 

(administrative support, faculty support, student support interaction, and student support 

resources) level. Finally, this study examined how the subordinate elements of 
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institutional support (administrative support, faculty support, student support interaction, 

and student support resources) differ. 

Research Participants 

The HBCUs were matched with a stratified random sample of non-HBCUs with 

similar characteristics of the HBCUs under investigation. The stratified random sample 

was obtained from the institutions not identified by the Carnegie Classification as 

HBCUs. The final list of 115 HBCUs was then narrowed down to 109 due to the closure 

of six institutions. Originally, 105 HBCUs, obtained from the White House Initiative on 

HBCUs, were identified for this study. An additional 10 HBCUs from the U.S. 

Department of Interior’s Cultural Resources Diversity Program was added. The HBCUs 

were then categorized by institution type, institution location, and institution size. These 

institutional characteristics were used to develop the stratified sample of non-HBCUs.  

For the non-HBCUs, a random subsample obtained from the Carnegie Foundation 

for the Advancement of Teaching classification system database was used. After the 

HBCUs were removed from the listing, the non-HBCUs, that locations and Carnegie 

classifications (i.e., enrollment profile, undergraduate profile, and size and setting) 

mirrored those of the HBCUs, were grouped similarly to the groupings of the HBCUs.  

Specifically, they were grouped based on institution type (INSTTYPE), institution 

location (REGION), and institution size (SIZESET). Then, a stratified subsample of non-

HBCUs (n = 106) was selected from the Carnegie Classification listing of the non-

HBCUs. Of this final sample, three institutions were eliminated without replacement for 

being classified as exclusively online institutions.  
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Random sampling was used to select the non-HBCUs for the study. For each 

region, a random sample of the number of non-HBCUs mirroring the same number of 

HBCUs in the study was determined. The 708 institutions were first listed alphabetically, 

and then every 54th institution classified in the Midwest (Appendix E) was selected for 

inclusion in the data set. This same process was used to select the institutions for each 

region (Northeast, West, Other (Appendix E). The non-HBCUs were also categorized by 

institution type, institution location, and institution size after the sampling was concluded. 

There was one variable added to the data based on content analysis of the institutional 

web sites – online degree programs. The number of online degree programs 

(PROGRAMS) offered by the institution was included in the analysis.  

The sample used to answer research questions two and three, which dealt only 

with the HBCU institutions, was initially the 109 HBCU LMS administrators and/or 

instructional technology administrators. The sample was gathered based on institutional 

website examinations where the LMS administrator and/or instructional technology 

administrator was identified. Once the administrator was identified, a follow-up phone 

inquiry was conducted to verify the contact and to acquire an email address for the 

contact. After the final phone contact and verification, an invitation was sent to each 

HBCU contact to complete the HBCU LMS Administrators Survey. The survey was sent 

to 109 administrators, of which 87 institutions responded, representing a response rate of 

80%.  

Table 1 reports the demographics of the respondents of the HBCU LMS 

Administrators Survey. The demographic characteristics of the sample indicate that 54% 

of the respondents were female. In terms of age, 45% of the respondents were between 
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the ages of 40 and 49 years. The majority (43.7%) of the respondents reported using 

Blackboard as a LMS, and nearly 36% reported using Blackboard for a period of one to 

five years.    

Table 1: Frequencies and Percentages for HBCU LMS Administrators Survey 

Measure Frequency Percent 
Respondent Gender     

Male 40 46.0% 
Female 47 54.0% 
Total 87 100.0% 

Respondent Age     
20 - 29 9 10.3% 
30 - 39 11 12.6% 
40 - 49 39 44.8% 
50+ 12 13.8% 
N/A 16 18.4% 
Total 87 100.0% 

LMS Type     
Blackboard 38 43.7% 
Canvas 4 4.6% 
Desire2Learn 13 14.9% 
eRacer 5 5.7% 
Moodle 7 8.0% 
None 20 23.0% 
Total 87 100.0% 

Years of LMS Use     
0 20 23.0% 
1 – 5 31 35.6% 
6 – 10 15 17.2% 
More than 10 years 21 24.1% 
Total 87 100.0% 

 

Instrumentation 

For this study, two primary instruments, the Carnegie Classification of Institutions 

of Higher Education and the HBCU LMS Administrators Survey, were used to gather 

data. For research question one, the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher 
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Education as well as institutional website analysis to gather information on online 

programs offered by each institution was used. The Carnegie Classification was 

developed by the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education to support programming of 

research and policy analysis. It is widely used in the study of higher education as a way to 

represent and control for institutional differences (Carnegie Classifications, n.d.). 

For research questions two and three, The HBCU LMS Administrators Survey 

was used to answer those questions. The survey was compiled from the institutional 

support, faculty support, and student support items from the Online Learning Consortium 

Quality Scorecard. The Quality Scorecard was developed and used to evaluate 

characteristics of educational online programming of higher education institutions for 

quality (Shelton, 2010, 2011). 

Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education 

Secondary data from the Carnegie Classification were utilized to provide a 

framework for institution classifications for the sample considered in this study. Since the 

year 1970, the Carnegie Classification has been used to classify colleges and universities 

to support the program of research and policy analysis. The data, derived from empirical 

data of colleges and universities, were originally published in 1973 and have been 

subsequently updated in 1976, 1987, 1994, 2000, 2005, and 2010 to reflect changes 

among colleges and universities (Carnegie Classifications, n.d.).  

In 2010, the Carnegie Classification decided to revert to the same structure of six 

parallel classifications: (a) Basic Classification, (b) Undergraduate Instructional Program 

Classification, (c) Graduate Instructional Program Classification, (d) Enrollment Profile 

Classification, (e) Undergraduate Profile Classification, and (f) Size & Setting 
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Classification. These classifications were initially adopted in 2005, to ensure continuity 

of the classification framework and to allow comparison across years, which offers 

researchers greater analytic flexibility (Altbach, 2012; Graham, 2011).   

The Institutional Type Classification distinguishes the institutional attributes and 

behavior based on data from 2008–2010. The institutions are categorized by the level of 

degree conferred on a majority of the institution’s graduates. For instance, if the 

institution’s highest degree conferred  (an associate’s degree or bachelor’s degree)  make 

up less than 10% of all the undergraduate degrees they award, then the institution would 

be classified as an Associate’s College (Carnegie Classifications, n.d.). 

The Enrollment Profile Classification recognizes the overall makeup of the 

student population based on two parameters: the level of the highest degree awarded and 

the number of undergraduates to graduate students. These institutions are also grouped 

according to the level, either 2-year or 4-year  (Carnegie Classifications, n.d.).  

The Undergraduate Instructional Program characterizes each institution based on 

three areas: the level of undergraduate degrees awarded (e.g., associate’s, bachelor’s); the 

areas of bachelor’s degree majors in arts, sciences, and professional fields; and the 

magnitude to which an institution awards graduate degrees in the same fields it awards 

undergraduate degrees (Carnegie Classifications, n.d.). 

The Size and Setting Classification describes the student body size and the 

number of undergraduate students that live on campus. This classification is also further 

classified by 2-year and 4-year institutions (Carnegie Classifications, n.d.) 

Institutional websites.  To gather and examine the number of online degree 

programs at HBCUs (n=109) and non-HBCUs (n = 106), the website of each institution 
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included in the study was analyzed to gather information about online degree programs 

that each institution offers. The web addresses for each institution was found through a 

basic Google search. Once on the website, the site was examined focusing on academic 

programs, course offerings, and other sources to ascertain the number of online degree 

programs was offered at each institution. If the institution offered online degree 

programs, the number of programs was tallied and noted. The information was gathered 

during the Spring 2014 semester.  

The method employed to gather information about the online degree programs 

offered at each institution varied from website to website. Some websites highlighted the 

online degree programs on the institution homepage, while others required multiple clicks 

to ascertain the information on online degree programs offered. 

The HBCU LMS Administrators Survey 

The HBCU LMS Administrators Survey measures institutional support. The 

HBCU LMS Administrators Survey consists of 34 items, including seven demographic 

and four constructs (administrative support, faculty support, student support interaction, 

and student support resources) measured by 27 construct item statements. For each item 

statement, the participants indicated respondent’s level of agreement as it related to the 

institution on a five-point Likert scale. The survey items were taken from the Online 

Learning Consortium, formerly the Sloan Consortium Quality Scorecard, specifically the 

institutional support, faculty support, and student support sections. To determine the 

reliability of the instrument, a Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to assess internal 

consistency. The determined α for this instrument was .87 (Shelton, 2010).  
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The Quality Scorecard survey contains 70 items that assess 24 quality standards 

as identified by the Institute for Higher Education (2000). The items are based on the five 

pillars of quality as defined by the Online Learning Consortium. The pillars are (a) 

Learning Effectiveness, (b) Access, (c) Cost-effectiveness and Institutional Commitment, 

(d) Faculty Satisfaction, and (e) Student Satisfaction (Chaney et al., 2010; Moore, 2005; 

Shelton & Isernhagen, 2012).  

Reliability of Instrument 

To test the reliability of the HBCU LMS Administrators survey subscales and 

scale items, a Cronbach’s alpha test for psychometric reliability was conducted. The 

administration support subscale consisted of four items with a Cronbach’s alpha of .96, 

the faculty support subscale consisted of six items with a Cronbach’s alpha of .99, the 

student support interaction subscale consisted of seven items with a Cronbach’s alpha of 

.96, and the student support resources subscale consisted of nine items with a Cronbach’s 

alpha of .97. The HBCU LMS Administrators Survey was found to be highly reliable 

with an overall Cronbach’s alpha of .87.   

Scoring of the HBCU LMS Administrators Survey 

Items 1–7 were included to gather demographic information. Table 2 outlines the 

demographic questions that were asked.   

For items 8–33, which was taken from the Online Learning Consortium’s Quality 

Scorecard, the participants were asked to rate the level of agreement with each statement:  

1 (Strongly Agree), 2 (Agree), 3 (Neutral), 4 (Disagree), or 5 (Strongly Disagree). As 

outlined earlier, these items captured participants’ perceptions on three areas of 

institutional support; thus, the items were categorized into three subscales: administrative, 
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faculty, and students. While analyzing the data, based on the length of questions under 

the student support items, the decision was made to split the questions that assessed 

student support into two subscales: student support interaction (SSI) and student support 

resources (SSR). Each institution received an overall mean score (i.e., totaled the scores 

for all the items, and then divided by the number of items) and a mean score for each of 

the four subscales. Table 2 contains the survey items, and Table 3 contains the 

breakdown of student subscale into interaction items and resources items. 

Table 2: HBCU LMS Administrators Survey Demographic Items 

Demographic Item Answer Options 

1. What is your gender?  Male, Female 
2. What is your age?  
3. What is your race? Black, White, Asian, 

Hispanic, Other 
4. What Learning Management System (LMS) does 

your institution use? 
 

5. What version of the LMS are you using?  

6. How long has your institution been using this LMS?  

7. Where is the LMS hosted?  

 

Table 3: HBCU LMS Administrators Survey Items 

Administrative Support   

Q8 
The institution has put in place a governance structure to 
enable effective and comprehensive decision making 
related to distance learning. 

Governance Structure 

Q9 
Policies are in place to authenticate that students enrolled 
in online courses and receiving college credit are indeed 
those completing the course work. 

Authentication 
Policies 

Q10 Policy for copyright ownerships of course materials exists. Copyright Policies 

Q11 
The institution has defined the strategic value of distance 
learning to its enterprise and to its relevant parts. E-learning Strategy 
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Table 3: HBCU LMS Administrators Survey Items (continued)  

Faculty Support   

Q12 
Technical assistance in course development and assistance 
with the transition to teaching online is provided (for 
faculty). 

Technical Assistance 

Q13 

Instructors are prepared to teach distance education courses 
and the institution ensures faculty receives training, 
assistance, and support at all times during the development 
and delivery of courses. 

Teaching Preparation 

Q14 
Faculty receives training and materials related to Fair Use, 
plagiarism, and other relevant legal and ethical concepts. Plagiarism Training 

Q15 
Faculty is provided on-going professional development 
related to online teaching and learning. 

Professional 
Development 

Q16 
Technical assistance is established for faculty engagement 
and expectations around online teaching. Faculty Engagement 

Q17 
Faculty workshops are provided to make them aware of 
emerging technologies and the selection and use of these 
tools. 

Emerging 
Technology 

Student Support Interaction   

Q18 
Before starting an online program, students are advised 
about the program to determine if they possess that self-
motivation and commitment to learn at a distance. 

E-learning Readiness 

Q19 

Students receive (or have access to ) information about 
programs including admission requirements, tuition and 
fees, books and supplies, technical and proctoring 
requirements, and student support services prior to 
admission and course registration. 

Admissions 
Requirements 

Q20 

Students are provided access to training and information 
they will need to secure required materials through 
electronic databases, interlibrary loans, government 
archives, new services and other sources. 

Electronic Resources 

Q21 
Throughout the duration of the course/program, students 
have access to appropriate technical assistance and 
technical support staff. 

Technical Support 

Q22 
Student support personnel are available to address student 
questions, problems, bug reporting, and complaints. Student Concerns 

Q23 
Students have access to effective academic, personal, and 
career counseling. Student Advising 

Q24 
Minimum technology standards are established and made 
available to students. 

Technology 
Standards 
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Table 3: HBCU LMS Administrators Survey Items (continued) 

Student Support Resources   

Q25 
Student support services are provided for outside the 
classroom such as academic advising, financial assistance, 
peer support, etc. 

Support Services 

Q26 
Policy and process is in place to support ADA 
requirements. ADA 

Q27 

Students are provided relevant information; ISBN numbers, 
suppliers, etc., and delivery modes for all required, 
instructional materials, digital format, e-packs, print 
format, etc. to ensure easy access. 

Course Materials 

Q28 
Program demonstrates a student-centered focus rather than 
trying to fit service to the distance education student in on-
campus student services. 

Student Centered 

Q29 
Efforts are made to engage students with the program and 
institution. Student Engagement 

Q30 
Students are instructed in the appropriate ways of 
communicating with faculty and students. 

Student 
Communication 

Q31 
The institution provides guidance to both students and 
faculty in the use of all forms of technologies used for 
course delivery. 

Institution Guidance 

Q32 Tutoring is available as a learning resource. Tutoring 

Q33 
Students are instructed in the appropriate ways of enlisting 
help from the program. Assistance Location 

 
The governance structure is the essential infrastructure to enable effective and 

extensive decision making for online learning (Shelton, 2010). It is the foundation of 

online learning at an institution. E-learning strategy refers to a strategic plan for how 

online learning fits within the overall vision of the institution (Singh, 2014). This is also 

important because it shows that the institution has a vision for online learning, which is 

part of the organizational culture and strategic plan for the organization. Authentication 

policies refer to systems put in place at the institution to guarantee the identity of users 

(Lokken, Womer, & Mullins, 2007). Copyright policies refer to directives, which provide 

guidance on copyright rules (Tabata & Johnsrud, 2008).  
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Technical Assistance refers course development and assistance with the transition 

to teaching online for faculty (Graham, 2011; James, 2011; Shelton, 2010). Teaching 

preparation refers to professional development and training given to faculty during 

development and delivery of courses (Nicolle & Lou, 2008; Shelton & Isernhagen, 2012). 

Plagiarism training refers to training faculty receive about plagiarism and other legal and 

ethical concerns, which arise in online learning (Basta, 2013; Hai-jew, 2007; Ozkan & 

Koseler, 2009). Professional development refers to continuing education for faculty in 

online learning while they teach (Ertmer et al., 2011; Gautreau, 2011; Lei & Morrow, 

2009). Faculty engagement refers to policies and standards, which provide guidance and 

expectations for faculty within online learning (Schneckenberg, 2010; Tabata & 

Johnsrud, 2008). Emerging technology refers to when the faculty is provided with 

information about new innovations or technology, where to find them and how to select 

them for use in online learning (Fok, Hartman, & Zee, 2008; Larimer & Cronce, 2007). 

Faculty support is essential for faculty to receive adequate support to implement changes 

in the teaching process (K. Kim & Bonk, 2006; Lei & Morrow, 2009; Nari, Maeng, & 

Smith, 2008). 

E-learning resources refer to providing the students access to technical assistance 

and technical support staff (García-Peñalvo & Alier Forment, 2014; Ozkan & Koseler, 

2009). Admissions requirements refer to the students have support services available for 

outside the classroom, which they can interact within an online environment (Forman, 

2005; Smith, 2010). Electronic resources refer to those tools the student is provided with 

the essential information for the course (Cohen & Nachmias, 2006, 2009b; Forman, 

2005; Şendağ & Ferhan Odabaşı, 2009). Technical support refers to the focus of online 
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learning is student-centered concentrated on interaction with the student to meet the 

student’s needs (Burgess, Slate, Rojas-LeBouef, & LaPrairie, 2010; Flowers, Lawrence, 

Moore, & Fresen, 2005; Joseph, 2004). Student concerns refer to the institution makes 

efforts to support and engage the students (Chaney et al., 2010; Jewell, 2007).  Student 

advising refers to the students are giving direction on how to communicate appropriately 

with the online community (faculty, staff, and students) (Harper, 2007; Patter Jr., 2009). 

Technology standards refer to the minimum technology standards required to navigate 

and matriculate through online degree program resources which are made available to 

students (Schoepp, 2010; Yang, Richardson, French, & Lehman, 2010; Zee et al., 2007). 

Support services refer to whether or not a student is ready for online learning 

(Carthan, 2007; Chapman, 2006; Lou, Bernard, & Abrami, 2006). ADA is making 

information about the online degree programs is ADA accessible (Khan, 2011; Smith III, 

2011).  Course materials are providing training to students on access required materials 

for courses (Berge, 1998; Chaney et al., 2010; Murray et al., 2012; Panda & Mishra, 

2007). Student-centered is providing student support personnel to address the academic 

and technical needs of students (Ertmer & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010; Ertmer et al., 2011; 

García-Peñalvo & Alier Forment, 2014). Student engagement is making sure students 

have access to effective academic, personal, and career counseling (Davenport, 2015; 

Jewell, 2007; Shelton & Isernhagen, 2012). Student communication is how students learn 

to communicate with faculty, staff, and their peers appropriately in the online learning 

environment (Dunston, 2016; Houser & Frymier, 2009; McCroskey, Richmond, & 

Bennett, 2006). Institution guidance is the policies and procedures put in place to support 

students with disabilities (Shelton, 2010, 2011; Shelton & Isernhagen, 2012). Tutoring is 
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where the students are provided guidance to use with the all forms of technology used for 

online courses (Bernard et al., 2009; Patter Jr., 2009). Assistance location is providing 

assistance to students as learning resources (Sun et al., 2008; Tabata & Johnsrud, 2008). 

Data Collection and Procedure 

For research question one, the Carnegie Classification data were used. The 

researcher accessed the data through the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 

Teaching website. The data were downloaded by the researcher into an Excel file based 

on information gathered from the website of the institution. The data were the latest data 

available and had been gathered by Carnegie in 2010. The number of online degree 

programs (PROGRAMS) offered by each institution was added to the Excel file based on 

information gathered from the institution's websites. 

In preparing the data for the analysis, each subcategory for institutional size and 

institutional type was collapsed into main categories. Five categories were collapsed to 

form the variable labeled as INSTTYPE—Associate, Bachelor, Master, Doctorate, and 

Special Focus (Appendix C). The REGION variable remained unchanged with five 

categories: Midwest, Northeast, South, West, and Other (Appendix E).  SIZESET 

resulted by collapsing six categories: Very Small, Small, Medium, Large, Very Large, 

and Exclusively Graduate/Professional (Appendix F).  

To answer research question one, a data set was downloaded from the Carnegie 

Classification site. This data set is used in research study design to ensure adequate 

representation of sampled institutions, students, or faculty (Carnegie Classifications, 

n.d.). In addition, the number of online degree programs was obtained from the websites 

of participating HBCU and non-HBCUs institutions. A stratified sample of non-HBCUs 
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was then selected in proportion to the HBCU sample in terms of institutional type. For 

the non-HBCUs, the Carnegie Classifications were also used. These institutions were 

grouped to mirror the HBCUs based on institution type, institution location, and 

institution size. Then, a stratified subsample of 109 non-HBCUs was selected from the 

Carnegie Classifications. Three of those institutions were eliminated and not replaced 

from the sample as they were classified as exclusively online institutions.  

A stratified random subsampling was used to select the non-HBCUs for the study.  

The researcher used institutional location to mirror the HBCUs. For each region, a 

random sample of non-HBCUs was selected to mirror the sample of HBCUs in the study 

with respect to number. For instance, there are 13 HBCUs in the Midwest, but there are 

708 non-HBCUs in the data set. The 708 institutions were first listed alphabetically, and 

then every 54th institution classified in the Midwest was selected for inclusion in the data 

set. This same process was used to select the institutions for each region. The non-

HBCUs were also categorized by institution type, institution location, and institution size 

after the sampling was concluded.  

The governance structure is the essential infrastructure to enable effective and 

extensive decision making for online learning (Shelton, 2010). It is the foundation of 

online learning at an institution. E-learning strategy refers to a strategic plan for how 

online learning fits within the overall vision of the institution (Singh, 2014). This is also 

important because it shows that the institution has a vision for online learning, which is 

part of the organizational culture and strategic plan for the organization. Authentication 

policies refer to systems put in place at the institution to guarantee the identity of users 
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(Lokken et al., 2007). Copyright policies refer to directives, which provide guidance on 

copyright rules (Tabata & Johnsrud, 2008).  

To acquire the number of online degree programs at HBCUs and non-HBCUs, an 

institutional website search was conducted to gather information about online degree 

programs that each institution offered. The web addresses for each institution were found 

through a basic Google search. Upon entering the institutional website, an examination 

was conducted to ascertain the number of online degree programs offered and the number 

of programs were noted and tallied.   

For research questions two and three, the HBCU LMS Administrators Survey was 

used. For each HBCU institution, an institutional website search was conducted to 

identify a LMS or instructional technology administrator. Through a follow-up phone 

inquiry, contact was verified and an email address was acquired for the contact. A 

database was developed for these contacts consisting of name, title, email address, school 

address, and phone number for each contact. Upon this final verification, an invitation 

was sent to each of HBCU contacts to complete the HBCU LMS Administrators Survey 

for a total of 109 institutions. Of those LMS administrators, 87 responded. 

For this study, the survey was delivered in the format of a web survey and was 

hosted by Qualtrics, a well-known survey platform that ensured the survey would be 

accessible from any computer with an Internet connection. This web survey platform was 

selected because of the ease of survey design, survey accessibility for participants, the 

reliability of the site, and secure storage of all data collected from participant responses.  

Once participants find the web survey using the provided URL in the email invitation, 

they were greeted with a cover page that was similar to the invitation that detailed the 
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purpose of the study, the importance of the study, the importance of participation in the 

survey, the approximate amount of time required, an assurance of confidentiality, and an 

option to quit the survey at any time (Appendix J). By continuing to answer the survey, 

the participants agreed to participate and provided consent for responses to be used in this 

study.  

Variables of Analysis 

Research Question One – Part A 

For research question one – part A, the independent variables were the HBCUs 

and non-HBCUs. These variables were obtained from the Carnegie Classification data. 

For research question one – part A, the dependent variables were the number of online 

degree program offerings. These were measured by the Programs variable gathered 

during the institutional website search. 

Research Question One – Part B 

For research question one – part B, the independent variables were the HBCUs 

and non-HBCUs (institution type, institution size, and institution location). These 

measures were obtained from the Carnegie Classification data. For research question one 

– part B, the dependent variables were the number of online degree program offerings. 

These were measured by the Programs variable gathered during the institutional website 

search. 

Research Question Two 

The independent variables were the number of years that the institution has used a 

LMS.  These were measured by question 6 on the HBCU LMS Administrators Survey. 
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For research question two, the dependent variables were the means scores of support 

subscales (administrative support, faculty support, student support interaction, and 

student support resources). These variables were measured by the HBCU LMS 

Administrators Survey items. 

Research Question Three 

For research question three, the independent variable was each subordinate 

subscale elements within each of subscale (administrative support, faculty support, 

student support interaction, and student support resources). This was identified by the 

HBCUs that indicated using a LMS within the HBCU LMS Administrators Survey. 

Dependent variables for research question three were the subscale items of the support 

subscales. The individual subscale items of administrative support, faculty support, 

student support interaction, and student support resources measured these.  

Data Analysis 

Data analysis for all research questions was conducted using SPSS Version 22.  

For all analyses, the level of significance (𝛼𝛼𝛼𝛼) was set at .05. Prior to conducting the 

main analysis of the data concerned with answering the research questions, a series of 

analyses were conducted to understand and examine the quality of the data collected and 

to check if the data met the criteria for each analysis. This included a frequency analysis 

of the levels across the independent variables of interest: HBCUs, the stratified 

subsampling of non-HBCUs, and Carnegie Classifications, and the dependent variables, 

which included online degree programs and online courses. The results from these 

frequency analyses were used to explore measures of central tendency, distribution of 

scores, skewness, and kurtosis of each measured variable. Furthermore, this analysis 
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provided valuable descriptive statistics for the participants and institutions included in the 

study. Tables 4 through 6 detail the frequencies and percentage of the variables in the 

study. 

Table 4: Frequencies and Percentages for Institution Type by Number of Institutions 

 HBCU Non-HBCU 
Measure Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Associate 15 13.8% 61 57.5% 
Bachelor 50 45.9% 12 11.3% 
Master 26 23.9% 15 14.2% 
Doctorate 10 9.2% 6 5.7% 
Special Focus 8 7.3% 12 11.3% 
 109 100% 106 100% 

 
Table 5: Frequencies and Percentages for Institution Size by Number of Institutions 

 HBCU Non-HBCU 
Measure Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Very Small 20 18% 20 19% 
Small 36 33% 41 38% 
Medium 41 38% 19 18% 
Large 4 4% 11 11% 
Very Large 0 0% 1 1% 
Grad/Prof 8 7% 12 12% 
 109 100% 106 100% 

 
 
Table 6: Percentages of Online Degree Programs for Institution Location by Institution 

 HBCU Non-HBCU 
Measure Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Northwest 14 12.8% 13 12.5% 
Midwest 6 5.5% 4 3.8% 
South 78 71.6% 76 72.1% 
West 11 10.1% 11 10.6% 
Other 0 0.0% 1 1.0% 
  109 100.0% 106 100.0% 
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Summary 

This study presents an insight into the current state of online learning at HBCUs.  

In an effort to understand why the growth of online learning has not extended to HBCUs, 

this study examined online degree programs and institutional characteristics (institution 

type, institution size, and institution location) of HBCUs and a stratified sampling of non-

HBCUs to explore the existence of online learning through a quantitative study 

employing descriptive and inferential analysis using the Carnegie Classification data. The 

analysis methods conducted was t-test, χ2 contingency table, and chi-square. 

This study also examined the relationship between years using a LMS and 

institutional support at HBCUs using descriptive and inferential analysis using the HBCU 

LMS Administrators survey data. The analysis method conducted to examine this 

relationship was one ANOVA. 

Finally, the study also examined for differences among the subordinate elements 

of institutional support subscales at HBCUs using the HBCU LMS Administrative survey 

data, specifically looking at those HBCUs that indicated using a LMS (LMS: 1 – 5, LMS: 

6 – 10, LMS: More than 10). The analysis method conducted to explore these differences 

was repeated measures ANOVA.   
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine the current state of online 

learning at HBCUs. The study compared HBCUs to a stratified sample of non-HBCUs 

and specifically identified the number of online programs offered by each. The study also 

examined institutional characteristics of the participating institutions, specifically the 

institution type, size, and location and how these characteristics might have an impact on 

the number of online program offerings. Further, the study examined the type of support 

(administrative support, faculty support, student support interaction, and student support 

resources) for online by looking at the number of years using a LMS for the HBCUs that 

indicated the usage of a LMS. Lastly, this study investigated the differences among the 

subordinate elements of each subscale construct (administrative, faculty, student support 

interaction, or student support resources).  

The following section presents each research question, the rationale for the 

research question, and the statistical analysis that were utilized to answer the research 

question, and the results of the analysis.  

Research Question One 

Is there a difference between the number of online degree programs offered 

at HBCUs and non-HBCUs, with respect to institutional type, institutional size, and 

institutional location?  To determine the difference between the number of online 

degree programs at HBCUs and non-HBCUs, a t-test analysis was conducted to compare 

the means of the number of online degree programs offered by the HBCUs and the non-
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HBCUs (Table 7). The 109 HBCUs had a mean number of programs of .36 (SD =.80), 

while the stratified sample of 106 non-HBCUs had a mean number of programs of 1.18 

(SD = 1.45), as noted in Table 7. 

Table 7: Means and Standard Deviations of Online Programs 

Measure M SD M SD 
  HBCU Non-HBCU 
Online Degree Programs 0.36 0.80 1.18 1.45 

 
To determine whether there was an association between being HBCUs or not and 

whether an online degree program was offered, a χ2 test for association was conducted. 

The analysis indicated that there was a significant association between being a HBCU or 

not and whether an online degree program was offered, Pearson's χ2 (1, N = 215) = 

20.35, p < .001. Of the 215 institutions examined in the study, 25 (22.9%) HBCUs had 

online degree programs, while 84 (77.1%) did not online degree programs. For non-

HBCUs, 57 (53.8%) had online degree programs, while 49 (46.2%) did not have online 

degree programs. 

In order to examine differences between the number of online degree programs at 

HBCUs and non-HBCUs based on institutional type, institutional size, and institutional 

location, additional χ2 analyses were conducted. A chi-square test was conducted to 

assess whether there were differences between the number of online degree programs at 

HBCUs and non-HBCUs based on the categories of institutional type (associate, 

bachelor, master, doctorate, special focus), presented in Table 8. The results were found 

to be significant, χ2 (4, N = 215) = 55.00, p < .001. There is an association between 

online degree programs and institution type (p < .0001). For institution type, HBCUs 

awarding bachelor’s degrees (23.8%) is significantly higher than the overall average 
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percentage of 50.93% for the sample of 109 respondents as a whole, while non-HBCUs 

awarding associate’s degrees (27.57%) is significantly higher than the overall average 

percentage of 49.06% for the sample of 106 respondents as a whole. Of the 215 

institutions examined in the study, 13 (10.9%) HBCUs with online degree programs 

awarded associate’s degrees; 8 (6.7%) with online degree programs awarded bachelor’s 

degrees; 51 (42.9%) with online degree programs awarded master’s degree; 39 (32.8%) 

with online degree programs awarded doctorate degrees, and eight (6.7%) with online 

degree programs awarded special focus degrees, while 300 (47.7%) non-HBCUs with 

online degree programs awarded associate’s degrees; 14 (2.2%) with online degree 

programs awarded bachelor’s degrees; 174 (27.7%) with online degree programs 

awarded master’s degree; 67 (10.7%) awarded doctorate degrees, and 74 (11.8%) with 

online degree programs awarded special focus degrees. When examining the results by 

institutional type, non-HBCUs were more likely to have online degree programs for 

associate’s degree programs, while HBCUs were more likely to have online degree 

programs for master degree programs. 

Table 8: Frequencies and Percentages of Online Degree Programs by Type 

 Non-HBCUs HBCUs 
 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Associate 300 47.69 13 10.92 
Bachelor 14 2.22 8 6.72 
Masters 174 27.66 51 42.85 
Doctorate 67 10.65 39 32.77 
Special Focus 74 11.80 8 6.72 

 
Based on the categories of institutional size (very small, small, medium, large, 

and very large), a chi-square test, presented in Table 9, was conducted to assess whether 
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there is an association between the number of online degree programs offered and the 

size of the institution at HBCUs and non-HBCUs. The results were found to be 

significant, χ2 (6, N = 215) = 13.44, p = .037. There is an association between online 

degree programs and institution size (p = .037). For institution size, medium HBCUs with 

online degree programs (19.16%) are significantly higher than the overall average 

percentage of 50.93% for the sample of 109 respondents as a whole, while small non-

HBCUs was significantly higher than the overall average percentage of 49.06% for the 

sample of 106 respondents as a whole. Of the 215 institutions examined in the study, 9 

(7.6%) HBCUs with online degree programs were very small; five (4.2%) with online 

degree programs were small; 89 (74.8%) with online degree programs were medium; and 

16 (13.44%) with online degree programs were large; while 175 (27.8%) non-HBCUs 

with online degree programs were very small; 149 (23.7%) were small; 152 (24.2%) were 

medium; and 153 (24.3%) were large. Specifically, medium-sized HBCUs were more 

likely to have online degree programs, while very small non-HBCUs were more likely to 

have online degree programs. 

Table 9: Frequencies and Percentages of Online Degree Programs by Size 

 Non-HBCU HBCU 
 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Very Small 175 27.82 9 7.56 
Small  149 23.68 5 4.20 
Medium 152 24.16 89 74.78 
Large 153 24.32 16 13.44 

 
Based on the categories of institutional location (Northeast, Midwest, South, 

West, and Other), a chi-square test, presented in Table 10, was conducted to assess 

whether there are differences between the number of online degree programs at HBCUs 
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and non-HBCUs. The results were not significant, χ2 (6, N = 215) = 1.11, p = .89. There 

is no association between online degree programs and institution location (p = .89). For 

institution location, none of the HBCU were significantly higher than the overall average 

of 50.93% for the sample of 109 respondents as a whole, while none of the non-HBCUs 

was significantly higher than the overall average of 49.06% for the sample of 106 

respondents as a whole. Of the 215 institutions examined in the study, six (5%) HBCUs 

with online degree programs were in the Northeast; 94 (79%) with online degree 

programs were in the South; and 19 (16%) with online degree programs were in the West, 

while 44 (7%) non-HBCUs with online degree programs were in the Northwest; 13 (2%) 

with online degree programs were in the Midwest; 495 (78.6%) with online degree 

programs were in the South; 65 (10.3%) with online degree programs was in the West; 

and 12 (1.9%) with online degree programs was in the Other. Non-HBCUs and HBCUs 

were both more likely to have online degree programs in the South. 

Table 10: Frequencies and Percentages of Online Degree Programs by Location 

 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Northeast 44 6.99 6 5.04 
Midwest 13 2.06 

  

South 495 78.64 94 78.99 
West 65 10.33 19 15.96 
Other 12 1.90   

 

Research Question Two 

When focusing on years of using a LMS by an institution, are there 

differences in opinions about four types of institutional support, including 

administrative support, faculty support, student support interaction, and student 

support resources?  The second research question was presented to examine the 
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institutional support for online learning at HBCUs based on years of using a LMS. To 

gauge the level of institutional support for LMS usage, the researcher used the HBCU 

LMS Administrator’s Survey. With 87 respondents that provided the demographic 

information, only 80% completed the HBCU LMS Administrator’s survey. Twenty of 

those respondents did not complete the survey fully and were omitted from the final 

analysis. This scale had 34 items of which 27 items measured institutional support, and it 

used a 5-pt Likert scale, with 5 being an indication of strong support and 1 indicating 

poor support. 

General comparison of subscales. Table 11 details the means and standard 

deviations of the support subscales and subscale items along with key term descriptions 

for each of the subscale items.  

The average level of administrative support (M =4.36, SD = .88) was the highest 

mean among the four subscales. Administrative support was used to measure four items - 

governance structure with a means of 4.63 (SD = .94); authentication policies with a 

means of 4.33 

The average level of faculty support (M = 3.89; SD = 1.19) was found to have the 

lowest mean among the four subscales (administrative support, faculty support, student 

support interaction, and student support resources). The item means for this subscale 

ranged from 3.63 (SD =.94) for faculty engagement to a high of 4.46 (SD=1.00) for 

technical assistance. Faculty support measures six items – technical assistance with a 

means of 4.46 (SD = 1.00); teaching preparation with a means of 4.37 (SD = 1.23); 

plagiarism training with a means of 3.69 (SD = .93); professional development with a 

means of 4.37 (SD = 1.23); faculty engagement with a means of 3.63 (SD = .94); and 
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emerging technology with a means of 4.01 (SD = 1.14). Appendix J provides a detailed 

description. 

Table 11: HBCU LMS Administrators Survey Items by Subscale 

 N = 70     M SD 
Administrative Support   4.36 .88 

1 Governance Structure Q8 4.63 .94 
2 Authentication Policies Q9 4.33 .88 
3 Copyright Policies Q10 4.41 .65 
4 E-learning Strategy Q11 4.51 .94 

Faculty Support   3.89 1.19 
1 Technical Assistance Q12 4.46 1.00 
2 Teaching Preparation Q13 4.37 1.23 
3 Plagiarism Training Q14 3.69 .93 
4 Professional Development Q15 4.37 1.23 
5 Faculty Engagement Q16 3.63 .94 
6 Emerging Technology Q17 4.01 1.14 

Student Support Interaction   4.11 1.01 
1 E-learning Readiness Q18 3.49 1.25 
2 Admissions Requirements Q19 4.49 1.28 
3 Electronic Resources Q20 3.66 1.24 
4 Technical Support Q21 4.46 1.00 
5 Student Concerns Q22 4.60 1.14 
6 Student Advising Q23 4.27 .92 
7 Technology Standards Q24 4.87 .35 

Student Support Resources   4.13 .86 
1 Support Services Q25 4.07 .91 
2 ADA Q26 4.39 .73 
3 Course Materials Q27 3.71 .71 
4 Student Centered Q28 3.86 1.20 
5 Student Engagement Q29 4.71 .70 
6 Student Communication Q30 4.77 .59 
7 Institution Guidance Q31 3.96 1.16 
8 Tutoring Q32 4.36 .72 
9 Assistance Location Q33 4.44 1.31 
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Four separate one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures were used to 

examine the differences among the years using LMS categories (one to five years, six to 

10 years, and more than 10 years) as the independent variable, and the subscales mean for 

the four support categories were the dependent variables. The analysis found there were 

significant findings for the four ANOVAs. Table 12 presents a summary of the results of 

the four ANOVAs. 

Table 12: Means and Standard Deviations for Support Subscales Used in ANOVAs 

Measure (N = 70) M SD F p value 
Administrative Support 4.36 0.88 1.31 0.28 
Faculty Support 3.89 1.19 0.52 0.60 
Student Support Interaction 4.11 1.01 0.95 0.39 
Student Support Resources 4.13 0.86 1.42 0.25 

p >.05 for all analyses 
 

Administrative support.  The one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if 

there was a difference in terms of administrative support by the number of years that an 

institution had a LMS. ANOVA results, presented in Table 13, showed no significant 

main effect for a number of years using a LMS and administrative support, F (2, 47) = 

1.31, p = .28. For administrative support, using a LMS for one to five years had a mean 

of 4.15 (SD = 1.07); using a LMS for six to 10 years had a mean of 4.41 (SD = 1.09); and 

using a LMS for more than 10 years had a mean of 4.60 (SD = .15). Based on this 

analysis, using a LMS for more than 10 years yielded the highest mean of 4.75 (SD = 

.26), while those institutions that reported using a LMS for one to five years yielded the 

lowest mean of 4.15 (SD = 1.07).   
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Table 13: ANOVA Results for Administrative Support Interaction by Years of Using a LMS 

Measure M SD F p value 
LMS (1 - 5) 4.15 1.07 1.31 0.28 
LMS (6 - 10) 4.41 1.09   
LMS (More than 10) 4.60 0.15     

 
Faculty support.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if there was a 

difference in terms of faculty support by the number of years that an institution had a 

LMS. ANOVA results, presented in Table 14, showed no significant main effect for a 

number of years using a LMS and faculty support, F (2, 47) = .52, p = .60. For faculty 

support, using a LMS for one to five years had a mean of 3.70 (SD = 1.38) using a LMS 

for six to 10 years had a mean of 4.00 (SD = 1.40); and using a LMS for more than 10 

years had a mean of 4.07 (SD = .71). However, the analysis did indicate using a LMS for 

more than 10 years yielded the highest mean of 4.07 (SD = .71), while those institutions 

that reported using a LMS for one to five years yielded the lowest mean of 3.70 (SD = 

1.38).   

Table 14: ANOVA Results for Faculty Support Interaction by Years of Using a LMS 

Measure M SD F p value 
LMS (1 - 5) 3.70 1.38 0.52 0.60 
LMS (6 - 10) 4.00 1.40   
LMS (More than 10) 4.07 0.71     

 
Student support interaction.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if 

there was a difference in terms of student support interaction by the number of years that 

an institution had a LMS. The ANOVA results are presented in Table 15. These results 

showed no significant main effect for a number of years using a LMS and student support 

interaction, F (2, 47) = .95, p = .39. For student support interaction, using a LMS for one 

to five years had a mean of 3.88 (SD = 1.21); using a LMS for six to ten years had a mean 



Texas Tech University, Lisa L. Cole Martin, August, 2017 

60 

of 4.27 (SD = 1.30); and using a LMS for more than 10 years had a mean of 4.29 (SD = 

.20). However, the analysis did indicate that using a LMS for more than 10 years yielded 

the highest mean of 4.29 (SD = 1.30), while those institutions that reported using a LMS 

for one to five years yielded the lowest mean of 3.88 (SD = 1.21).   

Table 15: ANOVA Results for Student Support Interaction by Years of Using a LMS 

Measure M SD F p value 
LMS (1 - 5) 3.88 1.21 0.95 0.39 
LMS (6 - 10) 4.27 1.30   
LMS (More than 10) 4.29 0.20     

 
Student support resources.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if 

there was a difference in terms of student support resources by the number of years that 

an institution had a LMS. ANOVA results, presented in Table 16, showed no significant 

main effect for a number of years using a LMS and student support resources, F (2, 47) = 

1.42, p = .25. For student support resources, using a LMS for one to five years had a 

mean of 3.91 (SD = 1.08); using a LMS for six to 10 years had a mean of 4.22 (SD = .97); 

and using a LMS for more than 10 years had a mean of 4.36 (SD = .11). However, the 

analysis did indicate that using a LMS for more than 10 years yielded the highest mean of 

4.36 (SD = .11), while those institutions that reported using a LMS for one to five years 

yielded the lowest mean of 3.91 (SD = 1.08).   

Table 16: ANOVA Results for Student Support Resources by Years of Using a LMS 

Measure M SD F p value 
LMS (1 - 5) 3.91 1.08 1.42 0.25 
LMS (6 - 10) 4.22 0.97   
LMS (More than 10) 4.36 0.11     
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Research Question Three 

In examining attitudes of HBCU administrators about support), are there 

differences among subscale means of HBCU LMS Administrators instrument?  

Research question three focused on examining, which subordinate elements of each 

institutional support type differed from other subordinate elements when using a LMS. 

To answer this question, each scale item for each subscale was analyzed for 67 

institutions that used a LMS.  

Repeated measures – Administrative support.  Repeated measures ANOVA was 

conducted to analyze the difference among subordinate elements of administrative 

support. As noted in Table 17, the means for administrative support items ranged from a 

low of 4.33 (SD = .88) for authentication policies to a high of 4.63 (SD = .94) for 

governance structure as shown in Figure 1. Mauchly’s test of sphericity indicated that 

assumption of sphericity had been violated, χ2 (5) = 145.01, p < .001, and therefore a 

Greenhouse-Geisser correction was used. There was a significant effect of subordinate 

elements on administrative support, F (1.36, 93.91) = 6.73, p < .001. Governance 

structure (4.63) and e-learning strategy (4.51) had the highest means, while authentication 

policies (4.33) and copyright policies (4.41) yielded the lowest means for administrative 

support. 

Table 17: Results of Repeated Measures of Administrative Support Scale Items 

Measure M SD F p value 
Governance Structure 4.63 0.94 6.74 0.00 
Authentication Policies 4.33 0.86   

Copyright Policies 4.41 0.65   

E-learning Strategy 4.51 0.94     
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Figure 1: Estimated marginal means for administrative support  

This figure shows the marginal means for the administrative support elements. 

Repeated measures– Faculty support.  Repeated measures ANOVA was 

conducted to analyze the difference among subordinate elements of faculty support. As 

noted in Table 18, the means for faculty support items ranged from a low of 3.63 (SD 

= .94) for faculty engagement to a high of 4.46 (SD = 1.00) for technical assistance as 

shown in Figure 2. Mauchly’s test of sphericity indicated that assumption of sphericity 

had been violated, χ2 (14) = 0; p < .001, and therefore a Greenhouse-Geisser correction 

was used. There was a significant effect of subordinate elements on faculty support, F 

(2.70, 186.13) = 111.58, p < .001. Technical assistance (4.46), teaching preparation 

(4.37) and professional development (4.37) had the highest means, while plagiarism 

training (3.69) and faculty engagement (3.63) yielded the lowest means for faculty 

support. 
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Table 18: Results of Repeated Measures of Faculty Support Scale Items 

Measure M SD F p value 
Technical Assistance 4.46 1.00 111.58 0.00 
Teaching Preparation 4.37 1.23   

Plagiarism Training 3.69 0.93   

Professional Development 4.37 1.23   

Faculty Engagement 3.63 0.94   

Emerging Technology 4.01 1.14     
 

 
Figure 2: Estimated marginal means of faculty support 

This figure shows the marginal means for the faculty support elements. 

Repeated measures – Student support interaction.  Repeated measures ANOVA 

was conducted to analyze the difference among subordinate elements of student support 

interaction.  As noted in Table 19, the means for student support interaction items ranged 

from a low of 3.49 (SD = 1.25) for e-learning readiness to a high of 4.86 (SD = .35) for 

technology standards as shown in Figure 3. Mauchly’s test of sphericity indicated that 

assumption of sphericity had been violated, χ2 (20) = 0; p < .001, and therefore a 

Greenhouse-Geisser correction was used. There was a significant effect of subordinate 

elements on student support interaction, F (3.06, 211.47) = 47.98, p < .001. Technology 
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standards (4.86) and student concerns (4.60) had the highest means, while e-learning 

readiness (3.49) and electronic resources (3.66) yielded the lowest means for student 

support interaction. 

Table 19: Results of Repeated Measures of Student Support Interaction Scale Items 

Measure M SD F p value 
E-learning Readiness 3.49 1.25 47.98 0.00 
Admissions Requirements 4.49 1.28   

Electronic Resources 3.66 1.24   

Technical Support 4.46 1.00   

Student Concerns 4.60 1.13   

Student Advising 4.27 0.92   

Technology Standards 4.86 0.35     
 

 
Figure 3: Estimated marginal means for student support interaction 

This figure shows the marginal means for the student support interaction elements. 

Repeated measures – Student support resources. Repeated measures ANOVA 

was conducted to analyze the difference among subordinate elements of student support 

resources. As noted in Table 20, the means for student support resources items ranged 

from a low of 3.71 (SD = .70) for course materials to a high of 4.77 (SD = .59) for student 
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communication as shown in Figure 4. Mauchly’s test of sphericity indicated that 

assumption of sphericity had been violated, χ2 (35) = 0; p < .001, and therefore a 

Greenhouse-Geisser correction was used. There was a significant effect of subordinate 

elements on student support interaction, F (3.24, 223.46) = 30.55, p < .001. Student 

engagement (4.71) and student communication (4.77) had the highest means, while 

course materials (3.71) and student centered (3.86) has the lowest means for student 

support resources. 

Table 20: Results of Repeated Measures of Student Support Resources Scale Items 

Measure M SD F p value 
Support Services 4.07 0.91 30.55 0.00 
ADA 4.39 0.73   

Course Materials 3.71 0.70   

Student Centered 3.86 1.20   

Student Engagement 4.71 0.70   

Student Communication 4.77 0.59   

Institution Guidance 3.96 1.16   

Tutoring 4.36 0.72   

Assistance Location 4.44 1.31     
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Figure 4: Estimated means for student support resources 

This figure shows the marginal means for the student support resources elements. 

Summary 

In summary, this chapter presented the results of the data analyses. Analyses of 

the modified Carnegie Classifications data suggest that, as expected, the number of online 

program offerings at HBCUs and non-HBCUs differ. This was denoted by the number of 

non-HBCUs online degree program offerings being larger than that of HBCUs. The 

analyses also provided insight into institutional characteristics that influence the existence 

of online degree programs at HBCUs and non-HBCUs. According to the analyses, the 

number of online learning program offerings differs by institution type (i.e., associates, 

bachelors, masters, doctorate, and special focus). Specifically, HBCUs awarding master 

degrees are more prevalent, while non-HBCUs awarding associate degrees appear to 

offer more online degree programs. The size of the institution also appears to have a 

bearing on the number of online degree programs offered, where HBCUs of medium size 
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offer more line degree programs than other HBCUs, and non-HBCUs classified as very 

small offer more online degree programs. The institution location was not found to be 

significant in terms of the number of online degree programs offered. 

The analysis of the HBCU LMS Administrators Survey found that time using a 

LMS did not statistically significant impact the degree of support received. There was no 

significant main effect for a number of years using a LMS and administrative support, 

based on the ANOVA results. Using a LMS for more than 10 years yielded the highest 

mean, while those institutions that reported using a LMS for one to five years yielded the 

lowest mean for administrative support. There was no significant main effect for a 

number of years using a LMS and faculty support, based on the ANOVA results. Using a 

LMS more than 10 years yielded the highest mean, while those institutions that reported 

using a LMS for one to five years yielded the lowest mean for faculty support. There was 

no significant main effect for a number of years using a LMS and student support 

interaction, based on the ANOVA results. Using a LMS more than 10 years yielded the 

highest mean, while those institutions that reported using a LMS for one to five years 

yielded the lowest mean for student support interaction. There was no significant main 

effect for a number of years using a LMS and student support resources, based on the 

ANOVA results. Using a LMS more than 10 years yielded the highest mean, while those 

institutions that reported using a LMS for one to five years yielded the lowest mean for 

student support resources. It may be worth noting that using a LMS more than 10 years 

had the highest degree of support of all the subscales (administrative support, faculty 

support, student support interaction, and student support resources).  
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The last research question examined differences in subordinate subscale elements 

for each subscale of institutional support. Results of the analyses suggest that significant 

differences existed among the means of many items of the subscale elements. For 

administrative support, the ANOVA results found the interaction between the subordinate 

subscale elements of administrative support (governance structure, copyright policies, 

authentication policies, and e-learning strategy) was significant. With respect to the 

repeated measures ANOVA adjusted by the Greenhouse-Geisser correction, the results 

indicated a statistically significant difference in the means for administrative support by 

subscale elements. For administrative support, the elements with the highest means were 

governance structure (4.63) and e-learning strategy (4.51), while the elements with the 

lowest means were authentication policies (4.33) and copyright policies (4.41).  

For faculty support, the ANOVA results found the interaction between the 

subordinate subscale elements of faculty support (technical assistance, teaching 

preparation, plagiarism training, professional development, faculty engagement, and 

emerging technology) was significant. With respect to the repeated measures ANOVA 

adjusted by the Greenhouse-Geisser correction, the results indicated a statistically 

significant difference in the means for faculty support by subscale elements. For faculty 

support, the elements with the highest means were technical assistance (4.46), teaching 

preparation (4.37) and professional development (4.37), while the elements with the 

lowest means were plagiarism training (3.69) and faculty engagement (3.63).  

For student support interaction, the ANOVA results found the interaction between 

the subordinate subscale elements of student support interaction (e-learning readiness, 

admissions requirements, electronic resources, technical support, student concerns, 
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student advising, and technology standards). With respect to the repeated measures 

ANOVA adjusted by the Greenhouse-Geisser correction, the results indicated a 

statistically significant difference in the means for student support interaction by subscale 

elements (e-learning readiness, admissions requirements, electronic resources, technical 

support, student concerns, and student advising). For student support interaction, the 

elements with the highest means were technology standards (4.86) and student concerns 

(4.60), while the elements with the lowest means were e-learning readiness (3.49) and 

electronic resources (3.66).  

Lastly, for student support resources, the ANOVA results found the interaction 

between the subordinate subscale elements of student support resources (support services, 

ADA, course materials, student centered, student engagement, student communication, 

institution guidance, tutoring, and assistance location) was significant and the repeated 

measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction, due to a violation of the 

assumption of homogeneity of variance, indicate a statistically significant difference in 

the means for student support resources by subscale elements. For student support 

resources, the elements with the highest means were student engagement (4.71) and 

student communication (4.77), while the elements with the lowest means were course 

materials (3.71) and student centered (3.86) has the lowest means for student support 

resources. 
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The growth in online learning has increased significantly at institutions of higher 

learning except at HBCUs (Amani, 2010; Beasley, 2014; Shropshire, 2010). The purpose 

of this study was to examine the current state of online learning at HBCUs and non-

HBCUs, specifically looking at the number of online programs offered at those 

institutions and institutional support for online learning at HBCUs. In addition, the study 

examined institutional support to determine the effect of the number of years a learning 

management system (LMS) was used for online learning at HBCUs. Finally, this study 

examined the elements of institutional support (administrative, faculty, student support 

interaction and student support resources) for differences among the subordinate elements 

at HBCUs.  

Summary of the Study 

The quantitative study conducted descriptive and inferential analysis to examine 

the current state of online learning at HBCUs. Specifically, the study explored the 

number of online degree programs at and institutional characteristics (institution type, 

institution size, and institution location) using the Carnegie Classification database. 

HBCUs were compared to a stratified sampling of non-HBCUs using a t-test, χ2 

contingency tables, and chi square analysis. 

The study also used descriptive and inferential analysis to examine the level of 

institutional support at HBCUs. Specifically, the study examined administrative support, 

faculty support, student support interaction, and student support resources using the 

HBCU LMS Administrators survey data. HBCUs were compared based on the number of 
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years [LMS (1 - 5), LMS 6 -10), and LMS (more than 10)] using a LMS by support 

subscale using one-way ANOVA. 

The final task of this study was to examine institutional support at HBCU by 

specifically examining the subordinate elements of institutional support. Specifically, the 

study examined the subordinate elements of administrative support, faculty support, 

student support interaction, and student support resources at for differences among each 

support subscale. HBCUs were compared using the HBCU LMS Administrators survey 

data through repeated measures ANOVA for each support subscale. This study provides 

several significant findings related to online learning at HBCUs.  

HBCU is Still Behind Non-HBCU in Online Education 

The findings of this study for research question one found that non-HBCUs offer 

three times more online degree programs than HBCUs (t = 5.16; p = .001) based on the t-

test analysis. In addition, there is an association between HBCUs and non-HBCUs for 

having online degree programs based on the χ2 contingency table analysis, with 22.9% 

HBCUs examined offering online degree programs, while 53.8% of non-HBCUs offered 

online degree programs. This result aligns with existing literature, which suggests that 

there is an inequality may be due to the resources available at HBCUs as compared to 

non-HBCUs (Abdul-Alim, 2011; Amani, 2010; Beasley, 2014; Burnsed, 2010; 

Shropshire, 2010; Smith III, 2011; Stuart & Yep, 2012). Ingeno (2013) found that only 

25% of HBCUs offer fully online degree programs.  This can be attributed to the fact that 

the majority of the HBCUs offering fully online programs are public institutions, while 

only 10.9% of private HBCUs offer online degree programs (Allen, Seaman, Lederman, 

& Jaschik, 2012; Ingeno, 2013).  For non-HBCUs, 48.4% of private non-HBCUs offer 
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online degree programs (Allen & Seaman, 2013). This result is consistent with the overall 

trend of online degree programs at U.S. institutions of higher education. For HBCUs, this 

pattern for online learning mirrors that of the majority of colleges and universities in the 

US. According to Ingeno (2013), public HBCUs offering online degree programs 

increased by three institutions from 2012 to 2013, while only 6 private HBCUs offered 

online degree programs in 2013, which remained unchanged since 2010. “Historically 

Black institutions are mostly private, small and focused on traditional-aged students 

living on campus, which are all characteristics associated with lower levels of online 

offerings” (Ingeno, 2013, para. 7). 

In this study, institutional characteristics (institution type, institution size, and 

institution location) of HBCUs and non-HBCUs. Based on this examination, HBCUs 

offered more online degree programs with master’s degrees, while non-HBCUs offered 

more online degree programs with associate’s degrees. This is similar to the results found 

Beasley that the majority of HBCUs offering online degree programs moved to those 

awarding master degrees, followed by those HBCUs offering doctorate degrees and then 

those offering bachelor degrees (Beasley, 2014). The growth of online degrees at HBCUs 

currently are more prevalent in graduate degree programs than undergraduate degree 

programs. The annual study conducted by the Babson Survey Research Group found that 

“baccalaureate institutions are the largest proportion of institutions with no online 

offerings” (Allen & Seaman, 2014, p. 14). The Babson study also found that associates 

institutions overall were some of the pioneers that embraced online degree programs, 

which supports the findings of this study that non-HBCUs offered more online degree 
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programs for associate degrees. This is probably due to community colleges being among 

the first to offer online degrees (Lokken et al., 2007).  

Additionally, the current study found that HBCUs offering the largest percentages 

of online degree program were medium-sized institutions, while non-HBCUs that offered 

the largest percentages of online degree programs were very small-sized institutions. 

Beasley found that those HBCUs offering online degree programs were medium 

institutions (Beasley, 2014). It is important to note that six years prior Allen and Seaman 

(2007) found that the growth rate in online learning increased overall in smaller and 

larger institutions, while the medium-sized schools lagged in the growth of online 

learning offerings. Smaller institutions are limited in resources and focus. The Babson 

Survey Research Group found that smaller institutions, with enrollments between 1,500 

and 2,000 students, offered no online degree programs (Allen & Seaman, 2014). The goal 

of the small institution is to find a niche in the academic environment to make themselves 

unique to learners. Larger institutions have more resources and can expand the focus by 

diversifying into many avenues to grow the enrollment so online learning assists in this 

diversification.(E. Allen & Seaman, 2014; E. Allen et al., 2012; Mitchell & Geva-May, 

2009; Shelton & Saltsman, 2005)  

Finally, with respect to institution location, there were no significant differences 

for location for either HBCUs or non-HBCUs. However, HBCUs and non-HBCUs were 

both more likely to have online degree programs in the South. According to Allen and 

Seaman (2013), this finding is consistent because the majority of HBCUs are located in 

the South. This finding is historical in nature because of the legislation on which the 
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majority of HBCUs were established (Davenport, 2015; Kim & Conrad, 2006; Redd, 

1998).  

It is important that the findings be interpreted with caution, given the significant 

discrepancy between the number of programs offered by HBCUs and non-HBCUs. In 

addition, the Carnegie Classification data has a unique system for classifying an 

institution according to institution type. This specification is based on which degree they 

award more. For instance, if X institution awards 100 associate’s degrees, 50 bachelor’s 

degrees, five master’s degrees, and one doctorate degree, that institution would be 

classified as an associate’s institution. This could skew the data and the results. 

Years Using LMS Impacts Institutional Support 

The results of research question two provided some insight into the impact of 

years using a LMS and institutional support. When comparing the means of all the 

support subscales (administrative support, faculty support, student support interaction, 

student support resources), administrative support had the highest mean, while faculty 

support having the lowest mean. This finding aligns with the research in that 

administrative support is one of the most important factors for online faculty (Graham, 

Woodfield, & Harrison, 2013; Jewell, 2007; Kelly & Howell, 2005; Khan, 2005, 2011). 

The faculty is more engaged and willing to teach online if they feel that the 

administration and/or institution is supporting or backing online learning. According to 

Davenport (2015), shared governance, a balance between accountability from 

administration and participation from faculty in planning and making decisions with and 

in online learning, is necessary and essential for institutions offering online learning. This 

requires the administration to disclose clear institutional policies for online learning such 
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as an e-learning plan, which provides a structure for how online learning weaves into the 

overall strategic plan for the institution. The relationship between administrative support 

and faculty support is interdependent, which is the basis of structuration, the balance of 

structure and human action (Singh, 2014). The institutions need faculty that willing to 

address existing and future challenges of, to participate in the development of and to 

instruct online courses (Jones et al., 2002; Keengwe & Kidd, 2010).  

The findings of the ANOVA analysis for administrative support, there was no 

significant main effect for a number of years using a LMS and administrative support. 

Using a LMS for more than 10 years yielded the highest mean, while those institutions 

that reported using a LMS for one to five years yielded the lowest mean. The finding of 

using a LMS for more than 10 years resulting in the highest mean is justifiable. As an 

institution using a LMS for a longer period of time, the level of comfortability and 

trustworthiness is high so the administration views the system as worthwhile and 

therefore provides more support. The finding of using a LMS for one to five years having 

the lowest means seems probable because the stakeholders are learning the system within 

this timeframe and becoming more comfortable with how it works and has to offer. This 

is also when the administration can evaluate what features are necessary and can assess 

how best to train and diffuse the system within the institution. As it relates to the 

administrative support, institutional support is a measurement of facilitating conditions 

that indirectly affect the stakeholder's acceptance of online learning measured by 

technical support and training (Al-Busaidi & Al-Shihi, 2010). This means the institutions 

must provide the infrastructure for online learning, technical support, hardware, and 

software, as well as the professional development and training necessary for the users of 
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online learning to be successful (Graham et al., 2013; Keengwe & Kidd, 2010; Shelton & 

Saltsman, 2005). 

The findings of the ANOVA analysis for faculty support resulted in no significant 

main effect for a number of years using a LMS and faculty support. Using a LMS for 

more than 10 years yielded the highest mean, while those institutions that reported using 

a LMS for one to five years yielded the lowest mean. In the early stages of adoption, 

faculty support is contingent on the institution providing the necessary tools and 

resources for faculty to establish curriculum, which is a balance between pedagogy and 

technology that will support faculty to plan, convey, and support online learning. It is 

essential that faculty feel supported by the institution for online learning to flourish. 

According to Stewart et al. (2010), faculty listed lack of administrative support as a 

reason for the lack of support for online learning. As faculty becomes more familiar with 

the LMS for a longer period of time as with the finding of using a LMS for more than 10 

years having the highest means, they become more comfortable and trust the LMS and 

there is more support for it. The majority of faculty are digital immigrants that are 

adapting to the digital environment, which has infiltrated the education arena. They are 

adapting to changing the landscape of today’s learners and meeting the needs and 

preferences (Ahn & Jung, 2016; Prensky, 2001; Walker, 2009). The digital immigrants 

are more reluctant to embrace all things digital and technical, but the faculty is slowly 

realizing that they must change this way of thinking and embrace technology and merge 

it into instructional methods.  

There was no significant main effect for a number of years using a LMS and 

student support interaction based on the findings of this study. In addition, it was found 
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that using a LMS more than 10 years yielded the highest mean, while those institutions 

that reported using a LMS one to five years yielded the lowest mean.  As a LMS is 

introduced and adopted by an institution, the student will experience a learning curve as 

they become familiar with the LMS, which explains the finding of this study where using 

a LMS one to five years yielded the lowest mean. As the students interact more with the 

LMS, they are more native to the LMS. The student today are digital natives that are 

storytellers of the digital language of technology, gaming, and the Internet. The LMS 

must address preferences. They prefer graphics and rapid access to information. They are 

multitasker and want gratification and reward (Helsper, Ellen, and Eynon, 2009; Prensky, 

2001; Thompson, 2013) 

Based on the ANOVA analysis for student support resources, there was no 

significant main effect for a number of years using a LMS and student support resources. 

Using a LMS more than 10 years yielded the highest mean, while those institutions that 

reported using a LMS for one to five years yielded the lowest mean. These findings can 

be sustained by the rationale given earlier for the other support subscales when 

examining the effect of the transitional period of adoption, diffusion of a learning 

management system, and the characteristics of the users.  

Even though there were no significant differences for the support subscales 

(administrative support, faculty support, student support interaction, and student support 

resources), the review of the literature does support the findings for why using a LMS 

more than 10 years yielded the highest means and using a LMS for one to five years for 

ANOVA analysis for each of the support subscale. The use of a LMS for more than 10 

years is impactful because the longer the LMS is in use the more knowledgeable the user 
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is with the LMS and the level of familiarity increases, therefore, making them more 

supportive of the LMS. Based on the literature, years using a LMS influences the online 

learning in that the more comfortable the user is with the technology, the more likely they 

are in successfully utilizing online learning (Beatty & Ulasewicz, 2006; Falvo & Johnson, 

2007; Gautreau, 2011; Horvat, Dobrota, Krsmanovic, & Cudanov, 2015; McGill & 

Klobas, 2009) .  

Utilizing a LMS to facilitate online learning has contributed to online learning at 

colleges and universities. The LMS provides a means to “store and disseminate 

educational material and support administration and communication associated with 

teaching and learning” (Klobas & McGill, 2010; McGill & Klobas, 2009). The use of a 

LMS assists the administration with defining the goal and importance of online learning 

(Al-Busaidi & Al-Shihi, 2010). Murray et al. (2012) hypothesized that a relationship 

exists between student interaction with a LMS for interaction resources. Student 

interaction in this study showed that the more the student interacts with a course that is 

facilitated by a LMS, the more successful the student is in online learning (Murray et al., 

2012).  

It is important that the findings be interpreted with caution, given the small 

sample size for the analysis.  The initial sample began with 109 HBCU institutions of 

which there were 89 respondents to the HBCU LMS Administrators survey. Only 50 

institutions were used for this analysis because they were the institutions that indicated 

using a LMS for a year or greater.  This could impact the data and the results. 
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Elements of Institutional Support Important to Online Learning 

The results of the analysis of the subordinate elements for the four support 

subscales were supported by the previous literature. For administrative support, the study 

revealed that there is a significant difference among the subordinate elements, with e-

learning strategy and governance structure having the highest mean, while authentication 

policies and copyright policies had the lowest mean amongst the subordinate elements 

(governance structure, authentication policies, copyright policies, and e-learning value). 

It is particularly relevant to find that governance structure would receive the highest 

ratings among all the support categories. Yet, strategic plan, which is often considered to 

be part of an institution's governance structure, would receive such low ratings. 

According to Graham, Woodfield, & Harrison (2013), governance structure refers to the 

institutional structure related to the technological, pedagogical, and administrative 

framework for online learning. The governance structure is the essential infrastructure to 

enable effective and extensive decision making for online learning (Shelton, 2010). It is 

the foundation of online learning at an institution. E-learning strategy refers to a strategic 

plan for how online learning fits within the overall vision of the institution (Singh, 2014). 

This is also important because it shows that the institution has a vision for online 

learning, which is part of the organizational culture and strategic plan for the 

organization. Authentication policies refer to systems put in place at the institution to 

guarantee the identity of users (Lokken et al., 2007). Copyright policies refer to 

directives, which provide guidance on copyright rules (Tabata & Johnsrud, 2008).  

For faculty support, the data revealed that there is a significant difference among 

the subordinate elements, with technical assistance, teaching preparation, and 
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professional development having the highest means, while faculty engagement and 

plagiarism training had the lowest means amongst the subordinate elements (technical 

assistance, teaching preparation, plagiarism training, professional development, faculty 

engagement, and emerging technology). The finding of technical assistance having the 

highest means among the other faculty support measures is curious because faculty 

engagement was the lowest means. Faculty engagement is a component of technical 

assistance is support and/or training provided to the faculty for course development, 

which includes assistance with the transition from face to face to online (Jewell, 2007; 

Patter Jr., 2009; Sun et al., 2008). In order to support online learning, faculty needs 

technical assistance to navigate the online environment and for troubleshooting as 

necessary. In addition, faculty requires policies and a support structure (Shelton, 2010, 

2011; Shelton & Isernhagen, 2012; Shelton & Saltsman, 2005).  

For student support interaction, the study revealed that there was a significant 

difference among the subordinate elements, with technology standards and student 

concerns having the highest means, while e-learning readiness and electronic resources 

had the lowest means amongst the subordinate elements (e-learning resources, 

admissions requirements, electronic resources, technical support, student concerns, 

student advising, and technology standards). With the highest mean for technology 

standards, this finding has no direct tie to the research but does align with the literature of 

the importance of student communication in online learning. Technology standards are 

essential for a student to understand how to access and navigate within an online 

environment because it determines the success and ultimately the success of the program 

(Chaney et al., 2010; Ertmer et al., 2011; Murray et al., 2012). Student interaction in 
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online learning assists in supporting collaboration between students, instructors, and the 

LMS (Bakia et al., 2010; Cheung, Hew, & Ling Ng, 2008; Ng & Murphy, 2005). Student 

support interaction increases online learning effectiveness (Mitchell & Geva-May, 2009; 

Unal, 2011).  

For student support resources, the study revealed that there was a significant 

difference among the subordinate elements, with student communication and student 

engagement having the highest means, while course material and student-centered having 

the lowest means amongst the subordinate elements (support services, ADA, course 

materials, student centered, student engagement, student communication, institution 

guidance, tutoring, and assistance location). As found in this study, student 

communication is key to the success of the student as well as faculty and institution in an 

online environment (Horvat et al., 2015; Houser & Frymier, 2009; Murray et al., 2012). 

Student communication refers to where students are provided with the minimum 

technology standards for online learning at an institution. As the student navigates the 

online learning environment they must be able to access resources, which assist them in 

comprehending the curriculum, as well as the program and course objectives. This 

information must be made available in a clear, concise matter to ensure understanding. 

Online learners need the same resources as traditional students need (Fisher & Baird, 

2005; Shelton, 2011; Shelton & Isernhagen, 2012; Wang, 2006; Yang et al., 2010). The 

challenge with providing these resources are finding ways to deliver those services and 

support in an online environment, which requires technical assistance for deployment and 

delivery (Shelton, 2010, 2011; Shelton & Isernhagen, 2012; Shelton & Saltsman, 2005), 
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These findings warrant the need for further research into the impact of 

subordinate elements of the support subscales and how they impact online learning. As 

found in this study, most of the subordinate element found to have the highest means and 

deemed significant are made up of components of the other elements within that subscale, 

which were either not significant or resulted in the lowest means for the support subscale. 

Further examination into this result needs to be explored to develop a clearer picture of 

more institutions especially as more HBCUs delve into the online learning arena.  

Limitations of the Study 

One of the limitations of this study focused only on the online learning (online 

degree programs) offered at HBCUs and a stratified subsample of non-HBCUs as 

categorized by the Carnegie Classification, specifically data available in 2010 database, 

was used to answer research question one. A more recent version of the database, the 

2015 version, was released in early 2016 after the data for this study were collected.  

Another limitation of this study is that individuals at the HBCUs that completed 

the survey questions based responses on the respondent’s perceptions and interpretations.  

These perceptions and interpretations are sculpted based on respondents’ own personal 

bias and views. 

The third limitation to the study is that this research was conducted as a 

quantitative study. More rich data could have been gathered if the study was either a 

mixed study which would allow for open-ended questions that allowed the respondents to 

provide more detailed information. Another option would be to make this study a 

qualitative study for the same reasons to allow the participants to provide more feedback 

as well. 



Texas Tech University, Lisa L. Cole Martin, August, 2017 

83 

The final limitation is that this majority of this study focused on HBCUs. The 

uniqueness of this demographic includes private institutions, public institutions, two- 

year, four-year, and institutions of various sizes with the majority of the sample being 

smaller institutions. This limitation also affected the small sample size. 

Implications for Practice 

The implications of this research are numerous. First, findings from our study 

inform future theory. The majority of research conducted in the past have focused online 

learning at US institutions as a whole or by examining specific institutions through a case 

study. This study focused mostly on online learning at HBCUs. This arena has not been 

examined much in the past. Through this study, our findings underscore the importance 

of specific institutional characteristics which are prevalent at institutions which are fluent 

in online learning (institution type, institution size, and institution location). The findings 

suggest the need for more germane criteria that should be considered for online learning.  

Secondly, the finding of the analysis conducted on the support subscales and 

years using a LMS, there is a need for further research to examine the reasons why not 

using a LMS yielded the highest mean and standard deviation for all four of the support 

subscales (administrative support, faculty support, student support interaction, and 

student support resources). This is necessary in order to arrive at a valid conclusion of the 

extent to which time using a LMS impacts institutional support at HBCUs, especially 

with HBCUs that have just started to enter the online learning arena. Without question, 

these findings foster the need for further research to examine the reason to arrive at an 

effective conclusion of whether institutional support at HBCUs is impacted by LMS 

usage length as online learning matures at HBCUs into the next decade and beyond. 
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The findings from this analysis also have implications for practice. For instance, 

we identified that longer a HBCU uses a LMS the more support exists for online learning 

(administrative support, faculty support, student support interaction, and student support 

resources). Institutions and their administrations might consider this information when 

designing online degree programs and initiatives in selecting a LMS at HBCU. The 

investment of LMS is significant and should be considered carefully to ensure the 

product fits the present and future needs of the institution.  

It is also interesting that elements of each institutional support subscale were 

significant and yielded higher means for each support subscale. For instance for 

administrative support e-learning strategy and governance structure resulted in the 

highest mean, (governance structure, authentication policies, copyright policies, and e-

learning value). This finding eludes to the importance of governance structure and e-

learning strategy to promoting institutional support for online learning (Crawford II, 

2017; Docebo Report, 2014; Means, Murphy, Ginsburg, Goodwin, & Johns, 2009). For 

faculty support, the finding of technical assistance having the highest aligns with the 

literature. Faculty must be equipped with the knowledge and resources necessary to teach 

effectively in an e-learning environment. This also supports the high means for teaching 

preparation and professional development, which is also essential for faculty (Dunston, 

2016; Gautreau, 2011; Ward & Benson, 2010). With the highest mean for technology 

standards for student support interaction, there is no direct tie to the research but the 

finding does align with the literature of the importance of student communication in 

online learning. Technology standards are essential for a student to understand how to 

access and navigate within an online environment because it determines the success and 
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ultimately the success of the program (Chaney et al., 2010; Ertmer et al., 2011; Murray et 

al., 2012). With student communication having the highest means for student support 

resources,  this element is essential to learner success in an online environment (Horvat et 

al., 2015; Houser & Frymier, 2009; Murray et al., 2012). As the student navigates the 

online learning environment, they must be able to access resources, which assist them in 

comprehending the curriculum, as well as the program and course objectives.  

All in all, the research gather by this study will expand the current literature by 

expounding on the literature examining online learning at HBCUs. This area is limited in 

that there is not much there especially when looking at institutional support and how the 

use of LMS impacts online learning at HBCUs. The majority of the literature about 

HBCUs and online learning has been published in non-peer reviewed mediums and this 

research will add credibility and aid in providing guidance for the need for more literature 

in this area. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

In an effort to contribute to this identified knowledge gap, this research examined 

the status of online learning at HBCUs by looking at the number of online degree 

programs offered at HBCUs and a stratified sampling of non-HBCUs. It further examined 

these institutions by measuring the relationship between the number of online degree 

programs and institutional characteristics, specifically institutional type, institutional size, 

and institutional location. More importantly, it was conducted to provide a guide for 

continued expansion of online learning at HBCUs and non-HBCUs by providing 

conditions, which should be in place to support online learning. With this in mind, the 
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design of this study could be improved to explore and identify factors that create a 

climate for growth of online learning at HBCUs.   

Follow-up studies should be aimed at uncovering more details about the effects of 

the use of a LMS on institutional support. The current study suggests that not using a 

LMS was the highest mean for the four support subscales (administrative support, faculty 

support, student support interaction, and student support resources). Further research is 

needed to examine the impact of institutional support on online learning by to explore 

more variables like the type of LMS used, institution size, or other demographic 

information.  

Suggestions for Future Study 

The first suggestion for further effort in this line of research would be to identify a 

means to ascertain the number of online courses offered at each institution. Unlike the 

data gathered for the online degree programs variable, online courses offered at each 

institution could not be determined. This data could offer insight to provide a better 

picture.  

The second suggestion for a future line of research is to not allow the participants 

of the LMS Administrators survey be anonymous. This would allow the researcher to 

match the Carnegie Classifications data with the administrators’ data. This study 

provided anonymity to the participants that completed the HBCU LMS Administrators 

Survey participants, which made it impossible to match the two data sets. Additional 

insight into the impact of institutional support (administrative support, faculty support, 

student support interaction, and student support resources) on online learning at HBCUs 

could have been the result if the researcher were able to match the two data sets.  
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The third suggestion would be to expand the current data collection instrument. 

This instrument was limited in that it focused solely on the level of institutional support. 

The instrument needs to expand to include additional demographic information. The 

inclusion of some open-ended questions would also be beneficial to providing 

perceptions and insight about online learning at HBCUs by providing more detail about 

the type of support provided at HBCUs. This may require a mixed model or qualitative 

study to be conducted to delve further into this area.  

A final suggestion to further this research is to probe into some of the other 

elements identified in the literature as potentially impacting the growth in and the 

presence of online learning at HBCUs.  A possible area of inquiry would be an 

exploration of faculty influence on online learning possibly looking at faculty’s own 

online learning experience, years of teaching experience in both online and face-to-face 

scenarios, and faculty perception of online learning—could prove beneficial to those that 

wish to expand online learning. Another avenue of research would be to examine online 

learning partnerships and online degree programs offerings at colleges and universities.  

Numerous institutions are collaborating with third parties to offer online degree programs 

and courses.  This area may be ripe with research opportunities.  

Overall, additional research into this line of inquiry ought to be done for the 

growth of online learning at HBCUs and other US institutions of higher learning. As for 

the influence of institutional support on online learning at HBCUs, this line of inquiry 

also needs to be explored further to fill the gap in understanding of online learning. 



Texas Tech University, Lisa L. Cole Martin, August, 2017 

88 

Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to examine the status of online learning at HBCUs 

by comparing the number of online degree programs at HBCUs and non-HBCUs.  In 

addition, this research conducted a survey of LMS administrators at HBCUs to assess 

institutional support and the length of use of LMS at HBCUs. Finally, the study explored 

the subordinate elements of the support subscales for differences.  

The primary analysis of this study looked for any prevailing characteristics that 

might facilitate the presence of online learning at HBCUs in two ways, in comparison to 

a stratified sampling of non-HBCU counterparts and with respect to institutional support 

at HBCUs.  The first research question directed the researcher to look at online learning 

offered at HBCUs and non-HBCUs based on online degree programs, specifically 

examining institutional characteristics (institutional type, institutional size, and 

institutional location). Based on the results of research question one, online degree 

programs are more prevalent at non-HBCUs.  HBCUs offer more bachelor’s online 

degree programs, while non-HBCUs offered more associate’s online degree programs.  

Medium sized HBCUs offered the largest percentages of online degree program while 

small sized non-HBCUs offered the largest percentages of online degree programs. 

HBCUs and non-HBCUS offer more online degree programs in the South. 

The findings from research question one were significantly different with respect 

to institution type. This study found that HBCU institutions that offer bachelor’s degrees 

offer more online degree programs while non-HBCU institutions that offer associate’s 

degrees offer more online degree programs. It is important to note that these findings 



Texas Tech University, Lisa L. Cole Martin, August, 2017 

89 

should be interpreted with caution, given the significant discrepancy between the number 

of programs offered by HBCUs and non-HBCUs.  

The second research question directed the researcher to examine online learning 

at HBCUs by institutional support (administrative support, faculty support, student 

support interaction, and student support resources). Based on the overall results of 

research question two, all four subscales (administrative support, faculty support, student 

support interaction, and student support resources) were significant. Nevertheless, 

administrative support had the highest mean amongst the four subscales (administrative 

support, faculty support, student support interaction, and student support resources), 

while faculty support was the lowest mean.  For administrative support, not using a LMS 

yielded the highest mean, while those institutions that reported using a LMS for one to 

five years yielded the lowest mean. For faculty support, not using a LMS yielded the 

highest mean, while those institutions that reported using a LMS for one to five years 

yielded the lowest mean and standard deviation.  For student support interaction, not 

using a LMS yielded the highest mean, while those institutions that reported using a LMS 

one to five years yielded the lowest mean.  For student support resources, not using a 

LMS yielded the highest mean and standard deviation, while those institutions that 

reported using a LMS for one to five years yielded the lowest mean.  

The findings of this analysis provide the need for further research to examine the 

reasons why not using a LMS yielded the highest mean and standard deviation for all 

four of the support subscales (administrative support, faculty support, student support 

interaction, and student support resources). This is necessary to arrive at a valid 

conclusion of the extent to which years using a LMS impacts institutional support at 
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HBCUs. Additionally, these findings foster the need for further research to examine 

whether the length of time using a LMS affects institutional support (administrative 

support, faculty support, student support interaction, and student support resources) at 

HBCUs as more HBCUs enter into the online learning arena. 

The third research question directed the researcher to examine online learning at 

HBCUs by examining the subordinate support elements for each support subscale 

(administrative support, faculty support, student support interaction, and student support 

resources). The results for research question three revealed that the overall means for 

administrative support was significant, but the subordinate subscale means for the 

governance structure element was higher than all other elements (governance structure, 

authentication policies, copyright policies, and e-learning value). For faculty support, the 

study revealed that the overall mean was significant with technical assistance were 

significantly higher than all other elements (technical assistance, teaching preparation, 

plagiarism training, professional development, faculty engagement, and emerging 

technology). For student support interaction, the study revealed that the overall mean was 

significant with technology standards were significantly higher than all other elements (e-

learning readiness, admissions requirements, electronic resources, technical support, 

student concerns, student advising, technology standards). This survey item examined 

how students access training and information they will need to secure required materials 

through electronic databases, interlibrary loans, government archives, new services, and 

other sources. For student support resources, the study revealed that the overall mean was 

significant with student communication having the highest mean (ADA, course materials, 
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student centered, student engagement, institution guidance, tutoring, and assistance 

location).  

The overall findings of this study add to the body of literature regarding HBCUs 

and online learning. The results suggest that online learning is the next step in providing 

educational opportunities for the underserved for HBCUs as it will broaden the reach. 

The study results also suggest that institutional support (administrative support, faculty 

support, student support interaction and student support resources) are key factors that 

should be considered by academic institutions when employing online learning. It is 

intended that the results of this study will inform HBCU administrators and other 

stakeholders and provide valuable information that can be used to promote the growth of 

online degree programs and online learning at HBCUs.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A 
List of Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) 

Name Web site Type 
Alabama A & M University www.aamu.edu  4-year, Public 
Alabama State University www.alasu.edu  4-year, Public 
Albany State University www.asurams.edu  4-year, Public 
Alcorn State University www.alcorn.edu  4-year, Public 
Allen University www.allenuniversity.edu    4-year, Private 
Arkansas Baptist College www.arkansasbaptist.edu  4-year, Private 
Atlanta Metropolitan College www.atlm.edu 4-year, Public 
Benedict College www.benedict.edu 4-year, Private 
Bennett College for Women www.bennett.edu 4-year, Private 
Bethune-Cookman University www.cookman.edu 4-year, Private 
Bishop State Community College www.bishop.edu 2-year, Public 
Bluefield State College www.bluefieldstate.edu 4-year, Public 
Bowie State University www.bowiestate.edu 4-year, Public 
Central State University www.centralstate.edu 4-year, Public 
Charles R. Drew University of 
Medicine and Science 

www.cdrewu.edu  4-year, Private 

Cheyney University of Pennsylvania www.cheyney.edu 4-year, Public 
Chicago State University www.csu.edu 4-year, Public 
Claflin University www.claflin.edu 4-year, Private 
Clark Atlanta University www.cau.edu 4-year, Private 
Coahoma Community College www.coahomacc.edu 2-year, Public 
Concordia College-Selma www.concordiaselma.edu 4-year, Private 
Coppin State University www.coppin.edu  4-year, Public 
CUNY Medgar Evers College www.mec.cuny.edu 4-year, Public 
CUNY York College www.york.cuny.edu 4-year, Public 
Delaware State University www.desu.edu 4-year, Public 
Denmark Technical College www.denmarktech.edu  2-year, Public 
Dillard University www.dillard.edu 4-year, Private 
Edward Waters College www.ewc.edu 4-year, Private 
El Camino College - Compton Center www.compton.edu 2-year, Public 
Elizabeth City State University www.ecsu.edu 4-year, Public 
Fayetteville State University www.uncfsu.edu 4-year, Public 
Fisk University www.fisk.edu 4-year, Private 
Florida Agricultural and Mechanical 
University 

www.famu.edu 4-year, Public 

http://www.aamu.edu/
http://www.alasu.edu/
http://www.asurams.edu/
http://www.alcorn.edu/
http://www.allenuniversity.edu/
http://www.arkansasbaptist.edu/
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http://www.benedict.edu/
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http://www.cookman.edu/
http://www.bishop.edu/
http://www.bluefieldstate.edu/
http://www.bowiestate.edu/
http://www.centralstate.edu/
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http://www.famu.edu/
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Florida Memorial University www.fmuniv.edu 4-year, Private 
Fort Valley State University www.fvsu.edu 4-year, Public 
Gadsden State Community College www.gadsdenstate.edu 2-year, Public 
Grambling State University www.gram.edu 4-year, Public 
H Council Trenholm State Technical 
College 

www.trenholmstate.edu 2-year, Public 

Hampton University www.hamptonu.edu 4-year, Private 
Harris-Stowe State University www.hssu.edu 4-year, Public 
Hinds Community College-Utica www.hindscc.edu 2-year, Public 
Howard University www.howard.edu 4-year, Private 
Huston-Tillotson University www.htu.edu 4-year, Private 
Interdenominational Theological 
Center 

www.itc.edu 4-year, Private 

J F Drake State Technical College www.drakestate.edu 2-year, Public 
Jackson State University www.jsums.edu 4-year, Public 
Jarvis Christian College www.jarvis.edu 4-year, Private 
Johnson C Smith University www.jcsu.edu 4-year, Private 
Kentucky State University www.kysu.edu 4-year, Public 
Knoxville College www.knoxvillecollege.edu 4-year, Private 
Lane College www.lanecollege.edu 4-year, Private 
Langston University www.lunet.edu 4-year, Public 
Lawson State Community College-
Birmingham Campus 

www.lawsonstate.edu 2-year, Public 

Le Moyne-Owen College www.loc.edu 4-year, Private 
Lincoln University www.lincolnu.edu 4-year, Public 
Lincoln University of Pennsylvania www.lincoln.edu 4-year, Public 
Livingstone College www.livingstone.edu 4-year, Private 
Meharry Medical College www.mmc.edu 4-year, Private 
Miles College www.miles.edu 4-year, Private 
Mississippi Valley State University www.mvsu.edu 4-year, Public 
Morehouse College www.morehouse.edu 4-year, Private 
Morehouse School of Medicine www.msm.edu 4-year, Private 
Morgan State University www.morgan.edu 4-year, Public 
Morris College www.morris.edu 4-year, Private 
Norfolk State University www.nsu.edu 4-year, Public 
North Carolina A & T State University www.ncat.edu 4-year, Public 
North Carolina Central University www.nccu.edu 4-year, Public 
Oakwood University www.oakwood.edu 4-year, Private 
Paine College www.paine.edu 4-year, Private 
Paul Quinn College www.pqc.edu 4-year, Private 
Prairie View A & M University www.pvamu.edu 4-year, Public 

http://www.fmuniv.edu/
http://www.fvsu.edu/
http://www.gadsdenstate.edu/
http://www.gram.edu/
http://www.trenholmstate.edu/
http://www.hamptonu.edu/
http://www.hssu.edu/
http://www.hindscc.edu/
http://www.howard.edu/
http://www.htu.edu/
http://www.itc.edu/
http://www.drakestate.edu/
http://www.jsums.edu/
http://www.jarvis.edu/
http://www.jcsu.edu/
http://www.kysu.edu/
http://www.lanecollege.edu/
http://www.lunet.edu/
http://www.lawsonstate.edu/
http://www.loc.edu/
http://www.lincolnu.edu/
http://www.lincoln.edu/
http://www.livingstone.edu/
http://www.mmc.edu/
http://www.miles.edu/
http://www.mvsu.edu/
http://www.morehouse.edu/
http://www.msm.edu/
http://www.morgan.edu/
http://www.morris.edu/
http://www.nsu.edu/
http://www.ncat.edu/
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http://www.oakwood.edu/
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http://www.pvamu.edu/
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Rust College www.rustcollege.edu 4-year, Private 
Saint Augustine’s College www.st-aug.edu 4-year, Private 
Saint Paul’s College www.saintpauls.edu 4-year, Private 
Savannah State University www.savannahstate.edu 4-year, Public 
Selma University www.selmauniversity.org 4-year, Private 
Shaw University www.shawu.edu 4-year, Private 
Shelton State Community College www.sheltonstate.edu 2-year, Public 
Shorter University www.shorter.edu 4-year, Private 
Sojourner - Douglass College www.sdc.edu 4-year, Private 
South Carolina State University www.scsu.edu 4-year, Public 
Southern University and A & M 
College 

www.subr.edu 4-year, Public 

Southern University at New Orleans www.suno.edu 4-year, Public 
Southern University at Shreveport www.susla.edu 2-year, Public 
Southwestern Christian College www.swcc.edu 4-year, Private 
Spelman College www.spelman.edu 4-year, Private 
St. Philip's College www.alamo.edu/spc 2-year, Public 
Stillman College www.stillman.edu 4-year, Private 
Talladega College www.talladega.edu 4-year, Private 
Tennessee State University www.tnstate.edu 4-year, Public 
Texas College www.texascollege.edu 4-year, Private 
Texas Southern University www.tsu.edu 4-year, Public 
Tougaloo College www.tougaloo.edu 4-year, Private 
Trenholm State Technical College www.trenholmstate.edu 2-year, Public 
Tuskegee University www.tuskegee.edu 4-year, Private 
University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff www.uapb.edu 4-year, Public 
University of Maryland Eastern Shore www.umes.edu 4-year, Public 
University of the District of Columbia www.udc.edu 4-year, Public 
University of the Virgin Islands www.uvi.edu 4-year, Public 
University of the Virgin Islands-
Kingshill 

www.uvi.edu 4-year, Public 

Virginia State University www.vsu.edu 4-year, Public 
Virginia Union University www.vuu.edu 4-year, Private 
Virginia University of Lynchburg www.vul.edu 4-year, Private 
Voorhees College www.voorhees.edu 4-year, Private 
West Virginia State University www.wvstateu.edu 4-year, Public 
Wilberforce University www.wilberforce.edu 4-year, Private 
Wiley College www.wileyc.edu 4-year, Private 
Winston-Salem State University www.wssu.edu 4-year, Public 
Xavier University of Louisiana www.xula.edu 4-year, Private 
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http://www.subr.edu/
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http://www.alamo.edu/spc
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http://www.tougaloo.edu/
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http://www.umes.edu/
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Appendix B 
Carnegie Classifications Institutional Type 

Associate HBCUs 
Atlanta Metropolitan College 
Bishop State Community College 
Coahoma Community College 
Denmark Technical College 
El Camino College-Compton Center 
Gadsden State Community College 
H Council Trenholm State Technical College 
Hinds Community College 
Hutchinson Community College 
J F Drake State Technical College 
Lawson State Community College-Birmingham Campus 
Shelton State Community College 
Southern University at Shreveport 
St Philips College 

 
Bachelor HBCUs 
Allen University 
Arkansas Baptist College 
Benedict College 
Bennett College for Women 
Bethune-Cookman University 
Bluefield State College 
Central State University 
Claflin University 
Concordia College-Selma 
CUNY Medgar Evers College 
CUNY York College 
Dillard University 
Edward Waters College 
Elizabeth City State University 
Fisk University 
Fort Valley State University 
Harris-Stowe State University 
Huston-Tillotson University 
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Bachelor HBCUs cont. 

Jarvis Christian College 
Johnson C Smith University 
Kentucky State University 
Lane College 
Le Moyne-Owen College 
Livingstone College 
Miles College 
Morehouse College 
Morris College 
Oakwood University 
Paine College 
Paul Quinn College 
Rust College 
Saint Augustine’s College 
Saint Paul’s College 
Savannah State University 
Shaw University 
Shorter College 
Sojourner-Douglass College 
Spelman College 
Stillman College 
Talladega College 
Texas College 
Tougaloo College 
Tuskegee University 
University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff 
University of the Virgin Islands 
Virginia Union University 
Voorhees College 
West Virginia State University 
Wilberforce University 
Wiley College 
Xavier University of Louisiana 
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Masters HBCUs 
Alabama A & M University 
Alabama State University 
Albany State University 
Alcorn State University 
Cheyney University of Pennsylvania 
Chicago State University 
Coppin State University 
Delaware State University 
Fayetteville State University 
Florida Memorial University 
Grambling State University 
Hampton University 
Langston University 
Lincoln University 
Lincoln University of Pennsylvania 
Mississippi Valley State University 
Norfolk State University 
North Carolina Central University 
Prairie View A & M University 
Shorter College-Professional Studies 
Southern University and A & M College 
Southern University at New Orleans 
University of Maryland Eastern Shore 
University of the District of Columbia 
Virginia State University 
Winston-Salem State University 
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Doctorate HBCUs 
Bowie State University 
Clark Atlanta University 
Florida Agricultural and Mechanical University 
Howard University 
Jackson State University 
Morgan State University 
North Carolina A & T State University 
South Carolina State University 
Tennessee State University 
Texas Southern University 

 
 
Special Focus HBCUs 
Charles Drew University of Medicine and Science 
Interdenominational Theological Center 
Meharry Medical College 
Morehouse School of Medicine 
Selma University 
Southern University Law Center 
University of the District of Columbia David A Clarke School of Law 
Virginia University of Lynchburg 
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Appendix C 
Carnegie Classification Institutional Type Profile Descriptions 

Associate's Colleges. Includes institutions where all degrees are at the associate's level, 
or where bachelor's degree account for less than 10% of all undergraduate degrees. 
Excludes institutions eligible for classification as Tribal Colleges or Special Focus 
Institutions. 
Assoc/Pub-R-S
  

Associate's—Public Rural-serving Small 

Assoc/Pub-R-M Associate's—Public Rural-serving Medium 
Assoc/Pub-R-L Associate's—Public Rural-serving Large 
Assoc/Pub-S-SC Associate's—Public Suburban-serving Single Campus 
Assoc/Pub-S-
MC 

Associate's—Public Suburban-serving Multicampus 

Assoc/Pub-U-
SC 

Associate's—Public Urban-serving Single Campus 

Assoc/Pub-U-
MC 

Associate's—Public Urban-serving Multicampus 

Assoc/Pub-Spec Associate's—Public Special Use 
Assoc/PrivNFP Associate's—Private Not-for-profit 
Assoc/PrivFP Associate's—Private For-profit 
Assoc/Pub2in4 Associate's—Public two-year Colleges under Universities 
Assoc/Pub4 Associate's—Public 4-year, Primarily Associate's 
Assoc/PrivNFP4 Associate's—Private Not-for-profit 4-year, Primarily Associate's 
Assoc/PrivFP4 Associate's—Private For-profit 4-year, Primarily Associate's 

 
Baccalaureate Colleges. Includes institutions where baccalaureate degrees represent at 
least 10 % of all undergraduate degrees and where fewer than 50 master's degrees or 20 
doctoral degrees were awarded during the update year. (Some institutions above the 
master's degree threshold are also included; see Methodology.) Excludes Special Focus 
Institutions and Tribal Colleges. 
Bac/A&S  Baccalaureate Colleges—Arts & Sciences 
Bac/Diverse Baccalaureate Colleges—Diverse Fields 
Bac/Assoc Baccalaureate/Associate's Colleges 

 
 

Master's Colleges and Universities. Includes institutions that awarded at least 50 
master's degrees and fewer than 20 doctoral degrees during the update year (with 
occasional exceptions – see Methodology). Excludes Special Focus Institutions and 
Tribal Colleges. 
Master's/L Master's Colleges and Universities (larger programs) 
Master's/M Master's Colleges and Universities (medium programs) 
Master's/S Master's Colleges and Universities (smaller programs) 
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Doctorate-granting Universities. Includes institutions that awarded at least 20 research 
doctoral degrees during the update year (excluding doctoral-level degrees that qualify 
recipients for entry into professional practice, such as the JD, MD, PharmD, DPT, etc.). 
Excludes Special Focus Institutions and Tribal Colleges. 
RU/VH  Research Universities (very high research activity) 
RU/H Research Universities (high research activity) 
DRU Doctoral/Research Universities 

 
Special Focus Institutions. Institutions awarding baccalaureate or higher-level degrees 
where a high concentration of degrees (above 75%) is in a single field or set of related 
fields. Excludes Tribal Colleges. 
Spec/Faith Theological seminaries, Bible colleges, and other faith-related 

institutions 
Spec/Medical Medical schools and medical centers 
Spec/Health Other health profession schools 
Spec/Engg Schools of Engineering 
Spec/Tech Other technology-related schools 
Spec/Bus Schools of Business and Management 
Spec/Arts Schools of Art, Music, and Design 
Spec/Law Schools of Law 
Spec/Other Other special-focus institutions 
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Appendix D 
Carnegie Classifications Institutional Location 

Mid-East HBCUs according to Carnegie Geographic Region Profile 

Bowie State University 
Cheyney University of Pennsylvania 
Coppin State University 
CUNY Medgar Evers College 
CUNY York College 
Delaware State University 
Howard University 
Lincoln University of Pennsylvania 
Morgan State University 
Sojourner-Douglass College 
University of Maryland Eastern Shore 
University of the District of Columbia 
University of the District of Columbia David A Clarke School of Law 
University of the Virgin Islands 

 

Great Lakes HBCUs according to Carnegie Geographic Region Profile 

Central State University 
Chicago State University 
Wilberforce University 

 

Plains HBCUs according to Carnegie Geographic Region Profile 

Harris-Stowe State University 
Hutchinson Community College 
Lincoln University 
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Southeast HBCUs according to Carnegie Geographic Region Profile 

Alabama A & M University 
Alabama State University 
Albany State University 
Alcorn State University 
Allen University 
Arkansas Baptist College 
Atlanta Metropolitan College 
Benedict College 
Bennett College for Women 
Bethune-Cookman University 
Bishop State Community College 
Bluefield State College 
Claflin University 
Clark Atlanta University 
Coahoma Community College 
Concordia College-Selma 
Denmark Technical College 
Dillard University 
Edward Waters College 
Elizabeth City State University 
Fayetteville State University 
Fisk University 
Florida Agricultural and Mechanical University 
Florida Memorial University 
Fort Valley State University 
Gadsden State Community College 
Grambling State University 
H Council Trenholm State Technical College 
Hampton University 
Hinds Community College 
Interdenominational Theological Center 
J F Drake State Technical College 
Jackson State University 
Johnson C Smith University 
Kentucky State University 
Lane College 
Lawson State Community College-Birmingham Campus 
Le Moyne-Owen College 
Livingstone College 



Texas Tech University, Lisa L. Cole Martin, August, 2017 

118 

 

Southeast HBCUs according to Carnegie Geographic Region Profile cont. 

Meharry Medical College 
Miles College 
Mississippi Valley State University 
Morehouse College 
Morehouse School of Medicine 
Morris College 
Norfolk State University 
North Carolina A & T State University 
North Carolina Central University 
Oakwood University 
Paine College 
Rust College 
Saint Augustine’s College 
Saint Paul’s College 
Savannah State University 
Selma University 
Shaw University 
Shelton State Community College 
Shorter College 
Shorter College-Professional Studies 
South Carolina State University 
Southern University and A & M College 
Southern University at New Orleans 
Southern University at Shreveport 
Southern University Law Center 
Spelman College 
Stillman College 
Talladega College 
Tennessee State University 
Tougaloo College 
Tuskegee University 
University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff 
Virginia State University 
Virginia Union University 
Virginia University of Lynchburg 
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Southeast HBCUs according to Carnegie Geographic Region Profile cont. 

Voorhees College 
West Virginia State University 
Winston-Salem State University 
Xavier University of Louisiana 

 

Southwest HBCUs according to Carnegie Geographic Region Profile 

Huston-Tillotson University 
Jarvis Christian College 
Langston University 
Paul Quinn College 
Prairie View A & M University 
St Philips College 
Texas College 
Texas Southern University 
Wiley College 

 

Far West HBCUs according to Carnegie Geographic Region Profile 

Charles Drew University of Medicine and Science 
El Camino College-Compton Center 
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Appendix E 
Carnegie Classification Geographic Region Descriptions 

 Region States 
1 Midwest  (IA, IL, IN, KS, MI, MN, MO, NE, ND, OH, S D,WI) 
2 Northeast  CT, DE, DC, ME, MA, MD, NH, NJ, NY, PA, RI, VT 
3 South  AL, AR, FL, GA, KY, LA, MS, NC, SC, TN, VA, WV 
4 West  AZ, CO, ID, MT, NM, OK, TX,  UT, WY 
5 Other  AS, FM, GU, MH, MP, PR, PW, VI) 
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Appendix F 
Carnegie Classifications Institutional Size 

Very Small HBCUs according to Carnegie Size and Settings Profile 

Allen University 
Arkansas Baptist College 
Bennett College for Women 
Concordia College-Selma 
Dillard University 
Edward Waters College 
Fisk University 
Huston-Tillotson University 
Jarvis Christian College 
Le Moyne-Owen College 
Morris College 
Paine College 
Paul Quinn College 
Rust College 
Saint Paul’s College 
Talladega College 
Texas College 
Tougaloo College 
Voorhees College 
Wilberforce University 

 
  



Texas Tech University, Lisa L. Cole Martin, August, 2017 

122 

 

Small HBCUs according to Carnegie Size and Settings Profile 

Alcorn State University 
Benedict College 
Bluefield State College 
Central State University 
Cheyney University of Pennsylvania 
Claflin University 
Denmark Technical College 
Elizabeth City State University 
Florida Memorial University 
H Council Trenholm State Technical College 
Harris-Stowe State University 
J F Drake State Technical College 
Johnson C Smith University 
Kentucky State University 
Lane College 
Langston University 
Lincoln University 
Lincoln University of Pennsylvania 
Livingstone College 
Miles College 
Mississippi Valley State University 
Morehouse College 
Oakwood University 
Saint Augustine’s College 
Shaw University 
Shorter College 
Shorter College-Professional Studies 
Sojourner-Douglass College 
Southern University at New Orleans 
Spelman College 
Stillman College 
Tuskegee University 
University of the Virgin Islands 
Virginia Union University 
West Virginia State University 
Wiley College 
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Medium HBCUs according to Carnegie Size and Settings Profile 

Alabama A & M University 
Alabama State University 
Albany State University 
Atlanta Metropolitan College 
Bethune-Cookman University 
Bishop State Community College 
Bowie State University 
Chicago State University 
Clark Atlanta University 
Coahoma Community College 
Coppin State University 
CUNY Medgar Evers College 
CUNY York College 
Delaware State University 
El Camino College-Compton Center 
Fayetteville State University 
Fort Valley State University 
Grambling State University 
Hampton University 
Howard University 
Hutchinson Community College 
Jackson State University 
Lawson State Community College-Birmingham Campus 
Morgan State University 
Norfolk State University 
North Carolina A & T State University 
North Carolina Central University 
Prairie View A & M University 
Savannah State University 
Shelton State Community College 
South Carolina State University 
Southern University and A & M College 
Southern University at Shreveport 
Tennessee State University 
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Medium HBCUs according to Carnegie Size and Settings Profile cont. 

Texas Southern University 
University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff 
University of Maryland Eastern Shore 
University of the District of Columbia 
Virginia State University 
Winston-Salem State University 
Xavier University 

 

Large HBCUs according to Carnegie Size and Settings Profile 

Florida Agricultural and Mechanical University 
Gadsden State Community College 
Hinds Community College 
St Philips College 

 

Special Focus HBCUs according to Carnegie Size and Settings Profile 

Charles Drew University of Medicine and Science 
Interdenominational Theological Center 
Meharry Medical College 
Morehouse School of Medicine 
Selma University 
Southern University Law Center 
University of the District of Columbia David A Clarke School of Law 
Virginia University of Lynchburg 
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Appendix G 
Carnegie Classification Size and Setting Descriptions 

Size and Setting Profile 

VS2 Very small two-year FTE fewer than 500 students at these associate’s degree-
granting institutions. 

S2 Small two-year FTE enrollment of 500–1,999 students at these associate’s 
degree-granting institutions. 

M2 Medium two-year FTE enrollment of 2,000–4,999 students at these 
associate’s degree-granting institutions. 

L2 Large two-year FTE enrollment of 5,000–9,999 students at these 
associate’s degree-granting institutions. 

VL2 Very large two-year FTE enrollment of at least 10,000 students at these 
associate’s degree-granting institutions. 

VS4/NR Very small four-year, 
primarily 
nonresidential 

FTE enrollment of fewer than 1,000 degree-seeking 
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions.  
Fewer than 25 %t of degree-seeking undergraduates live 
on campus** and/or fewer than 50 % attend full time 
(includes exclusively distance education institutions). 

VS4/R Very small four-year, 
primarily residential 

FTE enrollment of less than 1,000 degree-seeking students 
at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. 25-49 % 
of degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus** and at 
least 50 % attend full time. 

VS4/HR Very small four-year, 
highly residential 

FTE enrollment of less than 1,000 degree-seeking students 
at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. At least 
half of degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus** 
and at least 80 % attend full time. 

S4/NR Small four-year, 
primarily 
nonresidential 

FTE enrollment of 1,000–2,999 degree-seeking students at 
these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. Fewer than 
25 % of degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus** 
and/or fewer than 50 % attend full time (includes 
exclusively distance education institutions). 

S4/R Small four-year, 
primarily residential 

FTE enrollment of 1,000–2,999 degree-seeking students at 
these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. 25-49 % of 
degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus** and at 
least 50 % attend full time. 

S4/HR Small four-year, 
highly residential 

FTE enrollment of 1,000–2,999 degree-seeking students at 
these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. At least half 
of degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus** and at 
least 80 % attend full time. 

M4/NR Medium four-year, 
primarily 
nonresidential 

FTE enrollment of 3,000–9,999 degree-seeking students at 
these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. Fewer than 
25 % of degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus** 
and/or fewer than 50 % attend full time (includes 
exclusively distance education institutions). 

M4/R Medium four-year, 
primarily residential 

FTE enrollment of 3,000–9,999 degree-seeking students at 
these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. 25-49 % of 
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degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus** and at 
least 50 % attend full time. 

M4/HR Medium four-year, 
highly residential 

FTE enrollment of 3,000–9,999 degree-seeking students at 
these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. At least half 
of degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus** and at 
least 80 % attend full time. 

L4/NR  Large four-year, 
primarily 
nonresidential 

FTE enrollment of at least 10,000 degree-seeking students 
at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. Fewer 
than 25 % of degree-seeking undergraduates live on 
campus** and/or fewer than 50 % attend full time 
(includes exclusively distance education institutions). 

L4/R Large four-year, 
primarily residential 

FTE enrollment of at least 10,000 degree-seeking students 
at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. 25-49 % 
of degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus** and at 
least 50 % attend full time. 

L4/HR Large four-year, highly 
residential 

FTE enrollment of at least 10,000 degree-seeking students 
at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. At least 
half of degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus** 
and at least 80 % attend full time. 

 *FTE: Full-time equivalent enrollment was calculated as full-time plus one-third 
part-time. 

  **On campus is defined as institutionally owned, -controlled, or -affiliated housing. 
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Appendix H 
IRB Approval Letter 

 

  



Texas Tech University, Lisa L. Cole Martin, August, 2017 

128 

Appendix I 
HBCU LMS Administrators Survey Invitation to Participants 

Dear Colleague, 

My name is Lisa L. Martin, a doctoral candidate of the Department of Instructional 

Technology, College of Education, Texas Tech University. I am seeking your help in a 

survey of the online instruction administration at historically black colleges and 

universities (HBCUs). The study is in association with my dissertation.  

Your responses to this survey will be very much appreciated. It will take approximately 

30 minutes to complete the survey. If you agree to participate in the study, you will be 

linked to a survey site to access the survey items. Your participation in this research is 

voluntary, and you may discontinue participation at any time without penalty or loss of 

any benefits to which you may otherwise be entitled. By agreeing to complete the survey, 

I will assume your consent to participate in this study.  

The confidentiality of your responses is an ethical issue I will respect in this study. The 

data gathering, treatment, management, and analysis will be conducted by me and only 

me. Your professional and personal information is required in anonymous form to protect 

your individual identity and privacy. Only GROUP data will be reported in this study. 

The study involves no potential risks. 

If you have any questions regarding this study, please contact the researcher, Lisa Cole 

Martin at lisa.l.martin@ttu.edu or Dr. Steven Crooks, the research advisor at 

steven.crooks@ttu.edu. 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights as a research participant, 

please contact Texas Tech University, Human Research Protection Program, Box 41075, 

Lubbock, TX 79409-1075 or by phone at (806) 742-2064. 

 

Thank you so much for your anticipated assistance in this survey, 

 

Lisa L. Cole Martin 

 

http://www.depts.ttu.edu/vpr/irb/index.php
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Appendix J 
HBCU Online Instruction Institutional Survey 

Demographics 
What is your gender?    Male Female 
What is your age?      
What is your race? Black White Asian Hispanic Other 
What Learning Management System 
(LMS) does your institution use?  

     

What version of the LMS are you using?      
How long has your institution been using 
this LMS? 

     

Where is the LMS hosted?      
Statement Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
The institution has put in place a 
governance structure to enable effective 
and comprehensive decision making 
related to distance learning.  

     

Policies are in place to autheriticate that 
students enrolled in online courses and 
receiving college credit are indeed those 
completing the course work. 

     

Policy for copyright ownerships of course 
materials exists. 

     

The institution has defined the strategic 
value of distance learning to its enterprise 
and to its relevant parts. 

     

Technical assistance in course development 
and assistance with the transition to 
teaching online is provided (for faculty). 

     

Instructors are prepared to teach distance 
education courses and the institution 
ensures faculty receives training, 
assistance, and support at all times during 
the development and delivery of courses. 

     

Faculty receives training and materials 
related to Fair Use, plagiarism, and other 
relevant legal and ethical concepts. 

     

Faculty is provided on-going professional 
development related to online teaching and 
learning. 

     

Technical assistance are established for 
faculty engagement and expectations 
around online teaching. 
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Faculty workshops are provided to make 
them aware of emerging technologies and 
the selection and use of these tools. 

     

Before starting an online program, students 
are advised about the program to determine 
if they possess that self-motivation and 
commitment to learn at a distance. 

     

Students receive (or have access to ) 
information about programs including 
admission requirements, tuition and fees, 
books and supplies, technical and 
proctoring requirements, and student 
support services prior to admission and 
course registration.(Chapman, 2006; 
Jewell, 2007; Koenig, 2011; Nicolle & 
Lou, 2008) 

     

Students are provided access to training 
and information they will need to secure 
required materials through electronic 
databases, interlibrary loans, government 
archives, new services and other sources. 
(Chapman, 2006; Jewell, 2007; Koenig, 
2011; Nicolle & Lou, 2008) 

     

Throughout the duration of the 
course/program, students have access to 
appropriate technical assistance and 
technical support staff.(Bishop, 2006; 
Moloney, 2010) 

     

Student support personnel are available to 
address student questions, problems, bug 
reporting, and complaints. (Bishop, 2006; 
Moloney, 2010) 

     

Students have access to effective academic, 
personal, and career counseling.(Chapman, 
2006; Jewell, 2007; Koenig, 2011; Nicolle 
& Lou, 2008) 

     

Minimum technology standards are 
established and made available to students. 
(Moloney, 2010) 

     

Student support services are provided for 
outside the classroom such as academic 
advising, financial assistance, peer support, 
etc.(Chapman, 2006; Jewell, 2007; Koenig, 
2011; Nicolle & Lou, 2008) 

     

Policy and process is in place to support 
ADA requirements.(Chapman, 2006; 
Jewell, 2007; Koenig, 2011; Moloney, 
2010; Nicolle & Lou, 2008) 
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Students are provided relevant information; 
ISBN numbers, suppliers, etc., and 
delivery modes for all required, 
instructional materials, digital format, e-
packs, print format, etc. to ensure easy 
access.(Bishop, 2006; Koenig, 2011; 
Moloney, 2010; Shelton & Isernhagen, 
2012) 

     

Program demonstrates a student-centered 
focus rather than trying to fit service to the 
distance education student in on-campus 
student services.(Chapman, 2006; Jewell, 
2007; Koenig, 2011; Nicolle & Lou, 2008) 

     

Efforts are made to engage students with 
the program and institution.(Bishop, 2006; 
Koenig, 2011; Shelton & Isernhagen, 
2012) 

     

Students are instructed in the appropriate 
ways of communicating with faculty and 
students.(Bishop, 2006; Koenig, 2011; 
Shelton & Isernhagen, 2012) 

     

The institution provides guidance to both 
students and faculty in the use of all forms 
of technologies used for course 
delivery.(Bishop, 2006; Moloney, 2010) 

     

Tutoring is available as a learning 
resource.(Bishop, 2006; Koenig, 2011; 
Shelton & Isernhagen, 2012) 

     

Students are instructed in the appropriate 
ways of enlisting help from the 
program.(Bishop, 2006; Moloney, 2010) 

     

Additional Comments: 
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Appendix K 
Keywords for HBCU LMS Administrators Survey 

  Question Subject 

Q8 

The institution has put in place a governance structure 
to enable effective and comprehensive decision making 
related to distance learning.  

Governance Structure 

Q9 

Policies are in place to authenticate that students 
enrolled in online courses and receiving college credit 
are indeed those completing the course work. 

Authentication Policies 

Q10 
Policy for copyright ownerships of course materials 
exists. 

Copyright Policies 

Q11 

The institution has defined the strategic value of 
distance learning to its enterprise and to its relevant 
parts. 

E-learning Strategy 

Q12 

Technical assistance in course development and 
assistance with the transition to teaching online is 
provided (for faculty). 

Technical Assistance 

Q13 

Instructors are prepared to teach distance education 
courses and the institution ensures faculty receives 
training, assistance, and support at all times during the 
development and delivery of courses. 

Teaching Preparation 

Q14 

Faculty receives training and materials related to Fair 
Use, plagiarism, and other relevant legal and ethical 
concepts. 

Plagiarism Training 

Q15 
Faculty is provided on-going professional development 
related to online teaching and learning. 

Professional Development 

Q16 
Technical assistance are established for faculty 
engagement and expectations around online teaching. 

Faculty Engagement 

Q17 

Faculty workshops are provided to make them aware of 
emerging technologies and the selection and use of 
these tools. 

Emerging Technology 

Q18 

Before starting an online program, students are advised 
about the program to determine if they possess that self-
motivation and commitment to learn at a distance. 

E-learning Readiness 

Q19 

Students receive (or have access to ) information about 
programs including admission requirements, tuition and 
fees, books and supplies, technical and proctoring 
requirements, and student support services prior to 
admission and course registration. 

Admissions Requirements 



Texas Tech University, Lisa L. Cole Martin, August, 2017 

133 

Q20 

Students are provided access to training and information 
they will need to secure required materials through 
electronic databases, interlibrary loans, government 
archives, new services and other sources. 

Electronic Resources 

Q21 

Throughout the duration of the course/program, students 
have access to appropriate technical assistance and 
technical support staff. 

Technical Support 

Q22 

Student support personnel are available to address 
student questions, problems, bug reporting, and 
complaints.  

Student Concerns 

Q23 
Students have access to effective academic, personal, 
and career counseling. 

Student Advising 

Q24 
Minimum technology standards are established and 
made available to students. 

Technology Standards 

Q25 

Student support services are provided for outside the 
classroom such as academic advising, financial 
assistance, peer support, etc. 

Support Services 

Q26 
Policy and process is in place to support ADA 
requirements. 

ADA 

Q27 

Students are provided relevant information; ISBN 
numbers, suppliers, etc., and delivery modes for all 
required, instructional materials, digital format, e-packs, 
print format, etc. to ensure easy access. 

Course Materials 

Q28 

Program demonstrates a student-centered focus rather 
than trying to fit service to the distance education 
student in on-campus student services. 

Student Centered 

Q29 
Efforts are made to engage students with the program 
and institution. 

Student Engagement 

Q30 
Students are instructed in the appropriate ways of 
communicating with faculty and students. 

Student Communication 

Q31 

The institution provides guidance to both students and 
faculty in the use of all forms of technologies used for 
course delivery. 

Institution Guidance 

Q32 Tutoring is available as a learning resource. 
Tutoring 

Q33 
Students are instructed in the appropriate ways of 
enlisting help from the program. 

Assistance Location 
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